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SINMARY O™ FINDINGS

Enforeer .nt Actior

A, In viola*t‘on of Ceiterion ¥V, Ar ~ndix B, 10 CT'R 50, corrective
maiitencice on Seismic Class I pipe hangers was not accomplished
in accordance with an approved procedure. (Details 2.c.(1))

B. In violation of Criterion V, Appendix B, 10 CFR 50, modification
maintenatce on a main coolant check valve was accomplished without
any post maintenance acceptance criteria. (Details 2.¢.(3))

C. In violation of Criterion VI, Appendix B, 10 CFR 50, corrective
maintenance to a main coolant pump was accomplished with a pro-
cedure containing unauthorized changes. (Details 2.c¢.(2))

D In violation vf Technical Specifications, Paragraph B.2, primary
coolant system chloride limit was exce.ded., (Details 3.¢)

E. In violation of Criterion V, Appendix B, 10 CFR 50, operating
personnel failed to document their review of active jumper and by~
pass requests, (Details 6.%1.(2))

Lice .sec Action or» Previously Identificed Enforcement Action

A, The lice..zee had talien the actions specified in his response letter
with regard cto th. violation
L0t 18402 En) 4 Lot

(1) Legalb), lig.(8)le),s 1.8.(8)s
Ligvtiite) . Tigelh), ik i2)

L EIite). 1.0 18, Sty

Lousual Qecurrences

None identified

Other Siculfjcart Findinze

A, Curront Findinar

; 3 Non=Doficient Arcas of Inspection

a. Surbine Stop Valves (Detail 16)
b, Cutler=llacmor 8witehes (Dotails 18)



€. Orianizattion and Administration (Detail 7)
d. Reportin Requirenents (Detail §)

2 New Unresc'ved I1tems
None

3, New Open Itoms

a.
b.
c.

HPSI and LPSI Pump Testing (Detail 4.d.(3))

Key Log and Maintenance Request Leg (Detail 6.b.(1))

Control Arca Boundary (Detail 6.c.(4))

B, Statur of Previoua Open ar? Unrerolved ltems

a, Plant Chemistr: Routine (Detail 17)
b. Pressurizer Safcty Valves (Detail 4.d.(4))
¢, Discharge Test of Statior Batteries (Detail 19)

Manacorant Intervie:

At the conclusion of Llie inspection an exit meeting was conducted with

the, follc ing perseninzl in attendance!

Mr. H., Autio, Plant Superintendent

Mr., W. Jones, Assistant Plant Superintendent

Me. P, Laird, Maintenance Suparvisor

Mr. J. Shippee, Tnstrument and Control Supervisor
Mr. J. Staub; Teechnic~ 1 Aspistant

Tha follew ag

sLUe

arluacs iters discusscd.,

A. Safety Related Maintenance Review (Detail 2)
B. Abnormal Occurrence Review (Detail 3)

C. Surveillance Testinz (Detail &)

D. Reporting Requiscments (Detail 35)

E: Roview of Plant Operaticons (Detail 6)

F. Organization and Administration (Detail 7)

G

49 Cutler I
- 4 Performs

. Recolution of 50-29/73-03 Violations and Management Item (Details 8-15)
H. Turbine Stop Valy <« (Detail 16)

ner Switci..s (Detail 18)

»
-

Discharge Test of Station Batterics (Det.il 19)



DETAL!S

Persons Contacted

Yankee Ateorie Tlactrie Connaaw

Mr. B, &uti ', Plant Superintenden

My. G. Baird, Control Room Oparator

Me, W, Billl s, Chenistry and Health Phyvsics Supervisor
Mr. R, Boutwell, Engineerins Assistant

