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SUMMARY
Scope:

This routine resident inspection was conducted in the areas of preoperational
test program implementation verification, preoperational test procedure
review, preoperational test witnessing, power ascension test procedures, plant
operations, operating procedures review, system turnover, surveillance
observation, vital battery modification, reactor pressure vessel transient,
plant staffing, follow-up of TMI items, self-assessment, and actions taken in
response to previous inspection findings.
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Results:

Preoperational Activities: One preoperational test instruction (PTI) was
reviewed during the inspection period. The procedure reviewed had errors or
deficiencies which were discussed with appropriate Startup and Test (SUT)
personnel for resolution. Overall, the inspectors determined that the test
procedure was technically adequate and would satisfy the stated test
objectives, provided that the comments made by the inspectors were adequately
resolved (paragraph 3).

During test witnessing, the inspectors observed that testing was being
conducted in a manner consistent with the SUT manual administrative procedures
for the conduct of testing. Test deficiencies were being documented by SUT
and were being dispositioned appropriately. Concerns were expressed regarding
adequacy of the loss of control air testing. This issue was under review
(paragraph 4).

One power ascension test procedure was reviewed. Some comments for procedure
improvement were noted.

Actions on previous inspection findings resulted in the closure of 13 items
(paragraph 15).

Operations: Operators performed in a professional manner and properly
implemented procedures. Assistant Unit Operator rounds observations revealed
that Operations was not yet exhibiting full ownership of all areas of the
plant. The number of operations events declined during the month of May.

Operating Procedures: Ten procedures were reviewed and determined to be
technically viable. One repeat problem was noted in that valve checklist
locations were poor.

System Turnover: Six systems were reviewed. No significant problems were
noted. One unlocked interface point was noted as well as minor documentation
discrepancies.

Surveillance Observation: Eight observations were conducted. No significant
problems were identified. One instance of a lack of understanding of a
surveillance was noted and one instance of a failure to distribute a change
notice was identified. Although many changes and deficiencies had been
identified by the applicant, these appeared to be related to first time
surveillance implementation with no significant pattern identified.

Battery Modification: No problems were identified; however, the applicant had
not yet identified full testing scope.

Reactor Vessel Pressure Transient: No problems were identified. The
applicant has adequately implemented equipment, procedures, and training in
this area.

Plant Staffing: The applicant has adequately staffed the plant with qualified
personnel. Managers exceed requirements and have a diversity of experience.
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The operating shifts have been augmented by shift advisors. One problem was
noted in that the personnel qualification program procedure failed to include
the assistant unit operator position. This was corrected immediately.

TMI Items: Four items were satisfactorily closed.

Self-Assessment: The Nuclear Safety Review Board performed satisfactorily.
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REPORT DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Applicant Employees:

*S.
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M.
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Anthony, Licensing Engineer

Baron, General Manager, Nuclear Assurance and Licensing

Bajestani, Startup Manager

Beecken, Maintenance and Modifications Manager

Capozzi, Program for Assurance of Completion and Assurance of Quality
Project Manager

. Casteel, Independent Review and Analysis Manager

Cox, Radiological Control/Chemistry Manager
Crowe, Quality Control Manager

E1liott, Engineering Manager

Herrin, Licensing Engineer

Kehoe, Site Quality Manager

Koeh1, Technical Support Manager

Krupski, Instrument Maintenance Manager
Kulisek, Operations Support Manager

. Lewellyn, Compliance Licensing Engineer
. Malone, Quality Engineering Manager

. Mende, Operations Manager

. Obrien, Electrical Maintenance Supervisor
. Pace, Compliance Licensing Manager

. Purcell, Plant Manager
. Rupert, Engineering and Materials Manager
. Scalice, Site Vice President

. Schofield, Licensing Manager

. Skiba, Trending Manager
. Spencer, Site Quality Manager

. Stewart, Site Support Manager

. Stockdale, Operations Superintendent

C.
D.
*J.
0.

Touchstone, Licensing Engineer

Voeller, Chemistry Manager

Wallace, Human Resources Manager

Zeringue, Senior Vice President, Nuclear Operations

Other applicant employees contacted during this inspection included
numerous craftsmen, engineers, operators, and administrative personnel.

NRC Personnel:

Mmoo wm

Cahill
DePriest
Jape

. Jaudon



. *C. Julian

*P. Van Doorn
G. Walton

1.3 NRC Contractors:

. Agles
. Cummins
Gilbert
Greene
Miller
Smith
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*Attended exit interview

Acronyms and initialisms used throughout this report are listed in the last
paragraph.

2.0 PREOPERATIONAL TEST PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION VERIFICATION (71302)

The inspector conducted tours of various areas of the facility to assess

equipment conditions, plant conditions, and adherence to regulatory

requirements. This included observation of equipment for damage or other

material condition problems, control of fire hazards, system cleanliness
' controls, equipment tagging and control of unauthorized work on turned over

systems. The inspector verified that the applicant had established and
implemented the following:

- a method for verifying that a test procedure is current before its use;

- methods to assure personnel involved in the conduct of a test are
knowledgeable of the test procedures;

- methods to change test procedures (both major and minor) during the
conduct of testing;

- criteria for interruption of a test and continuation of an interrupted
test;

- methods to coordinate the conduct of testing;

- methods for identifying deficiencies, documenting their resolutions, and
documenting retesting;

- method for maintaining current test schedule;
- methods to assure that test and measurement equipment is calibrated;

- methods to assure independent review of procedures and test results such
as the JTG.
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Specific test procedures reviewed and test observed are documented in
paragraphs 3 and 4.

In addition, selected specific activities were observed to assure conformance
to administrative and procedure requirements and to assure these activities
were being conducted by knowledgeable/qualified personnel. Specific
surveillances reviewed are described in paragraph 9.0.

No violations or deviations were identified.
3.0 PREOPERATIONAL TEST PROCEDURE REVIEW (70300)

The inspectors utilized the inspection guidance of RG 1.68, Initial Test
Programs for Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants, Revision 2, which provides
criteria for a preoperational test program. It requires that preoperational
tests be designed to satisfy the test objectives, contain appropriate
acceptance criteria, and require the documentation of sufficient information
to permit adequate evaluation of the test results. The inspectors also
utilized information contained in such documents as FSAR Chapter 14, Initial
Test Program, and other FSAR sections, applicant design drawings and systems
descriptions, and engineering output documents.

Several of the procedures reviewed had errors or deficiencies which resulted
in the identification of several questions and comments. The questions and
comments were discussed with appropriate SUT personnel for resolution. In
most cases the applicant agreed with the comment and indicated that it would
be incorporated into the procedure by a change notice or a revision to the
procedure. With the exception of those procedures with comments pending
resolution, the PTIs reviewed were found to be adequate. The inspectors found
that other than the comments documented in this report; the technical content
of the procedures, required scope of testing, and acceptance criteria were
consistent with design documents and FSAR commitments. In addition, the
information required to be documented in the procedure was considered adequate
to perform an independent evaluation of the test results. A detailed
discussion of the procedure reviews and findings are summarized below.

3.1 PTI-090-01, Revision 1, Radiation Monitors (A) Area, (B) Process, (D)
Gas (70300)

The applicant’s commitments concerning testing of the radiation monitoring
system are described in the FSAR, Amendment 88, Table 14.2-1, Sheets 31 and
32, Process and Effluent Radiation Monitoring System Test Summary, and Sheet
33, Area Radiation Monitoring System Test Summary. The specific test summary
objectives satisfied by Procedure PTI-090-01 are to demonstrate the
indicators, alarms, and interlocks for each of the monitors within the scope
of the procedure respond in accordance with design requirements.

On February 21, 1995, a copy of approved Procedure PTI-099-01 was received by
the NRC for review. At that time, the applicant was in the process of a major
engineering assessment of the radiation monitoring system, including revision
of the design criteria, the applicable FSAR Chapters, and the design
calculations. The principal elements of the design activities were completed
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late in April of 1995. At this time, the applicant had issued the revised
design criteria, an FSAR change package, and an engineering report documenting
the results of the assessment. After receipt of copies of these documents,
the inspector reviewed Revision 1 of Procedure PTI-090-01. The following
documentation was used as the basis for the inspector’s review of the
procedure:

- FSAR Change Transmittal Package 1215, dated April 27, 1995;

- Design Criteria WB-DC-40-24, Radiation Monitoring, Revision 4,
dated April 28, 1995;

- Watts Bar Nuclear Plant Radiation Monitoring System 1 Assessment
Engineering Report;

- RG 1.68, Initial Test Programs for Water Cooled Nuclear Power
Plants, Revision 2.

