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s © An announced inspection was performed at the Seabrook Station on
Tune 15 - 19, 1992 (50-443/92-12). The inspection was performed 1o follow-up licensee
actions concerning maintenance program deficiencies and weaknesses identified during the
special Maintenance Team Inspection conducted during January and February of 1991.

Results: The deficiencies concerning failure to folluw procedures were adequately resolved
and long term improvements to address procedure adherence were in progress. Corrective
actions taken to resolve the deficiencies were adequate and measures (0 prevent a recurrence
were taken. Maintenance program weaknesses were being addressed and improvements had
been made. Programmatic weaknesses in the areas of procedure revisions and engineering
support to maintenance were addressed and the situation significantly improved. The
continuous upgrade of maintenance procedures will further enhance understanding of station
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requirements by workers and supervisors and will promoie a consistent application of work
practices between the various maintenance departments. Toal control had improved
noticeably since the maintenance .nspection; however, additional long range measures are
necessary 1o achieve plans for a broader improvement in ool control and equipment storage
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Examples b and ¢;  Example “b" involved NHY Mantenance Procedure MD 0534.24 which
required that an annual inspection of chain hoists be accomplished. The procedure also
required an annual operational load test of chain hoists, During the Maintenance Team
Inspection, 17 chain hoists checked out for use were without documentation of the required
mspections and had not been load tested. Example "¢" involved NHY Maintenance
Procedure MD 053424 which required an annual inspection of lever operated hoists and also
required an annual cperational load test.  During the Maintenance Team Inspection, 21 lever
operated hoists had overdue inspections, 15 of which were checked out for use, Nine of
these fifleen hoists were past due on their required periodic load tests. These items related to
concerns during the maintenance inspection that lifting and handling equipment could be in
use in the plant with deficient or hazardous phiysical conditions which would be identified by
regular inspections.  Such insyections are specified pursuant to industry standards contained in
ANSI/ASME B30.21-1989, “Manually Lever Operated Hoist¢,* ANSI/ASME B30.16,
“Overhead Hoists,” and ANSI/ASME B30.10-1987, "Hooks."

[he licensee revised maintenance procedurs MD (0524.25, “Program For Issuance, Repair,
lesting, and Inspection of Rigging and Handling Equipment,” 1o include instructions for
tracking and controlling issued rigging equipment whose periodic inspection has expired or
will expire within 31 days. Maintenance procedure MD 0534.21, "Inspection and Testing of
Chain Hoists," was also revised to permit chain hoists 10 be inspected annua’™v or prior 1o use
(allowing some equipment 1o remain in storage in preparation for use during an outage when
a full annual inspecti~n would be performed just prior to use). MD 0534.24, “Inspection and
Testing of Lever Operated Hoists," was also revised to permit lever operated hoists 1w be
mspected annually or prior 10 use.

These instructions now assign to maintenance supervisors the responsibility to ensure that
ngging and handling equipment not remain in the field if the inspection due date has past. In
addition, the maintenance tool control specialist performs monthly reviews of the rigging and
handling signout cards, identifies and records equipment presently signed out whose
inspection due dates are within 31 days, and notifies cognizart department supervisors to
report within § days on the disposition of the equipment. All affected equipment must be
returned 1o the tool crib before the due date or must have a complete inspection performed
prior 1o being returned 10 use.

I'he monthly listing produced by the tool control specialist provided the proper notifications
{0 maintenance supervisors with equipment signed out under their responsibility. Some
responses 1o his notices were not being received in a timely manner because much of the
equipment was currently in radiological storage until the next refueling outage and was
inaccessible for inspection, Some equipment could not be located and was designated as
unaccounted for. These items were removed from the active inventory by the tool control
specialist and designated as unavailable for use. Some discrepancies werc noted in the
inspection due dates indicated on tool crib records of equipment versus the dates contained on
equipment tags; however, the number of occurrences was small and the tool control specialist
was reconciling these differences. No equipment was in use with an overdue inspection. The



actions taken to address the deficiency related Lo equipment in use with a current inspection
have been adequately resolved,

Example di NHY Maintenance Procedure MA 4.11 required that all tool cribs be
inventoried on an annual basis. The tool crib located on the 21-foot elevation of the turbine
building was found not 1o have been inventoried in 1989 or 1990. The tool crib in the
Radiological Control Area tunnel was not inventoried in 1990, Maintenance team INSPECLOrs
were concerned that without a regular accounting of tools and equipment on hund,
unnecessary work delays on plant equipment could occur, or improper tools could be
substituted for maintenance work on safety related equipment,

The licensee performed a detailed inventory of all site tool cribs in June 1991 and again in
June 1992, The results were compiled on a comprehensive matrix chart which specified all
1ols by nomenclature and size ard listed the exact quantities of items contained in each crib,
In preparation for the first refueling outage, an additional measure was taken 10 compile a list
of specific tools and equipment required to perform the work id=ntified for the outage. This
listing separated tool requirerients for work inside and outside the RCA. This listing was
used 10 assure that adequate levels of specific tools and equipment were available for work
during the outage. These actions were considered adequate to fulfill the requirements of MA
411 for annual inventories of all tool cribs, The program requirement to perform these
mveniories was appropriate as it existed. No additional actions were considered necessary.

