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Dw aN)n-
P. Koltay, Resident 4nspector date
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Resident Section, Division of Resident
and Project Inspection

Inspection Summary:
Inspection on January 1-31, 1982 (Inspection Report 50-247/82-01)
Areas Inspected: Routine onsite, regular and backshift inspection including
licensee action on previously identified inspection findings; operational
safety verification; plant tours; surveillance observations; facility main-
tenance; containment isolation lineup; operability of engineered safeguard
features; sampling program review; radioactive waste system controls;
radiation protection controls; physical security; licensee event report
followup; onsite event followups; and review of monthly and periodic re- .

ports. The inspection involved 157 inspector hours by the resident inspec-
tors.
Results: Of the 14 areas inspected, no violations were identified in 13
areas. One violation was identified in one area. (Failure to follow pro-
cedure, which requires a system for distribution and verification of re-
vised procedures, Details, Paragraph 4).
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DETAILS
L

1. Persons Contacted

D. Arvy, Maintenance Engineer |
| J. Basile, General Manager Nuclear Power Generation

A. Brescia, I&C Supervisor
K. Burke. Director Regulatory Affairs

,

W. Carson, Test Engineer |

J. Curry, Chief Operations Engineer
J. Higgins, Chemistry Manager i

C. Jackson, Vice President Nuclear Power
J. Makepeace Technical Consultant
R. Orzo, Senior Watch Supervisor
F. Phillips, Site QA Manager
J. Quirk, Test and Perfonnance Engineer
D. Rosh, General Manager Technical Support
T. Schmeiser, Senior Watch Supervisor
M. Skotzko, Security Administrator
M. Smith, Chief Technical Engineer
L. Volpe, Test Supervisor
T. Walsh, Instrument and Control Engineer
S. Wisla, General Manager, Environmental Health and Safety

The inspectors also interviewed other licensee employees including !

members of the operations, health physics, technical support, main-
tenance, construction, corporate engineering staff, and security per-
sonnel.

2. Licensee Action on Previously Identified Inspection Findings

(Closed) Deficiency (50-247/80-13-01): Calibration activities perfonned
without following the procedures. In the subject report, the inspector
identified five (5) instances where the licensee failed to follow cali- ;

bration procedures. The inspector verified in two instances, one in- '

volving PC-R-3 and one PC-R6, that the licensee instructed Instrument
and Control tehncicians regarding the significance of recording data ,

and following approved procedures. The inspector verified that the
licensee issued Revision 9 of Procedure PCR-20, dated November 17,
1980. Paragraph 3.6 of the procedure includes a + tolerance around
the u.000 volt value specified. The inspector veTified that the
licensee issued instru::tions which limits the range of gages used
with test procedures to four times the measured value. The in-
-spector 4150 verified that the Flame Photometer FP-1 has been cali-
brated cad a calibration label has been attached to the instrument.
This item is closed.

l
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(Closed) Deficiency (50-247/80-13-02): Procedures were inadequately
reviewed and maintained to reflect the actual test conditions. The,

subjectreportidentifiedthree(3)instancesoffailurebytheli-
censee to adequately maintain procedures to reflect actual test
conditions. The inspector verified that (a) the licensee issued
Procedure PC-R1, Revision 4. Paragraph 3.3 delineating the use of
DVM as a standard, (b) the licensee issued Procedure PMP-101,
Revision 1. The procedure allows for variation of water level or

positioning (a float, for the verification of the level controlc)thelicenseeissuedProcedureIPC-A-087,whichin-device and
cludes acceptance criteria of Lithium concentration. This item is
closed.

(Closed) NC 5 (50-247/81-14-01): Failure to follow QC Procedures
for SR-89 and SR-90 spikes. In the subject report, the inspector
identified that the licensee has failed to send spike samples to the
contracting laboratory, in accordance with CAD-3 requirements for
all of 1980 and the first quarter of 1981. The inspector verified
that the licensee updated CAD-3 to include a schedule for submitting
spike samples. The inspectors also verified that the licensee sent
spiked samples to the laboratory on November 15, 1981 with resultr
received from the laboratory on January 25, 1982. This item is
closed.

