
UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION II

101 MARIETTA STREET, N.W.
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30323

Report Nos.: 50-390/89-07 and 50-391/89-07

Licensee: Tennessee Valley Authority
6N11 B Missionary Place
1101 Market Street
Chattanooga, TN 37402-2801

Docket Nos.: 50-390 and 50-391

Facility Name: Watts Bar 1 and 2

License Nos.: CPPR-91 and CPPR-92

Inspection Conducted: May 22, 1989 - June 16, 1989

Inspectors: _ _ _ __ _
S. .Branh, Senior Resident Inspecto
Opensti S Rn

G. Vat.-n Senior Resident Iset

SConstugio

r

r

yZ11114DYte Signed

Date S g~ned

7JAi

Date Signed

h S
Date Signed

Date Sfgned

-A
J • -- I wm

P.'G." Humip-hrey, Resident Inspector

R. El. S~ewmaker, OSP Senior Structural
Engineer

K. P: Garr-, Section Chief
Projects Section 3
TVA Projects Division
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Approved by:

SUMMARY

Scope:

The inspection consisted of reviews of fire prevention and fire protection,
testing of pipe supports and restraint systems, preoperational test program
implementation verification, electrical cable, conduit corrective action
program, and review of licensee's action on previous inspector findings.
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Results:

Four Unresolved Items (URI)* were identified involving incore tubing support
deficiencies, paragraph 3; electrical cable separation deficiencies,
paragraph 5a; drawing control, paragraph 6; and generic review of electrical
penetration deficiencies, paragraph 8.

NRC has continued to review the field walk-through process for the Conduit and
Conduit Support Corrective Action Plan. It appears that the walk-through
procedure, WP-5, had been properly applied and the packages reviewed were
developed so that other trained and knowledgeable personnel could verify the
recorded data. Field observations of collection team activities indicate the
team was doing a detailed, conscientious job of collecting, recording and
evaluating the information.

Within the areas inspected, no violations were identified.

*URI's are matters about which more information is required to determine

whether they are acceptable or may involve violations or deviations.



REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

*G. Ashley, Compliance Licensing Support Supervisor

G. Brantley, Employee Concerns Site Representative
*T. Dean, Compliance Engineer

E. Fuller, Chairman Program Team
T. Horning, Regulatory Licensing Supervisor

*H. Johnson, Site Quality Manager
M. Jones, Technical Support Superintendent
D. McCloud, Acting Site Licensing Manager

*P. Mandava, Project Engineer
C. Nelson, Acting Maintenance Support Superintendent

*R. Pedde, Site Director
C. Riedl, Nuclear Engineer

Other licensee employees contacted included engineers, technicians,
nuclear power supervisors, and construction supervisors.

* Attended exit interview

- Acronyms and initialisms used throughout this report are listed in the

last paragraph.

2. Fire Prevention and Fire Protection - Unit 2 (42051)

During this inspection period, tours of the auxiliary, turbine, and
control buildings were conducted to determine that fire prevention and
protection programs were being maintained. Scaffolding was inspected to
verify that fire resistant/retardant materials were utilized per Hazard
Control Instruction, HCI-M9, Revision 2, Scaffolds, Aerial Lifts, and
Elevated Working Platforms, section 4.4.

Within this area no violations or deviations were identified.

3. Testing of Pipe Supports and Restraint Systems - Unit 1 (70370C)

The inspector routinely toured the auxiliary, control and reactor
buildings to inspect for deficiencies and/or damage to support and
restraining systems. During an inspection of the area under the reactor
vessel, in the key-way area, the inspector identified a concern which
required further evaluation by the licensee. Specifically, the bottom
mounted instrument tubing for the incore nuclear instrument system
appeared to be binding on the shims installed on grid support 1-90-101
for penetrations 32, 50 and 52. Additionally, the tubing for penetration
32 had a small amount of scoring, possibly caused by thermal movement of
these lines during previous plant heatup and cooldowns.
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The licensee issued CAQR 890243 to document possible damage of the
instrument lines but did not address the binding issue. When tubing
support 1-90-101 was installed per drawing 1-90-101, shims were
allowed per 47AO50-1K drawing notes and clearance tolerances of 1/16
inch were required by G-43, Support and Installation of Piping Systems
in Category 1 Structures. The shims that were installed were sheared
metal type and had some sharp edges which could cause damage to
piping. The licensee's evaluation to date, indicate that the hardness
of the tubing is equal to that of the shim material and therefore no
damage to the piping should result. However, the licensee indicated
that for future work, Construction Specification N3C-912 will be
revised to require removal of sharp edges from shims used in tubing
supports.