Example ¢: New Hampshire Yankee (NHY) Records Management Manual (NYRM)
required records management personnel 1o use a Delinquent Transmittal Form (NYRM Form
1-100) 1o notify the addressee that a controlled document transmittal form has not been signed
and reiurned to the Records Management Department within ten working days. The Records
Management Department personnel had not used the Delinquent Transmittal Form to
document unsigned or unreturned controlled document transmittal forms sent to the Planning
and Scheduling Departrient since January 1989, The consequence of this failure had the
potennal for work being performed with an incorrect procedure revision,

The Planning and Scheduling Department subsequently performed a detailed investigation of
111 work packages identified after the maintenance inspection with delinquent transmittal
forms outstanding. ‘The investigation revealed that in many cases, the work had already been
conpleted before the revision was issued. Other cases existed where the applicable document
was not used to perform the work, or the revision did not affect the technical aspects of the
work. In no case did completed work or work in progress have to be repeated.

In addition to the above actions the licensee made other program changes to improve the
efficiency of processing document transmittals and delinquency notices. The Controlled
Document Transmittal Form was modified to provide options for processing the forms
depending upon the status of a work package potentially effected by the transmittal. Work
packages which have the field work complete will be removed from the controlled document
distribution system so that subsequent document revisions will not effect those packages. The
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Records Management Manual was also revised (o provide specific instructions (o planners,
shedulers, and work supervisors for processing document revisions and the transmittal
forms. The current instructions require that work group supervisors determine if docuinent
changes are 10 be incorporated into packupes while work is in progress or otherwis® 10
provide written justification for continuing work under an old revision. The Records
Management Department also now provides a 10 day overdue notice for work packages
which were affected by a document revision but which had not yet npdated.

Ihe procedures governing work control at Seabrook (MA 3.1 and MA 1.2) have also been
revised 1o reflect the responsibility of work group supervisors 1o incorporate revised
controlled documents into work packages until all field work is complete (Status Code 16).
I'he requirement for documented justification when performing work under previous
procedure revisions was also added to the work control procedures.

I'he inspector discussed the above program changes with Records Management, Planning and
Scheduling, and Maintenance Department personnel and determined that the changes were
well understood and consistently practiced. Commaunications between these organizations
regarding document and work package updates and transmittal notices appes .« to be
substntially improved. The inspector considered that these actions appropriately addressed
these problems and established the means to prevent recurrences,

Based upon the actions taken 1o correct all examples above, this item is closed.
40 SIGNIFICANT MAINTENANCE PROGRAM WEAKNESSES

Programmatic weaknesses representing potential problems or conditions were presented to
management for evaluation and corrective action as appropriate, A response (0 the NRC was
requested and appropnate actions were anticipated. These are described as follows:

ltem 1. The process for updating maintenance procedures based on new or revised vendor
lechnical manuals was not being accomplished in a timely manner. No station requirement
existed to ensure maintenance procedures were updated in a timely manner (except for
biennial reviews) after technical manual revisions were received. Maintenance team
inspeciors expressed concerns that significant changes in plant equipment or in their technical
requirements for inspection and maintenance as provided in revisions to technical manuals
should be reflected in maintenance procedures in a timely manner to ensure such requirements
were met,

The licensee's initial response to this concern focused upon the existing processes for the
receipt and review of vendor information to ensure that the controlled vendor manuals are
properly updated in a timely manner. In addition, the licensee considered that the Operating
Fxpenience Review program established to review vendor technical bulletins, service
information notices, NPRDS events, etc., was adequate to ensure that station procedures were
updated as necessary. The biennial reviaw process for maintenance procedures was
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considered adequate 10 ensure that provedures properly reflected vendor technical manual
requirements, However, the response did not address the specific concerns expressed by
maintenance team inspectors that no mechanism existed to ensure that revised requirements in
vendor technical manuals that affect maintenance, inspection, or testing specifications for
cquipment at Seabrook were translated into maintenance procedures in a timely manner, thus
ensuring that such requirements were applied to current work.