(Closed)NC 6 (50-247/81-14-02): Failure to have liquid compositing
procedure. In the subject report, the inspector identified that the
licensee has no written procedures which specify the amount of liquid
sample composited or the method of adding sample preservatives. The
inspector verified that the licensee issued Revision 4 of Procedure
IPC-S-020, dated June 23, 1981. The procedure in Paragraph 3.4 pro-
vides adequate detail for the preparation of composite sampics.
This item is closed.

(Closed)NC 5(50-247/81-19-09): Failure to maintain housekeeping in
accordance with administrative requirements. In the subject report,
the inspector identified that the licensee failed to meet housekeep-
ing requirements in controlled plant areas. The inspector verified
that the licensee issued an Adninistrative Directive (RP-D-4) which
institutes a housekeeping inspection program of controlled plant
areas. Subsequently, the inspector verified that housekeeping in
areas identified in Report No. 81-19 was adequate at the time of
inspection. This item is closed.
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3. Operational Safety Verification

Using a unit specific daily and biweekly checklist, the inspector verified:

Proper control room manning and access control;-

Operators adhering to approved procedures for ongoing activities;-

Adherence to limiting conditions for operations observable from-

the control room;
i

No abnonnalities on instrumentation and recorder traces;-

Operators understood the reasons for annunciators which were lit,-

and that timely corrective action was being taken;

Nuclear instrumentation and other reactor protection systems are-

operable;<

Control rod insertion limits are in confonnance with technical-,

| specification requirements;
4

I Containment temperature and pressure indications in conformance-
:

| with technical specification requirements;
!

No abnormalities indicated on radiation monitor recorder traces; and,-

Onsite and offsite emergency power sources available for automatic-

operation.
.

The inspector reviewed the control room log, shift supervisor's log,
tagout log, operating orders, significant occurrence reports, daily

,

leakrate calculations, shift turnover check sheet, and diesel operability'

log to obtain information concerning operating trends and activities,
and to note any out-of-service safety systems.

During routine entry and egress from the protected area (PA) and contain-
| ment, the inspector verified:

] Access controls are in conformance with security plan requirements-

for personnel, packages and vehicles;i

!

1 The required number of guards are present and alert;-

Gates in the PA barriers are closed and locked if not attended;-

Isolation zones are free of visual obstructions and objects thati -
;

could aid an intruder in penetrating the PA.,

Personnel radiation monitoring equipment is operabic, and that equip--

ment and materials are being monitored prior to release for unrestrict-
ed use.,

Findings:

No violations were identified.

. _ _ . . _ _ _ __ . _ _ _ - _ . _ . . _ __
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4. Plant Tours

: During the course of the inspection, the inspector made observations and [
j conducted tours of the following areas during regular and backshifts:

Turbine Building-

'

Control Room-

Diesel Generator Rooms1 -

| Primary Auxiliary Building-

Security Control Building-

! Auxiliary Feed Pump Building-

4 Cable Spreading Room-

M0 Building HP Check Point-

Perimeter Fencej -

Transformer Yard1 -

'' Intake Structure-
,

The following items were observed or verified:

i General plant / equipment conditions including operability and veri--

| fication of standby equipment;
;

Inspected plant areas for fire hazards, fire alarms, extinguishing-

equipment, actuating controls, fire fighting equipment, and emer-
gency equipment for operability;

Ignition sources and flamable materials are being controlled;-

Combustible material and debris are promptly removed from the-
,

facility;
t

! Plant housekeeping and cleanliness practices are in conformance i-

j with approved programs;
$

Excess equipment and material is returned to storage areas;-

Critical clean areas'are controlled in accordance with pro--

cedures, when required;

Activities in progress are being conducted in accordance with: -

| administrative controls and approved procedures. Verified these
: activities do not interfere or have the potential to interfere
: with the safe operation of the facility; and,

Reviewed a sample of equipment tagouts to verify compliance with-

Technical Specifications limiting conditions for operation regard-
ing removal of equipment from' service.