Mr. L. Bozeck, Quality Control and Audit Coordinator

Mr. R, Danek, Operations Supervisor

Mr. 8. Durfey, Engincering Assistant

Mr. R, Eppinger, Engineering Assistant

Mr. M. Ebert, Plaac Reastor Cngiager

Mr. J. Flanigan, Plant Health Physicist

Mr. C. Goedwin, Control Room Operator

Mr. W. Jones, Assistant Plant Superintendent

Mr. K. Jurenthuff, Shifc Suparvisor

Mr. L., Laffond, Control Room Operator

Mr. " . Laird, Maintenance Supervisor

Mr. J. Shippee, Instrument and Control Supervisor

fr, J. 8t ub, Technical A-sigtant

Mr. N

Me Me 3 Thaver, Ensircaring

!
Me. M. D, Vassar, Assistant Operations Supervisor

. ’
a2 e
AERLETANC

Review of Safcety Related Maintenance

i, 8t. Laurent, Technical Assistunt to the Plant Superintendent

a, Maintenance evoluticons on safety related systenms were reviewed

to verify that:

(1) 1limiting conditions for operation were met while the
system or componcnt was removed from service;

(2) adninistrative approval was obtained prior to initiating

the work;

(3) maintcnance was accomplished with approved procedures;

(4) required inspections or hold peints were included;

(5) necess ry functional testing and calibration was per-

formed;



C,

-&.

(6) quality control records were available for three of the
items revicuod; and

(7) maintenance was performcd by qualified persensel.

The maintenance review ineluded inspection of the Job COrder
Form, the Maiinteonance fequest Forms, Departmental and Cper=
ating Procodures, and Teelinical Specifications, Discussicns
with the Technical Assistant to the Plant Superintendent, the
Maintenance Foreman and the Instrument and Control Foreman
were hald to obtain other requircd information. Maintenance
work reviewed is tabulated below.

Licensee Job Order

Sveten Component Packa:« Number

Reactor Coolant Systcm  Main Coclant Pump #1 74=70

Reactor Coolant System Main Coolant Check Valve 74=70
#1

Reactivity & Power Tav Meter 74=13%

Control

Reactivity & Power Nuclear Recorder 74=34

Control

Pover Conversion TV=411 (Atmos. Dums Valve) 74=51

Power (oaversion il Steam Cen., Lavel Teip 74=73

Auxilir y System #1 Charging Pump Sea 74=76

Electrical Svsten #2 Battery Charger 74=5

Electrical Svstem Pressurizer Cyeling Heater 74-89
Rel:-y

Emergency Pover #3 Dicsel Canerator 74=41

ECCS #1 Loop Pressurc Traise T4=74
mitter

ECCS Loop Fill Pi, : Hangers 74=40

ESF Safety Injection Tank 74=36
Level Tr.ascitter

* Recalibration of Tav Motor done on 'R 74=13 instead of

Job Order.

Within the inspection scope the follewing deficicncies were
identilied,

(1) During June, 1974 corrective maintenance to Seismic Class I
Pipe hangers in the Safety Injection system was accomplished
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(2)

(3)

fallowing an op. "ation of th safety injection svatem,
This was done ag Job Order 74-20 but instead of a Plant
Operatio a Review Committee (PORC) approved proc.dure

as tequi- 1 by f"‘“i‘t“*"“c Procedure, AP 0214, a memo
from the Mechanical Enzireering CGroup was used to perfornm
the evolutien, Failur; to use an approved procedurc is a
violation of Criterion V, Appendix B, 10 CFR 50,

OP=-5204, Main Coolant Pump 1 Inspection And Repair, in-
cludiny Attachment A with an issue date of April 24, 1974
was used to perform an inspection of #1 Main Coolant Pump
and necessary repairs completed on June 14, 1974, The
Report of Inspections form OPF-5204.1 includes the following
statement: "Torque values have becn changed due to l'ast-
inghcsec past expcrience and rescarch'". This is evi'anced
by pen and ink chlianges to both torque value and clearance
limits 1in the following par sraphs of Attachment A to
0P=~5204:

Paragraphs 12, 21, 32, 38, and 42,

A revicw of Job Order Form 74-79 indicates that the section
"Plant Procedures affccted" is marked "NA.Y

This 1s contrary to the require
Procedures datcd October 4, 1973 which states that,
"...0perating and Aduinistrative Procvdures may be tem=
porarily h-~gcd with the signed approval of two Senior
Reactor Opern’ rs. Such changes shall be documented and
SLbSuﬂL-ﬂtA\ reviewed by the PORC and approved by the pla“
superintendant or the Assistant Plant Superintendent...”

ments of :\P-OO'JI Plant

v“

4
-
-
.

