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Docket No: 50-336 MAY 27 1588

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
ATTN: Mr. Edward J. Mroczka
Senior Vice President = Nuclear
Engineering and Operations Group
P.0. 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. 5. 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 Detai) 8.2.5 (Page 25) of the enclosed report, deficiencies in radiation
monitor calibrations have been repeatedlv 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 actisns 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,

St zizal Sizaed a5y

' f o g :

vy B LA a0 / /

| o “tee H. Bettenhausen, Chief
7t/ Projects Franch No. 1

/ Division of Reactor Projects

gEnclosures:
1. Appendix A, Notice of Viclation
2. Appendix B, Notice of Deviation L/ r
3. NRC Region I Inspection Repert 50-336/88-07 \
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to be closed and tagged. The following additicnal 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 QP-2209A, the inspector concluded
that the ]icensee 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
boron dilution paths were created (via plant modifications) or identified
as a result of subsequent review, the associated valves were also re-
gquired to be closed and tagged in Modes 5 and 6, per 0P-2207 and 0P=2209A.
No additional boron dilution paths were identified by NRC review. No
inagequéecies were noted.

Surveillance (51726)

Surveillance Procedure (SP) 2401E is used to insure the NI safety/contro)
instruments are representative of the core neutron flux as indicated by i:~
core detector measurements., The inspector observed calibrations compleied
per SP 2401E on April 19, 1988. This satisfied the TS 4.3.1.1.1 Tazls 4, .-%
requirement for munthly calibration of the excore nuclear instruments (W.¢)
following equilibrium at 100% power. The licensee normally performs this
calibration every two weeks. The inspector reviewed SP 2401 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-lTeft settings.
A computer program calculates each detector voltage with allowable 1imits 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 covar sheets as permanent records. The Channel C as-found 15% Trip
Permissive was outside the licensee's 14.5 +/- 0.2% acceptance criteria an
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.

Allegations (92720/92702)

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

On March 8, the inspector received an allegaticn from a licensee em-
ployee. 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:



i e e e e e e B e e
T - i o [y S S R S S T I SRR,

. 2
R R R S ST SpRrm—

i

== lnadeguate procedural compliance for safety-related instrument
calibration.

== Job discrimination from licensee management. [The alleger has taken
this allegation to the Department of Labor (DOL).]

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

Stangard Procedure Instrument Date Calibrated

QA-110 [/7C 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 inspectcr 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 subtra:ted 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-
ance during ceaaweigh: calibrations of Heise pressure gauges. The con-
cern was tnat identical data readings recorded for increasing as well

as decreasing pressure points indicated improper data logging and proce=
dure performance. The inspector reviewed the data sheets from the fol-
lowing Heise cauces:

Standard Procedure Instrument Calibration Dates

NA-177 1/C 1104A QA=379 12/23/87

JA-176 I7C 1104A QA-307 - 1/4/88, 10/9/87, 7/8/87,
3/30/87, 12/29/87, $/23/87

QA-280 1/C 1104A QA-280 1/3/88, 5/6/87, 2/9/87

QA-176 I7C 1104A QA-282 1/3/88, 10/28/88, 7/10/87,
5/6/87, 2/19/87, 11/719/86,
8/20/86

QA-172 1/7C 1104A QA-234 3/10/88, 12/11/87, 8/31/87,

5/28/87, 2/27/87, 12/5/86
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Calibration freguency for these monitors is once every 18
months. Initial syster calibration was performed in June 1985.
Both monitors were recalibrated in December 1986; the 3799A
moniter 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 ang review of the following:

==  Procedure SP2404BA, "Contrsl Room Ventilation Radiation
Monitor Calivration."

==  Procedure S502404AZ, "Unit 2 Coatro)l 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.

Procedural Adequacy

NRC review of caiibration procedure SP2404BA identified the
following steps performed as the radiclogical calibration of
he Control Room Ventilation monitors:

== Test sources are ocbtained 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 dDecome the
"desired" values for calibration.