The scope of the inspector’s review did not include verification of the
adequacy of the proposed FSAR change or the revised design criteria. The
procedure was reviewed to determine if the procedure demonstrated the system
performed in accordance with the design as stated in these documents.

During the review of Procedure PTI-099-01, the inspector identified the
following technical concerns:

- Subsection 4.1, Test Equipment, required a digital multi-meter be
available. The procedure stated no accuracy was required since the
meter was used only for on/off signals. The procedure used the meter
for the measurement of specific DC voltages, not just on/off signals.
This necessitates the specification of appropriate range and accuracy
requirements for the meter. The applicant added the appropriate range
and accuracy requirements to the procedure.

- The CCS Tiquid effluent monitors were tested in Subsections 6.1.2,
6.1.3, and 6.1.4. As part of the testing, the process flow rates were
established/verified within design limits. The flow rates specified in
the procedure were not in accordance with design requirements. The
applicant corrected the flow rate requirements.

- The test summaries require verification of the response of the monitors

' to an appropriate check source. The acceptance criteria for check
source response were incorporated in Design Criteria WB-DC-40-24 via DCN
5-32449-A. The specific criteria were stated as:

“The monitors and associated loop components shall respond
to the check source greater than or equal to one order of
magnitude above ambient level."
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In DCN S-34421-A, Startup requested relief from the acceptance criteria
stating:

"The requirement for rad monitor instrument response to the
check source greater than one order of magnitude above
ambient level should be a qualitative assessment rather than
quantitative due to varying source strengths (age) and
background levels." '

The approved change stated in DCN S-34421-A deleted the one order of
magnitude requirement. The inspector questioned this change in light of
the FSAR requirement stating the response was to be verified with an
"appropriate check source". If the age of the check source has resulted
in a large reduction in signal strength, how can one be sure an
appropriate response will be achievable in the presence of the
background levels expected during plant operation. The applicant agreed
with the concern. A requirement to record the check source response of
the monitors and evaluate the data was incorporated in the procedure.

The FSAR test summaries required loop calibrations of the radiation monitors
as a prerequisite to the performance of this procedure. Some of the design
functions demonstrated during the performance of the loop calibrations were
not demonstrated by the performance of Procedure PTI-099-01. The applicant
stated there would be no value added from repeating the testing of these
functions in the PTI. The inspector reviewed the following sampling of the
calibration procedures to determine if the testing contained in these
procedures adequately demonstrated the monitors performed in accordance with
design:

- 0-SI1-90-3, 92 Day Channel Operational Test of the General Atomic Fuel
Pool Radiation Monitor Loop 0-LPR-99-103, Revision 0;

- 0-SI-90-4, 18 Month Channel Calibration (Source Cal) of the General
Atomic Fuel Pool Radiation Monitor Loop 0-LPR-90-103, Revision 0;

- 1-S1-90-5, 92 Channel Operational Test of the General Atomic Containment
Purge Air Exhaust Radiation Monitor Loop 1-LPR-90-130, Revision 0;

- 1-S1-90-6, 18 Month Channel Calibration (Source Cal) of the General
Atomic Containment Purge Air Exhaust Radiation Monitor Loop
1-LPR-90-130, Revision 0;

- 0-0DI-90-42, 92 Day Operational Test of the Waste Disposal Liquid
Effluent Radiation Monitor Loop 0-LPR-90-122, Revision 0;

- '0-0D1-90-43, 18 Month Channel Calibration (Source Cal) of the Waste
Disposal System Liquid Effluent Radiation Monitor Loop 0-LPR-90-122,
Revision 0;

- 0-0DI-90-48, 92 Day Channel Operational Test of the General Atomic
Essential Raw Cooling Water Radiation Monitors, Revision 0;
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- 0-0DI-90-49, 18 Month Channel Calibration (Source Cal) of the General
Atomic Essential Raw Cooling Water Radiation Monitors, Revision 0;

- IMI-90.004, 92 Day General Atomic Noble Gas Monitor Flow Instrument
Calibration, Revision 0;

- IMI-90.005, 18 Month Flow Instrument Calibration of the General Atomic
Dual Liquid Radiation Monitor Flow Loops, Revision 0;

- IMI-90.007, 92 Day Flow Instrument Calibration of the General Atomic
Liquid Radiation Monitor Flow Loop 0-LPF-90-122, Revision 0;

- IMI-90.011, General Atomic Model RP-1 or RP-1AM Module Alignment Used to
Monitor RD-1-01 or RD-1-03 Detectors, Revision 4;

- IMI-90.014, General Atomic RP-30 or RP-30AM Module Alignment Used to
Monitor Scintillation Detectors, Revision 2;

- IMI-90.015, 92 Day Channel Operational Test of the Low Range Area
Radiation Monitors, Revision 1;

- IMI-90.020, 18 Month Channel Calibration (Source Cal) of the Low Range
Area Radiation Monitors, Revision 1.

The inspector identified the following concerns during the review of the
radiation monitor calibration procedures:

- The M&TE required for the performance of the procedures was not
adequately specified. The ranges and accuracy requirements stated for
the digital multi-meters did not include all of the ranges required for
the performance of the procedure.

- The SSDs for the radiation monitors specified maximum allowable
background radiation levels. The background levels must be at or below
these values for the monitor to have the detection sensitivity required
by the design. The maximum allowable background levels stated in the
calibration procedures did not agree with the values stated in the SSDs.

- The calibration procedures and SSDs allowed the use of calibration
standards that would result in calibration of the monitor only in the
lower 10-15 percent of scale. This is generally considered to be bad
practice.

The inspector’s concerns were discussed with the applicant. The applicant
opened a tracking item to review all radiation monitoring procedures for the
impact of the items discussed and to correct the procedures as required. This
adequately addressed the inspector’s concerns.

The inspector concluded, with the incorporation of the changes discussed
above, procedure PTI-090-01 and the calibration procedures demonstrated the
radiation monitors performed in accordance with design.
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Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.
4.0  PREOPERATIONAL TEST WITNESSING (70311 AND 70351)

The inspector observed that, with the exception of observations described
below, testing was being conducted in a manner consistent with the guidance of
Procedure SMP-9.0, Test Conduct, Revision 18. The inspector observed that
when problems were encountered, testing was promptly suspended, the problems
were documented as described above, and management was immediately notified.
The inspector concluded that testing activities were performed in accordance
with the test instructions, and communications and test staff were adequate to
support testing. Specific tests observed were as follows:

4.1 PTI-031P-03, Control Room Pressure Test And Environmental Survey,
Revision 0

The inspector witnessed testing per Instruction PTI-031P-03, Control Room
Pressure Test and Environmental Survey, Revision 0, Sections 6.1, 6.2, 6.3,
6.4, 6.5, 6.6, and 6.7. Section 6.1 involved the control room pressurization
A-train. Section 6.2 involved the control room pressurization A-train with
control room isolation present. -Section 6.3 involved the control room design
survey A-Train. Section 6.4 involved the control room pressurization B-train.
Section 6.5 involved the control room pressurization B-Train with control room
isolation present. Section 6.6 involved the control room design survey
B-Train. Section 6.7 involved the control room isolation A-Train and B-Train.

The inspector witnessed Operations personnelbeing briefed by the test director
for Section 6.1 testing. The inspector reviewed the prerequisites and
verified that all prerequisites for Section 6.1 were signed off. Testing of
Section 6.1, Control Room Pressurization Train A, was witnessed from Section
6.1.1 through 6.1.5 and Section 6.1.7 through 6.1.8. At Section 6.1.7 A, the
indicated flow rate of the chilled water supply to the A-Train air handling
unit was measured by an ultrasonic flow meter to be 348 gpm. This was outside
of the acceptance criterion expected range of 366.50 to 368.5 gpm. TDN 95-
0695 was initiated as a result. This TDN did not affect continued testing.
Testing was performed satisfactorily.

The inspector observed Operations personnel being briefed by the test director
for Section 6.2 testing. The inspector reviewed the prerequisites and
verified that all prerequisites for Section 6.2 were signed off. Testing of
Section 6.2, Control Room Pressurization Train A with C.R.I., was witnessed
from Section 6.2.1 through 6.2.9. At Section 6.2.9 the Shutdown Board Room A
Pressurizing Fan C-B would not continue to run after releasing Handswitch
0-HS-31-67B from the "ON" position. TDN 95-0697 was initiated as a result.
This TDN did affect continued testing, and Section 6.2 testing was suspended
as a result. The cause of the problem was later determined to be a procedural
error and was resolved by CN-05. Testing was performed satisfactorily and all
acceptance criterion were satisfied.

