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I '. l t * c n e 1. Nas tre licensee emplovee has notitled O*-

lette' C h a a rtna n tec: w t.:,4 t o r s . representatives, and the governor 01.

:Lcnnecticut. of N4L act2cns in dea'ing witn nuclear employee concerns.

I a ni the isHC's rer,resentatJve at Millstone 2. and 1 Cesare immediately

to be held accountable as reautred by law for all actions as a federal
ent:cvee. A begann1 g to scrieve tPis end. I offer to s pen ti some t i ms>

In the regional attite to exclain each allegation, what was done te
folicwun the centern, what the NRC decision was, the nuclear safety Esignifironte of eacn item and what further NRC followuo 2s recuarea,
i feel this time as necessary based on the regulatory environment as
it new exists. 1 cisegree with a reactive letter-by-letter tellowup
of this item. For the NRC's benetit. iul1 sDecific information in
each item is a necessity 1or the benefit of outside interaction and

interest, and 1or the i rr a g e of the NRC.

Thanb you for vour time and considera lon,

n
Pete Habighorst
Resident inspector
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Docket No: 50-336 MAY 2 7 39
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
ATTN: Mr. Edward J. Mroczka

Senior Vice President - Nuclear
Engineering and Operations Group |

'

P.O. Box 270
Hartford, Connecticut 06101-0270

Gentlemen: ;

Subject: Routine Resident Inspection 50-336/88-07 (3/22/88 - 5/2/88)

This transmits the report of the above subject inspection of Millstone 2. The in-
spection findings have been discussed with Messrs. S. Scace and J. Keenan of your.
staff.

A violation was identified for improper calibration of the Control Room Ventilation
Radiation Monitors. Also, a deviation (Appendix B) was identified on calibration
of.these radiation monitors. Please respond to the violation and deviation in
accordance with Appendices A and B.

We consider it significant that the enclosed violation and deviation were identi-
fied by NRC follow-up on an allegation by one of your employees. Further, as is
stated.in Detail 8.2.5 (Page 25) of the enclosed report, deficiencies in radiation
monitor calibrations have been repeatedly noted by the NRC. These circumstances
indicate deficiencies in the-content and/or management of your programs to elicit
and address employee concerns and to address NRC findings. Therefore, with your
reply to the enclosed violation, please specifically include your actfons to im-
prove the effectiveness of-addressal of employee concerns and NRC findings.

We also wish to note the effective implementation of identified and preventive
maintenance programs on.various safety systems (Report Detail 3.1). Good oversight
and management of the programs was found.

Your cooperation with us is appreciated.

Sincerely,

F.;;1r.a1 Sisae,d a;a
- ..

f l a w.; f ! Y ^

Mee H/. Bettenhausen, Ch ef
~,p& Projects Franch No.1
/ Division of Reactor Projects
i

Enclosures:
1. . Appendix A, Notice of Viciation
2. Appendix B, Notice of Deviation j,
3. NRC Region I Inspection Report 50-336/88-07 V

N
OFFICIAL RECORD COPY DL50-336/89-07 - 0001.0.0 1.,

05/20/88 's '

% i 89/-sso6osooot- esos27
PrlR .. ADOCK 05000336
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Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 2;

cc w/encis:
W. D. Romberg, Vice President, Noclear Operations
R. M. Kacich, Manager, Generation Facilities Licensing
D. O. Nordquist, Director of Quality Services
S. E. Scace, Station Superintendent
Public Docket Room
Local Public Document Room (LPDR)
Nuclear Safety Information Center (NSIC)
NRC Resident Inspector
State of Connecticut

bec w/encis:
Region I Docket Room (with concurrences)
Management Assistant, DRMA (w/o enclosures)
DRP Section Chief
W. Raymond, SRI, Millstone I,2&3
J. Shediosky, SRI, Haddam Neck
D. Jaffe, LPM, NRR
R. Bores, DRSS
M. Conner, DRP
A. Shropshire, RI

.

fRI RP RI: P R :DRe gjgy
Raybond/meo McCab'e Bettenhausen
S/2&88 i /77

DEFICIAL RECORD CDPY DL50-336/88-07 - 0002.0.0
05/20/88

- _-_____ _ _
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to be closed and tagged. The following additional valves, identified
as potential dilution paths, are also required to be closed and tagged
by Step 3.4.

2-CH-422, PMW to Volume Control Tanks.--

2-CH-091, PMW to (narging Pump Suction.--

Based upon the review of OP-2207 and OP-2209A, the inspector concluded
that the licensee has met their commitment, contained in their letter
of December 28, 1977, to close and tag certain valves to prevent unan-
ticipated boron dilution during Modes 5 and 6. Moreover, as acditional
baron dilution paths were created (via plant modifications) or identified
as a result of subsequent review, the associated valves were also re-
quired to be closed and tagged in Modes 5 and 6, per OP-2207 and OP-2209A.
No additional baron dilution paths were identified by NRC review. No
inadequecies were noted.

7.0 Surveillance (51726)

Surveillance Procedure (SP) 2401E is used to insure the NI safety / control
instruments are representative of the core neutron flux as indicated by in-
core detector measurements. The inspector observed calibrations completed
per SP 2401E on April 19, 1988. This satisfied the TS 4.3.1.1.1 Tabis 4.3-i
requirement for monthly calibration of the excore nuclear instruments (N* t).

following equilibrium at 100% power. The licensee normally performs this
calibration every two weeks. The inspector reviewed SP 2401E and the com-
pleted SP 2401E forms for bistable trip data. Calorimetric data is entered-
into a computer with the as-found settings and, later, the as-left settings.
A computer-program calculates each detector voltage with allowable limits and
.the as-left Axial Shaping Index (ASI). After the calibration is completed,
a computer report is prepared for each channel giving the input data, allow-
able limits and the final data. The print-out was attached to the surveil-
lance cover sheets as permanent records. The Channel C.as-found 15% Trip
Permissive was outside the licensee's 14.5 +/- 0.2% acceptance criteria at
14.74%. Since it met the TS limit of less than 15%, an Instrument Calibration
Report (ICR) was issued. A Plant Incident Report (PIR) would be required if-
.TS limits were exceeded. The inspector had no further questions.

t:

8.0 Allegations (92720/92702)

8.1 RI-88-A-29, Procedural Compliance in Meterology Lab

On March 18, the inspector received an allegation from a licensee em-
ploy ee ._ The alleger had two specific concerns dealing with meterology
laboratory work. The meterology lab calibrates quality assurance (QA)
standard instrumentation used for in plant instrument calibrations. The
alleger's concerns were:

~ _ a. _ _ _ -. - _ c-_ - - _. - - _ . - ,
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Inadequate procedural compliance for safety-related instrument--

calibration.

