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Attention: Mr. John J. Mattimoe
nssistant General Manager
and Chief Engineer

Subject: Special Inspection - Rancho Seco

This refers to the special follow-up inspection conducted by Messrs. H. Canter,
T. Young, M. Malmros, and A. Johnson of this office on October 28 through
November 6, 1980, of activities authorized by NRC License No. DPR-54 that

were identified as being in noncompiiance, of activities rated as poor but
acceptable by members of the IE Performance Appraisal Branch during an
inspection conducted in April and May, 1980, and to the discussions of our
findings held by Mr. Johnson and the other members of the special inspection
team with Mr. J. Mattimoe and other members of your staff at the conclusion

of the inspection on November 6, 1980.

Areas examined during this inspection are described in the enclosed inspection
report, Within these areas, the inspection consisted of selective examinations

of procedures, representative records, interviews with personnel, and observations
by the inspectors.

After careful consideration of your responses dated August 6. September 3,
and November 7, 1980, to the Notices of Viclation and Deviations forwarded
to you by this office on July 16, 1980, and the inspectors' findings during
this inspection, we concur with your contentions that Items D.3, E.2, and F
are not items of noncompliance, and therefore, those items in the Notice of
Violation are rescinded.

In addition, regarding the unresolved items related to prompt resolution of
nonconforming reports and the content of monthly reports to NRC of changes

made pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59, as identified by the members of the Performance
Apppraisal Branch, this office has concluded that noncompliance existed. These
matteirs have been referred to the Senior Resident Inspector to initiate the
appropriate enforcement action.
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when the outside temperature exceeded on® F. This item was identified

in 1974, Aftar investination of the ctatus of the item and required
approvale, additional 4nsulation was installed during the week

of Hoverbar 10, 1080, Failure of the licensee to promptly correct

the nronconforming condition was found to be in noncompliance with

10 CFR 50, Aorendix B, Criterion XVI, which requires that nonconformances
be prorptly {dentified and corrected.

This item i3 onen and has been referred to the Resident Inspector
for follow-up and enforcement action. (80-34-10)

Exit Interview

Tha inspectors met witnh Mr. John J. Mattimoe and other memberz of his
staff identified in Paragrapn 1 of this report on November 6, 1580C.

The purnose of the meetina was to inform iicensee management of the
inspection finginas as describec in the foregoing paraaraphs of this
report. At tne conciusion or the interview, Mr. Mattimoe assurea the
inspectors that SUD intenced to evaiuate the inspection finaing and

take those actions ceemed appropriate to assure proper management controi
of all HRC licensec activities.



type of maintenance activity in addition to desfianated design changes
to plant equipment. Existing licensee manacement controls deleqate
certain qualified individuals (Screening Enagineers) the responsibility
to determine which items are forwarded to the PRC for review.

Curing past IE Peaion V inspections and, in particular during May 1980,
implementation of the control system was examined by a review of

179 items acted upon by the screening engineer. The findings of

trese insnection efforts showed that all items deemed by the inspectors
as appropriate for PRC review had been forwarded to the PRC for

action. This procedure for determining which {tems must be reviewed

by PRC 1s in compliance with the pertinent technical specification
requirements and the PRC is not required to review each maintenance
activity to determine whether or not the activity involves a safety
ralated chanae to the facility. Such items are adeguately controlled
nursuant to the NRC OA reauirements and other procedural requirements
imposead by the tecnnical specificatiors.

This item is closed.

Contral of Spent Fuei Assemblies in Fuel "Si
Lt Inspecticn Report lo.

ina Device" (Re:
uly 16, 1980, Pace 2).

The PAR Team members raisead the issue of whether or not administrative
controls can be used in place of physical restraints without introducing
an unr :viewed safety question as derined in 10 CFR 50.59. For

the case in point, the licensee placed a 1imit of 10 days on the

tire aiter shutdown before fuel sipping would be permitted. Physically,

fuel could be transferred Trom the core after shutdown within a
72-nour period. Also the fuel sipping device could physically

acconmodate two fuel assemblies. The device was buflt with two

indenpendent and completely separate chambers. The 1icensee administratively
1imit ¢ the use of the device to one assembly at a time. Also, one

of the chambers was rendered inoperable by disconnecting the motive

source to the entrance cover of the chamber. The inspector's examination

of tne licensee safety evaluation, procedures and implementation

of those orocedures, showed that the activitiss conducted by the

licensee ralating to "sipping" fuei was in compliance with NRC

requiremente,

This item is closed.

E. Prerot Closure of Monconformance Reports (Re: IE Inspection Report
Mo, "h-312/80-15, dates July 16, 1980, Page 36, Paragraph 8.b.(3)).

The PAS Team members found that Nonconformance Reports (MCR's) were
not being promptly corrected., Examination of the MNCR's greater

than three years old confirmed the PAB finding. In particular,

the llonconformance Report No. 810 identified that the temperature
of the concrete around the "B" main steam and_feedwater penetrations
through the containment building exceeded 200° F during periods
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apolies to the overall licensed activities of the facility and not those
specific activities appTiczble to an operator and does not preclude

an overator from calling for assistance and directing others when
necessary to mafntain the facility in a safe condition.

The insnactor feels the foreoning described change that was
rada tn ararating nrocedure AP-1 was unnecessary and can result
in an unsafte situation in *he nneration of the Rancho Seco facility.

In consideration of the ahove IE Reqion V manacement contacted the
Rancho Seco Plant Sunerintendent and verified that he does not have
any concerns recardine the nrovision that was added to Procedure
LP-1, Ve statad he believes that if a Senior Licensed Coerator

was not in the control room when a problem occurred the licensed
operators present would respond to the problem in an appropriate
manner and take directions from the Senior Control Room Operator

as necessary to maintain the plant in a2 safe condition.

In sadition, to correct any possible misunderstanding of the responsibilities
0T noerators uncer the conaitions teina discussed, the Plant Superintendent
commitTtaa to issue a standing orger by December 15, 1980, which will
autnorize operators in cases ot emercency to depart from procedures

where necessary to prevent injury to personnei, inciuding the public,

or damage to the racility.

This item 1s ciosed.

Contant ot Monthly Keoort ( RE: IE Inspection Report No. 50-312/
J-.5, .ated July 1€, 1920, Page 22, Paragraph 3.0.(3).(b)).

10 CF7 50,53(b) requires that the iicensee annuaily, or at such shorter
'*'~r‘a|> as may oe >pcc;..eu in the license, sucmit a report to

ne 0 containing a brief cdescription of changes, tests and experiments
“ada Lursuant Lo this reguiation., The regulation also requires that

h2 repore include a summary of the safety evaluation of each.

feernical Speciiication 9.3.9 requires a monthiy report be provided
" rcluces a tabulation of facility changes, tests and experiments

vara A AN N

ursuant Lo VU Gk 9U, 59

The P43 Team identified that in May, June and Jul, 1979 the monthly reports
did rot include the summary of the safety evaluation for each item tabulated.

-

re tnspactor infermed the Ticensee representatives that the Technical

Srecirication requirement shortened the time from annually to monthly
bus oid not change or otherwise modify the content as required by the
raguiaticn, The licensee stated that future reports would include
the satety evaluation summary as prescribed by the regulation.

This item is open and has been reforred to the Rasident Inspector
for tollowup and enforcement action. (80-34-09)

PRC Peview of System Modifications (Re: IE Inspection Deport No.
f ated July 18, , Page 22, Paragraph 5.b.(3).(b)).

sU=3idé/clU=
The PAB Team members raised the issue of whether or not the PRC
rust, 25 a committee, review each and every work order or other

’



to turn off the primary coolant pumps in the event of a loss of
coolant accident. In this example, the PAB Team's interpretation

of the provision of 10 CFR 50.54(1) would preclude the Senior Control
Poom Operator from directing the other operator's actions, thereby
creating a situation where no one would be in charae of the licensed
activity, to wit: operating the reactor controls.

As 2 direct result of PAB's concerns, the licensee added the following
provision to Procedure AP-1,

"When an operator without a senior license is upgraded to
Senior Control Poom Operator (SCRO), directions to the Control
Trem Operator concerninag licensed activities must be from the
chif+ Supervisor or another Senior Licensed Operator."

Tre inspector asked 1icensee management whether or not this provision
could result in an unsate conaition in the event oniy two licensed
onerators were in the controi room and an accident were to occur.

The licensee responded that the operators would respond to the

event in an appropriate manner, However, the licensee said any unfereseen
adverece resuits of this provision would be the direct resuit of

"IRC's requirements as imposed by the PAB Team.

Tha insrector stated that sarety of any operation demands an individual
be in charge to nandle immediate events. In addition, 10 CFR 55.2,

-

Dafinitions, read:
"[4} 'Cperator' is an individual who manipulates a control

o a facility, An individual is deemed to wanipulate a control

if he directs another to manipulate a control. (Emphasis added)

+) 'Senior Operator' is an individual desfgnated by a facility
licensee under Part 50 of this Chapter to direct the licensed
wctivities of 1icensed operators." (Emphasis added)

The irspector stated that if one reads the requirements of 10 CFR
£0.54(1), 10 CFR 55.2, and the Technical Specifications together,

anc¢ pply these to the example stated above, the Senior Control

Pocm Operator (SCRO) can direct the other operator in the control room
to manipulate controls since it is deemed that the SCRO {is doing

the ranipulating of the controls.

In addition, the inspector stated that the regulatiors under

10 CF2 50.54(m) only require a senior licensed operator to be present
at the facility during initial startup and approach to power, recovery
frem an unplanned or unscheduled shutdown or significant reduction

in power, and refueling, or as otherwise prescribed in the facility
license. Therefore, it appears clear that the regulation in question
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Conclusions

The corrective acticns taken by the licensee as a result of the items

of noncompliance identified by the PAB Inspection Team will result

in sicnificant imorovements in the proaram area of committee activities.
However, before this program area can be fully upgraded the inspectors

believe that the licensee should complete the following aciions:

-

(&8

Thoroughly review responsibilities that are assicned to the
PRC, the MSRC, and the Design Engineering Group and evaluate
the interface activities between these three groups. Assure

that these interface activities are fully integrated and effective
and determine which, if ary, redundant, non-meaningful activities

may be eliminated.

Peview the staffing requirements for these three qroups and
assure that surficient personnel are assigned within the
groups and to the related support orcanizations to adequately
perform the work requirea and maintain control over the status
of the work activities.