The inspector witnessed Operations personnel being briefed by the test
director for Section 6.3 testing. The inspector reviewed the prerequisites
and verified that all prerequisites for Section 6.3 were signed off. Testing
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of Section 6.3, Control Room Design Survey Train A, was witnessed from Section
6.3.1 through 6.3.3. Acceptance criteria for environmental parameters was not
completely met at Subsection 6.3.3, resulting in initiation of TDN 95-0698 by
the test director. Testing was performed satisfactorily.

The inspector observed Operations personnel being briefed by the test director
for Section 6.4 testing. The inspector reviewed the prerequisites and
verified that all prerequisites for Section 6.4 were signed off. Testing of
Section 6.4, Control Room Pressurization Train B, was witnessed from Section
6.4.1 through 6.4.5, and Section 6.4.7 through 6.4.8. Testing was performed
satisfactorily.

The inspector listened as Operations personnel were briefed by the test
director for Section 6.5 testing. The inspector reviewed the prerequisites
and verified that all prerequisites for Section 6.5 were signed off. Testing
of Section 6.5, Control Room Pressurization Train B with C.R.I., was witnessed
from Section 6.5.1 through 6.5.4 and Section 6.5.6 through 6.5.18. Testing
was performed satisfactorily.

The inspector reviewed the prerequisites and verified that all prerequisites
for Section 6.6 were signed off. Testing of Section 6.6, Control Room Design
Survey Train B, was witnessed from Section 6.6.1 through 6.6.3. Acceptance
criteria for environmental parameters was not completely met at Subsection
6.6.3, resulting in initiation of TDN 95-0705 by the test director. Testing
was performed satisfactorily.

The inspector witnessed Operations being briefed by the test director for
Section 6.7 testing. The inspector reviewed the prerequisites and verified
that all prerequisites for Section 6.7 were signed off. Testing of Section
6.7, Control Room Isolation Train A and B, was witnessed from Section 6.7.1
through 6.7.19. Testing was performed satisfactorily.

The inspector observed that testing was being conducted in a manner consistent
with the guidance of Procedure SMP-9.0, Test Conduct, Revision 19. The
inspector concluded that testing activities were performed in accordance with
the test instructions; and communications and test staff were adequate to
support testing.

4.2 PTI-032-02, Loss of Air Test, Revision O

Procedure PTI-032-02 was written to capture all the remaining test
requirements of RG 1.68.3, Preoperational Testing of Instrument and Control
Air Systems, not satisfied by Procedure PTI-032-01, Procedure PTI-262-01, and
the individual system preoperational tests that performed rapid loss of air
testing on individual valves. The applicant commenced this testing with Train
B of the auxiliary control air system (Section 6.2 of the test procedure).

The inspector attended the test briefing for slow loss of air testing on this
train. During the briefing it was noted by the inspector that a number of the
startup personnel needed to verify valve failure positions were not in
attendance at the briefing. The inspector questioned the test director about
this and was told that these individuals had been separately briefed. This
was not an ideal way to conduct the test briefing, because these personnel
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would not benefit from questions asked at the briefing by other organizations;
however, the inspector considered that because of the relatively
straightforward verifications required of those individuals, a separate
briefing was acceptable. Performance of the slow loss of air test on Train B
was observed from the control room. This test section was well coordinated
and went very smoothly. As part of this section, it was necessary to confirm
that no valves failed to the fail-safe position prior to air header pressure
reaching 60 psig. Since this had to be confirmed as the depressurization
progressed, without momentarily holding pressure at this point, it was
essential that a sufficient number of personnel be appropriately stationed to
simultaneously observe all of the applicable valves as pressure dropped
through 60 psig. The inspector observed that sufficient personnel were
available, and this was properly coordinated. No valves repositioned prior to
reaching 60 psig, and all valves ultimately went to their fail safe position.

The inspector also witnessed testing intended to verify that the Train B ACAS
air receiver was adequately sized to perform its safety function. This
testing was observed locally at the Train B compressor and air receiver. The
test method utilized for this section was to isolate the ACAS Train from the
nonsafety-related CAS and then, while stroking a pair of AFW level control
valves to plot the pressure decay for a 60 second period. The curve plotted
was then judged for acceptability by comparison to a predicted pressure decay
curve supplied by Engineering. Comparison of these curves indicated that the
test curve decreased at a higher rate than predicted by the engineering
acceptance curve, dropped below the curve for two points, and then flattened
out and recrossed the engineering curve at the end of the 60 second period.

In addition, the inspector observed that the 60 second test period had
commenced at a pressure higher than the initial pressure of the engineering
curve. Had this not been done, additional data points would have exceeded the
acceptance criteria. This did not appear to be a conservative test method,
and the inspector requested that startup personnel confirm with engineering
personnel that this was acceptable prior to proceeding with the equivalent
testing on Train A. Subsequently, startup personnel indicated that
engineering had said a higher starting pressure was acceptabie. The test
director initiated TDN 95-0584 to document failure of the test data to meet
the engineering curve at the two points. During the performance of this test
section, the inspector also noted that the vendor-supplied accumulator mounted
upstream of the air receiver was totally depressur1zed as would normally be
expected. This accumulator is located between the air receiver and the
compressor and is separated from the receiver by a check valve. As long as
the check valve is holding, the accumulator will norma]]y be depressurized (as
long as the compressor has not recently cycled). Any air in the accumulator
(greater than approximately 80 psig) during testing of the receiver could have
compromised the validity of testing because this air would have helped the air
receiver maintain system pressure. To ensure this point was not questioned at
a later time, the inspector requested the test director make a log entry
documenting that the accumulator was depressurized at the start of the air
receiver capacity check.

The inspector also witnessed performance of the slow loss of air test on Train
A. This testing was well performed, and test results were satisfactory.
Testing of the A Train ACAS air receiver was not witnessed by the inspector;
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however, the test data were reviewed. The data satisfied the acceptance
criteria supplied by engineering; however, once again, the starting pressure
was higher than provided by the engineering acceptance criteria.

TDN 95-0584 written for Train B was evaluated by engineering and was accepted
as-is. This was apparently based on conservatisms in the curve and also on
instrument inaccuracies which engineering believed minimized the significance
of the difference between the decay curve and the two data points that were
below the curve. However, no adjustment was made for the initial higher
starting pressure during the test. Since engineering had told startup that it
was acceptable to start the test at a higher pressure, the inspector had
assumed that engineering would adjust the test data to allow for this
difference. Had this been done, the magnitude of the difference in the two
test points would not have been as easily dismissed based on instrument error
and the purported conservatisms in the engineering curve. Additionally, the
marked difference in the initial slopes of the two curves was not addressed.
Based on the test data and the engineering evaluation, the inspector could not
conclude that the test had confirmed that auxiliary control air receiver
capacity was adequate.

This concern has been discussed in detail with the applicant’s engineering
department and they have agreed to provide additional justification for
accepting the test data involving the air receivers. This issue will be
tracked as IFI 50-390/95-37-01, Evaluate Engineering Justification for
Accepting Air Receiver Capacity Test Data of PTI-032-02. Review of the
additional information provided will be performed as part of the overall test
results review of Procedure PTI-032-02. Given that engineering had informed
startup that performing the ACAS receiver capacity checks at a higher initial
pressure was acceptable, the inspector concluded that field performance of
those test sections witnessed was properly conducted and met administrative
requirements.

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.
5.0 POWER ASCENSION TEST PROCEDURE REVIEWS (72300)
5.1 PET-204, Rod and Boron Worth Measurements, Revision 1

The objective of PET-204 was to verify the design value of all rods out
critical boron concentration (C;) and to determine the hot zero power C, at
specified control bank conf1gurat1ons This procedure also determined the
integral reactivity worth (pcm) and the differential reactivity worth
(pcm/step) of the reference rod bank and the integral worth of the remaining
control and shutdown banks. It also determined the average differential boron
worth (pcm/ppm) over the full range of Control Bank D travel.

It should be noted that a number of support documents which were called out as
references had not been finalized at the time Procedure PET-204, Revision 1,
was issued. Due to this, Procedure PET-103 contained page 3a, Open Items Log,
which Tisted supporting documents that "... need to be approved or removed
from administrative hold, or need software issue problems closed to support
the test." As a result, Procedure PET-301 was stamped "Administrative Hold."
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The inspector reviewed those sections of Revision 1 of Procedure PET-204 not
affected by the support documents on hold to determine that the procedure was
technically adequate and would satisfy the stated test procedure objectives.
The procedure was also reviewed to ensure it complied with the test provisions
of FSAR Table 14.2-2, Sheet 25 of 39, Rod and Boron Worth Measurements Test
Summary, and Sheet 26 of 39, Core Reactivity Balance.

