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Docket No, 50-336

Mr. John F. Opeka

Executive Vice President - Nuclear
Northeast Nuclea Enerpy Company
P.O. Box 270

Hartford, Conn acut 061410270

Deer Mr, Opeka:
Sabjeci: Notice of Violation in Millstone Unit 2 Inspection 91-29

This refers to your letter dated February 26, 1992, in response to our letter dated
January 13, 1992, In that leiter, you discussed your reply to the Notice of Viola »
contained in Inspection 50-336/91-29 which involved several examples where personnel
failed 1o follow procedures.

Concering the wird example in the Violation, you described the authorities of
Administrative Control Procedure ACP-QA-2.06C for lifted leaas and jumpers. You stated
Uat the independent verification discussed in Section 6.2.3 of the ACP was not required as
the jumper was instz'lad and removed per the steps of surveillunce procedure SP 2404A1,
We had interpreted Sections 6.2.2 and 6,2.3 of ACP-QA-2.06C 10 require a second,
independent verification of the jumper installation and removal. Our understanding was
based, in part, on 1&C data recording form 2404A1-1, which accompanies the suiveillance
procedure. The form requites recording the initials of two technicians at each of two
pracedure steps that insiruct the placement and removal of the jumper (steps 6.6,1 and
6.6.11, respeciively). The ouly detailed instructions on jumpers, lifted leads and recording
data is Section 6.2.3 of the ACP,

We agree with your assessment of the need to clarify personnel responsibilities within site
aid unit procedures. However, we withdraw that example from the Notice of Violation; the
remaining exampies of the violation remain valid, Your corrective actions in response (o this
violation will be the subject of future NRC inspections, Please note that NRC Inspection
50-336/91-31, which was a follow-on to Inspection %1-29, also identified the lack of
independence during the verification of a valve alignment (see Section 6.2).
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Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 2

Thank pou for informing us of your corrective and preventative acions in this matter.

Sincerely,
Origina! eigned Ry

Edward C. Wenzinger, Chief
Projects Branch No. 4
Division of Reacior Projects

w/o ¢y of licensee Itr:

. D. Rumberg, Vice President, Nuclear Operations
. Nordquist, Director of Quality Services

. Kacich, Manager, Nuclear Licensing

Scace, Nuclear Station Director, Millstone
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J. 8. Keenan, Nuclear Unit Director, Millstone Unit 2
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cc w/cy of licensce Itr:

Gerald Garfield, Esquire

Nicholas Reynolds, Esquire

Public Document Room (PDR)

Loc¢al Public Document Room (LFDR)
Nuclear Safety Information Center (NSIC)
NR( Rusident Inspectos

State of Connecticut
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Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 3

bee w/o ¢y of licensee Itr:
Region 1 Docket Room (with concurrences)
Management Assistant, DRMA

bee w/ey of licensee Itr:

E. Wenzinger, DRP

. Joyner, DRSS

E. Kelly, DRP

W. Raymond, SRI, Millstone

1. Shedlosky, SRI, Haddam Neck
R. Lobel, OEDO

G. Vissing, PM, NRR

R. Arnghi, DRP

R. Baikley, DPP
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V.S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Al0177/Attachment 1/Page 1
February 26, 1992

Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 2
Reply to a Notice of Violation

INCIDENT A

Restatement of Violation

“Millstone Unit 2 Technical Specification 6.£.1.a requires, in part, that
written procedures be established, implemented, and maintained, as recommeided
in Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, February 1978, Regulatory
Guide 1.33, recommends procedures for administrative control of surveillance
testing,

"Administrative Control Procedure (ACP)-QA-3.02f, section 6.2, states that
"full and total compliance is expected’ for those procedures used to do
surveillance and testing as specified in the Technical Specifications.

"Contrary to the above, on November )3, December 4 (two instances), ara
December 12, 1991, the NRC observed some steps in surveillance tests 2401B-1,
2401F-1, 2A04A1-1, and 2405A-1, respectively, that were either not done as
specified or were done out of sequence.”

1. Reason for Violation

Millstone Unit No. 2 Instrumentation and Controis (1&C) personne]l were
not applying a strict standard of procedure compliance, particulariy with
respect to step order. The personnel were knowledgeable, thorough, and
familiar with the tasks. This situation has the potential to cause 2
high level of individual confidence in lieu of the desired 'evel of
procedure usage. The procedures are not written to allow the user any
step order flexibility. The writer's guide, at the time of the viola-
tion, did not specifically address the subject of step gequence or how to
designate steps that were not required to be performed in a specific
sequence.

2. LCorrective Steps Taken and Results Achieved

The inspection report identified that the subject surveillance tests were
adequately completed, such that the noncompliance examples had no signif-
icant technical bearing on the final surveillance test resuits.