Paview the technical specifications and related QA and station
procecures Lo assure these documents accurately reflect the
recuirements for effective and erficient committee activities,
and revise these documents as needed.
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In particular, the quality assurance audit program will receive
very close attention by the MSRC and it is the intention of the
District to amplify the scope and depth of audits that will be
conauctad under their directinn. The concerns of the PAB Team
which the Nistrict judges to be sicnificant will be addressed in
the audit oroaram,

PR

It is the opinion of the District that this committee adequately

reviews the potential safety hazards connected with operating Rancho
Seco. This committee 1s comprised of personnel who have the supervisory
responsinility of directing the various functions associated with
operatina and maintainina the niant. This assures the best qualified
parsonnel on this important sarety committee.

The PRC Charter has been reviewed and undated to cover all items
rancated by the Tecnnical Specifications. The District contends

that tnese mempers are very Kknowiedgeable on what constitutes an
unreviewead sarety question. [lany nours have been expenced by the

PRC ~embers on now taciiity and proceaure modifications are impiemented
in the niant and now the modifications arfect plant operations

and in particuiar, sarety of the piant.

2 POC will review eacn item brought to the Cistrict's attention
th2 ¢iD Team that avfects their operation. An evaluation will

te ma ie wiether or not the concern presented by the PAB Team will

sioniticantly improve the operac1on of che committee or if alternate

??;f”?g.¢s, zither currently in use or proposed, already satisfy

the raouirement, The changes will be reviewed by the District's

management and approved.

}-n

The evaluations of the MSRC and PRC will be comgIeted by January 1,
1981, and any necessary implementing action will then be scheduled
and accomplishment of that schedule will te monitored by District

ranagement.



and the deviation identified in this area in I[L Inspection Report
No. 50-312/80-15 resylted in an overall avaluation of the licensee's
management ccntrols over this area as poor.

IE:H0 Conclusions Regarding the Program Area - as contained in Letter
from Gtello to lattimoe dated September 5, 1080).

The major nroblem identified in this area was the inadequacy of
the written proaram. There were requirements identified in the
Technical Specifications that were not addressed in the Committee
Charters.

Thara were also a number of instances where guidance and training
were not provided by manacement and as a result instances occurred
where the committees did not review all necessary information to
provide their safety overview tunction.

The problems identified indicate that the Committees are not being
effectively used by management.

Licansee's Position Peqarding the Program Area - as contained in Letter
Trom » . i

i

Tha concern oi the FAB Team lies with having a more formal program

in tre area of the Management Safety Review Conmittee (MSRC) and

tha Plant Review Committee (PRC). Both are covered in the administrative
contrals of the Technical Specifications and also by separate charters.
Additionally, guidance is provided by ANSI N18.7-1972 and the Federal
regulations.

MSPC

The PAB Team's major concern lies with the area of guidance and
training of members of the MSRC committee. The District will implement
a training program that will define the duties and responsibilities

of the mermbtership of the MSRC and ensure knowledge by the individual
members of their requirements. This will include a formal program
covering the Standards and Federal Regulations that covei their

“tias,

A1l charters have been reviewed and now reflect the requirements of
the Technical Specifications. The District will implement those
sugqestions which will provide meaningful improvement in management
controls.
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It 1s our opinifon that audits performed by the Joint Utility
Audit Team using independent qualified auditors under the
uidance of tha Chairman of the MSRC more than meets our letter
armitments to tha NRC, T+ is the hest solution we have found
to roat our enmmitment and do not nronose chanaina because
f an auditor's oninion.

'n this basis, we reject this item of deviation.

Inspector Findings

Joint utility audits were conducted in January 1978 and October
.79, Tha licensee conaucted the 1980 joint utility audit

in October 1980 and has stated that further audits of this type
111 be conducted annually during the fourth Quarter of each
iar,  The 'SRC continually audits the OA function by reviewing

“ha rindinas ot tne OA audits pertormed by the (A department

'n on ongoing pasis. iMempbers or the MSRC periodically visit

“ha 51te on packsniTts ana weekends., The special annual joint
itility auait 1s designeda to be incependent of the ongoing
1hoaugit program reviews.

‘n oxamination or the joint utility audit report dated October 28,
1000, snowed tnal cne audit was conducted by the joint utiiity
ceam as requesced and outlined by the Chairman ot the

J1denced by the licensee's response in 1ts letter of August 6,
', N2 inspector determined chat confusion exists as to
ias u»»-)]a; cormitted to in the letters of July 22 and
Lember o2y 1276, A licensee representative stated that
U0 wil initiate correspondence with the KRC's Office of

ﬁuciear Neactor Regulation and clarify this matter.

This is an cpen item which wili be followed up by the Resident
[nspector, £0-34-08

The inspector informed the licensee that the use of outside
consultants to conduct audits of QA performance is acceptable

ind cormitments to the NRC may be unilaterally changed so long

15 the change does not result in a violation of a NRC requirement.

PAR Team Evaluation of Program Area (Cormittee Act1v1t1esg - as

contained in IE Report Ho, 50-312/80- uppiemen ated September 5, 1580,
Althougn the MSRC and PRC were very active committees, they exhibited
nunerous weaknesses in their review and audit responsibilities. Most
sienificant was the lack of a perfodic and comprehensive system

for 1icensee personnel to report all TS violations and other
deficient conditions. These weaknesses and the items of noncompliance
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9., Cormmittee Activities

A. Items of Noncompliance and Deviations

1) Item A - Noncompliance

Technical Specification 6.5.2.10.a2 states that, "...minutes of each
MSRC meeting shall be prepared, anproved and forwarded to the
Ceneral Manacer within 14 days following each meeting."

Contrary to the above, the minutes of the meeting held on
September 20, 1979, were not anproved by the committee., The
licensee had amplified the requirement in the MSRC charter

by requiring that, "...the minutes of each regularly scheduled
and ameragency meeting of the MSRC shall be approved at the

next regularly scheduled meeting." The minutes for the September
20 meeting were not reviewed or approved at a subsequent meeting.

This item is a deficiency.

Licansea Pesponse - Letter Dated August 6, 1980

‘s of July 22, 1980, the Management Safety Review Committee

has completed ninety seven tformal meetings. The item of noncompliance
ctates tnat the meeting minutes of the Septembar 20, 1979

meeting were not approved by the committee and three meeting
minutes were not approved at the subsequent meeting. This

meeting was not the typical in-session meeting. It was a
“walk-around” meeting and "conference telephone” meeting with

the VSEC membership., These special meetings are the resuit

of urcent scheduling needs, significant safety issues or NRC
response requirements that have pre-established deadlines,

“ucn reetings are held to a minimum. The meeting was properly
recorced, documented and sent to all MSRC members for review,

‘ot having the meeting minutes approved at the subsequent meeting
was an oversight by the Committee Secretary (Technical Assistant).

The three neetings, Nos. 87, 88 and 89, were properly recorded,
Jocunented and sent to all MSRC members for review within

.he required time period. However, since they were not approved
it the next regularly scheduled meeting, this conflicts with

the written charter. The minutes were approved at a later
meeting, but not at the subsequent meeting. Mot having the
meeting minutes approved was an oversight by the Committee
Secretary (Technical Assistant).

Such oversights are a direct result of the increased workload,

due to !IPC regulations required by the Three Mile Island Incident.
The staff of the Technical Assistant is being increased to

prevent recurrence of this problem. This will alleviate the
Technical Assistant of many day-to-day operations and allow

more time to be put into the MSRC affairs. The Committee
Secretary will properly schedule review of the subsequent

minutes at each committee meeting.
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Audit report distribution to manacement appeared adequate; however,
thare were no records to shcw that manacement responded to the
findinas., Examples of this lack of response were indicated when
NA Audits reported annually that the non-licensed trainina program
(AP700) had not been implemented.

Another examnle of questionable management response was fndicated
in the NCR nroaram, O0A wrote numerous NCRs identifying procram
deficiencies with corrective action not taken within a reasonable
time.

The inspection indicated a need for the licensee to adecuately define
tha OA audit proaram and to act in a responsive manner when program
deficiencies are identified.

Licensee's Position as Contained in Letter from Mattimoe to Stello
datea October 10, 15&0,

The District is aware that significant improvement must be formulated
in the quality assurance audit program. Additional manpower, including
personnel with unique credentials, are teing recruited. The District
recognizes that quaiity assurance must provide to the District's
management the information whether or not we are meeting our license
commitments, Their audit and review functions are directed and
approved by the ISRC. They also monitor the corrective actions that
are formulated to improve conformance to required standards of

oneration,

Je dn nnt agree that the Oistrict's management does ot respond

to the {indings. Many requests are on an informal rather than

a formal basis. The District contends that program implementation
as an end result of these informal discussions is more desirable
than documented discussions with no end resuits. Subcommittees are
alsc 2ppointed by the MSRC to specific tasks and tne resultant
corrections are reviewed and apnroved by the 'SRC. Many sicnificant
policies and programs are formulated and initiated as a result

of these initial management directives.

The cuality assurance program itself is being re-evaluated. The
questionable practices cited by the PAB Team are being very closely
scrutinized, Those concerns or weaknesses identified in the report
will bte evaluated and if judged to significantly improve our program,
the District will either implement it or formulate an alternate
solutien to accomplish the desired action.
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Licensee Response - Letter dated September 3, 1980

This finding 15 correct., Ye .o not have an adequate Documentation
Control Canter (DCC) to store 311 the required records. QA

vsually does not reviaw records until they are sent to the

CCC. e dn not routinelv review cperating records for completeness.
This revisw 1s accomnlished by Nuclear Operations personnel

and tha records zre stored in their facilities., When the new
recorcs center 1s built, Cuality Assurance will audit records

for corpleteness prior to storage. The reccrds storage center

‘. estirated to be completed by the fourth auarter of 1982,

AL that time we will be in compliance.

‘nspector Findinas

Tha insnector contirmed the information in the licensee's response.
Tre Zeviztion from this commitment has been the subject of
dizcussions with the iicensee since shortly after operation
cormencea, out the puilding of the necessary facility has
sontinually ceen deiayed Tor various reasons. [t should be

rot~d that storage or all design and construction QA documents

Taet current standgaras, but that routine operating records such

15 resUlcs oF survelilance tests are stored in file cabinets

in the acmnistration ouillding and the cabinets do not meet

Tz recommended construction to withstana fire.

s Ttem 1s Qpen and (oliowup wiil be pertormed by the Resident
Inspector. (&0-34-06

PAG Team cvaluation as Contaired in [E Peport 50-312/80-15 (Supplement)
dated September 5, 1520,

The identiried weaknesses in the licensee's QA audit program were
numerous. Ccveral of these were particularly significant, such

15 =he lack of audits in operational activities, and in the witnessing
of surveillance and maintenance activities; and the identified
waaknesses in the scope, depth, and impact of individual audit

reports. These weaknessas and the items of noncempliance and deviations
identified in this area in IE Inspection Peport 50-312/80-15 resulted

in an overall avaluation of the licensee's management controls

over this area of poor.