== The test sources are held adjacent to 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) dose rates generated bv the test sources
were measi'red at a specified distance from the sources or that
i1) test sources were held at the same distance from the de-
tector during the calibration. No notations were made on com-
pleted data sheets indicating measurements of source to detec-
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Northeast Nuclear Erergy Company
ATIN: Mr. Edward J. Mroczka
Senior Vice President = Nuclear
Engineering and Operations Group
P.0. Box 270
Hartford, Connecticut 06101-0270

Gentlemen:
Subject: Routine Resident Inspection §0-336/88-13 (5/3/88 -~ 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.

Sincereiy,

Lee H. Bettenhausen, Chief

Projects Branch No. 1
Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosures:

1. NRC Region I Inspection Report 50-336/88-11

2. Appencix A, List of Facilities Potentially Affected by Gamma-Metrics
10 C+R 21 Report E

3. Appendix B, Followup ~n Allegations Not Specific to Millistone Unit 2

cc w/encl:

W. D. Romberg, Vice President, Nuclear Operations

R. M. Kacich, Manager, Generation Facilities Licensing
D. 0. Nordquist, Director of Quality Services

S. E. Scace, Station Superintendent

Public Document Room (PDR)

Local Public Document Room (LPDR)

Nuclear Safety Information Center (NSIC)

NRC Senior Resident Inspector

State of Connecticut

R e LCERLS =X
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Report No. &0=-33¢/85-11
Docket he. 50-336 License Nao. DP3-£5
Liceaser: Northeess Nuclear Energy Company
PO Sox 270
Rartfors. 01 0610:~0270

Facility Name: Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Waterford, Connecticut

Inspaction At: Mi)istone uUrit 2

Dazes: May 3 = Jure 13, 1988
Inspestors: feter o Habighorst, Resident Inspector
David Jaffe, Licersing Project Manager, NRR
William J. Raymond, Senior Resident Inspector
James Trepp, Reactor Engineer, Division of Reaztor Safety

Repsrting
Inspester: Peter J. Habighorst, Resident Inspector
Approved by: =7 : o 7
. McCane, Lhief Hheactor Projects Seztion 1B ate

Jngnezsen Summz-y: 8/3 - 6/13/8B8 ‘Resort No, 50-336/88-13)

Aregs Inspected: koutine NRC resident, region-based, and specialist inspeztion of
plant operiztions, surveillance, maintenance, radiation protection, physicz) secur-
ity, outage activities, a'lecazions, Licensee Event Reports (LERs), Safet, Issue
Managament System (SIMS\ items, and committee activities.

-~

Results: No unsafe conditions were identified. Additional follow-up is warranted
on a 10 CFR 21 Report corcerning wide range nuclear instrumentation susceptibility
to moisture intrusion (Detail 4 €) and allegations (Detail 8.4, and Appendix B).

PHHOFT TS Y
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Tre &' teger saw pigeons inside contairment Curing the refuel” © outage

in Feseuary, 198E. He was concerned that the pigeons woylo spresl racio-
tiive contamination ang tnat they might be contam natecC and bDe eaten

by people. NRC radiation specialists evaluated this as nct @ radistior
safety hazard. The inspector discussed with licensee management the

agvisability of preventing pigeon entrance into containment for house=
keeping rezsens. The lTicensee committed to adoress methods ¢f preverting
pigeons from entering containment during outages.

The inspezior reviewed egress routes from the frisking station, and wheole
bocy friskers (PCM-1A) on tne Tower elevation of the auxiliary building.
The inspector ¢id not detezt a method of bypassing the frisking stations
without viclating pcsted reguirements. The inspector consicered the
existing cortrols agzquate. Adherence to the reguiremerts is routinely
checked by licersee personnel and NRU inspectors.

On the conz: nment azcess cancerr, NRU review ncted that the infornation
grovived by tne alleger lack specificity on the date cf occurre.e,
fricker reacdirg, anc sca'e reading on the frisker. During routine in-
spesrica thr.ughout the pericd, the inspertor observéZ cortainment access
cortrols, incividua) frisking techniques, and anti-contamination clothing
remcval. Ao inadeguacies were noted. The inspector discussed this
specific concery with tte licensee and asked that it be considered in
gortractor raciation protection training. No inadequacies were noted.

