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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

Region I

50-322Report No.

Docket No. 50-322

Category BLicense No. CPPR-95 Priority --

Licensee: Lona Island Lichtina Comoany

175 East Old Country Road

Hicksville, New York 11801
.

Facility Name: Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1

Inspection at: Shoreham, New York
.

Inspection conducted: ebruary 18 - March 23,1980

Inspectors: .w - Vft/f26
C" FU$$ n , Resident Inspector date signed

xe a ,Wn
W. Chung actor Inspector 'date signed

H. B. Kist . Chief. RPS No. 4. ROANS Branch
da e signed

Approved by: N
H. B. KistekChief, Reactor Projects Section 'catt s1gned

No. 4, RO&NS Branch

Insoection Summary:
Inspections on : February 18-March 23,1980 (Inspection Report No. 50-322/80-04)
Areas Inspected: Routine onsite regular, backshift and holiday inspections by the
resident inspector (114 inspection hours), a region-based inspector (21 hours) and
a regional supervisor (8 hours) of work activities, preoperational testing and;

'

plant staff activities including: tours of the facility; test witnessing; comparison
of as-built plant to FSAR descriptions; review of test and operating procedures;
review of plant fire protecticn measures; review of staff training; review of
materials license requirements; review of plant instrumentation; and, followpp on
previous inspection findings.

Results: No items of noncompliance were identified.
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DETAILS
,

1. Persons Contacted

T. Arrington, Superintendent, FQC(S&W)
L. Calone, Chief Technical Engineer (L)
T.Czapleski,TrainingCoordinator(NES) ,

D. Durand, OQA Engineer (L)
J. Emr, Safety Manager (S&W) .

J. Kelly, Field QA Manager (L) presentative (S&W)
C. Fonseca, Site Engineering Re

'

L. Lewin, Assistant Startup Manager (L)
M. Miele, Health Physics Engineer (L)
J. Morin, Senior Licensing Engineer (L)
J. Notaro, Operating Engineer (L)
J. Novarro, Project Manager (L)
D. Pope, Asst. Structural Supt. (S&W)
J. Rivello, Plant Manager (L) ~

W. Steiger, Chief Operating Engineer (L)
J. Taylor, Startup Manager (L)
D. Terry, Lead Startup Engineer, B0P (L) .

'

NES - Nuclear Energy Services
' ~

,
L - Long Island Lighting Company .

/
-

f

S&W - Stone and Webster !
|

The inspector also interviewed other licensee and contractor personnel during
the course of the inspection including management, clerical, maintenance,
operations, engineering, testing, quality assurance, and construcyion personnel.

!2. Previous Insoection Item Uodate j
(Closed) Unresolved Item (322/79-20-03): Painting Procedural Idonsistencies:

~

The licensee .has reviewed the requirements for painting, as doct!mented in a
memo from C. Fonseca to J. Kelly dated 2/12/80, and has determi/ led that
storage temperatures from 550 to 1000F are acceptable. Further! during
application the ambient. air temperature should be 50F above thli, dewpoint. -
Procedures are being modified to agree with these limits. Thi/s item is closed.

/
(Closed) Inspector Follow Item (322/79-16-02): Tapes and Adh'esives:
Paragraph A3.5.2(3).of ANSI N45.2.2 recommends that tapes usdd for closures
and coverings be brightly colored to preclude their loss into a system.
Based on an evaluation performed at the inspector's request./ and documented
in a memo to file from J. Kelly, FQA Manager, the licensee fias determined
thatthetapesinuseonsiteforclosuresareadequatetojineettheintent
of ANSI N45.2.2. The inspector had no further questions at this time. This-
item is closed.
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3. Plant Tour

The inspector conducted periodic tours of accessible areas in the plant during
normal, backshift and holiday hours. During these tours, the following
specific items were evaluated: ;

Hot Work: Adequacy of fire prevention / protection measures used. ;--

I

Fire Equipment: Operability and evidence of periodic inspection of--

fire appression equipment. |

Housekeeping: Minimal accumulations of debris and maintenance of required--

;
cleanness levels of systems under or following testing.

