
Recommedation 

strengthen correctiy@ measures to Improve the timeliness of 
material procurement. consider timely implementation of Nuclear 
Power Procurement Problems Task'Eorce recommendations and the 
NSRS report R-84-17-NPS recommendations.  

X. CONTROL AND CALIBRATION Of MEASURING AND TEST EQUIPMENT 

No findings were noted In this area at any of the sites.  

L. MAINTENANCE TOOLS AND EQUIPMENT CONTROLS 

Finding L-1 

Good Practice: At WBN. a comouteriued.rel-time inventory 
control system has been imolemented as en interim correction for 
identified deficiencios in trackint main tool room inventories.  
This system has elements which identify the eurrent Inventory, 
the number of tools permanently Issued, the number of tools 
temporarily issued, and reorder points. No problems with 
availability of tools and equipment from the main tool room were 
noted during observations.  

Finding L-2 

At BIN and SQN. the inventory and a-countability mechanisms for 
maintenance tools and eguipment do not provide adetuate control.  
As a result, tools and equipment are sometimes unavailable to the 
craft performing work, and replacement costs are high. at BIN, 
no inventories are maintained o! tools awaiting decontamination 
or in hot tool storage. At BIN and SQNI some tools confiscated 
for decontamination are not properly recorded in the tool 
accountability system. Tools returned by persons other than 
those who checked them out are also not properly recorded.  
Current Inventories are not maintained in any of the tool roens.  
This finding does not apply to tagged tools such as serialized 
measuring and test equipment. All plants reported that they have 
initiated plans to install computerized bar code Inventory and 
accountability systems; however, these systems have not been 
approved.  

Atcommendation: 

Establish and Implement uniform methods for Inventory and 
accountability of small tools and equipment at each of the sitws 
to correct the problems noted. Consider implemenitation of the 
coms'iterized bar cede system. Include In the system real time 
Inventory and accountability for persons and Places such as 
the hot tool room and the decontamination facility.
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Finding L-3 

At orm. detective riggint and electric hand tools are not 
renaired and returned to service in a timely manner. Several 
barrels of detective rigging. Ant.electric hand tools were 
observed In the outage tool room and hot tool stora&e areas.  
Some of the tags an this equipment indicated the detects had 
existed for nine months.  

Recommuendation: 

Repair defective rigging equipment and electric hand tools 
promptly to reduce the need for large inventories. Co~nsider 
assigning responsibility for inspection, repair, replacement, and 
disposal of rigging equipment and electric hand tools toa 
dedicated group of workers.  

Finding L-4 

At BTW. rittint tatted as defective was not svtrvgated from 
aceggtable ritilnt. This practice could lead to the use of 
defective rigging if the tag was separated from the item.  

Recommuendati on: 

Segregate defective riggin& from serviceable rigging and clearly 
label each storage location.  

M. MAN AGEMENT INVOLVEMENT 

finding X1-1 

The involvement of maintenance management and supervision In 
ongoing maintenance activities needs to be strengthened. Most 
managers and supervisors recognized the value of increased field .00 
involvement with maintenance activities. but meetings, 
administrative duties, and emergent problems were often permitted 
to Interfere. Kfforts toward improvement were noted at all three 
sites.  

Browns Ferry 

Foremen were at the worksits for some time during most of 
the activities observed. Higher level supervisory presence 
was minimal, but appeared to Increase during the review 
period. One of the goals of shifting to the unit 
organization was to increase supervisory involvement In 
maintenance octivities. Since unitization had begun only 
two months qarlier It was too early to judge its 
effectiveness.  

Although supervision wasn observed at the work sites, their 
attention &ppeared to be focused on the teask at hand and 
housekeeping, safety. or equipment problems In adjacent

.-W.



areas went uncorrected. Upper management stated additional 
effort had begun to correct that problem and Improve 
housekeeping standards.  

Sequoyah 

Foremen were at the worksito for some activities, but there 
was little presence of higher level supervision.  
Particular interferences cited by managers were emergent 
problems. administrative duties, and the number/duration of 
meetings. Some reported management actions to help free 0, 
line management include limiting meeting attendees to 
minimize impact on line supervisors, establizhing 
additional positions to perform administrative functions in 
the craft sections. and establishing positions on the 
maintenance superintendent's staff to help deal with 
multi-disciplined and generic site needs such as 
maintenance program Improvements.  

Watts 3cr 

Foremen were at the worksites at some point during most of 
the activities observed and higher level supervision was 
present during some of those.  

From observations and follow-up interviews with 
supervisors. there appeared to be a positive attitude 
toward increased involvement by supervisors in daily 
activities. Management coaching, establishment of the 
planning positions, and the personal initiative of foremen 
have contributed to the present high level of foremen 
involvezent In the field. However, the number and duration 
of meetings, administratives duties and emergent problems 
have adversely impacted group and engineering section 
supervisors' involvement, particularly in electrical 
maintenance. Reported management actions to help free line 
management include the Issuance of a letter by the plant 
manager setting aside time blocks which are unavailable for 
rogl~larly scheduled meetings and establishment of the 
plan~ning group. Additionally, the maintenance 
superintendent had the flezibility to establish additional 
craft supervisory positions as warranted and staff 
positions to help deal with multi-disciplined or generic 
maintenance Issues.  

Develop and Implement stronger actions to increase management and 
supervisory monitoring of field maintenance activities. Raise 
the priority of this effort for managers and supervisors and
relieve them, where possible, of tasks that intearfere with 
Involvement in and monitoring of day-to-day activities.



*Consider the following measures: 

1. Assign corporate personnel prime responsibility for 
developing maintenance program Improvements needed at the 

sites. This effort currently..,requires substantial efforts 

and is performed nearly exclusively by the sites. Ensure.  

however, continuing site involvemenft in these efforts.  

2. Provide technical and administrative assistants to key 

maintenance managers such as discipline group supervisors 
(e.g.. electrical. mechanical. and instrumentation and 

control). Use these assistants to relieve the line managers 
from unnecessary administrative and program development 
duties.  

3. Review the demands placed on supervisor's and manager'*s time 
in more detail and eliminate unproductive or unnecessary 
diversions from line responsibilities. Reduce the number and 

duration of meetings, especially those with large attendance 
that do not use attendees' time productively.  

4. Adjust clerical staffing as necessary to tree technical 
managers and supervisors from clerical tasks.  

S. Substantially strengthen senior management attention to 

training and coaching in supervisory involvement, and 

personal involvement in those efforts in the plant.  

6. Make supervisory Involvement in and monitoring of day-to-day 
activities a key factor In periodic management performance 
appraisals.  