Job discrimination from licensee management. [The alleger has taken--
,

this allegation to the Department of Labor (00L).]

The inspector interviewed the alleger on March 22. For QA standards
(QA-107, QA-110) calibrated per I/C 1101C, "Simpson multimeter calibra-
tion," the alleger stated that data error was in the opposite direction
between one procedure revision and the next, and felt this was improper.
To follow-up, the inspector reviewed data on the following multimeter
calibrations.

Stancard Procedure Instrument Date Calibrated

QA-110 I/C 1101C QA-2867 3/16/88, 1/27/88
QA-2814 8/25/87, 7/8/86
QA-2770 10/29/87, 10/23/86
QA-2863 2/24/88, 1/19/87

QA-107 I/C-1101C QA-2824 2/24/88, 10/13/86

The inspecter reviewed the latest two revisions to procedure I/C 1101C
.and, on April 7, witnessed a calibration with QA standard 110, instrument
QA-2824. No discrepancy was found in procedural compliance or adequacy.
The revised procedure changed whether the calibrated instrument reading
is subtracted from the reference reading (or vice-versa). That changes
the algebraic sign of the error but not calibration accuracy or validity.
This part of the allegation was unsubstantiated.

Another technical conccrn from the alleger concerned procedural.compli-
ante during deaoweighc calibrations of Heise pressure gauges. The con-
cern_ was that identical data ' readings recorded for increasing as well
as decreasing pressure points indicated improper data logging and proce-
dure performance. The inspector reviewr:d the data sheets from the fol-
lowing Heise gauges:

Standard Procedure Instrument Calibration Dates

QA-177 I/C 1104A QA-379 12/23/87
QA-176 I/C 1104A QA-307 1/4/88, 10/9/87,.7/8/87,*

3/30/87, 12/29/87, 9/23/87
QA-280 I/C 1104A QA-280 11/3/88, 5/6/87, 2/9/87
QA-176 I/C 1104A- QA-282 1/3/88, 10/28/88, 7/10/87,

5/6/87, 2/19/87, 11/19/86,
8/20/86

QA-172 I/C 1104A QA-284 3/10/88, 12/11/87, 8/31/87,
5/28/87, 2/27/87, 12/5/86

. o_. _ , . ___ . _ . . _ _ _ . . _ . . _ . ._ ..
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The cata for the Heise gauge calibrations betweer, 8/20/86 and 3/23/88
was reviewea. There were instances of data points on pressure increase
being the same as in pressure decrease. The inspector indecencently took
data in parallel with the licensee on a 0-15 psig Heise gauge (QA-303)
on ci7. Celibration results met the acceptance criteria, and no signifi-
cant difference existed between the inspector's and the licensee's data.
The inspector noted it was possible for a pressure gauge to indicate the'

same results in pressure rise as in pressure drop. This part of the
allegation is unsubstantiatea.

In regard to the alleged job discrimination, the inspector reviewed
licensee acministrative control procecures (ACP) 1.14 " Employee Com- "

plaints and Grievances," and ACP-1.14A " Nuclear Complaints and Concerns."
The inspector also interviewed licensee management and first line super-
visors concerning the alleged discrimination. No conclusion was reached.
This aspect remains open pending receipt of the DOL disposition.

8.2 RI-EB-A-40. Procedure Adequacy and Centrols on Control Room Radiation
M nitors (92720/83726)

On April 11, 1988, the inspector received an allegation from a licensee
emoloyee relating to the Unit 2 Control Room Ventilation Area Radiation
Monitors (RIT 9799A and 97998). The alleger raised two specific concerns:

The above monitors were not being adequately calibrated by the Unita.
2 Instrument ar.d Control (I&C) group.

,

b. Employee concerns regarding the aceauacy of monitor calibration were
not resconced to appropriately by I&C supervision.

During the week the allegation was received, a routine Health Physics
_

inscection was being performed onsite by NRC Region 1 based Radiation
Specialists. The alleger's concerns relating to the technical adequacy
of monitor calibration were reviewed by the NRC radiation specialist.

8.2.1 System Descriotion

The Unit 2 Control Room Ventiiation Area Radiation Monitors
(RIT 9799A, 97998) view the Heating Ventilat. ion and Air Condi-
tioning (HVAC) inlet ducting upstream of the Unit 2 Control
Room. Upon detection of area radiation levels et al to or in
excess of the alarm setpoint (1 mR/hr), the monitors switch
the Control Room Ventilation to the Recirculation mode. The
two monitors feature RD-1 GM detectors supplied by GA Tech-
nologies. The monitor range is from 0.1 to 10,000 mR/hr.

|
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Calibration frequency for these monitors is once every 18
months. Initial system calibration was performed in June 1985.
Both monitors were recalibrated in December 1986; the 9799A
monitor was calibrated again in February 1988 after the readout
module was replaced.

The inspector evaluated the technical adequacy of the licensee's
calibration of these monitors by discussion with cognizant
personnel ano review of the following:

Procedure SP2404BA, " Control Room Ventilation Radiation--

Monitor Calioration "

Procedure 502404AZ, " Unit 2 Control Room Ventilation Area--

Radiation Monitor RIT-9799A & 97998 Functional Test."

Results of monitor calibrations performed in 6/85, 12/86--

and 2/88.

GA Technologies Operation and Maintenance Manual E-115-185.--

ANSI N323-1978, " Radiation Protection Instrumentation Test--

and Calibration."

Unit 2 FSAR.--
,

8.2.2 Procedural Adeouacy

NRC review of calibration procedure SP2404BA identified the
following steps performed as the radiological calibration of
.he Control P.com Ventilation monitors:

' -- Test sources are obtained with gamma flux values equiva-
: lent to the lowest decade (0.1 to 1.0 mR/hr) and-as close -

as possible to'the highest decade (1.0 to 10.0 R/hr) of
the monitor.

The test source strengths-are measured using HP Calibra---

tion Lab equipment. These measurements then become the
'" desired" values for calibr'ation.

The test sources are held adjacentuto the monitors and--

the monitor readout is compared with the " desired" value.

