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Inspection on July 1-31, Aug. 9-17, 1981 (Report No. 50-293/81-16)
Areas Inspected: Routine unannounced safety inspection of plant operations in-
cluding followup on previous inspection findings, an operational safety verifica-
tion, followup on events occurring during the inspection, surveillance activities,
maintenance activities, (including a special followup on a reactor vessel drain
line repair weld), I.E. Bulletins / Circulars, a special review of tra!ning records,
and a review of preparations for refueling / core loading verification procedures.
The inspection involved 168 inspector hours by the resident inspecter and three
reactor inspectors.
Results: Two items of noncompliance were identified in two areas. (Failure to
perfom continuous fire patrols in areas of degraded fire barriers, Paragraph
3.b; and Failure to complete training qualification forrs for initial training as
required by the Training Manual, Paragraph 8.c).
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

J. Aboltin, Sr. Reactor Engineer
R. Belanger, Q.C. Inspector
R. Cunningham, Staff Assistant (Emergency Planning)
F. Famulari, Q.C. Supervisor
D. Lange, I&C Supervisor
R. Machon, Nuclear Operations Manager (Pilgrim Station)
C. Mathis, Deputy Nuclear Operations Manager
J. McEachern, Security Supervisor
T. McLaughlin, Sr. Compliance Engineer
W. Olsen, Senior Nuclear Training Specialist
E. Peters, Fire Protection Engineer
R. Reposa, Q.C. Inspector
R. Sherry, Staff Engineer - Maintenance

,
' P. Smith, Chief Technical Engineer

R. Smith, Chemistry Supervisor
D. Sukanek, Staff Engineer - Maintenance
K. Taylor, Day Watch Engineer
R. Trudeau, Chief Radiological Engineer
E. Ziemianski, Management Services Group Leader

The instector also interviewed other members of the health physics,
operations, maintenance, security, and technical staffs.

2. Followup on Previous Inspection Findings

(Closed) Inspector Follow Item (293/81-08-05); Scram Discharge Air Header -

Automatic Dump System. The licensee perfonned an integrated system test
on July 2,1981 following a reactor scram on June 30, 1981. The licensee
had previously installed the Auto Dump System as required by NRC Order on
April 22,1981, but was required to perfoi.n an integrated system test during
the next plant shutdown.

The inspector reviewed completed test procedure no. TP'81-18, " Scram Pilot
Valve Air Header Depressurization", Rev. O and discussed the results with the
I&C Supervisor. The test met the acceptance criteria including actuation
before 50 psi decreasing, and reset from the control room. This item is
closed.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (293/80-01-01); Revise procedural controls as a
result of lessons learned from inadvertent lift of a spent fuel assembly
and the dropping of a new fuel assembly during the preparation for the

| 1980 refueling outage. Procedure No. 4.2, " Inspection and Channeling of
I Nuclear Fuel", Rev.14, Section IX, requires the use of low speed on the

overhead crane when raising or lowering (new) fuel. Following discussions

|

___ _ _
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with the inspector, the licensee made additional changes to' this procedure
(SRO change no. 81.22 dated July 17, 1981, which was subsequently made into
a permanent change). These changes included the requirements that the
transfer of fuel to the spent fuel pool shall be accomplished by a licensed
NPO on the refuel bridge by alligning the Rice hook and continuously monitor-
ing the hook. Reactor Engineering personnel will be on the refueling floor
assisting in monitoring the new fuel inspection evolutions and only Boston
Edison Co. personnel will handle fuel. This item is closed.

3. Operational _ Safety Verification

a. Scope and Acceptance Criteria

The inspector observed control room operations, reviewed selected logs
i and records, and conducted discussions with control room operators.

The inspector verified the operability of selected emergency systems
|

and verified proper return to service of the affected components. Tours
of the reactor building, 4160V switchgear rooms, ' A' battery room,
cable spreading room, diesel generator rooms, auxilliary bay, turbine
building, intake structure, refueling deck, and the control rocm (daily)!

were conducted. The inspector's observations included a review of equip-
ment condition (including control room annunciators), potential fire
hazards, physical security, housekeeping, and the implementation of

_

radiological controls and equipment control (tagging).

