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SUMMARY

i' Scope: This routine, unannounced inspection involved 76 inspector-hours on site
in the areas of maintenance program procedures, plant modifications,
work-in progress and housekeeping, seismic support modifications and
installation, and preventative maintenance.

Results: Of the five areas inspected, one apparent violation was found in one
area.
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REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

*R. E. Morgan, General Manager
*J. D. Jeffries, Manager Nuclear Safety
*D. C. Stadler, Regulatory Compliance
*H. J. Young, Director 0A/QC
*M. F. Page, Engineering Supervisor
*B. G. Rieck, Manager Control and Administration
*J. G. Benjamin, Principal Engineer
*C. Wright, Senior Specialist, Regulatory Compliance
*R. L. Barnett, Principal Specialist, Maintenance

Other licensee employees contact included seven mechanics and four security
force members.

N,RC Resident Inspectors

*H. Krug, Senior Resident Inspector
H. Whitcomb, Resident Inspector~

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on November 9,1984, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters

Not inspected.

4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items were not identifed during this inspection.

5. Maintenance Program Procedures

The inspector reviewed H. B. Robinson Unit No. 2 Maintenance Administration
Program Procedure MMM-001. This procedure describes the licensee's control
of maintenance activities such that these activities are consistent with the
licensee's Technical Specifications, operating license, corporate quality
assurance (QA) manual and standard ANSI 18.7-1976. This procedure adequately



.

.- -

2

describes the licensees maintenance organization and the responsibilities of
licensee personnel within the organization. The procedure describes the
work request as the basic method of work initiation. The specifics of the
work request are contained in the Maintenance Work Request Procedure,
MMM-003.

The inspectors reviewed procedure titled, Maintenance Procedure Preparation.
This procedure provides writers with instructions, formats, and guidelines
for developing corrective maintenance, preventative maintenance, calibra-
tion, and special process procedures. Licensee supervision indicated that
their maintenance procedures were undergoing extensive revisions and that
approximately 70% of these procedures have been redrafted. The inspector
reviewed selected revised corrective maintenance procedures. The inspectors
found the new procedures to be more specific and descriptive than their
predecessors.

Within the performance section of these procedures, specific component
replacement part numbers or stock numbers are provided. Additionally,
specific performance items within the procedures reference applicable NRC
bulletins, circulars, notices, etc. Licensee management indicated that the
current redraft of maintenance procedures is scheduled to be completed in
the Spring of 1985. The inspector found no violations or deviations within
this area.

6. Plant Modifications

The inspectors reviewed selected plant modification 10 CFR 50.59 Safety
Evaluations since 1979 to the present. The inspectors found that the
documents associated with each modification were easily retrievable from the
licensees engineering offices or the records vault. The review
of these modifications indicated that all modifications had received a
safety evaluation and none posed an unresolved safety issue. Within this
area the inspectors found no violations or deviations.

7. Work in Progress and Housekeeping

The inspectors made several entries into the containment vessel. The
inspectors observed maintenance work in progress. Except for the work
associated with plant modification No. 492 concerning the base plate
installation of hanger SW-8-25/16 (Section 8 of this report), the inspectors
observed that the licensee craft personnel who were interviewed, did have
present field copies of maintenance procedures which they were working to.

Inspection tours included viewing various system material conditions within
containment. The inspectors observed numerous cable trays with unsecured
cables within the trays. Licensee management stated that this situation
would be looked into.



.

.

3

The inspectors also observed Health Physics signs attached by an adhesive
backing to a cold leg accumulator 304 stainless steel injection pipe.
Licensee supervision was questioned whether the adhesive used on the
aforementioned signs were considered chloride free. The inspectors were
informed that the licensee was unsure of the chloride content of the
adhesive but that they would find out and inform the inspectors. The
inspectors informed licensee management that this question will be
considered an Unresolved Item (URI 50-261/84-43-01).

During the tour, the inspectors observed numerous non Technical Specifi-
cation related valves which appeared to be in need of maintenance due
to packing gland leakage, as evidenced by running rust, wetness, and boron
crystal deposits; badly corroded body to bonnet studs (i.e., valve SI 8778);
and heavy dirt deposits on rising stem valves. As was noted by the
inspectors review of the licensee's preventative maintenance program and
subsequently verified by the licensee, many valves do not appear in a
preventative maintenance schedule. The inspectors informed licensee
management that the incorporation of all safety related and important to
safety valves into the licensees preventative maintenance program will be
followed as an Inspection Followup Item (IFI 50-261/84-43-02).

The inspectors observed an apparent 20 bend of a one-inch line downstream
of valve SI 865 associated with Cold Leg Accumulator "B". This bend
appeared to originate at the weld toe of the accumulator injection line.
The licensee engineering staff subsequently provided the inspectors with
a system installation drawing which indicated a planned radius bend
originating at the penetration. The inspectors had no further questions.