The inspector noted that no direction was given in the proce-
dure to ensure 'that-1) cose rates generated by the test sources

'were measured at a specified distance from the sources or that
11) test sources were held at the same distance from the de-
tector during the calibration. No notations were made on ccm-
pleted data sheets indicating measurements of source to detec-

.

_ ,
,
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Northeast Nuclear Energy Company-
ATTN: Mr. Edward J. Mroc:ka

Senior Vice President - Nuclear
Engineering and Operations Group

.

- P.O. Box 270
Hartford, Connecticut 06101-0270

Gentlemen:

Subject: Routine Resident Inspection 50-336/88-13 (S/3/88 - 6/13/88) ,

This transmits the report of the above subject inspection c' Millstone 2. The

inspection findings have been discussed with Messrs. H. Haynes and J. Keenan of
your staff.

No violations were cited, and no reply to this letter is required. ;

Your cooperation with us is appreciated.

Sincerely,
.

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

Enclosurss:
1. NRC Region I~ Inspection Report 50-336/88-13

-2. - Appendix A, List of Facilities Potentially Affected by Gamma-Metrics *

10 CrR 21-Report _

3. Appendix B, Followup en Allegations Not-Specific to Millstone Unit 2-

cc w/ encl:
W. D. Ramberg, Vice' President, Nuclear Operations
R. M. Kacich, Manager, Generation Facilities Licens.ing
D. O. Nordquist, Director of Quality' Services
S. E. Scace, Station Superintendent -

L Public Document Room (PDR)
|. Local Public Document Room (LPDR)
|

Nuclear Safety Information Center (NSIC)-
NRC Senior Resident Inspectori

!- State of Connecticut
L

|
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U.S. NZLEAR REGULATORY COMMI55!QN
REGION I

Report No. 50-336/BE-13

Docket No. 50-336 License No. DDR-65

Licensee: Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
P.O. Box 270
Hartfor:. CT 06101-0270

Facility Name: Pillstone Nuclear Power Station, Waterford, Connecticut
*Inspaction At: Milistone Dr.it 2.

Dates: May 3 - June 13, 1993

Insee: tors: Peter J. Habighorst, Resident Inspector
David Jaffe, Licensing Project Manager, NRR
William J. Raymond, Senior Resident Inspector
James Trapp, Reactor Engineer, Division of Reactor Safety

Repoetin;
Inspectcr: Peter J. Habignorst, Resident Inspector

Approvec by: k , W > WA - 0 ?/Yff
E.T. M: Cane, ' Chief . Reactor Projects Section 18 Gate

Insoettien Sumw y; 5/3 - 6/13/88 (Recort No. 50-336/88-13)

A-eas'Insoected: Routine NRC resident, region-based, and specialist inspe: tion of
plant operations, surveillance, maintenance, radiation protection, physical secur-
ity, outage activities, allegations, Licensee Event Reports (LERs), Safety Issue
Management' System (SIMS) items, and committee activities. -

Results: No unsafe conditions were identified. Additional follow-up is warranted
on a 10 CFR 21 Report concerning wide range nuclear instrumentation susceptibility
to moisture intrusion (Detail 4.6) and allegations (Detail 8.4, and Appendix B).

[dOMY3N'
.
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The a' leger saw pigeons inside contair ent durir.g the refuel- ; outage
in Fe:rvary, 195E. He was concernec that the pigeons would spres racio-
active contamination and tnat they mig *t be contam'nated and be eaten
by people. NRC radiation specialists evaluated this as not a radiatior
safety hazard. The inspector discussed with licensee management the
advisability of preventing pigeon entrance into containment for house-
keeping reasons. The licensee committed to accress methocs of preverting
pigeons frem entering containment during outages.

The insoector reviewed egress routes from the frisking station, and whole
bccy f risters (PCM-1A) on tne lower elevation of the auxiliary b ilding.
The inspector did.not detect a method of bypassing the f riskinc stat. ions
-without violating pcstec requirements.. The inspector consicered the
existing controls acequate. Adherence to the requiremerts is routinely
checkea oy licensee personnel and NRC inspectors.

On the cont:'nment access concern, NRC review ncted that the infor..ation
proviued by tne alleger lack specificity on the date of occurrec.ce,
f risker readirg, and scale reading on the f risker. During routine in-

specticn tnr.;ghout the period, the inspector observed cortainment access
controls, incividual f risking techniques, and anti-contamination clothing
remcval. -No it.adeauacies were noted.. Tne inspector discussed this
specific concer, with the licensee and asked that it be considered in
contractor raciation protection training. No inadequacies were noted.

NRC follow up did net substantiate the allege *'s concerns in this case.
Eecause of the potential for adverse housekesping effects, now'.ver, birds
presert in ccntainment will be routinely monitored and assessed. So will
adnerence to radiation protection requirements.

82 Telectone Corversation with a Conce'rned Citizen

The inspector received a telephone call at 3:00 p.m. on June 7 from a
resident of Pleasant Beach in Waterford, Connecti_ cut. This individua'l
was concerned about th: loud noise he heard from the Millstone Station
all day. The inspector checked and informed the citizen _that the sound
was from the Millstone 2 atmospheric dump valves used as part of the
normal procedure to cooldown the plant. The inspector assured the citi-

zen that there was no offsite hazard from the non-radioactive steam
emanating from the dump valves. The inspector stated that the noise
should cease by about 8:00 p.m. on June 7, after cooldown via the atmos-
pheric cump valves was completed. The citizen appeared satisfied with
the information provided. No inedequacies were identified relative to

. licensee activities.

8.3 RI-80-A-0029, "Undate on Procedural Compliance in Metrology Lab"

This alleger had two concerns dealing with metrology laboratory work.
The concerns dealt with inacequate procedural compliance for safety-
related instrument calibration and jcb discrimination by licensee man-
agement.

|

'.
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ire calibra:icn conce r was addressed by the inspector in rcctin: :n-
spect ier r e o:. r t 50-13E/EE-07; calit-ations involved were four; ccceptat'e.
C- tne disc i-ir,ation ccncern, tne alleger files a compiain; with e

U.S. Department of Lacor (00L) on Acril 29, 1983. Initial COL ef' orts
tc conciliate ' he matter between the alleger and employer (Northeast
Nuclear Energy Company) were unsuccessf ul . DOL began an investigation
of whether jcb discrimination for protectec activities (Energy R : gari-
:ation Act cf 1974, IC CFR 5].7) had occurred. The DOL investigator
found in favor of the alleger. Ir a letter dated May 27, the litersee
was nctified by DOL of recuired re edial action. The licensee file: a-
a ;; e .21, inecking their r;gnt to a formal hearing. This aspect remains
open (UNR-EE-13-02). Also, as a result of NRC follow-up on another a'-
legatier, tne licensee Fas been asked to include, with the response'to
a notice of violation, their actions lo irgrove addressal of employee

concerns. (5/28/e3 NR letter forwarding Irspecticn Report 50-336/ES-07.)

