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

Region I
50-277/81-12

Report No. 50-278/81-13
50-277

Docket No. 50-278
'

DPR-44 C

License No. DPR-56 Priority Category C--

Licensee: Philadelphia Electric Company

2301 Market Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19101

racility Name: Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, Units 2 and 3

Inspection at: Delta, Pennsylvania

Inspectioncondufted: May 4-8, 1 1
ggfL !d 8 7w/

~

Inspectors:
J'.' B'l umb~ed, Rea spector

_

date/sig6ed
,

date signed
, _

NFL < 8[ A[/Y 7bhApproved ty:
,

0. Caphtin(, Chief, Management Programs Section, .date(signed
Division of Engineering and Technical Inspection

Inspection Summary:
Inspection on May 4-8, 1981 (Combined Report Nos. 50-277/81-12 and 50-278/81-13)
Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspection by one regional based inspector
of licensee action on previous inspection findings; administrative contrals for
safety' related maintenance; implementation of safety related maintenance;
adequacy of program for safety related maintenance; adequacy of program for
housekeeping and cleanliness; and facility tour. The i.cspection involved 36
inspector-hours onsite by one region based inspector.
Results: Noncompliance: None in five areas and one in one area (Violation -
Failure to maintain records of maintenance activities paragraph 4.c).
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DETAILS

1. P_ersons Contacted ~ H

* J. Davenport, Engineer - Maintenance '

K. Mandl, Quality Assurance Auditor
.

* C. Mengers, Quality Assurance Superv'sor .

* E. Richardson, Senior Records Clerk *
%

* S. Spitko, Site Quality Assurance Engineer - < 3
R. Sware, Site Quality Assurance Technical Assistant , %

* W. T. Ullrich, Station Superintendent . ,' '"

G. Wadkins, Preventive Maintenance Engineer
; - e, \

USNRC <

R. A. Blough, Resident Reactor Inspector ' "u
C. J. Cowgill, Senior Resident Reactor Inspector*

' -

The inspector also interviewed other licensee employees during khe inspection,
including reactor operators, technical s'pport, administrative a1d clericalo
personnel. r Y'

,

X.
'

denotes those present at the exit interview.* i e

2. Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings
,

(Closed) . Unresolved Item (277/77-40-03 278/77-40-03): , Technical 1Sjecif-
' ication 4.6.E requires daily operability test of jet pumps., This test is c'

performed pe. the requirements of T.S. 4.6.E.1 and 4.5.E.2. T:S. 4.6.E.3 -

states, "The baseline data' required to evaluate the conditionsJn specifMca-4

tion 4.6.E.1 and 4.6.E.2 will be obtained each operating cycle;'! The %
baseline data is obtained each operating cycle per test ST 12.8. Combined
inspection 277/77-40 and 278/77-40 noted that baseline data was not used ,

^to evaluate the results of tests performed for T.S. 4.6.E._1 and 4.6.E.2. =

The licensee stated during that inspection, that the requifsments of T.S. *

4.6.E.1 and 4.6.E.2 were self sufficient and that baseline data was not
required for evaluation.

%
During this inspection, a licensee representative further explained their 5w
interpretation of T.S. 4.6.E.3, in that baseline dati was only required

.

to be used for evaluation should unacceptable parametersibe observed!
2 during the performance of T.S. 4.6.E.1 and 4.6.E.2. Further, the licensee

representative noted that as a result of NRC.IE Bulletin No. 80-07, "BWR
Jet Pump Assembly Failure," Surveillance Tests ST 9.21-2, Jet Pump Opera- I

bility (Unit 2), and ST 9.21-3, Jet Pump Operability (Unit 3) were gevelopedq \,
'

~

and are performed daily. The inspector reviewed these tests and ddtermined
ti,at they perform extensive evaluations of jet pump acceptabi'.ity and
that various acceptability curves based on previous data have been developpd ,

for these tests. g 7,,
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- Based v 'this and'the entensive testing performed per ST 9.21-2 and ST

b. 3.21-3, tnis i+am 1.s considered closed."-

s s

" '
l(Llosed) Inf'accion v(277/79-04-01, 278/79-03-01): Twenty-eight smoke

detectors and twenty'-eigh'e heat detectors required to be tested by Technical
Specifications had never been tested and seven heat detectors were not

( tested at the required Technical Specification frequency. The inspector%
observed that the tistsNere subsequent.ly completed by January 22, 1979r' ~

1 as specified in che licensee's reply, and that Administrative Procedure
~ ' * A-29, " Procedure for the_. Review and Implementation to the Technical

.

