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Dear ( )
I am responding to the con

Work Permit (RWP) controlsMillstone Unit 2 maintenance pcerns that you provided to us on J l
ersonnel worked on a contamiu y 5,1991, asserting thatcontaminated.

We have inspected this conc , and as a result your tools and procednated system without Radiation
ure package became

Health Physics 11P)personn lyour information. Based on ou;i
ern

correct. The con (tamination w , when the co,nta ia report with the results of that i
r nspection

we have determined that the actinspection is attached for
e

work bein

allegation.g perfonned under either of the autom tperformed. 'IhereforeThe work controlprocedures ias caused by leakage fmm a ve tilm nation was detected, were prom tons by the
n

a ed work orders (AWO) referen dation housing, not by the
p and

consider this concern ,o be re lno further action is planned by thn place were adequate for the taskt
ce in thesoved.

Should you have any additiWa appreciate you informinge NRC in this matter, and we
s being

onalquestions regarding theseus ofyour concerns and feel th(215) 337-5225

at we have been responsive
matters, please call me co!!cet at.

Si rely,

' o

Edward Wenzinger, Chief
*

Reactor Projects Branch 4lttachment:
Excerpts from NRCInspecti

on Report 50-336/9131 (tktail 17
.2).
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Docket No. 50 336 FEB H W j
1

1

Mr. J. Opeka 1

Executive Vice President Nuclear
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 1

P.O. Box 270 i

Hartford, Connecticut 06141 0270

Dear Mr. Opeka:

Subject: NRC Region ! Inspection Report No. 50 336/91-31 |

Mr. J. T. Shediosky and others of this office conducted a special safety inspection December 17,
1991, through February 7,1992, at the Millstone Nuclear Station Unit 2, Waterford,
Connecticut. The inspection results.are documented in the enclosed report. They were
discussed with Mr. J. S. Keenan and other members of your staff at the conclusion of the
inrpection.

1

Areas examined during the inspection are described in the enclosed report. Within these areas,
the inspection focused on issues brought to Northeast Utilities by the NRC. Our independent
review evaluated your performance in complying with regulatory requirements important to
public and worker health and safety. 'ntis review consisted of performance observations of
ongoing activities, inspection of plant equipment, interviews with personnel, and review of j

records.

Our overall assessment was that performance was acceptable. h enclosed inspection report
notes a number of issues on which your staff agreed to provide a response to the NRC. ;

NNECO's response to the NRC may be made in communication with the resident inspectors. '

|

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC's ' Rules of Practice," a copy of this letter and |
Its enclosures will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room. M responses directed by j
this letter are not subjected to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget
as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, Public Law No. 96.511, i

Your cooperation with us is appreciated. 1

Si y, |*
i

hAh
,

Edward C. gTr, Chief !

:Projects Branch No. 4
Division of Reactor Projects |

|

!
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Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 2 ;e

Enclosure: NRC Region ! Inspection Report No. 50-33&91-31

cc w/ enclosure:
W. D. Romberg, Vice President, Nuclear Operations
D. O. Nordquist, Director of Quality Services
R. M. Kacich, Manager, Nuclear Licensing
S. E. Scace, Nuclear Station Director, Millstone
J. S. Keenan, Nuclear Unit Director, Millstone Unit 2
Gerald Garfield, Esquire
Nicholas Reynolds, Esquire
K. Abraham, PAO (2)
Public Document Room (PDR)
local Public Document Room (LPDR)
Nuclear Safety Information Center (NSIC)
NRC Resident Inspector
State of Connecticut

.
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17.0 SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION ON PRIOR INSPECTION
ISSUES

The fouowing are either clarifications or additional documentation regarding issues the NRC
described in previous laspection reports.

17.1 Drawlag Control

Employees found it convenient to use drawings located within vendor technical manuals, but
expressed concerns that drawings within vendor technical manuals were not up-todiate. Vendor
drawings typically depicted standard equipment designs and were not necessarily the exact
configuradon installed at MP2. The licensee was committed to maintenance of vendor drawings
and incorponting them, as r--y, with the NUSCO controlled drawing system. Licensee
I&C Department management stated it was considering an enhancement of current NNECO
practices such that vendor manuals would include appropriate references to NUSCO drawing
numbers.

Inspection Report (IR) 50-336/91-27, section 7.1, documented the findings of a review made of
the drawing control system and its use during activities at the station. 'Ihe report incorrectly
stated that there were no administrative control procedure requirements to verify the latest
drawing information prior to the use of a drawing for quality work. ' Itis was an error.