5.4 85- -0120. "Cr ca c on It errer r eciation Pc ritor Cal :b-aticr a-' Ott:-
;:n:ern/

E.4.1 Cont ci Roor Radiatior Mcnitors

On Acri' 11, a licer.see employee approached the irspector with

the following concerns: control room area radiation monitors
are not calibrated properly and nuclear concerns are not being
a: dressed acecuately by licensee management. The inspector
re~iewec tne first concern during inspection 50-336/EB-07, and
concluded that the licensee was not in full compliar.ce with
the TS or with commitments in the Fin.1 Safety Analysis Report
( FSAR) . The resconse letter f rom thr. licensee on the proposed

Notice of Violation and Notice of Det ation should addressi
licensee actions to imorove the effsetiveness of addressal cf
employee concerns. This item remaiss open pending licensee
response (due in mid-July 1988 basdJ on a licensee telephone
request for the time needed to respond) and pending implemen-

'

tation of planned actions. -

During subsequent meetings with the alleger, the inspector re-
viewed cther concerns. These were: Excore/Incore surveillance
during the end of the refueling outage not properly calibrated,
channel "D" of the Reactor Protection System (RPS) not respond-
ing properly due to an intermittent problem, and incorrect oil
level indication for the Reactor Coolant Pumos (RCPs). These
are discussed further in the following.

8.4.2 "O" Reactor Protection System Response

The inspector reviewed the clieger's concerns about operability
of RPS Channel "D" during plant startup from the refueling
outage. The alleger's specific concern on RPS Channel "0" was
intermittent response of the cold leg temperature (Tc) input
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The alleger saw pigeons inside containment during the refueli ; outage
in February, ;9ES. He was conce"ned that the pigeons would spread racio-
active contamination and that they might be contaminated and be eaten
by people. NRC radiation specialists evaluated this as not a radiation
safety nazard. The inspector discussed with licensee management the
advisability of preventin 31geon entrance into containment for house-
keeping reasons. The li' see committed to adoress methods of preventing
pigeons from entering c- minment during outages.

The inspector reviewed egress routes from the fr sking station, and wholei

body friskers (FCM-1A) on the lower eievation of the auxiliary building.
The inspe: tor cid not detect a method of bypassing the frisking stations
without violating posted requirerents. The inspector considered the
existing centrols acequate. Adherence to the requirements is routinely
cnecked oy licensee personnel and NRC inspectors.

On the con c'rnent access concern, NRC review noted that the in#crmstion
provided by tne alleger lack specificity on the cate cf occurreace,
frisker read 4rg, and scale reading on the frisker. During routint in-
spection thr.ugnout the period, the inspector observed certainment access
controls, incividual frisking techniques, and anti-contamination clothing
removal. No inadequacies were noted. The inspettor discussed this
specific concern with the licensee and asked that it ce considered in

contractor raciation protection training. No inadequacies were noted.

NRC follow up did not substantiate the alleger's concerns in this case.
Because of tN ::otential for adverse housekeeping effects, hon"er, birds
presert in ccntair. ment will be routinely monitored and assessed. So will
acnerence to radiation protection requirements.

8.2 Tele 2 one Corversation with a Concerned Citicenh

The inspectnr received a telephone call at 3:00 p.m. on June 7 from a
resident of Pleasant Beach in Waterford, Con. cticut. This indivicual
was concerned about th loud noise he heard frcm the Millstone Station
all day. The inspector checked and informed the citizen that the sound
was from the Millstone 2 atmospheric dump valves used as part of the
normal procedure to cooldcwn the plant. The inspector assured the citi-
zen that there was no of f site hazard f rom the non-radioactive steam
emanating from the dump valves. The inspector stated that the noise
should cease by about 8:00 p.m. on June 7, after cooldown via the atmos-
pheric cuna valves was completed. The citizen appeared satisfied with
the information provided. No inadequicies were identified relative to
licensee activities.

8.3 RI-88-A-0029. "Vedate on Procedural Compliance in Metrolocy Lab"

This alleger had two concerns dealing with metrology laboratory work.
The concerns dealt with inacequate procedural compliance for safety-
relatec instrument calibration and jcb discrimination by licensee man-
acement.

\
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The calibrction concern was addressed by the inspector in routina in-
spection repcrt 50-136/8E-07; calibrations involved were found ccceptable.
Ca the discrimination concern, the alleger filed a complaint with the
U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) on April 29, 1983. _ Initial 00L efforts
to conciliate the matter between the alleger and employer (Northeast
Nuclear Energy Company) were unsuccessful. 00L began an investigation
of whether jeb ciscriminttion for protected activities (Energy F organi-
zation Act of 1974, 10 CFR 50.7) had occurred. The DOL investigator
found in favor of the alleger. In a letter dated May 27, the licensee
was notified by DOL of required remedial action. The licensee filed an
appesi, invoking their right to a formal hearing. This aspect iemains
open (UNR-SE-13-02). Also, as a result of NRC follow-up on another al-
legation, the licensee has been asked to include, with the response to
a notice of violation, their actions to improve addressal of employee

concerns. (5/28/83 NRC letter forwarding Inspection Report 50-336/88-07.)

3.4 8 E '.-0020. "Ur da .e on harecer n,ediation Mcnitor Calibraticn and Other

Can: erns'

8.4.1 Cont ol Room Radiation Monitors

On April 11, a licensee employee approached the it.spector with
the following concerns: control room area radiation monitors
are not calibrated properly and nuclear concerrs are not being
adcressed aceouately by licensee management. The inspector
reviewed tne first concern during inspection 50-336/85-37, and
cor.:luded that the licensee was not in full compliar.ce with
the TS or with commitments in the Final Safety Analysis Report
( FSAR) . The response letter from the licensee on the proposed
Notice of Violation and Notice of Deviation should address
licensee actions to improve the effectiveness of addressal of
employee concerns. This item remains open pending licensee
response (due in mid-July 1988 based on a licensee telephone
request for the time r, ceded to respond) and pending implemen-
tation of planned actions.