, Specifications;" had been issued on May 11, 1979. Procedure A-29 was-4

e\, issued tb bester insure that changes to the Technical Specifications are
y implemented in a timely manner. The inspector also verified that Procedure
qs .J - s A-29 was being implemented.
X, '& %

.
% Sin a followup reply, dated April 30, 1979, the licensee identified three-

i s; add;tional detectors locatgi in the HPCI rooms of both Units 2 and -3 that
also had been not tested.!The inspector verified that Procedures SR
15.49,'" Unit-2 HPCI Room Heat Detectors Functional Test" and 3T 15.50,#

s

s- " Unit 3 HPCI Room Heat Detectors Functional Test," had been written and
? were being implemented to test'these detectors.

w Additionally, the inspector randomly selected several tests and determined
'( ' ,~ that they were currently being performed within the required frequencies."

' eBased on the above, t'nis item is considered closed..

.ny,
M'- '' (Closed) UnresolvedItemd277/80-06-h,278/80-06-04): Maintenance

N- Pr;ocedure M-4.65, "lation of the Reactor Vessel Head, did not require
M - parmvientdecorc" he reactor vessel temperature when the reactor
I vessel b'olting sw . ce ten:.ioned as required by Technical Specification

y 4.6.3. The inspector verified that Procedure M-4.65 has been revised to~

s

+ . - 3 ensure that the Reactor Head Temperature recorder is operable prior to
stud tensioning. Since Control Rooai recorder charts are maintained as a-s

%1 permanent record this will provide a permanent recording of temperature
F ' for stud tensioning. Based on the above, this item is closed.

D (Closed) Unresolved Item (277h 9 12-03, 278/79-14-04): Maintenance and2

Instrument and Control (I&C) Departmenti were not in possession of the
latest revisiqns, to certain" Quality Assu;nnte Diagrams (QAD's). The

' inspector detero ned that the Maintenu.ce and I&C Departments were now in
: . .y" possession of the' latest revisions of three QAD's mentionea in this item-

u ts-compared stg the Master QAD file. In addition, three other QAD's werec5

'h' 1~ X selected at ru. dom and these were dete mined to-have their latest revision
x

Son,ille in the Maintenance and I&C Departments.

4 'l m % ) teh is considered' closed.
~

Based on the above, this-
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. '(Closed) Unresolved Item (277/80-06-03, 278/80-06-03): The followingw

.. - procedural-clarifications needed ts be made to ST 8.3, Station Battery'

Quarterly Check:

ST 8.3 data sheet needed to be revised to provide separate data--,
.

si'eets for the 24,125, and 250 volt batteries. The inspector,

verified that ST 8.3 has been revised to provide separate data'

- sheets for the 24 volt and 125 volt station batteries. The 250 vnit .

; , ,- Main Turbine Emargency Bearing Oil Pump (EB0P) battery has been'
,

_
deleted from ST 8.3 as this is not a battery which is identified by
the Technical Specifications.

_

ST 8.3, Step '1'O does not state when battery water should be added.--
<

_
The inspector verified that Step 10 has been revised to state when
battery water addition is required.

'

ST 8.3, Step 11, stated that any 125V battery cell that is 2.15 volts--

(or less) should be brought to tne attention of the Electrical
Supervisor for maintenance; however, no maintenance was actually
being accomplished for those cells between 2.15 volts and 1.81 volts
minimum. The inspector verified that words " Corrective Maintenance"
had been deleted from Step 11. The licensea stipulates that the
Electrical Supervisor be notified of low voltages in order that a
closer watch can be kept on battery voltage.

-

The procedure did not require retest of cells if corrective aaintenance--

was performed. The inspector verified that the procedure has been
revised to perform corrective maintenance within 30 days and reaccom-
plish'Si 8.3 following corrective maintenance rather than waiting
for the next quarterly performance. Based on the above changes to
ST 8.3, this item is closed.

'
(Closed) infraction (277/80-06-02, 278/80-06-02):

Completed Test ST 3.4, 125/250 Volt Battery Discharge Test, for the--

Unit 21978 refueling outage could not be located; however, documen-
tation was available through maintesance records that this test had
been done. During thi; inspection the licensee stated that they
still were unable to locate ST 8.4. The inspector verified that
another ST 8.4 had been completed based on available maintenance
data documenting battery cell voltages subsequent to the battery
discharge tests. Specific gravity data could not be located; however,
subsequent luarterly tests indicated sat'sfactory specific gravities.

.

The inspector also reviewed ST 8.4 satisfactorily completed for
5 station batteries A and C on April 2,1980 and B ana D on July 2,s

1980.

