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Inspection Summary 

Inspection on October 18 through December 5, 1988 (Report No. 50-263/88021(DRP)) 
Areas Inspected: A routine, unannounced inspection by the resident inspectors 
of previous inspection findings; operational safety .verification; maintenance; 
surveillance; TI 2515/98; and Generic Letters.  
Results: During the inspection period, the plant operated at full power. The 
licensee exceeded 350 days of continuous operation. Of the six areas inspected, 
no violations were identified. One unresolved item which is an apparent 
violation was updated. A new unresolved item was identified regarding 
temperature indication and respective alarms for the drywell. The inspectors 
and regional management continue to monitor concerns in the area of completed 
modifications. This review will continue into the next inspection period.
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DETAILS 

1. Persons Contacted 

**W. A. Shamla, Plant Manager 
M. H. Clarity, Assistant to the Plant Manager 
D. E. Nevinski, General Superintendent, Operations 
R. L. Scheinost, General Superintendent, Quality, Security and Admin.  
J. H. Swailes, Superintendent, Radiation Protection 
*B. D. Day, Acting General Superintendent, Engineering and Rad. Prot.  
L. L. Nolan, Superintendent, Nuclear Technical Services 

*S. A. Engelke, Superintendent, Technical Services Engineering *S. J. Hammer, Superintendent, Operations Engineering 

The inspector also contacted other licensee employees including members of 
the technical and engineering staffs, and reactor and auxiliary operators.  

*Denotes the licensee representatives attending the management exit 
interviews on November 9, 1988.  

**Denotes the licensee representative attending the management exit 
interview on December 8, 1988.  

2. Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings (92701) 

a. (Closed) Violation (263/84026-06): Failure to Demonstrate LLRTs 
Below Technical Specification Allowable.  

This violation was issued after the review of test data from a 
1984 Leak Rate .Test. The.violation was for failure to demonstrate 
a specific leak rate for penetrations and isolation.valves.  

Since this test, the technical specification cited has been changed 
and the procedures were modified to prevent this from recurring.  
Although this will need to be observed again in the next test, the 
specific concern of the violation appears to have been corrected; 
therefore, this violation is considered to be closed.  

b. (Open) Violation (263/84026-02): Inadequate Type A Test Procedure.  

This violation was issued after the review of test data from a 1984 
Leak Rate Test. -The violation was issued for the use of inadequate 
procedures during the leak rate test.  

Since this test, the procedures cited against have undergone a 
revision to remove confusion on the data reduction method to be used 
during the test. This violation will remain open pending the use of 
the procedures during the next test.
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c. (Open) Open Item (263/87005-04): Potential for Water Hammer Due to 
'Incomplete Venting.  

This item was opened during the Safety System Functional Inspection 
(SSFI) on the core spray (CS) system. It identified a lack of high 
point vents in the CS piping. Due to the lack of high point vents, 
there.is a concern that the CS piping cannot be completely vented.  
This creates a condition with a potential for a water hammer to 
occur. Because this condition exists in both system divisions, a 
potential for common mode failure of both divisions may exist.  

The licensee stated that test and drain connections are used as the 
system vents. These connections are located in a horizontal run of 
pipe which is the CS system's high point outside of the drywell.  
The licensee feels the amount of air in the system after filling and 
venting is small and therefore does not pose a great risk for 
water hammer damage. The licensee, however, is planning to add high 
point vents in the system during a future outage period.  

The licensee is currently reviewing possible modification methods 
for the installation of high point vents and a keep-fill system.  
This item will remain open pending further review and the completion 
of the proposed modification.  

d. (Open) Unresolved Item (263/88017-02): Emergency Diesel Generator 
Ventilation Damper Issue.  

Upon further review, the inspector questioned the licensee regarding 
the requirements of a 10 CFR 50.59 evaluation for the condition 
discovered. The condition was a ventilation damper design which 
allowed for a nonconservative failure mode for the EDG room 
ventilation dampers. This design was modified to a fail safe design 
in November 1988.  

The inspector reviewed licensee procedures to determine when a 
procedure change or nonconformance would require a 10 CFR 50.59 
evaluation. The inspector concluded that any evaluation would.  
only occur at the discretion of plant management. The licensee is 
considering developing a procedure to address 50.59 requirements 
upon discovery/identification of nonconformances. This item is the 
subject of an enforcement conference scheduled on December 13, 1988 
in the Region III office.  

3. Operational Safety Verification (71707, 71710) 

Routine Inspection.  

The inspector observed control room operations, reviewed applicable 
logs and conducted discussions with control room operators during the 
inspection period. The inspector verified the operability of selected 
emergency systems, reviewed tagout records and verified proper return to 
service of affected components. Tours of the radwaste building, reactor
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building, intake structure, 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 inspectors performed a system walkdown of the High Pressure Core 
Injection System during this inspection period.  