IE:60 Conclusion as Contained in Letter from Stello to Mattimoe
datad “epterber b5, 1380,

Thare wera rmany indications that the QA audit program was not functioning
adequately. The licensee failed to audit required areas, did not

require corrective action on audit findings, and closed audits

with open items left unresolved and not tracked.
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“udit 0-168: This audit was conducted January 16-20, 1978

5y tna Incenendent Audit Committee with Mr, W, Poling, TVA,

15 Lzad Auditor. The response to this audit was made on March 9,
1072 to the MSRC by the Nuality Assurance Dfrector, L. G.
Schwieaer, The MSPRC accented the resoonse to the audit and
ravieyed the corrective action commitments that were made at

tha reqularly scheduled MSRC meeting on March 9, 1978,

Audit 0-190: This audit was conducted June 27, 1978. All

responses except one (item 6) were responded to on December 4, 1978,

Numercus discussions were held with the Manager of Purchasing

to discuss this area of concern and how best to solve the
i=crenancies. Audit 0-244 in June 1979 acain reviewed the areas

¥ ~oncern cited on Audit 0-190, Audit 0-244 concluded all

~arvactive action had been properly impiemented. It verified that
-»a sunpliers had been approved (this was the concern of item 6,
‘udit 0-190) as requirea py the (uality Assurance Program.

ludis N-256: This audit was conducted September 26, 1978 and
“ovaraq Lne area of design review, We concur that considerable
“ime was taken to close this audit (November 7, 1979), The
‘alav resulted Trom the considerable changes made as a result
27 the audit. The evolutionary changes were discussed with
“=0ton V inspectors during this formative time. Subsequent
~aview of ECH/DCN (50,59 packages) both by the PAB Team and
=0ton ¢ inspectors has demonstrated the design review program
= conservatively structured and in conformance to 10 CFR 50,

‘npenaix B requirements. Proper corrective action for this
ormlex subject results only when a dedicated, disciplined
woaram 1s developed that has support of engineering personnel.
115 program is now in effect.

‘udit 0-253: This audit was conducted October 9, 1979 and covered
% area of radiological safety. Again, complexity of corrective
‘ction prevented an carly solution to the problems cited.

'n the case in question, final corrective action was not committed
to until June 6, 1980 because of disagreement between huclear
Tparations and Quality Assurance as to acceptable correction

iction. The evolutionary status of corrective action is documented.

Pasponse
NST N45.2,12-1974 requires the following:

Section 4.5 Followup

"Management of the audited organization or activity shall review
and investigate any adverse audit findings to determine and
schedule appropriate corrective action including action to



B

-4]-

Inspactor Findings

Tha insnector verified that the joint utility audit was completed
in October 1980 as stated in the licensee's response. The
inspector observed that this item of noncompliance appears to
he directed mainly toward the requirement to annually audit

the record storage requirements and is not directed toward
auditing the substance of documents. Other audit reports were
found to specifically address the substance of records being
maintained. PAB's findings that, with the exception of the
cited joint utility audits, "...there was no record in evidence
of audits specifically dedicated to the subject of records

or record control was veritied by the inspector.

Licensee representatives stated that the QA records were the
responsibility of the QA department, and, therefore, cannot

be audited by QA personnei. For this reason, the subject of
record storage and preservation are left for the qualified
outside joint utility auditors to evaluate. Further, the
representatives stated that a large portion of their audit
activities are, as expected, a review of records maintained

by other groups and as a matter of procedure, the substance
and storage of the records are evaluated for appropriateness,
completeness and compliance with regulatory requirements.

The inspector stated that the word "annual' has been routinely
interpreted by NRC to mean yearly or at least once every twelve months
+ three months.

This item is closed.

I[tem A - Deviation

The licensee committed in correspondence of July 22, 1976,

and September 23, 1976 to the provisions of WASH document

1284 ind its attendant documents, including ANSI N45.2,12-1974,
Reguirements for Auditing of Quality Assurance Programs for
Muclear Power Plants.”

Contrary to the above, licensee organizations audited by Quality
Essurance did not respond as requested to four audit reports,
numbers 0-168, 0-190, 0-256, and 0-258. Furthermore, audit
reports did not pro.ide a summary of audit results including

an evaluation statement regarding the effectiveness of the

CA program elements which were audited,

Licensee Response - Letter dated August 6, 1280

Backaround

Four audits were 1isted that were not properly addressed:
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OA Manual, procedure 0AP 19, System Auditing, requires audits

be conducted in accordance with Quality Control Instruction,

NCI 2, Audit Program., 0OCI 2 stated that audits shall be conducted
with specific attention to the subjects identified at the

requirad frequencies, It also stated that the frequency of

audits can be varied by nlus or minus 30 days.

Contrary to the above, audits of records and audit implementation
wera not conducted at the required frequencies. The following
are examples:

Records

Audits of records were prescribed by QCI 2 to be performed

by the MSPC during the first quarter of each year to the reguirement:

of ANSI "45.2.9-1974.

There were no records in evidence of audits specifically dedicated

to the subject of records or record controls. A licensee
representative stated that record controls were audited as

nart ot the periodic independent consuitant audit. The last

two such audits were performed by a Joint Utility Audit Team

in January 1579 and October 1975. No such audits were performed
during the tirst quarter of 1980. Audits of records, conducted
via the Joint Utility Audits, were not, therefore, conducted

on an annual basis.

fudit Implementation

These audits were prescribed by QCI 2 to be performed by the
MSPC during the fgurth auarter of each year to the requirements
of ANSI N45.2,12.4.

Examination of records and interviews indicated that implementation

of the audit program was audited as part of the Joint Utility
Audits. These were performed, as previously stated, in January
1978 and in October 1277 Mo audit was performed in the fourth
quarter of 1978, T.e sudits were not done on an annual basis
as prescribed in QL1 2,

Thase items are an infraction.

Li~ensee Response - Letter dated August 6, 1980

The Joint Utility Audit is now scheduled on an annual basis

to be conducted during the 4th quarter of the year, One item
that is included on their audit agenda is an audit of records.
The audit 1s scheduled for October 1980 and the District will
be in compliance both with frequency for conducting the Joint
Utility Audit and the requirement to audit QA records at the
completion of this audit.
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13.7-1972." This is further amnli{iad by "the Manager of
Sereratinn Fagineering and Manacer of Muclear Operations will
~erindically assion nerconnel from their staff to conduct on-

- - "
S1¢8 r:-"v"q'-"So

“entrary +9 the above, interviews and records indicated that
these reviews had not been nerformed prior to May 8, 198C.

"his item is an infraction.

Licansee Pesnonse - Letter dated August 6, 1980

s Nuyality Assurance Manual OAP No. 19, System Auditing,
nas neen cnangea as follows:

AM.SITE REVIEY
- - ke ¥ -t

T2 on-site review will be conducted by the PRC.

2. Tha items of significance shall be reported by the PRC
Ciairman to the Plant Superintendent for timely review
ira impiementatcion.

U1l sompliance will be achieved when QAP No. 19 1s approved
Auaqust 25, 1980).

Lo rinaIings

> 1nspecuer cenfirmed the actions described by the licensee in
‘=3 =hoye respons2 have been completed. In acdition, to preclude
weyrronce, oh2 cited QA procedure has been changed. The implied
roauirorent to use cperations and engineering personnel as QA
ausitars has been deleted. In its place, the procedure now
takes _redit from a QA standpoint for the reviews performed
routinely by the PRC, The inspector also found from a review
< audit reports, that engineering personnel had been assigned
*0 tnz OA Department for audits of the chemical and radiation
antrol, surchasing, fire protection, storage and warehousing
of couinment,  These audits were conducted during the perfod

“ay 1279 to May 1980.

This item is closed,

Item 0.2, - MNoncompliance

10 CFR 50, Anpendix B, Criterion V, requires that activities affecting
cuality be prescribed by documented instruction, procedures, or
drawings and be accomplished in accordance with these documents.
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Licensee Poasponse - Letter dated August 6, 1980

This infraction covers the requirement to perform three Technical
Specifications required audits, They are now scheduled as
required by the Tachnical Specifications and are included

as 1'SPC directed audit items on the OCI No. 2 schedule. The
first audit to review all actions to correct deficiencies

was conducted on May 15-June 9, 1980, the audit on performance
was conducted March 26-28, 1980, and the audit for housekeeping
is scheduled in August 1980. The District concurs that the

two audits were not performed as required, but the remaining
audit on performance, training and qualifications was conducted
a5 renuired and should not have been cited. Upon comnletion

of the housekeeping audit in Auaust, the District will be

in compliance.

Insnaction Findinas

The inspectors verified the licensee's response and confirmed
from a review of audit reports that the audit of housekeeping
had been conducted during the period of September 4-9, 1380,
and inciuded the tool rooms, weld shop, machine shop, carpenter
shon, turbine building, auxiliary building and the maintenance
Warenouse.

Contrary to PAB's finding, as stated in the licensee response,
the licensee's Audit Report No. 0-291, Facility Staff, shows
that an audit was conducted during the period of March 26-28,
1920, with the stated purpose of fulfilling the requirements
ot Tecnnical Specification 6.5.2.8(b) which requires an annual
aucit of the performance, training and qualifications of the
entire facility staff. The audit was found to be comprehensive
ind included substantive comment related to training needs.
The auditors also stated in the report that they "...did not
observe any individual that should be reported to the MSRC

15 being unqualified for the job they are presently assigned
to accomplish." MNor did the auditors feel anyone should be
raported due to performance deficiencies.

This item is closed.

Itam N.1. - ‘loncompliance

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, reauires that activities
affecting quality be prescribed by documented instructions,
procedures, or drawings and be accomplished in accordance
with these documents.

0A Manual, procedure QAP 19, System Auditing, spec ‘€ies "on-
site reviews shall be conducted periodically by Rancno Seco
operatiors and engineering personnel in conformance to ANSI
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8. Quality Assurance Audits

A, Items of "oncompliance and leviations

1) Item C - Noncompliance

Technical Specification 6.5.2.8.c reauires that audits be
nerfarmed under the coanizance of the MSRC which shall encomnass
‘the result of all actions taken to correct deficiencies occurrina
in facility equipment, structures, systems or methods of operation
that affect nuclear safety at least once per six months."

