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Summary :

Inspection during period of January 12-16, 1987 (Report Nos. 50-275/87-05
and 50-323/87-05

Areas Inspected: An unannounced inspection by one regional inspector of
foll of NRC's Technical Audits Branch report on an allegation concerning a

flat spot on the reactor coolant piping in Unit 1 containment; of the design
changes, and modification; and an independent inspection of different vital
areas and equipment in the plant. Inspection Procedure Nos. 30703, 37700,
71707, and 92701 were used as guidance for the inspection.

Results: No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.
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DETAILS

Individuals Contacted
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E)

*R.
a

Thornberry, Plant Manager

Grebel, Regulatory Compliance Supervisor
Etzier, Construction Superintendent

Taggart, Director, Quality Support QA

Womack, Operations Manager

Karner, Rate Case Coordinator

McVicker, QC Inspector, Mechanical

Geske, Verification Planning Group Supervisor
Gonzalez, NDE Specialist

Bell, QC Supervisor, General Construction
Leppke, Project Engineer, General Construction
Pierce, General Construction QC Engineer
Foat, Power Production Engineer

Novak Mechanical Engineer

Various other engineering and QC personnel
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*Denotes attendees at exit management meeting on January 16, 1987.

In addition, NRC Resident Inspectors attended the exit management
meeting.

Area Inspection

An independent inspection was conducted in the Turbine and Auxiliary
Buildings. The equipment spaces inspected included:

a. Five Emergency Diesel Generator Rooms, Units 1 and 2.
b. Six 4160 Volt Switchgear Rooms, Units 1 and 2.
c. Six Battery Rooms, Units 1 and 2.

Six 480 Volt Vital Bus Rooms, Units 1 and 2.

Two Cable Spreading Rooms, Units 1 and 2.

Two Hot Shutdown Panel Areas, Units 1 and 2.

Turbine Building, Elevations 85' and 140', Units 1 and 2.
h. Two 480 Volt Load Center Areas, Units 1 and 2.
i. Combined Two-Unit Control Room, Units 1 and 2.
Housekeeping and equipment status appeared to be acceptable.

No violations of NRC requirements were identified.




BD-04-01, Followup on Handling

A3793§f7bn Nos. 55
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The Technical Audits Branch in their memorandum of August 1¢
brought to Region V's attention that an alleger contends he h mads an

allegation to Region V personnel that had not been resolved by the NRC.
The alleger had identified a flat spot on a large pipe about 36 inches in
diameter with a wall thickness of 2.15 inches in Unit 1 containment and
his concern was pipe wall thickness. He assumed the pipe would have a
thinner wall dimension in the area of the flat spot The allieger further
contends that the licensee's response to the NRC on this issued referred

to a flat spot on a 10 inch pipe with a wall thicknes: ] . and h
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ytone and Webster's audit of the Reactor Coolant System identified
several aireas where pandling lugs and fitup clips had been removed by
grinding but had not teen liquid penetrant inspected. MVR-4405 was
prepared to require all such areas where removal by grinding had been
accomp l1shed be examined with if\.‘h penetrant AJ, erv;tJL1n
indicatiors were to be removed and/or repaired in accordance witl
ipproved procedures which required ultrasonic measurement of pipe wall
tnickness. A number of such grinding removal areas were found on RC loop
o The inspector examined in detail MVR-4405 and the associated
complietion certifications and documentation These records and documents

appeared to be 1n order
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tone and Webster examinatic of the crossover leg of reactor coolant

ystem loop 1-2 also identi five deficiencies Three rust areas. one

cavity (5/16" x 3/1¢f x 1/16" aeep) on welded attachment removal area,
ang adjacent gouges (two) approximate four nches in length These
deiiciencits were corrected under MVR 4415 The repair measures for the
rust area Inc tuded, remove by wire brust , ainiess steel brush
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inspection of the piping surfaces for damage also identified and
documented any deficiencies such as weld splatter, arc strikes, gouges,
rust spots, paint residue, etc. Thic QCI aiso required correction of all
deficiencies found, and cleaning of pipes surface with demineralized
vater or acetone prior to the reinstallation of the reflective
insulation. The inspector examined in detail the QCI 83-414 and
associated documentation fur the accomplishment and completion of the
above described work. This documentation appeared to be in order and
acceptable.