Unauthorized changecs to a PORC approved procedure is a
violation of C iterion VI, Appendix B, 10 CFR 50,

During June, 1974 rmodi. ication maintenance to #1 main
coolant check valve was performed on Job Order 74«70 and
Plant Design Cliange 73-16. In this package there was not
any requirement for a post maintenance test or other
acceptance criteria as recuired by Adninistrative Procedure
AP-0214, Perforting safety related naintenance without
acceptance criteria is a violation of Criterion V,

Appendiy B, 10 CFR 50,
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3. Revicw of Abnormal Occur. ‘nces (A0's)

a.

Abnor=al occurrence review included imspection of plant records
and lu'a, Technical Specifications, Job Orders, Plant Operatiovs
and Review Committee minutes and correspondence to the AZC.

The below listed A0's wer  reviewed to verify that:

1) the cause was identificd and details clearly reported;

(2) the corrective action described was taken to prevent
recurrences;

(3) each event was reviewed and evaluated by the licensee;

and
(4) safeoty lirmits, limiting safety settinzs, and linmiting

conditions for operations were not exceeded.

AO System

Th=4 Reactor Coolant Systen

74=5 Auxiliary Svstenm
Primary Sv.ten Chloride Limits (AD=7ied)
Records indicate that the action taken by the licensee (replac-
ing the ion exchange resin train) brousht the chloride concen-
tration thin gpeeification within 24 hours after discovery.
Tochnical Specificasion. Paragrarh B.2 (FUSR Papagroph 1068:2)
1inite arve Yess thoa 0.1 =, The rezctor was in a ¢cold shule
down condd. ion at the time of the occurrence,

4, Surveillance Testinn

(1)

The ir. -~ector verified that the following surveillance pro-
cedurc' were properly approved;

Area or System Tested Proce 'ure
Reactor Coolant Syste 0P-4220, "Primary System Water

Balance"
OP~4503, "Test of Pressurizer
Cod.: Safety Valves"
OP=4232, "Vavor Con.iiner Insoection
While Occrating at Power"



(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

"N

(8)

(9)

-
i

Reactivity and
Control

S sl o

Core and Internals

Power Conversion Systenm

Auxiliary Systenm

Electrical System

Emergency Power

trery acy Cor
System

(8]
(]
o
O
P
e
o
LE

Other Engircered
Feature

The inspector examinc
if thoy included the

A t
A
-V a4

(1)

Acceptance criteria.

(4 Operational checks prior to returain: cruipment

0pP-4202,
or-4214,
0P=-4703,
OP=4704,
0P-4230,

0P=-4210,
0P=4226,

OP=-5733,

0P-4500,
0P-4207,

0P-4203,

OP-~4204,
0P-4203,
OP-4208,

OP-4206,

"Control Red Operability
Checlt"

"Chvmical Shutdewn Swstern
Check"

"Control Reds-Rod Drop
Times"

"Hot Channel Calculations"

"Stcam Cenerator Safety
Valve Tests with the
Plant in Hot Standby"

"Determination of the
Steaa Generator Safety
Valve Setpoints Using the
Crosby Test Device"

"Tire Pump Operadilicy Tes:

"Testing of Fuel Hanlling
Equip=2nt with tha Dum=y
Fuel Asscnbly"

"Inspection and Maintenance
of Salety Relatud AC3 arni'sp
Contacter"

"wee' ly Choek of the
Staticn Lattoriecs"

"Periciic Ter inz
Diesel Generators'
"eslly Valve Check"

"Menthly Test of Safety
Injection Pumps"

"Safety Ir‘ectiocn System
Operatic> “heck"

'Tlow Test of Two LPST Pur-:
en Leornal A.C. Pover"

"Flow Test of Two EISI

on Normal A.C. Pouver"

Pyiwea =
Pusss

h' above listed procedures to deter=inre
lowings

Prerequisites and preparations for the test.

