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U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION I

Report No. 83-03

Docket No. 50-213

License No. DPR-61 Priority Category C

Licensee: Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Company
P. O. Box 270
Hartford, Connecticut 06101

Facility Name: Haddam ?!eck

Inspection At: Haddam, Connecticut

Inspection Conducted: January 24-28, 1983

Inspectors: -/ 3 8 8'5-
E. T. Shaub,,Re8ctor Engineer date

( d' 8' $3,

PM. Bifsetf, Reactor Engineer date

Approved by: #. )p [
D. L. Caphtdh, Chief, Management Programs ' date

Section, DETP

Inspection Summary: Inspection conducted on January 24 - 28, 1983 (Inspection
Report No. 50-213/83-03)

Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspection of-licensee action on previous
inspection findings; surveillance testing program including ISI, Quality
Assurance records; and follow-up of PAB inspection. The inspection. involved
76 inspector hours onsite by two region based inspectors.

Results: No violations were identified in three areas: one in one area, failure
to adequately establish test of Boric' Acid pumps (para. 3.3.4).
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Details

1. Persons Contacted

D. Bement, Nuclear Records Supervisor
G. Bouchard, Maintenance Supervisor
R. Brown, Operations Supervisor*

T. Campbell, Instrument and Control Supervisor*

G. Closius, Quality Assurance Supervisor*

H. Clow, Health Physics Supervisor
B. Danielson, Production Maintenance Management Planner
J. Ferguson, Unit Superintendent*

R. Graves, Station Superintendent
V. Libby, NUSCO Quality Assurance*

R. Test, Station Services Superintendent*

T. Riccio, Assistant Instrument and Control Supervisor

USNRC

T. Rebelowski, Senior Resident Inspector

The inspectors also interviewed other licensee personnel including reactor
operators, technicians, and clerical personnel.

* Denotes those present at the exit interview.

2. Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings and Performance Appraisal
Branch Followup

(Closed) Unresolved Item (213/80-18-08). A surveillance test of Contain-
ment Air Filtration System is required monthly by Technical Specifica-
tions. Technical Specifications do not specify the modes for which this
test is applicable, only that three of four containment recirculation fans
must be operable while the reactor is critical. The licensee evaluated
the need for a Technical Specification change and, in the interim, agreed
to perform the test on a monthly basis in all modes until the issuance of
their Standard Technical Specifications, which will specify the specific
modes the surveillance test is required. Based on the above this item is
closed.

(Closed) Violation (213/82-16-01) and Performance Appraisal Branch (213/
82-23) Operations, Item 8: Five administrative procedures were not
reviewed within a two year period as required. In conjunction with a
Performance Appraisal Branch (PAB) potential enforcement item, which
identified approximately 150 unreviewed procedures, the inspector reviewed
the licensee's management system to ensure periodic review of safety-
related procedures is completed and adequately documented. The licensee's
computer system has been revised to include the PORC meeting number
associated with the review of each procedure; provide printouts by depart-
ment at 22 month intervals to ensure review can be completed within 24
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months; and, the printouts are distributed via the controlled routing
program, which requires a written response to plant management. In
addition, the inspector reviewed the latest computer printout and
identified less than 20 procedures that exceeded the two year review
cycle. These procedures were either special procedures or administrative
procedures that were no longer being utilized. The licensee took
immediate, corrective action and, at a special PORC, cancelled the
administrative procedures and scheduled the remaining procedures for
review. Based on the above, the PAB putential enforcement item and
213/82-16-01 are closed.

3. Surveillance Testing Program

3.1 References

The following licensee's administrative controls were inspected for
conformance to the requirements of the Technical Specifications,
" Administrative Controls"; ANSI N18.7-1976, " Administrative Controls
for Nuclear Power Plants"; and Regulatory Guide 1.33, " Quality
Assurance Program Requirements."

The following administrative procedures were reviewed:

-- ADM 1.1-51, Inservice Inspection Program, Revision 1, February
21, 1980.

QA 1.2-11.1, Operational Surveillance Tests, Revision 7, July--

1, 1981.
;

QA 1.2-11.2, Review of Test Data, Revision 3, March 17, 1980.--
;

-- QA 1.2-12-3 Retest / Test Requirements, Revision 7, March 7,
1980.

3.2 Program Review and Implementation

3.2.1 The surveillance program and its implementation were inspected
,

|
for conformance to those standards and appropriate plant
administrative procedures detailed in paragraph 3.1. The
following areas were verified:

-- A master schedule had been developed and maintained for
surveillance testing within each appropriate organizational
group.

