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SUMMARY

Scope: This routine, announced inspection entailed 225 inspector-hours on site
in the areas of technical specification compliance, plant tour, operations
performance , reportable occurrences, housekeeping, site security, surveillance
activities, maintenance activities, quality assurance practices, radiation
control activities, outstanding items review, IE bulletin and notice followup,
organization and administration, and enforcement action followup.

Results: Of the 14 areas inspected, four violations were identified in the
areas of Technical Specifications, unreviewed safety questions, surveillance
procedures, and corrective actions.

Violation 50-261/84-44-01; " Containment Integrity Breach" (paragraph 5);

Violation 50-261/84-44-02; " Inadequate Testing of MSIV" (paragraph 5);

Violation 50-261/84-44-03; " Inadequate Unreviewed Safety Question Determina-
tion" (paragraph 10); and

Violation 50-261/84-44-04; " Inadequate Design Change Control" (para-
graph 10).
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REPORT DETAILS

1. Licensee Employees Contacted

*G. Beatty, Manager, Robinson Nuclear Projects Department
*J. Benjamin, Project Engineer, Operations
*J. Curley, Manager, Technical Support
*W. Gainey, Mechanical Maintenance Supervisor
*F. Lowery, Unit 2 Operations Manager
*R. Morgan, Plant General Manager
*D. Nelson, Operations Supervisor

~ *D. Stadler, Director of Regulatory Compliance
*A. Wallace, Director of Onsite Nuclear Safety
*H. Young, Director of Quality Assurance and Quality Control

Other licensee employees contacted included construction craftsmen,
technicians, operators, mechanics, security force members, and office
personnel.

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on December 7,1984, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The licensee acknowledged the
findings. No written material was provided to the license by the resident
inspectors during this report period.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters

(0 pen) Violation 261/84-26-02; Inadequate controls over removal of contain-
ment sump debris screens. The inspectors are reviewing how control over
work covered by modification packages is integrated with work which is
controlled by work requests. The licensee stated a supplemental response is
being provided.

4. Plant Tour (71707, 62703, 71710)

The inspector conducted plant tours periodically during the inspection
interval to verify that monitoring equipment was recording as required,
equipment was properly tagged, operations personnel were aware of plant

i conditions, and plant housekeeping efforts were adequate. The inspector
determined that appropriate radiation _ controls were properly established,
excess equipment or material was stored properly, and combustible material
was-disposed of expeditiously. During tours the inspector looked for the
existence of unusual fluid leaks, piping vibrations, pipe hanger and seismic
restraint abnormal settings,' various valve and breaker positions, equipment
clearance tags and component status, adequacy of fire fighting equipment,

j

and instrument calibration dates. Some tours were conducted on backshifts.
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The inspector performed valve lineup verifications and system status checks '

on the following systems:

a. Emergency Diesel Generators
'b. Component Cooling Water
c. Service Water System

5. Technical Specification Compliance (71707, 62703, 61726)

During this reporting interval, the inspector verified compliance with
selected limiting conditions for operation (LCO's) and reviewed results of
selected surveillance tests. These verifications were accomplished by
direct observation' of monitoring instrumentation, valve positions, switch
positions, and review of completed logs and records. <

On November 30, 1984, an activity resulted in a breach of containment for a
period of approximately 40 hours. With the reactor at an average tempera- <

ture above 200*F and without a written procedure, licensee personnel opened
service water' vent valve SW 231, located outside containment. Because of a
hole created during a weld repair evolution in the service water piping
inside containment, licensee personnel breached containment integrity via a
path within the service water supply piping to HVH-3 for a period of 40
hours. On_ page 52 of Licensee Operating Procedure OP-903, valve SW-231 is
identified as a safety related valve subject. to independent. verification.
The opening of valve SW-231 resulted in violation of the containment
integrity provisions of Section 3.6.1.a of the Technical Specifications; and

~

Criterion V of Appendix 8 to 10 CFR 50 requiring. that safety related
activities. be performed in accordance with applicable : procedures. This
event is identified as violation 84-44-01; " Containment Integrity Breach."