;

. The following findings resulted from the above inspection:
.'

. . >

s

:
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A. Procedure Audit

During a routine tour of the primary auxiliary building, the inspec-
tors perfonned a sampling audit of the System Operations Procedure
and Emergency Procedure Workbooks used by the Nuclear Plant Operator.
A number of differences in procedure revision numbers as compared to
index revisions were noted. The inspectors expanded their scope
of audits to determine the extent of disparities in revision numbers
in official procedure workbooks.

1) Operational Procedures

A list of procedures which encompass the operational and emer-
gency operations is maintained in the licensee's Operation Ad-
ministrative Directive 7. Revision 5. A sampling audit of four
designated areas that required officially maintained workbooks
was perfomed with the following findings:

Area: Nuclear Plant Operator's Office - January 13, 1982

Procedure Identification Revision Revision In
Number Required Workt.cok

E-1 5 4
E-2 13 12
E-3 4 3
E-4 6 5
E-6 2 1

E-17 4 2
E-27 2 1

E-29 10 9
E-30 3 2

S0P 1.4 2 1

1.8 Cancelled 3'"

4.3.2 1 NIB"

5.1.2 1 0"

" 5.2.2 0 NIB
" 5.2.3 2 1

9.1 Cancelled 0"

10.4.1 3 2"

" 10.6.1 8 7
" 12.1 3 2

12.2 0 NIB"

" 15.3 3 NIB
" 16.1.2 2 NIB
" 27.1.3 3 2

27.3.1 1 NIB"

Twenty-four procedures were found to have incorrect revisions in
the workbook.

*E-Emergency Procedure
SOP-System Operating Procedure
NIB-Not in workbook

|
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Area: Control Room - January 13, 1982 & January 15, 1982

Procedure Identification Revision Revision In
Number Required Workbook

E-17 (Emergency Procedure) 4 2

I

S0P 1.4 2 1

5.1.2 1 0"

10.6.1 8 7"

: 27.1.3 3 2"

Five procedures were found to have incorrect revisions.

Area: Watch Foreman's Office

S0P 1.4 2 1

1.8 Cancelled 3"

5.12 1 0"

10.6.1 8 7"

11.3 0 NIB"

15.3 3 NIB"

16.2.1 Cancelled 0"

27.1.3 3 2"

Eight procedures were found to have incorrect revisions.

In addition, the Station Administrative Orders revisions were audited in
the watch foreman's office and twenty-eight of thirty procedures4

were the incorrect revision.

Area: Conventional NPO Office

Procedure Identification Revision Revision In
Number Required Workbook

S0P 1.4 2 1

1.8 Cancelled 3"

4.3.2 1 NIB"

5.1.2 1 0"

" 5.2.2 0 NIB
5.2.3 2 1"

9.1 Cancelled 0"

10.4.1 3 2"

10.6.1 8 7"

12.1 3 2"

12.2 0 NIB"

15.3 3 NIB"

16.12 2 NIB"

27.1.3 3 2"

27.3.1 1 NIB"

!
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Fifteen procedures were found to have incorrect revisions.

Additional audit of simulator workbooks found two emergency
| procedures and ten system operating procedures of differing
'

revisions.

A summary of audit findings notes that procedure revision
discrepancies were identified in 52 instances.

,

| 2) Radiation Protection Procedures
.

The licensee's Radiation Protection' Procedures Index and
distribution listing of controlled copies is specified in
RP-AD-2, Revision 2. A sampling audit of three designated
areas that receive controlled copies was performed with
the following findings:

Area: Health Physics Technician's Office and Health Physics
Supervisor's Office

A total of twelve procedures were found to be of later re-
vision than indicated in the Radiation Protection Procedures4

; Index. The master index requires updating.

