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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION I

Report No. 50-220/82-03

Docket No. 50-220

License No. DPR-63 Priority -- Category C

Licensee: Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation

300 Erie Boulevard West

Syracuse, New York 13202

Facility Name: Nine Mile Point Nuclear Station, Unit 1

Inspection At: Scriba, New York

Inspection Conduc ed: March 1-5, 1982

Inspectors: @ IY k

{h.Mey r, Yactor Inspector
date

v +h hu
pT.Shaub, pact Inspector date

Approved by: . 8/ 'Af / 8
D. 'Caphton,' Chief, Management ' date'

Programs Section, Division of Engineering
and Technical Programs

Inspection Summary: Inspection on March 1-5, 1982 (Report No. 50-220/82-03)
Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspection by two regional inspectors
of maintenance program; implementation of maintenance program; corrective action
on licensee identified findings; and housekeeping and cleanliness program.
The inspection involved 44 inspector-hours onsite by two regional inspectors.
Results: Noncompliance: None in three areas and one in one area (Violation -
Failure to provide effective corrective action on licensee identified findings -
Paragraph 3.c.)
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

* T. Roman, Station Superintendent, NMP-1
* K. Dahlberg, Site Maintenance Superintendent
* W. Drews, Technical Superintendent
* M. Silliman, Administrative Assistant for Nuclear Administration

and Planning
* J. Aldrich, Supervisor, Operations
* D. Palmer, Supervisor, Quality Assurance
* R. Randall, Supervisor, Technical Support

B. Taylor, Supervisor, Instrumentation and Control
L. Donoghue, Supervisor, Office

* L. Stucky, Auditor, Quality Assurance

USNRC

* S. Hudson, Resident Reactor Inspector

* denotes those persons present at the exit interview on March 5, 1982.

2. Maintenance Program

a. Requirements

The licensee program for safety-related maintenance was inspected for
compliance to the requirements for the conduct of maintenance specified
in the following:

-- Technical Specifications - Section 6 (Administrative Cor,trols);
-- Regulatory Guide 1.33, " Quality Assurance Program Requirements

(Operation)", November 3, 1972; and

ANSI N18.7-1972, " Administrative Controls and Quality Assurance--

for the Operational Phase of Nuclear Power Plants".

Within the framework of the above requirements, the inspector reviewed
the maintenance program to confirm the following:

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 maintenance--

activities had been established;
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Preventive maintenance schedules had been established;--

Control of special processes had been established; and--

Methods for equipment control during maintenance had been esta---

blished.

b. Review

The following licensee administrative control procedures were reviewed:

APN-7, " Procedure for Control of Equipment Mark-ups, etc.", Rev.--

7, January 5,1982;

APN-7A, " Placement of Jumpers or Blocks or Lifting of Leads",---

Rev. 7, January 15, 1982;

-- APN-8, " Test and Inspection Program," Rev. 2, February 4, 1981;

APN-11, " Housekeeping and Cleanliness Control", Rev. 2, March 13,--

1981;

APN-13, " Procedure for Control of Station Corrective Repair and--

Maintenance," Rev. 1, March 10, 1980;

APN-14, " Procedure for Control of Material and Service", Rev. 4,--

April 27, 1981; and

-- APN-22, " Site Welding Program", Rev. 3, September 28, 1981.

c. Findings

The inspector found no items of non-compliance.

3. Implementation of Maintenance Program

a. Requirements

The implementation of the maintenance program was reviewed to confirm
that the performance of the maintenance work met the following:

-- 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 2;

An approved procedure was used for those maintenance activities--

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

_
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-- Inspections of maintenance activities as required by administra-
tive precedures were performed; and,

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

b. Review

The inspector reviewed the following areas of the maintenance program
implementation:

Ten maintenance procedures, including two preventive maintenance--

procedures;

22 Work Requests (WR's), which document the administrative path--

and approval of maintenance work items;

Organization charts for the mechanical, electrical,.and instrument--

maintenance sections; and

-- Outstanding Work Request List, February 23, 1982.

c. Findings

In the implementation of the maintenance program, the-inspector found
no evidence that the actual maintenance work was performed or tested
with an unacceptable quality level. However, the inspector found the
following probicms in the administration and documentation of the
maintenance work:

(1) WR 5331 dated March 14, 1981, concerned the rebrushing of a
motor generator for a battery charger (a safety-related system)
completed on July 1, 1981. Although the WR lists that Quality
Control (QC) inspection was required, there is no record that QC
was notified of the work, that QC inspected the work, or that QC
verified that the equipment was ready for operation. This problem
had been previously identified by the licensee in Audit Report
80-19, dated December, 1980. The continued existence of the
problem represents a part of the violation identified in paragraph
4.c. (" Corrective Action on Licensee Identified Findings").

