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SUMMARY

Scope: This routine, unannounced inspection was in the areas of local leak
rate testing and verification of containment integrity.

Results: In the areas f{nspected, violations or deviations were not
identified.

Within the scope of this inspection, the findings indicated that the
1icensee has developed and implemented a program of controls,
procedures, and testing as required by Technical Specification® to
maintain containment integrity. Also, appropriate containment
related systems were available and adequate procedures were imple~
mented to mitigate releases in the event of a loss of containment
integrity following a LOCA. However, one weakness was identified
concerning the licensee's procedures for performing the personnel
and escape airlock door seal leakage tests. This fs discussed in
Paragraph 4. c. of this report.

The above conclusions were based on limited available plant data,
since the plant has not undergone ft's first refueling outage during
which time more extensive testing and maintenance activities are
expected. A more conclusive review of the licensee's implementation
of containment related programs will be conducted in subsequent
inspections when more plant data 1s available for review.




1.

REPORT DETAILS

Persons Contacted
Licensee Employees

D. Abernathy, Work Planning Group

J. Cash, On-Shift Operations Supervisor
*J. A. Davis, Senfor Plant Engineer

*G. R. Fredrick, QA Site Manager

*T. Greene, Plant Support Manager

*K. Pointer, Senior Plant Engineer

H. Soulia, Surveillance Group

Other licensee employees contacted during this inspection {included
engineers, operators, maintenance work planners, and administrative
personnel.

NRC Resident Inspectors

*J. Rogge, Senior Resident Inspector
*Attended exit interview

Purpose

The purpose of this inspection was to verify the development and
implementation of programs, controls, procedures, and test artivities
which ensure 4hat containment integrity is established, monitored, and
maintained consistent with the requirements of the Technical
Specifications, Appendix J of 10 CFR S0, and applicable iniustry
standards.

Local Leak Rate Testing (61720)

An important part of monitoring and maintaining containment intagrity fis
the periodic testing performed to verify the ieak tightness of containment
leakage Dbarriers, The 1inspector reviewed the forma! procedures
established by the licensee to verify local leak tightness of leakage
parriers. Documents reviewed either totally, or in part, to verify that
the licensee has estab)lished adequate procedures and controls included:

& Administrative Procedures

00404~C, Revision 8, Surveillance Test Program

00350-C, Revision 12, Maintenance Program

00150«C, Revision 8, Deficiency Control

29401+-C, Revision 2, Maintenance Work Order Functional Tests
29402-C, Revision 3, WPG Work Order Processing




Test Procedures

Procedure System Penetration

249i2-1 Chemical Addition 12A
249]13-1 Containment Air Monitor 13A
24921-1 Pressurizer Liquid Sample Line 678
24922-1 Demin, Water Supply Line 22
24935-] Containment Spray Supply Line 35
24942-1 Nitrogen Supply to Accumulator 42
24943-] Accumulator Sample Line 72A

Test Control Procedure (Leak Rate Log)

28916-1, Revisfon 3, Containment Type A, B and C Leakage
Totalization,

The above documents were reviewed in general for assignment of responsi-
bility, adequate instructions, control of test activity, appropriate test
intervals, appropriate test parameters, approved test methods and adequate
acceotance criteria., A detailed walk through of the procedures for local
leak testing was performed for the seven penetrations shown in item b.,
above. Partial review of other penetrations was also performed and no
problems were fdentified relative to venting, drairing, valve identifica-
tion, valve alignment or system restoration. The inspectors also verified
that procedures are developed and identified in the surveillance program
data base for all penetrations identified in FSAR Table 6.2.4-1 as
requiring Type B or C leak rate tests. In addition to procedure reviews,
the inspectors witnessed the loca) leak rate test on penetration 42 and
reviewed the final test data package. No problems were fdentified in
the performance and documentation of this test.

Although not all of the local leak rate test procedures were reviewed
fn step by step detail based on the samplie reviewed and the administra~
tive controls in effect, the inspectors concluded that programmatically
the licensee has developed a containment loca)l leak rate measurement
program which {s consistent with the regulatory requirements of the
Technical Specificatifon, Section 4.6; 10 CFR 50, Appendix J; and
ANS1-N45 . 4-1972.

Implementation of the licensee's program for establishing and maintaining
containment leak tight barriers was also reviewed, This review included a
limited amount of data since the plant has not had a refueling outage and
consequently has not yet performed the Type B and C perifodic test program.