NRS follow-up ¢fd not substantiate the allege-'s concerns in this case.
Because of tre potential for adverse housekesping effects, now ver, birds
sresert in centainment will be routinely monitored and assessed. So will
agnerence to rediation protection requirements,

Telentone Corversatian with a Concerned Citizen

The inspector received a telephone call at 3:00 p.m. on June 7 from a
resident of Pleasant Beach in Waterford, lonnectigut. This individual
was concerned about th- loud noise he heard from the Millstone Station
all day. The inspector checked and informed the citizen that the sounc
was from the Millstone 2 atmospheric dump vaives 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-radicactive steam
emanating from the dump valves. The inspector stated that the noise
should cease by a>out 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 inadeguacies were identified relative to
licensee activities.

R1-88-A-0029, "Undate on Prozecural Compliance in Metrology Labd"

This elleger had two concerns dealing with metrology laboratory work.
The concerns dealt with inadequate procedural compliance for safety-
related instrument calibration and job discrimination by licensee man=
agement,
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glibraticn concern was addressed by the ingpector in rovling In-

% ign rentrt 50-236/85~-07, calisretions invplved were fours Ciceptidle.
C e Ciscrinination concern, the alleger filed a complainy with the
U.S. Desartment of Labor (DOL) on Apri) 28, 1988. Initial DOL ef orts
1o conciliate he matter between the alleger and employer (Northeast
Nuclear Energy Company) were unsuccessful. DOL began an investigatior
of whether job discrimination for protected activities (Energy b =-gari-
zation Act of 1674, 1C CFR 50.7) had occurred. The DOL investigeztor
foung in favor of the alleger. Ir a 'etter dated May 27, the licsrsee
was netified by DOL of required re~2dial action. The licensee filed ¢
appea’, invoking their right to a formal hearing. This aspec. remains
open (UNR-28-13-02). Also, as a result of NRC follow-up on another &'~
lecatior, the licensee has been asked to include, with the response to

a notice of viclation, their actions Lo im.rove addressal of employee

corcerns. (5/2B/788 NRC letter forwarding Inspection Report 50-33€/88-07.
Bi~1=0020, "Uraz<e on It »coer Raciasion Menitor £al Braticn grnd QYibee
R L

£.4.1 Cons-cl Room Radiation Monisiors

On Apri? 11, @ licensze employee approachec the irspector with
the fcllowing concerns: control room area radiatior monitors
are not calibrated properly and nuclear concerns are not being
ssdressed aceguately by licensee managnument. The irspector
re-iewec tne first concern during inspection 50-336/£8-07, and
conzluged that the licensee was not i full compliarze with
the TS or with commitments in the Fin.1 Safety Analysis Report
(FSAR). The response letter from the. licensee on the proposed
Natice of Violarion and Notice of Deeiation should address
licensee actions to improve the effsctiveness of addressel cf
employee concerns. This item remajms open pending licensse
resconse (due in mid-July 1988 basid on a licensee telephone
request for the time neecded to respond) and pending implewen-
tation of planned actions. Ty

During subsequent meetings with the alleger, the inspectcr 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 (RIPs). These
are discussed further in the following.

8.6.2 0" Reactor Protection System Response

The inspector reviewed the 21leger's concerns about operability
of RPS Channel "D" during plant startup from the refueling
outage. The alleger's specific concern on RPS Chanrel "D" was
intermittent response of the cold leg temperature (Tc) input
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The alleger saw pigeors insicde containment during the refuel! 3 outace

; in February, 1988. He was conce-ned that the pigeons would spread racio=
] active contamination ard that vhey might be contami‘nated and be eaten

: by people. NRC radiation specialists evaluated this as not @ radiation

i safety nazard. The inspector discussed with licensee management the

F , advisability of preventin »)igeon entrance into containment for house=-

f keeping reasons. The 11 see committed to adaress methods cf preventing
pigeons from entering ¢ _.inment during outages.

The inspector reviewed egress routes from the frisking station, and whele
boedy friskers (PCM-1A) on the lower e.evation of the auxiliary building.
The inspector cid not detect a method of bypassing the frisking stations
without viclating posted requirements. The inspector consicered the
existing controls acequate. Adherence to the requirements is routinely
checked oy licersse personnel and NRC inspectors.