5
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Following failure of Cable Spreading Room Vent Dampers during perform---

ance of ST 16.4, Cable Spreading Room Cardox Simulated Actuation and
Air Flow Test, performed August 21, 1979, the vent dampers were
repaired witbeat documenting the maintenance on a Maintenance Request
Form (MRF) and were retested without performing or documenting test
results per ST 16.4. The inspector verified that the vent dampers
were satisfactorily retested per ST 16.4 on May 7, 1980. The failure
to use a MRF indicated an isclated error by a plant engineer.
Additional review of the MRF system during this inspection indicated

.that MRF's appear to be used for all sa'ety related maintenance.
Based on the above, this item is closed.

;

j (0 pen) Unresolved Item (277/80-06-01, 278/80.06-01): Present diesel
fuel oil tank level indicator cannot be calibrated and an "errnr" curve

; is used to correct level readings. The inspector determined inat this
item is still under engineering evaluation as to the type of level indicator
to be installed. This itam remains open pending installation of a level'

indicator which can be calibrcted.
; (Closed) Inspector Follow Item (277/79-11-04, 278/79-12-04): Licensee

considering modifications to existing component blocking tag size and ,

shape so that tag placement will not obscure or cover other component
status indications or identification. During this inspection,.in the
Control Room, the inspector observed that the new blocking tags are now-

an octagonal shape which precludes obscuring component indicating lights-
and identification labels. However, in a few instances, the old style
blocking tag was installed and some instances these tags obscured status

;| lights or identification of other components. The inspector observed
that Procedure A-41 did not provide instructions to assure that blockingi

tags do not obscure system status indications. Additionally, Procedure
A-41 refers to the Philadelphia Electric Company, Electric Production
Department Permits and Blocking Handbook,1973 for actual installation of
tags, This handbook does not recognize the new tag which was issued in

*Octobar, 1979.

The inspecter expressed a safety concern to the licensee's representative
that instructions need to be provided to personnel to install tags in
s'uch a manner so as not to cover indications.or identifications. The
licensee's representative acknowledged the inspectors concerns and statedi

that their preference was to revise the Company Permits and Blocking
Handbook rather than Procedure A-41. The licensee's representative
stated that the handbook is currently under revision to cover the above
concerns and_is expected to be completed by June 1982. In the meantime,

,

a temporary instruction will be issued to ensure that blocking tags are
properly installed.

,

'

This item is closed as an inspector follow item and is now considered
unresolved pending licensee action and subsequent NRC:RI review
(50-277/81-12-04,50-278/81-13-04).

.

'

-



, _ .
. .-. . - -

. .

,
..

,

.

6

(0 pen) Infraction (277/79-12-02, 278/79-14-03): This item of noncompliance
addressed four separate areas and each is addressed separately as follows:

,

Technical Specification status of maintenance was not entered into--

the MRF log book as required by Procedure A-26. The inspector
; observed that Procedure A-26 and the MRF log have been revised to

delete this requirement. Technic.11 Specification status is still
required to be checked on the MRF. Based on the above, this portion
of the infraction is considered closed.

i Contrary to MRF flow path reautrements of Procedure A-26, the following--

j MRF's could r.ot be located:

MRF 2-10-M-8-51 (Jene 29, 1978) - Hydraulic Snubber, Four of*

i Eight Anchor Bolts Loose.

MRF 2-10-M-8-50 (June 29,1978) - Sway Strut Above No. 15.

! Hanger Anchor Bolts are Pulling loose from Wall.

; MRF 2-7-M-8-53 (July 31,1978) - Inspect Torus Interior as
required. Also inspect all Pump Suction Strainers (RHR, CS,
HPCI, RCIC and Torus Water Clean-up).

MRF 2-52-L-3-181 ( August 30. 1978) - E-2 D/G, Oetermine Reason
! for Sinw Starting Time.

MRF 2-7-L-8-84 (October 27, 1978) - Oxygen Analyzing System.

MRF 2-2-M-8-94 (April 29, 1978) - Jet Dump Flow Transmitter
Valve.

.

MRF's 2-10-M-8-51 and 2-2-M-8-94 have subsequently been located and
i were provided to the inspector for review. 'he other four MRF's

still could not be located and are considered by the licensee to be
permanently lost. The lost maintenance records are contrary to the

,

record retention requirements of Technical Specificattun 6.10.1.
During this inspection, further examples of lost maintenance records

.

were identified and are detailed as a new item of noncompliance in'

4
paragraph 4.c(1). This portion of this item of noncompliance is
considered uncorrected and remains open until further NRC inspections4

determine that adequate corrective actions have been taken cencerning;

the proper retention of station maintenance recurds.