These examples of procedure noncompliances have been revigwed with all
Millstone gnif No. 2 T&C specialists.  Ouring this review, the need to
specifically comply with procedure steps and substeps was stressed. The
ACP guidance of performing steps in the order written was also reviewed.
ACP‘§A:3;Q§£LﬂfPFOQEGQtll.annliAHQQJ?Hhasbeen.rauised to incorporate
Tevel of use designations for all nrocedures. This ACP revision and the



U.S. Nuclear Regulatery Commission
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procedure compliance issue have been reviewed with all Millstone Unit
No. 2 I&C specialists,

3. Corrective Steps to Prevent Future Violations

ACP-QA-3.02A, “Writers Guide for Millstone Procedures," inn.lillzxegc
Station is currently being revised. The revision will address the
subject of step sequence and how to designate steps that are not required
to be performed in sequence. Procedure compliance at Millstone Station
is an issue for which we have expended considerable effort to improve.
These efforts include two pro s,rnxinuwaraua_nxglunxiggnggoms and an
increase in procedure compliance surveillances. We wi 6Ftinue to
emphasize and improve the procedure compliance issue, and we wil) keep
the Staff apprised of these efforts.

4. Date When Full Compliance Will Be Achieved

ACP-QA-3.02A will be revised and subsequently reviewed with Millstone
Unit No. 2 I&C specialists by May 30, 1992.

5. Possible Generic Implications

The ACPs apply to Millstone Unit Nos. 1, 2, and 3. The ACP revisions
will address the issues identified above. At the Haddam Neck Plant, it
is the current policy of the I&C Department that procedural steps be
performed in the written sequence unless step sequence deviation s
specifically authorized within the procedure.

INCIDENT B
Restatement of Violation

"ACP-QA-3.02D, section 6.1.1, requires a periodic, systematic review of
ftation procedures required by ACP-QA-3.02. ACP-QA-3.02, section 6.2.3,
includes 2400-series surveillance procedures (SP) and maintensnce (IC)
procedures.

“Contrary to the above, the biennial review of procedures 1C 24021, I1C 24166,
IC 2404AN and SP [404A7 was not done in a timely manner. In a quarterly
memorandum (MP-91-918), dated November 1, 1991, Document Services identified
the required biennial review due date for those procedures as December 1,
1991.*

1. Reason for Viglation

The biennial procedure reviews were delayed due to the rate at which
crocedures were being revised during the department’'s procedure upgrade
program. The procedure upgrade program was established to upgrade

procedures to a higher level of detai) and improve procedure format over
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Basis for Disputing the Yiolation

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO) does not consider this example
to be a _g_iol_g_tlg%_g[“ P-QA-2,06C, “Station lygus umper Control for
}ro:nogﬁoxgn A zo&cllging :ng 3Calﬂmtton.' thcm?qui‘?nau "":'
is y v Siep 6.2.3, do not apely to § sttuation g5 the
work activity was controlled . MMunj!ZAnuL Section 6.2.3 of
ACP=QA=2.06C applies only to wor activities(which are not addressed by a
specific procedure,

The requirements of Section 6.2.2 of ACP-QA-2.06C are applicable.
Step 6.2.2 provides instructions for controlling 1ifted/jumper leads when
using _?pnruldmmdurn. Step 6.2.2.1 states "Lift or reland leads and
install or remove jumper*as specified in the approved procedure” and
initial or sian for each action on the appropriate test data sheets, in
the body of the procedure or on SF 225 or equivalent.® It 4s not an ACP
require~ent that dual, independent verification be performed 1in this
situation. The procedure is written such that a Jumper 1s installed in
S:.cp 6.6.l$and its installation s recorded by two people on the data
sheet.

During the NRC inspector’s questioning of !&C personnel, he concluded
that the [&C personnel were uncertain of independent verification
requirements. i addition, the questioning established the fact that the
independent verification requirements were not part of the technical
training program,

Corrective Steps Taken and Resylts Achieved

The need to clarify independent verification responsibilities in the
sutioo‘\ A(C’Ps u;: Nmsto:]c Unit No. 2 1&C Department {rocfedurosdhu”:nn
recognized. € .eneral administrative requirements for in ependent
verification activities will be ciarified as parf of the ACP upgrade
project. Tndfvidual department procedure guidance will be revised to
clarify the required verification activity, "'\’

Lorrective Steps to Prevent Future Violations

Technical training on ACP requirements, including independent verifica-
tion activities, has been planned for 1992,

Date When Full Compltance Will be Achieved

In that no procedure requirements were violated, full compliance was at
all times maintained.
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5. Possible Generic Impiications

The ACP upgrade project, as discussed in Item 2 above, applies to al)
units &t Millstone Station, The stationwide upgrade initiative and
associated training will continue to be aggressively pursued, and the
need for a similar initiative at the Haddam Neck Plant will be evaluated.
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