Area: Rad Waste Supervisor's Office

Procedure Identification Revision Revision In
Number Required Workbook

HPI 2.2.1 2 1

2.2.2 2 1
2.2.3 0 Missing
6.1 Deleted Found in book
6:2 Deleted Found in book
11.10 1 0

3) Technical Support Department Procedure

Technical Engineering Section

Tiie administrative procedure that describes the method of dis-
tribution and issuance of procedure TEAD-1 has been formulated,
but not approved by SNSC.

i

.

[

I
| /
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Reactor Engineering Section

Reactor Engineering procedures TE 1-18 were satisfactory.
'

4) General:

The licensee's Station Administrative Order 102, Revision 6,4

in describing Section Head duties, states in part that, "he
shall assure that procedure distribution lists are current
and updated, and document same each time the procedures are
distributed, and that the latest approved revisions of pro-
cedures are available and followed as required."

Based on the inspection audit findings, the licensee has fail-
ed to maintain the current procedure distribution lists, thus
not assuring that controlled procedure workbooks reflect
current updated procedures. This failure to follow Station
Administrative Order 102, Revision 6 is considered a violation.
(50-247/82-01-02)

8. Additional Plant Tour Findings

In area of component coolant pumps, cabling to R-17 detector-

on C.C.S. is not fully wrapped.

The paging system in the pipe penetration area was inoperable.-

Entrance area to Auxiliary Feed Pump Room was endangered by-

large accumulation of ice overhead that could be dislodged
upon exit ot-entrance into the area.

Areas behind the central control room panels require clean--

up from construction changes and additions to electrical
modifications; sleeving, screws, electrical tape, and old
cable wraps have been observed.

Oil accumulation in transfonner yard requires additional-

cleanup.

All the above findings were discussed with the licensee, and his
, corrective actions will be reviewed during a subsequent
| inspection.

No violations were identified.
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5. Surveillance Observations

A. The licensee's surveillance program provides assurance that required
pumps, fans, valves, and other instrumentation will perfonn their re-
quired functions.

'
The inspector's verification of the licensee's surveillance program
includes:

Review of surveillance procedure for conformance to technical-

specification requirements, and verify proper licensee review / ,

approval;

Verification of test instrumentation calibration;-

Observations of portions of system removal from service.-

Confirmation that LC0's are met when operational mode re-
quirements are specified;

<

Observation of portions of the conducted surveillance test;-

Observation of portions of the system's restoration to service; ;-

i

Review test data for accuracy and completeness. Independent--

' ly calculated selected test results to verify accuracy;

Confinnation that surveillance test documentation is reviewed and-

test discrepancies are rectified;

Verification that test results meet technical specification re--

quirements; i

Verification that testing was done by qualified personnel; and,-

Verification that surveillance schedule for this test was met.-
,

The following surveillance test was witnessed:

PTM-18 Residual Heat Removal Pumps Functional Test
,

Findings:

The drainline cap was missing above the discharge valve of No. 21 RHR-

' pump; ;
iThe reachrod on the drain from the suction to No. 22 RHR pump was; -

; not installed;

|
'

!

i

i

,
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The reachrod guideplates on both No. 21 and No. 22 RHR pump suction-

and discharge valves were not secured to the shield wall, thus
initial lineup verification of kdR system valves required the
technician to enter a high radiation area ( >100 mr/hr);

The page system and the telephone was inoperable in the area,-

restricting communication during performance of the test; and,

- The door leading from the 5' PAB elevation to the transformer
yard is damaged.

The above items remain unresolved. (50-247/82-01-01)

Additional Comments:

The test procedure did reflect concerns addressed in IE Inspec--

tion Report 81-22 in the area of inservice pump testing;

Stepoff pads were clean and properly placed in the test area;-

' The data reviewed was satisfactory as baseline data for future-

testing; and,

A review of ambient temperatures in the test area should be-

performed based on temperatures encountered during testing (4400 ).F

No violations were identified.