On the contcirment access concern, NRC review noted that the infertation |
wrovided by tne alleger lack specificity on the cate ¢f occurreice, :
frisker readirg, and scale reading on the frisker. During routinc in-

specticn thr_ ughout the period, the inspector observes containment access
controls, incividual frisking technigues, and anti-contamination clothing
remaval. Ko dradequacies were noted. The inspector discussed this

specific concern with trhé licensee and asked that it be considered in
contractor raciation protection training. No inadeguacies were noted.

N e MR TR o g taeon e

NRC follow-ur did not substentiate the alleger's concerns in this case,
Because of the potertiel for adverse housekesping effects, how.ver, birds
presert in centainment will be routinely monitored and assessed, So will
sgrerence to rediation protection requirements.

8.2 Telephone Corversation with & Concernad Citizen

The inspectar received a telephone call at 3:00 p.m. on June 7 from a
resident of Fleasant Beach in Waterferd, Con cticut. This individual
was concerned about the loud noise he heard from the Millstone Station
all day. The isspector checked ard informed the citizen that the sound
was from the Millstone 2 atmospheric dump valves used as part of the
normal procedure to cooldcwn the glant. The inspector assured the citi-
zen that there was no offsite hazard from the non-radiocactive steam
emanating from the dump vaives. The inspector stated that the noise
should cease by about £:00 p.m. on June 7, after cooldown via the atmos~
pheric dump vaives was compieted. The citizen apperred satisfied with
the information provided. No inadegu :-ies were identified relative to
lTicensee activities.
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8.3 RI-88-A-0029, "Update on Prozecural Compliance in Metrology Lab"

This 2lleger had two concerns dealing with metrology laboratory work.
{ The conterns cealt with irnadegquate procedural compiiance for safety-
related instrument calibration and job discrimination by licensee man-

agement. é/
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The zalibrzsticn concern wés addressed by the inspector im routing in-
spection repcrt 50-236/85-07; calibrations involved were found ccceptable.
C; the discrimination concern, the alleger filed a compiaint with the
U.S. Department of Labor (OOL) on April 29, 1988. Initia) DOL ef’orts
to conciliate the matter between the alleger and employer (Northeast
Nuclear Energy Company) were unsuccessful. DOL began an investigation
of whether job discriminztion for protected activities (Energy F organi-
zation Act of 1674, 10 CFR 50.7) had occurred. The DOL investigator
. found in favor of the al’eger. In a letter dated May 27, the licensee
i was notified by DOL of required remedial action. The licensee filed an
8 appeil, inyoking their right to « formal hearing. This aspect (emains
open (UNR-88-13-02), Also, as a result of NRC follow=up on another &l=
legation, the licensee has been asked to include, with the response to
a notice of violation, their actions to imurove addressal of employee
soncerns. (5/28/88 NRC letter forwarding Inspection Report $0-336/88-07.)

2.4 PReieQ04D, “Uras<e on Irocoper Radiation Menitor Calibration and Other
cancerns’
B.4.1 Cont~cl Room Radiation Monitors

On Apri' 11, a licersze employee approached the inspector with
the following concerns: control room area radiation monitors
are not calibrated properly and nuclear concerrs are not being
:ogressed adeguately by licensee management. The inspector
reviewed tne first concern during inspection 50-336/858-37, and
conzluded that the licensee was not in full compliarce with
ths TS or with commitments in the Final Safety Analysis Report
(FSAR). The response letter from the licensee on the proposed
Natice of Violation and Notice of Deviation should address
licensee actions to improve the effectiveness of addressal c¢f
emcloyee concerns, This item remains open pending licensse
response (due in mid=July 1988 based on a licensee telephone
vequest for the time rneeded to respond) and pending implemen<
tation of planned actions.

During subseguent meetings with the alleger, the inspecter re-
; viewed ¢-her concerns. These were: Excore/Incore surveillance
r 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 Cocolant Pumps (RCPs). These
ere discussed further in the following.