The inspector reviewed the documentation associated with the several
liquid radioactive waste discharges, and the logs, records, and control
room instrumentation pertaining to gaseous release rates from the station.

i

These reviews and observations were perfomed in order to verify con-
fomance with the Code of Federal Regulations, the facility Technical
Specifications, and the licensee's procedures.

b. Findings

(1) During a tour of the intake structure at 3:00 pm on July 31, 1981,
the inspector noted that several through-wall holes existed inI

the concrete block walls in the 6 alt Service Water Pump rooms.
Three uncapped one-inch holes existed in the wall between the A/B
pump room and the D/E pump row.a; two uncapped two-inch holes existed
between the A/B pump room and the C pump rcom; and, one uncapped
two-inch hole existed between the D/E pump room and the C pump room.

The inspector noted that no continuous fire patrol was present in
the area, that no fire partol had been previously initiated by the
control room operator and immediately informed the Watch Engineer
and other station management who took immediate corrective action
to establish a continuous firc patrol.

The inspector verified by direct observation, that a continuous fire
patrol was initiated and by a review of control room logs that the
fire patrol remained in effect until the holes were plugged.

. _ __ __ -_ . . . _ _ _ . --
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(2) During a tour of the 'A' 4160V switchgear room at 9:20 am on
August 12, 1981, the inspector observed that the fire door to the
'A' Battery Room was held open for passage of an electrical cord
and a portable equipment cart. Since no continuous fire patrol
was in the area, the inspector imediately reported this condition
to the Watch Engineer who immediately removed the equipment blocking
the fire door and returned the door to its secured position.

Following a discussion of this observation with senior station
management, the Nuclear Operators Manager inneidately initiated a
cessation of all construction work in progress that involved core
drilling or fire protection. The licensee representative stated
that a meeting would be held with the appropriate personnel and
no further construction activities involving fire protection would
be conducted until corrective actions were resolved.

,

| These two examples of degraded fire barriers protecting safety related
| equipment without the required continuous fire patrols in effect, are
l considered an item of noncompliance (50-293/81-16-01).

4. Followup on Events / Plant Trips Occurring During the Inspection;

a. Reactor Scram on June 30, 1981. At 8:59 am on June 30,1981, an
insulator on one phase of the main transformer faulted causing a main
generator load reject, turbine trip, and reactor scram from fuel power.
The inspector verified that station procedures were followed and the
requirements of the Technical Specifications were met during the transient.
No ECCS systems were actuai.ed.

| Following repairs to the transformer and other unrelated maintenance, a
| startup was comenced and the reactor made critical on July 6,1981.

.

b. Reactor Shutdown on July 6,1981. During a startup and heatup on
July 6,1981, the corporate engineering staff informed the station that
the environmental qualification of the Standby Gas Treatment System
(SGTS) was insufficiently documented. The startup was terminated, and
the plant was placed in cold shutdown until the concerns were resolved.

The inspector observed control room indications, reviewed logs and records,
and held discussions with operaters and station management. Components
of the SGTS that were of concern and were resolved prior to plant startup
included the drive belts, temperature cutoff switch, bearing grease, and '

control power transformers.

Following resolution of these concerns, a reactor startup was commenced
and made critical at 03:17 am on July 8,1981.

LER No. 81-26 describes this event.

. - - . - - . . - _ - _ . . - _ - _ _ . - . - - _ _ - _ - - _ ,_- ._ _ _ - .__ .- _ _
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c. Plant Shutdown on July 10, 1981. A shutdown was performed on July 10,
T981, due to reactor coolant unidentified leakage greater than 5 gpm.

The inspector observed control room indicators, reviewed logs and
records, and held discussions with station personnel. The cause of the
leakage was determined to be a failed gasket on the 'A' vacirculation
pump seal.

The seal was repaired and the reactor subsequently started up and made
critical at 3:07 pm on July 12, 1981.

LER No. 81-37 describes this cvent.

d. Plant Shutdown on July 30, 1981. At 1:55 am on July 30, 1981, a plant
shutdown was commenced due to reactor coolant leakage greater than 5 gpm.

The inspector reviewed logs and record;, observed control room instrumen-
tation and held discussions with operators and station management
personnel, in crder to verify that the requirements of station procedures
and the Technical Specifications were being followed.

The cause of the leakage was the packing on the 'A' Recirculation loop
discharge isolation valve. The valve was repacked and the reactor
started up on August 1, 1981.