The inspectors also observed an approximately 5 bend associated with the
nitrogen pressurization and vent line on top of the "C" Cold Leg Accumula-
tor. The licensee's engineering staff was unable to locate a print of the
installation and indicated that the piping had been " field run." A member
of the engineering staff also indicated that an engineer had looked at the
pipe run in question and stated that the pipe did appear to be bent. The
inspectors were later telephonically notified that the line in question had
been plumbed and was found not to be bent. The licensee also stated that
this run of piping, although safety related, had not been seismically
evaluated in accordance with IE Bulletin 79-14, " Seismic Analysis for
As-Built Safety-Related Piping Systems" since the inspection requirements
associated with this bulletin do not require licensees to inspect safety
related piping less than Et inches in diameter for conformance to design
requirements. The inspectors have requested any licensee. documentation of
design, installation, and pipe hangers associated with this " field run"
piping. (IFI 50-261/84-43-03)
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Since the licensee had recently replaced a -number of level and pressure
transmitters with Rosemont transmitters, the inspectors informed the
licensee's engineering staff of a recent event at another utility which had
resulted from the incorrect installation of these transmitters. The
licensee indicated that they did not have a similar application for these
transmitters and that functional acceptance tests are such that an incorrect
installation would be detected before these transmitters were placed in
service. The inspectors had no further comments.

8. Seismic Support Hodification and Installations

During a observation tour of maintenance activities inside the containment
vessel (CV) inspectors heard loud banging. Inspectors observed this to be a
worker pounding on an anchor bolt that was being installed on the outer
biological shield approximately 18' above the lower level CV floor. When
questioned, the worker explained that they were welders and were installing
additional support to an existing hanger on the Service Water System. They
stated that they were pounding (with a 48 ounce hammer) on the anchor bolt
in order to line-up the base plates being installed. Additional questions

revealed that although they carried a set of diagrams and a Quality Control
check-list, no procedure was in hand. Furthermore, the workers did not know
that a procedure existed for the ,iob, nor had they ever had any formal
training in fitting.

Licensee management was informed of the incident and asked for comment.
Management informed the inspectors that work on the aforementioned hanger
(SW-8, 25/16) was being accomplished under modification package M-492 which
included the procedures for a large. number of hangers being installed to
meet the requirements of IE Bulletin 79-14. Hanger packages, of the type
held by the welders, were developed according to M-492 and distributed to
the workers. It was stated that the foreman should be familiar with the
procedure in M-492.

.The inspectors reviewed M-492, specifically section 5.2.5 on installation of
the Phillips brand red-head wedge anchor bolts, and did not find reference
to the u of a hammer for installation of anchor bolts. Fitting of the

base plat. was not specifically mentioned in the procedure. However, CP&L
management stated that the entire process is part of the " skill of the
trade," o'f the workers, so exact procedures are not necessary. Management
also stated that regardless of installation inaccuracies, as long as the
anchor passed the QC torque test there was no problem. The inspectors

stated that hitting an anchor bolt at right angles to its axis with a 48
ounce hammer is outside the " skill of the trade." It appears that the
procedure should be revised to state acceptable action to be taken if the
base plates do not align properly.

Further inspection of this hanger assembly (SW-8, 25/16) revealed a missing
washer on one of the anchor bolts after Q.C. signoff of the torque test.
Procedure M-492 paragraph 5.2.5.10 requires anchor bolts to be installed
according to manufacturers' instructions and the requirements of Attachment
M492-2 of the modification package. M492-2 section III on installation of
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Phillips red-head wedge anchors, paragraph 2 requires workers to, " assemble
washer and nut as shown at (A) to protect threads from damage." Therefore,
the missing washer is a deviation from procedures which are of importance to
the vendor.

The inspectors informed licensee management that these events violate NRC
requirements, specifically those of 10 CFR, Part 50, Appendix B, Section V
requiring that procedures be " appropriate to the circumstances" (in the case
of hammering on the anchor to align base plate) and that work "be
accomplished in accordance with these... procedures" (in the case of the
missingwasher). Violation (50-261/84-43-04)

9. Preventative Maintenance

Inspectors reviewed the Robinson Preventive Maintenance / Predictive
Maintenance schedules. The PM/ PDM program, still in its infancy,. includes
determination of frequencies, spare parts support, development of task
procedures and scheduling. The program is periodically audited by CP&L
Quality Assurance personnel. However, schedules and procedures are not
reviewed as part of the development process. Scheduling is done on an
annual basis and is reviewed by the Principle Engineer Maintenance.

The scope of the program includes lubrication, checking and cleaning of
belts, filters and waterjackets, and reviewing and recording of operational
data. This data is trended in order to determine and correct failure before
it becomes catastrophic (e.g., Increased oil leakage indicates seal
failure). However, failure data is not followed in order to determine a
schedule for the replacement of components before signs of failure appear.

The review showed that non-safety related components were not torn down or
rebuilt on a regular basis. hathing was changed out or repaired unless
signs of failure were already present.

Considering the anticipated growth of the new program and the need for an
indepth inspector review of manufacturer's recommended maintenance and
overhaul schedules, this item will be identified as an Inspector Followup
Item (50-261/84-43-05).