B.4.2 "O" Reactor Protection System Response

The inspector reviewed the alleger's concerns about cperability
of RPS Channel "D" during plant startup from the refueling
outige. The alleger's specific concern on RPS Channel "D" was
irtermittent response of the cold leg temperature (T¢) input
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MEETING WITH NRC
JULY 8, 1988
PRESENTATION ON

NU
INITIATIVES
KING OF PRUSSIA, PA
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€. J. MROCZKA
- NU RESOURCE ALLOCATIONS
- CORPORATE SUPPORT PHILOSOPHY

G. L. JOHNSON
- ENGINEERING SUPPORT OF THE OPERATING UNITS

D. B. MILLER
- QOVERVIEW OF HADDAM NECX PLANT ACTIVITIES

S. E. SCACE

- NEW PROCEDURES FOR RESPONDING TO NUCLEAR SAFETY
CONCERNS

C. H. CLEMENT

- OVERVIEW OF MILLSTONE UNIT NO. 3 ACTIVITIES
R. M. KACICH

- LICERSING INITIATIVES AND STATUS
E. J. MROCZKA

- SUMMARY




NEW PROCEDURES FOR RESPONDING TO
NUCLEAR SAFETY CONCERNS

STEVE E. SCACE
SUPERINTENDENT
MILLSTONE NUCLEAR POWER STATION



MILLSTONE ALLEGATIONS PROGRAM

0  RESPONSIVE TO CURRENT SITE ACTIVITIES

0  APPLICABLE TO ALL ON-SITE PERSONNEL

0  CONFIDENTIAL TELEPHONE ACCESS

0  ALLEGATIONS PROGRAM MANAGER

e PERIODIC REPORTS TO EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT




DETAILS OF AL\EGATION PROCEDURE

ADDRESSES UNLY NUCLEAR SAFETY ALLEGATIONS

REQUIRES DOCUMENTATION, EVALUATION, AND RESOLUTION

DIRECTED AT THE WORKER WHO WANTS TO SPEAK WITH
SOMEONE FROM NU CONFIDENTIALLY

-

UTILIZES "LESSONS LEARNED" FROM MILLSTONE UNIT 3
PROGRAM

INTENDED TO PRESENT A VIABLE OPTION OR AN
EMPLOYEE BEFORE THEY CONTACT THE NRC




IMPLEMENTATION OF REVISED KU
ALLEGATIONS PROGRAM

MILLSTONE PROGRAM WILL BE OPERATED AS A PILOT
PROGRAM

REVISED PROGRAMS WILL BE INSTITUTED AT BOTH
CONNECTICUT YANKEE AND BERLIN

A SINGLE ALLEGATIONS PROGRAM MANAGER WILL BE

RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ENTIRE PROGRAM AND WILL RESIDE
IN BEFLIN
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-- the corrosion expected based on a worst-case velocity profile would not
decrease wall thickness below 0.030 inch before Fevruary 1983,

The )icensee 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 affected service water header in the February
1988 outage. The fnspector will continue to review licensee actions on weld
repair for the service water system. This is an unresolved item (UNR B8-24-04).

Alleqations (92702/92720/56700)

§.1 Separate Review of Allegation R]-88-A-0029

A separate technical review was conducted of allegation RI-88-A-29, which
concerned activities fin 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 1/C 1101C, "Simpsen
Multimeter Calibration," was improper because it reversed the error
recordec on the calibration data report. Prior to the revision, the
technician would record the reading of the meter being calibrated (7I)
with the standard set a . nominal input value. The revision now re=
quires the technician to record the standard's input value after fine
adjustment of the standard to make the Tl read the desired nominal value.
This changes the recorded error from a "plus" to a "minus," or vice versa
but does not change the error magnitude. Both the previous and the re-
vised method result in satisfactory calibration of the meter. The only
difference is the recorded data point sign. Therefore, the specific
allegation was 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 1/C 1101C
which requires the technician to vary the input value of the standard
until the Tl 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 iicen-
see was informed of this discrepancy. This will pe followed in a future
inspection.

