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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION 1
Repors No EN=298 /8028
Dockat Mo $R:
License No. DPR-£5
Licensee: Northeast Nuclear Energy Company

P.0. Box 270
Hartford, 1  06101-0270

Facility Name: Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unft 2

Inspecticn A%: Waterford, Connecticut

Dates: October 13 to November 23, 1988
Reporting
Inspector: F. J. Habighorst, Resident Inspector

Inspectors: J Raymond, Senior Resident Inspector, Millstone
J .rescenzo, Senior Resident Inspector, Shoreham
J. Habighorst, Resident Inspector, Millstone 2

. S. Barber, Resident Inspector, Millstone 3

H. Woodard, Reactor Engineer, DRS

H. Jaffe, Project Manager, NRR

T

rehan, Specialist Inspector, NRR

Z2OO O E

Approved by: Ko ¢ Vx'\% Jo aziw’lpg
ate

E. C. McCabe, Chief, Reactor Projects section 18

Inspection Summary: 10/13/88-11/23/88 (Report 50-336/88-24)

Areas Inspected: Routine resident and specialist inspection of plant operations,
survelllance, maintenance, previously identified items, a reacter trip, Plant In-
cident Reports (PIRs), security, allegations, periodic reports, a service water
leak, and committee activities,

Results: No unsafe conditions were identified. No violations or deviations were
fdentified. Further NRC follow-up is planned on Metrology Lab allegations, the
service water leak, and access control to security areas. Good interdepartmental
coordination was identified during relatively complex in-service testing involving
boric acid reduction in storage tanks and pump suction lines.
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== the corrosion expected based on a werzt=case velocity profile would not
decrease wall thickness below 0.030 inch before February 1989.

iNg i1Censee 1N5Lai €0 & Lemporary rubDeér patcn to StOp the iean. 1he 1n-
spector questioned the licensee on the weld repair procedires provided in ASME
Section X1 as required per 10 CFR 50.55(a)(g). The repair procedurs 15 /\OMO
Section XI is referenced in IW=4000, IWv-""°0, TWY~3612 and IWA-5000. The
licensee plans to replace the affected ser/i.2 water header in the February
1988 outage. The inspector will continue to réviaw 1icensee actions on weld

repair for the service water system. This is an unresolved item (/!NR 8R-24-04).

Allegations (92702/92720/56700)

§ 1 Separate Review of Allegation RI~B8-A-0029%

A separate technical review was conducted of allegation RI-88-A-29, which
concerned activities in the Metrology Laboratory. The technical aspects
cf the allegation were found unsubstantiated during the NRC review docu-
mented in Inspection Report 50-336/88-07. Concerns related to job dis-
crimination and reviewed by the Department of Labor (DOL) were not ad-
dressed in the NRC reviews. Within the scope of this review, the alle~
gation was not substantiated; however, discrepancies unrelated to the
allegation wera noted by the inspector.

Ore allegation was that a revision to procedure I/C 1101C, "Simpson
Multimeter Calibration," was improper because it reversed the error
recorded on the calibration data report. Prior to the revision, the
technician would record the reading of the meter being calibrated (TI)
with the standard set at a nominal input value. The revision now re-
quires the technician to record the standard's input value after fine
adjustment of the standard to make the Tl read the desired nominal value.
This changes the recorded error from a "plus" to a “minus,"” or vice versa
but does not change the error magnitude. Both the previous and the re-
vised method result in satisfactory calibration of the meter. The only
difference is the recorded data point sign. Therefore, the specific
allegation was unsubstentiated.

In conjunciion with this review, the inspector noted that the input value
of the standard cannot be finely adjusted when calibrating resistance
scales. This prohibits compliance with Step 7.3 of procedure I/C 1101C
which reguires the technician to vary the input value of the standard
until the ] reads nominal value. Because of this, the technicians have
resorted to a varfatfon of the old method of data recording in order to
make the data conform to the revised recording requirements. The licen-
see vas informed of this discrepancy. This will be followed in a future
inspection.