,

LER No. 81-39 describes this event.

No items of noncompliance were identified during-this review of plant events /
trips.

5. Surveillance Activities
,

The inspector reviewed the licensee's actions associated with surveillance
testing in order to verify that the testing was performed in accordance
with station procedures and met the Technical Specification limiting con-
ditions for or.eration.

Portions of the following tests were observed / reviewed:

Startup and Shutdown check lists, Heatup and Cooldown check lists, and--

Nuclear Instrumentation surveillance tests for the shutdown and start-
ups on July 30, 1981, August 6, 7, 8,10,12, and 30,1981.

| -- ' A' Standby Gas Treatment System (SGTS) operability tests prior to
maintenance on the 'B' train on July 9, 1981.

i

. - - - - - . , - , ,,- -~ --v ._ . - .-,-- ,- ~ . -.%.. , . . , - . - - - . . . - . - . - - . . _ _ . . . _ . _ _ _ ~ . .. - , _ , , , _ , . - - _ - . _ ,
-
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Surveillance testing required by the Technical Specification (T.S.)--

prior to placing the High Pressure Coolant Injection (HPCI) System
out of service for inspection on August 9,1981. Testing of the Core
Spray, Reactor Core Isolation Cooling, Residual Heat Removal, and
Automatic Depressurization Systems was reviewed.

Redundant equipment testing prior to removal of the HPCI System from--

service on August 11, 1981, and daily (as required by the T.S.) until
returned to service on August 15, 1981.

'B' Containment Cooling Loop operability tests (RHR, RBCCW, Service--

Water Systems and the 'B' Emergency Diesel Generator) prior to removing
the 'A' RBCCW heat exchanger from service on August 17,1981 for in-
spection.

No items of noncompliance were identified during this review of surveillance
activities.

6. Maintenance Activities

a. Routine Review of Maintenance Activities

The inspector reviewed maintenance items in order te verify that the
activities were conducted in accordance with the licensee's procedures,
the facility Technical Specifications and the Cor'e of Federal Regulations.
The inspector verified for selected items that the activity was properly
authorized, and that the appropriate radiological controls, equipment control
tagging, and fire protection were being implemented.

| The items / documents reviewed are described below:

Mai.;tenance Request (M.R.) No. 81-48-8; replace 'B' SGTS belts. -

--

"

M.R. No. 81-3-36; reset solenoid valve (SV 302-30) and install an--

in-line check valve in accordance with FRN 81-06B-07. The inspector
also verified post maintenance testing in accordance with procedure
TP 81-18.

M.R. No. 81-2-19; Rebuild spare mechanical seal and M.R. No. 81-2-21;--

repair / replace 'A' recirculation pump seal. The inspector also
reviewed the two associated QC inspection reports.

M.R. No. 81-11-4; repair oil leak on ' A' Standby Liquid Control Pump.--

The inspector also reviewed equipment control tagging, post main-
tenance test results, and verified system valve lineup follcwing com-
pletion of repair and testing.

__ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ -_ _ . _ . _ _ . _ _ _. _ __ _ -_. ..
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-- M.R. No. 81-56-57; upgrade fire stops in accordance with Plant Design
Request (PDCR) 81-05. The inspector also toured the cable spreading
room where work was in progress and observed compliance with the
PDCR and M.R. and verified fire protection and security controls.

M.R. No. 81-49-7; receipt and inspection of new fuel.--

M.R. No. 80-23-24; repair body / bonnet leak on HPCI valve A0 '!301-30.--

-- M.R. No. 80-1616; repair / replace HPCI valve 2301-3 seat / disc. The
inspector also verified redundant equipment testing prior to main-
tenance, verified equipment control tagging, and verified that
operability testing was performed following maintenance.

-- M.R. No. 81-1017; gasket leak and tubing broken on the HPCI gland
seal regulator.

No items of noncompliance were identified during this review of mainten-
ance items.

b. Special Inspection of Activities Involving the Weld Repair of a Reactor
Vessel Drain Line in November, 1980

(1) Purpose

LER No. 80-84 dated November 28, 1980, reported the repair of a
leak in the drywell of a 2" pipe coupling weld which was detected
on November 13, 1980. The leak occurred in a socket fillet weld in
the reactor pressure vessel drain line, coupling 8-4-77 (shown on
Bechtel drawing M-1003, Rt.v. 2 dated March 15, 1977).

