50-423
RI=87~A=65

MEMORANDUM FOR: Alan Shropshire, Compliance and Allegation Assistant
FROM: Ebe C. McCabe, Jr., Chief, RPS~1B
SUBJECT: CLOSEQUT OF ALLEGATION NO, RI-87-A-0065 AT MILLSTON: 3

This allegation on Certified Material Test Reports (CMTRs) is closed. The
Region's findings are documented in the endosed portion of Inspection Report
No. 50-423/87-17, issued on Cctober 14, 1987. A Resident inspection determined
this allegation to be unsubstantiated by showing, on a sampling basis, that the
alleged widespread 11legibility of materfal test certificates did not exist.
Th; cample taken indicated an 11legibility proportion of less than 2 of 1000
CMTRs.

Ebe C. McCabe, Jr.
Chief, RPS-1B

Enclosure: As stated

e¢:
J. Strosnider, DRS
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Of these eight, the last four are bypassed in accident conditions. Trips
5 - 8 are in service only when the diesel has been started from efither
the "maintenance" or “test start“ position. The accident conditions that
bypass thess trip signals are Loss of Power (LOP), Safety Injection
Actuation (S15) or Containment Depressurization (CDA) Signals. Any one

of these conditions will, by design, prevent the shutdown relay from being
energized.

Testing of these features is in accordance with 1.8, 4.8.1.1.2.1.6.C.,
which requires the bypass feature to be tested to ensure that the first
four trips listed above remain in effe.t and the last four trips are
bypassed during a LOP with a concurrent SIS,

Although the EDG Protective trip bypass tests meet technical
specification requirements, the tests do not appear to individually check
the three signals which, by design, bypass certain €96 trips. The EDG
“rip bypass for the CDA condition was not found to be required to be
ested. Bypassing of EDG trips was found to be tested for an LOP
voncurrent with an SIS, This indicates that inability of the CDA signal
ty cause an EDG trip bypass may not be detected. Also, inability of
either the LOP or SIS signal to cause a trip may be masked by the other
signal, These concerns will be pursued further during subsequent NRC
inspection.

Allegation RI-87-A-0065; Acceptability of Certified Material Test Reports

The inspector received information from NRC Region I regarding allegedly
widespread 11legibility of certified material test reports (CMTRs)
associated with Millstone Unit 3 purchase orders. On July 30, 1987, this
matter was discussed with the Unit 3 Superintendent, who stated that
purchase order files would be reviewed.

The Ticensee stated that there was no easy way to estimate the total
number of CMTRs associated with site purchase orders, However, the
licensee completed a random sampling review of purchase orders from the
Unit 3 Nuclear Records file to search for illegible CMTRs. Purchase
orders (POs) PO-001 through 032 and P0Os 2472.110-186 through 2412.400-255%
on microfilm rolls S2160 and S1933 were reviewed, which covered about 101
Westinghouse and Stone and Webster surchase orders, along with about 230
associated certified material test reports. Hard copies of twenty-five
CMTRs were provided for inspector review, Of the total CMTRs reviewed,
the licensee found one that was illegible. Based on that sampling, the
licensee concluded that illegibility of CMTRs for Unit 3 purchase corder
records was not a generic issue.
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The inspector reviewed the licensee's assessment by & sampling review of
CMTRs from purchase orders on microfilm rolls S2160 and $1933, Addition-
ally, the inspector independently reviewed 220 addition:1 CMTRs selected

at random from a listing of Unit 3 purchase orders for the years 1984-]1985.
Based on the combined review of 450 CMTRs (230 « 220), a total of 2
i1legible test reports were identified. The inspector noted that, based

on the statistical sampling methodologies of MIL-5TD-105D, the above
inspection results could be representative of a total CMIR "lot size" of

up to 100,000 reports, and would be indicative of a quality level of 0.2%,
or, less than 2 defective .est reports in 1000. Based on the above, the
inspector concluded that there was no concern regarding the generic
acceptability of certified material test reports. The inspector noted
further, based on discussions with licensee personnel, that methods existed
whereby the licensee might obtain a legible copy of an illegible CMIR

(e.g. Ycensee or vendor hard copy files). The inspector had no further
comments on this item.

Committee Activities
The inspector attended meeting 87-114 of the Plant Operations Review
Committee (PORC) on July 30, 1987 and reviewed the minutes for PORC meetings
87-114 and 87-115, and for Nuclear Review Board meeting 87-9. The inspec~
tor noted by observation and/or from the written record that committee
administrative requirements were met for the meetings, and that the
committees discharged their functions in accordance with regulatory
requirements. The inspector observed a thorough discussion of matters
before ihe PORC during meeting 87-14 and a good regard for safety in the
1ssues under consideration by the committee, No inadeguacies were
fdentified.

Review of Licensee Event Reports (LERs)

Licensee Event Reports (LERs) submitted during the report peried were
reviewed to assess LER accuracy, the adequacy of corrective actions,
compliance with 10 CFR 50.73 reporting requirements and to determine if
there were generic implications or if further information was required.
Selected corrective actions were reviewed for implementation and
thoroughness as documented elsewhere in this report. The LERs reviewed
were:

==  B7-31, Reactor Trip Due to Turbine Trip on Low Lube 0] Heacer
Pressure, June 14

The reactor tripoed due to a turbine trip. The turbine tripped on
low lube o1l header pressure about 9 seconds after the autostart of
the turning gear oil pump (TGOP). The TGOP did not cause the trip
since the primary source of oil pressure at the time was the shaft
driven pump. The root cause of the trip was not identified. The
licensee stated that a supplemental report would be submitted on or
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ALLEGATION RECEIPT REPORT
Cite/Time
feceived:  Jowe B 1983/ (ZToC _ Allegetion No.