Section 4. 0.1. a .of - the licensee Technical Specifications requires the
licensee. to ' perform inservice inspection and testing in accordance with
Section XI of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel. Code. Paragraph IWV-3415
'' Fail-Safe Valves" states , in part, "When practical,. valves with fail-safe-.

actuators shall be-tested by observing the operation of the valves upon loss
of actuator power." The MSIVs are " Fail-Safe Valves" in-that flowing steam

~

tends. to seat the - valves and instrument air is the '" actuator' power''.
.

Licensee Operations ' Surveillance Test Procedure OST-501 (Revision 1) titled
" Main Steam Isolation Valves (MSIV) (Refueling)" does not require that the
instrument: air _' supply, which is not a safety grade system, 'be isolated from -
the MSIV accumulators prior to the= test. . Additionally, the licensee stated
-that OST-501 is executed'with the instrument air supply connected. This
failure to remove instrument air during testing-is identified its . violation
84-44-02; " Inadequate Testing of MSIV'_'.

.0ST-501 (Rev. 1) includes language in paragraph 6.3 which the license states
was included to permit partial acceptance of test results. .According-to the

~

.

licensee. - the _ same or equivalent language is included in many other

!

|

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



.~

*

.

9

3

surveillance procedures and is not limited to Operations Surveillance Tests.
Paragraph 6.3 of OST-501 (Rev. 1) reads as follows:

"6.3 The reviewing authority may accept this test when the specific
acceptance criteria is not met if known plant conditions have
caused expected variation in operation, provided no violation to
Technical Specification or the updated FSAR occurs."

The following problems with paragraph 6.3 were identified:

a. The wording appears vague and all encompassing and does not address the
acceptability of specific test data.

b. The. language was observed to be confusing to licensee-personnel,

c. The licensee stated that paragraph 6.3 was ' included to permit
acceptance of components for example, for which two' out of three passed
so that they do not have to unnecessarily . retest all components. Work
. requests are then written against failed components, and the test is
" accepted" as being unsatisfactory. The licensee used OST-501 (Rev. 1)
as an example stating this would be done if~one MSIV exceeded the "less
than five seconds" acceptance criteria. However, a test value greater
than five seconds violates the Technical Specifications; therefore, in
this instance, the enabling language. prohibits the process it was
-intended to permit.

OMM-015, Rev. O, Operations Surveillance Testing, in paragraph 5.2
appears to clarify the methods used by the reviewing authority for test
acceptance. All test instructions that contain reviewing authority
direction similar to paragraph 6.3 of OST-501 are inconsistent with
OMM-015. While' the partial acceptance ' of Technical Specification
. related surveillance tests is permitted by. 0MM-015, this action is
prohibited by all tests that are worded similar to OST-501. Clarifica-
tion of the responsibilities of the reviewing authority with respect to
test acceptance is identified -as . inspector followup _ item 84-44-05,
" Inconsistent Test Acceptance Criteria".

In addition, OST-501 does _ not provide quantitative acceptance criteria
_

.

j consistent with the format described in licensee Administrative Procedure
; AP-004, Revision 5, titled " Development Review and Approval of Procedures
!' Revisions land. Temporary Changes." Although o the acceptance criteria in.

OST-501 is consistent'with Technical Specification requirements' AP-004 does,

. not describe this format as acceptable for quantitative acceptance criteria.
| Clarification of AP-004 for quantitative acceptance criteria is identified
! as inspector followup' item 84-44-06, " Acceptance Criteria Format".
i

! 6. Plant Operations Review'(71707, 62703)

The inspector, periodically during the inspection interval, reviewed shift<

logs and operations records, including data sheets, instrument traces, and
~

records of: equipment malfunctions. This review included control room logs,
4
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; maintenance work requests, auxiliary logs, operating orders, standing
'

orders, jumper logs, and equipment tagout records. The inspector routinely
: observed operator alertness and demeanor during plant tours. The inspector

conducted random off-hours -inspections during .the reporting interval to
assure that operations and security remained at an acceptable level. Shift
turnovers were observed to verify that they were conducted in accordance
with approved licensee procedures.

j Within this area, no violations or deviations.were identified.
4

f 7. Physical Protection (71707)
t

i The inspector verified by observation .and interview during the reporting
; interval that measures taken . to assure the physical protection of the
j facility met current. requirements. Areas inspected included the organiza-
, tion of the security force, the establishment'and maintenance of gates,
j doors and isolation zones in the proper condition, that access control and

badging ' was proper, that search practices were appropriate, and that
3 escorting =and communications procedures were followed.