The hand-over-hand inspection of loop 1-2 crossover pipe identified three
deficiencies; tightly adhering weld splatter on inside radius below weld
WIB-RC-2-/4 on the 90 degree elbow, tightly adhering welZ splatter on the
20 degree elbow above weld WIB-RC-2-B, and pipe support/restraint clamps
on both elbows were not removed for final cleaning. The inspector
examined nuclear plant problem report (NPRR)'s DC1-83-QC-PO 257, 258,
259, 266, and 298 for correcting these deficiencies. The corrective
measures appcared to be acceptable and the documentation appeared to be
in order. It is noted that this hand-over-hand inspection of the loop
1-2 crossover pipe also did not identify a flat spot nn this portion of
the RC piping. A discussion with the licensee's QC inspector that
supervised this hand-over-hand inspection of the RC piping in the field
stated that any flat spots found during inspection would have been
documented as discrepancies.

The license to ensure no damage was done to the reactor coolant system
piping surface following the correction on any deficiencies and
immediately prior to reinstallation of the reflective insulation
required: A visual examination of all exposed surfaces of the pipe for
visible evidence of damaged and maintained a surveillance of visually
accepted exposed piping until the reflective insulation was reinstalled
on the pipe. To maintain visual surveillance of the exposed pipe the
licensee utilized the Plant Security Force by placing guards on the pipe
until the insulation was reinstalled.

The reflective insulation once installed under QCI 83-414 was not removed
again prior to plant initial startup (April 1984) except in a few
isolated cases such as the followup of allegations. In those cases, a
minimum amount of insulaticn was removed and extreme care was exercised
to ensure no damage was done to the RCS piping during the short period
that the reflective insulation was off the pipe.

The inspector examined the certification and documentation for the
washing of the reactor coolant piping, and the reinstallation of the
reflective insulation following the repair of the deficiencies identified
during the inspection required by QCI 83-414. These records appeared to
be in order and acceptable.

Summary

Two complete and independent hand-over-hand (meticulous) inspections of
the reactor coolant piping surfaces were performed between the fall of
1982 and end of summer of 1983. From review of the deficiencies found
and repaired during the two inspections, the first inspection (Stcne and



Webster inspection) brought out the more significant deficiencies such as
gouges, cavities, file scratches, arc strikes, and grinding marks while
the second inspection (QCI 83-414 inspection) found mostly less
significant deficiencies such as arc strikes, weld splatter, paint
residue, etc. These deficiencies found by the second inspection are all
items which probably occurred between the time the first inspection was
completed and the second inspection was performed.

It is concluded that both inspections of the pipe surfaces were very
thorough. Neither inspection identified a flat spot on the surfaces of
locp 1-2 of the primary system piping. Had such a spot been identified
anywhere on the Reactor Coolant System piping, it would have been
ultrasonically tested to determine pipe wall thickness. It is possible
that the alleger identified as a flat spot, one of the handling lug
removal grinding areas which were addressed earlier in this report. In
the final analysis, the licensee's processing of piping surfaces of the
reactor coolant piping during late 1982 and 1983 in preparation for
declaring the system operational is considered to be thorough and
acceptable. This item is closed.

No violations or deviations were identified.

Design, Design Changes, and Modifications

The review and examination of licensee's procedures for processing onsite
design, design changes, and modifications was commenced by reviewing
Engineering Procedure No. 3.60N, Revision TR-539, dated August 4, 1986,
"Operating Nuclear Power Plant Design Changes." However, inspection in
this area was incomplete and shall be continued during a future
inspection.

This item will be followed as open item 50-275/323/87-05-01.

No violations or deviations were identified.

Exit Meeting

The inspector conducted an exit meeting on January 16, 1987, with the
Plant Manager ana other members of the plant staff. During this meeting,
the inspector summarized the scope of the inspection activities and
reviewed the inspectior “indings as described in this report. The
licensee acknowledged the concerns identified in the report.