A second allegation was that certain technicians had not complied with
the requirements of procedure 1/C 1104A, "I&C Pressure Test Gauges Cali-
bration” for data logging and procedure performance. The allegation was
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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.-med the superintendent of two basic
concerns: (i) inadequacy of 1/C 1104A procedure revision, (11) the dis-
crepancy between manufacturer's recommended tolerances a~d 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
(SORC) approved the current revision {No. 6) on July 20, 1988. The re-
vision to 1/C 1104A included step 7.4, a check for hysteresis, and
omitted the decreasing pressure data 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 1885 Edition.
Licensee procedure 1/C 1104A is a verbatim description of section 4.3.4,
“Check for Hysteresis,” in this Heise Technical Manual. The inspector
noted that 1/C 1104A was improved by the revision, in that it directly
correlated with the manufacturer's recommendaticn for detecting a
hysteresis problem on a Heite pressure gauge. The licensee stated the
upgrade to procedure 1/C 1104A was a result of an employee allegation
identified in routine Inspection Repnrt 50-336/88-07. No inadequacies
were noted in procedure adequacy.

In regard to the 1/C 1104A change involving removal of decreasing data
points during the calibration check, the inspector contacted the manu-
facturer (Dresser Industries). The manufactucer stated tc 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 1s not subjected to twenty calibration points, a hysteresis condi-
tion in the gauge may not be detected fnitfally, but the hysteresis would
be detected later time based on usage. The licensee stated that based
on discussions with the manufacturer, the seiection of (5) calibration
points in parallel with the hysteresis check would successfully detect
frictional or hysteresis problems. The inspector will foliow the licen-
see's technical evaluation of this item and specifically technical jus~
tification for only performing 25% of the recommendea calibration check:
for Heise giuges. 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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"Ouality Assurance Topical Report" Rev. 1.

1EEE Std. 336-197]1 "Installation, Inspection, and Testing Equipment
for Instrumentation and Electrical Equipment."

Dresser Industries "Heise Bourdon Tube Gauges, Models "CC", “CM",
and "CMM " April, 198%,

1/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 1s 0.1% of full scale or ¢ o'e minor scale
divisien, whichever is larger. The manufacturer's allowance for Heise
pressure gauges is 0.1% of full scale. The inspector reviewed eleven
(11 data sheets associated with procedure 1/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 +0.1%. The largest allowance determined from review was
+0.50 psi for a U-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 nc instance existed where Heise
tolerances were less than four times the tulerance 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 fs 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 S0PC or PORC for NUPOC-activities. In
addition, the calibrating standards shall have greater accuracy tha,
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.

RI-B8-A-0040, Area Radiation Mor ‘ors and Foiboro Limiters

On October 5, the resident inspector received an ailegation from a lic-
ensee employee. The alleger presenied thz following items:

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

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

111) Worker overtime is not controlled at the station.

iv) The allegation system not used by workers onsite.
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Docket/License: 50-336/DPR-65

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
ATTN. Mr. Edward J. Mroczka
Senfor Vice President - Nuclear
Engineering and Operations Group
P.0. Box 270

Hartford, u.aecticut 06101-0270

Gentlemen:

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

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

No vioiations were identified and no reply to this le' 2r 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 opes items related to allegations about the
Metrology Lab (Report Detail 9). Concerns include the ability teo 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 cooperztion with us is appreciated.

Sincerely,

LEE W BETTENHAUSEN™ .

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

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

OFFICIAL RECORD Copy IR MILL2 88-24 - 0001.0.0

o '?Q ‘*{3?‘*(‘3“? 11/29/80 0|
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Northe:st Nuclear Energy Company 2

cc w/encl:

w. p. Romberg._V1ce Pregident. Nuc{earAOperations

e ) :

0. 0. Nordgquist, Director of Quality Services
S. E. Scace. Station Superintendent

Gerald Garfield, Esquire

Public Document Room (PDR)

Local Public Document Room (LPDR)

Nuclear Safety information Center (NSIC)

NRC Senior Resident Inspector

State of Connecticut

bece w/encl:

Region I Docket Room (with concurrences)
Management Assistant, DRMA (w/c enclosures)
DRP Section Chief