As a result of the inspector’s review, the applicant intends to incorporate
the following changes in Procedure PET-204:

Section 4.2, Measuring and Test Equipment, Parts, and Supplies, Step [1]
states: ENSURE that the Advanced Digital Reactivity Computer (ADRC)
system, including strip chart recorder, is operational. The applicant
will add "...per PET-103 and has been energized and providing voltage to
the NIS power range detectors for at least 2 hours."

Section 4.3, Field Preparations, Step [14] states: ENSURE that the RCS
temperature and reactivity are stable as indicated by the reactivity
computer strip chart recorder traces: A. RCS temperature (Toyg) drift is
< I"F/hr. The applicant will change the T, drift limit to < 1°F/hr, to
be consistent with subsequent steps in the procedure.

Section 5.1, Acceptance Criteria, part C. states: The sum of the
measured bank worths for all control and shutdown rod banks is > 6009
pcm (i.e., 6676 pcm - 10%). The applicant will change the acceptance
criteria to > 6008 pcm per WAT-D-9884, Tennessee Valley Authority Watts
Bar Nuclear Plant Units 1 & 2 Westinghouse Response to TVA Comments on
Final Issue of Startup Procedure Review/Acceptance Criteria, dated
December 20, 1994 (RIMS T33 941221 814).

Section 5.2, Review Criteria, part C. states: The sum of the measured
worths for all control and shutdown rod banks are within a range of 6009
to 7343 pcm (i.e., 6676 pcm + 10%). The applicant will change the
review criteria to a range of 6008 to 7344 pcm (6676 + 668 pcm) per
WAT-D-9884.

Section 6.3, Control Bank D Worth Measurements Using Dilution, Step [13]
and Section 6.6.2, Control Bank D Worth Measurements Using Boration,
Step [11] state: INSTRUCT Test Personnel to indicate current Control
Bank D position on the strip chart recorder, and ANNOTATE the recorder
trace following EACH incremental insertion of Control Bank D during RCS
dilution/boration. The applicant will revise the wording to clarify
that the annotation includes the new position in steps.

Section 6.3, Control Bank D Worth Measurements Using Dilution, Step
[21], is not preceded by the following note: CAUTION The strip chart
recorder flux signal should not be permitted to drop below 10% of full
scale. This note can be found preceding a similar step in Section 6.4,
Endpoint Measurement Near The Fully Inserted Position, Step [5]. The
applicant will add this note.
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- Section 6.5, Rod Worth Measurements Using Rod Swap, Step [21] states:
VERIFY, using the data recorded on Data Sheet 5, that the total integral
worth for all shutdown and control rod banks is > 6009 pcm (Acc Crit
C.). The applicant will change the acceptance criteria to > 6008 pcm
per WAT-D-9884.

- Section 6.5, Rod Worth Measurements Using Rod Swap, Step [23] states:
VERIFY, using the data recorded on Data Sheet 5, that the total integral
worth for all shutdown and control rod banks are within a range of 6009
to 7343 pcm (Rev Crit C.). The applicant will change the review
criteria to a range of 6008 to 7344 pcm (6676 + 668 pcm) per WAT-D-9884.

- Data Sheet 1, Boron Endpoint - ARO, table labeled: ARO Endpoint
Configuration - Bank Positions (Steps), has the fourth column labeled as
"Measured Reactivity delta rho (pcm)." The applicant will change this
label to "Measured Change in Reactivity (delta rho), pcm."

- Data Sheet 3, Boron Endpoint - CDB IN, table labeled: CBD IN - Endpoint
Configuration - Bank Positions (Steps), has the fourth column labeled as
"Measured Reactivity delta rho (pcm)." The applicant will change this
label to "Measured Change in Reactivity (delta rho), pcm."

- Data Sheet 3, Boron Endpoint - CDB IN, table labeled: CBD IN - Endpoint
Configuration - Bank Positions (Steps), fourth column labeled as
"Measured Reactivity delta rho (pcm)," has the average at the bottom of
the column labeled as average measured reactivity change for all rods
out (ARO). The applicant will change the label subscript to CBD IN
rather than ARO, as shown on page two of this data sheet in the
Correction Terms table.

In addition to PET-204, the inspector’s review included the following
surveillance instructions supporting PET-204:

- Instruction 1-SI-0-12, Revision 2, Core Reactivity

- Instruction 1-SI-0-23, Revision 0, Moderator Temperature Coefficient
Determination at BOL

- Instruction 1-SI-0-27, Revision 1, Mode 2 Physics Test Exceptions RCS
Critical Boron Concentration And RCS Temperature

The inspector determined that the surveillance instructions above and the
portions of PET-204, not affected by the support documents on hold, were
technically adequate and would satisfy the stated test procedure objectives.
The applicant is considering actions necessary to incorporate the above
document changes. This matter will be reviewed during further inspections.

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.
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6.0  PLANT OPERATIONS

The inspector reviewed plant operations during the reporting period to verify
conformance with applicable requirements which are delineated in Procedure
SSP-12.01, Conduct of Operations, Revision 6. This included control room
observations and review of operations logs. Operator logs were appropriately
detailed. Operators were professional in that control room access was
adequately controlled, communications were generally thorough with good use of
repeat backs, and alarm response was good. The inspectors also observed
outside and turbine building AUO rounds. One EDG tagging inconsistency was
noted in that the maintenance/auto switch was not always tagged when EDGs were
tagged. Review of this issue disclosed that the operations manager had
already noted this problem.

6.1 2A-A Emergency Diesel Generator Monthly Start

The inspector observed main control room activities and coordination for the
monthly run of the 2A-A EDG on May 31. The inspector observed the unit
operator exhibit good procedural adherence and communications while
controlling, loading, and securing the EDG. The inspector observed that the
unit operator was reluctant to turn off the synch switch as directed by step
8.1.3.10.d of Procedure S0I-82.03, Revision 27, after fully loading the EDG.
He stated he wanted to be able to monitor the incoming and running voltages
and frequencies controlled by the synch switch. The operations superintendent
and assistant shift operations supervisor were also monitoring the EDG start
and directed him to secure it per the procedure after explaining why the
parameters were not necessary while the EDG was running. The unit operator
concurred with their explanation that other indications such as EDG load,
board voltage, and reactive load were available and that the synch switch was
not designed to be left on. The inspector concluded that shift management
fostered a questioning attitude in operators, was sensitive to operator’s
concerns, and ensured they were fully addressed before proceeding.

The inspector observed that frequency meters in the main control room have a
default setting of 58 Hz when the associated synch switch is turned off. The
inspector questioned several operators on this feature. The operators were
not familiar with the basis for the feature and were unsure if the meter was
operating properly. The inspector concluded that a standard default feature
such as this required operator knowledge and that a possible training
deficiency existed. The applicant’s operations management corrected the
associated operators and agreed to evaluate the operator training program.

6.2 Limiting Conditions for Operations Tracking Log Review

On May 31, 1995, the inspector reviewed the log against the requirements of
Procedure SSP-12.56, LCO Tracking Log. The inspector noted that Procedure
SSP-12.56 has conflicting guidance on which operator owns the log and is
responsible for entries as well as which operator’s narrative log is supposed
to have the official log entry for LCO entry and exit. The inspector observed
four examples wherein operators had not logged the LCO entry in any narrative
log. The inspector observed that the log had numerous administrative errors
which indicated the operators lacked familiarity with the process. The
inspector also noted that Procedure SSP-12.56 did not contain any periodic
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review requirement. The log needs to be reviewed periodically and
re-baselined. These observations and several other minor deficiencies with
Procedure SSP-12.56 were communicated to the applicant for correction. The
applicant had planned to purge the existing log entries and recommence LCO
tracking to support system operability declarations for hot functional
testing, which occurred at the end of the report period. The inspector
concluded that the applicant has significant room for improvement in training
the operators on the use of the log and maintaining it.

6.3 Turbine Building Auxiliary Unit Operator (AUG) Rounds

The inspector accompanied the turbine building AUO on his rounds on June 1.
The inspector noted that the operator logs were not sequenced effectively.
The inspector also observed that material from other groups was often left
unattended in the AUO’s area but was accepted without extensive questioning.
The inspector concluded that Operations ownership of all plant areas is
progressing but is not fully established.