B. Additional Surveillance Test Verification

Portions of the following surveillance tests were witnessed, by the
inspector. The tests were:

Scheduled in accordance with the TS, where applicable;-

Procedures were being followed;-

Testing was performed by qualified personnel;-

LC0's were met, when applicable; and,-

Restoration of systems was correctly accomplished.-

The tests witnessed were:

PT-M40, Emergency Diesel Driven Fire Pump Functional Test,-

Revision 2, July 8,1981;

,

i i
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PT-M21, Diesel Generator Functional Test, Revision 14,-
;

January 12, 1982;'

PT-M34, Main Fire Pump Cperability Test, Revision 3.
-

December 2, 1981. The inspector noted the booster pump
No.11 failed to start on icw system pressure. The li-

; censee issued MWR 00789, and repaired the start /stop push
button. The pump was satisfactorily retested on January 21,*

1982; and,

PT-R52, Central Control Room Gaseous Infiltration Test,-

Revision 0.

During a routine inspection of the central control room, the -

inspector observed an initial setup for the ventilation test
PTR 52. Discussion with the test technicians indicated that
the lineup required the placement of the control ventilation
in the Emergency Recirculation Mode (Mode 4). A walkdown of
one of the two possible air flow paths indicated the following

j problems:

(a) The flow path inlet to the filtration unit had water accumu-'

lation to a depth of 1/2". This water was found in an in-
spection cover used to replace carbon filters;;

* (b) Various damper linkages appeared to be unlubricated;

(c) Identification markings on fixed and automatic dampers
have been eradicated due to repainting of the area;

(d) The inline air conditioning unit encasement, which serves
as a duct to transmit air flow, had side and bottom covers
removed and the front cover was not completely fastened.

General Coments on Control Room Habitability

i The licensee has responded to Item B.2 of Appendix A to the February
11, 1980 Confirmatory Order, (under NRR review). The licensee has

.

also issued a response on May 5,1980 to the supplemental request-
'

of April 4,1980. In Table 3 of the May 5, 1980 response on Test
Mode, IP 2 in recirculation, damper leakage is listed as O cfm.
This could not be achieved with the system as it presently exists.

|

|
|'

[

l

:

i

!
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i The licensee's response to NUREG 0737. Response Supplement No. 1,
dated February 27, 1981 and July 20, 1981 Control Room Habitability
Report which assumes certain leakage is questionable, based on the
condition of air transport ducts. This item was discussed with NRR-LPM,

! to resolve the scope of IE inspection requirements in this area.
i

: The licensee delayed the test performance until an engineering review
has been completed, to ascertain the condition of the air transport'

system. The test results will be reviewed at a subsequent inspection.

No violations were identified.
,
,

| 6. Facility Maintenance

The inspector reviewed portions of safety-related maintenance, and deter-
| mined through observations and reviews of records that:

The maintenance activity did not violate limiting conditions-

j for operation;

Redundant components are operable, if required;-

Required adninistrative approvals, and tagouts were obtained-

prior to initiating the work, if required;

Approved procedures were being used, where required;-

The procedures used were adequate to control the activity;-

The activities were being accomplished by qualified personnel;-

Replacement parts and materials being used are properly certified;-

Radiological controls are proper, and that they are being proper-> -

ly implemented;

Ignition / fire prevention controls were appropriate, and were; -

implemented, where required; ~

QC hold points were observed, and provided independent verifi--

cation of specific points, if required; and, .
E

Equipment was n-onerly tested prior to return to service.-

Portions of the following maintenance activities.were reviewed:

I Piping Penetration Valve 1192 - Valve Repair-

Emergency Diesel Generator - Preventive Maintenance-

'

Fire Detectors - Replacement
.

-

Boric Acid Header and Filter - Replace Heat Trace On/Off Control Switch-

i

i

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ .. , - . , _ , . - _ . . .__..--_ ,_, , . - , , ,, . ,,, ,-
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Containment Pressure Relief Valve 1192,

'

The licensee detected excessive leakage through PCV 1192. The licensee'

} removed, repaired, replaced and tested the valve on January 14, 1982. i
~

The inspector reviewed MWR 701 dated January 12, 1982, and Procedure 2CM- |

: 17.13. Repair of PCV 1192. Additional documentation included: Work Per-
mit 165362, and Radiation Work Pemit 4944.