Tocknical Specification 6.5.2.8.b requires that audits be
cartarmed under the coanizance of the MSRC which shall encompass
‘+ka paprormance, training and qualifications of the entire
“acility staff at least once per year.,"

10 Cr? 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVIII, requires planned and
ceriongic audits to verity compliiance with all aspects of the
Sonrogram and to pe pertormed in accordance with written
rrocodures,  UA danual, procedure UAP 23, Housekeeping, states

“wat “nertodic inspections and audits of both the controiied

Fa1 ana unrestricted area,, .oy an audit team consisting or

ity Assurance auuitor and someone Trom the Huclear Operations

Jeoartrent,  Tie inspections and audits shall be documented
noaccorcance with GAP Ho. 19, System Auditing.”

nLrary to the aoove, at the time of this inspection:

‘ueits of the licensee's cor .ctive acticns had not been

. s |
rioried.

fudits of the training or nonlicensed personnel (managers,
uoarvisors, engineers, technicians, and maintenance
srsonnel had not been conducted., AP700, Rancho Seco
‘raining Program, was issued for implementation on May 30,
1077, Audits 0-195 and 0-251 conducted in 1878 and 1979
respectively, indicated the licensee's decision to not
widit nenlicensed training because AP 700 had not been
‘mplomented, Mo action was taken when the licensee noted
that the nonlicensed program had not been implemented.

Audits of housekeeping in unrestricted areas had not been
conducted.

This 1tem 1s an infraction.
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Liranses Response - Letter Dated August 6, 1980

-y

3 Nistrict contracted Ceneral Physics Corporation to perform
1 "ﬂv*h audit/study of the Nietrict's trainina program,

ha purnose of the s*uﬂv was tn compare the existing proaram

‘5 =ha requirements and recormendations of Section 5.5 of ANSI

11;.:-1971 and nravide recommendations in those areas which

“n not meet the specific requirements.

““a racommendations made by General Physics Corporation included

general uparading of the program ana increased staffing for

the Training Department. Upon receipt of the information, the District

1nt=nds to act upon those recommendations which will assure compliance
-5 15T M18,1 racuirements. The increased staffing and upgrading of

she 11r1nq Department proaram will be compieted by January 1, 1982,

Ta Tistrict coes not agree witn the contention that only a minimal
“r1in1no program 1S being perrormed. The training has and continues
“o incliude electrical, heaith physics, fire protection, quality
sssurance, security, 1&C, maintenance activities, satety, design
scatrol, plant operacions, etc. 1Ine District is conf1dent that
tha axtensive errort being made to train personnei in the pertormance
“he1r job assignment 1S acequate to operate and maintain the piant
"N 4 sare manner.

ractor's rindinas

s qspector condirmed cne intormation provided in the licensee's
ponse.

'e@‘is open and will te followed up by the Resident Inspector.

- J=Ud )

PAD Team Evaluation as Contained in IE Report 50-312/80-15 (Supplement)
d3t-d Saptenber 5, 1080,

Resnonsible ranagerent did not require periodic status reports of
non-1izansed personnel trafning; consequently, their overview of

the training status was limited. On two occasions it was identified
in audi* renorts that AP 700, Rancho Seco Training Program, had

not been implemented and no audits were performed in this area.
Howevar, *here appeared to be no action taken by management to require
1rn]rrcn ation of the program,

The existing ranagement controls in the area of non-licensed training
ware considered poor.

TE:H0's Conclusions as Contained in Letter from Stello to Mattimoe
dated September 5, 1580,

Manaqement failed to provide adequate overview to ensure the implementation
of the non-licensed training program.
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Insrector's Findinas

Tha inspactor ronfirmed the information contafned in the licensee's
resnonse. The insnectors observed however, that the requalification
trainina proaram annroved by the NRC requires the referenced

annual oral examinations and are, therefore, reauired unless

or until the proaram is changed pursuant to the provisiuns

af 10 CFR 50.54(i-1). In addition, the approved oproaram requires
from time to time written quizzes, covering the lectures given

to persons who received a grade of less than 80% in any given
portion of the annual written examination. These clarifications
which substantiate the PAB findings, were discussed with the
Ticensee and will be followed up by the Resicent Inspector.

This item remains open. (80-34-04)

[tem J - Honcompliance

Technical Specification 6.4.1 states in part: "A retraining

and replacement training program for the facility staff shail
be maintained...ana shall meet or exceed the requirements and
racommenadations ot Section 5.5 of ANSI N18,1-1971...."

Section 5.5 of ANSI 18.1-1971 states in part: "A training

crongram snail be established which maintains the proficiency

7 the onerating organization throuun periodic training exercises,
nstruction periods, and reviecws covering those items and equipment
shich relate to safe operaticn ¢f the facility." Section

2.2 of BNST 18,1-1971 states in part: "The operating organization
o7 a nuclear power plant consists of onsite personnel concerned

with the day to day operations, maintenance, and certain technical
services.,”

he licensee's Administrative Procedure AP 700, Rancho Seco
Trainina Program, establishec general training requirements,
wimarily for the following non-1icensed personnel: new employees,
wuclear operations staff, nuclear operations, maintenance,
tochnical support, chemistry, and health physics.

Contrary to the above, the maijor porticns of the non-1icensed
personnel training programs had not been implemented prior

to May 8, 1980. HNew employee training and retraining was the
only nrogram fully implemented.

This item i1s an infraction.
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Conclusions

The licensee's stated nlans and actions in response to the above
items of noncomnliance alnng with their nlans for implementing
the irorovements in maint2iaing training records as discussed in
section 7 of this report will orovide management with readily
available information as to the status of training of individuals
in fire fiohtina and will upgrade the licensee's overall performance
in this functional area. The additional new strategy procedures
for fighting fires in plant specific areas and the corres?ond1ng
training, along with the training to be conducted at the local
fire department, will be superior to the general fire fighting
stratagy procedures and training which have been used in the

past.



liconsen's Position as Contained in Letter from Mattimoe to Stello
dated October 10, 198C.

The major concern nf the PAE Team lies with the corporate management's
averview funetion in this area and that the fire bricade training
itcalf was inadequata; nrocedures for fire strategy had not been
cerpleted for fire fighting in various specific areas; the training
nad not been nroperly established.

It {s the District's cormitment that the necessary procedures will

be written and that the training will be performed. The District

has solicited proposals for the generation of fire fighting strategies,
t+ ‘- ayractad that contract award and schedule will be establiished

by | Decemper 1980,

Pasylts of Special Team Inspection

Findinas

Fire brinada training was ceing conaucted on a quarteriy basis.

Tre bricace otficially consists of the three persons assigned to

tha snitt positions of 3enior Controi Room Operator (SCRO), Auxiliary
Oparator (A0, and the Equipment Attencent §EA). In addition, the
security torce is obligated to supply iwo (2) individuals in response
e .

&L 54
LwJ 1iCe

ol |

11 “orsens 0 cperacions assigned to a snift and ail security personnel

initially receive eight (8) hours of training in the use of equiprent,
srocedures ond general strategies for Tighting the various types
of “ires such as ofl, 2lectrical, chemical and other combustible

materials., This basic training course consists of four (4) hours

of tield instruction., A1l members of the security force and all

shift operations personnel, in addition to the designated fire

trinade rerbers, received retraining during quarterly drills and

training periods. Also, on an annual basis, each shift crew participates
in fignting an actual ofl fire.

Reportedly, because of the large nurber of security guards and

the high turnover rate among the guard force, fire brigade training

has become assentially a continuous program. During the first

half of 1280 more then 200 people had been trained.

The licensee representative informed the inspector that arrangements
had been made with the fire department of a local community to

use their fire academy facility for brigade training purposes.

The nlan was to provide eight (8) hours of such training annually

to all of the shift operations people and the members of the security
force. This training was expected to commence in early 1981,



Inspector's Findinas

The inspector was informed that on November 6, 1680, the licensee's
Roard of Directors authorized the Genaral Manacger to enter

into a contract with National Loss Control Service Corporation

to prenare firefichting strateay procedures for cesignated

areas of the facility and for the preparation of appropriate
training procedures, incorporating the new strategy procedures.

This item is open and followup will be performed by the Resident
Inspector. (80-234-03)

PAR Team Fyvaluation as Contained in IE Report 50-312/80-15 (Supplement)
dated soptemper 5, 1580,

It appeared that the interface between constructicn and operations
durina the moaification to the tire protection systems at Rancho
Sez0 nad been estabiished. A procecure haa been developed and
responsibiiities assigned to control construction activities.

Fire nrotection material and equipment had not been classivied as
reauirea by QAP 28. Fire strategy procedures had not been developed
for fire fighting in specitic areas. A commitment had been made

on February 1, 1578, to prepare these procedures.

A fira brigade training program had been established, however, most
training was done on an overtime basis. Training in realistic

fire conditions had not been done due to Tack of facilities. Mlany
members of the Fire Erigade had not received training as required.
Maragement overview appeared to be lacking.

The Ticensee's management controis in this area, particularly fire
bricace training and preparation of fire strategy procedures, are
considered poor.

IE:F0 Conclusions as Contained in Letter from Stello to Mattimoe
dated Septenber 5, 1980,

Whil= some refinement of the licensee's program appears necessary,

the ajor concern identified involves the training and retraining

of the Fire Brigade. Corporate management did not have an overview
function in this area. The lack of overview appears to be the

prime reason that Fire Brigade training was not adequately implemented,
that parsonnel were assigned to the brigade without pretraining,

and that the brigade members themselves thought the training that

did exist was ineffective.
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6.

Manaacement of Fire Prevention/Protection

A,

Items of Moncompliance and Deviations

1)

Item X - Noncompliance

Tachnical Specification 6.4.2 reauires the licensee to maintain
a trainise prearam for the Fire Bricade which includes :efresher
classroom traininag on a quarterly schedule.

Contrary to the above, seven members of the Fire Brigade did

rot participate in fire drills, which included classroom training,
during the 4th quarter 1979 and/or the 1st quarter 1980,

This item is an infraction.

Licensea Response - Letter Dated September 3, 1680

Tha 4th quarter of 1979 and lst quarter of 1980 placed unusual
onerational demanas on Fire Brigade personnei., The drills

were scneduled by the Safety Technician but preparations were
undervay for refueiing operations and the brigade missed the
drills. When the accelerated work schedule was compieted

during the 2nd quarter of 1580, the training was completed

°n scneduie, The 3rd quarter training drills are being conducted
and will be completed on schedule. The District is in full
~ornliance with this reqguirement,

"nenector's Findings

Tha inspector verified the information contained in the above
Ticensee's response,

Thie item is closed.