R.ylew of available test data and the leak rate summation log
(Procedure 28916) indicated that:

(1) Surveillance tests on purge valves and airlocks have been performed
at 3 and 6 month intervals as required.




(2) "As found" and "as left" data are recorded.
(3) Total leakage for Type B and C components is maintained current.

(4) Retest when required is accomplished through the Deficiency
Control (DC) or Maintenance Work Order (MWO) systems.

The inspectors reviewed the surveillance, MWO and DC controls to ensure
that the method of tracking a failed leak rate test through the
maintenance, retest, review and close out 1s adequately defined. Task
sheets are computer generated and fssued for each inftial Type B and C
test. These sheets have a unique number identifying a specific component
and specify the schedule, the test to be performed and the test procedure.
If a valve fails the test, an MWO is issued. Each MWO is processed by the
work Planning Group (WPG) where the operations representative identifies
the required post-maintenance retest and procedure. Satisfactory retest
fs indicated by both the test procedure and the MWO. A deficiency card is
also required to be written which alerts operations to evaluate the
deficiency in relation to licensee requirements. Performance of a Type B
or C test procedure also triggers a task sheet requiring update of the
su mation of Type B and C leakage. Based on a limited review of
maintenance and retest data, the inspectors determined that the system of
controls has been implemented. The inspectors concluded that the process
provides adequate assurance that maintenance and retest of leakage
barriers are completed and reviewed.

Verification of Containment Integrity (61715)

The adequacy and fimplementation of the licensee's program designed to
ensure and maintain containment integrity was assessed by reviewing: the
adequacy of surve‘llance test procedures; surveillance test records;
post-maintenance .tivities associfated with surveillance tests; and
Quality Assurance fnvolvement in containment related activities.

& Procedures Reviewed

- 14475-1, Revision 4, Containment Intenrity Verification = Valve
Outside Containment, (Frequency: Montnly)

- 14480~1, Revision 1, Containment Into?rity Verification = Valves
Inside Containment, (Frequency: Usually 92 days)

- 54055-1, Revision 2, Train A Diese) Generator and Engineered
Safety Features Actuation Test, (Frequency: 18 Months)

- 540651, Revision 2, Train B Diese! Generator and Engineered
Safety Features Actuation Test, (Frequency: 18 Months)

- 24907-C, Revision 0, Escape Airlock Leak Rate Test, (Frequency:
when Required)










Contzinment Procedure

System No. Records Reviewed T.S.
clv 14475-1 01/17/88 through 06/20/88 46.1.1.2
Clv 14480-1 02/19/87 through 01/25/88 4.6.1.1.2
CIv 54055-1 01/14/87 4.6.3.2.2
4.6.3.2.b
Clv 54065-1 02/19/87 4.6.3.2.2
4.6.3.2.b
CA 24907-C 08/26/87 through 04/01/88 4.6.1.3.2
4.6.1.3.b.1
4.6.1.3.b.2
CA 24909-C N5/51/87 through 10/31/87 4.6.1.3.a
CA 24905-C 08/18/87 through 03/30/88 :.:.l.g.b.é
.6.1.3.0.
CPT and 14000-1 05/01/88 through 05/31/88 4.6.1.4
CCGM 4.6.1.5
4.6.4.1.2
C0s-CS 14485-1 01/19/88 through 06/22/88 :.g.g.%.a
6.2.2.a
C0s-CS 14806~1 12/13/87 through 06/13/88 4,6.2.1.b
CDS-CS and 54070~1 01/31/87 4.6.2.1.c.]
COS-CSA 4.6.2.1.¢.2
4.6.2.2.¢c
COS-CS and 54071-1 01/31/87 4.6.2.1.¢c.1
COS-CSA 4.6.2.1.¢c.2
4.6.2.2.¢
CDS-CSA 35170-C 02/19/87 through 12/23/87 :.6.§.§.b.é
$.2.2.0.
Cos-CC 14490-1 01/25/88 through 06/27/88 :.g.g.g.a.;
0.€.3.8.
CCGM 24551-1 01/30/88 through 05/29/88 4.6.4.1.0
CCGM 24552~1 02/03/88 through 05/30/88 4.6.4.1b
CCGM 14970~1 03/04/87 through 03/06/88 4.6.4.2.2
CCGM 24820~1 11/29/87 4.6.4.2.0.1
4.6,4.2.b.2
CCGM 24821-1 11/28/87 4.6.4.2.0.1
4.6 4.2.b.2
CCGM 28835-C 03/05/87 and 03/06/87 4.6.4.2.0.3
cv 14228-1 01/22/88 through 06/25/88 :.:.l.;.;
.6.1.7,
cv 24955-1 02/06/87 through 0(/02/88 4.6.1.7.2
cv 24956-1 05/08/87 through 05/20/88 4.6.1.7.2