The inspector observed the AUO perform Section 7.5 of Procedure SOI 58&6.01,
Extraction Steam, Heater Drains, and Vent System, Revision 12, to secure the
atmospheric condensate drain tank pump. The operator correctly obtained a
new, verified copy of the procedure and complied with all precautions and
limitations. No deficiencies were noted.

6.4 Operating Events

The inspector reviewed the applicant’s operating events tracking
documentation. The applicant has set a goal for operating events based on
severity evaluation of each event which assigns severity points from one
through six. The goal is two or less severity points per month. The
six-month moving average is approximately seven; however, no points were
recorded for May. Review of these events is an ongoing effort.

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.
7.0  OPERATING PROCEDURES REVIEW (42450)
7.1 Documentation Review

In conjunction with the walkdown and review of safety-related systems which is
discussed in paragraph 8.0 of this report, the inspectors reviewed and did a
field validation of the SOIs that the applicant had implemented to operate the
turned over systems. The inspectors reviewed the SOIs to evaluate the
applicant’s progress in developing and implementing operating procedures which
would be used to control safety-related operations.

In conjunction with the observation of the applicant’s performance of
surveillance instructions, which is discussed in paragraph 9.0 of this report,
the inspectors reviewed the related SI. The inspectors reviewed the SIs to
evaluate the applicant’s progress in developing and implementing surveillance
procedures which would be used to evaluate and establish operability of
technical specification required equipment.
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Requirements are delineated in 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V,
Instructions, Procedures, and Drawings; ANSI N18.7-1976/ANS-3.2,
Administrative Controls and Quality Assurance for the Operational Phase of
Nuclear Power Plants, Section 5; RG 1.33, Revision 2, February 1978; TVA NQA
Plan, Revision 5; Site Writers Manual, Revision 0; Writers Guide for Technical
and Normal Operating Instructions, Revision 0; and selected applicant
administrative procedures. _

The inspectors interviewed cognizant applicant personnel and also reviewed
appropriate applicant administrative procedures, technical instructions,
setpoint and scaling documents, vendor technical manuals, design calculations,
drawings, design basis document system descriptions, the FSAR, and the draft
technical specifications.

During the review, the inspectors considered the following procedure
attributes:

- the procedures were technically adequate to accomplish their stated
purpose;

- applicable operating limits were clearly specified;

- the procedures were consistent with draft technical specifications and
regulatory requirements;

- precautions and Timitations were included which prescribed activities
important to the protection of the health and safety of the public and
plant equipment;

- the procedures prescribed detailed steps to ensure safe operation of the
systems which support and control reactor operations;

- the procedures were in the appropriate format as specified in the
applicant’s administrative controls.

- the referenced technical specification surveillance requirements were
performed by the surveillance instruction; and

- the SIs reviewed were technically adequate to ensure technical
specification required surveillances were performed.

The procedures reviewed were:
- SOI-1.01, Main Steam System, Revision 15 (safety-related portion)

- S0I-2&3.01, Condensate and Feedwater System, Revision 22
(safety-related portion)

- S0I-70.01, Component Cooling Water (CCS), Revision 27

- 1-SI-1-72, 18 Month Channel Calibration Turbine Impulse Chamber
Pressure Channel II, Loop 1-LPP-1-72, Revision 0
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1-SI-1-73, 18 Month Channel Calibration Turbine Impulse Chamber
Pressure Channel I, Loop 1-LPP-1-73, (P-505), Revision 0 (WO
95076600)

1-SI-3-8, 18 Month Channel Calibration Steam Generator 3 Narrow
Range Level, Revision O

1-SI-3-21, 18 Month Channel Calibration Auxiliary Feedwater Pump
1A-A suction Header Pressure Switches, Revision 0 (WO 950666500)

1-SI-3-202-A, Response Time Test - Auxiliary Feedwater Pump 1A-S
Suction Header Transfer - train A, Revision 0

1-SI-68-71, 18 Month Channel Calibration RCS Loop 4 Wide Range Hot
Leg Temperature Loop 1-LPT-68-65, Revision 0

1-SI1-72-901-A, Containment Spray Pump 1A-A Quarterly Performance
Test, Revision 1

7.2 Procedure Review Findings

The inspectors had previously reviewed selected SOIs and documented their
findings in NRC IRs 50-390,391/94-18 and 50-390,391/94-38. The applicant had
upgraded the SOIs since that review. Where appropriate, the upgraded SOIs
included the inspector’s comments from the previous review.

Instruction TI-49, Compliance Instruments, was referenced in some of the SIs.
The purpose of this TI was to provide a list of all compliance instruments.
However, the Tl was still being revised and the issued TI (Revision 10) was
completely inadequate in that it only listed a few of the compliance
instruments. In addition, the TI did not contain information as implied by
the references in the SIs. For example, 1-SI-68-71, Step 5.2 (1), stated
COMPLIANCE instruments found out-of-tolerance will require an evaluation per
TI-49. However, TI-49 did not provide any instructions for performing an
out-of-tolerance evaluation. The applicant stated that TI-49 was being
revised and would be issued in July 1995, and it would provide the information
referenced in the SIs.

In NRC IR 50-390,391/95-18 (paragraph 9.2), the inspectors noted that the
applicant was not consistent in providing accurate component locations in the
SOI checklists. This same concern as well as additional concerns existed in
Procedure SOI-70.01 checklists walked down by the inspectors during this
report period. As discussed in NRC IR 50-390,391/95-18, accurate component
locations could help reduce the exposure to radiation of individuals required
to operate the components. In Checklist 3 of Procedure S0I-70.01, the valves
were grouped by area and floor elevations but not by specific room location.
In addition, the elevation listed for valves were in some cases referenced to
the floor elevation and in other cases were referenced to a specific valve
elevation. In the cases where specific valve elevations were referenced, they
were not always accurate (within two feet or less). In some cases the wrong
floor elevation was referenced. Further, valves were not always grouped
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together on the checklist so that all the valves in one area could be
completed together.

The inspectors concluded that the inconsistency in providing accurate
component locations indicated weaknesses in procedure preparation and in the
feedback process during the review, validation, and component 1lineup
activities.

The applicant stated that improving the checklists was an ongoing effort and
would be continued. In addition, management will emphasize to the procedures
group and to the operators performing the valve checklists the importance of
providing accurate and consistent valve location information, especially
associated with area/room location information.

7.3 Conclusion

The inspectors concluded that the SOIs provided appropriate detailed
instructions for operating the associated safety-related systems which
supported and controlled reactor operations. The inspectors also concluded
that the applicant was developing and implementing surveillance procedures
which provided appropriate detailed instructions to evaluate and establish
operability of technical specification required equipment. One repeat problem
was noted in that valve checklist locations were poor.

Within the areas examined, no vio]atfons or deviations were identified.
8.0  SYSTEM TURNOVER (37301)
8.1 System Walkdown and Review

The inspectors performed walkdowns of safety-related systems that had been
turned over from the startup group to plant operations. The inspectors also
reviewed documents and drawings related to the system turnover. The
inspectors performed the system walkdowns and reviews to verify that the
applicant’s system turnover process was effective in ensuring safety-related
systems being turned over to Operations were in a reasonable condition of
completion to support plant operations.

The applicant had developed and implemented Instruction PAI-5.01, System
Pre-Operability Checklist, Revision 7, which delineated a systematic method
for ensuring all open work items and outstanding programmatic items which
could affect system operability or the operational readiness of a system to
support fuel load/startup were completed or dispositioned before the system
was turned over to Operations. The turnover process was referred to as SPOC
at WBN.

The inspectors performed the following activities:
- performed a field walkdown of the systems which had been turned over;

- reviewed the SPOC turnover packége for each of the systems;
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compared the as-constructed system to the system description in the
FSAR;

reviewed the applicant’s MTS, which documented and tracked open items
for each of the systems.

The inspectors considered the following items during the system walkdowns and
review:

discrepancies between the system drawings and the installed
equipment/components;

\
system components were installed in accordance with the as-constructed
drawings and the description in the FSAR;

deficiencies such as damaged or missing components, trash or foreign
material in cabinets, and the quality of workmanship;

component labeling numbers and nomenclature reasonably matched component
identifications provided on the drawings and in the SOIs;

Unit 1/Unit 2 system interface points had been identified and control
had been established;

the latest copy of the system field drawing(s) was in agreement with the
FSAR system descriptions;

open items listed on the MTS that were being turned over that could
impact system operability or readiness were being adequately addressed
by the applicant;

The safety-related systems walked down and reviewed were:

8.2

System 1, Main Steam System (safety-related portions)
System 3A, Main Feedwater (safety-related portions)
System 70, Component Cooling System

System 18, Fuel 0il

System 82, Emergency Diesel Generators (includes System 86, EDG Starting
Air)

System Walkdown and Review Findings

Overall, the inspectors determined that the turned over systems appeared to be
in an acceptable condition to support plant operations.
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8.2.1 Valve 1-FCV-70-207 Unit Interface Issue

The handwheel on Unit 1/2 interface valve 1-FCV-70-207 was not locked. This
valve was required to be locked per Note 31 on Drawing 1-47W859-1. The valve
was also documented as being locked closed on the completed Unit Interface
Control Form, Appendix A of Procedure PAI-2.05 Control of Unit Interfaces
(dated April 8, 1995).

