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SUfHARY

Scope: This routine, announced inspection involved 25 inspector-hours on site in
the areas of inservice inspection and IE Bulletin 83-03.

Results: No violations or deviations were identified.
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REPORT DETAILS

1. Licensee Employees Contacted

*J. E. Swindell, Superintendent - Operations / Engineering
J. R. Pittman, Superintendent - Maintenance

*D. C. Mims, Engineering Group Supervisor
.

*B. C. Morris, Plant Compliance Supervisor
B. R. McPherson, Mechanical Results Supervisor

*T. T. Gilbert, Inservice Inspection Coordinator
M. McKaig, Inservice Inspection Level II Examiner

*J. Whitaker, Inservice Inspection Engineer
G. Harland, Maintenance Scheduling Supervisor

Other licensee employees contacted included inservice inspection and
compliance personnel.

NRC Resident Inspectors

*G. L. Paulk, Senior Resident Inspector4

*C. A. Patterson, Resident Inspector
*C. R. Brooks, Resident Inspector4

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview

The-inspection scope and findings were summarized on November 16, 1984, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The licensee was informed of
the inspection findings listed below. The licensee acknowledged the
inspection findings.

Inspector Followup Item 259, 260, 296/84-47-01, Review of documentation for
inspection and replacement of diesel generator cooling water valves,
paragraph 6.

Unresolved Item 259, 260, 296/84-47-02, Why are diesel generator cooling
water check valves not classified as Critical Systems, Structures and
Components (CSSC), paragraph 6.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters

.Not inspected.
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4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required to
determine whether they are acceptable or may involve violations or devia-
tions. A new unresolved item identified during this inspection is discussed
in paragraph 6.

5. Inservice Inspection (73753)

a. Inspection Plans - Unit 2

The inspector selectively reviewed the licensee's plans for Unit 2
inservice inspection of ASME Class 1 piping welds, as described below,
to examine their compliance with ASME Section XI (74S75) and NRC
Generic Letter (GL) 84-11. The sources of information for the review
were the licensee's latest computer printout dated November 13, 1984,
for inservice inspections to be performed during the current outage,
the licensee's letter of response dated June 7,1984, to GL-84-11, and
discussions with licensee personnel. In his review, the inspector
specifically did not examine the licensee's actions relative to
GL-84-11 items 2(d), 4 and 5.

b. Evaluation of Mechanized Ultrasonic Examination Equipment - Units 1, 2
and 3

The inspector evaluated the licensee's use of nei mechanized ultrasonic
examination equipment for performance of inservice examination of
piping welds. The licensee's newly acquired equipment is termed the
"ALARA 1" and was obtained by the licensee from the Virginia Corpora-
tion of Richmond. A primary impetus for the development and use of
such equipment was to reduce exposure to individuals by allowing the
ultrasonic scanning to be performed by mechanized equipment, rather
than manually, in areas of high radiation. The inspector was concerned
as to the capability of the equipment to perform scanning adequately to
detect and evaluate indications at piping welds. The inspector
evaluated the adequacy of the equipment through the licensee's
performance of an examination on an NRC furnished stainless steel pipe
sample containing simulated stress corrosion cracks adjacent to a weld.
A licensee Level II ultrasonic examiner, unaware of the location or
number of cracks, scanned the weld in the NRC furnished pipe using the
ALARA 1. Based on the examiner's findings and the inspector's observa-
tion of the operations involved, the capabilities of the ALARA 1 were
found to be adequate.

The following is a summary of data regarding the equipment, materials and
procedures used in the evaluation:

NRC pipe sample containing simulated stress corrosion cracks: 10"-

diameter x .5" wall stainless steel pipe with cracks prepared by
Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratory.
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Calibration block: licensee 10" diameter x .6" wall stainless steel-

calibration block identified BF-46.

Transducer: 3/8" diameter, 3.5 mHz, 55.8 shear wave.-

Examination procedure: N-UT-25, Rev. 4-

Note: The licensee did not have a calibration block matching the NRC
sample thickness as closely as required by their procedure. The
nearest size block to the sample was used for the evaluation examina-
tion.

Mechanized equipment procedure: Administrative Controls for ALARA 1-

Usage, Rev. 1.

Within the areas examined, no violations or de,viations were identified.

6. Status of Inspection and Enforcement Bulletins (IEBs) (92703)

(0 pen) IEB 83-03: Check Valve Failures in Raw Cooling Water Systems of
Diesel Generators (Units 1, 2 and 3)

This IEB deals with generic aspects of multiple swing check valve failures
identified in raw cooling water systems for diesel generators. The licensee
submitted an acceptable proposal for complying with the IEB and data for
examinations of Units 1 and 2 in a January 25, 1984 letter. During the
current inspection, the inspector questioned the cognizant engineer as to
whether the remaining Unit 3 examinations had been completed. The inspector
was informed that they had been. The inspector asked to review the records
for the inspections and was provided with maintenance requests (MRs) docu-
menting the inspections. The inspector began a review of the MRs to deter-
mine whether they were in compliance with the licensee's proposal for
complying with the Bulletin and whether the inspection records were in
accordance with regulatory requirements. The inspector found that many of
the MRs (e.g. , MR A-309385, 86, 87, 88) indicated that the valves had been
replaced and that the MRs were just dccumenting the inspections. The
replacement operations were not documented or, the MRs. It was not clear
when the inspections and replacements had been performed. The inspector
informed the licensee that he wished to better understand the inspection and
replacement work on those valves - in particular, to determine when and by
whom the original inspections had been performed. The inspector informed
the licensee that he would review the replacement records and all related
inspection records for the valves in a subsequent inspection and identified
the matter as inspector followup item 259, 260, 296/84-47-01, Review of
Documentation for Inspection and Replacement of Diesel Generator Cooling
Water Valves.

In reviewing the MRs documenting inspections of the diesel generator cooling
water valves, the inspector noted that some MRs indicated that valves were
classified as " Critical Systems, Structures and Components" (CSSC), while
other MRs indicated they were non-CSSC. The licensee defines (in Standard
Practice BF 1.3) CSSC as "those items that are necessary to ensure the
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integrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary, the capebility to shut
down the reactor and maintain it in a safe condition, and tne capability to
prevent or mitigate the consequences of an accident which could result in
potential offsite exposures to individuals in excess of a significant
fraction of those specified in 10 CFR, Part 100."

Because of their importance to safety, the licensee applies more stringent
quality assurance to CSSC items. It appeared to the inspector that the
subject valves should have been classified CSSC; however, the licensee's
listing of CSSC items included in the TVA QA Topical Report, did not include
the valves. The licensee's Engineering Group and Mechanical Results Super-
visors stated that they considered the subject valves to be CSSC. The
inspector informed the licensee that he would examine the classification
criteria applied to the valves and the significance of improper classifica-
tion, if determined, in a subsequent inspection. The inspector identified
this as unresolved item 259, 260, 296/84-47-02, Why Are Diesel Generator
Cooling Water Valves Not Classified CSSC?

IEB 83-03 will remain open pending Region II's receipt and review of the
licensee's submittal letter for Unit 3 and completion of a review of the
related inspection records for all three units.

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.
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