[tem 1.5, - Noncompliance

NA Manual, Procedure 0AP 28, Fire Protection, stated in part
that “all1 fire protection material and equipment shall be
classified 1n accordance with OAP Mo, 3, Quality Assurace
Classification."

Amendment Mo. 19 (February 28, 1978) to Facility Operating
License Mo, DPR-54, Paragraph 6.7 states in part that "the
licensee has elected to meet MRCs “ire protection TR criteria
by applying their existing OA program under 12 CFR Part 50,
Appendix B, to fire protection.”
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Corclusions

lanconforming or otherwice deficiant conditions ident{fied at the
facility receive the irmediate attention of the responsible personnel
and any safety considerations are immediately acted uoon. However,
yntil the {tem is fullv resolved, which in many cases may take considerable
tire, tha particular MCR remains onen, As a result, the potential
exists that responsible individuals may delay, without justification,
final action to close the NCR, The inspectors believe the only
sclution to having an effective corrective action system is for
cenior manacement to consider intolerable an attitude of indiffarence
a5 to when NCR's are closed so lona as the immedfate safety {ssue

135 heen resolvec, !Manacerent must encourage an agaressive

") function to preclude comnlacency in these matters.
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The program will be evolutionary and will undoubtedly require additional
~odifications as problems are uncovered because of the complexity

of the system involved, The MSPC will review progress by Quality
fesurance in this area and provide the quidance to ensure an acceptable
program is developned,

The District has committed to placing this improved program into
operation bv 1 January 1981,

Results of Special Team Inspection

Findinas

Examination of a 1ist of the procedures scheduled for review and
undate every two years showed that 101 procedures were overdue

at the time of this inspection. Of the fourteen procedures identified
by the PAB Team, three nave been updated. A recent licensee audit

of this matter showed that an additional 101 procedures will require
roview within the rext six montns., In March, a similar audit showed
40 nrocedures overdue tor review, Thirteen of these procedures

had been identified as overdue during previous audits.

The inspector observed that a number of the procedures listed may
not be required by Technical Specification 6.8.2. Consequently,
the licensee nas initiated a program to evaluate which proceaures
can reasonably Le eliminated from the review process and thereby

.

lionten the burden of the Plant Review Conmittee.

Jancontormance repurts are initiated upon identification of deficient
cenditions. To improve the program for assuring that corrective
action is promptly taken subsequent to the identification of a
deficient condition, the Quality Assurance Department has developed

an CR status report which shows the status of each NCR, This

report s issued monthly to respcnsible managers. Starting in

Janusry 1281, the status of all NCRs that have not been fully resolved
after one year, aleng with the pertinent safety evaluation, will

be nrovicded to the MSRC for action. The licensee planned to update
this 1ist on an annual basis.

In addition to the forejoing, the licensee is developing a system

to perform analysis of %rends that may exist in the information
contained *n Licensee Event Reports (LER's), Nonconformance Reports
(NCR's), Fnaineering Chznge MNotices (ECN's), Document Change Notices
(DCN's), DA corrective actions, corrective actions on MCRs, items

of noncompliance, and deviations., The licensee plans to have this
system implemented by the first part of 1981.
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PAR Team Evaluation as Contained in IE Revort 50-312/80-15 (Supplement)
datea opterber 5, 1020,

Tha licensas's corrective actinr system anneared to be only nartially
commlata,  Yeitten nracedyres descrihing tne renortina requiraments
had been sstablisked: however, *he nrocram did not adequately describe
recolution and elnsure of the nroblem once reported to management,

The licensea's corrective acticn system program was fraomented, havina
no single method of tracking identified problems in order to perform
trend analyses and ensure closure,

“ama nlant nersonnel were not aware of the PO system, This indicated
the neng to train trese nersonnel ana to retrain them when program
chanaes nccurred. For those personnel who were aware of the Corrective
fetion Proarams, the decision to send written reports to management

had to be artected by the lack of manacement response. The management
controls in the area oT corrective action were considered poor,

1:40's Canciusions as Contained in Letter from Stello to Mattimoe
dated september 5, 1900,

A strong corrective action system 1s an important indicator or a
nond ranagement contrel syscem, Your program provided a means

for metting problens to ranagement, but management action to respond
"0 the urouien and ensure correction is not timeiy.

Liransaa' s Josition as Lontained in Letter from Mattimoe to Stello
ron (otober 10, 1980,

a JYistrict concwis chat the corrective action system needs to
be rore Turralized, It properly lies under the direction of the
MERC. The rorrective action program transcends all the organizations
connected with Rancho Seco and rust address 1tself to the multitudinuous
actions that must be taken to resolve corrective actions.

Tha District has Instituted a tracking system to 1dentify the individual
jtems that require corrective action, Ouality Assurance has been
assioned the responsibility to identify the actions and responsibilities
nf *nic corractive action program, They are now developina a more
formal proaram that includes a tracking system, trend analysis

and a rethod to ensure closure of each ftem,
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5. Corrective Action

A, T+ame of 'loncompliance and Deviatiors

1) Item K - Noncompliance

Tochnical Snecification 6.8,.2 requires the anplicabl: procedures
recorrended in Anpendix A of Reaulatory Guide 1.33-1972 be
periodically reviewed,

Administrative Procedure 27, Internal Auditing, Section 3.4,
epacified that procedure reviews are required, at a minimum,
within 24 months from the date of last review.

Contrary to the above, fourteen administrative procedures had
not been reviewed within time requirements. One example was
AP-283, Post Trip Transient Report, which had not been reviewed
since February 27, 1975,

This 1tem 1s an infraction,

Liconsea Response - Septemper 3, 1980

Tha arcelerated corrective actions required to satisfy NRC
regulations has caused increased empnasis on safety related
‘orcoures, Safety related procedures are being reviewed and
rovisec at a schedule much less than the two year requirement.
The ‘uurteen administrative procedures have received decreased
ronasis wonich will be corrected, The post trip transient
report 15 a simple procedure that states what data will be
rathered during transients. The requirements within this
rocedure have not changed and no revision has been found
necessary to modify this procedure. Therefore, it remains
nchanaged from the February 27, 1975 issue.

The tuo year cycle will be updated and all procedures designated
Jithin Administrative Procedure 27 will be reviewed to specification
by the end of 1981,

inspactor Findings

The inspectors verified the information provided in the licensee's
response,

This item 15 closed.



related squiprment, The requlatory position is that 1t is the
rasnonsibility of th~ PBC 4o establish an administrative control
svstem that nravides adeouate assurance that maintenance nersonnel
are nrovided and uee econtrnlled conies of vendor/technical manuals
wnich are maintained current with respect to revision status and
applicability to installed plant equipment., As indicated above,

a2 system to nrovide the control of vendor/technical manuals has
been set up,

This item remains open (80-34-02), The Pesident Inspector will
conduct future followup on the program being established to control
vendor/technical manuals.

Conclusion:
A LR ATERAL LR

Tha earrectyve actions taken by the licensee in response to the

1toms or noncompiilance associated with the maintenance of safety

related saurpment, tne continued tfocus of management attention on

the =2staplisnment of appropriate contrnis for vendor/technical manuals,
inC tha compietion OT an acequate records storage system are measures
wrich will uvpgrave tnis program area and will provide additional
rsurance cnak tne safety reiated maintenance program will be
Trolorented in e danner chat 1s consistent with requiatory requirements.
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Pesults of Snecial Team Inspection

Findings

The 17 :ensee's mair :enance control system is prescribed in the AP 3,
Work fequest, nrocedure, This administrative orocedure establishes

the necessary review and anproval levels for maintenance to be
conaucted and nrovides for the designation of procedures, technical
manuais or specific instructions for the performance of the maintenance
activity. Maintenance {is performed at Rancho Seco in accordance

with procedures and technical manuals by appropriately qualified
personnel.,

The licensee has directed by memorandum that one {ndividual in the
Site Docurent Control Center be responsible for establishing

1 vendor/technical manual control system. The development of

this control system provides for the control and distribution of all
vendor/technical manuals being receivea with new plant equioment

and for all revisions receivea to existing plant manuais. A large
effort remains in establiishing control of older vendor/technical
manuals which have peen distributed and which have been used within
tre tacility since initial operation. The ultimate goal of the system
fs to provide a vendor/technical manual control system that gives

the onerator or tecnnician the assurance that the correct, up-to-date
manual 1s available for use in reference as appropriate.

The licensee's position 1s that maintenance performed under the

work requests identified in Item E.2 of noncompliance was

accorniisned using the skills normally possessed by the technician, and as
such is valid, This position 1s consistent with the current regulatory
positi-n regarding the acceptance of certain workman's skills within

a part cular craft as suitable substitutes for step by step procedural
contral  aen performing routine maintenance. However, the licensee's
response coes not address the underlying issue regarding the use

of vendor technical manuals as procedures for the performance of
safoty roioted maintenance. The technical specifications require

that the 7" at Review Committee (PRC) be responsible for the review

of safety related maintenance procedures. Vendor/Technical Manuals
used to previde step by step procedural control in safety related
equipment have not been reviewed by the PRC. The licensee's position
reqarding this requirement 1s that vendor/technical manuals are
recoanized as the highest level of expertise and become the standard
for parforming acceptable maintenance. The regulatory position
acknowledges that the vendor/technical manual itself can be the
standard for defining acceptable maintenance on safety
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Tha manacerent controlc in the area of the safety-related maintenance
activities were considered noor,

IE:40 Conclusions Regarding the Proaram Area as contained in Letter from
ETal1n o attimoe dated september 5, 1080,

The nroaram 1s not suf€iciently formal with recard to procedures,
trainina, inepection, and manacement overview, In addition, sufficient
provisicns have not heen made to ensure that maintenance activities

do not result in unauthorized system changes which could result

in system degradation.

Liconsea's Position Pacarding the Proqgram Area as contained in Letter
from attimoe to Stello cated Uctober 10, 10E0,

This contention aaaressea the formality of the program. It did

not address the adequacy OT the maintenance itseif, The District
d0es not agree that vencor manuals require the approvail of District
parsonneil, he District program tor review and updating of procedures
15 arcitious and aithougn tne reviews on occasion are not done within
tha allocated time rrame, it is the intent to continue periodic
review of procedures, neview emphasis will continue to be on those
orocedures naving che greatest potential erfect on the mitigation

af ot normal events., e Gistrict nas taken action to improve

its uncating of drawings. Specitic actions have been addressed

on I[nspection Report 50-312/80-15,

fs rasponse 15 concerned with the programatic controis, The
Dfstrict celieves that the review levels and testing of systems
requiricg raintenance provides reasonable assurance that significant
systam degradation will not go undotected.