During an NRC Perfoman;e Appraisal Branch (PA8) inspection of
Boston Edison Company (between July 20, 1981 and August 14,1981),
a licensee Quality Assurance Department deficiency report (Number
690) was reviewed which indicated that the weld repair performed in
November,1980 was not in accordance with station procedures and

j questioned the quality of the present weld.

An NRC Region I based specialist inspector performed a review of
the activities involved in the reactor vessel drain line weld repair.

The purpose of this review was to evaluate the repair method and
determine the adequacy of the existing repair for continued service
until the September,1981 refueling outage. During this outage,
the licensee has committed to replace the affected portion of the
drain line.

.. .- .
.

. . __-
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(2) Scope. The inspector reviewed the documentation of the subject
weld failure and discussed, in detail, the characteristics of the
defect and repair technique employed with the licensee's QC
inspector who witnessed the repair and conducted NDE inspection
of the repair weld. The NRC inspector also discussed the engineer-
ing problems associated with alternate repair methods with the
licensee's maintenance personnel and reviewed photographs taken
whi7e the joint was leaking.

The documents reviewed ir.cluded the following:

BECo. Welding Proecdure Specification (WPS) P8-AT-AG-1,--

Reviseu 'ctober 30, 1978.

BECo. Procedure Qualification Record (PQR) PB-AT-AG-1.--

BECo W.P.S. P8-T-AG-1, Revised November 15, 1978.--

BECo. P.Q.R. P8 T-AG-1.--

Field Weld Checklist for M.R. No. 80-8023.--

-- Filler Metal withdrawal authorization for M.R. 80-8023.

Liquid penetrant examination record dated November 14, 1980.--

Visual inspection record dated November 13, 1980.--

Sketch showing approximate location of defect with respect--

to the socket fillet and burn through.

Licensee's letter dated December 1,1980, forwarding LER -
--

80-84/01T-1.

QA Deficiency Report No. 690 dated Feoruary 10, 1981 (result---

ing from QA Audit No. 81-2).
;

-- QA Deficiency Report response evaluation memo dated March 25,
1981.

QA Department Deficiency Report response evaluation report--

to the Nuclear Operations Manager dated April 15,198i.

Nuclear Engineering Department memo to NSRAC members dated--

May 19, 1981, entitled " Evaluation of Conditions Adverse to
Quality (NED Procedure No.16.01).

Response memo from the stution to the QA Manager, dated--

June 9,1981 entitled " Deficiency Report No. 690 and Sub-
sequent Responses".

|

.- - -- . - - - .,. ., - . . . - , . - , .-
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Memo No. QPI-1652 from the QA Manager to the Nuclear Operations--

Manager dated July 13,1981, and

Station Procedure No. 1.5.3, Maintenance Requests, (speci---

fically page 1.5.3-3, Rev.10).

(3) Observations / Evaluations

A review of the Bechtel drcwing M-1003 indicated that a change
was made to the pipe run drawing prior to original pipe fabrication
due to interference from other structural members. The subject weld
is still located in an area which limits manipulative techniques
due to other interferences.

The leak in the P8 to P8 socket weld was reported to be centered
approximately at the 12 o' clock position on the SF position weld
near the toe of the fillet weld on the pipe (on the RPV side of the
coupliag). The location was verified by the NRC inspector by re-
view of photographs showing the leak. Maintenance Request No. 80-
8023 was issued calling for repair of the fillet' weld by the manual
GTAW process, which was the process called for on the Bechtel field
fabrication drawing.

It was reported that visual inspection of the surface characteristics
of the original weld deposit indicated that the weld was most probably a
SMA weld rather than a GTA weld. This determination was based on the
ripple and bead tie-in characteristics. This inspection also in-

i dicated that welding progressed vertically up both sides with the'

weld bead overlap at 12 o' clock. The visual appearance indicated
possible overheating of the joint possibly due to manipulative tech-

| nique limitations caused by the close proximity of interferences.
.