(2) APN-13 has no provision for initiation of maintenance work without
an approved WR. A licensee representative stated that under
urgent conditions, the WR would be hand carried and would be
approved prior to initiation of the maintenance. However, on WR
17109 dated November 20, 1981 and WR 4438 dated May 12, 1981 the
maintenance was completed prior to approval of the WR by 12 days
and 5 days, respectively. This problem had been previously
identified by the licensee in Audit Report 80-19, dated December,
1980. The continued existence of the problem represents a part

.. - -_ -
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of the violation identified in paragraph 4.c. (" Corrective
Action on Licensee Identified Findings").

(3) The maintenance procedures do not appear to meet the intent of
ANSI N18.7-1972 regarding " suitably documented procedure (s)" for
maintenance., Concerning the procedures, ANSI N18.7-1972 states
that "means for assuring quality (for example, examinations,
measurements, tests, heat treatment, radiography, inspection,
...) shall be established, and measures to document the performance
thereof shall be incorporated in the procedures." This problem
had been previously identified by the licensee in Audit Report
80-19, dated December, 1980. The continued existence of the
problem represents a part of the violation identified in paragraph
4.c. (" Corrective Action on Licensee Identified Findings"). The
inspector noted the following:

~

(a) Procedure MP-44.13, " Overhaul and Inspection of Station
Gate, Globe, Plug, Ball, and Check Valves" is used on a wide
variety of valves, including some safety-related valves
(e.g., WR 16417 dated April 28, 1981). Because of the large
coverage, the procedure refers to special tools "as may be
required by the applicable manufacturer's instructions" and
" manufacturer's manuals when available." Also, MP-44.13
does not contain any numerical references other than procedure
step numbering, i.e., no numerical acceptance criteria, no
valve numbers, no clearances, no torque values, etc.; and

(b) An Overhaul, Test, and Inspection Sheet is frequently used
with the procedures to document any tests, inspections, or
significant procedural steps. The sheet is provided to the
maintenance worker blank except for a heading. The worker
is expected to fill out the sheet, i.e., list the procedural
steps for any tests or inspections done and sign for their
acceptability. However, frequently the procedure lists no
specific numerical acceptance criteria and the documentation
is only that the step was completed satisfactorily.

(4) APN-13, paragraph 5.6.8 states "The person completing t' 2 main-
tenance or his supervisor shall indicate in item 23 (of the WR)
whether or not an operability test is required by Technical
Specifications or the Maintenance Procedure." Item 23 on the WR
provides a box to check for "yes", "no", and " report attached".
The inspector reviewed all 16 WR's on the main steam system, a
safety-related system, approved in 1981. The inspector found
that of the 16 WR's only 7 had any of the item 23 boxes checked.
The inspector confirmed separately that although not indicated on
the WR's, the operability tests had been performed as required.
This problem had been previously identified by the licensee in
Audit Report 80-19, dated December, 1980. The continued existence
of the problem represents a part of the violation identified in

, _-. - . . _ .
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paragraph 4.c. (" Corrective Action on Licensee Identified
Findings").

(5) APN-13 specifies that the Site Maintenance Superintendent shall
annually review the log of all WR's and document the review in a
Corrective Maintenance Review Report. The inspector reviewed the
Corrective Maintenance Review Report for 1981, dated January 4,
1982, for the Maintenance Department and found no problems.
Further, APN-13 specifies that the Test and Inspection Coordinator
will review the department review reports and will recommend
improvements in the Test and Inspection Program (which includes
the responsibility for preventive maintenance schedules and
completion dates). The inspector found no evidence of this
review. Also, the coordinator did not appear to have received a
copy of the above Corrective Maintenance Review Report. This
problem had been previously identified by the licensee in Audit
Report 80-19, dated December, 1980. The continued existence of
the problem represents a part of the violation identified in
paragraph 4.c. (" Corrective Action on Licensee Identified
Findings").

4. Corrective Action on Licensee Identified Findings

a. Requirements

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, states in part, " Measures shall
be established to assure that conditions adverse to quality, such as
... nonconformancc are promptly identified and corrected." The
Thirteeth Supplement to the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) describes
the Quality Assurance program. Paragraph 16.3, states that corrective
action is to be " accomplished by means of established procedures which
require ... that the cause of the condition is determined and that
prompt corrective action is implemented."

b. Review

The licensee audit of the implementation of maintenance via APN-13 was
conducted in December 1980 and reported in Audit Report 80-19 The
audit report stated that the " action observed is considered unacceptable
because ... (out of) 39 items of APN-13, Rev. 1, to be checked for
compliance, 25 areas of noncompliance ... were discovered." Noncon-
formance Report (NR) 80-17 dated January 13, 1981 was written based on
the audit findings, and stated that there was a " lack of implementation
of APN-13, Rev. 1 ..." and requested resolution of the identified
deficiencies.