The District continues to be an active member of the NPRD system
n¢ expacts to maintain this high level of support. The Dictrict
is concerned, both from a safety and financial standpoint, that
wa have an active, viable maintenance program.

The review of the maintenance and preventive maintenance system
will te covered by a special MSRC subcormittee, The report of

the subcormittee will be submitted to the MSRC by 1 December 1980.
The schedule for implementation of corrective action, if any, will
be dependent on the report,



are calibrated and controlled and are maintained to the required
accuracy. e do concur that the program requires a detailed
1ist nf souinment to ensure calibration intervals are being

met and objective evidence aathered to demonstrate compliance,
The develonment of a more formal program wiil be completed

in 60 days.

Insnector Findings

The inspector confirmed the informatfon contained in the licensee's
response. The inspector determined that the licensee has implemented
AP €04, "Tool Room," as an administrative procedure to control
nechanical measuring devices issued from the tool room. The
srocadure establishes a 1ist of mechanical measuring cevices,
srescribes the calibration ftrequency, and provides for the
corralation of maintenance work performea to the specific

measuring devices used during the maintenance.

This item is closed.

PAE Team Evaluation of Program Area (Maintenance) as contained in IE
Tan0rt ou-912/00-18 (Supplement ) dated September 5, 1500,

Tha licensee's program to contr  safety-related maintenance activities
vas lacking in certain areas. 112 written program did not appear

o ensure yuality of work activities, Examples included the faili =

to directly assess Tire protection requirements; the failure to

srovide criteria for the need for special procedures; the lack

of avidence Tor the determination of workmen qualifications; the

lack of criterfa for the determination of the type and depth of
indenandent inspection effort; the lack of criteria for housekeeping
and cl2anliness; and the lack of guidance for post maintenance
functional testing.

Exarnles of prooram weaknesses were the performance of safety-related
maintenance without approved procedures; fnadequate control and

usa o7 the abnormal tag procedure AP 26, resulting in unauthorized
modifications to safety-related systems; deficient administrative
control of the preventive maintenance activities; insufficient
fnspection programs covering safety-related maintenance activities;
inacequat> rontrol of mechanical testing and measurement equipment;
and the lack of documented evaluations of equipment failures.

The fatlure to fully implement the training program for the maintenance
rersonnel, including the supervisors, engineers, and foremen who
ovaluated the activities to determine quality requirements, appeared

to have contributed to the number of the weak areas identified.
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Inspector Findinas

he

> B N

nsnactar confirmad the infermation contained in the licensee
"QSC‘.JP
The licenseae's inenaction nrocram of activities affecting
quality 1e nrescribed in ¢he Nuality Assurance nrooram and
irplerenting nrocedures, The inspector reviewed the licensee's
106G of comnleted Maintenance Inspection Data Penorts and found

in sach of the three areas, mechanical, electrical, and instrumentation
ana control, that appropriate inspections consistent with the
comnlexity of the work had been performed and documented.
pdditionally, 2 random selection of work requests associated

it =ataty relatad equinment were examined and in each case
“in encineering reviewer had specified approoriate testina or
intuaction reaquirements. The records indicated that the specified
“a2sts or 1nspections nac been completea prior to the return
of the soulpment to an operanie status in accorgance with the
nrescrined proceaures.,

"2 inspector concurs that the licensee’s inspection program
for activities aftrecting quaiity is consistent with the applicable
f““hldiﬁry req01rements.

fz item 1s ciosed.

' 3 = Lonconpiliance

TR 50, Appendix o, Lriterion LII, requires measures e
olisned to assure that tools, gages, instruments, and
har peasuring and testing devices used in activities affecting
ality are properly controlled, calibrated, and adjusted
¢i’ied periods to maintain accuracy within necessary
limits,

08 Mapual, Precedure QAP 14, Calibration of Test and Measurement
Fouiprent, required calibration of devices used in operation

0f Panchn Seco; assigned responsibility for calibration activities
to luclear Operaticns; and required an evaluation of devices

found out of calibration,

Contrary to the above, prior to this inspection, measures

had not been established for control of mechanical measuring
devices such as torque wrenches, micrometers and dial indicators.
This 1tem n infraction.

Licensee Pecponse - Letter dated August 6, 1980

The District disagrees that measures have not been established
for control of mechanical measuring devices such as torque
wrenches, micrometers, and dial indicators. These devices
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Contrary tn the above, inepection of preventative maintenance
activities and inspection of maintenance activities involving

cquinment contrnl and furctional testing were not executed

by or for the oracanization performing the activity to verify

conformance with documented instructions, procedures and drawinas.
These insnections had not been conducted prior to May 9, 1980.

This itam is an infraction,

Licensee Response - Letter dated August 6, 1980

Mast oreventative maintenance items are routine in nature and

¢o not raauire variables aata to be obtained, such as torgue

Vi 13,5. clearance criteria, etc. The maintenance is conducted

5y cenaing a journeyman mecnanic into the plant and he performs
these functions. AP=3, lork Request, states "that minor maintenance
‘such as tigntening packing gianas, adjustment of indicating
switches, or minor control anaustments) may be made on non-

satety reiated equipment without a work request,’

If the maintenance is on QA Class I equipment it requires a work
fonuest L0 e written. Engineering then reviews the work
request and determines wnecher or not inspection is required
(this inciuges a determination that a Maintenance Inspection
“ata “eport (MIDR) may or may not be required). All of this

ie <ocunented in the AP-3 work request procedure.

"o P-650, Preventative Maintenance, document will be a "how-
‘0" type document rather than a quality assurance control document
such as AP-3, Work Request Procecure.

“he Uistrict does not agree that we are in nonconformance

*o 17 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X. We do have an inspection
srooram as outlined above. OA does use consultant support expertise
#hen it is warranted to perform audits and inspections of selected
activities (example: health physics, fire protection, etc.).

The Jistrict does not feel that special expertise must be

recruited outside of QA to audit and inspect maintenance activities.

A separate, identifiable audit whose sole purpose is to audit

preventative maintenance is not being performed. It 1s included
as part of the OCI 2 Audit Program, Item 7, Maintenance Program.
This audit 1s performed on a six month 1nterva1 and covers the
preventative maintenance program as well as other portions

of the maintenance proaram,

The District does not agree this item s an infraction,
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tudy for the overall records management proaram at Rancho

, which eensidered a1l requirements of AMSI MN45.2.9 nlus

atnar Federal and State veaulations governing the identification,
torage and retrieval of cuality assurance records. This study
nas rteen translated into a Pequest for Pronosal which has been
cucmittad to thirteen (13) companies engaged in Records Manacement
lork. These companies have been instructed to submit proposals
“mr 3 Decords Manaaement Svstem no later than 12 Aucust 1980.
Salection of a Recoras Manacement System is to be made no

later than 16 October 1980, The successful vendor will be
required to beain work on a records system which will satisfy
Section 5.6 of ANSI N4E.2,.9 after award of a contract. The
“acaras Manacement System is expected to be in operation during
th2 last quarter of 19€1.

(" e

-
-
-\s

9 O

“inal comnliance will be attained when a new building comniete

/%% an cperational recora retention system in contormance

tn ANST M45,2.9 1s constructea, Completion of the building

nc vault is anticipated to be by July 1982. It will take
1daitional 90 days to transter the recoras, set up the

cvstom and pake tne integratea system operational.

nticinate compiiance on this item wiil be the fourth quarter
l. ".‘2.

rector rindings

» inspector contirmed the information provided in the licensee's

vtem 15 open and will te followed up by the Resident

ector,  (C0-24-01).

Itam F - Honcompliance

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion X, requires a prcgram for
inspection activities affecting quality be established and

avecuted by or for the organization performing the activity

to verify conformance with the documented instructions, procedures,
and drawings for accomplishing the activity.

FSAR Appendix 1B, Ouality Assurance Program, Sections 18,9.6,
18.1.17, and 1B,2.2 required {nspection activities during plant
operation,

OA Manual, Procedure OAP 1, Orcanization, required lluclear
Nrarations to perform inspections (operations and maintenance)
and to assist CA 1n audits and inspection activities, where
axpertise 1s needed; and required assurance that inspection
planning be completed and documented.
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controls as discussed in paragraph e of this section. The
following types of activities are among those that may not
require detailed step-by-step written procedures:

(1) CGasket replacerent
(2) Trouble-shooting electrical circuits
(2) Cranging chart or drive speed gears or slide wires on

recorders"”

N e

The work performed under work requests 47323 and 47445 were performed
by qualified technical personnel and do not require step-by-

sten procedures. The work request is a general administrative
srocedure and is reviewed and aporoved by a plant enaineer

after comnletion of the testing requirements. The District

contends that routine maintenance such as performed under these

work nrocedures are sutrficient to safely control the activities
described and contrary to the NRC finding is in full compliance

with Reaqulatory Guide 1.33.

Incnector Findings

Tha inspector reviewed the licensee’ s response and concurs
that the work pertormed under work requests 47323 and 47445

was pertormed by qualified technical personnel. The inspector

concurs with the licensee that detailed procedures are not
required Tor this type of maintenance activity.

This item ., closed.

[tem E,3 - Moncompliance

‘dministrative Procedure 8, Records Management, required records
te maintained 1n accordance with ANSI N45.¢.9-1974 for temporary
ind permanent records, incluaing storage.

“ontrary to the above, operating log books, surveillance test
results, administrative, maintenance, and testing procecures;

ind cha ges made thereto since the beginning of facility operations
ere stored in the administrative building in standard file
cabinets which did not meet the requirements of Section 5.6,

ANST N45,2.9.

This item is a deficiency.

Licensea Response - Letter dated September 3, 1980

The District was aware of this {tem prior to the NRC/OIE PAB
Team inspection and has been actively engaged in obtaining
a solution, Arthur Young and Company has completed a comprehensive



Inspector Findinas

The insnectar econfirmad the infarmation in the licensea's

rasnonsa, The lieensea iscued AP A50, "Preventive Maintenance
Proaram,” on Senterber 29, 1980, The nurnose of the procedure

is 0 orovide formal adminictrative control for the inftiatira,
scheculina, and documentinag of nreventive maintenance, The
srocaqure describes the basic svstem which has been in effect

for several years and the documents which are used in the oreventive
raintenance system for scheduling and documentina the program,

This 1tem 1s closed.

Ttem £,.2, - Moncormliance

Tacnnical Specificatiun 6.8.1 recuires written procedures be
sstablisned and maintainec covering designated activities
includina the appiicapie procecures recommended in Appendix
L ot dequlatory wuide 1.33, lovember 1972.