The licensee's evaluation of the tube binding issue is identified as
Unresolved Item (390,391/89-07-01) pending the licensee's evaluation
and corrective action for this condition.

4. Preoperational Test Program Implementation Verification-Unit 1 (71302)

The inspectors conducted routine tours of the facility to
independently assess equipment and plant conditions, security, and
adherence to regulatory requirements. The tours included observation
of work in progress to determine that these activities were being
accomplished in accordance with approved procedure. During this tour,
activities associated with Maintenance Request, MR A-645009, were
observed which involved the replacement of the inboard packing on
auxiliary feedwater pump, 1BB. The inspector concluded that the work
was being performed in accordance with the MR and that hold order,
HO 890292, had been implemented to prevent operation of the pump until
the work had been completed.

Additionally, during the prestart CAP meeting, the licensee indicated
that system testing would not commence until all physical work on the
system was complete. This approach should prevent the piece-meal type
system testing that was performed in the past. However, in a recent
scheduling meeting with the licensee, the inspector was told that
several activities are currently scheduled to be worked in parallel
with prestart testing. This is contrary to the original licensee
position.

The inspector rea'izes that a small amount of outstanding work at the
time of system testing is likely. However, the amount and type of
outstanding work reeds to be controlled and properly evaluated for
possible impact on testing activities.

The licensee provided the inspector a copy of the proposed controls to
govern outstanding work at the time of testing. This instruction
describes a mechanism where different groups list outstanding work on
a punchlist for system engineer evaluation. This process does not
ensure that the commitment to complete all work prior to system
testing is.implemented.
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Specifically, a screening or evaluation of outstanding work against a
pre-established criteria is desirable so that each group will know what
items can be punchlisted. Additionally, a team review or JTG review of
any punchlisted item that will not be complete at the time of testing is
desirable. These concerns were expressed to the licensee in a meeting
with the preoperation group. The inspector also discussed the prestart
test procedure development process and expressed a concern with the
licensee's initial approach which seemed to i.ivolve cross referencing and
jumping from procedure-to-procedure to accomplish the functional test.
These two concerns are identified as Inspector Followup Item,
50-390,391/89-07-02, Test Controls, Construction Completion Status.

5. Electrical Cable (51063)

A. The inspectors inspected electrical cables in units 1 and 2 control
and auxiliary buildings to determine the adequacy of cable separation
using criteria defined in the Final Safety Analysis Report, section
8.3.1.4.2, Cable Routing and Separation Criteria. In the control
building, attention was focused in the cable spreading room. The FSAR
states that the only potential source of damage to redundant cables in
this area is from fire since there are no internal sources of
missiles, such as high pressure piping and heavy rotating machinery.
The 3 foot horizontal separation requirement for cables of different
divisions (train A or train B) in trays was evaluated and no instances
were found which violated this criteria. However, in cases where
trays carrying cables of different divisions of separation cross,
there is a minimum vertical separation requirement of 12" (tray top of
lower tray to tray bottom of upper tray) with the bottom tray covered
with a solid steel cover and the top tray provided with a solid steel
bottom for a minimum distance of 3 feet on each side of the tray
crossing. Two instances describe below were identified where different
division cables (designated brown and orange) in trays crossed that
appeared to conflict with the 3 feet requirement for having a solid
steel cover on the lower tray and solid bottom on the upper tray:

- Cable tray 3B302 (brown) does not have the full 3 feet of solid
cover on each side at the point where cable tray 3AI01 (orange)
crosses above.

- Cable trays 3B257 (brown), 3B299 (brown), and 3B334 (brown) do
not have ,i solid cover on each side at the point where cable tray
3A98 (orarge) crosses above the tier. A "notched-out" area in
the tray covers were found in each within the specified 3 foot
distance.