A second allegation was that cer.ain technicians had not complied with
the requirements of procedure I/C 1104A, "I1&C Pressure Test Gauges Cali-
bration" for data logging and procedure performance. The allegation was
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founded on identical data recordings for increasing as well as decreasing
pressure points during calibrations of Heise pressure gauges. The al-
leger felt it was improbable that such recordings would be fdentical and
concluded they were the result of improper procedure compliance or data
logging. The alleg=r based his conclusion on personal experience with
calibration of such gauges and on his knowledge of hysteresis effects.

The inspector reviewed the calibration records for several Heise pressure
gauges. It was noted that some technicians were more apt to record
identical increasing/decreasing pressire values; oOwever, all of the
technicians had recorded identical values during one or more calibrations.
Generally, 1t was not unlikely that a calibration would result in iden-
tica) increasing/decreasing pressure values regardless of which techni~
cian performed the calibration. The inspector also observed the per-
formance of a Heise gauge calibration and noted identical or close to
identical increasing/decreasing pressure values. Based on these obser~
vations, the inspector could not conclude that recording of identical
increasina/decreasing pressure values supported an allesation of proce-
dural non-compliance or data logging errors. The allegation was there-
fore unsubstantiated.

In conjunction with this review, the inspector noted a discrepancy in
the licensee's application of the acceptance criteria of procedure 1/C
1104A, Paragraph 2 of 1/C 1104A defines acceptance criteria for Heise
gauges as +/=0.1% of full scale or +/~ one minor scale division, which=
ever is greater, Heise qauge No. QA-370 1s a 0-5000 psig gauge with §
psi minor ccale divisions. The inspector noted that the acceptance cri-
teria used for calibration of this gauge was +/~ 10 psi, which is incon~
sistent with the required acceptance criteria of 5 psi. The licensee
was notified of this discrepancy. This will be followed as an unresolved
item (UNR 88-24-05) pending further evaluation of the adeauacy of the
+/=10 psi criterion.

In summary, the ieschnical aspects of the allegation were found to be un-
substantiated, Two discrepancies unrelated to the specific allegations
were identified to the licensee.

Heise Pressure Gauge Calibration Inadequacies

On October 7, the inspector received a written memo concerning inadequate
Heise pressure gauge calibrations from a licensee Instrument and Control
technician. The memo alleged that, because of a recent revision, 1/C
procedure 1104A would not assure pressure readings on the test instrument
will be accurate in the decreasing direction; and procedure I/C 1104A
acceptance criteria does not accurately raflect the manufacturer's
specification. The alleger described discussions of the above concerns
with licensee management.



On October 12, the resident inspector discussed the Octcber 7 allegation
with the alleger. The resident asked when the technical concerns were
addressed to licensee management. The alleger recalled a meeting with
the unit superintencent in June 1988 to discuss Metrology Lab concerns.
The alleger explained that he informed the superintendent of two basic
concerns: (1) inadecuacy of 1/C 1i04A procedure revision, (11) the dis-
crepancy between manufacturer's recommended tolerances and 1/C 1104A
tolerances for Heise Pressure gauges.

The inspector reviewed the aileger's technical concerns on ce.1bration
of precision Heise pressure gauges. The first issue reviewed was the
current revision of 1/0 1104A. The Site Operations Review Committee
(SORC) approved the current revision (No. 6) on July 20, 1988. The re-
vision to 1/C 1104A included step 7.4, a check for hysteresis, and
omitted the decreasing pressure data peints from the calibration check
section (step 7.5). Hysteresis on a Heise pressure gauge 1s a result

of expansion/relaxation/fatigue of the Bourdon tube. Hysteresis effects
car be increased by crystallization of the Bourdon tube by excessive
cycling, or by a partial fracture of the tube. The inspector reviewed
the Dresser Industries “"Heise Technica)l Manual," April 1985 Edition.
Licensee procedure I/C 1104A is a verbatim description of section 4.3.4,
"Check for Hysteresis," in this Heise Technical Manual. The inspector
noted that 1/C 1104A was improved by the revision, in that 1t directly
correlated with the manufacturer's recommendation for detecting a
hysteresis problem on a Heise pressure gouge. The licensee stated the
upgrade to procedure 1/C 1104A was a result of an employee ailegation
identified in routine Inspection Report 50-336/88-07. No inadeguacies
were noted in precedure adequacy.