( Initial grinding of the weld indicated a probable slag inclusion in
| in the weld metal. The defect direction continues in a direction

generally radially through the tube (rather than through the shear
direction of the fillet to the root of the fillet). The grinding to
remove the defect continued through the wall of the tube below the
toe of fillet until only approximately 0.020-0.030" of the original
nominal 0.218" wall remained. When grinding was stopped, the
defect was not removed and steam continued to leak out of the ID
of the pipe on a discontinuous basis. The cavity at this point
was approximately 1k" long on the OD of the pipe and " at the,

'

base of the cavity. A decision was made at this time to use the
! SMAW process rather than attempt the GTAW process under conditions
.

especially adverse to GTAW techniques.

-- . _. _ . . _ - . - - . .-_ -- - _ - _ - . - . -
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The QC inspector who witnessed the grinding and welding operation
indicated that when two weld layers were deposited, the wall thick-
ness was restored to a flush condition on the OD and a dye penetrant
test was conducted for information purposes, but not recorded.
Following this penetrant test, the socket fillet weld was restored.
The final weld was penetrant tested and later leak tested (hydro-
tested) at operating pressure.

The decision was made to make a repair without a complete shut
down and draining of the system. Under these conditions, freeze
plugs were not feasible. Under these circumstances, the main-
tenance repair methods available were essentially limited to that|

method employed.

The problems with the repair method employed were as follows:

- The leak location was not through the shear direction of the
fillet providing communication from the nonnal root of the fillet
through the weld. The defect direction was through the pipe wall
at an apparent near or complete burn-through area below' the toe
of the fillet. Removal and replacement of the socket fillet weld
to repair the leak was not possible, therefore requiring grinding
of the pipe weld.

- Because the defect was through the tube wall, (in an area most
probably melted during the initial socket welding), it constituted a
through wall repair of a base metal failure (or defect) rather
than the repair of a partial penetration socket fillet weld.

- The welding conditions where a weld had to be made over a
.

0.020-0.030" thick portion of the remaining tube wall (which
still contained the remaining portion of the defect) and where the
weld could not be cleaned or adequately dried constituted welding
conditions not covered by the welding procedure specification.

- The change in scope (from the specified weld repair procedure)
should have required a thorough engineering evaluation prior to
connencing the welding portion of the repair. The joint type was
changed from a partial penetration socket fillet to a full penetra-
tion open root made with a process change and inadequate joint;

' preparation.

(4) Conclusions

No items of noncompliance (other than those already identified by
the licensee's QA Audit Deficiency Report No. 690) were identified.

. . _ - __ _ , _ , _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ . . _ . ._ _ __ _ _ . . . _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ .
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It is the NRC inspector's opinion that the decision to substituto
the SMAW process for the GTAW process was correct on a weldability
basis, but constituted a change to the original maintenance request
and a change from the process indicated on the fabrication drawing.

The weld repair as it currently exists, should be considered temporary
and the affected piping section should be replaced. (This recomenda-
tion was also made by the licensee's Engineering Department - NED
Memo 81-394 dated May 19,1981).

The probability of the temporary repair weld failure in a catastropic
manner is negligible. In the opinion of the NRC inspector, the
location of the weld failure was not consistent with that of a
sensitized HAZ IGSCC failure. The failure is most probably a
defective burn-through type solidification crack which propagated
in service. The ability of the P8 material and matching filler
metal to resist brittle failure are well documented. Assuming a
defect in the repair weld were to propagate, the resulunt leak
would be of a size similar to the original leak and equally as easy
to detect with the existing equipment. Assuming a 1040 psig internal
pipe pressure and an 18,800 psi allowable stress, the hoop stress
in the pipe is approximately 4,600 psi or about 25% of the allowable.
The licensee's Engineering Department evaluation also concluded that
the pipe will not fracture under the existing stresses (NED Memo
81-394 dated May 19,1981) and recomended that the effected section
be replaced during the upcoming 1981 refueling outage.

The station management has concurred with the recomendation to
replace the affected piping section during the 1981 outage (memo to
the QA Manager No. MSG 81-335 dated July 28,1981), and the replace-
ment will be followed during a future inspection by the NRC (50-293/
81-16-02).

7. Followup on I.E. Bulletins / Circulars

The inspector reviewed the licensee's actions in response to the I.E. Bulletins /
Circulars listed below to verify that the actions and responses (if appropriate)
adequately address the concerns identified.