During subsequent meetings with the alleger, the inspector re-.

viewed c.her concerns. These were: Excore/Incore surveillance
during the end of the refueling outage not properly calibrated,
channel "D" of the Reactor Protection System (RPS) not respond-
ing properly due to an intermittent problem, and incorrect oil
level indication for the Reactor Coolant Pumps (RCPs). These
are discussed further in the following.-

8.4.2 "D" Reacter protection System Response
,

The inspector reviewed the alleger's concerns about operability
of RPS Channel "D" during plant startup from the refueling
outage. The alleger's specific concern on RPS Channel "D" was
intermittent response of the cold leg temperature (Tc) input

- . . -



- - - - - _ - _ _ - . ___

'~

/ 3g
~

UNITED 5TATES(, f Ne,t NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
7 REGION t

'

h-

-

$
*

< 476 ALLENDALE MoADu e

,t $ / KINO OF PRUSStA. PENNSYLVANIA 194o6

Docket Nos. 50-245; 50-336; JUL 141988
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Docket No. 50-245

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Company
ATTN: Mr. E. J. Mroczka

Senior Vice President - Nuclear
Engineering and Operations Group

P. O. Box 270
Hartford, Connecticut 06141-0270

Gentlemen:

Subject: July 8, 1988 Management Meeting
in theThis refers to the July 8, 1988 management meeting, held at your request,We appreciate your interest inRegion I office (see Enclosure 1 for Attendees).

keeping us informed of your plans and priorities at the Haddam Neck and Millstone
sites.

Matters discussed during this meeting included your corporate resource allocations,
support philosophy for nuclear power plants, engineering support, Haddam Neck plant
activities, Millstone Unit 3 activities, a new procedure for soliciting nuclear
safety concerns at Millstone, and licensing initiatives for Northeast Utilities ,

plants.

On our part, we outlined changes to the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Perform-
ance (SALP) Report by the NRC.

Thank you for your cooperation and for your information input. Ve look forward
to other informative and productive meetings.

Sincerely,

^

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

Enclosures:
1. Heeting Attendees
2. NU/NNECO Viewgraphs >

4l
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.

j
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|
.
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- ENGINEERING SUPPORT OF THE OPERATING UNITS .

D. B. MILLER

- OVERVIEW OF HADDAM NECX PLANT ACTIVITIES-

S. E. SCACE

- NEW PROCEDURES ~FOR RESPONDING TO NUCLEAR SAFETY
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C. H. CLEMENT
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-

.
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NEW PROCEDURES FOR RESPONDING TO

NUCLEAR SAFETY CONCERNS

,

STEVE E.'SCACE
- SUPERINTENDENT

MILLSTONE NUCLEAR POWER STATION
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MILLSTONE ALLEGATIONS PROGRAM-

.

.

I

0 RESPONSIVE TO CURRENT SITE ACTIVITIES
'

-

0 APPLICABLE TO ALL OH-SITE PERSONNEL
.

O CONFIDENTIAL TELEPHONE ACCESS

0 ALLEGATIONS PROGRAM MANAGER
.

O PERIODIC REPORTS TO EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT

,

t-

4

.
. .. .

. . .

. ~ . =: =w;q- - - -



- _ - - -

EETAILS_OF ALLEGATION PROCEDURE
'

,

ADDRESSES ONLY NUCLEAR SAFETY ALLEGATIONSO

REQUIRES DOCUMENTATION, EVALUATION, AND RESOLUTION0

DIRECTED AT THE WORKER WHO WANTS TO SPEAK WITH0

SOMEONE FROM NU CONFIDENTIALLY

"

UTILIZES " LESSONS LEARNED" FROM MILLSTONE UNIT
3

0

PROGRAM

0 INTENDED TO PRESENT A VIABuE OPTION ''0R AN

EMPLOYEE BEFORE THEY CONTACT THE NRC

i

,

$

\
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IMPLEMENTATION OF REVISED-NU-

ALLEGATIONS PROGRAM1.

;,r
0 MILLSTONE PROGRAM WILL BE OPERATED AS A PILOT

PROGRAM
'

0 REVISED PROGRAMS WILL BE ' INSTITUTED AT BOTH

CONNECTICUT YANKEE AND BERLIN

0- A SINGLE - ALLEGATIONS PROGRAM MANAGER WILL BE

RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ENTIRE PROGRAM AND WILL RESIDE

IN BERLIN

.
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMIS$10N
REGION I

Report No. 50-336/83-24

Docket Nc. 50-336

License No. DPR-65
.

Licensee: Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
P.O. Box 270
Hartford, CT 06101-0270

F&cility Name: Millstone Nuclear Power Station, ilnit 2

Inspection At: Waterford, Connecticut

Dates: October 13 to November 23, 1988

Reporting
Inspector: P. J. Habighorst, Resident Inspector

Inspectors: W. J. Raymond, Senior Resident Inspector, Millstone
F. J. Crescenzo, Senior Resident Inspector. Shoreham
P. J. Habighorst, Resident Inspector, Millstone 2
G. S. Barber, Resident Inspector, Millstone 3
C. H. Woodard, Reactor Engineer, DRS
D. R. Jaf fe, Project Manager, NRR
N. Trehan, Specialist Inspector, NRR

$db k 12.hdPPApproved by:
E. C. McCabe, Chief, Reactor Prnjects Section 18 Date -

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

Areas Inspected: Routine resident and specialist inspection of plar.t operations,
surveillance, maintenance, previously identified items, a reactor 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
identified. Further NRC f ollow-up is planned on Mei.rology Lab allegations, the
service water leak, and access control to security areas. Good interdepartmental
coordination was identified during relatively complex in-service testing invclving
boric acid reduction in storage tanks and pump suction lines.

-
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-- the corrosion expected based on a worst-case velocity profile would not
decrease wall thickness below 0.030 inch before February 1989.

The licensee installed a temporary rubber patch to stop the leak. The in-
spector questioned the licensee on the weld repair procedures provided in ASME
Section XI as required per 10 CFR 50.55(a)(g). The repair procedure in ASME
Section XI-is referenced in IW-4000, IWV-3640, IWV-3612 and IWA-5000. The
licensee plans to replace the af fected service water header in the February
1988 outage. The inspector will continue to review licensee actions on weld
repair for the service water system. This is an unresolved item (UNR 88-24-04).