‘npendix A of Requlatory Guide 1,33, Section 1, recormenas
Jrecouures, instructions, or drawings TOr pertormance oT maintenance
11°h can arfect the perrormance of satety-related equipment.

ontrary to the above, &t the time of this inspection, the licensee
rrorned sarety-related maintenance activities without approved

geaecures.,

rle nequest /322, 4PS Channei 8 Power/Imbalance/Flow
netion Generator Module., Adjusted break points and slopes.

Jork Request 47445, S-1C, Inverter C Low Voltage.
"5 an ziternative to written procedures the licensee utilized

vondor/ tochnical manuals; however, these manuals were uncontrolled
ind did not recefve management review and approval,

c*

his item is an infraction.

Licensea Rospeonse - Latter dated September 3, 1980

Requiatory Guide 1,33 Appendix A, Section %9a states "Maintenance
trat can affect the performance of safety-related equipment

should be nroperly preplanned and performed in accordance with
sritten procedures, documented instructions, or drawinags appropriate
to the circumstances. Routine maintenance activities that

require skills normally possessed by qualified personnel may

not require detailed step-by-step delineation in a procedure

but should be subject to general administrative procedural
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Maintenance

Ttams of Moncompliance and Neviations

1)

Item E.1. - Moncompliance

Tachnical Specificaticn €.8.]1 requires written procedures be
establisked ard maintained covering cdesfanated activities including
the anpiicable nrocedures recommenc d in Appendix A of Regulatory
Guide 1,33, November 1972,

Popendix A of Requlatory Guide 1.33. Section A, recommends
dministrative Procedures for typical safety-related activities.

0A Manual, Procedure NDAP 24, Procedure Pequirements, required
procedures 1n acceordance with Regulatory Guide 1.33, including
preventative maintenance.

Contrary to the above, an administrative procedure was not
provided to control the satety-reiated preventative maintenance
proaram prior to May §, 1580,

Tha licensee's Acministrative Procedure Index identified AP
G50, Preventative jlaintenance Program, as the controiling
rrocedure for preventative maintenance; however, AP 650 was
never issued.

-

his item is a deficiency.

Licensee Response - Letter dated August 6, 1980

Pancho Seco has been operating with a preventative maintenance
nrogram which has been computerized for scheduling purposes.
“he intent of the procedure will be to describe the system

ana the mechanisms to control the activities of the program.

The Administrative Procedure AP €57, "Preventative Maintenance
rogram.” ic being written. Trz procedure will descrite

respont ibilities and details tc control the preventative maintenance
ictivities, The procedure will be prepared, reviewed and approved
within S0 days. Full implementation of the activities will

be corplecad within an additional 60 days.

The intent of the procedure will be to describe the system
and the mechanisms which are in effect. The procedures will
control and explain the activities of the program.
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a nonconfarmance report be inftiated tn assure that the matter
receives the attartion of manaqgment,

The inenactor found unon examining the licensee's records relating
to the Aaastat relay and the Toraue switches that:

a. Tha defective Paastat was renlaced with the different model
Lmastat in accordance with the licensee's nonconformance report
orocecure which authorized the use of the different model
Aqastat relay. Abnormal tags were hung on the equipment in
accordance with the procecdure described above.

b, The Toroue settings were increased on the two 1imitorcue valves
from 1.0 to 2.0 and from 1,25 to 2.0 pounds in accordance
with ri~viousiy approvea work requests wnich included approval
by the responsible engineer, However, the engineer nad failed
%0 initiate the reauirea tngineering Change Notice (ECN) which
then wouid nave resuited in a Document Change totice (DCN)

109 the subDsSeguent updating or the design cocuments. Ouring
xamipation ©T the cocuments, the inspector observed that the
conaition nad existed tor more than a year, The licensee
ronrscsencacive cnereupon initiated an ACR on the conaition
AT the aonormal Lags nad been on the equipment for more
A vear,  (o@ Lags nad been piaced on the equipment in
v 078, The licensee’'s acditicnal response of llovember
1020, acdressed Cnis macter.

\s discussed above, the inspectors Tound that the management control
svstem in offact provides the appropriate measures to assure that
design cnanges and plant modifications in addition to maintenance
activities are properly controlled and evaluated and approved by
aronerly qualified individuals. The problem identified by the PAR
Team apoears to be an fsolated case where the Engineer failed to
froierent the design control procedure to update the design document.,
Tha Agastat relay problem was handled properly by the licensee.
Continued adherence to the present control system should provide

the necossary assurance that raintenance, plant chanues, and modificaticns

#1101 continue *to be handled 1r a competent manner and consistent
with requlatory requirements,
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The PAB Team's contertion that a screening nrogram by the Supervisor,
Enaineerinag and Nuality Control, did not constitute an adequate
evaluation has been reviewed by both NRC's Region V and by the
Nistrict's Nuality Assurance nersonnel, The Nistrict finds it

to be both competent and conservative,

The subjective evaluations made by the PAB Team on the Nistrict's
management controls of safety-related design changes and modifications
activities were identified as poor. The complexity of meetina the
Federal Requlations, 10 CFR 50,59, and all the documents covering
design control and review has resulted in a very involved control
system, It transcends all the oraanizations connected with Rancho
Seco and adaiticnally requires specific actions by both the PRC

and MSPC including documented action by many supervisory personnel.
Our present system was deveioped only after many meetinas discussions
and debates with the NRC Reqion V inspectors. Improvements in

the proaramatic cor .~ols have been made in “he past and the District
expects cnanges in the ruture to improve the system,

The NDistrict will respond to this contention by critically reviewing
the programmatic controis and determine if ary further significant
irnrovement is warranted, This review, inciuding any changes,

i1l Le accompliished by 1 January 1581,

Rasults of Special Team Inspection

Findinas

A11 repair/rework type maintenance or the vork associated with the installa-
tion of rodifications to plant equipment 1s required to be performed in accord
ince with the requirements of Administrative Procedure No.AP-3, Work Request.

Maintenance type work is routinely approved by aopropriate management
nersonnel Including the responsible plant engineer orior to completing
the task., However, when a particular 1tem requires maintenance

to be per“ormed on back shifts or weekends, the shift supervisor

is authorized to approve the work request, Vork requests so approved
are then -ubsequently reviewed by plant management and angineering
personnel upon their return to the site on the next regular work

day.

Whenever work is performed that results in a change to 2 drawing

or some other equipment specification, the responsible engineer

is recuired to issue an Engineering Change Notice to update the

design documents, In addition, whenever a plant condition is identified
a5 different from that shown on design documents, the licensee's

procram requires that "abnormal tags™ be hung on the affected equipment
to show that a discrepancy exists., Also, {f these tags remain
outstanding for more than one year, the procedures require that
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PAR Taam Evaluation as Contained in IE Report 50-312/80-15 (Supplement)
datsd Soptember 5, 1980,

Tha licensaa's proqgram to control safety-rela-ed desian change

and modifization activities was lacking in som?: aspects. The program
contained inconsistencies which nermitted safety-related chances

to te implemented utilizing the abnormal tag procram without the
aprronriate documented cafety evaluations, reviews, and aperovals,
Thiz resulted in changes to the facility without review by the Engineering
Supervisor, Generation Engineering Department, or recoanition by

the PRC., Additionally, numerous changes were made based on the
screening enoncer's evaluation without PRC overview. The failure

*g nrovide thees chanaes with the approoriate review and approval

dic not ensure that an unreviewed safety cuestion did not exist.

Functional job descriptions were not available for all personnel

in the Ceneration tngineering Lepartment. A detailed training

and retraining program Tor site and corporate engineering personnel
nad not been Tuilly estabiished or i1mpiemented.

Tha reporting requirements of the Technical Specifications were
batna met for vacility cnanqes; but the reporting requirements
of JPR 50,59 were not et. dormaily, the HRC accepts the most
conservative requirenent, Tnis indicates that the NRC may not

voare oF ook Tull extent oi the moditications that have taken

Jiace

‘anicement coentiross of satety-reiated design cnange and modifications
ctivities was considered poor.

17:40s Conclusions as Contained in Letter irom Stello to Mattimoe,
ditad Septemper 5, 1980,

The Design Change and Modification program as implemented in the

fizla dees not provide systematic assurance that modifications on
satety related systems are being properly reviewed for negative impact
on sarevy.

Licansee's Position as Contained in Letter from Mattimoe to Stello
catad Uctober 10, 1980,

Tha District does not agree with this contention. The programmatic
centrnls are already in effect which provide the necessary design
criteria and review functions to ensure compliance with the Federal
“egulations and standards the District has committed to.
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The original purchase of this Class I spare part was made to
replace an existina Model 7012PC relay in the diesel generator.
Subsequently, Acastat relay Model 2412PN was not performing

25 cesired (timing accuracy was questionable) and it was decided
to replace 1t with the Model 7012PC to improve performance.

Use of this component as a replacement for Agastat relay Model
2412PN was properly identified on a NCR. The NCR reviews

the component for form, fit and function as a proper replacement
ftem and identified the testing to be performed for acceptance
of the relay for its intended function., NCR $-1905 was properly
icentified as an accept item which states:

"% disposition indicating that the nonconformance does
rot substantially affect safety, interchangeability,
service |ife, or performance; and that the material can
b2 used for 1ts intended purpose. This disposition requires
Engineering review Board approval,”
Tha District coes not agree that this item constitutes a violation
of the OA Program. Wwhat was done to properiy qualify the
component for its intended use was both logical and in agreement
vith our Quality Assurance Program, [ts selection for use
‘n tha particular circuit improved its performance and reliability.
* 7o not veel that the NCR program must be referenced in
7 o, 10, The use of the NCR at Rancho Seco is well documented
(over 2000 have been written since start of operations). The
cistrict does not agree this 1tem {s an Infraction.

'nspector Findings

The inspector confirmed the information in the licensee's
response,  The inspectors concur with the licensee's position
that the item was cited in error.

This item is closed.
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[tem 0.3, - Noncomnliance

10 CFR50, Appendix B, Criterion V, requires that activities
17fecting cuality be nrescribed by documented instructions,
srocedures, or drawines and be accomnlished in accordance
1ith these documents.