Identification of instrumentation calibration,

o service.

ot Energ.n:v
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T
The {r n~cctr verified that all test results exanmined (1) were
33 L Rl s 1 ¢ opechuical specifications and procedure roe
guirenonte, & o« (e« vere reviewed by somcone other than the

thater oF Inasviis L Litedtlng tue fest,

The ingpector had ¢t
vedilance procedurcs and

(1)

(2)

(3)

he follewding commonts corcorning the sur-
tests reviewed:

The inspecior stated that the accept~--~ ° _. ria for

OP=4230 and OP-4302 would be clearer if they included

numerical values rather than referencing the operator

to other documents or sections of the prccedure. For

example, OP=4230 acceptance criteria refcrences Section 1

of the ASME Code and OP-4502 state that "safety valves

to be checked have been tested and their setpoints weve

found acceptable." The licensce stated that the procodures

would be revised to include nunerical acceptance criteria.,

The inspector h- 1 no further questions concerning these

procedures.,

The inspcctor statad thut the acceptance criteria of
OP=4500 refers to vendor manuals rather than giving ex=-
plicit acceptanc iteria. The licensee stated that the
procedure vo! evised to include nurerical accchtaonce
griteria. The i ctor had no further questions cone
cerning this pro

e

The inspect. = stated that while both OP=4206 and OP-42C3
only include ithe ehr~ze in shicld tank cavity level in
calculating the Hi;, Vressure Safety Injection (HPSI) and
Low Prepoure Satety indestion (LTSI) pusp 1.0 Pates, bit
procedures include a statcevent in the Discusszion secticn
that reads: "ihue aro~unts of water injected as indicated
on the flow meters will be cormpnred to that calculated from
level chansecs in the shicld tank cavity to determire
acceptance values for purp flow." The licensee stated

that the flow meter accurrcy was not gocd encugh to parrit
the rendings to be usced in determininz pump flow rate accept-
abilit and that these procedurcs would be revised to

remov.. that statement in the DISCUSSION section, The
licensee algo stated that he would probably include the

more accurate Safety Injection Tank lev ' chanpe data to

be compared to the shicld tunit cavity dota in the revised
procedury,

“h



Rpap

L2

hdndanaahma aaanal 2o

5.

(4)

-9‘

e

he shicld
- - ]
fimiansd

-

Tho inspector statu! that 1f the
gank cavity had beon 1/4" 1og
the pusp flow rate would have

the licenscy 5 to the ability of the operators to read
the level this precisely by a measuring device on the side
of the cavity. The licenscee stated that the oparaters
were able to read the level to within 1/8" of the actual
level,

level change in ¢t
g8 for tho LPS1 tust o ’
nouniiecestable. ‘He oucuticses

b

The licensee informed the inspector that a recent calcu-
lation of the shield tank cavity indica2d thut a one irch
change in level was equivalent to 403 gallons versus 440
gallors/inc' uscd in OP-4205 and OP-4208, The licensce
does nct knus! at this tirme which 1is the correct nunser
Howaver, 1+ his doternt that even by using the <
gal./i 1. value that he preseatly excecds the pumned ECC
flow ussuscd in his revised ZCCS aralvsis (Figure 4lle
23C, FisR 411:61) submitted on July 31, 1974, pursuant
to the rcquiremeats of 10 CI'R Part S0, Section 50.59.