N. MAINTENANCE HISTORY 

Finding N-1 

At all three uites. the maintenance history orograms often do not 
provide meaningful. complete, and useful informationA. Personnel 
performing maintenance work often do not completely and 
accurately describe the activities on the MR forms. Furthermore, 
At 3PM and WIN there is no criteria for determining the types of 
maintenance and equipment for which documentation and retention 
of historical data is required, other than CSSC. limited QA, 
Class lE. and non-CSSC related to Technical Specification 
compliance.  

History Information entered Into the maintenance history computer 
programs is normally derived from completed MR forms. The 

e0ntries on MRs often lack information 
needed to make future 

reference most useful. Personnel often do not compleLely and 
accurately describe the equipment on wh~ch work was performed. , 

the actual work accomplished, the failure(s) that occurred, 
causes of the problems, and, for SQN and WIN, the manhours 
expended.

.&I
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At BFN and WBU, no person or section has been designated as 
responsible or hold accountable for ensuring that information 
entered into the maintenance history data bass is accurate. At 
SQN, Individuals have been assigned to screen MR Information for 
adequacy before entry Into the maintenance history data base.  
Though this has been helpful, additional attention is warranted 
to further Improve the quality or the information entered.  

Recommnendation: 

Establish uniform guidelines for rctention or maintenance 
information on equipment that is im;ortant for safe and reliabio 
operation. Include information on such items as man-hours 
espended, special tools used, causes of failures. and repair 
techniques or procedures used. Develop methods to improve the 
usefulness of information entered In maintenance history for 
future reference. Consider having system 4ngineers prepare 
history entries from completed His and other sources fcr input 
into equipment history files by data entry operators. Provide 
training for maintenance personnel, as appropriate, to improve 
the quality of information noted on the MR forms during and after 
maintenance.  

Finding N1-2 

At all three sites, there has been very little use of maintenance 
history for plannint CM and PM activities and for Identifyint the 
need for modifications.  

Very few of the computer terminals at SQN and WUN have printers 
convenient to the individuals who need hard copy Information; it 
must be picked up at a remote location. Because of this 
inconvenience, information needed from historical data bases Is 
normally hand copied from the screer. Handcopying ties up the 
equipment, Is time consuming and is Inefficient.  

When the need for corrective maintenance Is Identified, new MR 
work packages are often generated manually without the benefit of 
the Information contained In past MR work packages. This 
practice can create errors and inconsistent me:hods for 
performing repeated maintenance. It does not foster the use of 
lessons learned during work and applying these lessons to future 
activities.  

Recommiendat ion: 

Provide printers and a copy of microfilmed MR. In each planning 
section to allow convenient retrieval of previous maintenance 
request information. Establish a library of solazted work 
instructions used oreviou3ly so that lessons learned can be 
carried on reliably. Instruct ULS per~onnel to use historieal 
Information, when possible, to plan and schedule maintenance.
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0. QUALITY ASSURANCE 

finding 0-1 

At ll hre sies.PQAreview'oC.MRs prior to work Is not 

identifYifia significanc weaknesses.  

The NQAM requires review of CSSC MRs by PQA prior to starting 

work to ensure certain elements are adequately addressed.  

Examples of these elements are skills of the craft. QC hold 

points. PHTs. clearances and permits. special processes. fire 

protection. American Society of Mechanical Engineers 
(ASKE) 

Section XI. common mode failure. class 1E. and plant 
Technical 

Specificationls. Single PQA reviewers are normally assigned to 

review MRs for all disciplines (mechanical. electrical. and 

instrumentation). The technical background of any assigned 

reviewer is normally in a single disciplino. Because of the 

technical complexities involved with the disciplines 
and the 

elements described in the NQAM. an adequate review is often 

beyond the technical expertise of the designated PQA reviewer.  

Based upon interviews with PQA personnel, adequate training 
in 

MR-related, subjects such as PK! (other than ASME Section 11) has 

not been provided. Sometimes the time restraints and locations 

for MR review adversely impact the adequacy and thoroughness of 

the PQA review.  

At all three sites, PQA review did not reliably cause correction 

of problems such as lack of appropriate PM? and lack of technical 

information needed by craft workers. In some cases, QC 

inspectors found the need to stop work in progress because work 

instructions were inadequate. even after PQA approval.  

Recoasnendation: 

Evaluate the need for the broad scope of PQA MR reviews currently 

required by the NQAM before maintenance is begun. Consider, 

during this review. methods and p~otential benefits of 

strengthening line capability and accountability for MR adequacy, 

Including relevant quality program requirements. Revise the NQAK 

as appropriate, and ensure that persons assigned MR preparation 

and approval responsibilities are adequately trained to address 

equipment and quality program needs.  

Finding 0-2 

At BFN and SON. corrective actions for some problems Identified 

by POA have not been effective.  

CAls and Discrepancy Reports OROi written by PQA identify 

maintenance problem areas. Though dispositions of sevoral 

reports indicated that corrective actions would be effective, 

repeated problems showed they were not.



Browns Ferry 

Five Usi were written over a period of time for work being 
performed on a CSSC system without PQA review. The stated 
corrective action for each-DR did not correct the problem 
as expected. and a CAR was written to document the lack ot 
corrective action. After this CAR was issued there were 
two additional DRs written tor the Same Condition.  

Sequoyah 

Twenty-tour DRs were written for a variety ot 
discrepancies; e.g.. QC holdpoints. non-QA review at MRS.  
and use, of non-CSSC material an CSSC equipment. Aftotr 
corrective action on those DRs was specified, an additional 
41 ills were found with the same problems. As a result, a 
CAR was issued in April ot 1986 to document the 
Ineffectiveness of the corrective action.  

Recom~mendation: 

At BFN and SQU Increase management attention in the corrective 
action process to ensure actions taken to correct identified 
problems are centered on root causes, not symptoms, and have 
long-term solution potential. Strengthen line management 
appreciation for, and attention to, quality program 
requirements. Establish improved mechanisms to evaluate the 
effectiveness of corrective actions in preventing recurrence.  
Escalate repetitive problems to higher management levels f or 
action.  

Finding 0-3 

Inconsistencies in NOAHl requirements have created unnecessary 
work, delayed work and created inconsistencies ine site 
implementation of quality program requirements. Two examples are 
discussed below: 

First, the NQAM, Part II. Section 2.1, Paragraph 4.1.1 states 
mWaintonance shall be initiated and/or documented by the use of a 
maintenance request (MRl) form." Contrary to paragraph 4..1., 
paragraph 4.3.3 permits preventive maintenance to be performed 
either by the use of an MR or an Implementing instruction. At 
SQN and BFN, regularly scheduled maintenance Instructions are 
referenced in PH Instructions and these Pils are initiated by an 

automated schaduling system without MRs. 
At VIM, MRs are .0 

required to initiate many regularly scheduled MIs and some other 
Pils. adding significantly to the effort required and apparently 
providing little added benefit.  