In regard to the 1/C 1104A change involving remcval of decreasing data
points during the calibration check, the inspector contacted the manu=
facturer (Dresser Industries). The manufacturer stated to the inspector
that the technical manual identifies twenty specific calibration points
to be conducted during a calibration check. The intent was to select
ten equally spaced pressure points in escalation of pressure and ten on
the relaxation of pressure. According to the manufacturer, if the Heise
gauge is not subjected to twenty calibration points, a hysteresis condi-
tion in the gauge may not be detected initially, but the hysteresis would
be detected later time based on usage. The licensee stated that based
on discussions with the manufacturer, the selection of (5) calibration
points in parallel with the hysteresis check would successfully detect
frictional or hysteresis problems. The insosctor will follow the licen~
see's technical evaluation of this item and specifically technical jus-
tification for only performing 25% of the recommended calibration checks
for Heise gauges. This is an unresolved item (UNR 88-22-06).

The alleger's second concern was that -rocedure I/C 1104A acceptance
criteria do not accurately reflect the manufacturer's specification.
Documents reviewed were:
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== "Ouality Assurance Topical Report" Rev. 11.

-=  JEEE Std, 336-1971 "Installation, Inspection, and Testing Equipmr-t
for Instrumentation and Electrical Equipment. ™

==  Dresser Ingustries "Heise Bouradon Tube Gauges, Models “"CC", "CM",
and "CMM. " April, 19885,

Y/* 1104 : uv 0 3 T s S s e d
== 1/ 1104A, Revisicen € &C Progcure Test Gauge Calibras

aa W
- ]/C 2429, “Safety rellted Instrum;“t Cfalibration."
Licensee procedure (I1/C 1104A) acceptance criteria for check calibration
of Heise Pressure Gauges 1s 0.1% of full scale or £ one minor scale
division, whichever is larger. The manufacturer's allowance for Heise
pressure gauges 1s 0.1% of fuil scale. The inspector reviewed eleven
(11) data sheets associated with procedure 1/C 1104A. The data sheets
depicted var ous gauge sczles between 0-15 psig and 0-750 psig. For all
data sheets reviewed the acceptance criterion was one minur scale divi-
sion instead of +«0.1%. The largest allowancs cdetermined from review was
+0. EJ psi for a 0-250 psig gauge. The allegers initial concern was
substantiated. The inspector also compared the acceptance
crlter1a for Heise gauge calibrations to safety-related instrumentation
tolerances (1/C 2429) and concluded no instance existed where Heise
tolerances were less than fou~ times the tolerar.e of safety-related
instruments. Quality Assurance Topiral Report, Section 12.2.2 "Calibra-
tion Standards" states; "Calibration of equipment should be against
standards that have an &ccuracy of at least four times the required
accuracy of the equipment being calibrated. When this is not possible
the standards shall have an accuracy that assures the equipment being
calibrated wil)l be within required tolerance and the basis of acceptance
is documented and authorized by SORC or PORC for NUPOC~activities. In
addition, the calibrating standards shall have greater accuracy than
secondary standards being calibrated."

.........

Based on the above, the alleged and substantiated condition has no safety
significance. The acceptance criiLerion stated in licensee procedures

is technically acceptable. The inspector had no further questions on
this aspect.

RI-88-A-0040, Area Radiation Monitors and Foxboro Limiters

On October 5, the resident inspector received an allegation from a lic~
ensce employee. The alleger presented the following items:

i) Operators silence audible alarms on malfunctioning area radiation
monitors by disconnecting the horns.

1) Foxbore printed circuit boards ¢ *e manufactured and installed with
problems.

i11) Worker overtime is not controlled at the station.

iv) The allegation system not used by workers onsite.
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