Several weeks prior to this inspection, the Maintenance Department initiated a new procedure
(MM 6.5) to provide guidelines and requirements to update Maintenance Group procedures
and Repetitive Tasks Sheets to reflect new or revised vendor manual requirements, The draft
version of this procedure was prepared for management approval during this inspection, This
procedure contained new responsibilities for Maintenance Support Department supervisors (o
perform a formal review of vendor manual revisions to determine if they impact upon
maintenance procedures. As written, the procedure would require new procedures o be
writien or existing procedures 10 be revised or deleted, as necessary. Station managers
acknowledged the need to perform timely updates 10 maintenance procedures, if necessary,
when revisions to equipment technical manuals are made.

Based upon a review of the instructions provided in the draft version of MM 6.5, the
inspector considered that this concern will be adequately addressed if the procedure is
substantially approved as written,

Mem 2: An existing backlog of 1021 open engineering actions (technical document cianges,
modifications, requests for services, eic.) indicated an insufficient or inappropriate alocation
of engineering resources o support plant maintenance needs. Engineering control of the
prionty system for completion of Requests for Engineering Services was not timely for
Prionty 3 Regquests for Engineering Services (RESs) related 1o maintenance. Maintenance
leam Inspectors noted examples where the priorities assigned by the Maintenance Group for
Engineering support were considerably inconsistent with the rankings assigned to maintenance
related RESs by the Engineering Department. Although inspectors recognized that
Engineering support was provided to many plant organizations, the top ten requests for
maintenance support did not appear to have an equivalent ranking by Engineering. These
differences appeared partly related o interface or communication difficuities between the
Engineering and Maintenance Departments.

I'he Engineering Department made considerable progress to work off the overall backlog of
Priority 3 RESs by resolving technical concerns, changing technical docum~ats, producing
design changes, etc. A reduction of approximately 60% in the total maintenance related RES
backlog was achieved before September 1991, This level has remained relatively constant
since then; however, the long range goals for Engineering is to maintain the total RES work
load to approximately 500 (one half of the level during the maintenance inspection). The
mspector discussed changes in the Engineering Departments approach to support of
maintenance needs with department managers and reviewed the existing status of open work
iems.  Current activities demonstrated significant improvement in the level of coordination
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I'he inspector considered that the effort 1 umprove the clarity and quality of maintenance
procedures in this manner is a positive step to improve the ability of workers and supervisors
10 consistently apply station requirements and to clearly understand management expectations.
Continued efforts in this area appear to be warranted.

ltem 4 Tool control and equipment storage were significant concerns due 10 undersized
storage space, incomplete 100l issue records, loss of tool accountability and tracking, and the
use of improperly marked tools in the RCA,

The licensee documented the results of a tool program review by the Mechanical Maintenance
Department Supervisor which concluded (post outage) that the tool control program has been
able to maintain an adequate supply of tools and equipment to support daily maintenance
activities. Some tools could not be decontaminated during the outage and were dedicated for
future outage work; however, the specific numbers of tools and equipment in each tool crib,
mcluding those inside the RCA, have been inventoried and the amounts available for work
outside the RCA have been designated. All tools dedicated to use inside the RCA have been
color coded.

I'he inspector observed the current system which requires that sign out cards for tools and
handling equipment list the type of equipment, its unique identifier number, date of issue,
name of person receiving the equipment, the job where it is to be used, the date returned, and
the periodic inspection due date, if applicabie. This was considere ] to be a significant
improvement in the record system used to maintain control of tools and equipment.

However, difficulties were still evident with the loss of tools or with identifying their specific
location in the plant. Maintenance managers discussed their current plans to develop a
computerized tool control system and to improve station facilities used for equipment storage
and 1ssue. The plans vepresented significant improvements to the processes used for regular
100l and equipment inventory tracking.

The efforts made in this area since the maintenance inspection have significantly improved the
functions where program weaknesses were identified. However, this area continues to
present a challenge 10 the Maintenance Department. Long range planning for improvements
in facilities and inventory control has been initiated to deal with this general concern. The
inspector considered that these efforts represent adequate progress in addressing this general
weakness,

S0 CONCLUSIONS

The inspector concluded that the corrective actions taken 1o resolve the deficiencies

identified in the maintenance inspection were adequate and measures 10 prevent a recurrence
in these areas had been taken. Programmatic weaknesses in the areas of procedure revisions
and engineering support to maintenance were addressed and the areas were significantly
improved. The effort to continuously upgrade maintenance procedures will further enhance
understanding of work requirements and will promote a consistent application of work
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