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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

REGION III

Report No. 50-263/81-08

Docket No. 50-263 . o License No. DPR-22

‘Licensee: :Northern States Power Company

414 Nicollet Mall
Minneapolis, MN 55401

Facility Name: MonticellovNuclear Generating Station

Inspection At: Montiéello; MN
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soproved By: / //fhf S 5// 2/

Reactor Projects Section 2c¢

Inspection Summary

VInspectlon on April 1-30, 1981 (Report No. 50 263/81-08)

Areas Inspected: Review of routine operations, logs and records, onsite

review and audit, housekeeping, routine radiation protection and shipment,

maintenance, survelllance, security, Technical Specification revision, pre-
paration for refueling, new fuel inspection, and refueling activities. The
inspection involved a total of 164 inspector-hours onsite by two NRC inspec-
tors including 49 inspector-hours onsite during off-shift.

Results: No items of noncompliance were identified in nine areas Two items
of noncompliance were identified in two areas. (One item involved failure to
escort a visitor badged person in a vital area and one involved failure to
implement Amendment No. 2 to the Technical Specification.)
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Persons Contacted

*W. A. Shamla, Plant Manager _

*F. L. Fey, Superintendent Radiation Protectlon :
*M. H. Clarity, Plant Superintendent Engineering and Radiatlon
Protection . :

Pasch, Superintendent of Securlty and Services

Hill, Superintendent Technical Engineering-
'Antony, Superintendent, Operations Engineering
Kendall, Plant Office Supervisor

Wa1d1nger Association Quality Control Engineer
Offutt, Plant Administrative Specialist
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The inspectors also talked:with, and interviewed, members of the
- Operations, Operations Engineering, and Technical Engineering Section.:

*Denotes those Licensee Representatives attending the exit interView.

Operational Safety Verification

\

The  inspector observed control room operations, reviewed applicable
logs and conducted discussions with control room operators during
the month of April. The inspector verified the operability of
selected emergency systems, reviewed tagout records and verified
proper return to service of affected components. Tours of the
reactor building and turbine building were conducted to observe
plant equipment conditions, including potential fire hazards, fluid
leaks, and excessive vibrations and to verify that maintenance
requests had been initiated for equipment in need of maintenance.
The inspector by observation and direct interview verified that the
physical security plan was being implemented in accordance with the
station security plan.

The inspector observed plant housekeeping/cleanliness conditions and
verified implementation of radiation protection controls. During the
month of April, the inspector walked down the accessible portions of
the Standby Liquid Control (SBLC) and Auto Pressure Relief (APR) ,
systems to-verify operability. The inspector also witnessed portions
of the radioactive waste system controls associated with radwaste
shipments and barrellng

These reviews and observations were conducted to verify that facility
operations were in conformance with the requirements established
under technical specifications, 10 CFR, and administrative procedures.

One item of noncompliance was identified related to v1s1tor access
control (See Section 12). e



3. Montle»Maintenance Observation

¢

Station maintenance activities of safety related systems and com-
ponents listed below were observed/reviewed to ascertain that they
were conducted in accordance with approved procedures, regulatory
guides and industry codes or standards and in conformance with
techn1ca1 specifications.

The follow1ng 1tems were con51dered during this reV1ew the limiting
conditions for operation were met while components or systems were
removed from service; approvals were obtained prior to initiating the
work; activities were accomplished using approved procedures and were
1nspected as applicable; functional testing and/or calibrations were
performed prior to returning components or systems to service; quality
control records were maintained; activities were accomplished by
qualified personnel; parts and materials used were properly certified;
radiological controls were implemented; and, fire prevention controls
were implemented. o S -

Work requests were rev1ewed to determine status of outstandlng jobs
and to assure that priority is assigned to safety related equlpment
maintenance which may affect system performance.

The following maintenance activities were observed/reviewed:

WRA No. 1384, "Modlflcatlon to Stack Off- Gas Isolation Loglc,"-
and WRA No. 81 1347, "Repair HPCI-10.Check Valve."

Following completion of maintenance on the HPCI system, the 1nspector
verified that these systems had been returned to serV1ce properly.

No items of nonCompllance were identified in this area.

4, Monthly Surveillance Observation

" The inspector observed technical specifications required surveillance
testing on the Hi Drywell Pressure ECCS Test, Main Steam Low Pressure
Group No. 1 Isolation, and the local leak rate test of the torus spray
system, and verified that testing was performed in accordance with
adequate procedures, that test instrumentation was calibrated, that
limiting conditions for operation were met, that removal and restora-
tion of the affected components were accompllshed, that test results
conformed with technical specifications and procedure requirements
and were reviewed by personnel other than the individual directing
the test, and that any deficiencies identified during the testing
were properly rev1ewed and resolved by appropriate management
personnel.

The inspector also witnessed portions of the following test activities:
testing following the accumulator addition to the scram valve air header

associated with the low air pressure scram modification.