(leave blany)

Neme:  Nor Lobnlisibs Address: =
Phone: City/State/lip:

Confidentiality Reguested: Yes __ Ne Implied x

Alleger's
Employer: Ner L ogr~ilifrfe [lIvd Position/Title: o ¥ T i
I henmidey Ner Nenivgwsr Cmeiris " |
’
FaciVity: MeccsZeasr  Liareinsd oo Dacket Ne.: SO+ HWRA - i
Allegation Summery (brief description of concern(s)): Zivg Al o sl /82
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_WENE FensbL CVEN T NenlnENLL Lilied JvES  [FROM  STenE s LRI 2 4

Number of Concerrs: o E y (For Allegation Panel Only)

Employee Receiving Allegation: Jewar 7o Sa A
rst two initials and last name)

| Type of Regulated Activity: (a) x Reactor %d) ___ Safeguards
| (b) ___ Vendor e) __ Other:
(¢) __ Materials (Specify)

Materials License No. (if applicable):_

| Functional Area(s): __ (a) Operations ___ (e) Emergency Preparedness

! ' (b) Construction T (f) Onsite Health and Safety

: __ (c) Safeguards " (g) Offsite Health and Safety
—__ (d) Transportation ___ (h) Other:

&e Region I Form 207
(Revised 6/84)
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Detailed Description of Allegationt The alleger called the
Millstone Resident Office at 1500, June 8, 19873 he did not ask

for a specific individual but inguired if we ever "look at mill
test reports for the number three unit." 1 responded that
although 1 did not personally have the background to review these
documents, they are reviewed on a sampling basis by others from
the NRC during inspections of plant construction because they
certify the chemical properties of steel used for safety related
plant systems.

When ! inquired about his concerns, he stated that through
conversations with others, it had been difficult for Stone and
Webster OC to read many of these test reports: that people were
hired from Manpower Company i1n an attempt to correct these
records and the records were such a mess that his contact had
left and gained employment with Northeast Utilities at Millstone
Unit 20

MHe evidently did not have direct contact with this type of report
and could not tell me specifically what was wrong with the
reports or for which type of material or systems the reports were
defective., | relayed to him what ] believed to be the
significant nature of the reports, But because of the large
number of these reports, | told him that i1t would be very helpful
to know which material or reports were involved or to have his
friend who had the initial concern to contact us directly. 1
explained that because of the large number of these reports,
which were probably filed with purchase orders or receipt
inspections, that additional information would be helpful.

He agreed but indicated that this may not be possible since the
other person was now with Northeast Utilities. To that I
informed him that the Utility had & clear policy which requested
that anvone wiin safety concern contact the appropriate persons
within their company or that they contact the NRC directly.

There has not been any additional contact.



ALLEGATION PANEL DECISIONS

I, ' Priority: Low Safety Significance: No

An allegation panel met on 6/15/87 regarding R1-87-A-0065 at Millstone 3 where
it was a\?egeﬁ that the alleger had indirect knowledge of reputedly iradequate

| "Mi11 Test Reports" which were turned over to Northeast Utilities from Stone &
¥ Webster,
' Attendees:
f §. Colling Panel Chairman
f £. McCabe Action Office Contact
A. Shropshire Office Allegation Coordinator
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FOLLOW=UP ACTIONS:

1)  The ADC will contact DRS to satisfy that the Region does inspect these
areas and will document the findings in closeout information to the QAC.

2) The ADC will send a closeout memo to the OAC (ECD 7/1/87).

1 Section Chief concurrence reguired for closeout.
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CUNITED STATES AT={ 5
j NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION |
631 PARK AVENUE
KING OF PRUSSIA PENNSYLVANIA 18408

14 0CT 1397

Docket/License; 50-423/NPF-49

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
ATTN: Mr. Edward J. Mroczka
Senfor Vice President, Nuclear
Engineering and Operations
P.O. Box 270
Hartford, Connecticut 06101-0270

Gentlemen:
Cubject: Millstone 3 Routine Inspectior 50-473/87-17 (7/11/87-9/21/817)

This refers to the routine NRC resident sa‘ety inspection by Mr. W. J. Raymond
on July 11 - September 21, 1987 at the Mills*one Nuclear Power Station, Unit 3.
The inspection results are described in the en.losed report and were discussed
with Mr. C. H. Clement of your staff,

No violations were cited during this inspection and no reply to this letter
is required.

Detail € of and Appendix 1 to the enclosed report notes the findings of the
Regional Administrator's tour of the Millstone site on August 17-18, 1987,
Cverall, tha* tour noted generally good material condition,

Additionally, on September 22, 1987, Mr. Raymond provided Mr. Clement an
evaluation of licensee event repurt (LFR) quality, Appendix I]l to the enclosed
report, which was used as input to NRC Region | assessment of Unit 3 LERs. The
LER evaluation was made using the basic methodology presented in NUREG-1022,
Supplement 2.