The applicant installed a locking device on the valve and initiated PER
WBPER950324 to evaluate this problem.

8.2.2 Unit Interface Independent Verification Issue

The applicant’s process for establishing the Unit 1/2 interface points only
required one person to verify that each interface point was established and
did not require an independent verification. The inspectors determined from
discussions with the applicant that the applicant plans to do a 100 percent
verification of the interface points prior to fuel load. The applicant stated
that the verification of each Unit 1/2 interface point will provide an
independent verification.

The applicant stated that Procedure PAI-2.05, Control of Unit Interfaces,
Revision 3, will be revised to include a verification of all Unit 1/2
interface points prior to fuel load and require independent verification in
the future. This will provide an independent verification that the Unit 1/2
interface points have been correctly established.

8.2.3 SPOC Package Deficiencies

The inspector identified several minor, missing signatures in the System 82
SPOC package for coding master tracking system items. The inspector verified
the items were properly entered and the Technical Support system engineer
corrected the missing signatures.

The inspector noted the SPOC package for System 18 was missing from the
control room and that the System 82 package was present but not updated. The
SPOC procedure, PAI-5.01, requires the control room to have a log of all
system deferral items and special operating conditions. Maintaining the SPOC
package in the control room meets the PAI-5.01 requirements. This intent is
not being met if the SPOC packages are not updated or present. The applicant
currently tracks deferral items via a Technical Specification Operability Log
in the control room. The applicant agreed to replace the missing System 18
package and update the System 82 package.

8.2.4 System 82 Deficiencies

The inspector verified the as-constructed systems against the FSAR and Design
Basis System Descriptions. The inspector identified one discrepancy in that
there was not a water trap downstream of the starting air system air dryers as
per the System 82 description, N3-82-4002. The applicant is processing a
change to clarify the water trap reference to a filter with blowdown
capability.
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The inspectors identified several problems during the review of Instruction
SO0I-82.02 and the system walkdown. The assessment of these problems is
pending and will be discussed in a later report.
8.3 Conclusions
Based on the walkdown and review of these systems, the inspectors concluded
that the applicant’s system turnover process was effective in ensuring systems
being turned over to operations had been adequately constructed to support
plant operations, open items were minimized, and systems met as-built
requirements.
Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.
9.0 TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION SURVEILLANCE OBSERVATION (61726)
9.1 Observation of Surveillance Instruction Performance
The inspectors observed applicant personnel performing Technical Specification
SIs in the plant and also reviewed completed sections of SIs. These
observations ‘included the following attributes:
- evaluated the adequacy of the applicant’s procedure validation process;
- monitored procedure viability and evaluated licensee feedback process;
- verified that personnel were knowledgeable and followed procedures;

- verified that system as-built configuration agreed with drawings and
procedures being reviewed;

- verified that the physical condition of the system components did not
appear to be degraded.

The inspectors observed portions of the following SIs being performed by the
applicant:

- 1-SI1-1-72, 18 Month Channel Calibration Turbine Impulse Chamber Pressure
Channel II, Loop 1-LPP-1-72, Revision 0

- 1-SI-1-73, 18 Month Channel Calibration Turbine Impulse Chamber Pressure
Channel I, Loop 1-LPP-1-73, (P-505), Revision 0 (WO 95076600)

- 1-SI-3-8, 18 Month Channel Calibration Steam Generator 3 Narrow Range
Level, Revision 0

- 1-SI-3-21, 18 Month Channel Calibration Auxiliary Feedwater Pump 1A-A
suction Header Pressure Switches, Revision 0 (WO 950666500)

- 1-SI-3-202-A, Response Time Test - Auxiliary Feedwater Pump 1A-S Suction
Header Transfer - Train A, Revision 0
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- 1-SI-72-901-A, Containment Spray Pump 1A-A Quarterly Performance Test,
Revision 1

- TI-50.025, CVCS Valve Exercising During Operations, Revision 0

- TI-50.035, Component Cooling System Thermal Barrier Booster Pump 1B
Quarterly Performance Test, Revision 0

9.2 Surveillance Observation Findings

The surveillance activities observed by the inspectors were satisfactorily
performed by the applicant in a professional manner and in accordance with
approved procedures. The surveillance performers appeared to have a
comprehensive knowledge of the surveillance instructions, equipment being
tested, test equipment used, and equipment responses with one exception noted
below. The surveillance performers were very deliberate in following the
surveillance instructions. In all instances observed in which there was a
problem with the SI, the surveillance performers stopped and resolved the
problem, usually by getting a CN implemented to correct the SI prior to
continuing.

The inspector also observed that TI 50.025 and TI 50.035 were failed due to
inadequate stroke times and inadequate flow respectively.

The inspector observed a problem with the criteria established for stroke
times of TI 50.025. The criteria was established as {" > 5 to 10 sec"} in the
procedure. Through discussions with the test director and the ASOS, during
the test, the inspector determined the stroke time criteria was not understood
by the test director performing the test. This was also evident in the review
of previously signed off steps in the TI. There were stroke times previously
documented as acceptable, however they did not meet the established criteria.
DNs had been written; however, it was also noted that the TI had not been
through the final review process. It was determined that the procedure was
issued to validate and adjust initial stroke times for later reference. This
issue was later clarified by Operations management.

During the observation of the performance of Instruction 1-SI-3-202-A, the
inspector observed that the CNs in the work copy being used in the field were
not marked "VERIFIED FOR USE" as required by Procedure SSP-2.03. The
inspector also reviewed the control room copy of 1-SI-3-202-A and noted that a
copy of CN-1 was not attached to the control room copy of the SI as required
by Procedure SSP-2.03. Procedure SSP-2.03, Administration of Site Procedures,
Revision 12, Step 2.5.U.1, stated that "the sponsor makes a copy, marks it
"VERIFIED FOR USE", (initial and date), and provides a copy of the approved
change to the procedure performer for immediate use. Another copy (unstamped)
is sent to the control room (for performance based procedures maintained on
file in the control room)."

The applicant stated that this appeared to be an isolated occurrence. The
applicant also stated that the individual responsible for processing the
changes to SI 1-SI-3-202-A had been reinstructed in the correct way to process
change notices to procedures.
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9.3 Procedure Change Notice and Deficiency Review

The inspector noted that a number of CNs and DNs were being initiated as a
result of implementation of surveillance tests. The inspector reviewed a
sample of 53 DNs issued recently and held a discussion with the technical
support manager to evaluate whether significant problems were being
encountered during surveillance tests. Nine of the DNs involved procedure
problems identified during initial implementation of the procedures leading to
CNs being issued. Twenty-three involved unique plant conditions such as the
plant computer not yet being in service. Twenty-one involved hardware
problems such as the need to backfill sensing lines, ERFDS not yet functional,
one switch replacement, five out-of-tolerance instrument problems, one limit
switch out of adjustment, and a flow indicator not responding. In summary,
the issues appeared to be a mix of various problems which could be expected
during initial surveillance activities. The review did disclose that duration
of the surveillance activities could be expected to be longer than typical
operational surveillance activities due to the problems being encountered.
Personnel were identifying the problems encountered in order that corrective
action could be taken.

9.4 Conclusions

Based on the surveillances observed being performed in the plant, the
inspectors concluded:

- that the applicant was implementing SIs which were adequate to perform
required technical specification surveillances, and

- that the applicant’s staff was capable of performing the SIs in a manner
which would ensure technical specification surveillance requirements
were met.