IEB 79-04; Incorrect Weights for Swing Check Valves Manufactured by--

Velan Engineering Corporation. The inspector reviewed the licensee's
responses to the NRC: Region I dated May 1, 1979 and May 17, 1979. The
inspector verified that the concerns of the Bulletin have been adequately
addressed. Based on information provided in the above responses, the
licensee concluded that in the one instance of a system stress analysis
having been performed with an incorrect weight (64 lbs in lieu of 85 lbs),
the system can safely carry all loads imposed by weight and seismic load-
ing.

The inspector had no further questions. This Bulletin is considered closed.
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IEB 79-12; Short Period Scrams at BWR Facilities; The inspector reviewed--

the licensee's response dated July 24, 1979 and determined that the con-
cerns were appropriately addressed. The inspactor also reviewed the
licensee's procedures involving reactor startup and the approach to
criticality to verify that notch-step withdrawal is required when the
SRM's indicate approaching criticality, and that the SRM channels are
required to be continuour.lv monitored. Procedures reviewed included
the following:

,

- 2.1.4, " Approach to Critical", Rev. 3

- 2.1.1, "Startup from Cold Shutdown", Rev. 33, and

- 9.13, " Control Rod Sequence and Movement Control", Rev. 5

The inspector also reviewed the control rod withdrawal sequences used
and programmed into the Rod Worth Minimizer to verify that the sequences
used are those provided by the vendor and are based on the " Reduced
High Notch Worth Procedure".

The inspector had no further questions, This Bulletin is considered
closed.

IEC 80-21; Regt.!ation of Refueling Crews. The inspector reviewed the--

licensee's procedure no. 4.3, " Fuel Handling", Rev. 21 to verify that
the concerns and requirements of IEC 80-21, and the Technical Specifi-
cations are adequately controlled. Technical Specification (T.S.)
6.2.B.2 requires at least one licensed operator in the control room
when fuel is in the reactor, and T.S. 6.2.B.5 requires that core
alterations be directly supervised by a licensed SR0 or an SR0 limited
to Fuel Handling who has no other concurrent duty.

.

Procedure No. 4.3 contains the.following requirements:

All core alterations performed while fuel is in the reactor vessel-

shall be directly supervised by either a licensed SR0 or an SR0
limited to Fuel Handling who has no other concurrent responsibilities
during this operation.

- One SR0 or R0 shall be in the Control Room when fuel is in the
Reactor Vessel.

A second SRO licensed operator must be on-site at all times that-

fuel is being transferred into or out of the vessel.
!

! - Communicetions will be established between the Refueling Platform
and the Main Control Room for refueling operations.
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- The SRM's will be continuously monitored when a bundle enters the core.

The inspector detemined that the licensee's procedure adequately
addresses the concerns of the Circular and had no further questions.
This Circular is considered closed.

No items of noncompliance were identified during this review of Circulars
and Bulletins.

8. Operator Training

a. Scope and Acceptance Criteria

| The inspector conducted a review of training records on file and held
discussions with licensee personnel including the Senior Nuclear Training
Specialist in order to determine whether initial training was being con-
ducted and documented as required by the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station
Training Manual, Revision 2, dated July 31, 1980. The training program
established in this manual are specified in order to meet the require-
ments ~of Technical Specification 6.4 which requires that a retraining
and replacement training program for the facility staff be maintained
under the direction of the Nuclear Operations Manager.

b. Discussion
,

Training for operators and other watch standers (technicians, etc.) is
! required to be accomplished in progressive stages. For example, a
! Nuclear Plant Operator is required to complete General Employee Train-

ing (for all personnel), Operations Group Training General Indoctrina-
tion (for all Operations Group personnel)', and then the Nuclear Plant
Operator qualification. The Training Manual specifies the required
training for each operator / watch stander by stating which Fonns -

(qualification check list documentation and certifications) the operators
must complete by stating the documentation required to be maintained,

|

|
and specifying the responsibilities of various station personnel.