Shedlosky, SRI, Haddam Ner'

Raymond, SRI, Millstone 1,2 & 3

. Jaffe, LPM, NRR

Bores, DRSS

Anderson, DRS (Detail 7.0)

Gallo, DRS (Detail 3.7)

Keimig, DRSS (Detail 6.0)

Conner (SIMS Coordinator) (Detail 3.1)
Crescenzo, DORP

. Woodard, DRS

. Trehan, NRR

. Eselgroth, DRS

Brach, NRR/RVIB (Detail 9.3)

RI:0ORP RI;DRP &JRP
@ N @ b

Hab gﬂorst/meo Rayﬂond Mifabe

12/7/88 ;zfty 12y
12lis

OFFICIAL RECORD COP
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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 1589.

ine i1Censee 1Ns5tait1e€Q a temporary rudder patln 10 SICP Lne ieax. ihe 1n=
spector guestioned 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 ASMC

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 unresoived item (UNR 88-24-04).

Allegations (92702/92720/56700)

9.1 Separate Review of Allegation RI-88-A~0028

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-
guires the technician to record the standard's input value after fine
adjustment of the standard to make the T’ read the desired nominal value.
This changes the recorged error from a “plus” to a “minus,” or vice versa
but does nct 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
of the standard cannot be finely adjusted when calibrating resistance
scales. This prohibits compliance with Step 7.3 of procedure 1/C 1101C
which requires the technician to vary the input value of the standard
until the Tl reads nominal value. Because of this, the technicians have
resorted to a var’ ation of the old method of data recording in order to

mabe Abha Wobo wnel. o
Gl M W Wmwiit W ew el - \~vli6u o:t.vtulvg PEYM I BRI wS . -»c tv..:

see vas informed of th1s discrepancy. This will be followed in a future
inspection.

A second allegation was that certair technicians had not compifed 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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== "Quality Assurance Topical Report" Rev. 11,

== IEEE Std. 336-1971 “"Installation, Inspection, and Testing Equipment
for Instrumentation and Electrical Equipment ™

v= Dresser Incustries "Heise Bourdon Tube Gauges, Models “UC", “CM",
and “CMM. " April, 1985.

== 1/C 1106A, Revision €, "I&C Presture Test Gauge Calihratics.”

== 1/C 2429, “Safety-rolaged Instrument Calibration."

Licensee procedure (I/C 1104A) acceptance criteria for check calibration
of Heise Pressure Gauges 1s 0.1% of full scale or £ one minor scale
division, whichever is larger. The manufacturer's allowance for Heise
pressure gauges 1s 0.1% of full scale. The fnspestor reviewed eleven
(11) data sheets associated with procedure 1/C 1108A. 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 instesd of +C.1%. The largest allowance determined from review was
+0.50 psi for a 0250 psiy gauge. The allegers initial concern was
therefore substantiated. The inspector alsc compared the acceptance
triteria for Heise gauge calibrations to safety-related instrumentation
tolerances (1/C 2429) and concluded no instance existed where Heise
tolerances were less than four timet che tolerance of safety-related

instruments. ODuality Assurance Topi:a) Report, Sectir 2.2 "Calibra-
tion Standards" states; "Calitration of equipment sho’ against
standards that ha:» an accurecy of st least four tir required
accuracy of the squipment being calibrated. When t not possible

the standards shall have an accuracy that assures the equipment being
calibrated will be within required tolerance and the basis of acceptance
fs documented and authorized by SORC or PORC for NUPOC-activities. In
addition, the calibrating standards shall have greater accuracy than
s¢condary stundards being calibrated."

Sased on the above, the alieged and substantiated condition has no safety
significance. The acceptance criterion stated in licensee procedures

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

RI-B8-A-U040, Area Radfation Monitors and Foxboro Limiters

C: October 5, the resident inspector received an allegation from a )ic-
ensee employee. The alleger presented the following ftems:

1) Operators silence audible alarms on malfunctioning area radistion
monitors by disconnecting the horns.

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

§11) Worker overtime 1s ot controlled at the station.

fv) The allegation system rot used by workers onsite.