Second, portions of the NQAJI. Part II, section 2.1, requite prior 

PQA review of MRs that Initiate PORC-reviewed troubleshooting and 

corrective maintenance Instructions. Another portion of the NQAM 

permits performance of an MR that Initiates a Preventive



Maintenance Instruction (PHI) already approved by PQA without 

separate pQA approval of the MR. This is permitted even though 

the operability of a system or component may be affected. Since 

the NQAM has recognized that only one PQA review Is necessary for 

PHIs, that logic also appears applicable to an MRl that uses only 

PQA approved procedures that encompass all aspects of the job.  

Including appropriate PHT requiremenits. It is not clear that PQA 
review of an MR Is needed when the MR uses only PQA approved 

instructions. Such redundant reviews add unnecessarily to work 
and delays.  

Recommuendat ion: 

Revise the NQAH to clarity requirements for advance PQA approval 
of maintenance work and implement uniform application of the 

requirements at all sites. Eliminate redundant PQA reviews such 

as those discussed in the finding. Consider a more comprehensive 

review of NQAII requirements relevant to maintenance to identify 

and eliminate inconsistencies and necessary requirements that 

can impede timely processing of maintenance work without adding 

significantly to quality. Involve maintenance and Q& personnel 
in the review.  

finding 0-4 

Survoillance of maintenance activities by POA at 8FN and WBN Is 

unnecessarily limited in scope and depth.  

The surveillance program is intended to provide feedback to 
management on the implementation of applicable procedures and 

requiraments through observation of activities In progress. At 

SQN, the surveillance program appears to be working effectively.  
At BFN and WIN, however. surveillance activitie: are often 
limited to review of paperwork and programmatic matters. Surveys 

have not been completed on an appropriate variety of maintenance 
activities to permit a meaningful overall assessment.  

Browns Ferry 

The S7 maintenance surveys done, in 1985 uvre final data 
package reviews. workplan reviews and programmatic 
reviews. No surveys were performed on work activities.  
One survey, however. performed in 1986 did cover several 
actual work activities.  

Watts Bar 

Fourteen maintenance surveys were performed in 1965.  
Eleven of those were limited to reviews of completed MRs or 

EQ related progra.-wmatic Issues. One was to docuzuent 'a 
condition noted during a rewort activity. Two wore field
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surveys of activities that Included document checks and the 
actual performances of work. Seven Of eleven identified 
review guidelines for surveillance have not yet been 
written. They cover the *following areas: 

o Welding 

o Equipment history/trending 

o EQ implementation 

o Preventive maintenance 

o H~ousekeeping 

o Maintenance of cranes and hoists 

o Provfitivo maintenance instructions 

Recoimmendat ion: 

Strengthen the BF11 and WBN PQA surveillance programs to place 
primary emphasis on surveillance of maintenance activities in 
progress. Strengthen surveillance expertise in the activities 
being observed and in observation techniques. Train PQA 
s urveillance personnel in observation methods using the PONC course based on INPO techniques. At WBN, complete the 
surveillance review guidelines identified In the fiftding.

,.M.



Answers to Questions Contained in S. A. WJhite's 
Memorandum of April 10, 1986 

A. 1 Are there procedures which clearly' diicribe the entire process of 
accomplishing corrective maintenance? 

With some exceptions, the administrative procedures for corrective 
maintenance provide adequate guidance.  

Weaknesses In these administrative procedures Include: (1) lack'.  
of guidance for specifying postmaintenanco testing (se* Finding 
I-1) and (2) lack at instructions and guidance for documenting 
maintenance history (see Finding N-1).  

In addition, numerous instructions exist for specific corrective 
maintenance activities. These instructions sometimes do not 
clearly or completely describe the activities necessary. Examples 
include Inadequate lubricant specification and excessive 
instruction referencing (see Finding F-2).  

A. 2 Do the originators of MRs describe the problem'area accurately, 
clearly, and In sufficient detail? 

For the most part, yes. At each site. MRs can be initiated by any 
employee. As a result, the detailed problem description varies.  
Some discrepancies were identified and are discussed In finding 
N-i.  

A. 3 Does the MR process keep the operations personnel informed of plant 
problems? 

At each site the MR process keeps operations personnel Informed of 
most plant maintenance problems. Plant maintenance problems are 
reported and tracked by the maintenance request system. Each site 
utilizes senior reactor operator (SRO) qualified Individuals In 
the planning and scheduling unit who review submitted MRs and 
Interface with operations for prioritization oif MRs. Daily 
activity lists are provided to site personnel (including e 
operations) to inform them of plant maintenance problems being 
actively workad. Also, most maintenance activities that affect 
plant equipment require that operations authorize starting the 
work and are notified upon completion of the work.  

A. 4 Does the MR process allow for prioritization of work? Is the priority 
system based on equipment/system% availability as well as the safety 
Impact to the plant? 

Appendix A
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TheHR roeSSallwsfor prioritIzAtiOn~ 
and is based uponl 

TheiMRiproceas Aellows safty impacts. The BFN. siQ1 and WB11 

prortiat~f poCOsses all provide for 
"emergency' "Immediate 

pr ortte tifl. nd Pr'outi nse priorities Emergency maintenance 

activities are those needed to prevent Imminent eq'±ipment damage 

or imminent personal 
Injury;. they are worked immediately and 

Interrupt lower priority 
work . Imuediate attention activities 

are 

those required to be completed within 
24 hours. At WEN. the 

routine priority is further 
divided into routine priority 

I for 

plant process equipment 
and routine priority 2 

for non-process 

equipment. "Complete by- dates can 
be assigned to establish 

further priorities. At SON, the routine priority for 
process 

equipment Is divided into three subset priorities 
to be completed 

within 7 days. 21 days, and as work load permjits. At BFN. there 

is no further prioritization 
within the routine category; see 

Finding H-2 for additional 
Information.  

A. 5 Does the MR process identify technical specifications limiting.0 

conditions for operation! 

The MR process adequately identifies limiting conditions for 

operation (LCD). An SRO reviews MRs. determines if an 
LCO h As 

been entered. determines if the needed maintenance will result in 

an LCD, and determines the actual time that an LCD 
was entered.  

The SROs are trained in the technical 
specification requirements 

and are qualified to make such decisions and judgements. At 'JUN.  

LCD requirements will not 
be fully Implemented until 

an operatingi 

license is received.  

A. 6 Is the work well planned and job stepped In a manner that is clearly 

understood In the field? 