9.0 Allegations (92702/92720/56700)

IL 9.1 Separate Review of Allegation RI-88-A OO29

A separate technical review was conducted of allegation RI-88-A-29, which
i concerned activities in the Metrology Laboratory. The technical aspects

of 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 were noted by the inspector.

One 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 a1 i 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 TI 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 unsubstantiated.

In conjunction with this review, the inspector noted that the input value -

ot the standard cannot be finely adjusted when calibrating resistance
scales. This prohibits compliance with Step 7.3 of procedure I/C 1101C
which requires the technician to vary the input value of the standard
until the TI reads nominal value. Because of this, the technicians have
resorted to a variation of the old method of data recording in order to
make the data conform to the revised recording requirements. The licen-
see was informed of this discrepancy. This will be followed in a future
inspection.

A second allegation was that certain technicians had not complied with
the requirements of procedure I/C 1104A, "I&C Pressure Test Gauges Cali-
bration'' for data logging and procedure performance. The allegation was

- -- ~ . . - . - - , - . ._



- _ __ _--_ _

.

20

,

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 identical and
concluded they were the result of improper procedure compliance or data
logging. The alleger 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 increasino/ decreasing pressure values; however, all of the
technicians had recorded identical values during one or more calibrations.
Generally, it was net unlikely that a calibration would result in iden-
tical 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
increasing / decreasing pressure values supported an allegation 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 I/C
1104A. P<ragraph 2 of 1/C 1104A defines acceptance criteria for Heise
gauges as +/-0.1% of f ull scale or +/- one minor scale division, which-
ever is greater. Heise gauge No. QA-370 is a 0-5000 psig gauge with 5
psi minor scale 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 adequacy of the
+/-10 psi criterion.

_

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

9.2 Heise pressure Gauce 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, I/C
procedure 1104A wnuld 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 reflect the manufacturer's
specification. The alleger described discussions of the above concerns
with licensee management.

>,
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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 superintendent in June 1988 to discuss Metrology Lab concerns.
The alleger explained that he inf.,rmed the superintendent of two basic
concerns: (i) inadequacy of I/C 1104A procedure revision, (ii) the dis-
crepancy between manufacturer's recommended tolerances aad I/C 1104A
tolerances for Heise pressure gauges.

The inspector reviewed the alleger's technical concerns on calibration
of precision Heise pressure gauges. The first issue reviewed was the
current revision of 1/C 1104A. The Site Operations Review Committee
(50RC) 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 points from the calibration check
section (step 7.5). Hysteresis on a Heise pressure gauge is a result
of expansion / relaxation / fatigue of the Bourdon tube. Hysteresis effects
can 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 Technical 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 I/C 1104A was improved by the revision, in that it directly
correlated with the manuf acturer's recommendation for detecting a
hysteresis problem on a Heise pressure gauge. The licensee stated the
upgrade to procedure I/C 1104A was a result of an employee allegation
identified in routine Inspection Report 50-336/88-07. No inadequacies
were noted in procedure adequacy.

In regard to the I/C 1104A change involving removal of decreasing data
points during the calibration check, the inspector contacted the manu-
facturer (Dresser Industries). The manufacturer stated te 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 inspector will follow the licen-
see's technical evaluation of this item and specifically technical jus-
tification for only performing 25% of the recommendeo calibration check:
for Heise gauges. This is an unresolved item (UNR 88-22-06).

The alleger's second concern was that procedure I/C 1104A acceptance
criteria do not accurately reflect the manufacturer's specification.
Documents reviewed were:

-
-
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" Quality Assurance Topical Report" Rev. 11.--

IEEE Std. 336-1971 " Installation, Inspection, and Testing Equipment--

for Instrumentation and Electrical Equipment."
Dresser Industries "Heise Bourdon Tube Gauges, Models "CC", "CM",--

and "CMM," April, 1985.
I/C 1104A, Revision 6, "I&C Pressure Test Gauge Calibration."--

1/C 2429, " Safety-related Instrument Calibration."--

Licensee procedure (I/C 1104A) acceptance criteria for check calibration
of Heise Pressure Gauges is 0.1% of full scale or one minor scale
division, whichever is larger.. The manufacturer's allowance for Heise
pressure gauges is 0.1% of full scale. The inspector reviewed eleven
(12) data sheets associated with procedure I/C 1104A. The data sheets ;

depicted various gauge scales between.0-15 psig and 0-750 psig. For all <

data sheets reviewed the acceptance criterion was one minor scele divi-
sion instead of +0.1%. The largest allowance determined from review was
+0.50 psi for a 0-250 psig gauge. The allegers initial concern was
therefore substantiated. The inspector also compared the acceptance
criteria for Heise gauge calibrations to safety-related instrumentation
tolerances (1/C 2429) and concluded no instance existed where Heise
tolerances were less than four times the trelerance of safety-related
instruments. Quality Assurance Topical Report, Section 12.2.2 "Calibra-
tion Standards" states; " Calibration of equipment should be against
standards that have an accuracy 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 will 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 thaa
secondary standards being calibrated."

Based on the above, the alleged and substantiated condition has no safety >

significance. The acceptance criterion stated in licensee procedures
is technically acceptable. The inspector had no further questions on
this aspect.

9,3 RI-88-A-0040, Area Radiation Mon' tors and Fonboro Limiters

On 0ctober 5, the resident inspector received an allegation from a lic-;

|
ensee employee. The alleger presented the following items:

1) Operators silence audible alarms on' malfunctioning area radiationL

rnonitors by disconnecting the horns.
,

!

L 11) Foxbot> printed circuit boards are manufactured and installed with
problems.

iii) Worker overtime is not controlled at the station.

iv) The allegation system not used by workers onsite.

|

|

|

., . .
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Docket No. 50-336
File RI-88-A-0101

MEMORANDUM FOR: Michael Perkins, Office Allegations Coordinator

THRU: E. Wenzinger, Chief, Projects Branch No. 4, DRP
D. Haverkamp, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 4A, DRP

FROM: Ebe C. McCate, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 3B, DRP

SUBJECT: CLOSE0VT OF ALLEGATION FILE RI-88-A-0101
-

The subject allegation was made by an individual whose additional allegations

are tracked under allegation file RI-88-A-0029. Initial resident inspector

,

inspection of allegation RI-88-A-0101 was documented in Inspection Report

50-336/88-24. Follow-up inspection of the allegation was accompli'-hed by the

Millstone Unit 2 Allegation Team Inspection and will be documented in Inspec-

tion Report 50-336/89-13. Dering the course of that team inspection, the al-

legations made under file RI-88-A-0101 were incorporated into file RI-88-A-0029

and will ba tracked in the future under that file number. For this reason,

allegation file RI-88-A-0101 is closed. $

$0$
Ebe C. McCabe, Chief

.