Equipment preservation: Maintenance of special precautionary measures !
--

for installed equipment, as applicable.

Component Tagging: Implementation and observance of equipment tagging--

for safety, equipment protection, and jurisdiction.
,

|

Instrumentation: Adequate protection for installed instrumentation.--

Logs: Completeness of logs maintained.--

Securi ty: Adequate site construction security.--

-- Prohibited items: Observations to determine no smoking in restricted
areas and no alcoholic beverage usage onsite.

Minor probl6m areas were discussed with licensee representatives throughout
the inspection.

No items of noncompliance were identified.

4. Staff Training

The inspector reviewed training records of two individuals in five job
classifications, and interviewed one individual in each of these job
classifications. The record reviews and interviews were conducted to verify
that:

; The initial training program was properly implemented;--

The training records reflected actual training received; and--

Technical content and scheduling of training was adequate.--

The job classifications reviewed were:

.
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Reactor Operator Candidate
|

Maintenance Supervisor

I & C Technician

Radiation Protection Technician, and

Technical Staff Members

Documents reviewed to determine appropriate program and record content included:

SP21.006.02, NRC license training program, Revision 1;'

SP31.001.01, Training and Qualifications of Maintenance Personnel,
Revision 1;

SP61.040.01, Health Physics Technician Qualification Program, Revision 2;

SP41.011.01, I & C Technician Qualification Program, Revision 3;

SP12.014.03, General Employee Training Program, Revision 1; and,

On-Site training programs I and II.

No items of noncompliance or deviations from the commitments were found.
However, the inspector noted that even though the construction phase was
extended for several years, most of the initial training program was completed'

by 1976 in accordance with the original training schedule. A full intermediate
program of refresher courses was not provided during the delay period. The
licensee's representative stated that the current on-site training program is
being expanded to include refresher courses as appropriate.

5. Materials License

The inspector reviewed Materials License 31'-17432-01, inventory records of ;

! Radioactive sources, the source leak test procedures and test results. The
' procedure and records reviewed were: |

.

,

|SP64.001.01, Source Leak Testing, Revision 3; and ,--

Records of Source Leak Tests and the source inventory check-off list l
--

; completed between May 1979 and January 1980.

The inspector noted that the raw test data was not recorded on the data
sheets but rather an interpretation of the data converted into uCi. The
inspector stated that this was not in agreement with standard industrial ~~

practice. The licensee's representative stated that the procedure would
be revised so that the data sheets would include:

time, date and person conducting the test;--

'

dry test run date for instrument calibration;--
,
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statistically acceptable background counts;i --

I

radioactivity counts, as obtained from the counter; and,--

-- test equipment identification and counter efficiency.

This item is designated as an inspector follow item (322/80-04-01) pending
revision of the procedure.

6. Fire Protection

a. Inspections

The inspector toured various portions of the plant, including the reactor
building, drywell, control room and relay room, and observed fire fighting
equipment for operability. Checks were made for accumulations of combustible
materials in safety related areas.

The inspector also reviewed the results of the monthly fire inspections by
the fire insurance company and the corrective actions taken for selected
findings by the fire inspector. No unacceptable areas were identified.

b. Testing

The inspector reviewed the test procedure and the results of the weekly
test of the diesel driven fire pump and the monthly test of the motor
driven fire pump. These tests are contained in the Interim Operating
Instruction for the Fire Protection System (M43). No unacceptable
conditions were identified.

_

7. Test Witnessing

The inspector reviewed Procedure PT610.001, " Rod Position Information
System", pertinent portions of the FSAR and the latest copies of system
piping and instrumentation diagrams. The test checks the correct operation
of rod position information system (RPIS) beginning at the cabling under
the reactor vessel and ending in control room indications, alarms, logic
functions and computer outputs.