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.
10.0 Vital Battery Modification for Vital Batteries I-IV (37550)

The inspectors reviewed the applicant’s process for procurement, storage, and
acceptance analysis for the replacement of the 125VDC vital batteries
performed on March 13-17, 1995, and documented in NRC IR 50-390,391/95-18. As
a result of the initial inspection, there were three open issues that required
additional information for closure. These issues were addressed during the
follow-up inspection performed on May 8-19, 1995. The three issues are
summarized as follows:

- The inspector noted during the initial inspection that the applicant
“maintained an open item punchlist which Tisted the applicable documents
that needed to be revised prior to closing out DCN M-34053-A. It was
noted that the DCN was advanced authorized and, as such, an open item
punchlist was created to work these issues in parallel with the
installation of the modification on an at risk basis.
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. After review of the open item punchlist with the responsible NE system
engineer and review of Instruction EAI-3.05, Design Change Notice,
Revision 12, it was determined that the applicant maintained appropriate
controls to address the open item punchlist prior to closure of the DCN.
Therefore, this issue is closed.

- During the initial visit, the inspector accompanied two field engineers
during a preliminary verification of the as-built measurements on the
battery rack in Battery Room II. It was identified that the as-built
measurements did not reflect the drawings, and the drawings did not
contain any tolerances.

As a result of the first inspection, the applicant created F-DCN
F35235-A,AA-07 to add a general tolerance for the battery racks to be
(+#/-0.25"). In an effort to verify that the as-built dimensions of the
battery racks appropriately reflected the drawings, approximately 40
measurements were taken on Battery Racks I through IV. The inspector
found the battery rack in Battery Room II, vertical upright supports,
consisting of cells 47 and 48, to have a horizontal distance of 26.5",
which did not meet the previously revised criteria established at 27" on
Drawing 062823D with a tolerance of (+/-0.25"). The applicant revised
F-DCN F35235-A to establish a tolerance of (+1/4",-1") for the battery
rack vertical upright to incorporate the out-of-tolerance measurement.
This issue is closed. The applicant plans to revise the applicable
calculations to reflect the field changes, as addressed by the open item
punchlist.

- During the initial inspection, it was determined through interviews with
the responsible maintenance engineer that the applicable maintenance
procedures and surveillance instructions required by Technical
Specifications were not completed prior to the exit of the inspector.

Through continued interviews with the responsible maintenance engineer
and review of the proposed weekly and quarterly SIs, it appears the
applicant has appropriately revised a portion of the applicable
procedures. This item 1is being tracked on the MTS, specified under
System 236, Problem 900000129. The applicant has also committed to
perform the testing of their batteries in complete compliance with their
standardized Technical Specifications and IEEE 450 standards.

Therefore, this open item is closed.

The applicant is also tracking the testing aspects of the 125 DC vital
batteries on the MTS under System 236, Problem 98429. However, at the
time of the inspection, the applicant had not committed to the scope of
testing that will be performed on Batteries I through IV. Further
review of these results is planned.

No violations or deviations were identified.
11.0 (Closed) TI 2500/19, Inspection of Licensee’s Actions Taken to Implement

. Unresolved Safety Issue A-26: Reactor Vessel Pressure Transient
Protection for Pressurized Water Reactors (Unit 1 Only)
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11.1 Previous Inspection Activities
This TI was initially reviewed in NRC IR 50-390,391/95-05, Section 13.0.
During this review, the applicant’s design system description for the COMS was
determined to be in conformance with the SER/SSER. In addition, the review of
the preoperational test procedure and test results was documented in NRC IRs
50-390/94-23 and 50-390/95-05. These reviews determined that the test
procedure and test results were acceptable.
11.2 Inspection Activities
During this inspection period, the inspectors completed a review of the COMS

"~ to satisfy this TI. This included a review of the following areas as they
related to COMS:

- solid water operations;

- low temperature operations;

- contrq] room annunciation;

- training; and

- surveillance testing;

Specific documents reviewed included the following:

- Draft Technical Specifications 3.4.12, Cold Overpressure Mitigation
System (COMS), dated May 1995

- WBN FSAR Section 5.2.2.4, RCS Pressure Control During Low Temperature
Operation (Amendment 78), and Section 7.6.8, Interlocks for RCS Pressure
Control During Low Temperature Operation (Amendment 81)

- N3-68-4001, System Description for Reactor Coolant System, Section
3.3.2, Cold Overpressure Mitigation System (COMS), Revision 3

- Instruction GO-1, Unit Startup from Cold Shutdown to Hot Standby,
Revision 0

- Instruction GO-6, Unit Shutdown from Hot Standby to Cold Shutdown,
Revision 0

- 1-S1-68-87, O0ffline Calibration of RCS Loop 4 Wide Range‘Pressure
Components 1-PT-68-68, 1-PT-68-70 and 1-PS-68-68A, Revision 0

- 1-SI-68-92, 18 Month Channel Calibration of PORV 1-PCV-68-340A COMS
Actuation Channel, Revision 0

- 1-S1-68-93, 18 Month Channel Calibration of PORV 1-PCV-68-334 COMS
. Actuation Channel, Revision 0
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1-S1-68-68,
Temperature

1-S1-68-69,
Temperature

1-S1-68-70,
Temperature

1-S1-68-71,
Temperature

1-S1-68-72,
Temperature

1-S1-68-73,
Temperature

1-S1-68-74,
Temperature

1-S1-68-75,
Temperature
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18 Month Channel Calibration
Loop 1-LPT-68-1, Revision O

18 Month Channel Calibration
Loop 1-LPT-68-24, Revision 0

18 Month Channel Calibration
Loop 1-LPT-68-43, Revision 0

18 Month Channel Calibration
Loop 1-LPT-68-65, Revision 0

18 Month Channel Calibration
Loop 1-LPT-68-18, Revision 0

18 Month Channel Calibration
Loop 1-LPT-68-41, Revision 0

18 Month Channel Calibration
Loop 1-LPT-68-60, Revision 0

18 Month Channel Calibration
Loop 1-LPT-68-83, Revision 0

RCS
RCS
RCS
RCS
RCS
RCS
RCS

RCS

Loop

Loop

Loop

Loop

Loop

Loop

Loop

Loop

Wide

Wide

Wide

Wide

Wide

Wide

Wide

Wide

Range Hot Leg

Range Hot Leg
Range Hot Leg
Rahge Hot Leg
Range Cold Leg
Range Cold Leg
Range Cold Leg

Range Cold Leg

1-S1-68-192, 31 Day Channel Operation Test of PORV 1-PCV-68-340A COMS
Actuation Channel, Revision 0

1-S1-68-193, 31 Day Channel Operation Test of PORV 1-PCV-68-334 COMS
Actuation Channel, Revision 0

ARI-64-70, Annunciator 67-B, RCS COPS Arm Permissive, Revision 1

ARI-88-94, Annunciators 90E, RCS Approaching COPS Setpoint, 90D, COPS
PORV-340A Actuate, 91D, COPS PORV-334 Actuate, and 91E, RCS Approaching
COPS Setpoint, Revision 1

Operator Lesson Plan 3-0T-FRP0001, Function Restoration Guidelines FR-
P.1 & 2, Pressurized Thermal Shock, Revision 2

Operator Lesson Plan 3-0T-SYS068D, Cold Overpressure Protection System
(COPS), Revision 1

COMS training records for 40 operations staff personnel

Inspection Findings and Conclusion

During the review process the inspectors noted that the applicant’s COMS
appeared to be in conflict with one of the basic requirements delineated in TI

2500/19, Appendix A.

Section C, Step 1, of this appendix stated:

Determine

whether the systems operate automatically without manual actions to enable or
"turn-on" the system or to mitigate the consequences of a potential
overpressure event.
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The applicant’s COMS was not designed to enable the system automatically. The
COMS design included switches on the main control board for the operator to
manually arm the system. Once armed, the system becomes fully automatic.
Operating procedure GO-6 included instructions for manually arming the system
when the reactor coolant temperature is equal to or below the setpoint and
before taking the pressurizer solid. Operating Procedure GO-1 included
instructions to reset when the system is brought back above the system
temperature setpoint for arming.

The applicant’s COMS design was approved by the NRC staff in SSER 4 and was
depicted on drawings, design base system description, and the FSAR.

Based on the above information, the inspectors concluded that the conflict
between TI 2500/19 and the applicant’s design had been adequately reviewed and
approved by the NRC staff.

From the review of the documentation, discussion with applicant personnel, and
field verifications, the inspectors concluded that the applicant’s actions
taken to implement Unresolved Safety Issue A-26 (Reactor Vessel Pressure
Transient Protection for Pressurized Water Reactors) were adequate.

Within the areas reviewed, no violations or deviations were identified.

12.0 PLANT STAFFING (36301)

This inspection was conducted to confirm that plant staff positions were
adequately filled and personnel met qualification requirements. A previous
inspection was conducted in this area and was documented in NRC IR

50-390,391/94-58, paragraph 10.0. Generally the program was found acceptable;
however, several outstanding issues were noted as follows:

- documentation of some positions experience level was incomplete;

- only minimum experience and qualifications were listed for some key
positions

- the assistant plant manager position had not been covered;

- the reactor engineering supervisor position was listed twice;

- the final FSAR change had not yet been submitted.