Reactor Projects Section 38 ~

CC:
S. Barr, DRP
W. Raymond, Millstone

/ ,
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Occket/ License: 50-336/0PR-65

Nort east Nuclear Energy Companyh

ATTN. Mr. Edward J. Mroczka
Senior Vice . President - Nuclear
Engineering and Operations Group

P.O. Box 270
Hartford, w.aecticut 06101-0270

Gentlemen:

Subject: Millstone 2 Inspection 50-336/88-24 (10/13/88-11/23/88)
1

This refers to the resident _ inspection of Millstone Unit 2 from October 13 through
November 23, 1988. The inspection results are described in the enclosed report
and were discussed with Messrs. Scace and Keenan of your staff.

No violations were~ identified and no reply to this let ar is required.

We wish to call your attention to a temporary loss of access to certain spaces
(Report Detail 6.1). We will continue to evaluate your controls for assuring ade-

_quate access to controlled areas.

We also wish to call your attention to open items related to allegations about the
Metrology Lab (Report Detail 9). Concerns include the ability to calibrate Simpson
Multimeters by literal use-of the procedure, Heise gage calibrations to less than
the manufacturer's specified accuracy, and whether Heise gage hysteresis checks
are sufficient and in accordance with the manufacturer's recommendations.

-

..

.Your cooperation with us is appreciated.

Sincerely,
.

ORIGINEstGMED.BY .p gp, me: , .

Lee H. Bettenhausen, Chief
Projects Branch No. 1 -

Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosure: NRC Region I Inspection Report 50-336/88-24

|
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__ _ Norther.st Nuclear Energy Company 2-
.

.

cc w/ encl:
.

W.' O._Romberg, Vice President,. Nuclear Operations
-

T. . " . . . . . . . . , .. . . . . . , . . . . . . . . _ .~. . : ' ' '. : : '. : : : h ;" ' # '
-

0. O. Nordquist, Director of-Quality Services
S. E. Scace.: Station Suoerintendent

_ 1 Gerald Garfield, Esquire
Public Document Room (POR)-,

Local Public Document Room (LPOR)-
Nuclear Safety.'Information Center (NSIC)-

^

NRC Senior-Resident Inspector
State of Connecticut'

,

bec w/ encl:
-Region I Docket-Room'(with_ concurrences)
Management-Assistant, ORMA (w/o enclosures)
ORP Section Chief ~
J. Shediosky,JSRI--Haddam Neck,-

--W.=Raymond, SRI,-Millstone 1|2 & 3
0 .0.--Jaffe, LPM,_NRR.

R. Bores, DRSS
C.-Anderson,.-DRS(Detail-7.0)
'R'. Gallo, DRS (Detail 3.7)
R.:Keimig,DRSS-(Detail |6.0)
M. Conner _(SIMS Coord_inator)-(Detail 3.1)*

-

'
F. Crescenzo, DRP

--C. Woodard, DRS
N.-Trehan, NRR:

- P. Eselgroth, _ DRS: _
_

E. Brach, NRR/RVIB (Detail _ - 9.3)

i
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION I

Report No. 50-336/C9-2d

Oceket No. 50-336

License No. OPR-65

Licensee: Northeast Nuclear Energy Comoany
P.O. Box 270
Hartford, CT 06101-0270

Facility Name: Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit 2

Inspection At: Waterford. Connecticut

Dates: October 13 to November 23, 1988

Reporting
Inspector: P. J. Habighorst, Resident Inspector

,

Inspectors: W. J. Raymond, Senior Resident Inspector, Millstone
F. J. Crescenzo, Senior Resident Inspector, Shoreham
P. J. Habighorst, Resident Inspector, Millstone 2
G. S. Barber, Resident Inspector, Millstone 3
C. H. Woodard, Reactor Engineer, DRS
0. H. Jaffe, Project Manager, NRR
N. Trehan, Specialist Inspector, NRR

Approved by: $0b k 12.I' VIPS '

E. C. McCace, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 1B Cate

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

Areas Inspected: Routine resident and specialist inspection of plant operations,
surveillance, maintenance, previously identified items, a reactor trip, Plant In-

t cident Reports (PIRs), security, a:'egations, periodic reports, a service water
leak, and committee activities.

Results: No unsafe conditions were identified. No' violations or deviations were
icentified. 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.

1
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the corrosion expected based on a worst-case velocity profile would not--

decrease wall thickness below 0.030 inch before February 1989.

ine iicensee insta s iec a temporary ruocer paten to stop tne seat ine in-
spector questioned the licensee on the weld repair procedures provided in ASME
Section XI as required per 10 CFR 50.55(a)(g). The repair pre:edure in ASE
Section XI is referenced in IW-4000, IWV-3640, IWV-3612 and IWA-5000. The
licensee plans to replace the affected service water header in the February
1988 outage. The inspector will continue to review licensee actions on weld
repair for the service water system. This is an unresolved item (UNR 88-24-04).

9.0 Allegations (92702/92720/56700)

9.1 Separate Review of Allegation RI-88-A-0029

A separate technical review was conducted of allegation RI-88-A-29, which
concerned activities in the Metrology Laboratory. The technical aspects
of 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 were noted by the inspector.

| One 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 T7 read the desired nominal value.

! This changes the recoroea 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

j differente is the recorded data point sign. Therefore, the specific
allegation was unsubstantiated.

4 -In conjunction 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 requires the technician to vary the input value of the standard

| until the TI reads nominal value. Because of this, the technicians have
resorted to a varf ation of the old method of data recording in order to

7;,e iken-:h: th: d:t: :::f:r '.:,'.hs .e.. .w . c w . m ; ,,3 , ey u . cme . u .
see was informed of this discrepancy. This will be followed in a future
inspection.