L8
Ne
pod
03

The in. pector requested that the licensce bring this sud
befere the Plant Operations Review CL mittee at its next

mo tinc., The licensce agreed to this and also stated that
he would attempt to dotorning which of tha ecavity voluma
versus level nu~ders is corvrect. In any event, the licenses
statcd he intonds to conduct a test during the nent ree
fueling shutdouva to verify the accuraey of the veluma

versus level ausbor,

The irspector verificd that doth tie hizh #nd lewv sar code
prcess Lt anloty valves has it 2 >
-~

meet t & Teohnical Specification 1limits. The precedy

had also been revised to reflect Technical Specificaticn
limits., The concern identificd in R Inspection Report
$50-29/74=05, Detail 4, is resolved.

Reporting Revuiremants

The 1

Decen

verif
mente
repor
tions

nspector reviewed the shutdown section of the Julye

ber 1973 and JanuaryveJune 1974 sc.:i-annual reperts to

y that the reports accurutely reflect information docu-

d in facility records. The inspecter verified that tho
ts and records wverce consistent and had no further ques-
¢oncerning this patter.,
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The shutdown sect sas of the reports waere also reviewed t.
ddentify 17 the inferuation reculred to be veperted by the
tech: © 21 soeeificaticns his beon reported, The inspectior
stat. th t none of the ten shutlouvns exanined listed infore
m.tion on correetive action talien to prevent repetition, The
licensce ceknowledzed the inspect.'s comment and stated that
this matter would be revicued with the Usstboro office., The
inspector had no further questions comcerning this matter at
this time,

The scheduled shutdoims listed were as follows:

1-11-74 7-28-73
3-16=74 10-20-73
5<.0=74 11-4=7

The unscheduled shutdowns listed were as follows:

4=16=-74 8-2-73
8-10-73
8-21-73

elating to the infor-
ant Lealk Rate Test
d verificd that the
.8 tost results docu=

The inspector raviewed facility records r
mation discussad in the Primary Containte
(PCLRT) report dated August 29, 1974 an

reported Infornation accurately reflcct

mented.

Two type "D' tasts (VC personasl access hateh and 30" alr
purge out panctratic ) were reviewed and found to be in con=
forcanes with Tashnica! Bsvcif‘cation requirenents. Thrae
Lype "C" tests (VC heatinz, MC vent, AMP air p rticulate) were
roviowad and found to Se 4a eonfernance with Technical Specs

1£icat;»n requiretien’ .

The inspector revicrcd the failure to open of valve CS=10V=504
as stated in mewa to file H=30 datcd October 24, 1973, entitled
"Scheduled Plant S/D for Rod Drop Time and Training." The
cause of the problem was found to be an electrical malfunctic
which was repaired by clectrical maintenance. The failure was
not safeey related, The inspect.r had no further questions
concerning this matter.



Ml e el A S e e A

6.

Rg v

P

-l1l-

Plant Onseratisna

nl

The inspoctor revicwed the following logs and operating

record

Shift Supcrvisor Logo

Control Room Log Sheets 10/1/74 = 10/23/74

Pric:ry Plaat Log Shects 10/4/74 = 10/14/74

Key Log 3/8/74 - 10/25/74

Maintcnance Request Log $/9/74 - 10/23/74

Shutdown and Refueling Log 5/1/74 = 8/25/74

Electrical Switching Log Book 10/21/74 « 10/24/74

Bypass of Safety Functions and Nos. 74=4 through 74-39

Jump “ Centrol Requests

Plant Inforuation Raports Nos. 20 through 23

The above records werc revicwed to determine if!

(1) Control Roem Log Sheats were filled out and signed.

(2) Auxilicry (primary plant) log sheets were filled cut and
signced,

(3) Shife Su pervis~r Log contained sufficient details to
¢ommun’ tate ecudnnant status, lecihout atat.4, corrociien
and reg¢toracion,

(4) Log bock revicws were being conducted by the plant sruff,

(5) Jurpers or bypasers did not contzin bypaseing discrepancie
with T.chnical Specification requitvenents,

(6) Plant Infornaticon Reports confirm that reported problems
do not involve violations of Teclinical Specifications.