The licensee evaluated the above and determined that each conflicted
with the FSAR requirement and as a result, a CAQR, WBP890286, was
initiated. This will be tracked as example 1 of Unresolved Item
390,391/89-07-03, electrical cable separation deficiencies.
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A second issue evolved from the lack of a defined requirement for enclosed
cable tray crossings (different divisions) of a vertical distance of
greater than 12 inches but less than 5 feet. This is currently being
evaluated by the licensee and will be tracked as a second example of
Unresolved Item 390,391/89-07-03.

A third area of concern involved an observation in the auxiliary control
room where a (white) non-divisional cable tray, 3N2399, was routed 12
inches below a divisional cable tray (brown), 3B2316, at one area and
also passed under divisional cable tray (orange) 3A2339, in another area
(secondary bridging). The inspector could not find any requirement to
address this condition. This is identified as example 3 of Unresolved
Item 390,391/89-07-03.

A fourth area pertaining to design input procedure, WB-DC-30-4,
Revision 5, Separation/Isolation, was questioned by the inspectors.
Section 4.1.1.4, Tray Crossings, specifies that where trays carrying
cables of redundant divisions of generating station protection system
(GSPS) cable cross, there shall be a minimum vertical separation of 1
inch (tray top/cover of lower tray to solid bottom of upper tray) and
the bottom tray shall be covered with a solid steel cover and the top
tray provided with a solid steel bottom for a minimum distance of 3 feet
on each side of the tray crossing. This 1 inch distance appears
to conflict with the IEEE standard 384 and FSAR which require a
separation of 12 inches. Further review of WB-DC-30-4, step 4.1.1.6,
Divisional, specifies that within a division, spacing between cable
trays stacked vertically should be 12 inches as measured from bottom
of top tray to bottom of bottom tray. This appears to conflict with
with the FSAR requirement to measure from the bottom of the top tray
to the top of the bottom tray. These two areas identified will be
listed as example 4 of Unresolved Item 390,391/89-07-03.

Vital battery room #1 was inspected and the inspectors questioned
the seismic supports of cables extending from conduits D-1080D,
D-1082D, & D-1083D because of the length between the batteries and the
conduit.

The licensee evaluated the condition and determined that both the
conduit and battery racks were attached and movement was not expected
between the two areas. However, because of. cable weight and open
terminations and it's close proximity to the strut racks which support
the batteries, movement of the cables could cause grounding. This
will be listed as example 5 of Unresolved Item 390,391/89-07-03.

B. Paragraph 4.1.8 (splices), of the electrical issues CAP states, that
as a result of NRC Information Notice 86-53, internal audit of
splicing details, and from experience at Sequoyah, installed cable
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splices may not conform with the qualified configurations and
materials tested by the vendor. This resulted from the use of
nonqualified materials under the splice, improper selection of Raychem
Tube, and inadequate seal length of the tubing. The splices used are
Raychem heat shrink tubing, Raychem kits, and limited number of Scotch
3M taped designs.

The licensee's corrective action on this lsue is to replace all
splices used on environmentally qualified cable in harsh environments
and appendix R fire protection required cable. This was estimated by
the licensee to be approximately 10,000-12,000 splices.

The licensee has commenced this splicing effort. The inspector
reviewed this effort for work activities on Limltorque valve operator,
I-FCV-67-141-B. The licensee performed three splices identified as
splice 187 per work plan M5688-1. The inspector observed the
following activities were accomplished.

- A qualified quality control inspector was present full time and
observed all splicing step activities.

The Raychem kit, NPKV-2-114, lot 16762, was specified and all
hardware was provided in the kit. The kit was previously
verified acceptable for the specific application by the engineer
and QC inspector.

- Bolt size, #10 (.185 dia.) X 1/2 inch long maximum was measured
and verified correct by the craftsmen and QC.

- Bolt extended through the nut one thread minimum as required.

- Bolt, washer and nut were verified for material type and
tightened until the washer was flattened as specified.

- Cable bend radius of .440 inches was verified acceptable.

- Raychem instructions were included in the package and complied
with during the installation and shrinking process.

- QC inspector rejected two cable crimps which failed to comply
with the requirements specified in CPI 8.1.8-E-100A. The crimps
were removid and re-crimped in accordance with COTS as allowed by
procedure.