Your cooperation with us is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Eee H. Bettenhausen, Chief

Projects Branch No. 3
Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosure: NRC Region I Inspection Report 50-423/87-17



‘Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 14 0CT 1387

cc w/encl:

. D. Romberg, Vice President, Nuclear Operations
. E. Scace, Station Superintendent

. €. R. Foster, Director, Generation Construction
Mr. R. M. Kacich, Manager, Generation Facilities Licensing
Mr. D. 0. Nordquist, Director of Quality Services

Mr. V. Papadopoli, Supervisor, Engineering Assurance
Public Document Room (POR)

Local Public Document Room (LPDR)

Nuclear Safety Information Center (NSIC)

NRC Senior Resident Inspector

State of Connecticut

E 4
-
17 N X

bee w/enc):

Region I Docket Room (with concurrences)
Management Assistant, DRMA (w/o enclosures)
DRP goction Chief

B. Ferguson, LM, NRR

Robert J. Bores, DRSS

M. Shanbaky, DRSS

A. Shropshire

R. Summers, DORP



U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY

REGION 1
Report No. 50-423/87-17
Docket No. 50-423
License No. NPF-49
Licensee: Northeast Nuclear Energy Company

B.0. Box 270
Hartford, CT__ 06101-0270

Facility Name: Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit 3

Inspection A*: Waterford, Connecticut

Inspection Conducted: July ll-September 21, 1987

Inspectors: W. J. Raymond, Senfor Resident Inspector
G. §. Barber, Resident Inspector
E. L. Conner, Project Engineer

Approved by: E¥e C a(@f-ﬂe Der 10l9lg"

E.C. McCabe, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 38 [Date

Inspection Summary: lnspecton on July 11 = September 21, 1987 50-423/87-17
Areas Inspected: Routine resident inspection on day and back shifts of:
actions on previous inspecticn findings; physical security; plant operations,
including operational status reviews and facility tours; bypass of non-essential
diesel generator trips (RI Tl 87-04); followup of Allegation RI-87-A-0065 on
certified material test reports; review of committee activities; and followup
g;yIE Bulletin 87-01 and licensee event reports (LERs). The inspection involved
hours.

Results: No violations were cited. No unacceptable conditions were identified,
Licensee followup is warranted on the findings resulting from the facility tour
by the Region | Administrator during the period of August 18-19, 1987 (Detail
6.1). The question of whether individual emergency diesel generator trip
bypass featires should be individually tested was identified for further
evaluation (Jetail 7). Promptness of repair of faulty indicators affecting
technical specification compliance and supplementary monitoring while such
indicators are inoperable were also identified for evaluation (Detail 10).

£ LottotdY
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Of these eight, the last four are bypassed in accident conditions. Trips
§ - B are in service only when the diesel has been started from efther

the "maintenance” or "test start" position. The accident conditions that
byoass these trip signals are Loss of Power (LOP), Safety Injection
Actuaticen (S18) or Containment Depressurization (CDA) Signals. Any one

of these conditions will, by design, prevent the shutdown relay from being
energized.

Testing of these features 1s in accordance with 7.5, 4.81.1.2.1.6.C.,
which requires the bypass feature to be tested to ensure that the first
four trips listed above remain in effect and the last four trips are
bypassed during a LOP with a concurrent S$IS.

Although the EDG Protective trip bypass tests meet technical
specification requirements, the tests do not appear to individually check
the three signals which, by design, bypass certain EDG trips. The EOG
trip bypass for the CDA condition was not found to be required to be
tested. Bypassing of EDG trips was found to be tested for an LOP
concurrent with an SIS, This indicates that inability of the CDA signal
to cause an EOG trip bypass may not be detected., Also, inability of
either the LOP or SIS signal to cause a trip may be masked by the other
signal. These concerns will be pursued further during subseguent NRC
inspection.

8.0 Allegation RI-B7-A-0065; Acceptability of Certified Material Test Reports

| The inspector recefved information from NRC Region I regarding allegedly
. widespread 11legibility of certified material test reports (CMTRs)
associated with Millstone Unit 3 purchase orders. On July 30, 1987, this
matter was gdfscussed with the Unit 3 Superintendent, who stated that
purchase order files would be reviewed.

The licensee stated that there was no easy way to estimate the total
number of CMTRs associated with site purchase orders. However, the
Ticensee completed a random sampling review of purchase orders “rom .he
; Unit 3 Nuclear Records file to search for illegible CMTRs. Purchase
] orders (POs) PO-001 through 032 and POs 2472.110-186 through 2412.400-255
on microfilm rolls S2160 and $1933 were reviewed, which covered about 101
Westinghouse and Stone and Webster purchase orders, along with about 230
associated certified material test reports. Hard copies of twenty-five
(MTRs were provided for inspector review. Of the total CMTRs reviewed,
the licensee found one that was 1llegible., Based on that sampling, the
Yicensee concluded that illegibility of CMTRs for Unit 3 purchase order
records was not a generic issue.
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The inspector reviewed the licensee's assessmert Dy a sampling review of
CMTRs from purchase crders on microfilm rolls S2160 and S1933. Addition=
ally, the inspector independently reviewed 220 sdditiona)l CMTRs selected
at random from a listing of Unit 3 purchase orders for the years 1984-]985,
Based on the combined review of 450 CMTRs (230 « 220), a total of 2
i1legible test reports were identified. The inspector noted that, based
on the statistical sampling methodologies of MIL-3TD=1050, the above
inspection results could be representative of a total CMTR "lot size" of

up to 100,000 reports, and would be indicative of a quality level of 0. 2%,
or, less than 2 defective test reports in 1000, Based on the above, the
inspector concluded that there was no concern regarding the generic
acceptability of certified materia)l test reports. The inspector noted
further, based ¢n discussions with licensee personnel, that methods existed
whereby the licensee might obtain a legible copy of an illegible CMIR

{(e.g9. licensee ¢~ vendor hard copy fiiea), The inspector had no further
comments on this item,

Committee Activities

The inspector attended meeting 27-114 of the Plant Operations Review
Committee (PORC) on July 30, 1987 and reviewed the minutes for PORC meetings
E7-114 and B7-11%, and for Nuclear Review Board meeting 87-9. The inspec~
tor noted by observation and/or from the written record that committee
saministrative requirements were met for the meetings, and that the
committees discharged thefr functions in accordance with regulatory
reguirements. The inspector cbserved a thorough discussion of matters
before the PORC during meeting 87-14 and a good regard for safety in the
issues under consigeration by the committee. No inagdequacies were
identified.