Administrative Control Procedure ACP-QA-3.03, Document Control, Revision 33 in section 6.2,
Design Document Control, requires that persons using drawings for quality work activities are
responsible for verifying they have the latest revision of a drawing by referencing the Drawing
Status File within the Generation Records Information Tracking System.

This information does not change the report conclusion that some personnel were not using the
drawing control system when required, but it does correct the finding of a deficiency within the
system of administrative controls.

17.2 Tool and Document Contamination During AWO M2-9146732

'ihe NRC provided a concern related to contamination of tools and a procedure package while
doing AWO M2 91-06732 in July 1991, and the NRC promptly in the concera.

Background

NRC Inspection Report 50-336/91-18 (IR91 Is), section 4.0, documented the NRC review of
various radiological control issues related to posting and control of radiologkal areas, radiation
monitor RFal32, and a spent fuel pool area frisker. In part, that report found that " posting
of contaminated, high airborne radiation and high radiation areas was observed to be appropriate
with respect to boundary identification, locking requirements, and hold points.' 'Ihe foDowing
NRC -ument of the employee concern related to AWO M2-91-06732 was done in July 1991,

-._ _- -_____-
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but was not specifically described in IR91-18.

Assessment

Two work activities in the vicinity of stack gas radiattaa monitor RM 81328 took place during |

the period of July 2 - 3,1991. One activity was calibration of RM 81328 using surveillance |
procedure SP 2404AF. 'Ihe other activity was replacement of the RM 81328 sample fan ,

assembly blower and drive belt per AWO M2 06732. M concern was that work done per |
AWO M2 06732, which had no radiation work permit (RWP) requirements, may have caused '

contamination of an I&C technician's tools and documentation for the SP 2404AF work package.

MP2 health physics (HP) was involved with the issue when the I&C technician exited the work |
area on the morning of July 3,1991. In addition to contamination found on the papers and l

tools, HP surveys found 15K dpm in the work area. Access to the work ' area was then |
controlled as a contaminated area. Other floor areas accessible to personnel were clean. 'Ihere

.

was no contamination of personnel. HP review of the maintenance work activity identified no |

contamination in the fan removed on July 3,1991, or in the maintenance shop. NNECO j
assigned decontamination personnel to clean the affected area.

HP concluded the maintenance work did not cause the contamination and that there were i
acceptable radiological work controls. HP did identify leakage from a ventilation housing near
the job site as the source of the contamination. NNECO took action to contain any further
leakage from the ventilation housing and to continue decontamination of the area.

1

On July 4,1991, the inspector reviewed HP survey sheets and observed the job site. The |
Inspector found that NNECO removed most of the contamination and that NNECO had |
appropriate barricades and postings to control access to the area.

i

conclusion

Rwd on review of HP records and physical inspection of the work area, the inspector concluded
NNECO adequately responded to the contamination event. The laWar had no further i

questions on the adequacy of work controls. |

I

| 17.3 ASI Cune for LHGR
'

l
As described in NRC Inspection Report 50-336/89 08, section 5.4, on May 1,1989, the licensee i
found that the incore analysis (INCA) program produced unexplained results during power ji

ascension testing. For example, a coefficient error resulted in the INCA program being unable |

to precisely measure LHGR over the full length of the core. 'Ihe licensee resolved this matter I

and declared the INCA system operable on May 6,1989. The NRC evaluated licensee actions
and found no inadequacies.

.

.-, - - - -. , - , - - - , __ _. ___
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la accordance with the frectom of Infortnation

ALLEGATION RECEIPT REPORTAct cxea ~ as _ _

F0IA. _. _L G.
7 g f/ Allegation No. [lf 9/-/9-/90Date/ Time

Received:

~

Address:Name:

Phone: City / State / Zip:

Confidentiality:
Yes NoWas it requested?
Yes NoWas it initially granted?

Was it finally granted by the allegation panel Yes No

Does a confidentiality agreement need to be sent
Yes Noto alleger?

Has a confidentiality agreement been signed? Yes No

Memo documenting why it was granted is attached? Yes No

r
A11eger's Q-/ I

,

P Position / Title: L
Employer: ,

Facility: i b Docket No.:

(Allegation Summary (brief escription of concern (s):

/Cf64 $YM % ,~

o{d cut bect kca, Sp, 7/4 M/(pMn 7/4
- Gee aMulM2-we r tWa8 % JFlo76)

!: Number of Concerns:

Employee Receiving Allegation:
(firsttwoinitialsandlastnaf) ,

tor d Safeguards
Type of Regulated Activity (a) _ Vendor e _ Other:

(b) ~ Materials (Specify)
~

(c) _
'

Materials License No. (if applicable):

Functional Area (s): a Operations _e Emergency Preparedness
f Onsite Health and Safety ._b Construction _ ~

.