Maintenance work is planned 
and job stepped in a manner 

generally 

understood in the field. 
However. a number of weaknesses 

in 

implementation were obseCved which substantially 
and adversely 

impact the quality of the final work package. 
The principal 

weaknesses olserwed are: (1) more reliance Is placed 
on the 

*skill of thie craft" than appropriate 
In some detailed work 

instructions and clear descriptions 
of the still$ of all assigned 

craft workers do not exist, (2) generic work Instructions 
chat 

do not address the important details of the 
job are frequently 

referenced In work packages (see Findings F-I and F-2). (3) 

interdisciplinary craft work and support 
activitlies are often not 

Well coordinated and 
unnecessary delays 

In performing maintenance 

result (see Finding G-1).  

A. 7 Is the work scheduled In conjunction with other work to minimi;', 

equipment and system downtime? 

Some attempti are uuadu to schedule related 
corrective maintenance 

MRs on the same piece of equipment 
together. At BFN. means have 

been established to identify all outstanding wort. on any &iven
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equipment ts that scheduling can be coordiflattd. -:Abi this 
exception. however, all three sites rely heavily on pec~sonnel in 
the planning and scheduling sections to recotnize the op~portunlity 
to coordinate scheduling to minimizo downtime. As ezpVCtud. thi$ 

system is only marginally effoct.-Lve (see Finding G-,&).  

A. 5 Il the procdss from problem recognition to corrective ac~ion 
implementation timely and efficient? 

No. the process from problem recognition to ccrrtct.ive act:on is 
often neither timely nor efficient. There is a substantial 
back'og of open MIRs at the plants. Major zontributors to the age 
of open MRs are the lack of materials (see Finding 3-4) and the 
need for minor modifications (see Finding H-1).  

At BFN. there wer4 approximately 4300 open MRs with an average agc 
of six months. At WBN. there were 2.800 MRs open, of these. 35 
percent were over sixty days old. At SQfl. there were 
approximately 2.400 open items CflRs and IJRs).  

Efficiency problems include delays in obtaining parts (see 
Findings J-1. J-?. and J-4). scheduling (see Findings G-1. and 
G-4). and manpower utilization (see finding H-A).  

A. 9 Are plans/procedures in place to handle repairs and replacements under 
ASME? Do maintenance personnel understand the requirements for repair 
and replacem.,nt? 

Plans/procedures are in place to handle repairs and procedures 
under the applicable ASME codes. Personnel responsible for 
implementation have been given training and appear to be 
knowledgea': e. Howaver. procedures rely heavily on knowledge and 
interpretations of ASME code requirements by implementing 
personnel. They indicated that periodic retraining by corporate 
engineers active In code activities would help ensure that ASME 
code requirements are properly interpreted.  

A.10 Do maintenance personnel understand the other requirements for Section 
XI such as LLRT (Local Leak Rate Test]. ILRT (Integrated Leak Rate 
Test], and operability? Do they understand the Impacts Of types Of 
work that will require re-testing under the code? 

Site personnel appear to have a good understanding of what types 
of work would require retesting under Section XI of the code.  
However, the following exception was noted. At BFN. electrical 
work 433oCiateO with an active valve was conducted without 
Initiation of active valve operability testing.  

A-11 Do maintenance personnel have a basic understanding of the plant 
equipment and systems to ensure they are aware of the importance or 
safety impacts of their work? 

Maintenance personnel generalj nad an adequate understanding of 
plant equipment and systems and were adequately aware of the 
Importance and Impact of their work.

A,51



Maintenance personnel receive training in basic plant systems.  
Boiling Water Reactor (BW4) or Pressurized Water Reactor (PWR) 
technology courses. and training courses an specific equipment as 
appropriate.  

A.12 Hov are code repairs and replacement's handled? Do they ensure updating 
of the design documents. required 1141 (Authorized Nuclear Inspector) 

Interfaces. and Nis5 (Nuclear Inspectors) 2/1 form preparation.  
approval, and submittal? 

Site administrative instructions or standard practices address the 
needed programmuatic steps for Section XI Popair and replacement 
activities. These steps including updating of design docu~ments, 
inspections, interfacing with the 1141, and providing Input data to 

the corporate office for NIs 2/1 submittals.  

No administrative instructions/standard practices were found which 
address repair and replacements for American National Standards 

Institute (ANSI) B31.1 code components (non-safety related).  

A.13 Are there processes In place to ensure that environmental or seismic 

qualifications ot equipment are not breached during corrective 
maintenance? Do maintenance personnel ut.erstand EQ and SQ (Seismic 
Qualification)? 

Yes, processes for EQ and SQ are in place with one technical 
exception noted.  

At WBN, the instrument supervisor felt seismic considerations were 
adequately addressed with the exception of instrument mounzings 
(including torquing requirements). Engineering is presently 
developing standard drawings to address requirements for 
instrument mountings. Those were expected to be in place by 
July 1, 1986.  

Maintenance personnel appear to understand their respective roles 
for EQ and SQ applications.  

A.14 a. How are problems handled during the Implementation of corrective 

maintenance? 

b. Is this process timely? 

Minor problems are routinely resolved by :ý-i involved 
foremen, craft or engineers. Examples of minor problems are 
coordination delays or those not requiring work package 
revision. Any problems beyond those minor ones result in 
inordinate work, delays from generating new MRs and replanning 
existing MRs (see Finding H-S).  

A.15 Are the :orrective actions taken well documented? Do they refloat all 
steps taken and conditions found as well as left? 

Although there is a high degree of variability in the detailed 
documentation of the corrective action and the steps taken, the 
general performance in this area needs Improvement. If a



AS 

procedure with step-by-step signoff Is used, the work is so 
documented. The descriptive portions at many completed MRIS (work 

performed and failure cause) do not clearly reflect the work done 

in a manner that provides meaningful Information for maintenance 
history. See Finding N-1 for-additional Information.  

A.16 Are MRs properly reviewed by supervision to ensure adequacy and 
accuracy? 

Field complete MRs are reviewed to assure that the blanks are 

filled in and that the data is accurate. However. the reviews 
were not adequate in: (1) the description of work performed.  

and (2) the cause of the failure. In addition, there was not 

sufficient review to conclude that the problem identified by the 

originator was actually corrected (see Findings H1-3 and N-i).  

SQN, however, showed significant improvemeat in May In the number 

of completed MRs (supervisor reviewed) rejected by PQA. This 
number was down to 3 percent from about 50 percent.  

A.17 Do MRs provide enougn information to allow for trend analysis, 
traceability to other documents, and spare parts of materials? 

a. . Trend analysis: No; MRlS often do not contain adequate information 
to perform a useful trend analysis. In order to recognize at.  

adverse trend (i.e. significant repeated problems or failures) 
from MR data, the evaluator would have to know substantially more 

than is normally included on MRs (set Finding N-i).  

b. Traceability to other documents: Yes, references to other 
documents on MRs are adequate.  

C. Spere parts or materials: Yes; traceability to Material 
Requisition Forms (TVA term 575) was consistently Included on MRs 
when parts were used.  

A.18 Is there a trend Analysis program? How adequate is It? 