Review of Licensee Event eports (LERs)

Licensee Event Reports (LERs) submitted during the report period were
reviewed to assess LER accuracy, the adequacy of .orrective actions,
compliance with 10 CFR 50.73 reporting requirements and to determine if
there were generic implications or {f further information was required.
Selected corrective actions were reviewed for implementation and
thoroughness as documented elsewhere in this report. The LERs reviewed
were:

== 87=3]1, Reactor Trip Due to Turbine Trip on Low Lube 011 Header
Pressure, June 14

The reactor tripped due to a turbine trip. The turbine tripped on
low lube oi) header pressure about 9 seconds after the autostart of
the turning gear oil pump (TGOP). The TGOP did not cause the trip
since the primary source of ofl pressure at the time was the shaft
c¢riven pump. The root cause of the trip was not identified, The
Ticensee stated that a supplemental report would be submitted on or
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The alleger stated that he had never used drugs and dic submit to routine
searches st this site and the Vogtle site with no adverse findings. He stated
that his personal rights were being violated because of his refusal to take a
drug test and the dismissal which resulted from that refusal,

On June 10, 1987, the alleger was orally formed of the Department of Labor's
responsivilities on discriminatory practices and that he could obtain the
proper forms locally. Also, the procedures for filing a discrimination
complaint with the Department of Labor were mailed to the alleger at both his
local and permanent addresses on June 10, 1987.

Concern No. 2

The alleger stated that, during his time on~site on June 2, he was unable to
enter the plant because his issued badge (requiring escort) was not on the
security bardge issuince buards. He stated that the guards said that “the badge
was given out to someone else," that his badge number was 1957, and that he was
fssued a temporary badge, He also stated that his foreman had an expired
tiacige,

The resident inspector osked the licensee's security supervisor to provide
informgtion on security srea entries for Badge No. 1957 on June 3, 1987, and
to review the foreman's badge status.

Concern No, 3

The alleger stated that, a few weeks &go, he was & helper for installing a
hanger tor a 4" electrical conduit that was overhanging a UniStrut mounting
support, He believes this han?er was improperly hung because it was forced
(hammered) into place. The alleger safd that CN Flagg quality assurance and
an engineer (both un dentified) had informed him that the hanger was
acceptable. He ¢ig not know the system or area, but stated it was never a
machine shop. (There are about 6 machine shops.) The alleger apparently did
not fdentify this concern to the licensee or his management, other than in the
discussion identified with QA and an engineer.

The inspector obtained the alleger's foreman's name (McCurrie) from the
alleger. No further follow-up was inftiated, pending allegation panel review.

1. Obtained the following references send by FAX, 6/11.
a. Uripaiysis Testing = CN Flagg Power Procedure

b. Utility's request for full background investigation 5/7/87.
¢, The alleger's statement on 5/5 for S5-year background check.
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Docket/License: S0-245/0RP~21; S0-336/0RP-65

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
ATTN: Mr. Edward J. Mroczka
Senior Vice President, Nuclear
Engineering and Operations
P.0. Box 270
Hartford, Connecticut 06101-0270

Gentlemen:

Subject: Millstone 1 & 2 Routine Inspections 50-245/87-2%5 (9/9/87-9/25/87);
50-336/87-19 (8/18/87-9/25/87).

This transmits the report of the above subject inspections by Mr. T, Rebelowski
of this offize. The inspection findings have been discussed with Mr. §. Scace
of your statf.

No violations were ident’fied during this inspecticn and no reply to this
letter 18 required.

Thank you for your cooperation,

Sincerely,

—, £
s, K Tt

Lee H. Bettenhausen, Chief
Projects Branch No. 1 B
Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosure: NRC Region | Inspection Report $0-245/87-25; 50-336/87-19

cc w/enc):

W. D. Romberg, Vice President, Nuclear Operations
S. E. Scace, Station Superintendent

E. R. Foster, Director, Generation Construction
R. M. Kacich, Manager, Generation Facilities Licensing
D. 0. Nordquist, Director of Quality Services
Public Document Room (POR)

Local Public Document Room (LPDR)

Nuclear Safety Informaticn Center (NSIC)

NRC Senior Resident Inspector

State of Connecticut

DIt
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3. Results

The inspector reviewed the analyzer results immediately after
the test, The results indicated a concentration of 7% Halon,
decaying to 6% over a ten-minute period. That met acceptance
criteria. At the inspector's request, equipment recalibration
was performed. One channel did not respond to the test gas
mixture (three channels on one analyzer were satisfactory and
two channels were satisfactory on the second analyzer).