Seven MRF's (3-7-L-31, 2 7-L-9-33, 2-38-L-7-85, 2-6-M-9-131, 2'l-M-9-88,--

2-1-M-9-58 and 2-1-M-9-51) had their work completed although shift
supervision had not signed tha MRF to approve start of the work,
and, three of the above MRF's (3-7-L-9-31, 3-7-L-9-33 and 2-38-L-7-85)

: had their work performed without their equipment turr9ver completed.-

i

1

h

i
}
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The inspector observed that the MRF's in question, except one, were
now properly filled out after the fact. During this inspection, the
inspector did not observe any additional instances of improperly j
completed MRF's. Based on the above, this portion of the infraction I

is considered closed. However, MRF 2-1-M-9-51 could no longer be l

found. This is considered an example of an item of noncompliance
concerning record retention which was discussed above and is further
detailed in paragraph 4.c(1) (277/81-12-01, 278/81-13-01).

Improper housekeeping and cleanup observed following maintenance--

perform?/ at tra base of the plant stack. The plant stack or other
areas of completed maintenance were not observed during this inspection.
This portion of the infraction remains open.antil the stack area and
other completed maintenance activities can be reviewed for proper
cleanup.

(0 pen) 'Inresolved Item (277/80-06-05, 278/80-06-05)- No station approved
procedure was established for visual inspection of the suppression chamber
during each major refueling outage as required by Technical Specification

| 4.7.4. The inspcctor verified that Peach Bottom Units 2 and 3 Surveillance
| Test (ST) 13.37, Drywell and Torus Inspection, was issued July 8,1980.

However, Si 13.37 only ensures that the torus inspections are scheduled
and completed, and that the inspecticn results are attached to the procedure.
The procedu-e establishes no inspection or acceptance criteria but relies
on an outside vendor or other responsible licensee company departments to
perform the inspection and evaluate results. 278/80-06-05 was closed
during combined inspection 277/81-C8 and 278/81-08. However, based on
the discussion below, this item has been re-evaluated and is re-opened by
this report.

The inspector informed the licensee that ST 13.37 did not contain much of
the applicable criteria for test and inspection procedures contained in
Section 6 of ANSI N18.7-1972.

The licensee's representative stated that neither the PORC nor the site
engineering staff had the expertise to write or evaluate a detailed torus
inspection procedure but relied on the technical expertise of outside
vendors or other company departments to perform a proper inspection. The
inspector acknmoledger the licensee's :1presentative comments and stated
this item would remaia open pending further NRC evaluation.

This item is to remain open pending.a future inspection to determine if
control of inspection criteria and evaluation of inspection results a' .

the corporate level is satisfactory.

.
.

. .
. _ - - - - -
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(0 pen) Inspector Follow Item (277/77-19-11): Licensee unable to identify
the shelf life of the explosive charges installed in the plant for the
Traversing In-Core Probe Shear Valves and is investigating the need for

) the periodic replacement of the charges. A licensee's representative
i stated that the explosive d uges were replaced during 1979 but that

there was no documentation for this. The inspector verified that Proced-
,
~ ure RT 9.4, TIP Shear Valve Explosive Charge Replacement, Revision 1,

August 21, 1979, is in effect and will be performed at least every five
years for each unit. Further, the licensee's representative stated that
new explosive charges are on order and should be installed in Unit 3

,

during the current refueling outage and be installed in Unit 2 at least4

by the completion of the next Unit 2 refueling outagr .eneduled for the
Spring of 1982. This item remains open pending initial completion of RT,

"

9.4 for Units 2 and 3.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (277/79-11-03): ST 6.8 RHR "A" Pump, Valve,
Flow, and Unit Cooler Functional Test, dated April 4,1979 required the
throttling of Valve M0-34 and questioned the effect of this throttling on
test rmults. .The inspector verified that ST 6.8 and ST 6.9 for test of
RHR "A" and "B" Pumps have been revised to throttle MO-34 in order to
verify Inservice Test criteria and then fully open MO-34 in a later step
in order to verify Technical Specification acceptance criteria. The
inspector determined that this revision provides acceptable resolution as
to the effect of M0-34 throttling on ST 6.8 and ST 6.9 test results.
34 9d on the above, this item is closed.

(Closed). Infraction (277/77-19-07): Test performed on Emergency Core
Cooling System (ECCS) Motor Operated Valve M0-3-14-050 following a modif-
ication which could effect the valve's response to manual and ECCS signals
using a procedure which was not reviewed by the Plant Operat'ons Review
Committee (PORC) or approved by the Plant Superintendent. Tho inspector
determined that the Procedure Special-197, Valve Operability Verification
Following Limerick Modificadon, had been reviewed by the PORC and approved
by the Plant Superintendent on July 7, 1977. This procedure has been
used for test ng of modifications on similar ECCS valves. Based on the
above, this item is cicad.