- QC inspector completed a Termination Data Sheet 17 indication
acceptance of the three splices.

All areas reviewed by the inspector were found acceptable.

6. Work Activities Associated with the Detailed Control Room Design
Review. (T12515-65)
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As discussed in Volume IV of the licensee's Nuclear Performance Plan,
Special Programs were developed to address specific issues. One of
the eleven Special Programs is the DCRDR which was developed in
response to 'NRC requirements following the TMI-2 accident and provided
in NUREG-0700, NUREG-0801, NUREG-0737 and NUREG-0737 Supplement 1.

The DCRDR program was primarily instituted to address the lack of
incorporation of human factor principles in the main and
auxiliary control rooms for nuclear power plants.

The corrective actions are in two phases. The first was
accomplished by the performance of the DCRDR and the transmittal
of the DCRDR Summary Report to the NRC by a TVA letter dated
October 1987. The second phase is the implementation of the
corrective actions identified in the DCRDR Summary Report.

The implementation and modifications have commenced in the main
control room and the inspector performed a limited review of the
work activities in progress. The majority of the work activities
in progress are removal of panel sections from the control board,
de-termination of wiring, and control panel module removal or
relocation. The inspector's review of the activities associated
with the above activities revealed the following concerns.

Work activities are being performed in accordance with a
work plan that has been reviewed and approved. The issuance
of work plans endorsed the use of certain drawings which
requires the drawing be stamped "Reference Only" per the
requirements specified in AI 8.8. Each drawing used in the
work plan was stamped "Reference Only". This created a
problem for the QC inspectors involved in this activity
because they are required to sign the work plan that
indicate the work (de-termination of wiring) was
accomplished in compliance with the "reference only"
drawings. They were hesitant to sign off for work completed
using "reference only" drawings because their instructions
were to only use controlled drawings when work activities
were performed. They are not permitted to use "information
only" drawings or "reference only" drawings. In subsequent
meetings with the QA and QC manager, they advised that AI
8.8 was being changed to delete the stamping of drawings
controlled by the workplan with "refere-ice Only." AI 8.8
was revised and PORC approved on June 14 1989. This issue
is therefore acceptable.

A review of the work activities identified the craftperson
was using a drawing stamped "For Information Only" for
performing wiring de-terminations on control panel 1-M-9.
The drawing, number 45N1648 Sheet 4, Revision 12-V, is
considered an uncontrolled drawing and should not be used in
the field for work activities. This is identified as an
Unresolved Item, URI 390,391/89-07-04, Drawing Control.
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Additionally, the inspector observed a drawing station in
the control room in the vicinity of the construction
activity which contained hundreds of "Information Only"
drawings. An example is drawing 47W6057 Revision 11,
"Electrical - Layout of Control Boards," which is stamped
"Information Only." However, prior to the report ending
date, these drawings were removed from the control room.

7. Conduit Corrective Action Program (37051)

An audit was conducted during the period of May 1-3, 1989 of the
activities associated with the licensee's effort in the field
associated with the Corrective Action Program (CAP) for electrical
conduit supports. This was a continuation of the audit on the conduit
and conduit supports field walk-through which began with licensee's
training for that program. The first phase of the audit was conducted
during April 10-14, 1989 and was reported in Inspection Report
50-390,391/89-05.

a. As of May 1, 1989, a total of 17 conduit runs had been reviewed
by the licensee using procedures provided in WP-51, Engineering
Walk-Through Procedure for Conduit and Conduit Support Critical
Case Evaluation. The document packages existed in draft form and
were yet to be reviewed by the walk-through supervisory personnel.
Three of the seventeen were randomly selected for review against
the WP-51 procedure. At the time, because of other scheduled work,
most of the packages had been developed and implemented by one
team. The packages reviewed were:

Building-Area
Sequence No. Date Completed As Found Hardware Condition

AB-C9-001 4/25/89 Unacceptable
AB-C9-005 4/27/89 Insufficient Information
AB-C9-010 4/28/89 Unacceptable

Based on this review, it appeared that the WP-51 procedure had
been properly applied and the packages were adequately developed
so that other trained and knowledgeable personnel could verify
the recorded data. The problems identified by the licensee for
the-specific conduit runs are as follows.