Trend analysis programs are being developed for all three sites.  
As these programs have only been recently Implemented at SQN and 

DFN, judgement on the adequacy of the programs could not be made.  
Problems with data collection (see Finding N-i) and failure 
analysis (see Finding A-A) were noted, other Information is as 
follows: 

Browns Ferry 

An Item for which three MRS are written within 90 days 
In any one unit Is flagged by the computer for 
analysis. This threshold does not include MRi for like 
Items In the other two units.



Sequoyah 

The plant procedu:e Identifying the overall program 
appears to be wa1l defined. However, the current 
program has only been~recently Implemented. and Its 
adequacy could not yet be determined.  

Watts Bar 

There is not an effective trend analysts or equipment 
history program in use. EQIS and the site maintenance 
history programs are fully functional but are not 
frequently used. The vibration group and the 
Instrumentation maintenance unit have trending programs 
for their specific areas. Repetitive failures and 
equipme&at that requires excessive corrective maintenance 
are not effectively tracked. trended. or flagged.  

A.19 What Is QA's involvement in corrective maintenance! 

At all three sites PQA reviews all CSSC/Safety Related Mis prior 
to performance of the work. This review checks items such as: 

1. Identification of the equil;,*ent 
2. Work Instructions 
3. Designation of QC holdpaints 
4. Postzuaintenance testing requirements 
S. Administrative and section revieus 

In addition. PQA at SQN reviews all completed CSSC MRs.  

The PQA 3urve!llance groups perform specific and prograimmatic 
surveys of randomly selected maintenance activities and related 
documentation. These surveys are Intended to point out the 
effectiveness of plant procedures and adherence to them. For 
problems related to PQA surveys, see Finding 0-4.  

PQA also reviews and approves maintenance instructions ..nd 
revisions for technical content. QC holdpoint designation, and 
clarity prior to use. For problems relating to PQA review. see 
Findings 0-1 and 0-3.  

PQA also participates directly In the CM process through 
Inspections at designated QC holdpoints.  

A.20 Can corrective mainLenance be performed by anyone other than personnel 
assigned to the maintenance group? If so, who and ui..er what 
conditions and controls? 

Corrective maintenance can be performed by organizations otkqr .0 
than the maintenance group as follows:

*A#A#96 0



The TVA modifications group occasionally has performed corrective 
maintenance using MRS.  

The T7A Service Shop In Muscle ;hoals. Alabama. performs 
maintenance on large equipment ind.motors and rebuilds 
contaminated motors using procedures provided with each job.  
Muscle Shoals Is bound by the requirements in the NQAM. They also 
filiter (Purevac) the oil in transformers and switch gear in the 
switch yard at the sites.  

Contractors. such as Combustion Engineering. perform some CH on 
site. Their performance is controlled by contractor procedures 
written to satisfy the contract work specificiation.  

Some instruments and electrical components are sent back to the 
manufacturer (or repair In accordance with specifications in the 
contract.  

A.21 Is there an effective system 'or flagging MR backlogs? 

At all three sites, the backlog of MRs (number of MRs) is 
routinely identified. However, this information does not 
represent the backlog of corrective maintenance activities. The 
backlog of MRs may include the following, depending on wtich site 
the data is for: O 

(a) Corrective Maintenance 
(b) Preventive Maintenance 
Wc Maintenance support for activities such as Sls, 

refueling activities, and modifications 
(d) Support activity (disconnecting leads, erecting 

scaffolds, installing temporary lighting) to support the 
corrective maintenance activity.  

Furthermore, the MR backlog Is not identifiable in estimated 
man-hours at SQN or WBN.  

3. 1 Are there procedures which clearly describe the entire process of 
accomplishing preventive maintenance? 

Yes. Procedures have been developed for the Pl program. Some PMt 
activities, however, are not within the PM program proper and are 
controlled by other procedural Systems. TIMs, Some MIS, and 
predictive maintenance activities are examples of these other 
activities. Since PM activities are controlled under a variety of 
different programs, controls over scheduling and performance of 
activities are different. For example, approval of waivers, 
deletions, additions or changes In performance frequency are 
controlled at different management levels. More unifa-m controls 
are warranted (see Finding E-2).
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3. 2 Wihat mechanism Is used to ensure that all equipment bas been evaluated,.  
for preventative maintenance requirements?.0 

There is not an adequate mechanism at any of the sites to ensure 
that all equipment necessary foe'-safe and reliable operation is 
included In the PM progra~m (see Finding E-1).  

3. 3 Are manufacturers' recommendations followed? If not. whit process has 
been used to determine requirements? 

Manufacturers' recommendations e-e considered In the establishment 
of PMs. However. vendor PM recommendations have not been 
uniformly Implemented. and variations from these recommendations 
have not been well documented (see Finding E-1).  

B. 4 Has an engineering or plant technical evaluation been performed and 
documented for devi&tions from vendors' requirements on safety related 
equipments? 

No, deviations from vendor recommendations have not been well 
documented (see Finding E-1).  

B. 5 Does the PH system satisfy the requirements necessary to maintain 
equipment's environmental and seismic qualifications? 

YeS. Seismic qualification is maintained primarily through 
configuration control of maintenance activities and use of 
appropriately qualified replacement parts.  

Environmental qualification is maintained through PM activities 
that replace parts before the end of qualified life, use 50.49 
qualified replacement parts, and appropriately update the 
qualification data when replacement parts are used.  

B. 6 How was the frequency for P~s established? Is it based on time or 
runnir~g hours? Does equipment in the plant have installed hour meters? 

The frequency of p~s is established using vendor recommendations.  
plant specific failure data or engineering judgment. The recent changes In maintenance organizations at WBN and SQN have coupled 
the responsibility for evaluation of the frequency of PM 
activities with the responsibility for trend analysis.  

Normally the frequencies of P~s are Lased on time Instead of 
running hours, because run time meters are not Installed on most equipment and running times are not tabulated on most equipment.  

B. 7 Is there a lubrication manual which describes the type and specification of lubricants for equipment? Is this document controlled 
and does It follow vendors' requirements?



The TVA Lubrication Manual is a controlled document used at each 
of the plant sites. The TVA Lubrication Manual provides a listing 
of equivalent lubricants that satisfy specific TVA lubricant 
requirements. It does not Identify the application of lubricants 
to plant equipment.  

Blrownis Ferry 

No lubrication instruction exists that lists the 
lubricants to be used on specific equipment In the 
plant. Individual plent instructions control the 
lubrication program. Lubrication is Included In the 
regular PM program, and PM Instructions specify 
adequately the-lubricants to be used.  