The inspector had the folleowing comments on the above listed

logs and records:

(1) The Key lon and Maintenance Request Loz both had several

\‘-c

6/15/74 = 10/23/74

entries nm o ir pencil and several MR Log entries were
scratched out and made 1illepible. The licensce stated
that this matter would be corrected by assuring that
operators are remindcd of the necessity to keep neat
logs. This item is open.
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The inepcctors conluct
areas on October 22, 2
on Oct. bar 25. beary

(1)

(3)

(4)

(5)

APF-001 8.2, prine te velicving th g
Contrary to the procedure requirements, indIVLduaxs
failed to document their review of ti.. following requcsts!

Adrdndatrative Proccdure AP=0218 stazes in pagt "...To
tagule that all d Shift Suncerviacra and cantrol room
operators are cornizant of all bloshed or Bypassed safety
functicr ghov ghall voview and fndeial all Adtdv
'Bypass of Safoty Iurc:ions and Jumper Cont: ol chJOGtc

2 0ff=g

pont

chuest Missina Initial

744 Shift 1 88
74=15 Shift 2 8S
4=27 Shife 3 CO
74-31 ghi’'s 2.CR0

The inspector stated ths this failive to follow an
approved preoce re for a quality affectirs activ’iy wvas
in violation of Criterivn V, Anpendix 8, 10 CFR 30.

d toure of the general plant accasedidle
s and 25 and tourcd the Vapor Containment
tions inel led:

Monitoring instrungntaticn confirmed thas pover level
reactor coolant svstem pressure, main coolant flow, a
pressurizer level were within Technical Specification

b
-
a

1
Q
14
-3

nits.

Control room operators dexsnstrate’
all control roem annunciators,

their understanding of

l’t

=
-
-

The nurher
the Technd

parsennel was consist
r

ui{;-.\. *Nnes.,

Radistion controls vore properly established; however, a
general control ar chat the licenec2 had established as
a supplesmantal radi.. ion and contanmination control measure
was not adequately posted and the rope barrier was drxn

in two sceparate areas., The licensce stated that, although
the srea was not requirced to be es:abl:shed By 10 CFR 20,
he would correct ¢! 3 pr. :lom. hie item 18 open.,

Plant housekeeping conditions were acc:optable. The inspector
statcd that tools were left nenr the bottom of a ladder in=-
side the vapor containmont, The licensee stated that these
would be prop rly sEored.
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(6) %o filul’ leashs were obscrvedi . owever, the elosed shuar
valve 1e the fneore Instrumentation svsten had a bulldsp
of ‘bar enlde as i gho valve was sof tagaedy . The liconsge

ackncwl daedd the dnspestor's conmonts and stated chat
the valve would be tagged.

(7) Yo unusual piping vibrations were noted.

(8) A pipe hanger cbserved showed no evidence of oil
leakage.

(9) Valves MOV=4, MOV=533, and MOV=534 in the safety injection
systc: were confirrmed to be in the proper position and
the phyz<cal position (open/close) agrecd with the
contrel roc: board pesition selected and board indication,

(10) Dates and authcvis-:ions wer- exa=in 1 for tags on the

teleflex motov breuiter, the Vapor Containment personte!l
hatch netor brecker, and the waste gas surge drum san;le
valve. The ta; ‘ng was consistent with the plant tajiing
syster.

(11) Contr. roem oparators duncnstrated a knowledge of tha
facility training program includin, hou they are informed
) s pLOg

of and schoduled for upeomin  sesscions.,

(12) The inspector verified that the Assistant Plant Super=-
intendent had toured the gencral plant areas on Octcher 25
and that thae duty Shi "t Suparvisor toured the areas on

Qetoor 24,

7« Orpanization ang Alduinistrztion

a.

The inspector verificd that the licensce's onsite organization
strocture for key supcrvisory personnel is es:entially the
same as the structure descridbed in Figure 1 of the Techrn ' -al

Specificaticns, The organication is supplemented by a Technieal
Assistant to the Superintendent and a Quality Contrel and Audit

Coordinator.

