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Jackson, MI 49201

f Facility Name: Palisades Nuclear Generating Plant
!

Inspection At: Palisades Site, Covert, MI
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h
j Inspectors: B. L. Jorgensen 4-2B-93
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J. K. Heller Y 26O3

|
'

; Approved By: D. C.-Boyd, Ch ef, 4-26-83
- Reactor Projects, Section 2A

Inspection Summary

! Inspection during March 1-31, 1983 (Report No. 050-255/83-06(DPRP))
Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspection by resident inspectors of

,

| plant operations; maintenance; surveillance; and miscellaneous matters.

| The inspection involved 148 inspector-hours onsite by two NRC inspectors
including 46 inspector-hours onsite during off-shifts.,

Results: Of the four areas inspected, no items of noncompliance were
identified in three areas; one item of noncompliance was identified (failure
to follow a surveillance test procedure - Paragraph 4).
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DCTAILS

1. Persons Contacted

*R. W. Montross, General Manager
J. S. Rang, Operations / Maintenance Superintendent

*W. P. Mullins, Chemistry / Health Physics Superintendent
K. E. Osborne, Maintenance Superintendent
C. S. Kozup, Operacions Superintendent
R. M. Krich, Technical Engineer
C. H. Gilmor, Technical Superintendent

*R. E. McCaleb, Quality Assurance Superintendent
R. A. Vincent, Administrator, Nuclear Activities Plant Organization

*R. A. Fenech, Senior Engineer
B. L. Schaner, Operations Supervisor
D. M. Kennedy, Reactor Engineer
W. M. Hodge, Plant Property Protection Supervisor
P. J. Stoner, General Health Physicist
C. D. Leddon, Associate Engineer
P. F. Bruce, Instrument / Control Engineer
D. W. Langschwager, Shif t Supervisor
A. F. Brookhouse, Shift Supervisor
S. Chidotti, Shift Supervisor

*D. Malone, Licensing Analyst

* Denotes those present at the Management Interview

Numerous other members of the plant Operations / Maintenance, Technical
and Chemistry / Health Physics staffs were also contacted briefly.

2. Operational Safety Verification

The inspector observed control room operations, reviewed applicable
logs and conducted discussions with control room operators during
the month of March 1983. The inspector verified the operability of
selected emergency systems, reviewed tagout records and verified
proper return to service of affected components. Tours of the
auxiliary and turbine buildings were conducted to observe plant equip-
ment 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 verified
that the physical security plan was being implemented. The inspector
also observed plant housekeeping /cicanliness conditions and verified
implementation of radiation protection controls. This included inde-
pendent radiological surveys of a radwaste shipment and the overflow
parking lot.

During a facility tour, the inspector noted two fire extinquishers with
status tags which did not reflect an operability check for the month
of February 1983. The inspector then performed a specific verification
check of porta' ole fire extinguishers in the turbine, auxiliary and
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plant service buildings using licensee checklists. Five extinguishers
were identified without status tag indication of a February operability
check. A separate review of completed extinguisher checklists used by
operators in performing February operability verifications established
that all the subject extinguishers had been checked as required, but
some tags were not updated. This matter and other minor discrepancies /
inconsistencies identified in the review were reviewed with responsible
licensee management at the time identified and were subsequently noted
in the Management Interview. The licensee has considered the inspector's
comments and has taken adequate action to clarify documentation associated
with these checklists.

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 items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

3. Monthly Maintenance Observations

Station maintenance activities of safety-related systems and components
listed below were observed / reviewed to ascertain that they were con-
ducted in accordance with approved procedures, regulatory guides and
industry codee or standards and 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 the status of outstanding jobs
and to assure that priority was assigned to safety-related equipment
maintenance which may affect system performance.

The following maintenance activities were observed / reviewed:

a. MO 83-CVC-0024: Replacement of pump P-SSA suction
accumulator bladder assembly. The licensee's
Quality Control organization identified
procedural noncompliances associated with
this job and initiated appropriate corrective
action

b. MO 83-ESS-0008: Repair of leak on instrument FT-0302
isolation valve fitting.
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c. MO 83-ESS-0023: Adjust alarm setpoints on safety injection
accumulator "A" level instrument.

d. MO 83-FPS-0001: Adjust pump start setpoint on P-9B diesel
fire pump.

e. MO 83-PCS-0007: Restore "A" channel pressurizer pressure
TM/LP reactor trip setpoint which had
changed due to drift.