4. Conclusion
The licensee demonstrated an acceptable Halon system in the
Contro! Room. Testing was conducted with good communication and
with control room professionalism evident. The inspector found
the testing excellent and had no further guestions.

c. Non-Destructive Testing Vendor Qualification Review

The licensee used an outside non-destructive testing prganization
to verify gualification of system piping repairs and new piping
installaticons,

The {nspector reviewed the vendor personnel records to verify that
the two individug)s used on site met the criteria of SNT-T({-1A,

Zoth individuals were qualified as Leve! 1 for Visual Testing (VT),
Ragtographic Testing (RT), Magnetic Particle Testing (MT), and Liquid
Fenetrant Testing (F7). Examination records incluced certification
of examination score: Ly the American Welding Society,

In agditien, review of the Material License (06-20755-0%) for the use
of an Iridtum=192 and two Cobalt-60 sources for industrial ragiography
was conducted with acceptable resuits.

Storage nf the sources was proper and in acceptable locations.
Surveys ingicated no exposed sources. The inspector had no further
guestions in this area,

Allegation of Improperly Installed Conduit Hanger (RI1-86-A-0066)

On June 12, 1987, the resident inspector's office was visited by a
tradesman &nd a union official to present an allegation that thare were
improperly installed hangers on conduits encasing electric cabling. The
alleger could not identify the conduits of concern. Based on a review
of the job assignments during his employment at the Millstone site, it
was concluded that the concern was for six new supports and associated
hangers for electrical conduit for the Unit 1/2 electrical backfeed
modification, The alleger had worked on this modification onsite,
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On June 17, the licensee examined the six conduit supports and identified
no discrepancies. The hangers that support the conduit and the conduits
were scheduled to be fireproofed. The conduit had been previcusly com=
pleted in 1983 and was supperted by suspended tie rods. This conduit was
now to be incorporated into a 10 CFR 50, Appendix R modification that
electrically ties Unit 1 and Unit 2 together to support equipment on a
complete loss of power to either unit. Appendix R requires a three~hour
fire barrier for conduit supports, That increases loading on the supports.
Six new supports were installed to support the added loading.

A1) six supports (C S1A, S52A, S3A, S4A, 55A and 56A) were fabricated
offsite and installed by welding to existing support columns. On June
22, the inspector walked down the sysiem, prior to fireproofing, The
supports had been painted, limiting visual examination, Nonetheless,
the welds appeared to meet regquired installation tolerances. The
inspector & -amined the conduits and no ndentations or crushing were
observed. This addressed the concern expressed by the alleger.

The straps that tie the conduit to the supports are standard 5" pipe
straps (Part No. 2.558~50), 3" pipe straps (Part No, P~1119), and §"
split Pipe straps (Part No. 1123), a1l were manufactured by Unistruct.
The inspector noted that the bolts ysed to tie down one conduit pipe
strap were bottoming out due to lenger than necessary bolts. In
agdition, the strap length to the support varied from 0 to 3/8"., These
two Ttems were discussed with licensee management and corrected, They
dig not, however, relate to the aillegation or cause support inadequacy.

No Tnadeguacies were observed, Inspector review did not substantiate
the allegation. The inspector had no further questions on this matter.

dnit 2 Activities

a. Reactor Trip - September 2, 1987

On September 2, at 6:15 pm, & reactor trip occurred due to low level
in the No. | Steam Generator. The immediate cause was closure of
the No. 1 Fesdwater Regulating Valve, which also failed to respond
to the operator's manual electrical signal. All systems responded
satisfactorily to the trip and the unit was placed in hot standby,

Investigation of the Event

The No, ] Feedwater Regulating valve was opened and the valve stem
and plug were found to have separated. Normal assembly should have
included placing the threaded stem into the valve plug and then
placing a "C" pin to prevent rotation between the valve stem and
valve plug. This "C" pin was missing, A1)l threads on the stem

and plug were galled and flattened. The inspectors witnessed the
disassembly ang reassembly, and reviewed the vendor drawings and
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CQ,H Fllm m
URINALYSIS INFORMATION

The following is a sumary of the detailed urinalysis testing procedures. A
tWl copy s available in the C.N. Flagg Power Security Office.

1,

2,

3
‘.

Satple will be collected in Privacy unless QFP has reason to believe
that the erployee ray tarper with the specimen,

Brployee must confirm that al) information on epecimen container and
test form is correct,

Bployee must present photo identification,

Eployee rust rewove outer garments (coats, ete,) and leave any purces,
briefcases, and lunch boxes outside of the rest roam,

Eployee rust wash his or her nands prior to urination,

Eployer should pot flush the toilet after providing the saple,
The container mist contain at least €0 milliliters of urine.

The terperature of the saple will be tested, The sarple will be
“arked with the same nuber that is on the form. It must also be
sealed, dated and initialed by the eployee,

The satple number will be recorded in the testing corpany's record book.
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I C.N. FLAGG FPOWER, INC,
I
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NORTHEAST UTILITIES . FITNESS
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FIINESS FOR DUTY REQUIREMENTS FOR EMPLOYEES wiTh
ALCESS IQ NORTHEAST VIILITIES

INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

This program has been developed

Fequirezents of Northeast

who aduse drugs or alcohel,

risk to their own safety,
peblie. In additien,
<8¢ of drugs or alcohel b
health and productivity,

ablility to safely and eff

These Fitness for Duty PRe
consistent with Nuclear P
Power Operators guideline
dcticns with respect to ¢

unescorted access to nuclear

functions perforped by nu

nature, requiring alertness and pature Judgenent,
all exployees Occupying such positions be adle teo
safely, efficiently and (n accordance with the

Flaced (n them,

The {zportunce of the drug ard

ex;hasized,
carefully read

SCOPE

This pelicy applies to

POLICY

L

CHFP has fzplevented

exployees who have unescorted acceas

ruclear facilities,

cazintain a safe, secure, productive and healthy work environpent
and Lo frcrease the awareness of 8ll personne) regarding the
hatards and conseguences of substance abuse in the work place.