Findings Summary

The procedures reviewed were technically accurate and in conformance
with technical specifications. However, during a review of Procedure
No. 24909-C, Personnel Airlock Door Seal Leak Rate Test, and

Procedure No. 24907-C, Escape Afrlock Leak Rate Test, the finspectors



noted a discrepancy between the procedures and 10 CFR 50, Appendix J.
Item 1.3 and Item 1.4 in the purpose section of the respective
procedures stated that the procedure shall be performed at a minimum
test interval of 72 hours during multiple use of the afrlock or
within 72 hours after each airlock closing. Paragraph II11.D.2.b.1if
of 10 CFR 50, Appendix J states that air locks opened during periods
when containment integrity is reguired by the plant's Technical
Specifications shall be tested within 3 days after being opened. The
inspectors made licensee management aware of this discrepancy and
cautioned against using the afrlock closing time as opposed to the
opening time for the start of the 72 hour test requirement.
Similarly, the inspectors discussed with the licensee about th2 same
discrepancy which exists between the closing versus opening wording
of Technical Specification survefllance requirement 4.6.1.3.a and 10
CFR 50, Appendix J. The inspectors indicated that in most finstances
where there exists a conflict between requirements, the more
conservative requirement takes precedence, i.e., the (Code of Federal
Regulations in this circumstance.

The inspectors also reviewed the licensee's controls for triggering
the performance of the 72 hour afrlock seal lcakage tests d'scussed
above. The licensee's Instrumentation & Control (I&C) representative
responsible for performing these tests stated that he contacts the
On-Shift Control Room Operator every Monday, Wednesday, and Friday of
vhe week and checks if containment entries have been made. How °r,
there exist no procedures or other administrative controls which
require this action. Through subsequent discussions with licensee
management after the inspection, the licensee provided Adminfstrative
Procedure No. 00303-C, Containment Entry, which among other actions
requires plant oneratfons personnel to notify the appropriate I[&C
personnel when multiple containment entries are planned in plant
mocdes 1,2,3, and 4 and directs [&C to perform the 72 hour afrlock
sea) leakage test. The inspectors found this to be a procedural
weakness in that the airlock sea)l leakage tests are required 72 hours
after each containment opening or on a 72 hour test interval for
multiple entries. The procedure delegates the Unit Shift Supervisor
with the respunsibility for ensuring the appropriate actions are
successfully completed, Licensee management reported tat even
though [&C personne) contact operations personnel for containment
entry information, the ultimate responsibility for test performance
and completion lies with operations.

The inspectors' review of surveillance test records fdentified no
discrepancies. The inspectors verified that the surveillance tests
ware performed at the required freoquencies; test results met

acceptance criteria; appropriate retests or other post-maintenance
activities were prescribed for failed tests; and, appropriate sign-
offs, test reviews, and tes* concurrences were performed. These

findings indicated that required plant programs designed to ensure
conteinment integrity and containment systems designed to mitigate
contamination releases in the event of comtainment integrity failure




following a LOCA are in a relatively high state of availability.
However, this conzlus on was based on limited available plant data
since the nlant has operated for less than one and one-half years and
has not »w a refueling outage.

d. Post=Maintenance Activities

The 1inspectors reviewed a small sample of mainienunce records
associated with local leak rate surveillance test activities. The
cbjective of this review was to verify that test failures and
deficiencies were promptly corrected and .hat appropriate retests or
other functiona! test requirements were performed. The f{nspector
found that in all cases reviewed, post-maintenance cesting was
completed as required and in a timely manner. No unacceptable
conditions were identified.

e. Quality Assurance Involvement in Containment Related Actf 28

To determine the extent that QA was involved in containment related
activities, the inspectors interviewed the QA Site Manager and
reviewed QA suryeillance and audit reports, Based on this discussion
and the information reviewed, the inspectors determined that adequate
QA coverage ot Technical Specification required surveillance
activities related to containment integrity was performed.

Exit Interview

The inspection scope and results were summarized on July 15, 1988, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1. The f{nspectors described the
aress 1insyected anu discussed 1in detail the inspection results.
Proprietary ‘ntarmation is not contained in this report.