3. Administrative Controls for Implementation of Safety-Related Maintenan_ce

| AL.inistrative Controls were inspected to determine the licensee's program
for compliance to the implementing requirements associated with the

' conduct of safety-related m41ntenance as specified in Technical Specifica-
tion Section 6; Regulatory Guide 1.33, Quality Assurance Program Require-
ments; and ANSI N18.7-1972, Administrative Controls for Nuclear Power
Plants.

The following procedures were reviewed:

A-2, Procedure for Control of Procedures, Revision 17, December 16,--

1980;

,

- ->, - s - - y - - - . . - - - - - . > -m, y ,,--- . . , , - -.
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A-3, Procedure for Temporary Changes to Approved Procedures, Revision--

6, December 1, 1979;

-- A-8, Procedure for Control of Locked Valves, Revision 4, January 22,
1980;

A-12, Ignition Source Control Procedure, Ravision 1, April 21, 1978;--

-- A-19. Administrative Procedure for Preparation and Distribution of
Main.erance Procedures, Revision 13, November 13, 1980;

A-23, Generation of Special Procedures, Revision 0, March 14, 1979;--

A-25, Preventative Mainte1ance Program, Revision 1, March 14, 1979;--

-- A-26, Procedure far Corrective Maintenance, Revision 22, April 10,
1980;

A-28, Cleaning of Fluid Systems Components, Revision 0, May 25,--

1978;

-- A-30, Plant Housekeeping Controls, Revision 3, January 31, 1981;

A-41, Procedure for Control of Safety Related Equipraent, Revision 0,--

January 30, 1981;

A-42, Jumper Log Procedure, Revision 7, March 21, 1979;--

-- FSAR, Appendix D, Quality Assurance Program, Section 17.2, PBAPS -
Operational Quality Assurance Program, May, 1977;

Peach Bottom Quality Assurance Plan, Revision 4, Maintenance ---

Instrument and Maintenance - Electrical and Mechanical Sections;
and,

-- Philadelphia Electric Company, Electric Productica Department Permits
and Blocking Handbook, 1973.

No items of noncompliance were observed.4

i

i 4. Review of Implementation of Safety Related Maintenance Activities

'

a. A sampling inspection was conducted of selected safety-related
maintenance performed by the licensee to determine that:

Technical Specification requirements were satisfied while--

equipment was out of service;

-- Selected maintenance activities had been conducted in accordance
with administrative procedures as. detailed in Paragraph 3;

_ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ - _ , . _ . _ _ - - _ _ . - ~ , _ . _ .- . _ ,



_

.

*

.

10

An approved procedure was used for those maintenance activities--

which could be considered beyond the skills normally possessed
by qualified maintenance personnel;

Inspections of maintenance activities as required by administra---

tive procedures were performed; and,

Records to substantiate quality of work and parts used were--

available (this includes documentation associated with procure-
ment, inspections, and test results) for a sample of parts that
were listed on Maintenance Request Forms (MRF's) as detailed in
paragraph 4 b.

The inspection included a review of MRF's as detailed in paragraph
4.b and associated maintenance procedures (when used).

b. Documentation of the following maintenance activities were reviewed:

(1) Unit 2
MRF 2-10-M-0-99, Replace 2C RHR Pump Seal, Completed July--

17, 1980 and associated procedure M-10.16, Residual Heat
Removal (RHR) Pump Mechanical Seal Maintenance, Revision
1;

MRF 2-19-M-0-17, Replace 2B Fuel Pool Cooling Water Pump--

Outer Seal, Completed April 19, 1980;

-- MRF 2-23-M-0-57, Repair HPCI Turbine Trip Solenoid Valve,
Completed Ausast 21, 1980;

MRF 2-52-M-0-12, E-3 Diesel Generator Overhaul, Completed--

June 15, 1980 and associated procedure M-52.1, Diesel
Generator Maintenance, Revision 3, June 4, 1980;

MRF 2-52-M-0-160, Replace E-3 Diesel Generator Thrust--

Bearing, Completed July 20, 1980 and associated procedure
M-52.10, Diesel Engine Main Bearing Changeout, Revision 0,
July 19, 1980;

-- MRF 2-2-C-0-106, Replace Recirculation Inlet Sample Valve
Solenoid Pilot Valve, Completed July 23, 1980;

MRF 2-7-M-0-29, Install New Gaskets at RHR Suction Penetra---

tions from Torus, Completed July 10, 1980;