It {8 essential that each

all CNFP ezployees whe have unescorted acoess te
Northeast Utilities ruclear facilities,

Fitness for Duty Program

in compliance

with the Fitness for
Ctilities, (ND),

NU believes that tzployees

on or off the Job, Eay create an increased

to the safety of other ezployees and to the

sdverse frpact that the

Bay have upen their
confidence in NU's |

responsidbilities, j

Duty

Y contractor enployees
&% well as the pudlie's
iclently carry out ts

quirezents have bdeen specifically developed,
egulatory Connission and Institute of Nuclear
8, to strergthen and broaden pelicis and

Frug and alcohol aduse by exployses who have
power facilities, Pecause many of the
clear workers are of g complex and sernsitive
it 13 mandatory that
perfore their duties
trust that has been

alcohol abuse 1saue cannot be gver

enployee covered by this policy

and understand the followirng provisions,

this Fitness for Duty Prograz for all
to Northeast Utilities

The cbjective of the policy 18 to create and
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‘ ’ 113, POLICY (cont'd)
B, Training and Education

‘ A1l supervisors of ecployees who have unescorted access to
P Northeast Utflities nuclear facilities will be required to
[ participate in a training prograz which is designed to;

| ; 8 Recognize abtnorma) betavior generally observed in {ndividuals
who abuse alcohel, drugs and other mood-altering substances;

2.  PRecognize methods used and symptogs displayed by adusers of
aloohol, drugs, and other substances;

B Provide (nformatien to facilitate disoussion with an
exployee(s) who s Suspected of being unfit for duty, and;

&, Provide a procedure to rexcve an employce(s) from duty and
8CCesd to protected areas of a NU nuclear facility in the
event the ezployee s deternined to be unfit for duty,

P All other ezployees who have wnescorted access to Northeast

| Vtilities nuclear facilities will be required to participate in a
o training prograz which is designed tog

s Inforz esployees of the requiresents of NU's Fitness For Duty
| Prograz and provide appropriate information on alcohel, drugs
and other Eood-altering substances; and
r Infora esployees of ' e possible consequences of violating
: - v 4nd other asscolated pelicies,

Ce Screening Requirements

All pros Ployees will be screened for substance use

eing granted unescorted access to @ nuclear power

facility,

{

} A Those aindividuals whe have unescorted access at the time this
| program s icpleoented will be acreened for substance use

! Pricr to reneval of their access authorization,

|

!

|

’
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! €. Screening Requirezants (cont'q)

3.  The continued fitress of expleoyees requiring unescorted
BcCess to Northeast Utilities nuclear facilities wil) be
| kosersed annually by means of an appropriate screening
process, which will include drug testing,

. | 4, Fzployees who appear to be unfit for duty will de 6\ ted

! 48 needed,

$.  Ezpleyees invelved in work related accidents will be s. a0t
to screening for €rug and aleochol use as scen a8 practicat.e
after the accident, Such Screening may take place at the
work site, at the treatpent facility or at a Jepirate testing
laboratory as directed by CNFP supervisien,

6. Ezpleyees who are returting to work after a drug or alecohel
related absence must provide evidence that they have
satisfactorily cospleted an Appropriste treatgent prograe and
shall be screened as rew applicants for unescorted acceas.

Additionally they shall bde subject to monthly screening for

- the first six conths after their return,

Ty Ezployees returning to work aftar an adaence vill be required

; Lo oeet all plant securily screeniny requirenents in effect
at the tioe of their return,

A Fezi« 1 Frea Job Assignzent

Ezp.iu;ees who are icentified as not fit for duty, or who are
drves.-g for substance abuse or Possession or sale of 1legal
Crugs on or off duty, will izmediately de rezoved fros their
JOb assigicents with all unescorted access privileges
suspended pending cozpletion of an appropriate
investigation, Such investigation cay include o drug
screening test,

- Ezrloyees who (1) fail to Satisfy the drug screening
reguirecents of this program, (2) dre convicted of a drug or
alcohel related offense or (3) sre found to be uveing drugs or
to be under the influence of alcohol as the result of a

‘ provatle cause investigation will have their unescorted

access revcked for a pericd of not 1ess than one year.
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i r“ D, Mezmoval From Job Assignuent (cont'q)

' 3. Feployees who Pessess unescorted sccess clearance and whe
| refuse to submit to & reasonadle medicel exanination and/or
' ¥he refuses to provide a urine, blood, and/cr breath sanple
$hall have their unescorted RCCess clearance revoked for s
beriod of not Jess than one yoar,

U CNFP 18 under no obligation to provide plternate enployuent
for those employees vho Are denied unescorted access,

| E. Appeal of Test Results

Yo Eoployees whose test results indicate the presence of drugs
(except those desigrated as requiring avtomatie
¢isqualification), say be granted unescorted sccess by
providing a report from the program's Medical Review
Offfcer, Such & report must State that the drugs are
iawfully prescrived, It must also descridbe the physician's
tasds for reccenending access, and must desc: ibe any

® restricticns that are to be placed on the type of work
assigned to the dndividual,