Examples of these requirements are the following:

Training Manual
Section Requirements

3.1.1.1.1 All Nuclear Plant Operators ar2 required
to complete Form 0-1 and Form 0-2.

I 3.1.1.1.2.1 All Nuclear Plant Operating Supervisors
| are required to complete Forms 0-1, 0-2,
I and 0-3A.
1

3.1.1.1.2.2 All Nuclear Watch Engineers are required
to complete Forms 0-1, 0-2, 0-4, and 0-3B.

3.1.1.1.3 All Senior Reactor Operators are required
to complete Forms 0-1, 0-2, and 0-4.

-. . . - _ . - , . - _ . - - _ - _ _ . . -- . . . .. ._
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The Training Manual requires that the Nuclear Training Specialist
maintain a trainir.; record of each individual assigned to the opera-
tions group and that each training record should contain the follow-
ing documentation as appropriate:

General Employee Training

GET-1, PNPS General Employee Training Form (with written quiz, if
administered)

GET-2, PNPS General Employee Retraining Form (with written quiz, if
administered)

Initial Group Training

G-3, PNPS Employee Experience Record
1 0-1, Operations Group Training General Indoctrination
j 0-2, Nuclear Plant Operators

0-3A, Nuclear Operations Supervisors
0-3B, Nuclear Watch Engineers
0-4, Senior Reactor Operator
0-5, Nuclear Auxiliary Operator
0-6, Fuel Handlers
NRC Licensed Operator Training Program Documentation
G-5, PNPS Trainiq Forms
Copies of all quizzes
0-7, PNPS Oral Exr,11 nation Summary Report
0-8, PNPS SRO, Lis ted to Fuel Handling, Oral Examination Report
Copy of final sim, iated NRC written exam
Copy of NRC Opera',)r License Application

Requalification Training
.

(CoveredinSection3.1.2.4oftheManual)

c. Findings

The inspector reviewed the training records for several licensed opera-
tors including Nuclear Plant Operators (RO), Nuclear Operating Supervisors
(SRO), Nuclear Watch E,ngineers (SRO) and Fuel Handlers.

The records reviewed (for initial training) did not contain all of the
required training documentation. Additionally, the Senior Nuclear
Training Specialist was unable to provide auditable records in order to
verify completion of all required training.

The inspector discussed these inadequacies with senior station manage-
ment including the Nuclear Operations Manager who immediately initiated
an audit of facility records and other actions in order to verify that
the appropriate training had bet:n accomplished.

|
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Following a discussion between Boston Edison Co. and NRC: Region I
management personnel on July 31, 1981, the licensee comitted to take
the following actions:

A roster of those persons licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory
| Comission whom the licensee considers qualified to continue licensed

--

( activities will be provided to the NRC Resident Inspector no later
I

than 4:00 PM July 31, 1981.

The station will conduct an audit of the training records for all
station operations personnel to determine what portions of the

--

training required by the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station Training
Manual cannot be verified. The training so identified will then
be completed and properly documented or justification provided as
to why the training is not required. These actions will be complet-
ed for all licensed operators as soon as possible and no later than

A schedule for completion of this action for allAugust 7, 1981.
other operations personnel will be provided to this office no later
than September 11, 1981.

Any person who is detemined as a result of these audits not to
be fully qualified in accordance with the Training Manual shall

--

be directly supervised by a qualified individual when perfoming
duties for which he is not qualified.

These comitments are described in a letter from the Director, NRC,
Region I to Boston Edison Co. dated July 31, 1981.

The resident inspector reviewed the roster provided to him at about
3:30 pm on July 31, 1981, and verified that all licensed operators on
the watch bill had been certified by Boston Edison Co. to be cualified
to continue their licensed activities. The licensee also stated that -
the Senior Nuclear Training Specialist was considered qualified to

The inspector will revfaw and follow theconduct operator training.
| additional comitments described atove during a future inspection'

(293/81-16-03).

The failure to complete the qualification training nnd documentation
Foms as required by the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station training
manual is considered an item of noncompliance (293/81-16-04).

|
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9. Preparations for Refueling / Core Loading and Verification Procedures

The inspector reviewed the licensee's activities involved in the receipt,
handing, and inspection of new fuel, performed a review of station procedures
available for these activities, and also reviewed the licensee's procedures
for Core Loading and Verification.

a. Receipt, Handling, Inspection _

The inspector reviewed the following procedures:

4.0, "SNM Inventory and Transfer Control", Rev. 5--

4.1, " Receiving and Handling of Un-iriadiated Fuel Assemblies", Rev. 8--

-- 4.2, " Inspection and Channeling of Nuclear Fuel", Rev.16

4.3, " Fuel Handling", Rev. 21 -

--

Following discuss' ions with the inspector, the licensee made additional
changes to procedure 4.2 to strengthen a6 5.i.,trative controls while
moving new fuel with the overhead crane during the inspection process
on the refueling floor.