-- MRF 2-10-M-0-65, Install New Motor on RHh Pump 28, Completed
July 10, 1980, and associated procedure M-10.24, RHR Pump
Motor Maintenance, Revision 2, June 26, 1980;
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MRF 2-10-M-0-70, Oisassemble, Inspect and Repair RHR Pump--

Suction Valve M0-210-13A, Completed June 5, 1980 and
associated procedures M-10.9, RHR Gate Valves Maintenance
(13, 15, 20, 26, 31 and 39), Revision 4, June 5, 1980 and
M-9.1, Limitorque Adjustment, Revision 8, June 15, 1979;
and,

MRF 2-2-C-0-86, Replace "B" Recirculation Pump Inlet. Valve--

(M0-2-2 438) Drive Motor, Completed July 14, 1980 and
associated special procedure 376, Modification #545 Pre-Op
for MOVs: 2-2-53A and B, 2-2-39A and B, 2-13-15, 2-10-18,
and 2-2-74, 2-12-15, 2-23-15, and 2-2-43A and 43B, Revision
0, June 10, 1980.

(2) Unit 3
-- MRF 3-1-M-0-138, Replace Reactor Vessel Relief Valve,

RV-71A, to Repair Leaking Relief Valve Diaphram, Completed
October 28, 1980; and associated procedures M-1.6, Relief
Valve Replacement, Revision 4, July 24,1979; and M-1.23,
Relief Valve (RV 71) Air Operator Assembly Inspection and
Repair, Revision 5, October 5, 1979;

MRF 3-13-M-0-20, Replaced Limitorque Switch on RCIC Steam--

Line Isolation Valve M0-3-13-15, Complet9d December 19,
1980 and associated procedure M-9.1, Limitorque Adjustment,
Revision 8, June 15, 1979;

MRF 3-23-M-0-18, Disassemble HPCI Turbine Stop Valve--

Hydraulic Cylinder, Completed May 5, 1980; and,

-- MRF 3-60-M-0-53, Repair 30 SRM Drive Unit, Completed
October 23, 1980.

,

c. Findings

(1) The inspector observed that numerous MRF's initiated during
1980 were still indicated in the MRF log as open. The inspector
requested the licensee to locate a sampling of eleven MRF's and
determine the status of their maintenance. The licensee was
able to locate six of the eleven MRF's. The licensee determined
that five were still open for various reasons and that one had
been completed and was filed in the Equipment History File, but
that the MRF log had not been updated to reflect this completed-
work for the five completed MRF's.

,

a

1

- -- - , -y -,, , - - ~-.-,e - . , - -- - ,



-

- ,

. .

_
'

.

.

12

A licensee representative stated that shop records indicated
that the following four MRF's had been completed, although the
Master MRF log had not reflected their completion, however,
these MRF's and any associated records could not be located:

MRF 2-19-L-0-18, Fuel Pool Cooling Hi Yartareture Alarm--

Change to 100 degrees F, Completed April id, 1980;

MRF 2-19-M-0-3, "B" Refisel Pump Seal Leakage Repair,--

Completed September 22, 1980;

MRF 2-19-M-0-4, "A" Refuel Pump Seal Leakage Repair,--

Completed September 22, 1980; and

MRF 2-52-L-0-33, E-401 Fuel Tank Hi/Lo Level Alarm Will--

Not Clear.

Additionally, a fif th MRF, MRF 2-52-L-0-11, E-4 Diesel Generator
Cylinder Exhaust Temperature for No. 9 and No. 10 Cylinders-No
Readings, initiated on January 16, 1980, could not be located
and the status of this work could not be determined.

As previously identified in paragrpah 2 above, the status of
six MRF's could not be determined during combined inspection
50-277/79-12 and 50-278/79-14-03. Two af the MRF's have been
located subsequently and were provided to the inspector for
review; however, the following MRF's (from 1978)

MRF 2-10-M-8-50;--

-- MRF 2-7-M-8-53;

-- MRF 2-52-L-8-181; and,

-- MRF 2-7-L-8-84.

could not be located and a licensee representative stated that
these MRF's should be considered permanently lost. Additionally,
MRF 2-1-M-9-51, which was reviewed during the above 1979 inspection,
could no longer be located.