The inspector witnessed portions of the preocerational test and, during the |
witnessing, observed the f6110 wing:

1

Performance of test by qualified personnel, both in the control room and--

in Primary Containment under the reactor vessel.
,,

Prerequisites and inttial conditions properly documented.--

Test approved and released for performance by the Joint Test Group (JTG).--

Test equipment calibrations current.--

i
I
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QA/QC coverage was provided; and,--

Test exceptions properly noted.--

With the exception of the below item the inspector had no further questions
at this time.

The RPIS provides three types of output for the operator at the main control
panel: digital rod position on the four rod display; red and green back
lights for full out and full in indication respectively on the full core
display; and, a combination of back lights and digital readouts on a graphic
television type CRT display. The inspector noted that the computer program
providing the graphic display gives potentially confusing readings at the full
in and full out positions. Specifically, the program provides a red square
for the position '48' reed switch, a green square for position '00' reed
switch, while providing no output for the redundant full out or full in
reed switches. When no output is provided the graphic will display the last
valid indication. Thus if a rod is driving in and the '00' switch does not
operate, the graphic will display '02'; whereas a green backlight from the
redundant full in switch would be preferable. The licensee's representative
agreed that this was potentially confusing and has contacted General Electric
for further information. This item is designated as inspector follow item
(322/80-04-02).

8. Control Room Air Conditioning (CRAC) System

a. Documents Reviewed

Shorehtm FSAR sections 6.4 and 9.4.1 and the section containing NRC requests
and responses.

,

Regulatory Guide 1.52, " Design, Testing and Maintenance Criteria for
Atmosphere Cleanup System Air Filtration and Adsorption Units of Light-
Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants", June,1973 (R.G.1.52).

ORNL-NSIC-65, " Design, Construction, and testing of High-Efficiency Air
Filtration Systems for Nuclear Application", C. Burchsted and A. Fuller,
January, 1970 (NSIC-65).

ANSI N510-1975, " Testing of Nuclear Air Cleaning Systems".

" Specification for Ventilation Filter Trains", Shoreham NPS, SHI-105
with addendums No. 1, 2 and 3.

Preoperational Test Procedure, PT 412.001, " Control Room Air Conditioning
System / Control Room Leak Test"..

Station Procedure, SP.23.412,01, Rev. O, "HVAC-Control Room".

Station Procedure, SP.24.412.01, Rev. O, " Control Room HVAC Operability
and Flow Rate Test".

IStation Procedure, SP.24.412.02, Rev. 0, "HVAC Control Room Emergency Mode".

*
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Proposed Technical Specifications for Shoreham NPS sections 3.7.2 and
4.7.2, " Control Room Emergency Filtration System".

.

Pertinent system piping and instrumentation drawings and logic drawings.

Farr Company Procedures: L-53577E, " Activated Carbon Filters In-Place
Leak Test"; L-58875A, " Air Distribution Test, HEPA & Carbon Filters"; and,
L-534600, "HEPA Filter Banks In-Place Leak Test".

b. Scope

. The inspector, in company with construction engineers, toured the as-built
system in the plant and observed all major system components, piping,
ductwork, and selected instrumentation and controls. The inspector also
performed additional system tours to note the storage conditions of
installed equipment and made independent measurements to determine
selected as-built dimensions. Based on document review and the system
tours the inspector compared the as-built system and the approved system
test and operating procedures to the various regulatory requirements and
license commitments.

The inspector also reviewed the system and instrumentation design and
system procedural steps for items which could potentially cause operator
misinterpretation. With the exception of the below items, the inspector
had no further questions at this time.

c. System Design

10CFR50.57(a)(1) states in part that an operating license may be issued
upon finding that construction of the facility has been substantially
completed in conformity with the construction permit and the application
as amended, and the rules and regulations of the commission. Based on ;

the above review of the CRAC system, the inspector noted several instances
where the system, as installed, was not in conf 6rmity with the FSAR, R.G.1.52
and NSIC-65. The items identified which did not agree with these documents
were as follows: seal welds on filter mounting frames, filter mounting
frame bolt size, HEPA filter arrangement, filter housing door size, filter
housing lights, filter spacing, building elevators for maintenance,
straightening vanes in filter housing inlet, ductwork design, and tornado
missile protection for the East air intake. The inspector also requested
information regarding the environmental qualifications, as specified in
R.G.1.52, for nearby safety-related cabling and for painted welds within
the filter housing, which was not available during the inspection. These
items were unresolved and designated as item no. (322/80-04-03).