The inspector, by observation and direct interview, verified that portions 
of the physical security plan were being implemented in accordance with 
the station security plan.  

The inspector observed plant housekeeping/cleanliness conditions and 
verified implementation of radiation protection controls. The inspector 
also witnessed portions of the radioactive waste system controls 
associated with radwaste shipments and barreling.  

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.  

No violations or deviations were identified in this area.  

4. Monthly Maintenance Observation (62703) 

Station maintenance activities of safety-related systems and components 
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 technical specifications.  

The following items were considered during this review: 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 
inspected 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. Work requests were reviewed to determine status of 
outstanding jobs and to assure that priority is assigned to 
safety-related equipment maintenance which may affect system performance.  

Portions of the following maintenance activities were observed/reviewed: 

* Cleaning of the No. 13 Reactor Building Closed Cooling Water System 
Heat Exchanger.  

* Calibration of the Level Standby Liquid Control Boron Storage Tank 
Level Transmitter.
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* Repair of the Reactor Building Wide Range Gas Monitor Mid-Range 
Detector.  

* Replacement of the K-5 Relay and Blown Fuse for Average Power Range 
Monitor No. 2.  

No violations or deviations were identified in this area.  

5. Monthly Surveillance Observation (61726) 

The inspector observed surveillance testing and verified that testing 
was performed in accordance with adequate procedures, that limiting 
conditions for operation were met, that removal and restoration of the 
affected components were accomplished, that test results conformed with 
technical specifications and procedure requirements and were reviewed by 
personnel other then the individual directing the test, and that any 
deficiencies identified during the testing were properly reviewed and 
resolved by appropriate management personnel.  

The inspector observed/reviewed the following test activities: 

* Procedure No. 0255-04-IA, Part 1, RHR Pump and Valve Test, 
Revision 22 

No discrepancies were identified during the observation of this test 
procedure.  

* Procedure No. 0255-05-IA, Part 1, RHR Service Water Pump and Valve 
Test, Revision 16 

No discrepancies were identified during the observation of this test 
procedure.  

* SP No. 0143, Drywell to Torus Monthly Vacuum Test 

* SP No. 0213,,Drywell to Torus.Vacuum Breaker Leakage Check 

On November 23, 1988, at approximately 1:20 p.m., the licensee was 
performing Procedure No. 0143, "The Drywell to Torus Monthly Vacuum 
Breaker Test." Upon completion of the test Vacuum Breaker No. AO-2382 
"B" indicated partially open, when it should have had a closed indication.  
At 3:20 p.m. the licensee started Procedure No. 0213, "Drywell to Torus 
Vacuum Breaker Leakage Check," in order to obtain a differential pressure 
between the drywell and torus. Procedure No. 0213 provided a pressure 
decay test.between the drywell and torus. As part of this test, at 
7:05 p.m. with the differential pressure between the drywell and torus 
obtained, the operators received a closed indication of the valve in the 
control room. The procedure was completed and the pressure differential 
between the drywell and torus was then equalized. The test results 
indicated that the vacuum breaker was indeed closed. At 7:30 p.m. as 
pressure equalized, Vacuum Breaker No. AO-2382 "B" again indicated 
partially open.
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At 8:53 p.m. the licensee repeated Procedure No. 0213. The pressure 
differential was obtained at 9:08 p.m., the vacuum breaker again 
indicated closed, and the close position was verified by the pressure 
decay test. This was completed at 10:20 p.m., and at 10:25 p.m. as the 
pressure differential was equalized, the vacuum breaker again indicated 
partially open. The operators believed the cause was residual air 
pressure remaining in the air line, which lifted the vacuum breaker 
off of its seat enough to provide the partially open indication. In 
response, operators isolated the air supply to the vacuum breaker 
actuator solenoids and then cycled Vacuum Breaker No. AO-2382 "B" several 
times. This bled off any possible residual air pressure in the line.  
This was completed at 12:13 a.m. on November 24, 1988, at which time 
Vacuum Breaker No. AO-2382 "B" properly indicated closed. The licensee 
is reviewing the matter for any necessary corrective actions.  

No violations or deviations were identified in this area.  

6. Temporary Instruction 2515/98 - Information of High Temperature Inside 
Containment/Drywell in PWR and BWR Plants (25019) 

During this inspection period the inspectors completed TI 2515/98. This 
instruction was a request for information concerning the temperatures 
found inside the drywell during normal plant operation. The gathered 
information was forwarded as requested to designated regional personnel 
for their review and comment.  