Sequoyah 

No lubrication Instruction exists that lists the 
lubricants to be used on specific equipment in the 
plant. Lubricants are generally specified In 
equipment-specific MIs and P~s based on vendor manuals.  
Operations personnel stated they use a computerized, 
uncontrolled Index dated January 20, 1984 to determine 
the type of oil to be added to non-CSSC equipment and, 
on an emergency basis. to CSSC equipment. The computer 
data base used to generate this index has since been 
erased.  

Watts Oar 

WBN Standard Practice WB 7.3.1. *Lubrication," lists the 
lubr'cation requirements of plant equipment.  
Discrepancies were Identifiled between PX packages and 
the standard practice. In these cases, the PH packages 
were found to be consistent with vendor recommendations 
and were followed. as appropriate.  

B. 8 Are P~s scheduled in conjunction with other work to minimize equipment 
and system downtime? 

PMs are generally not scheduled In conjunction with other 
maintenance work at SQN and WBN. However, a computer-assisted 
program is used at DFN to identify PM's that can be scheduled with.*00 
other work. See Finding G-4.  

B. 9 How are discrepancies discovered during preventive maintenance 
identified and corrected? 

MRs are prepared to identify the hardware deficiencies a!scovered 
during PM and the deficiencies are resolved as CH.
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3.10 What is the percentage of p11s that are overdue and are they judged to 
be mandatory or "nice to do"? 

The percentage of overdue PMs (both CSSC and non-CSSC) for March.  
April, and May. 1986 Is as follows.: 

BN- 217.  
SQN - 167.  
WIBN - 167.  

The overdue P115 represent the number of P115 not performed and not 
receiving management approval for waiver.  

There is no Classification at any of the sites which categorizes 
or prioritorizes the performance of P115. SQN has a mandatory 
category for pHs n~eeded to meet regulatory requirements, but this 
category is not reflected in the PH packages or the tracking 
system (see related Findings E-5 and H-2).  

B.11 What mechanism is used to handle daily PH items such as checking 
lubricant levels? Is it adequate? 

Daily PH activities such as inspections or sim~ple operational 
activities (checking lubrication levels, cycling drain valves, 
checking filter cleanliness, etc.) are controlled by section 
letters. These activities are typically performed by an Assistant 
Unit Operator on a shift basis. Completion is documented on forms 
in the applicable section letter. This method appears to be 
effective.  

2.12 Are work descriptions and work performed sections of PMs clear and 
accurate? Is work reviewed by supervision to ensure adequacy and 
accuracy? 

The required work descriptions were found to be generally clear 
and adequate. However, several p~s at SQN lacked needed detail; 
examples included failures to specify the type of lubricant and 
method of lubricating. The lack of detail resulted In inefficient 
performance of the PHs, with craftman's time required to check 
vendor's manuals.  

B.13 Is the scheduling mechanism for M~s adequate and does it ensure jobs 
will not be forgotten or dropped? 

All three plant sites have adequate scheduling and tracking 
mechanisms for V~s. Overdue M~s are tracked until performed or 
waivered.  

5.14 Is there a priority system for P~s to ensure that the most critical 
items are performed first? Is there a system to ensure that M~s
associated with safety related equipment are mandatory?

Wbd"d1M&"-- --- - - -- - - --- -- - --- --- dw



All 

There is no formal priority 'yutem 
established to ensure critical 

items are performed first. First line supervisors r esponsible 
for 

performing the PH$ sare allowed to establish daily and/or weeklY 

work priorities utilizing PH work 
lists provided to them.  

However,. based on the observed tompletion performance. 
important 

pits are receivingi appropriate attenition.  

There is no formali system established to ensure that performance 

of Pits associated with safety related equipment 
is mandatory. The 

system relies upon review and approval 
of Pit waivers and deferrals 

by m~intenance management to ensure 
performance of Pits on safety 

related equipment sihen appropriate.  

B.lS Is there a process in place to perform Pits such as infra-red for 

electrical hotspots. dobel, testing. 
heat losi through insulation.  

vibration analysis, lubrication analysis. 
equip/system efficiency. etc.? 

The specific processes Identified 
were found to be in place at the 

sites with the exception of heat loss 
through insulatior.  

ýAdditional predictive techniques, such 
as gas itt oil analysis for 

seie~trical equipment. MOVATS (Mtotor Operated Valves Automated Test 

System) testing of motor operated valves, 
and motor insulation 

Integrity testing, are also being utilized. However, these are 

not considered by the sites to be a part of the PHt program (see 

Finding A-3).  

B.16 What involvement does Q& have in preventative 
maintenance? 

At all three sites PQL reviews and approves SIs and preventative 

maintenance instructions and revisions 
prior to work. At WIN, PQA 

also reviews some His which are used 
to Initiate Pits (see Finding 

F-5).  

The PQA surveillance groups performl and programmatic surveys of 

randomly selected PH activities. 
Though these surveys are 

Intended to point out the adequacy of plant procedures and 

procedural adherences, they are not fully effective (see Finding 

0-4).  

Specific PQA Involvement at the sites 
varies as follows: 

At BFN, QA reviews of completed SIs and 
Pits are done on a 

random basis by the surveillance group.  

At SQN, QA reviews all of the the completed PH data 

packages. They also review all of the completed 
SIs related 

to Technical Specifications.  

At WIN, QA reviews of completed SIs 
and Pits are done on a 

random basis by the surveillance group. However, QC reviews 

all completed SI data packages.  

-v00
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3.17 IS there go effective system for fluggingi overdue PHS? 

To@, each slte his an effective system for flagging overdue PIs.  

BTN and SQN utilize a computer system to identify overdue PH# and 

provide a management summary.- 4NU.utilizes a word processing ~ 

system to identify overdue PHS. Managemenit summaries are 

developed manually.

4..



Follow-up oft Nuclear Safoty-Review Staff RePort R-85-03-tJPS, 
"Review of Nuclear Power Maintenance Pr'ram" 

The open NSRS items associated with -eport R-85-03-NIPS were reviewed 
during this maintenance review. Sufficient information was obtained to 
determine that: (1) the corrective action was adequate and the item is 
closed or (2) the condition continues to exist. In the latter case, a 
new finding has been written and included In this report. Only one 
Item. R-8S-03-NPS-07 at IFN and 'JUN. requires additional evaluation to 
determine whether or not the stated corrective action has been 
effective. Disposition oC the open itemi from report R-8S-03-NPS are 
as follows: 

R-85-03-NPS-02. Improper Identification of' CSSC Equipment on 
Maintenance Requests - 'Jatts Ear Nuclear Plant (WBN) 

Training to meet a commitment to NSRS was completed by WEIN on 
June 28. 1985. Since that date. new planners have been placed in 
the maintenance sections and are responsible for identifying CSSC 
vs non-CSSC equipment. Though those planners have not received 
the structured training recommended in R-8S-03-NPS-02. and 
excessive effort was required to make proper identifications (soe 
finding G-6), no errors were observed in the classification Of 
MRs. This item is closed.  