In addition to the MRF's identified above, the following mainten-
ance procedures which were identified as being performed on
completed MRF's located in the equipment history file, could
not be located and appear also to have been lost:

,- - . . . ., . - - -. - . - - _ . -- . - .
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Procedure M-10.24, RHR Pump Motor Maintenance, used for--

performance of MRF 2-10-M-0-65, Install New Motor on RHR
Pump 28, completed July 10, 1980;

Procedure M-4.12, SRM/IRM Detector Drive Maintenance, used--

for performance of MRF 3-60-M-0-53, Repair of 3D FRM Drive
Unit, completed October 23, 1980; and,

-- Procedure M-23.11, High Pressure Coolant Injection (HPCI)
Turbine Stop Valve / Hydraulic Cylinder Maintenance, used
for performan:e of MRF 3-23-M-0-18, Disassemble HPCI
Turbine Stop Hydraulic Cylinder, completed May 5, 1980.

The licensee's Quality Assurance Department provided to the
inspector an audit which indicated that Procedure M-10.24 had

; been performed, however, the actual completed procedure could
not be found. Also the licensee was able to locate Procedure
M-23.11 performed for Unit 3 maintenance July,1980, but could
not locate the completed M-23.11 procedure used for Unit 2
maintenance performed May, 1980.

As previously stated, a similar item of noncompliance was
identified during combined inspection 50-277/79-12 and 50-278/79-14,
and as evidenced by this finding, adequate corrective actions

t have not been taken, nor does it appear that adequate management
controls have been exercised to assure adequate corrective
action.

'

Failure to take adequate corrective action on a previous item
of noncompliance, failure to properly retain records of mainten-
ance activities, and failure to maintain proper status in the
MRF log are contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI,'

Technical Specification 6.10.1, Technical Specification 6.8.1,
. and Procedure A-26. These are collectively an item of noncom-

pliance (277/81-12-01 and 278/81-13-01).

(2) The FSAR, Appendix 0, Quality Assurance Program, Section 17.2.A,
Paragraph 5.a, dated May, 1977, states the following:

"PECO is not currently in full compliance with paragraphs
4.3, 4.4, 5.3, 5.5 and 5.6 of ANSI N45.2.9. However, PECO
has committed significant manpower and finances to develop
and implement a Records Management System in the near
future. Consultants are being utilized, who are knowledge-
able in Records Management, and who have had recent exper-
ience in the development of Record Management Systems for
other nuclear power plants. A specific proposal by our
consultant is due May. 1977.

. - _ _ _ _ ,_- _. - .
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PEC0 has already instituted a microfilming and indexing
system of QA records (exceeding 1 million documents) which
will be incorporated in our RMS.

Subsequent to our management review of this consultant's
proposal, it is intended that a comprehensive Records
Management System will be implemented that wiil achieve
full compliance with ANSI N45.2.9."

During combined inspection 50-277/79-13 and 50-278/79-15,
licensee representatives stated that the consultants study
noted above, had been completed in the latter part of 1978. He
estimated that current records would be incorporated into the
records system by mid 1980 and backlog records would be incor-
porated by early 1981.

During this inspection, the inspector observed many records
whic'1 were not protected in accordance with the requirements of
ANSI 45.2.9, paragraph 5.6. Additionally, the licensee was
enable to provide to the inspector a records storage procedure
meeting the requirements of ANSI N45.2.9, paragraph 5.3. The
licensee's representative noted that the quality assurance
program did not specify a date when full compliance to ANSI
N45.2.9 would be achieved. The inspector acknowledged the
licensee representatives' comments and stated that the licensee
would be requested to provide a firm date, in writing, by which
full comp?!ance to ANSI N45.2.9 would be achieved.

This item is unresolved pending licensee action and subsequent
NRC:RI review (277/81-12-03, 278/81-13-03).

5. Review of Safety-Related Maintenance Program

a. An inspection was conducted to determine adequacy of the licensee's
overall program for the performance of corrective maintenance,
equipment control and release for performance of maintenance, and
establishment of a preventive maintenance program and to determine
that:

-- Administrative controls for these programs had been established;

-- Responsibilities for performing various aspects of the program
had been designated;

-- Procedures for inspection and maintenance of records of mainten-
ance activities had been established;

- Preventive maintenance schedules had been established;
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Control of special processes had been established;--

Methods for equipment control during maintenance had been--

established; and,

-- Maintenance program onformed to the following Regulatory
Guides and ANSI Standards as specified in the FSAR Section,
Section 11.2.A, Operations Phase Quality Assurance:

(1) Regulatory Guide 1.116, Quality Assurance Requirements for
Installation, Inspection and Testing of Mechanical Equipment

.

and Systems, Revision 0, May 1977;
,

(2) ANSI N45.2.8-1975, Supplementary Quality Assurance Require-
ments for Installation, Inspection and Testing of Mechanical
Equipment and Systenis for the Construction Phase of Nuclear
Power Plants;

(3) Regulatory Guida 1.33-1972, Quality Assurance Frogram
Requirements (0peration); and,

(4) ANSI N18.7-1972, Administrative Controls for Nuclear Power
Plants.