- Conduit run AB-C9-001 is made up of four specific supports
and one concrete wall penetration which functions as a 6-way
restraint. Two of the four supports had no identification
tag and all were mounted in a non-standard method. Also
within this conduit run, an excessive cantilever length of 1
inch diameter steel conduit was found and was also carrying
excessive fittings and flex conduit.
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- Conduit run AB-C9-005 is made up of one concrete wall
threaded type penetration and 6 specific supports which could
not be reviewed as a result of flrewrap coverings. The
licensee is evaluating the necessity to have the fire wrap
removed.

- Conduit run AB-C9-010 consists of two embedded penetrations
and ten specific supports. Four of the ten have no
identification tags and 9 of 10 were judged as non-typical,
mainly since they consist of one-hole straps which the
licensee is in the process of testing to establish design
load limits.

b. Additionally, during this review, the inspector witnessed the
collection of data by a field team. The following four conduit
runs were involved:

AB-C9-019
AB-C9-020
AB-C9-023
AB-C9-024

Data from these conduit runs were being evaluated to determine
the acceptability of the installation. The results should be
available for review during the next inspection. Observations
made during the collection of the data revealed that the team was
executing the WP-51 procedure well and doing a detailed and
conscientious job of collecting, recording and evaluating the
information.

c. Related to the acceptability of the conduit and conduit support
installation is the identification and correction of certain
discrepant conditions that can render an installation as "not
typical." The licensee is aware of the items and there have been
discussions and meetings between DNE and DNC on possible methods
to correct these issues. A letter was developed as a result of
the discussions. The following issues were involved in the
discussions:

- Loose or missing clamps
- Loose or missing bolts
- Incorrect (short) bolt length
- Spring nuts not properly installed
- Loose conduit fittings and condulets
- Improper use of slotted-head machine screws
- Unapproved hardware usage

The resolution by TVA of these items will be addressed in the
future by the licensee with a program separate from this CAP.

The field work implementing the CAP walk-through procedure for
critical cases is proceeding well from a technical standpoint.



9

8. Containment Penetrations (53055)

During a site walk-through inspection the inspector observed craftpersons
removing insulation from piping at electrical penetration welds 43D and
43F. The work was performed per maintenance request A649589. Insulation
removal is to allow nondestructive examination of the ASME welds. A
subsequent review of CAQR WRQ870698 revealed that a licensee survey of
the documentation of fifteen Conax electrical penetrations, that these
two welds failed to indicate that a magnetic particle examination was
performed on the final weld surface as required by ASME B & PV Code,
Section III, and the licensee's design drawing 47B333-C-13R1. The
licensee plans to perform the required examinations and review the
vendor, Conax Corporation, documentation for examination requirements and
completion on all CONAX penetrations.

A review of the CAQR determined the licensee had not required a
generic review at it's other facilities and the inspector is concerned
that this deficiency, discovered on a vendor supplied component, could
also effect those facilities.

This is identified as unresolved item 50-390/89-07-05, pending the
licensee's review of this-condition.

9. Action on Previous Inspection Findings (92701)

A. (Open) URI 390/89-05-01, Drawing Confusion. This unresolved item
identified that the documents being used as the basis of the
conduit/conduit support walk-through effort for the Corrective Action
Program (CAP) as standard drawings were not completely clarified in the
most recent (March 20,1989) revision.

One licensee team and the supervisory personnel were involved with the
effort to revise the 47A056 series drawings which represent the
standard support types and load-span conditions for the conduit. This
document, issued as a Design Change Notice, DCN P-03095-A, had not been
completely revised at the time of the inspection but will be completed in
the future and reissued. Therefore, this item will remain open pending
the licensee's further review of this issue.

B. (Closed) IFI 390,391/86-02-02, Review of Personnel Training in
Reconfiguration and Special Requirement.

The inspector reviewed documentation submitted by the licensee verifying
that training has been performed for both the modification and nuclear
power personnel. In addition, the inspector reviewed: (1) Modifications
and Additions Instructions (MAI)-35, Installation and Inspection of
Instruments and Panels, (2) Instrument Maintenance Instruction (IMI)-100,
Configuration Control of Instrument Maintenance Activities and
Troubleshooting Guidelines, (3) Construction Engineering Procedures
(CEP)-3.06-8, Fabrication and Installation of Instrumentation- Panels, and
(4) CEP-3.06-9, Instrument Installation and Tagging.
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Based on this review, the inspector determined that training and
procedure revisions were acceptable for maintaining Instrument
qualifications. This issue is closed.