Within this area, no violations or deviations were identified.

! 8. Organization and Administration (36700, 92706)

: Extensive discussions of current safety related activities were conducted
j with plant management and technical personnel during this reporting period .
| including, and in particular, the Quality Assurance, Regulatory Compliance.

and Onsite Nuclear Safety organizations. Topics discussed included licensee
j activities associated with - Service L Water . System repairs, preventive
i maintenance activities, unreviewed safety questions, ' and communications
| interfaces.
i.

No . violations or deviations were identified as . a result of these
discussions.

f. 9. Measuring and Test Equipment (62703)
!

i The ~ inspector conducted a review of licensee letter (serial number
NLS-84-365,- dated October 3,1984) titled " Clarification of Measuring and:

| Test Equipment Versus Process Instrument Calibration" from S.'R. Zimmerman
i to H. = R. Denton. The purpose of. the letter was to provide clarification of
!~ CP&L's Quality Assurance Program Requirements for measuring and test equip-
| ment L (M&TE) andEinstalled ~ process ) instrumentation and to request NRC
| concurrence per 10|CFR 50.54(3). CP&L stated that the requirements in the'

L second and . third paragraphs 'in - Section 5.4.16 of ANSI N18.7-1976 .will be
applied to M&TE~ and those' requirements in the first and third paragraphsi

! will be applied to process' instruments with the exception that . process
instrumentation shall be " suitably. marked or tracked to indicate calibration
status" versus " suitably marked - to indicate calibration status". ~In
addition, the licensee letter' stated that a review of out-of-calibration

process instruments will be made to determine if action is required to '

-- .. - - - _, . - . - . - - _ . , , , _ _ - - - . . - . . . . - - - . . . - - .
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| prevent recurrence. The licensee letter further states that such corrective
action may include modification, procedural revision, or corrective
maintenance,

c The inspector reviewed the following licensee documents to determine if the

i established program is consistent with commitments described in the subject
letter. >

,

.PLP-029, " Calibration Program for Plant Installed Instrumentation,"
Revision 0.

Pe#1-006, " Calibration Program," Revision 2.

9991-006A, " Calibration Instrument List," Revision 3.
,

| P991-1002, " Control of Portable Measuring and Test Equipment,"
'

. Revision 13.
! . . 1

|- Procedure P991-006, Calibration Program, describes the measures to assure
that . M&TE, active safety-related installed plant instrumentation, and

i special tools used in activities involving safety-related systems and*

equipment are properly. controlled and calibrated at'specified intervals or
prior to use to maintain accuracy within prescribed limits in compliance
with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, _ Criterion XII. It appears that the established
program is consistent with clarification provided in ifcensee letter,

NLS-84-365.
:

! 10. Condensate Storage Tank Modification (92706)
I

t

j During this outage, the licensee installed a bladder (Modification Package
| No. 680.-Revision 1) inside the Condensate Storage Tank (CST),' a component
' which is required to be operable by the Technical Specifications, to reduce~

oxygen intrusion ' into the water. Although the tank.is. equipped with a
~,

i vent / overflow line and the bladder is designed and installed so as to leave
the . vent / overflow line clear,. filling of the tank resulted in an over-
pressurization due to lack of venting - capacity. The overpressurization

- caused bulging and -creasing of the-' tank and. stretching of - the hold down
bolts. The licensee stated that the ~ tank was -damaged when an operator*

, _ failed .to promptly ~ respond to ~ the CST high level' alarm, thus allowing the
tank to fill b2 fore shutting off the in-flow. This delayed response had

j occurred several' times previous ,to _the bladder installation with no over-
; pressurization. " Subsequent review revealed -that an open manway on top of'

.