The insrecter verif
Reviow Coisr fttoe me

ied throush the revicw of Plant Operaticns
> -~
gommittee 18 meuting

v minutes that the onsite safety review

od
tin
with a quorum present.
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The {nspector vertfivd through the review of Nuclear Safety
Audtt & Bosttesr . 2t cee moeting ninutes that the of fadee
gsafery reviv. eoov.lpiee 18 functicning as required by Te
nical Specesfication D.1.

The inspector verified that changes in key supervisory and
techinical persennel have b 'n reported in accordance with
Technical Specification E.l.a.7,

The inspector notud that personnel performing nondestructive
testing had satisfaccorily completed trainirg set forth in
the standard SHT=TC-1)A, "Nondestructive Testing Personnel
Qualificaticn and Ccrtification.”

8. Subminasion of I:—-2!iata Reports

References: (1) RO Inspection Report 50-29, “3-03, Details 1.b.(3)

The inapecter c.afirae
licensce's letter of Se

9. Wele:

L.g:(4)(2).,
(2) Licensce letter to DRO datcod September 4, 1974,

A

4 that the licensee's acti~n was as stated in
ptember 4, 1974, These itens are resolved.

iy Ouatdif/~aping

Refrrencoes: (1) RO Inspection Report 50-29/73+(3, Detail 1.b.(1).

(2) Lic nsee letter to DRO dated Scptember 4, 1974

The i"‘pcc:or confirmed that the licensce's action was as stated in
liceoncec's lettcr of Septosber 4, 1974, Additienslly, the inspector
variiied that p ocedure AP-5005, "Stundard Welding Procedura,”

had beon issucd ¢ February 28, 1974, and this procedure provides

for welder quali..u zions as a prerequisite and requircs a weld data
sheet for each weld made on a safety classified systenm of compinents,
This 1item 18 :cesolved.,

1. Unprenared * ocoduren

References: (1) RO Inspection Report 50-29/73-03, Details 1.g.(1)(a),

1.8.(1)(d), and 1.h.(2)(e).
(2) Licensce letter to DRO dated September 4, 1974,

The inspcctor confirm. ! that the licensce's action was as stated in
licensee's letter of Soptember 4, 1974, The inspector verified that

all
Oc¢t

af th ubjeet procedurvs had final liceusce approval as of
er 25, Those dtems are resolved.
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11,

12.

33,

13.

Revivw of Prose urcs

Referencos: (1) RO Irspoceion Report 50-29/73-03, Details IR
lip. (6), and 1.h.(2)(c).

s

(2) Licensee letter to DRO dated Scptember 4, 1974,

The inspector confivemed that the licensee's action was as stated in
licensce's letter of Septeiber 4, 1974, The licensee stated that
his entire facilities procedures program has been under revision

for scme time and the completion of the revision effort is scheduled
for Mavch 1, 1975. T 1 1fecnsoo vlans to havea all Operating 'i=os
revieved and roiecsued, as necessary, by December 1, 1974, These
iters are resolv.d.

Updating of Procsdures

Raferences: (1) RO Inspaction Report 50-29/73-03, Netai
(2) Licensze letter to DO dated Septembe

The incpecror confirted that the lircnsee's actior was as statzd in
licensce's letter of sepeenber 4, 1974,  These itcus are resolved.

Operatine N octor Contrary ta Drnctor Oneratina Limits

Refore o (1) RO Inspection Report 50-29/73-07 Detail 4.8,(2).
(2) Licensece letter to DRO dated Septerser 4, 1974,
(3) DRO letter to licensce dated Sept. :ber 18, 1974.

The inspec ~r confirmad that the licensee's cetion ras as stated in
licensce's letter of Scpterber 4, 1974, This itenm is resolved.

. ¥ 1o = | X e " £ omiivien Py P
HE "N (5 g L0000 f1c o0 ‘res

Refercnces: (1) RO Ins;ection Report 50-29/73-03, Detail 1.4.43).
(2) Lice.see letter to DRO dated September 4, 1974,

The inspector coniirmed that the licensee's action was as stated in
licensce's letter ot Septetmber 4, 1974, This item is resolved.