C. (Closed) URI 390/87-10-03, QC Hold Points. This unit I item identified
the lack of QC involvement in work plans to review and establish hold
points prior to their being implemented in the field. To resolve this
issue, the licensee revised Adminis~rative Instruction, AI 8.8,
Control of Modification After Transfer. The inspector reviewed rev.
18 of AI-8.8 and determined that the QC review and approval prior to
implementing the workplan is now a requirement for all systems turned
over to the operating plant.

Based on the actions implemented by the licensee, this item is closed.

D. (Open) URI 391/87-10-03, QC Hold Points. This item identified that
all workplans related to CSSC equipment did not recieve QC review and
approval prior to their being worked in the plant. The inspector
reviewed this issue and determined that the condition still exists for
systems not turned over to the operating plant. This review included
the requirements specified in Quality Control Procedure, QCP 1.60,
Work Control, which requires that the Responsible Engineer (RE)
specify the QC holdpoints in the workplan and that QC review of the
package is not required until after completion of the work.

The inspector has determined that the original concern has not been
sufficiently addressed. This item will remain open.

E. (Open) VIO 390,391/87-18-01, Division of Nuclear Engineering
Training. This violation identified that as of October 1987, ONE
training and documentation failed to meet the requirements of NEP-1.2
as follows:

The assistant chief mechanical. engineer's training could not be
confirmed for 30 of 40 required training subjects.'

A lead mechanical engineer's training could not be confirmed for
35 of 40 required training subjects.

Watts Bar site-specific training requirements were less than the
training program specified by NEP-1.2, Attachment 1. A typical
example concerns a Watts Bar Assistant Project Engineer (APE),
whoso site-specified training requirements did not include seven
areas required by NEP-1.2, Attachment I.

The licensee was unable to confirm that requirements of the
training matrix had been accomplished for five Mechanical
Engineering Branch (MEB) personnel and two Watts Bar APEs.
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The licensee responded on April 22, 1988 and indicated the corrective
steps listed below that would be taken and that TVA would be in full
compliance with the corrective actions specified by August 1, 1988.

- The DNE organizations will be provided training on revision 2 of
NEP-1.2. This training will be provided to managers and
employees assigned responsibilities for identifying training
requirements and maintenance o' training records.

- Branches and projects will develop and implement training
instructions in accordance with NEP-1.2, revision 2, to identify
responsibilities for:

a. Developing a specific organizational training matrix.

b. Developing and maintaining up-to-date ITRs.

- ITRs will be reviewed by the branches and projects to ensure they
reflect the division, branch, and project training matrix
requirements and that training which has been received has been
documented.

The inspector visited the engineering office in Knoxville on May 25,
1989 and reviewed the licensee's actions relative to compliance with the
above commitments. The following conditions were noted:

- Engineering Assurance performed an audit January 9-26, 1989 and,
among other items, audited the licensee compliance with engineering
training requirements. The audit results summary indicated that
seven CAQRs were issued for failure to maintain required training
and training records.

Additionally on May 17, 1989 a CAQR, KXF 890025 rev. 0, was
issued for all the licensee's nuclear plants and stated the
following description of condition:

The EA audit cited an overall weakness within NE in the area
of training and the condition was attributed to a widespread
lack of management attention.

Six (6) CAQRs, KXE890007901, KXE890008901, KXE890009901,
KXE89001901, KXE8900011901, and KXE890012901 were issued
which identified various deficiencies in the compliance of
NE organizations with the requirements of NEP-1.2,
"Training", Revision 2. A similar condition was later
documented on CAQR BFK890207904 during EA Audit BFK89904.

The noncompliances identified above are essentially
identical to the condition cited by the NRC in Violation 01
of inspection report 50-438, 50-439/87-03, 50-259, 50-260,
50-296/87-38, 50-327, 50-328/87-68, and 50-390,
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50-391/87-18. TVA, in the response to the inspection
report, committed to take corrective action and be in full
compliance with the QA program requirements by August 1,
1988.