In the course of gathering the information, the inspectors noted that 
four of the temperature detectors supplied input to a chart recorder in 
the control room, and from there, fed an alarm on the main control board.  
The setpoint of the alarm was raised from 150 degrees to 160 degrees, 
because one of the detectors is located close to a steam line and reads 
unrepresentatively high. This was accomplished with a Volume F 
memorandum, and the setpoint listed on the annunciator was changed. The 
inspectors questioned whether there should have been a 50.59 review of.  
this setpoint. The licensee is providing additional information on this 
matter.  

The other 12 detectors in the drywell and the 4 that feed the recorder 
also feed data points into the plant computer. When the inspectors 
reviewed these data points, they found that two of them (both of the 
detectors near the steam line) were in an alarm condition on the 
computer. The inspectors also noted that some locations listed on the 
computer were incorrect. The licensee is determining why these computer 
points show incorrect locations and will provide additional information 
to the inspectors.  

When the inspectors questioned the operators regarding required actions 
for the alarming computer points, there was some uncertainty as to what 
was to be done. The licensee is also reviewing this issue to clarify 
required action for these alarms. This is considered unresolved pending 
an additional inspection (263/88021-01).
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7. Generic Letters (92701)

The inspector discussed the process for review of generic letters (GL) 
with the licensee. The process is internal and of limited documentation.  
The responsibility to review generic letters is assigned to the licensee's 
Nuclear Support Services (licensing). Nuclear Support Services makes a 
decision whether to require the Monticello Plant to formally review a 
specific generic letter. The inspector commented to the licensee that 
this process could be improved by providing better.documentation of: the 
initial screening of the GL; whether the GL required plant specific 
review; and the ultimate resolution of the concerns identified by the 
GL. The manager of Nuclear Support Services stated that a more formal 
process will be developed in a short time to enhance the documentation 
concerns identified above.  

a. (Closed) Generic Letter 85-03: Clarification of Equivalent Control 
Capacity for Standby Liquid.Control System.  

The GL contains the NRC position with respect to interpretation of 
equivalent control capacity for BWR Standby Liquid Control System 
compliance within the Anticipated Transient Without Scram (ATWS) 
rule contained in 10 CFR 50.62. The licensee submitted a safety 
evaluatioh report (SER) (this was approved by the NRC on 
December 11, 1987) regarding the licensee's action to meet this 
requirement.  

b. (Closed) Generic Letter 85-06: Quality Assurance (QA) Guidance for 
ATWS Equipment that is not Safety-Related.  

The GL contains NRC guidance regarding the QA requirements for ATWS 
equipment which is not safety-related. The licensee stated that the 
QA requirements in the GL were satisfied. The ATWS system was 
specifically inspected and documented within Inspection Report 
263/86021, 263/88012, and 263/88020.  

c. (Closed) Geheric Letter 85-14: Commercial Storage at Power Reactor 
Sites of Low-Level Radioactive Waste not Generated by the Utility.  

The GL contains the NRC policy relating to commercial storage of 
low level waste of power reactor sites. The licensee has no plans 
to commercially store low level waste at the Monticello site.  

d. (Closed) Generic Letter 85-22: Potential for Loss of Post-LOCA 
Recirculation Capacity Due to Insulation Debris Blockage.  

The GL addressed the issue of thermal insulation within containment 
potentially blocking sump performance for ECCS equipment. This 
issue is addressed by the NRC Unresolved Safety Issue A-43. The 
GL recommended use of Regulatory Guide 1.82, Revision 1, as guidance 
when conducting 10 CFR 50.59 reviews of a modification/changeout to 
replace thermal insulation. The inspector verified that NUREG 1.82, 
Rev. 1, is available for reference by the licensee. There are 
currently no plans to replace such insulation.
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e. (Closed) Generic Letter 86-07: Transmittal of NUREG-1190 Regarding 
the San Onofre Unit 1 Loss of Power and Water Hammer Event.  

The GL requested licensees to review NUREG-1190 for applicability 
and as part of operational experience training and for review by 
plant staff. The event was classified by the Institute of Nuclear 
Power Operations (INPO) as a Significant Operating Event Report 
(SOER) 86-03. The event has been reviewed by plant staff and the 
inspector verified that the SOER 86-03, with NUREG-1190 referenced, was incorporated into the licensee's industry events tracking system.  

No. violations or deviations were identified in this area.  

10. Exit Interview 

The inspectors met with the licensee representatives denoted in 
Paragraph 1 at the conclusion of the inspection on December 8, 1988.  
The inspector held an interim exit on November 9, 1988 regarding the 
content of Paragraph 2(d). The inspectors discussed the purpose of the 
inspection and the findings. The inspectors also discussed the likely 
informational content of the inspection report with regard to documents 
or processes reviewed by the inspectors during the inspection. The 
licensee did not identify any documents/processes as proprietary.
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