2. CNFP will moke reascrable Sccormodation consistent with work
requirecents fer ecployees who are under 8 doctor's care,
Due to the rature of work performed by CNFP, *light or
restricted® wvork as.igrneents are usually not availadle,

Yo Esployees are strorgly vrged to avold al) activities whioh
would create an apparent conflict with the intent of this
pelicy (such as the consusption of Any alcohel or controlled
sutstance prier to norsal work pericds),

i F. Fxployee Responsibility

2. A1) ecployees are encoursged to notify C.FP supervision in
the event the use or rresence of (icohed or fllegal drugs 1»
¢iscovered on the vork site, Eepl . yees are also encouraged
Lo notify supervision {f they suspect an dndividual s unfit
for duty at the work site,

e e ——————————ae i i sl i
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| G, Law Enforcement Agencien *_;+

A vorking 1iatson dmorg CNFP, NU, and law enforcesent Agencies
will be maintained teo MSsure open cosmunications in the event
1ilegal drugs are discovered on company or a client's property,

v, EMPLOJEE ASSISTANCE

|
i CNFP recognizes that aleohe) and/or drug abuse may be an iliness for
. which treatoent and rehadilitatio- Frograms are avatladle, Eoployees
: wWho have an aleshol or drug abuse prodles and who esk for help will
i fccedlately be referred to the fppropriate agency, CNFP will aid the
ecployee 4n identifying an appropriate treateent progras, The exployee

l Will bear the cost of such treatment, Questions regarding tnaurance
[ Coverage cay be referred to the CNFP Penefit Prograe Coordinator or teo
g the appropriate unfon representative, Toluntary participation in &
| ‘ Grig or aloohol treatsent program will be treated on & confidential

|

!

basis, A reguest for assistance, or participation {n & drug or alechel
treatzent prograz eay not be used bY an ecployee as o means of aveiding
izposition of disciplinary acticn when & viclation of this policy s
clearly indicated,

Y. CONFIDENTIALITY '

A1l infercation concerning an ezployee's aleohel or drug reletnd
provliecs pist be treated confidentially by Earagecent and only shared
with others on & strict "reed to know" basis,

A, Return to Work
All ezployees returning teo work follewing treatment or

reradilitatien for a fitness for duty problem must be seen by a
CCEyany physician prior to assignaent,
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€N FLASO POWER, INCORPOMATED
FITINESS-FORDYUTY CERTIFICATION

drug screentng test conducted on 19
concerning -/ S0cial Security ¢

The undersigned heredy cortifies that I bave revieved the results of a

and that 4t ____ does/does bot_ . meet the requiresents set forth {n the
Kortheast Utflities Fitress-Forebuty Frograa dated

unescorted access in the performance of Werk at the nuclear generating
facilities Jocated ot Millstone Point, Vaterford, Connectiout and the
Connectiovt Yarkeo Atosto Fower Cozpany, Haddam, Connectiout,

CERTIFYING PHYSICIAN OR
LABCRATCRY DIRECTOR:

Address:
Town:
State:
1p Coder
Dated:

The undersigned dcknowledges that this Cortification §s Intended to o
used by C.N, Flagg Pover to cbtain suthorization for these individuale to have

N

B m e e e — & m e
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June 3, 1987

This is to certify that 1 have teceived C.N. Flagg Pover, Incorporated:
1. Urinalysis Testing Notice to Bployee
2. Urinalysis I formation

30 ?bﬂ-h.“t Utﬂitiel - r‘
rsleentat ion Proc ““”tmn for Duty Program

1 have read a~d widerstand the anove,

5:‘:1 cyee

Date

e e e e

—
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R _7/axk =236 osnion o Rgctr-ds
(Yeave blan
B e — L L
Phone: 7 Lo ore o City/Stete/lMp: = w— TV
Confidentiality Fequested:  Yes Ne Implied X
]
:;:::;:':-JVAL,_,S#4,L~ ~ Fosition/Title: - L Virne wi K

FaciVivy: SV lis Pene Lo Dochet No.: 47 -2 85
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Allegation Summery (trief description of concern(s)): Lad.ac R AT

vods Un labled DBex futside Kaed Arec in
S e U R R e P AT S

Number of Concerrs: 2__ e o T (For Allegation Panel "nly)

Employee Receivirgy 4 iegation: _"r- "D _ \A.LS./' 1'
(first two inﬁﬂe— cn3435t nam';)

Type of Regulated f:tfvity: (a) Y Reactor (d; Safeguards
(b; __. Vendor (e) __ Dther: - e
(e) ___ Materials (Specify)

Materiels License Mo, (1f applizable):

Functional Area(s): __ (a) Operations ___ (e) Emergency Preparedness
__ (b) Construction X (1) Onsite Health and Safety
. (c) Safeguards L] g Offsite Health and ¢ Jety
(e Other:

Transportation e

kegion 1 Form 207
avited 6/784)
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At 133C ua 7/ 382, Ted Rebeliwihi |
| rrcdeved o call _ev the plant phiwe live §rem.
lasd. dnident ' $ied mon. He allepged that e
s radieactive  material. anan_ anmacked. bex ‘
ot tle fuv gnd o5 the turdine _hall, No.
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A _addl tilen, the roil enttwnce aree ot
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ALLEGATION DESCRIPTION
Midlstone d $0<gaS
(S§ite or [icensee) chet No.)