The inspector witnessed a portion of the repairs in progress in the. pipe
,

penetration, and observed that technicians were meeting the requirements
| of RWP 4944.

No violations were identified.

Emergency Diesel Generator #22, Preventive Maintenance .

| The inspector reviewed WR 451, dated December 24, 1981, and verified that
'

the licensee perfomed the following preventive maintenance procedures:

Semi-annual, 2PM-SA-EDG-EDG 21, 22, 23-16.3;-

i Quarterly Maintenance Inspection - 2PM-Q-EDG-EDG 21, 22, 23-16.2; and-

; Annual Maintenance Inspection - 2PM-A-EDG-EDG 21, 22, 23-16.4.-

The inspector witnessed a segment of the preventive maintenance procedure,
which included the changing of the diesel generator lubricating oil and
replacement of the oil filter. No violations were identified.

Fire Detectors - Replacement'

The licensee replaced two malfunctioning fire detectors (failed to alam),
one at the 80 foot elevation of the PAB, and one located above MCC 26B.

! The detectors were tested on November 21 1981. The inspector reviewed
) WR's 5280 and 5658. No violations were Identified.
1

'

Boric Acid Header and Filter - Replace Heat Trace On/Off Control Switches

: The licensee identified that the on/off (Triac) switches on the heat trace
system have shorted. The licensee replaced the switches (Triac) on November'

. 13, 1981. The inspector reviewed MWR's 5508 and 5509, dated August 30, 1981,
{ and associated licensee documentation, No violations were identified.
i

I

| 7. Containment Isolation Lineup
!

To ensure licensee's ability to maintain and exercise containment isolation, I
,

the inspector verified by observation: i

!That manual valves required to be shut, capped and/or locked met-

operating mode; j

That motor or air-operated ulves were not mechanically blocked and i-

power was available, where required. !
j;

: 1

i |
_ .. . .. -- . - . .- -. --_
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The inspector conducted:
r

Visual inspection of piping between containment and isolation valves-

for leakage; and,

Inspection of selected electrical penetrations.-

The following valves and penatrations were included in this inspection:

Valve No. 1870 RHR from RCS-

Valve PCV 1214-

1214A
I1215

1215A Steam Generator Blowdown
1216
1216A
1217

- SWN 41-3 Containment Fan Cooler Service Water

Also, electrical penetration 31, 44, 53 and 70 were inspected in the elec-
trical penetration area. All electrical penetrations were verified to be
pressurized to greater than 65 psig (required greater than 47 psig).

No violations were identified. |

8. Operability of Engineered Safeguard Features

A. The inspector verified through direct observation, and procedural re-
view, the operability of a selected ESF system.

The inspection criteria included:

A walkdown of the accessible portions of se'ected system;-

- System lineups checked against plant drawings;

- Verified hangers and supports were operable;

Cleanliness of breakers, instrumentation cabinets;-

Instrumentation is properly valved and calibrated;-

- Valves in proper position, power available, locked and
sealed, as required by checkoff lists; and,

- Local and remote control positions correctly established.

The Liquid Waste Disposal System with its associated checkoff list COL-7
was inspected. The findings were that (1) revisions to COL-7 were needed
to reflect removal of Waste Evaporator 21; (2) the Waste Disposal and
Boron Recycle panel requires deletions of unused pumps and clarification
of system changes; and (3) an update of electrical lineup of MCC-27
should be included in the licensee's review.
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No violations were identified. i

B. Additional ESF system operability was determined by observation of:

Valves in the system flow paths in the correct position;-

Power supplies and breakers are aligned for components that-

must activate upon initiation signals;
,

Major component leakage, lubrication, cooling water supply,-

ano general conditions which might prevent fulfillment of
their functional requirements; and,

,

Instrumentation essential to system activation or perfonnance-

operable.