A second allegation was that certain technicians had not complied with
the requirements of procedure I/C 1104A, "I&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 cal'5 rations of Heise pressure gauges. The al-
leger felt it was improbable-that such recordings would be identical and
concluded they were the result of improper procedure compliance or data,

logging. The alleger 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 pressure values; however, all of the
technicians had recorded identical values during one or more calibrations.
Generally, it was not unlikely that a calibration would result in iden-
tical increar 'g/ decreasing pressure values regardless of which techni-
cian performea the calibration. The inspector also observed the per-
fccmance of a Hcise gauge. calibration and noted identical or close to
icentical increasing / decreasing pressure values. Based on these obs1r-
vations, the inspector couldanot conclude that recording of identical
increasing / decreasing pressure values supported an alleaation of proce-
cural 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 I/C
1104A. Paragraph 2 of I/C 1104A defines acceptance criteria for Heise
gauges as +/-0.1% of full scale or +/- one minor scale division, which-
ever is greater. Heise gauge No. QA-370 is a 0-5000 psig gauge with 5
psi minor scale 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 disct epancy. This will be followed as an unresolved
item (UNR 88-24-05) pending further evaluation of the adequacy of the
+/-10 osi criterion.

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

t. 9.2 Heise pressure Gauge Calibration Inadequacies

On October 7, the inspector received a wri,tten memo concerning inadequate
Heise pressure gauge calibrations from a licensee Instrument and Control
technician. The memo alleged that, because of a recent revision, I/C
procedure 1104A would not assure pressure readings on the test instrument
will be accurate in the decreasino direction: and orocedura T/C 1104A
acceptance criteria does not accurately reflect the manufacturer's
specification. The alleger described discussions of the abnve c_oncerns
with licensee management.

_
.
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On October 12, the resident insoector discussed the October 7 allegation-

~
with the alleger. The resident asked when the technic &l concerns were
addressed to licensee management. The alleger recalled a meeting with
the unit superintendent in June 1988 to discuss Me1,rology Lab concerns.
The alleger explai;1ed that he informed the superintendent of two basic
concerns: (i) inadecuacy of 1/C 1104A procedure revision, (ii) the dis-
crepancy between manufacturer's recommended tolerances and 1/C 1104A
tolerances for He: 4e Pressure gauges.

The inspector reviewed the alieger's technical concerns on calibration
of precision Heise pressure gauges. The first issue reviewed was the
current revision of 1/C 1104A. The Site Operations Review Committee
(50RC) 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 d2 creasing pressure data points from the calibration check
section (step 7.5). Hysteresis on a Heise pressure gauge is a result
of expansiun/ relaxation / fatigue of the Bourdon tube. Pysteresis effects
can be increased by crystallization of the Bourd M tube by excessive
cycling, or by a partial fracture of the tube. The inspector reviewed
the Dresser Industries "Heise Technical Manual," April 1985 Edition.
Licensee procedce I/C 1104A is a verbatim description of section 4.3.4,
" Check for Hysteresis," in this Heise 4 thnical Manual. The inspector
noted that 1/C 1104A was improved by the ' avision, in that it directly
correlated with the manufaciurer's recommendation for detecting a
bysteresis problem on a Heise pressure gauge. The licensee stated the
upgrade to procedure I/C 1104A was a result of an employee allega" on
identified in routine Inspection Report 50-336/8B-07. No inadequaciese

were noted in procedure adequacy.

In regard to the I/C 1104A change involving removal of decreasing data
points during the calibration check, the inspector contart.d the manu-
f acturer (Dresser Industries). The manufacturer stated *a ne inspector

q that the technical manual identifies twenty specific calibration points
j to be conducted during a calibration check. The intent was to select

ten equally spaceu pressure points in escalation of pressure and ten on
the relaxation of pressure. According to the manufacturer, if the Heise
gr.uge is not subjected to twenty calibration points, a hysterests condi--

t 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 ch'eck would successfuily detect
frictional or hysteresis problems. The inspetor will follow the licen-
see' 'echnical evaluation o' this item and specifically technical jus-.

tif" 'on for only ner Nrmi e 25% nf tha nen=andad calibra. ion checks
for ..e gauges. This is an unresolved item (UNR 88-22-06).

Thz clinger's second concern was that procedure I/C 1104A acceptance
crite . do not accurately re ' ect the manufacturer's specification.
Documents reviewed were:

_ _ _- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - - ..
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" Quality Assurance Topicai Report" Rev. 11.--

IEEE Std. 336-1971 " Installation, Inspection, and Testing Equipment--

for Instrumentation and Electrical Equipment."
Oresser Industries "Heise Bourdon Tube Gauges, Models "CC", "CM",--

and "CMM " April, 1985.
!/C 1104A, Revision 6, "It.C Prest.:re Test Gauge Calibration."--

I/C 2429, " Safety related Instrument Calibration."--

Licensee procedure (I/C 1104A) acceptance criteria for check calibration
of Heise Pressure Gauges is 0.1% of full scale or t.one minor scale
division, whichever is larger. The manufacturer's allowance for Heise
pressure gauges is 0.1% of, full si. ale. The inspector reviewed eleven
(11) data sheets associated %Tth procedure I/C 1104A, The data sheets
depicted various gauge scales.between 0-15 psig and 0-750 psig. For all
data sheets reviewed the acceptance criterion was one minor scale divi-
sion instead of +C.1%. The largest allowance determined from review was
+0.50 psi for a D-250 psig gauge. The allegers initial concern was
therefore substantiated. The inspector also compared the acceptance '

criteria for Heise gauge calibrations to safety related instrumentation
tolerances (I/C 2429) and concluded no instance existed where Heise
tolerances were less than four timet the tolerance of safety-related
instruments. Ouality Assurance Topi.:a1 Report, Sectir 2.2 "Calibra-
tion Standards" states; " Calibration of equipment sho' against
standards that han an accur.cy of at least four tir required
accuracy of the equipment being calibrated. When t1 not possibles

the standards shall have an accuracy that assures the equipment being
calibrated will 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 criterion stated in licensee procedures
is technically acceptable. The inspector had nu further questions on
this aspect.

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

0: October 5, the resident inspector received an allegation from a lic-
ensee employee. The alleger presented the following items:

1) Operators silence audible alarms on salfunctioning area radiation
monitors by disconnecting the horns. '

11) Foxboro printed circuit boards are manufactured and installed with
problems.

iii) Worker overtime is i.ot controlled at the station.

iv) The allegation system not used by workers oasite..