The inspector performed the following examinations to verify that new
fuel was received and inspected-in accordance with approved procedures.
The following documents were reviewed:

-- itaintenance Request 81-49-9; Receive, unload, transfer new fuel.

Memo from the Nuclear Operations Department to the Senior Reactor--

Engineer dated July 16, 1981 entitled "SNM Accountability" (during
inspection and channeling).

Radiation Work Permit No. 81-962 (fuel inspection).--

QC Material Receipt Inspection Report No. 81-694 dated July 23, 1981--

(for the receipt of 172 new fuel assemblies).

roup to the Senior Reactor Engineer-- Memo from the Corporate Fuels c

dated July 28, 1981.

General Electric Co. Training c .tification forms for BECo.--

maintenance personnel performing inspection acitivities.

QC Inspection Reports No.'s I-81-149-12A, I-81-149-12B, and--

I-81-149-12C.
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Also reviewed and filed with these QCIR's were the detailed inspection
check lists for each fuel assembly, each channel, channel fasteners,
and the master check off lists required by procedure no. 4.2.

Nuclear Material Transaction Reports (NRC Fonn 741) Shipments 1-6.--

-- General Electric Co. memo's of shipment, Radioactive Material
Packing and Shipping Records, and the Product Quality Certification

; Records for shipments 1 through 6.

| The inspector verified through a review of these documents and spot
check calculations, that the requirements of T.S. 5.5 for axial linear
density and average bundle enrichment of U 35 for the new fuel placed2

|
in the spent fuel pool had been met.

The inspector witnessed the inspection of two new fuel assemblies and
the movement of one new assembly from the inspection stand to the spent
fuel pool. The inspector observed the required maintenance, quality
centrol, reactor engineering, and 1icensed operator personnel present
and following procedure No. 4.2.

The inspector also reviewed the results of the inspection of all 172
new fuel assemblies with the QC inspector. One minor discrepancy
report was issued on July 17, 1981, for bundle LJX809 corner spring
length. This was corrected and accepted by the vendor representative
on site, and the licensee.;

No items of noncompliance were identified.

b. Core Loading and Verification Procedures

The inspector reviewed the licensee's procedures for verifying the
'

correct orientation of fuel in the core prior to startup following a
refueling outage. This review was requested because of NRC concerns
resulting from a fuel loading error at an operating reactor site. The
core verification process was also discussed with the licensee's Senior
Reactor Engineer.

Procedures reviewed included the following:

-- 4.3, " Fuel Handling", Rev. 21, and

4.5, " Reactor Core Fuel Verification", Rev. 3.--

Procedure 4.3, Section IX.L requires a verification of the assembly
for proper orientation and seating after each transfer to the reactor
vessel. This verification is required to be documented on the Fuel
Loading Master Check Off List for each bundle. Attachmeat H to pro-
cedure 4.3, " Completion of Refueling and Preparati:n of Reactor Vessel
for Power Operation", Step 10, requires a verification check of the
fuel in accordance with Procedure 4.5 prior to vessel head reinstallation.

_ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . ___ _ _. __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
-
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Procedure 4.5 provides the requirements for a final fuel core verification
to assure that the as loaded core is the same as the designed core
configuration. This procedure contains the followi.ng requirements:

An undervater television system will be used and a Reactor Engineer---

ing representative on the refueling bridge will record on video tape
the assembly serial number and orientation. As the tape is being
made, the serial number and orientation are read aloud onto the
sound portion of the tape.

A second member of the Reactor Engineering Group concurrently--

views another video monitor and independently verifies the core
loading with a design core loading map.

After the entire core has been scanned ped, the video tapes--

are reviewed by members of the plant Tecnn. 41 Group (at least one
person who did not participate in the above verification) as a
final check.

If any misorientations are' identified, the core will be rearranged--

to conform to the desired loading pattern and a re-verification be
done.

The inspector also verified through discussions with the Senior Reactor4

Engineer that all fuel assemblies are part of a control cell (with a
control rod) and therefore, orientation can be verified with respect to
a control rod.

No inadequacies in the licensee's procedures for core verification
! were identified and the inspector had no further questions.
l

~

10. Exit Interview -

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