, the CST had been used, along with the installed vent / overflow line, to pro-
! vide a . water overflow path. The bladder installation, while retaining the.

installed vent / overflow line, did not retain the manway as an overflow path.'
Thus filling .the tank ' blocked- off! the manway and overpressurized the tank.
The~ event revealed that the-installed vent / overflow line was undersize for

' 'the incoming flow rate to the CST. Responsible plant personnel were aware
1 . that the_ CST overflowed'through both the vent / overflow line and the manway.

:

,
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10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion III requires that design changes be subject
to design control measures commensurate with those applied to the original
design. Commensurate measures were not placed on this modification in that
the overflow use of the manway was not taken into consideration during the
design change process. This failure to provide adequate design change
measures is identified as violation 261/84-44-04, " Inadequate Design Change
Control".

Two unreviewed safety question determination reviews were conducted using
the requirements described in'10 CFR 50.59 for this modification (Modifica-
tion Package No. 680). The First Level Safety Review was conducted on
March 24, 1984, and the Second Level Safety Review on May 7,1984. In both
cases, the reviews stated, in part, that this modification would not
increase the probability of occurrence of a malfunction of equipment
important to safety as previously analyzed in the updated FSAR or would not
create the possibility for a malfunction of a different type than any
previously evaluated in the . updated FSAR. The FSAR, paragraph 9.2.5.1
reveals that " malfunction" of the CST is described to be a complete failure

~

of the CST from tornado damage and that the CST would not be required for
safe shutdown and cooldown under these conditions. This FSAR information,
in conjunction with - the CST overpressurization revealed that in fact, the
bladder modif ication did " increase the probability of occurrence" of
complete failure of the CST. While tornado damage is described in the FSAR,
" complete failure of the CST" is the " malfunction", with the overpressuriza-
tion and potential internal CST collapse and suction blockage being the
means of malfunction in this case. 10 CFR 50.59 requires the documentation
of the bases for. the determination that a modification does not constitute
an unreviewed safety question. In this case, the reviews were inadequate in
that the safety reviews did not provide adequate bases to support that an
unreviewed safety question did not exist; thus resulting in a modification
involving an unreviewed safety question being implemented without NRC
approval. This -failure to perform an adequate 10 CFR 50.59 safety evalua-
tion is identified as violation 261/854-44-03, " Inadequate Unreviewed. Safety
Question Determination". Subsequent reviews revealed that the licensee has*

taken adequate interim compensatory measures to control the water flow into
the CST, thus preventing further potential overpressurization damage to thei

CST.

11. Service Water System (92706)

The faspectors were notified of significant d'egradation of,the Service Water
System on. November 19, 1984. At that time, preparations for plant heat-up

.

; -and low power physics testing were in progress. A background and review
synopsis is presented in the following paragraphs.

!:
| While working in the pipe alley of the . reactor auxiliary building on

November 4,1984, a welder reported a " weep" (approximately l' drop / minute);

; in the . Service Water (SW) supply line to one of -the four Containment Fan
! Coolers, HVH-2. .. The " weep" was located in the heat affected zone (HAZ) ~ of-

j the weld. On November 5,- 1984, another " weep" was discovered in the toe of.
'

- a butt weld on the SW supply line to HVH-2 located in the Waste Holdup Tank
,

!

i
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(WHUT) Room. Both defects were excavated, weld repaired and tested. The
licensee expanded the inspection to include all uninsulated sections of the
SW line in the pipe alley and the WHUT Room. Four additional " weeps" were
discovered. Each of the defects were in the HAZ of the weld. The pipe
material involved is 6-inch schedule 304 stainless steel, schedule 10.

The licensee is continuing the investigation. Preliminary results of the
radiography indicated that the corrosion is primarily limited to the 6-inch
schedule.10S 304 stainless steel pipe in the HAZ of the welds. The attack
did not appear in fittings attached to the 6-inch pipe. Metallurgical
results to date strongly indicate the possibility of microbiological attack.
The analyses are continuing. Following radiography, a visual inspection of
the exposed portion of the piping (greater than 95% of the system) was
performed in order to identify additional " weeps." This inspection resulted
in approximately 54 additional locations where moisture of minute "weepage"
was observed.

Until the licensee has positively identified the corrosion mechanism and a
permanent repair program proposal is established, this item will continue to
be identified as inspector followup item 84-44-07; " Service Water System".

i