-- Responsibilities had been assigned for performance of
tests and assurance that test schedules are satisfied.

-- Tests required by Technical Specifications were availatie
and covered by properly approved procedures.
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-- Test format and technical content were adequate and provid-
ed satisfactory testing of related systems or components.

-- Test were performed within the required time frequencies'
specified by the Technical Specifications.

-- Test data results met acceptance criteria; and, if not,
appropriate, corrective action was taken.

-- Completed tests had been reviewed as required by facility
administrative requirements.

3.2.2 The following surveillance procedures were reviewed.

-- SUR 5.1-4, Hot Operational Test, Revision 12, February 25,
1982. Data reviewed for tests performed monthly, March
through December 1982.

,

-- SUR 5.1-6C, Reactor Containment Leak Monitoring, Revision,
September 9, 1982. Data reviewed for daily tests performed
January 15 - 25, 1983.<

-- SUR 5.1-23, Routine Control Rod Motion Check, Revision 8,
December 28, 1982. Data reviewed for test performed every
two weeks from October 20, 1980, through January 12, 1983.

i

| -- SUR 5.1-13, Auxillary Feed Pump Monthly Functional Test,
| Revision 11, April 22, 1982. Data reviewed for test
i performed monthly, October 1982 through January 1983.

- .SUR 5.1-62, Personnel Hatch, Revision 9, December 9, 1982.
Data reviewed for partial tests ' completed January 1, 2, 8,
9, 13, 16, and 20, 1983.

-- SUR 5.1-77, Main Steam Line Isolation Trip Value Functional
~

Test, Revision 2, February 25, 1982.

-- SUR 5.1-104, Boric Acid Pump Weekly Functional Test,
Revisions 1, 2, and 3. Data' reviewed for weekly test
performed June 1982 through, January 1983.

-- SUR 5.1-119, Flow Test of Diesel and Electric Fire Pumps,
Revision 0, October 27, 1978. Data reviewed for test
performed September 24, 1982.

-- SUR 5.5-9, Semi-Annual Testing of Flood Control Alarm
System Revision 4, January 28, 1982. Data reviewed for
test performed June 9, 1982.

!
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-- SUR 5.5-17, Quarterly Station Battery Checks, Revision 0,
December 17, 1979. Data reviewed for quarterly checks in
1982.

-- SUR 5.2-24, Diesel Timer Test, Revision 4, January 28,
1982. Reviewed completed monthly tests for September,
October, November, and December 1982.

-- SUR 5.2-5, Pressurizer Level Set Points, (six week test),
Revision 6, June 10, 1982. Reviewed the latest three
completed tests.

-- S' R 5.2-4, Pressurizer Pressure Set Points, (six weekJ
test), Revision 5, December 8,1981. Reviewed the latest
three completed tests.

-- SUR 5.6-3, Radiation Monitoring System (required fre-
quency - each refueling), Revision 2, March 17, 1980.
Reviewed the results of the test performed November 1981.

-- SUR 5.6-5, Area Radiation Monitoring) System Calibration(required frequency - each refueling , Revision 3, July
18, 1980. Reviewed the results the test performed November
1981.

3.3 Findings

3.3.1 Procedure QA 1.2-11.3-C, " Retest / Test Requirements", Section
6, Testing, paragraph 6.15, states that "if no existing test
procedure exists, a Retest / Test Procedure shall be written and
approved by the Cognizant Department head and the Operations
Shift Supervisor." The inspector expressed a concern that
this procedural step could allow a safety-related test proce-
dure to be implemented prior to Plant Operations Review
Committee (PORC) review. The licensee acknowledged the
inspector's concern and stated that this procedural step was
intended for a post-maintenance / installation type test, not
an operability test, but to avoid confusion, the procedure
would be revised to eliminate the possibility of a safety-
related Retest / Test procedure being written and implemented
prior to PORC review and approval. Revision of this procedure
will be reviewed in'a subsequent NRC:RI inspection (213/83-
03-01).

3.3.2 The acceptance criteria of surveillance procedure SUR 5.1-13
Auxillary Feedwater Monthly Functional Test was only qualita-
tive and did not indicate the quantitative limits of the
auxillary feed pumps required by Technical Specifications
(develop 800 psig pump discharge pressure 0 300 psi steam
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inlet pressure). The licensee's representative acknowledged
the inspector's finding and agreed to revise the acceptance
criteria to include the Technical Specifications limits. This
procedure is another example of an unresolved issue identified
in inspection report 50-213/82-22 and will be reviewed in
conjunction with the licensee's action to resolve the item
(213/?2-22-02).