"8 Manual Precedure Mo, 4, Procurement Document Control, stated
art: "Yhen nrecurement of Class I or selected Class Il
components, parts, materials is necessary from an unapproved
supplier, the receiving inspection requirements of CAP No., 10
for an unapproved supplier must be met before the article can

Lo ""”d."
7A Manual, Procedure OAP 10, Receivinag Inspection, stated in

nart: “A raceiving inspection will be performed on all Class

[ or caloctea Class [I items inciuding contracter furnished
“aterials, [T an 1tem 1s purchasea from an unapproved suppiier

“ra JI0R witl indicate the acceptance requirements. The acceptance
Fonutrements may oe documentea on a Certificate of Conformance,’

Lontrar; to tne above an Agastat relay, model 7012PC, was
~'»r“:rau Trom an unapprovea suppiier and installed on Aprii
y 220, The relay was classitied QA Class I, and no Certificate
onTtormance was requested trom the suppiier, There was
saiving inspection Data Report (RIDR) filed. This reiay
SLdiiec on Uiesel Generator ~ a5 a repiacement for Agastat
v, rodel 2512 PN.

he 'icensee issued a nonconrormance report (NCR) on the Agastat
=iay on April 14, 1980, 1dent1fy1ng that the relay had been
urcnased Trom an u”appuoxeu supplier; however, the dispositioning

of this item through the NCR program was not addressed in QAP 10.

This item is an infraction.

Licensee Response - Lotter dated August 6, 1980

A4

-

Tha Anastat relay, Model 7012PC was purchased as a commercial
replacement component in conformance to the District's Quality
‘ssurance Manual, QAP No. 4, Procurement Document Control,
requirements:

General fequirements

4. luclear Operations requisitions operating supplies,
spare parts and stock replacement items when they
are adequately {identified by a parts number and may
be purchased without detafled specifications when
obtained as the original manufactured {tem,



include a NCMN %o be written to provide the desired drawing
update. The MNCR also provides the mechanism to initiate a
satety analysis when required,

Joth tha torcue switch setpoint values and replacement of

the 'ndel 7012PC Anastat relay are nroperly shown on drawings
that describa the nlant confiaquration. The Ouality Assurance
“rogram reauires a DCN to be issued to provide a drawing update
to the as-built condition.

It is the District's position that we are in conformance to
the Federal Pegulations as we have delineated them in the
Rancho Seco control documents.

‘le 40 not agree this is an infraction.

lLicon=en Pesponse - Letter Dated November 7, 1980,

The District wisnes to clarify the response to include the
following:

1. NCR S-190% was written on the Acastat relay Model 7012PC
and identified a Drawing Change iotice (DCN) was necessary
Lo update the appiicable drawing.

“o lbnormal cags 0415 and 0416 resulted in NCR S-2119 to be
vritten to provide the mechanism for a DCN to be generated
for the applicable drawing update.

3, Abnormal tag 0393, if it has not been cleared within one
year of installation, will then result in an NCR to be
written,

The sbove appreach is in conformance to the programmatic controls
in « fect at Rancho Seco. Additionally, work requests are
infriated where knowledgeable personnel review the action

that is to be taken and what inspection/test is required.

The controls in effect to cover this complex area should be
1dequate to cover any concerns you may have, OQOur people have
been cautfoned that the anniversary reviews on abnormal tags
must be made.

Inspector Findings

The inspector confirmed the information provided in the licensee's
responses, The cited maintenance activities were performed
under appropriately approved work requests.

This item 1s closed.



3. Design Chances and Modifications

A, [tams nf MNoncompliance and Deviations

1) I+*sm D.,4, - Noncompliance

10CFR30, Anpendix R, Criterion V, requires that activities
1ffacting nuality be prescribed by documented instructions,
srocedures, or drawinas and be accomnlished in accordance
with thase documents,

0A Manual, Procedure 0OAP 2, Desiagn Review, Item 1 under General
Pequirements, specified that changes in plant equipment, systems,
comnonents,..cannot be made unless appropriate safety reviews

(o2 ceen mage as required in 10 CFR 50.59 and implemented
‘1 eantormance with the Technical Specifications, Administrative
‘rocedures, and the Cuality Assurance Manual.

“ancho Seco Contiguration Control Procedure, ECP-1, Section

L.., “coulrec engineering ana management reviews and approvals

ar olant cnanges, sectien 3.1, Step 3.1.3 reguirea an approvead

‘raineering Change notice (ECN) be issuea prior to a Drawing
“ange totice (UCN), Sectien 3.2, Step 3.2.1, required an ECN
 1ssusd Tor ail o contiguration changes that require piant
117ication; ana step 3.4.< required department manager level
TOrOVAL (0P any cnanges o Liass I systems or equipment.

Irary Lo uie eoove, Class I system modifications were made
TOUL Droviding the appropriate engineering and management
1ows and approvais as required., The following are examples:

Toraue switch setpoint values for safety feature valves

re changed using abnormal tags 0415, 0416 and 0493,

 model J012PC Agastat reiay was installed in the starting
© the "A" emergency diesel generator using abnormal

cR1tT 07 Tne

1
q Lais,

The 1icensee's abnormal tag program required only first level
:unervision to document changes made to safety systems, The
Shift Supervisor was also required to acknowledge the abnormal
onuition; however, the Shift Supervisor signature indicated
rocoonition that an abnormal tag had been placed on a safety
system but did not constitute an enagineering review or department

manager level approval.
This item is an infraction.

I{censee Posponse - Letter Dated August 6, 1980

Our CA program permits a NCR to be written to identify the
situation, provide a proper disposition which car 1f necessa-y



The PAR insnection conclusions and past Region V inspection findinags

have all found thac the facility has been and currently 1s being operated
by well qualified and highly competent personnel in the management,
operating, maintenance, and staff positions,

Curing late October and early Movember 1980, IE Region V conducted a

special team inspection to follow-up on the PAB inspection findings.

This team consisted of Senior Resident Inspectors from the Trojan, Diablo
Canyon and Rancho Seco nuclear plants along with the Region V Enforcement
Coordinator who 1s also the responsible regional based inspector for

startup activities at the San Onofre Unit 2 and 3 facilities.

The purpose of this special team inspection was to (1) verify the licensee's
responses to the items of noncompliance identified in the Notice of Violation
dated July 16, 1980 and commitments made in the licensee's response to

the Director, IE, dated COctober 10, 1980, (2) address the unresolved

ftems identifiea by PAB, and (3, review the seven program areas identified
by PR as beina poor and determine the corrective actions that have been
taken and, as appropriate, need to be taken to upgrade each program area.

For convenience and continuity, sections 3 through 9 of this

report are captioned with the functional area icdentified as being poor

by the PAR {nspection team. Each of these sections contain the items of
noncomnl fance and deviations identified auring the PAB inspection, the
licensee's response(s) to these items of noncompliance, the inspector's
firdinos regarding each item of noncompliance, the PAB Inspection ieam's
evaluation of the program area, the IE:HQ conclusions regarding the
proaram area, the Ticensee's position regarding the program area, and

the resulls of the Regfon V Specfal Team inspection regarding the program
area,



Backaround

Membars nf +he IF Parfarmance fnprafss] Branch (PAB) conducted an inspection
of the licensed activities at Rancho Saco during April and May 1980,

On July 16, 1980, IE Reainn V forwarded the PAB inspection report and a notice
of violation tn the licensee describing the items of noncompliance identified
during the PAB inspection. The licensee resnonded to these items of
noncompliance {dentified durina the PAB inspection by letters from the
General Manager of the Sacramento Municinal Utility District (SMUD) to

the Director of IE:V dated August 6, 1980, and from the Assistant General
Manager and Chief Engineer of SMUD to the Director if IE Region V dated
“eptember 3, 198C and November 7, 198C. On September 5, 1980,

an svaluation report was sent to the licensee from 1E:HQ which classified
seven (7) of aleven (11) areas ot the licensee's management program as
accentable but poor. On October 10, 1580, the licensee responded to

IE:HO on this evaiuation report.

Curina the (IRC Public Hearing neid in May 1980, prepared testimony submitted
by two mempers ot the PAB inspection team stated:

"The fact that FAB has concerns with a2 Licensee's management controls
does not indicate that tne Licensee's management is not competent
to manace chelr reactor tacility. A Licensee with a weak or iess

forratized management syscen ay nave a strong operation because
T his oA stronyg, weil gualified, and experienced management team.
Tha UL0 concerns, nowever, are based on the fact that future turnover

wagenent personnel could resuit in problems if a strong managenent
o1 nas not been established to support the new managers wno
C .2 50 sirong or experienced as their prederessors.”

iV

In addition, cie A2 Inspection Team members testimony concluded that the
weaknesses 1dentified in the management control ?rograms at Rancho Seco did
not warrant irmediate action on the part of the licensee at that time; but,
rather ecxpected the licensee to review the areas ¢f concern and determine
if acpropriate action to resolve the concerns would enhance the continued
safe operation of the Rancho Seco facility.

PAB management personnel later concluded in correspondence to the Director,
IE that the management control systems for Rancho Seco at the time of the
inspection were not completely formalized or fully integrated, and,
further, that in spite of the existence of this overall weakness in the
manacerent control system, no specific cause-effect relationship could

be made botween it and any significant problems that the PAB inspection
team identified at the site. In fact, they concluded that the absence

of problems of {rmedfate safety concern is protably more a reflection of
cornatence of the curren® operating personnel at the site than to any

of the ranagement control systems in existence at that time., Upgrading

of the management control system was considered to be important so that
when corbined with capable management, long term operational safety can be assured.
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Mattimoe, Assistant Cenearal Minager, Chief Engineer and Chairman of
the MSRC

Podricuez, Manacer, Nuclear Onerations

RPaasch, Manager, Generation Engineering

Schwieger, Director, Ouality Assurance Department

Qubre', Plant Superintendent

Colombo, Technica! Assistant and Chairman of the PRC

McCollican, Supervisor, Nuclear Piant Engineering and Quality Control

. 2lachly, Supervisor, Plant Operaticns

. Ceward, Superviscr, Maintenance

. Jewett, Supervisor, Site Cuality Assurance
. Mau, Supervisor, Training

. Poss, Supervisor, Site Security

Yount, Electrical Foreman

. Low, I4&C Engineer

Turrer, Mechanical Foreman

. Orock, Supervisor, Electrical/I&C Maintenance

Smith, ecnanical Engineer, weneration Engineering
Schumacher, Safety Engineer

Tucker, Planner/Scheduler

Dowson, GC Coordinator

. Linkhart, £lectrical Engineer

corchers, tngineering Tecnnician
Hackert, Engineering Technician

. Lopez, Foreman, Warehouse

Tha inspector interviewed othar lTicensee employees including members
of the enaineering, maintenance, operations, and quality assurance departments.

*Denotes those individuals who attended the exit interview on November 6, 1280.
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