Manascment € ntral = Operation and Admint trative Aspocts

References: (1) RO Insp.ction Report 50-29/73-03,
(2) Licensce letter to k0:1 dated September 4, 1974,

The inspector coniiraed that the licensce's action was as stated in
licensce's letter of September 4, 1974, This item is resolved

-
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16,

17.

18.

19.
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Trestd Sy ¥otira

The fnepecter atuted that twe othér facilitice recently noted that
$ v oof thadr turhine etop valves did not close as capocted wh
they were ealled upon to do so. The liconsce atated that he had
not experienced any such problem at this facility, The inspector
had no furtliey fuustions cons erning this matter.

Plont €' o~isty Ronring

References: (1) RO Inspection Riport 50-29/73-04, Detail 5.b.
(2) RO Inspection Report 50-29/74-05, Detail 7.

The licensce providad the inspecror with the follevring procedures
which deseride froguoneivs ard gpecifications for arirary and

secondary chenlstry surveillioce tests:

AP=9001, "Priravy Cheulstry Test Frequencies and Specifications,"”
issucd 9/17,/74

AP=9002, "Secondary Chemistry Test Frequencics an Spacifications,"
dagi:ad 5/10,°7h

AP=LUil, "Ciculstry Test Freg: ncies and Specifications for Extended
Shutdcim,” dasusd 4/39/:4

*CP=4£20, "Chemistry Sucvcillance Tests," issued 9/17/74.

The cencern documented {n the cbove rcferenced reports is resolved.

Cutler~llnrmar Suitch Model No. 10235074023

;

The inspector informed the licensee of a recont occurrenc. involving
the fai'ure of an cxmerponey diezel gencrator to STATE upc: receivins
. b
.

an auto=gitort sinal, The dnepector stated that the cause was

traced to a Cutlersilammer Sudich ¥ J¢l No. 1023074023 used as gentyel
swit. on the dicsel generator coatrol punel. The inspector asked
the licensee if this model switch was used in a safety-related

system at Yankee Rowe. The licensee stated that he did not have

this Cutler~Hammer «uitch installed in a safetverclated svstom. The
inspector hed no further comments concarning this matter.

Perforw-nece Nisch rae Tost of Statiecn Batteries

The licenseo stated that his current procedures provide for con-
ducting performance (rated load) discharge tests of station battetics
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every Jive vécra dncar  aace with IEFE Tuper Ko, 71 IP%IPUR, “Proe
posced Roces wd Praetice for Maintenance, Testin: and naplxguﬁ:ﬂt
RE L0 o ] I RE rr T2 Peel e Plonke Al Sxasturjon L8 Stors
Pattardoa o o pub li:“.i Yibewary 19, 1971, he liconece alse :tu.;
that he {8 in the yroce2 of revisivs his procedures to chunse the
test intcrval to ev*rv third refueling but not to cxceed three
years, The irnspector noted that the turee ycar intcrvnl is con=
sistunt with the provisicns of ILEE 8td 450-1972, "IEELE Rev mmended
Practice or Maintemance, T¢ rira, and Replacexsnt of lLarge Stationary
Type Pover Plunt and Substotion Lead Storaje Datteries,” publisiied
Deccmber 1, 1972, but inconsistent uich the one year interval
ae:mmel. 4 in IREC Std 300-1971, "ICEL Standard Criteria for
Class 1C Llectric Svstems for Nuclear Power Generating Stations,”
published Septer.er 16, 1971, The inspcctor also roted that the
lizengec's Techniccl c’"Cin.CJti»ﬁa end propesed Technical Spicie
flcekior £0 pot v:guire perisdle rascd 1oad dischasrge seots of
the bactteries, 7Thds 1tcm, didentifled in RO 1 spoction Reépert
50~29/ 4«06, D¢ “Ll 5, rcnains opon pending the licensce's rcvi
of his proc.durcs and NO:1 review of the three year surveillance
interval,