3.3.3 Procedure QA 1.2-11.1, " Operational Surveillance Test,"
Revision 7, delineates the responsibilities for surveillance
test program and includes the " Master Test Control List." The
inspector determined that only departmental Test Control
Lists / Schedules were being revised to reflect recent Technical
Specifications and the Master Test Control List was not being
revised to reflect the new surveillance tests / calibration
requirements. By procedure, the QA supervisor is responsible
for monitoring the status of the surveillance test program and
reporting to plant management i. hose tests not completed within
the specified interval. The QA supervisor only reviews
completed surveillance tests when the records are transmitted
from the various departments' to the record's facility (for
operations department surveillances, it can be as much as one
year later) and was not reviewing the Departmental Tests
List / Schedules to ensure that all scheduled surveillance tests
are being completed within the specified interval.

~

The licensee's representative acknowledged the inspector's
findings and stated that 1) a computerized " Surveillance Tracking
Program" is being developed and will consolidate the Depart-
mental Test Lists into one master surveillance schedule that
will schedule and monitor the status of the Technical Specifi-
cation required surveillance and calibration programs; 2)
Procedure QA 1.2-11.1, " Operational Surveillance Test" will be
revised to reflect the Surveillance Tracking Program and
re-define the responsibilities for coordination and implementa-
tion of the Surveillance Program; and 3) the Surveillance Tracking
Program and revision of QA 1.2-11.1 will be completed by May
1, 1983, and fully implemented by June 1, 1983.

The above item is unresolved, pending licensee's actions and
will be reviewed in a subsequent NRC:RI inspection (213/83-03-
02).

3.3.4 Technical Specification, Section 4.2, Operational Safety
Items, Table 4.2.2. " Minimum equipment checks and sampling
frequency," Item 10, Boric Acid Pumps, requires a weekly test
run of the Boric Acid Pumps. The licensee uses SUR 5.1-104,
" Boric Acid Pump Weekly Functional Test," to verify that the
boric acid pumps are operational. The inspectors determined
the SUR 5.1-104 does not adequately verify / demonstrate that

-__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _
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the boric acid pumps are operational or will perform satis-
factorily in service in that:

1) the procedure requires only verifying that a pump run
indicating-light is lit and does not include a method to
verify that an adequate flow has been established. The
procedure does require a filter D/P reading prior to
starting the pumps and another reading.while the IB pump
is running to monitor filter blockage for preventative
maintenance reasons;

2) the procedure does not require recording pump discharge
pressure, only to check that a low pressure alarm clears
shortly after pump start; and,

3) the acceptance criteria requires verification of pump
operability from control room instrumentation and local
indication. This acceptance criteria does not stipulate
quantitative criteria that can be related to and/or be
measured against design performance requirements of the
FSAR, Section 5.2.1, or that will verify the pump's perform-
ance has not been degraded and is capable of performing
satisfactorily in service.

Discussions with the control room operators and review of test
data (filter D/P) for the previous six months indicated that
there is some confusion as to what the recorded filter D/P
reading was being used for and what would be an acceptable
change in the filter D/P, from a static system to pump running
condition, to indicate normal / acceptable flow.

In addition, the procedure requires the use of an alternate
method and flow path if the boric acid filter D/P indication
is out of service. Some weekly test results indicated that
the static filter D/P and pump running filter D/P reading were
the same, and no further action was taken by the' operators to
either declare the filter D/P gauge out of service and/or
establish flow by the alternate method.

Failure to adequately establish procedure SUR 5.1-104 to
perform the Technical Specification required weekly test run
of the Boric Acid Pumps is contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion XI, Test Control, and is considered a violation

(213/83-03-03).

4. Inservice Inspection Program Pumps and Valves

4.1 References

The following licensee's administrative controls were inspected for
conformance to the requirements of Technical Specifications, ASME

. _ _ _
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Code Section XI, " Rules for Inservice Inspection of Power Plant
Components" subsections IWP and IWV.

The following documents were reviewed:

Inservice Inspection Pump Testing Program, Revision 0, February--

24, 1982.

Inservice Inspection Valve Testing Program, Revision 1, January--

1, 1983.

SUR 5.7-10, Inservice Inspection Pump Analysis and Documenta---

tion, Revision 3, March 30, 1982.

SUR 5.7-9, Inservice Inspection Surveillance, Revision 3,--

January 20, 1983.