No items of noncompliance were identified in this area.
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- Review of Plant Operations

During the month of April thevinspector'reViewed the following activities:

- a. . Procurement

The 1nspector rev1ewed procurement and storage activities to as-
certain whether the purchase of components, materials and supplies
used for safety related functions, is in conformance with the
licensee's approved QA program and implementing procedures; non- o
conforming items are segregated. and marked accordingly; applicable
preventive -maintenance is performed; housekeeping and environmental
requirements are met; and, limited shelf-life items are controlled.
The licensee was found to be maintaining the schedule that he had
committed to in order to establlsh control of limited shelf life
items. :

Plant Trips o N .
Following the plant trip on Apr11 9, 1981, the inspector ascertained

the status of the reactor and safety systems by observation of control
room indicators and discussions with licensee personnel concerning plant
parameters, emergency system status and reactor coolant chemistry. The
inspector verified the establishment of proper . communlcations and re-

" viewed the corrective actions taken by the licensee.

All systems responded as expected, and the plant was returned to
operation on April 10 1981. ' S : :

'Receipt of New Fuel -

The inspector verified prior to receipt of new fuel that technlcally e

adequate, -approved procedures were available covering the receipt,
inspection, and storage of new fuel; observed receipt inspections and
storage of new fuel elements and ver1f1ed these activities were per-
formed in accordance with the licensee's procedures; and, followed up
resolutions of deficiencies as found during new fuel 1nspections

No items of noncompliance were 1dent1f1ed in this area.

Preparation for Refneling

The inspector verified that technically‘adequate procedures were
approved for fuel handling, core verification, and moving internals.

 There is no special procedure for inspection of fuel to be reused.
'The licensee stated.a procedure would be developed if leaking fuel
- pins occured. The inspector verified that the licensee had.submitted

a proposed core reload technical specification change to NRR (or that
the licensee's 10 CFR 50.59 safety evaluation of the reload core .showed
that prior NRR review is not required). - The inspector also reviewed the
11censee s program for overall outage control '

"No items of noncompliance were identified in this area.
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Refueling Activities

The inspector verified that prlor to the handllng of fuel in the core,
all surveillance testing required by the technical specifications and
licensee's procedures had been completed; verified that during .the

-outage the periodic testing of refueling related equipment was performed

as required by technical specifications; observed four shifts of the
fuel handling operations (removal, inspection and insertion) and
verified the activities were performed in accordance with the technical
specifications and approved procedures; verified that containment
integrity was maintained as required. by technical specifications;
verified that good housekeeping was maintained on the refueling area;
and, verified that staffing during refueling was in accordance with
technical specifications and approved procedures.

No items of noncomplaince were identified in this area.

Onsite Review Committee

The inspector examlned the on51te review functions conducted during
the month of April to verify conformance with technical specifications
and other regulatory requirements. ' This review included: changes
since the previous inspection in the charter and/or administrative

" procedure governing review group activities; review group membership
-and qualifications; review group meeting frequency and quorum; and,

activities reviewed including proposed technical specification changes,
noncompliance items and corrective action, proposed facility and pro-
cedure changes and proposed tests and experiments conducted per

10 CFR 50.59, and others required by technical specifications.

No items of noncompliance were identified in this area.

Technical Specification Amendment

During this inspection period the inspectors noted that Amendment
No. 2 dated March 2, 1981, to the technical specifications had not
been inserted into any copy of the technical specifications onsite.
Also, none of the additional required surveillance had been sched-
uled or accomplished. The operations personnel were not aware of

the change. Upon further investigation it was determined that a

copy had been received by the Plant Manager, but, had been discarded
due to his assumption that the surveillance coordinator also received
a.copy. It was also determined that the corporate office had received
their copy on March ‘11, 1981, but had delayed sending a copy to the
plant due to the same assumption. When notified by the inspectors.of
this error the corporate office immediately sent two copies of the

~ amendment to the Plant. All:surveillance tests were being performed

and the operations personnel were made aware of the amendment by
April 8, 1981.

This is an item of noncompllance and is further descrlbed in Appendlx A.

(263/81-08-01)
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The licensee has committed to routing Copiesrof.any technical speci-
fications promptly to the necessary personnel to correct this problem. -
in the future. . S : '

Due to the amendment process the licensee is aware of the .content of

an amendment prior to receipt. It is the inspector's opinion that the
licensee should be able to have all necessary paperwork prepared prior
to actual reciept of the amendment and implement it immediately. The

' licensee does not agree with this evaluation at this time.

The inspectors have recommended to the NRR Licensing Project Manager
that an implementation period be stated in the cover documents -
‘accompanying any future amendments. This is being considered by NRR.

The inspectors determined that the systems and components covered by
Amendment No. 2 were operational even though the operators were not
aware that the amendment had been issued. The first surveillance test

run after April 7, 1981, confirmed system and component operability. -

Secufity Procedures

During a routine tour on April 28, 1981, of the plant ‘the inspector

- noted at 11:00 a.m. and again at 2:15 p.m. that the same.person’

(employed by Target Rock) wearing a "visitors badge" was not ac-
companied by his escort as per plant Procedure 4AWI 3.4.1. The

first time the inspector warned the individual and his escort and

reminded them of the security requirement. The second time the
inspector notified security and waited until they arrived. Followup
on this item showed that the man was in the process of being badged

- (had completed his required training), but his security information

verification had not been completed. The man did receive the proper
badge a short time later. ‘ '

This is an item of noncompliance and is further described in Appendix A.
(263/81-08-02) v ' :

Exit Interview

The inspector met with licensee representativeS'(dendted in Paragraph 1)

‘ throughout the month and at the conclusion of the inspection on May 1,
1981, and summarized the scope and findings of the inspection activities.

The licensee acknowledged the. two items of noncompliance.