I

b. Findings

No items of nonconp Man.T0 were identified, however, the following was
identified as an unresolved item.

The inspector ooserved that Procedure A-25, Preventive Maintenance
Program, placed the preventive niaintenance (P.M.) program into the
following categories:

"I. Technical Specificatten Surveillance Pregram...

II. Inservice' Inspection Program ...

III. Fuel Handling Equipment Inspection Program ...

IV. Protective Relaying Program ...

V. Preventive Maintenance ...

VI. Routine Test Program ..."

The above programs were being implemented with the exception of Item.

V above. Procedure A-25 did not mandate a preventive maintena- e
program but only gave examples of preventive maintenance items which
should be given consideration. The inspector noted that ANSI N18.7-1972
recommends-that a definitive preventive maintenance program be
established.

.- , , - . . . - . .- . _ . - . . .. - , - ..
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A licensee's representative acknowledged the inspectors comments and
stated that he felt the current P.M. program was adequate based on
performance of other sections of A-25 but recognized the need for
improvement. Further, the licensee's representative stated that
this area had been also identified in a previous audit performed by
an independent nuclear industry review organization.

Based on this audit, Procedure A-25 is currently under revision.
The licensee's representative stated that A-25 will be revised by,

December 31, 1981 to define a formal P.M. program and that'this
program will be fully implemented by December 31, 1982. This item
is unresolved pending licensee action and subsequent NRC:RI review
(277/81-12-02,278/81-13-02).

6. Review of Housekeeping and Cleanliness Program

An inspection was conducted to determine the adequacy of the licensee's
overall program for the maintenance of general plant housekeeping, mainten-
ance of cleanliness and protection of open safety related systems and
components, and the cleaning of systems and components and to determine
that:

Adsinistrative controls for these programs have been established;--

-- Requirements and responsibilities for general plant housekeeping
have been established;

-- Requirements and respansibilities have been established for .9rotection
of previously cleaned systems and components and for protection of1

open safety related systems which require special cleanliness controls;
, .

-- Methods have been established for cleaning of systems and components
which have special cleanliness requirements; and

-- Housekeeping and cleanliness program conformed to the following
Regulatory Guide and ANSI Standards as specified in the FSAR, Section
17.2.A, Operations Phase Quality Assurance:

(1) Regulatory Guide 1.37, Revision 0, March 1973, " Quality Assurance '

Requirements for Cleanliness of Fluid Systems and Associated
Components of Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants";

(2) ANSI N45.2.1-1973, " Cleaning of Fluid Systems and Associated
Components During Construction Phase of Nuclear Power Plants";

(3) Regulatory Guide 1.39, Revision 2, September 1977, " Housekeeping
Requirements for Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants"; and,

(4) ANSI N45.2.3-1973, " Housekeeping During the Construction Phase
of Nuclear Power Plants".

No items of nonconpliance were identified.
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7. _ Facility Tour

The inspectnr toured the protected area, portions of the Unit 2 and Unit
3 Turbine Building, and the Control Room. During this inspection, Unit 3
was shutdown for a refueling and maintenance outage and Unit 2 was shutdown
in order to repair a recirculation pu v seal failure. During the tour,
tne inspector observed plant housekeeping, radiation control measures,
and radiation work permits for compliance to regulatory requirements. In
addition, the inspector observed Control Room operations for compliance
with Administrative and Technical Specifications requirements. No items
of noncompliance were identified, however, the inspector did observe
several instances of blocking tags which were installed in a manner that
covered indicating lights and name plate identification of other equipment
controls. This problem was previously identified for further inspector
review dL'ing combined inspections 277/79-11 and 278/79-12 (277/79-11-04
and 278/75-12-04). Proposed licensee resolution is discussed in paragraph
2.

8. Unresolved Ite_ms

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
order to ascertain whether they are acceptable, deviations, or items of
noncompliance. Three unresolved items were identified during this insptc-
tion and are detailed in paragraphs 2. 4.c(2) and 5.b.

9. Management Meetings

Licensee Management was informed of the scope and purpose of the inspection
at the entrance interview conducted on May 4, 1981. The findings of the

; inspection were periodically discussed with licensee representatives
| during the course of the inspection. An exit interview was conducted on

May 8,1981, see Detail 1 for attendees, ac which time the findings of
the inspection were presented. A tubsequent tclephone discussion concerning
the inspecticn findings was conducted between the inspector and Mr. T.
'Jllrich on Jura 1,1981.

L____ . - - - - - - - - - -