Minor documentation inconsistencies, not related to proper completion
of the above activities were noted. For example, 3 of the 5 jobs did
not render components inoperable, yet the " Declared Operable" portion
of the documentation was completed - in one case two months after
completion of the work. One job lacked a prior determination on cap-
ability of the affected component to perform its function before main-
tenance. Finally, one package contained conflicting information on
parts used, when comparing the Maintenance Order form to the attached
controlled material issue ticket from the stockroom. These items were
noted at the Management Interview as possibly indicating a need for
improved document review. The licensee stated that the procedures which
control these activities had been recently revised (1/83) and that they
would consider the inspectors comments along with their own evalutions
of this area. The licensee has initiated actions to remind personnel
of correct methods of documentation of maintenance activities.

Following completion of maintenance on the "A" Charging pump (P-55A)
suction accumulator, the inspector verified that the system was re-
turned to service properly.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

4. Monthly Surveillance Observation

The inspector observed Technical Specifications required surveillance
testing on the systems / components identified below 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 restoration of the affected com-
ponents were accomplished, that test results conformed with Technical
Specifications and procedure requirements and were reviewed by per-
sonnel other than the individual directing the test, and that any
deficiencies identified during the testing were properly reviewed and
resolved by appropriate management personnel.

The inspector witnessed portions of the following test activities:

a. Test MO-7A2: Emergency Diesel Generator 1-2

b. Test MO-7B: Fire Pumps P-9A, P-9B and P-41

c. Test S0-4A: Containment Airlock Penetration Seal Leak Test
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d. Test M0-18: . Inservice. Test Procedure-Component Cooling Pumps

:e. Test MR-14: Process Monitor Operational Check
,

| This procedure involved a series of checks of various radiation monitor-
ing equipment in the plant. The inspector arrived in the control room.

shortly after the-test was begun on March 4, 1983, and noted the test
technician had apparently completed some documentation concerning the
various checks prior to actual performance of the test. When questioned,

I the technician confirmed that the documentation had been filled out
prematurely, suggesting this was a matter of convenience only. Since the1-

technician was performing the required checks, it did not appear there
was any intent that the-documentation falsely indicate completion of

~
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work not actually performed. However, the procedure specifically required
that documentation of each alarm check and documentation of system return

! to normal be performed after completion of the respective activity.
Technical Specification 6.8.1.c requires implementation of procedures for
surveillance and test activities of safety related equipment. Failure'

to implement Procedure MR-14 is considered an example of noncompliance
with the referenced Technical Specification.

Prior to completion of the inspection, the licensee evaluated this
matter, identified corrective and preventive actions, and implemented

i them. These actions included specific reinstruction for the technician
involved and a notice to all employees which described the event re-
emphasized the requirement for strict procedure adherence, and discussed
some of the bases for this requirement. These actions were reviewed by
the inspector and found satisfactory.

One item of noncompliance and no deviations were identified.

5. Miscellaneous Inspection Activities

'

a. NRC Order

By letter dated March 25, 1983, from Mr. J. G. Keppler, Administra-

! tor of NRC Region III, to Mr. J. W. Reynolds, Executive Vice
President for Consumcrs Power Company, the NRC rescinded provisions
of an Order dated March 9, 1981. The bases for recission of the
subject provisions, and the NRC verification of licensee performance
in accordance with the Order, are documented in the March 25, 1983,

i letter. These matters are now considered closed.
<

b. Corrective Action

The inspector attended and observed a meeting of the licensee's,

Corrective Action Review Board (CARB) on March 18, 1983.
,

i-
|
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c. New Fuel

Preliminary reviews and observations relating to receipt, inspection,
storage and handling of the next core load of new fuel were initiated
during this inspection. This inspection will be continued in future.
Early observations were as follows:

(1) relatively inexperienced personnel are being used to operate
the crane handling new fuel

(2) rigorous control of the spent fuel pool elevator gearbox
appeared lacking

(3) scme guidance contained in a memorandum appeared to be
serving as a procedure, but was not subject to the controls
(review and approval) which apply to procedures

These matters were discussed at the Management Interview.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

6. Exit Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph 1)
throughout the month and at the conclusion of the inspection and sum-
marized the scope and findings of the inspection activities,

a. Documentation inconsistencies in the completion of fire protection
checklists (Paragraph 2) and Maintenance Orders (Paragraph 3)
were reviewed.

b. The apparent noncompliance involving failure to properly follow
a surveillance procedure was specifically noted (Paragraph 4).

c. The inspector stated final inspection report closecut concerning
the March 9, 1981, Order is complete (Paragraph 5.a).

d. Preliminary reviews of new fuel receipt activities were discussed
(Paragraph 5.c). The licensee either indicated awareness of the
observations or stated they would be looked into.
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