R-85-03-NPS-03, Inadequate Postmaintenance Testint of CSSC 
Equipment on Maintenance Request (MR) - Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant 
(BFN) 

Although this Item has not been satisfactorily resolved.  
R-aS-03-NPS-03 is closed for record purposes. This problem 
is addressed in finding I-1 of this report.  

l-8S-03-NPS-OS, ASME Section XI Postmainteance Valve Testina - UIN 

Although this item has not been satisfactorily resolved, 
l-U5-03-NPS-OS is closed for record purposes.  
Postmaintenance testing is addressed in finding 1-1 of this 
report.  

l-85-03-NPS-06. Postmaintenance Testing Progrsam - Generic 

Although this item has not been satisfactorily resolved.  
R-OS-O3.NPS.O6 Is closed for record purposes. The 
Postmainternsne lasting Program is addressed In finding 1-1.  

Appendix 5
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3..3S-03-NPS-07o Common Mode failure - Generic 

At 373 and WIN. procedures changes were made to correct the 
identified problem. Additional review is necessary to 
determine the offectivensis.. ot-that corrective action. This 
item remains open pending that review.  

It SQN NSRS Review R-86-01-SQU evaluated the adequacy of the 
corrective action Including training provided to foreman.  
That review identified two additional changes to Mechanical 
Maintenance Sect4on Letter-A36 needed to fully satisfy the 
Intent of that recommsendations. Those changes have been made 
adthis Item Is closed for SQN.  

Z603-NPS-OU, Quality Assurance Surveillance of Maintenance 
Protram - Generic 

At all three sites PQA Procedures had been revised to Include 
surveillances of maintenance activities Including PMT and 
comnon mode failure.  

At BEN checklists were prepared for surveillance; however, no 
surveys had beer performed. Although this item has not been 
satisfactorily resolved, R-OS-03-NPS 08 is closed at BFN for 
record purposes. Subsequent action on this item will be 
tracked through finding 0-4 of this report.  

At SQN NSRS Review 1-86-01-NPS determined only additional 
procedural changes need be made. Those changes were mad'e and 
this item Is closed for SQN.  

At WIN maintenance surveys were being performed. but were 
predominately documentation surveys. This item has not been 
satisfactorly resolved at WIN but R-85-03-NPS-08 Is closed 
for record purposes. Subsequent action on this item will be 
tracked through finding 0-4 of this report.



AN! 
ANS I 
ASHE 
BFN 
BWR 
CAR 
CFR 
CM 
CsSC 
DCR 
DNE 
DNQA 
DPSQ 
DR 
ECI 
EQ 
EQIS 
ERCW 
PCI 
"PCI 
I E 
ILl? 
IM! 
INFO 
IS! 
LCO 
LER 
LLRT 
M&AI 
HM~iS 
HI 
MOVATS 
MR 

NPOSS 
NPRDS 
NQLM 
NRC 
NS RS 
NUMARC 
ONP 
P'S 
PR 
PM! 
PMT 
POIC

ACRONyMS USED IN THIS REPORT 

Authorized Nuclear Inspector 
American Nationa~l Standards Institute 
American Society of Meeftanical Engineers 
Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant 
Boiling Water Reactor 
Corrective Action Report 
Code of Federal Regulations 
Corrective Maintenance 
Critical !ystems. Stucturel, and Components 
Design Change Request 
Division of Nuclear Engineering 
Division of Nuclear Quality Assurance 
Division of Power System Operations 

Discrepancy Report 
Engineering Change Notice 
Equipment Qualification 
Equipment Information System 

Essential Raw Cooling Water 
field Change Request 
High Pressure Coolant Injection 
Industrial Engineering 
Integrated Leak Rate Test 

Instrument Maintenance Instruction~ 

Institute of Nuclear Power Operations 

In-Service inspection 
Limited Condition for Operation 

Licensee Event Report 
Local Leak. Rate Test 
Modifications and Additions Instruction 
Materials Management System 
Maintenance instruction 
Motor-Operated Valves Automated Test System 

maintenance Request 
Not Applicable 
Nuclear Inspector 
Nuclear Manager's Review Group 
Nuclear Plant Operational Support Systems 

Nuclear Performan~ce Reliability Data System 

Nuclear Quality Assurance Manual 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Nuclear Safety Review Staff 
Nuclear Utility Management and Human Resources 

Comuittee 

Office of Nuclear Power 
Planning and Schedulingl 
Preventive Maintenance 
Preventive Maintenance instruction 
Postmiintelan1ce Testing 
Plant Operating Review Cor~ittee 
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ACIONYs usED IN THIS 2EPORT

POTC 
PQA 
M' 
QA 
QC 
'Cu 
'VP 
SEE-IN 
SI 
SQ 
SQN 
SRO 
TACY 
TIIC 
TVA 
WIN

Plant operations Training Center 
Plant Quality Assurance 
Pressurized Water Reactor 
Quality Assurance 
Quality Control 
law Cooling Water 
Radiation Wlork Permit 
Significant Event Evaluation and Information Network 
Surveillance Instruction 
Seismic Qualification 
Sequoyah Nuclear Plant 
Senior Reactor Operator 
Temporary Alteration Control Form 
TVA Item Identificationl Code 
Tennessee Valley Authority 
Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
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Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

70 : I. . Soiberling, Manager, Nuclear Manager's Review Group,*n3 AB C-K 

FROM S. A. White, manager of Nuclear Power..i3ii*6u 3SA-C 

DATE :April 10, 1986 

SUBJECT: TASKS FOR THE NUCLEAR MANAGER-S REVIEW GROUP (NXRG*) 

I request that the NMRG conduct a comprehensive review of corrective and preventive maintenance at Browns Ferry, Sequoyah and Watts Bar Nuclear 
Plants.  

It is my Intent to restructure the maintenance activities throughout 
TVA's nuclear program. In order to do this effectively, I need an objective assessment of the current practices at the two operating sites and at Watts Bar. Based on the results of this assessment, new procedures will be written, organizational structures may be realigned, and the current effort to rewrite all position descriptions will be significantly affected.  

Please have this review completed no later than June IS, 1986. and provide me with a written report of your findings at that time. Because of the importance and magnitude of this task, I expect m~ost of the resources of the NMUG will be required. Please advise me of your asses:mont of the manpower requirements as soon as possible.  

As a mininum, the following questions should be addressed, as appropriate, at all t~ree sites.  

A. Corrective Maintenance 

1. Are there procedures which clearly describe the entire process 
of accomplishing corrective maintenance? 

2. Do the originators of Mis describe the problem area accurately, 
clearly, and in sufficient detail? 

3. Does the Ni process keep the operations personnel Informed of 
plant problems? 

4. Does the MR process allow for prioritization of t-ork? is the priority system based on equipment/system availability as well -000 as the safety impact to the plant? 