The inspector reviewed the actions taken in response to NR 80-17 to
evaluate whether corrective action had been taken.

_ _
_
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c. Findings

The inspector found that the corrective action taken to the licensee
identified findings had been ineffective. This constitutes a violation

for ineffective corrective action (50-220/82-03-01).
,

The violation is based on the following examples:'

7

(1) The nonconformances to APN-13 from 1981, identified in paragraphs f
3.c.(1), 3.c.(2), 3.c.(3), 3.c.(4), and 3.c.(5), had been previously
identified in Audit Report 80-19 based on 1980 examples.

(2) A December 22, 1980 memo from the Acting General Superintendent
stated that "The Station Shift Supervisor will follow APN-5.6.11
(sic) requirements exactly only." This would require that the
Station Shift Supervisor (SSS) release equipment for operation
and signoff on the WR only after the maintenance supervisor and
QA personnel had signed off on the WR. However, the inspector
found that this was not being done. Fo example, WR 17109 dated
November 20, 1981 documents that a motor generator set was put
back in operation on November 21, 1981, but was not signed off by
the SSS until December 9, 1981.

(3) The December 22, 1980 memo states "APN-13, Section 5.6.10 which
indicates that a Quality Control Supervisor should sign off Item
26 indicating that inspection have been performed (sic). The
Quality Control Supervisor will now initial and date adjacent to
the responsible supervisor in Item 25 indicating that he verifies

4 that required inspection have been accomplished (sic)". The
modification of approved administrative procedures by means of
memos is not an acceptable means of corrective action. The
inspector noted no examples of the initiating process described
above in 22 WR's reviewed.

(4) A licensee representative stated that in December, 1981 the
maintenance supervisors had been verbally instructed to ensure
that all parts of the WR, were completed, including whether an
operability test was required (item 23), prior to signing off on
the WR. The inspector selected 20 WR's completed in 1982 for
review. Of the 20 WR's, 16 did not have any indication of whether
an operability test was required (item 23). This represents
ineffective corrective action.

(5) In order to provide a basis for corrective action to NR 80-17, a
senior management memo dated December 1, 1981 directed that under
plant staff cognizance an inspection / test function questionnaire
be prepared, be distributed to key licensee personnel and be
forwarded to other utilities. The inspector requested to see the
questionnaire and/ or its results. The cognizant personnel were

; unaware of any questionnaire. This represents ineffective
corrective action.'
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The licensee's representative acknowledged the inspector's findings
and stated that correction of the maintenance implementation problems
identified by the inspector and the licensee's QA organization would
be achieved by issuance of a completed revision of APN-13 by June 1,
1982.

5. Housekeeping and Cleanliness Program

a. Requirements

In the Thirteenth Supplement to the Final Safety Analysis Report
(FSAR), the licensee commits to meet the following requirements for
housekeeping and cleanliness:

Regulatory Guide 1.37, March 1973, " Quality Assurance Requirements--
,

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

ANSI N45.2.1-1973, " Cleaning of Fluid Systems and Associated--

Components During Construction Phase of Nuclear Power Plants";

Regulatory Guide 1.39, March 1973, " Housekeeping Requirements for--

Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants"; and,

ANSI N45.2.3-1973, " Housekeeping During the Construction Phase of--

Nuclear Power Plants".

The inspector reviewed the housekeeping and cleanliness program to
determine whether:

Administrative controls for these programs have been established;--

Requirements and responsibilities for general plant housekeeping--

have been established;

Requirements and responsibilities have been established for--

protection of previously cleaned systems and components and for
protection of open safety related systems which require special
cleanliness controls; and

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

b. Review

The inspector reviewed APN-11, " Housekeeping and Cleanliness Control".
As part of the maintenance procedure review described in Section 3.,
the inspector verified that the above requirements were met. The
inspector observed housekeeping and cleanliness during a tour of the
reactor building and the diesel generator rooms and found them to be
acceptable.

. -- _ . _ - _ _ _ _ . . . - _ _ -_
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c. Findings

No violations were identified.

6. Management Meetings

Licensee Management was informed of the scope and purpose of the inspection
at the entrance interview conducted on March 1, 1982. The findings of the
inspection were periodically discussed with licensee representatives during
the course of the inspection. An exit interview was conducted on March 5,
1982, see Detail 1 for attendees, at which time the findings of the inspection
were presented.
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