The identification of the above noted CAQRs indicates that
past corrective actions have not been sufficiently effective
for NE to meet the requirements of the QA program as definel
by NEP-1.2. As such, this CAQR is being issued to address the
programmatic aspects of this condition.

The corrective action for the CAQR-is not yet specified.

Additionally, the inspector selected training records for three
engineers in the Civil Branch and audited these records for compliance
with the training requirements specified in Civil Engineering Branch
Instruction AI-4 Training. The results for this review are as follows:

- The individual training records for a Senior Geological Technical
Engineer required that this individual receive training to
NEP-1.2, rev. 2. This is a commitment made in the response to
the NOV, stated above. The records indicate this individual had
not received this required training. Additionally, the inspector
observed eight other training requirements which this individual
had not met.

- The individual training records for a second individual, an
Architect, were also reviewed. This individual failed to receive
eight specified training classes.

- The third individual was an engineering specialist. This
individual had failed to recieve two specified training classes.

The inspector determined from this review that the licensee is not in
compliance with the commitments as stated in the response to the NOV.
This issue is not being identified as a "Deviation" at this time because
the licensee has identified -the 'failure, to comply with the :commitments
through internal Engineering Assurance audits and issuance of CAQR which
describes the deficiency. This item remains open pending further reviews
of the licensee's action to achieve compliance. This issue iis also the
subject of separate correspondence:-.

10. Ex't Interview (30703)

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on June 16, 1989,
with those persons indicated in paragraph one. The inspectors
described the areas inspected and discussed in detail the inspection
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results listed below. The licensee did not identify as proprietary
any of the material provided to or reviewed by the inspectors during
this inspection. Dissenting comments were not received from the
licensee.

Item Number
390/89-07-01
391/89-07-01

390/89-07-02

390/89-07-03
391/89-07-03

390/89-07-04
391/89-07-04

390/89-07-05

390/89-05-01

390/86-02-02
391/86.02-02

390/87-10-03

391/87-10-03

390/87-18-01
391/87.-18-01

Status
Open

Open

Open

Open

Open

Open

Closed

Closed

Open

Open

Description and Reference
URI - Incore Tubing Support
Deficiencies. Para 3.

IFI - Test Control, Construction
Completion Status. Para. 4.

URI - Electrical Cable Separation
Deficiencies. Para 5a.

URI - Drawing Control. Para 6.

URI - Generic Review of Electrical
Penetrations to ASME Compliance.
Para. 8.

URI - Drawing Confusion. Para 9a.

IFI - Review of Personnel Training
in Reconfiguration and Special
Requirement. Para 9b

URI - QC Hold Points. Para 9c.

URI - QC Hold Points. Para 9d.

VIO - Division of Nuclear
Engineering Training. Para 9e.

11. List of Acronyms and Initialisms

AI
APE
ASME
B & PV
CAQR
CAP
CEP
COTS
CSSC
DCRDR
DNC
DNE
EQ

Administrative Instruction
Assistant Project Engineer
American Society of Mechanical Engineers
Boiler and Pressure Vessel
Condition Adverse to-Quality Report
Corrective Action Program
Construction Engineering Procedure
Corrected On The Spot
Critical Systems Structures and Components
Detail Control Room Design Review
Division of Nuclear Construction
Division of Nuclear Engineering
Environmental Qualification
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FSAR Final Safety Analysis Report
IEEE Institute of Electrical & Electronic Engineering
IMI Instrument Maintenance Instruction
ITR Individual Training Records
JTG Joint Test Group
MAI Modifications and Additions Instruction
MEB Mechanical Engineering Branch
MR Maintenance Request
NEP Nuclear Engineering Procedure
NOV Notice Of Violation
OSP Office of Special Projects
PGCE Potential Generic Condition Evaluation
PIR Problem Identification Report
PORC Plant Operating Review Committee
QC Quality Control
QCI Quality Control Instruction
QCP Quality Control Procedure
SQN Sequoyah Nuclear Plant
TMI Three Mile Island
WBN Watts Bar Nuclear Plant
WP Work Plan