ESF systems inspected included portions of:

Main and Auxiliary Boiler Feedwater System;-

Lighting Systems and Emergency Lighting; and,-

- Diesel Generator No. 22.
,

1

Findings:

During the inspection of Main and Auxiliary Boiler Feedwater System,
two valves in the recirculation bypass lines of No. 21 and No. 23

,

Auxiliary Boiler Feed Pump Recirculation System were not found locked.
These were previously used to recirculate the condensate tank and
the technicians did secure valves while the inspection was in progress..'

Numerous valve identification tags have been painted over, making
identification difficult.

The page system was found inoperable.

The above findings were discussed with the licensee, who stated the
valve identification problem will be looked into, and that the page

~

system is in the process of being analyzed by an outside consultant.
;

No violations were identified.

9. Sampling Program Review

The inspector reviewed sampling results for the following tests to verify
confonnance with regulatory requirements:

|
Boron Injection Tank boron concentration for the period of November 9,-

; 1981 to January 11, 1982. The results of three tests were reviewed.
,

Boric Acid Tank boron concentration for the period of January 1,1982-

to January 22, 1982. The results of seven tests were reviewed.
,

;

l

|
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Spray additive tank Na OH concentration for the period of December 7,1981-

to January 11, 1982. The results of two tests were reviewed.

Refueling water storage tank's boron concentration for the period of-

December 11, 1981 to January 22, 1982. The msults of two tests were
reviewed.

No violations were identified.

10. Radioactive Waste System Controls

The inspector verified through observation and calculations, the liquid and
gaseous release programs at the site.

The inspection parameter for liquid and gastous releases included:

Releases were in accordance with approved procedures;-

- Release approvals were documented;

Samples were taken and analyzed; and,-

Release control instrumentation was operable during release.-

The inspector reviewed the liquid radioactive waste releases associated
with the following pemits:'

- Permit Number 2196 released on January 16, 1982;
- Pemit Number 2197 released on January 17, 1982;

Pcmit Number 2198 released on January 18,1982; and.-

- Pemit Number 2199 released on January 19, 1982.

The inspector noted that the licensee added additional data to the exist-
ing liquid radioactive waste pemits to reflect the NRC's concerns de-
tailed in Inspection Report No. 50-247/81-22, paragraph 11.

Th'e inspector also reviewed the airborne radioactive releases associated
with the following pemits:

- Pemit Number 1503 released on January 5,1982;
- Permit Number 1505 released on January 17, 1982; and,
- Pennit Number 1573 released on January 27, 1982.

The inspector noted that the airborne radioactive release analysis associa-
ted with Permit Number 1503 was taken by alternate approved method due to
a malfunction in T-94 vent flew recorder. The licensee issued MWR 00682,
dated January 11, 1982. The licensee is investigating the cause of the
malfunction.

No violations were identified.
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11. Radiation Protection Controls

During routine facility tours, the inspectors verified radiation protection
controls were properly established by:

Observing that licensee's HP policies / procedures are being followed;-

Observing portions of area surveys performed by licensee's personnel,-

and confirming licensee's survey results by independent measurement;

Verifying by observation and review that the requirements of current-

RWP's are appropriate, and are being followed;

Observing proper completion and use of selected RWP's;-

Observing proper use of protective clothing and respirators;-

Observing proper personnel monitoring practices; and,-

Examining randomly selected radiation protection instruments that-

were in use to verify operability and adherence to calibration
frequency.

No violations were identified.

12. Physical Security

During the course of the inspection, the inspector's observed the imple-
mentation of the security plan by noting:

The security organization is properly manned and that security-

personnel are capable of performing their assigned functions;

Persons and packages are checked prior to allowing entry into-

the protected area;

- Selected vital area barriers are not degraded;

Vehicles are properly authorized, searched, and escorted or-

controlled within the protected area;

Persons within the protected area display photo identification-

badges, persons in vital areas are properly authorized, and
persons requiring escort are properly escorted;

Communications checks are conducted and proper communication-

devices are available;
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Compensatory measures are employed when required by security-

equipment failure or impaiment; and,

Response to threats or alams or discovery of a condition that-

appears to require additional security precaution is consistent
with procedures and the security plan.