S. Does the MR process identify technical specifications (limiting 
conditions for operation)? 

6. Is the work well planned and Job stopped In a manner that Is 
clearly understood In the field? 

Aa 
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A. K. Seib-irling 
April 10, 1986 

TASKS FOR THE NUCLEAR MANAGER'S REVrEv GROUP (IflIRG) 

7. Is the work scheduled In conjuction with other work to minmize 
equipmant and system downtime? 

3. is the process from problem recognition to corrective action 
implementation timely and efficient? 

9. Are P!A..! irocedures in place to handle repairs and replacements under A..AE? Do maintenance personnel understand the 
requirements for repair and replacement? 

10. Do maintenance personnel understand the other requirements for Section XI such as LLRT, ZLRT, and operability? Do they 
understand the impacts of types of work that will require 
retesting under the code? 

11. Do maintenance personnel have a basic understanding of the plant equipment and systems to ensure they are aware of the importanceapv" 
or safety impacts of their work? 

12. How are code repairs and replacements handled? Do they ensure updating of the design documents. required Ant Interfaces, and NIS 2/1 form preparation, approval, and submittal? 

13. Are there processes in place to ensure that environmental or 
Seismic qualifications of equipment are not breached during corrective maintenance? Do maintenance personnel understand EQ 
and SQ? 

14. a. How are problems handled during the implementation of 
corrective maintenance? 

b. Is this process timely? 

1S. Are the corrective actions taken well documented? Do they 
reflect all steps taken and conditions found as well as left? 

16. Aire MRs properly reviewed by supervision to ensure adequacy 'and 
accuracy? 

17. Do MRs provide enough information to allow for trend analysis.  
tracwability to other documents, and spare parts of materials? 

IS. Xs there a trend analysis program? How adequate is It~? 
19. What is QA's involvement in corrective maintenance?
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It. K. Seiberlins 
April 10. 1986 

TASKS FOR THE NUCLEAR KANAGER'S REVIEW GROUP WHIEG) 

20. Can corrective maintenance be performed by anyone other than 

under what conditions and controls? 

21. Is there an effective system for flagging P.R backlogs? 

B. Preventive Maintenance 

1. Are there procedures which clearly describe the entire process 

of accomplishing preventive ,aintionance? 

2. What mechanism Is used to ensure that all equipment has been 

evaluated for p-event ive maintenance requiremients? 

3. Are manufacturers' recommendations followed? If not. what 

process has been used to determine requirements? 

A. Has an engineering or plant technical evaluation been performed 
and documented for deviations to vendors' requirements on safety 
related equipment? 

S. Does the PH system satisfy the requirements necessary to 
maintain equipments, environmental and seismic qualifications? 

6. How was the frequency for Pits established? Is it based on time 
or running hours? Does equipment in the plant have installed 
hour meters? 

7. Is there a lubrication manual which describes the type and 
specification of lubricants for equipment? Is this document 
controlled and does it follow vendors' requirements? 

3. Are Pits scheduled In conjunction with other work to minimize 
equipment and system downtime? 

9. Now are discrepancies discovered during preventive maintenance 
Identifiled and corrected? 

10. What is the percentage of Pits that are overdue and are they 
judged to be mandatory or "nice to Wo? 

11. What mechanism Is used to handle daily PHt Items such as checking 
lubricant levels? It Is adequate? 

12. Are work descriptions and work performed sections of PMt c~lear 
and accurate? Is work reviewed by supervision to ensure 
adequacy and accuracy?
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A. K. Seiberling 
April 10. 2986 

TASKS FOR THE NOCLEAR MNUAGKR'S 1111KV GROUP WHIRG) 

13. Is the scheduling mochgaism for p~s adequate and does It ensure 
jobs will not be forgotten or dropped? 

la. Is there a priority system for p~s to ensure that the most 
critical items arp performed first? Is there a system to ensure 
that p~s associated with safety related equipment are mandatory? 

IS. Is there a process in place to perform PH$ such ts infra-red for 
electrical hotspots, 12bol testing, beat loss through 
Insulation, vibration analysis, lubrication analysis, 
equip/system e:Zriciency. aet.? 

16. What involvement does QA have io preventive maintenance? 

17. Is there an effective system for flagging overdue pHs?

adriswMA by 
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"NITED STATES GOVERNM1ENT 

Memorandum

A02 861106 030 % 

L4486 1 11,065 
TENNESS' rWA AUTHORI1TY

TO : W. T. C~itle, Assistant Manager of Nuclear Power, LP 6HN8_ 

FROM : C XC. Mson, Acting Manager of Nuclear Power, LP 6H 38A-C 

DATE No0ve~mber 7, 1986 

SUBJECT: NUCLEAR MANAGER'S REVIEW GROUP (NMRC) REPORT R-86-02-NPS; REVIEW or 
MAINTENANCE AT BROWNS FERRY. SEQUOYAH, ANC WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANTS; 
SUPPLEMENT TO APPENDIX B 

Appendix B of the uubjoct report documented the disposition of six 
open items from past.Nucle&. Safety Review Staff reportc.  
Additional evaluation was rcj~ir~.,1 for item l-85-03-NPS-07 to 
determine if corrective actic'i nad been effective.  

As a result of additional follow-up, it has been determined that the 
corrective action was effective and itiem 1-85-03-NPS-07_Jj&_;.losed.  
Enhancements in the area of post-maintenance testing as rolatq.o..to.... 
possible common mode failures will be tracked as part of finding a6IN.iS;NG 
previously documented. Therefore, no additional corrective Lction"UPCRT 
is required as a result of the attached supplement to Appendix B.

CCM: PAP 
Attachment 
cc (Attachment): 

aims, MR 4N 72A-C (Re: Q0l 86110S 800) 
H. L. Abercroubie, ONP, Sequoy h (S) 
W. 3. Brown, 11-127 SB-K 
W. 1. Brown, OUI. WaN 
1. W. Cantrell. W12 £12 C-K S) 
J. P. Darling. ONP, Ballston a (5) 
C. H. Fox, Jr., LI 6N 35A-C 
1. L. Gridley, LI SN IS5B-C 

Hannum, 1IN768Co 
L. L. Jackson, LI 6N 38£-C 
R. J. Johnson, PUCXLC 
J. L. NcAnelly. LP 6N 38A-C 
I. C. Parker, LI 4N 4SA-C 
A. A. Pedde, ON?, Watts Bar 
H. P. Poagehn. Browns Ferry (S) 
C. G. Robertson, LI SS 839-C 
A. K. Selberling, 716C £5-C 
I. I. Sliger, LP 2N 978-C 
M. I. Taylor, LP 6N 38k-C 
a. Tot*, ONP. Watts Bar (S)
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