d. Vendor Procedures

Paragraph 9.4.1.4 of the Shoreham FSAR states that the Carbon and HEPA
filters will be leak tested in accordance with ANSI-N510. The inspector
noted that the preoperational test for the CRAC system referenced Farr
Company procedures for these tests. The inspector reviewed the Farr
procedures and noted there were several areas in each procedure that
deviated from ANSI-N510. The inspector also stated that in general a lvendor procedure used for a preoperational test should be reviewed for )
content by the Joint Test Group (JTG) and approved prior to performance. ;

.

a ,. , - . - . - . - ,



.

. .

8

This item is unresolved pending revision of the filter test procedures and
establishment of a requirement for review of vendor procedures by the
JTG. (Item No. 322/80-04-04).

e. Preoperational Test Procedure

During the review of the CRAC system preoperational test procedure,
PT.412.001, the inspector noted the following items:

- The procedure does not specify whether the test will be run with ACU-14
A and B on or off. The operation of these units could affect the f16w
rate to the CRAC filter trains. Hence the design flow rate apparently
should be verified both with these units running and secured;

- The procedure currently does not verify the design flow rate of 4000 cfm
through the riiter trains. This flow rate is an item to be tested every
18 months in the proposed Technical Specifications;

- The acceptance criteria for control room pressure is not specific
(approximately 0.25 inches of water);

- The procedure does not test the Fan 25 automatic start feature when
the running fan fails during accident operation; and,

- The procedure does not demonstrate the capability to manually close
a failed outside air intake valve as assumed in the dose calculations
presented in answer to NRC FSAR question 311.8.

These items are unresolved and are designated as item no. (322/80-04-05).

f. System Operating Procedures

During the review of,the CRAC System procedures to be used for operating
the system and for routine testing of the system after the plant is in
operation the inspector noted the following items:

- Procedure SP24.412.01 for surveillance testing does not contain a
specific procedural step to return the system to normal after the
test;

- Procedure SP24.412.02 for surveillance testing demonstrates that the
CRAC System can maintain the contral room at a positive pressure with
respect to the outside atmosphere. The acceptance criteria, however,
leaves no margin for deterioration over the 18 month surveillance
interval; and,

- Procedure SP23.412.01 for system operation in paragraph 8.1.6.2 has a
potentially confusing statement regarding indication and switch position.

The licensee's representative stated that all three procedures would be revised
to correct the above noted items. This iten is designated as inspector follow
item (322/80-04-06).
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g. Instrumentation

During the review of the CRAC System and System procedures, the inspector
also observed available local and control room instrumentation. Based on
this review the inspector noted the following:

- The control room indicators for flow transmitter FT-002 read 0-12 CFM
vice 0-1200 CFM. Additionally, the meter does not contain a multiplier;

- The outside air intakes are not labeled East and West or some equivalent
labeling to aid the operator in determining which side to manually
isolate, as is required in the design basis accident for the system; and

- The CRAC System does not contain an instrument which would provide
permanent readout of the filter train flow rate, as recommended in
paragraph 4.h of R.G. 1.52. This flow rate is needed for periodic
Technical Specification testing and for verification of proper system
operation during an accident situation.

The licensee representative stated that the first two items would be corrected
and the third reviewed. Tne control room is currently scheduled to receive
a human factors review to uncover items of this nature in all systems prior to
fuel loading. These items are designated as inspector follow item (322/80-04-07).

9. Unresolved Items

Areas for which more information is required to determine acceptability are
considered unresolved. Three unresolved items are contained in Paragraph 8
of this report.

10. Management Meetings

At periodic intervals during the course of this inspection, meetings were
held with senior plant management to discuss the scope and findings of this
inspection.

The resident inspector also attended entrance and exit interviews of region-
based inspectors conducted with plant management during the course of this
inspection.
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