Findings:

The inspector reviewed a list of outstanding security maintenance work
requests (MWR's). The inspector noted that the number of outstanding
security MWR's have increased without a marked reduction of previously
issued N R's. During subsequent meetings with the licensee, the in-
spector posed the following questions:

(1) What is the status of each MWR?'

(2) What is the reason for the delay in completing outstanding
MWR's?

'

,

(3) What program does the licensee propose to-reduce the number
of outstanding MWR's and to complete the work requested through'

future MWR's in a timely manner.

In response to the above questions, the licensee stated the following:

(1) Outstanding security WR's have been reduce'd by 70% by (a) com-
pleting required outstanding maintenance activities, and (b)
updating computer records. A program for maintaining updated
computer records is under review by the licensee.

(2) The reason for outstanding NR's can be attributed to lack of
timely response to engineering field request studies to resolve
NR's.

The licensee also stated that the following actions are or will be taken:

Update MWR computer system to enable review of outstanding-

items listed since November 16, 1981. This status is pre-
.

sently being accomplished manually.

The licensee will review outstanding engineering field requests-

to determine status of responses,

i

~

_ - - _ - _ - _ - y , , . . _ , m,- -
.
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Where material is available on site, these MWR's will be expedited.-

| General:

The licensee stated that sufficient electronic spares in selected areas
are available. The inspector verified that compensatory measures are in

| effect in areas where required. The inspector will review the licensee's
progress in the area of elimination of the backlog of MiR's at a sub-
sequent inspection. No violations were identified.

13. Licensee Event Reports Followup

Through direct observations, discussions with licensee personnel, and
review of records, the following event reports were reviewed to determine
that reportability requirements were fulfilled, imediate corrective action
was accom)11shed, and corrective action to prevent recurrence had been
accomplis 1ed in accordance with Technical Specifications.

LEP,-81-031/03L-0 Incorrect value for NI 44-

LER-81-032/03L-0 Binding of Isolation Yalve 1723-

No violations were identified.

14. Onsite Licensee Event Followup

i The following LER's were selected for onsite followup. This review was
! conducted to verify that the reporting requirements of Technical Speci-

fications and Station Administrative Orders had been met, that appro-
priate corrective action had been taken, that the events were reviewed

j as required, and that continued operation of the facility confomed to
i Technical Specification limits.
i

1 Infomation concerning the selected LER's and records reviewed by the
inspector with comments are described below:

LER 81-031/03L-0 - Incorrect Value For Calibration of Channel N44

Tne licensee incorrectly transposed values from the computer data to cali-
bration requirements. Flux data for axial tilt from November 23 to
December 23, 1981 determined max + and max - values to be within band
except during startup power changes which is allowed by Technical Speci-
fications. Additional review of data from Flux Map #5FC8 made on
December 5, 1981 and SFC9 made on December 15, 1981 was performed by the
licensee and discussed with the inspeci.or. No violations were identified.

'

LER 81-032/03L-0 - Sump Isolation Valve Found Binding

The mechanical linkage was exercised and lubricated. The significant
occurrence report and interviews with operating personnel identified no
areas of concern. No violations were identified. )

i

I

- _. , - -. . . -, . -. --
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15. Review of Monthly and Periodic Reports

Monthly Operating Reports

The Monthly Operating Report for December,1981 was reviewed. The re-
view included an examination of selected Maintenance Work Requests,
and an examination of significant occurrence reports to ascertain that
the summary of operating experience was properly documented.

'

Findings:

The inspector verified through record reviews and observations of mainten-
ance in progress that:

The corrective action was adequate for resolution of the identified-

items;

- The information in the reports was identified Es licensee event re-
ports, where required, per TS 6.9.1.7; and,

- The Operating Report included the requirements of TS 6.9.1.6.

No violations were identified.

16. Unresolved Items

An item about which more information is required to determine whether
it is acceptable, or an item of noncompliance is considered unresolved.'

Paragraph 5 contains an unresolved item.

17. 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.

,

p

't