Allegation RI-87-A~009] was received on 7/22/87 st 1335 by T. A. Kebelowski.
Characterization of the | concern:

Radicactive materta) 1n unlabeled box outside radiation area 1n turbine.
Confidentiality: No (Anvaymous call came in on the plant phone 11ne.)
Employer: N/A
Position: N/A

Type of Regulated Activity:  FReactor
Functional Area(s): Onsite Health and Safety

R R T e S S S P —

DETALLS: (Timeframe of Allegation: Current)

The 011090"st¢toa that there was radioactive meteria) in an unmaried box at
the far end of the turbine hali. No other inlormation was provided.

Fallew-up Actions:

Monte Conner responded by regquesting Eric Latne (acting Unit i WP supervisor)

and a4 MP technician go with him to investigate. The three of them surveyed
the clean greay adjacent 1o the turbine hall., No box of rad, material, not
properiy mavked, was found. In addition, the rai) entrance area at ground
level was surveyed. The area surveys took over one haur. Nothing out of the
ordinary was found, s0 this allegation is unsubstantisted,

DIg
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Repart No:
Docket No:
License No:

Licensee:

Facility:
Inspection at:
Dates:

Inspectors:

Appiroved by

Areas Inspected:

U.$. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION 1
50-245/87-12
$0-245
OPR-21
:0%'152 1 ,..‘ﬁ o T AL AP T W

Hartford, Connecticut BETAT-0270

Millstone Nutlear Power Station, Unit |

waterford, Connecticut
June 23, 1987 through August 10, 1987

Geoffrey E. Grant, Resident lnspec-or
Eben L. Conner, Project Engineer

e Tha Cabos

E. T Mclabe, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 38

Summary: Report No. $0-245/87-12 (Jure 23 to Avgust 10, 1987)
This inspeciion included routine SRC resident (104 hoyrs) and

e e R e e

Wlaelgq
Date

region=based (79 hours) inspection of previously identified ftems, plant operations,
surveillance, maintenance, radiation protection, paysica) security, fire protection,
allegations, & wide variety of cutage activities and various E5F actuations.

Results: No violations were fdentified.

The licensee's fulfiliment of & commitment

to the NRC regarding 1EB 84-03 supplementa) fnformation 15 an unresolved ftem (see
Detail 4. 4). The licensee has taken additiona) correction action on previcusly
foentified )icensee event reporting discrepancies (see Detatl 12). The inoper~
ability of the Standby Gas Treatment System on July 24 demonstrated a lack of
recognition of the effects of maintenance actions on interrelated systems (see
Detatl 13). The worker contamination by a hot particle on August 4 demonstrated

& weaknets in personne! frisking techaiques and radiologica) clean)liness (see De-
tail 15). Three Unresolved ltems, derfving from Potentia) Enforcement Findings
identifiea in IR 50-2¢45/87-09, are opened in this Inspection Report pending further
ticensee analysis and documentation (see Detal) 23).
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The AC«1D Vimit twiteh 13 interlocked to prevent drywel) or torys
ragicactivity from entering the secondary exhaust plenum. That interlock
requires AC=10 to be closed befire SG-1A and/or SG-18 can be opened.

System inoperability was discovered when manua)l SGTS operation was
sttempted during outage maintenance on the normyl ventilation system. The
licensee was requested to review thig event for SGTS vulnerability to
single fatlyre. No safety-related purvose for the AC10 interlotk was
found, Any radioactivity that went from the drywel) orf torus into the
exhaust plenum would be held in the plenum and detected by radiation
mofi i tors causing avtomatic fsolation before release. Additionally, the
release of drywel) pressure builoup via AC=10 15 an infrequent evolution,
Based on the icensee's investigation, corrective actions were L0 defeat
the AC=1D/5G-1A, SG-1B fnterlochk using & jurper. A permangnt correction
unger the desigh change program 15 being processed for implementation at &
Tater time. The licensee 1s reviewing reportability under 10 CFR 21,
Agditionally, an operater 1s to be sssigned to AC-10 valve contrel guring
all periods when 1t 1s open. These actions will effectively remove SGTS
vulneradility to & potential single fatlure while maintaining control of
possib’e cross=contamination between the drywell/terus and the resctor
butlging.

The Vicensee's test demonstrated that, for the circumstances existing when
AC~10 was removed, the SGTS could have effectively maintained a negative
pressure ‘n secongary containment. Also, the ability to sctuate norma)
secondary contatnment fsolation was not affected. The ability to maintain
negative pressure and 1solate norma) ventilation effectively negated the
potential for higher than expected raciation releases and releases from cther
than prescribed routes., This Cata, p.Js the fact that the problem was 1 ien-
see-~identified, appropriately reporteg, immedtately corrected, and not cone
nected to any previous viclation, resylted in the determination that no Notice
of Vielation will be issued in this instance.

Allegation of Improperly Labeled Box of Radicactive Material

On July 23, 19B7, the Resident Inspector's Office received an anonymous call
on the plant 1ine. The individual alleged that there was an unmarked box
containing radicactive material at the far end of the turbine ha'i. No other
dats could be elicited. The inspector, the scting Unit 1 HP Supervisor, and
an HP technician then surveilled the clean areas adjacent to the turbine hall
A1l containers of radicactive material observed in these areas were properly
marked. Turbine components and tools in the roped-off contaminated work area
were numerous, However, control of contamination in this and surrounding
areas was good, HP technicians were permanertly assigned to this area during
the turbine overhau). In addition, the rai) entrance area at ground level
was examined. About one hour was spent on these checks. Nothing out of the
ordinary was found. This allegation was not substantiated,
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