Safeguards Offsite Health and Safety~

>;u 1 Transportation- ~_, gh Other:
'

~ .r- .
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EFFECTIVE DATE SORC MTG NO.
FOle APPROVED'BY STATIOll SUPERINTENDENT.

STATION EMERGENCY ORGANI1ATON
ON-CALL SCHEDULE CHANGE REQUEST,

*
i

Date:

i

TO: Unit 1 SSSA
>

TROM: Name:

Department:

SEO ON-CALL LIST
REFER: CHANGE TO

The following changes should be made to the Station Emergency
-

Organization on-call List identified above. ,

i

RADIOPAGER

START DATE END DATE NAME (Last, First, M.I.) TELEPHONE i BEEPER (

;

.

.

The period of On-Call is frca 0730 of the " Start Date" to 0730 of theNOTE 1:
morning after the last day of On-Call, unless otherwise noted. .

,

Changes must be submitted at least two working days prior to Start Date,NOTE 2:
please hand deliver if unable to do so.

\ --

SF 107B ;

Reference: EPIP 4211 Rev. 2
Page 1 of 1
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FOrYi APPROVEDIBY STATION SUPERINTENDENT EFFECTIVE DATE SORC MTG NO.

STATION EMERGENCY ORGANIZATON
ON-CALL SCHEDULE CHANGE REQUEST

.

Date:

TO: Unit 1 SSSA

FRCE: Name:

Department:

REFER: CHANGE TO SEO OH-CALL LIST

The following changes should be made to the Station Emergency
Organization On-Call List identified above. .

RADIOPAGER

START DATE END DATE NAME (Last, First, M.I.)_ TELEPHONE I BEEPER i

.

.

NOTE 1: The period of On-Call is from 0730 of the " Start Date" to 0730 of the
morning after the last day of On-Call, unless otherwise noted.

NOTE 2: Changes must be submitted at least two working days prior to Start Date,
please hand deliver if unabic to do so.

.

Reference: EPIP 4211 SF 1078
Rev. 2 |.

Page 1 of 1
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ALLEGATION RECEIPT '

Wed. Jul 17,1991
ALLEGATION No.: RI-A-99 !3:13 PN
Resident Offlee No.: 8.

Name:
p .

Address:
Phone: J City / St:

,

CanfWntielity:
*

? W6: 1t requested? granted?
yes ge,,1.

Imployer:' ilNEC0h
Teciffty: NIILSTONE 2 Position / Title:( ]f[ /DOCKET ND.: 50-356

'

SUNNARY:The elleger forwarded g let raffice mall two
summer 17sd in the attached me[me:(f)es
,

,'
'and[(II) he is 3,tthdrawinn en ellegaties that the

on-cell electrTclan did not meet E-Plan requir*me is en July 5.See the attached,

NUMBER 0f CONCERMS: _f and - t yt-GO
y f/f

00
CHPLOYEE RttflylNG AttEGAil0N. WILLIAM J. RAYNDES

ACTlYl1Y:
- .-. REACTOR
W

FUNCTIONAL. ANEA: (4)10perettwo (0 1 M HSA

Time Rogstred to Process Rogeest: _ l r_ _,

'
.

. u..o .., u.x n .uas
_

M
h

W

A(,1, eXeTipliOM

roa SA-lhL--
.

-

,,, _, , , .., a n ,onie ,, m ,= *eoi te a' "
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ALLEGATION RECEIPT
.

Wed, Jul 17,1991
ALLEGATION NO.: RI-A-9$ _

3:13 PN Resident Of fice No.: S.

Name:I Address: 9
Phone:

,
City / St:

1

Confidentielity:
i''

Was it requested? granted?
Yes Ne X_

.

Employer:hMEC. -
Position / Title:[ ]facility: NILLSTONE 2

DOCKET NO.: 50-336

SUMMARY:The alleger forwardehg interoffice mall two issues
summarized in the attached memo:(t)(

J 9j.fp.j g j and, (11) he is withdrawine an allegation that the
on-call electrician did not meet E-Plan requirements on July 5.
See the attached.

.

NUMBER Of CDNCERNS: 1 and - 1

EMPLOYEE RECElYING ALLEGATION: WilllAM J. RAYMOND

ACTlYlTY: Y REACTOR

RNCT10NAL AREA: (a)10perations (O10rsh H&S

Time Required to Process Request: I Man-Hours
_

informaten in this record was deleted '

in accorda.,te w,th the Freedom cf information

Act, cn gt!ces lo
F01A.YA./bd----

_---
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