SUR 5.7-11, Documentation of Inservice Inspection - Valve--

Testing, Revision 2, March 1982.

SUR 5.7-12, Scheduling of Inservice Inspection Testing of--

Valves, Revision 0, July 19, 1979.

4.2 Program Review and Implementation

4.2.1 The inspector reviewed in-service inspection test data for
pumps and valves to verify the following:

-- Tests are in conformance with the In-Service Inspection
Program requirements.

-- Test frequency is in conformance with Technical Specifica-
tions and the In-Service Inspection Program.

-- Test format and technical content are adequate and provide
satisfactory testing of related systems or components.

-- Test results have been reviewed as required by facility
administrative requirements and appropriate action was
taken for results failing acceptance criteria.

-- Tests are performed by qualified personnel.

4.2.2 The following documents were reviewed:

ISI pump and valve reports far the third and fourth quar---

ters of 1982 (including recci.mendation for reduced test
frequency).

a
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-- Test data associated with the fourth quarter pump and
valve test, including the High Pressure and Low Pressure
Injection Pumps and Residual Heat Removal Pumps.

m
-- Retest of Charging Pump, October 5, 1982.,

4.3 ' Findings

The licensee is currently revising all the surveillance tests for
the valve program to be administratively controlled by the ISI
engineers and be implemented by the Operations Department. This
will ensure that test results will be evaluated and approved by the
ISI engineers in a timely manner.*

5.0 0.A. Records
'

5.1 References

ANSI 45.2.9-1974, Requirements for Collection, Storage, and--

Maintenance of Quality Assurance Records for Nuclear Power Plants

Regulatory Guide 1.88, Revision 2--

5.2 Program Review
'

The licensee's program for maintaining records was reviewed for
conformance with references listed in paragraph 5.1. This review
encompassed requirements for maintaining and retaining Quality
Assurance (QA) type records; assignment of responsibilities, thus
assuring that QA type records 'will be maintained; and record,

storage controls, including record receipt / retrieval.

Procedures reviewed included:
'

Administrative Control Proce' dure (ADP) 1.1-6, Plant Records--

| Collection, Storage, Maintenance and Disposition, Revision 8,
November 20, 1980;

Quality Assurance (QA) Procedure No. QA 1.2-17.1, Quality--

Assurance Records;

Connecticut Yankee Station ' Policy-(CYSP)-22, Plant Records--

|
Retention List, Revision 1, July 14, 1981.

5.3 Implementation
-

The inspector selectively sampled various QA records to verify that
| the records were forwarded to the Nuclear Plant Records File (NPRF)
i via transmittal, processed in accordance with applicable procedures,

and were readily retrievable from its designated-file or microfilm
storage location, as applicable.

:

-,
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Findings

During the inspection, a review of completed surveillance documents
from various departments was performed. As identified in a previous
inspection (213/82-22), the inspectors again determined that many
completed surveillance documents were being stored in department
files for periods of up to one year prior to being forwarded to QA
for final review. (Following a Quality Assurance review, records are
then forwarded to the records department for final disposition.)
This method of operation prevents the records department from meeting
its storage commitments and also results 'in an. untimely and unmeaning-'

ful QA review. ,

The licensee's representative acknowledged the inspector's finding
and stated that: 1) Corporate Quality Assurance had previously
identified this problem during a July 1982 audit (No. A 60180) and
that a supplemental response to Corporate Quality Assurance was
required by January 31, 1983, to identify the root cause of the
problem and the long term corrective action; and 2) the issue of
timely and meaningful Quality Assurance reviews should be corrected
when CYSP-22 is revised to establish a uniform plant-wide records
transmittal schedule.

The timely Quality Assurance review and disposition of records was
identified in inspection report 50-213/82-22 and will be followed as
Unresolved Item (213/82-22-04).

6. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
| order to ascertain whether they are acceptable, deviations, or violations.

One unresolved item was identified during this inspection and is detailed
in paragraph 3.3.3.

l 7. Management Meetings

Licensee Management was informed of the scope and purpose of the inspec-
tion at the entrance interview conducted on January 24, 1983. The find-
ings of the inspection were periodically discussed with licensee represen-

,

! tatives during the course of the inspection. An exit interview was
| conducted on January 28,1983 (see paragraph 1 for attendees), at which
| time the findings of the inspection were presented.

A subsequent telephone discussion concerning the inspection findings was
,_

j conducted on February 4,1983, between the inspector and Mr. J. Ferguson.
|
!

l
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