In addition, the inspector noted that organization changes have occurred since
the Tast inspection. The inspector verified that the above issues had been
addressed and the final organization was established and adequately staffed by
a review of the following documents:

- Final organization charts dated April 7, 1995

- Procedure SSP-1.04, Qualification of Personnel, Revision 2

- FSAR Chapter 13, Ammendment 89
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- Expectations Manual

- Qualification/experience documentation for the positions of. Plant
Manager, Assistant Plant Manager, Maintenance and Mods Manager,
Maintenance Superintendent, Modifications Superintendent, Electrical
Maintenance Supervisor, Instrument Maintenance Supervisor, Electrical
Systems Supervisor, Radiological Control Superintendent, Nuclear
Assurance and Licensing Manager, and Site Quality Manager

In addition, the inspector reviewed quality assessments of this area which
included Nuclear Assurance Assessment Report NA-WB-95-0083, dated May 24,

1995, and Operational Readiness Self Assessment Report, Revision 1, dated

December 14,1994,

12.1 Results

The inspector determined that the applicant was adequately staffed with
qualified personnel. One important position recently established was not yet
filled but active recruitment was underway. This was the position of
Operations Support Superintendent. All of the managers exceeded the
requirements-and most of them brought experience from other plants. The
inspector also noted that the operating shifts have been recently temporarily
augmented by shift advisors who are experienced personnel from other plants.
Expectations for conduct have been clearly disseminated. One probliem was
noted in the program in that SSP-1.04 did not include the AUO position which
was included in the FSAR. Although the applicant was in the process of
documenting AUO experience/qualifications, the applicant failed to note that
the position was not formally included in the program. This problem was
corrected by issuance of Rev. 3 to the procedure which the inspector reviewed.
The assessments were thorough and appropriate recommendations for improvement
were made although some had not yet been implemented. The problem identified
above was not discovered, however, the FSAR ammendment had not been issued at
the time of the assessments. The applicant did recognize the need to continue
to improve the communications and trust between management and employees.
Development of an action plan was underway. It is noted that the confidence
employees have regarding raising safety issues is evaluated by the applicant
and NRC via review of the employee concerns program.

No violations or deviations were identified.
13.0 FOLLOW-UP ON OPEN TMI ITEMS (92701)

13.1 (Closed) Item 1.A.1.2, Shift Supervisor Responsibilities.
(IF1 50-390/91-04-04)

This item required that an annual directive be issued stating company policy
that clearly establishes and emphasizes the shift supervisor’s duties and
responsibilities. Rather than issue an annual directive, the applicant has
adequately described the shift supervisor duties and responsibilities in
‘Procedure SSP-12.01, Revision 6. Basically this procedure requires the SOS to
maintain the broadest perspective of operational conditions affecting the
safety of the plant. This is the highest priority. The shift supervisor
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shall remain in the control room at all times during accident situations.
Provisions are stipulated whenever the shift supervisor is temporarily absent
from the control room during routine operations. Procedure SSP-12.01 is
considered to adequately cover this TMI requirement. IFI 50-390/91-04-04,
Item 1.A.1.2 is closed.

13.2 (Closed) Item I.A.1.3, Shift Manning (IFI 50-390/91-04-04)

This item requires implementation of a minimum shift crew size and overtime
restrictions. The applicant responded to this item by a letter dated
September 14, 1981, whereby TVA committed to meet the requirements as stated
in NUREG 0737. This commitment remains in effect and the conditions and
restrictions are stated in proposed TS 5.2.2.e and TS 5.2 2.c. [Item I.A.1.3
is closed.

13.3 (Closed) Item I.B.1.2, Independent Safety Review Group
(IFI 50-390/86-05-02)

The applicant committed to provide an ISEG by a letter, dated May 22, 1989, in
the Nuclear Performance Plan, Volume 4. The basic requirements are specified
in the applicant’s NQAP, TVA-NQA-PLN 89A, Revision 5. Implementation details
are stated in STD-4.8, Revision 1, Nuclear Safety Oversight, and Procedure
SSP-4.08, Nuclear Safety Oversight, Revision 0. Review of these documents
reveals that the ISEG is in agreement with NUREG 0737. The group is staffed
and functioning and is similar to the ISEG’s at TVA’s other sites. Item
[.B.1.2 is closed.

13.4 (Closed) Item I.C.3, Define SOS Responsibilities (IFI 50-390/91-04-04)

Item I.C.3. requires a clear definition of the shift supervisor’s
responsibilities and duties. Administrative functions that could detract from
or are subordinate to the management responsibilities for assuring the safe
operation of the plant shall be delegated to others not on duty in the control
room.

The basic responsibilities are stated in proposed TS 5.1.2. Procedure
SSP-12.01, Revision 6, further defines the duties, responsibilities, and
authority of the SOS and other control room operators.

Procedure SSP-12.01 was reviewed and found to satisfy this TMI item. Item
I.C.3 is closed.

14.0 EVALUATION OF APPLICANT SELF-ASSESSMENT CAPABILITY (40500)
14.1 Nuclear Safety Review Boardl

The applicant has implemented the NSRB which will be required upon plant
licensing. Recent changes to the board and the TS are currently under review.
Although the board is not yet challenged with activities such as review of
operating events and unreviewed safety issue evaluations, it has been
reviewing preoperational issues and events and aspects of operational
readiness.
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The inspector attended the second day portion of an NSRB meeting on May 19,
1995. This included the full board meeting to cover various site group
reports to the board, regulatory issues, special reports, and results of NSRB
subcommittee activity. Generally, the board posed good questions and
comments. Although some discussion of schedule was noted, the board
discussion was not dominated by discussions of schedule, which had been noted
during a previous observation. The board noted continuing improvement toward
operational readiness but did note that a more consistent approach amongst the
plant organizations was needed regarding assessing personnel sensitivity to
nuclear safety. The board also noted that the site needed to assess
thoroughly the cause of poor performance during a recent operator licensing
exam.

No violations or deviations were identified.
15.0 ACTIONS ON PREVIOUS INSPECTION FINDINGS (92701)

15.1 (Closed) VIO 50-390,391/92-23-01, Failure to Follow Procedures for
Update of Primary Drawings

The original -inspection identified that design control measures applied to
System 55 (annunciator system) and System 211 design drawings were inadequate
to assure the as-built configuration of the 6.9 kV Shutdown Power System was
correctly translated into as-built design drawings. As a consequence, several
drawings of record used in support of testing per Procedure PTI 211-01, 6.9 KV
Shutdown Boards, Revision 0, had not been updated to: 1) correctly reflect
as-installed confiquration; or 2) demonstrate agreement between the design
basis information and the PTI.

The inspector reported in IR 50-390,391/92-41 that the applicant’s response to
this violation, dated November 17, 1992, was considered by Region II to be
incomplete relative to recurrence control. This report also noted that
corrective actions for the specific drawing discrepancies cited in the
violation were reviewed. The inspector verified that the affected drawings
had been revised to reflect correct plant configuration. Additional
corrective actions reviewed per that report included the DD program
implemented via SSP-2.11. Based on the inspector’s review of DD trending
reports for the third quarter of fiscal year 1992, the inspector concluded
that the applicant had demonstrated timely closure of DDs.

In a Tetter to Region Il dated December 22, 1992, the applicant provided a
supplemental response to this violation describing additional recurrence
controls that would be developed and implemented for electrical schematic
diagrams. This approach was considered acceptable by Region II. The
commitments were identified by the applicant’s commitment tracking system as
NC0930030001, NC0930030002, and NC0930030003.

The inspector reported in IR 50-390,391/93-73 that independent drawing reviews
were performed to verify that commitments NC0930030001 and NC0930030002 had
been satisfied. The inspector also reported that Procedure EAI-3.07, SPAE
Process, Revision 4, was verified to include requirements for performing
Category A and B drawing reviews. This procedure revision satisfied
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commitment NC0930030003. While performing these reviews, the inspector noted
that the applicant was not implementing their commitments in accordance with
the corrective action program. This resulted in VIO 50-390/93-73-01, Failure
to Follow Procedure for Correcting Drawings in Connection with NRC
Commitments. VIO 50-390,391/92-23-01 was left open pending completion of
corrective action for VIO 50-390/93-73-01. Based on satisfactory closure of
VIO 50-390/93-73-01 in paragraph 15.8 of this report, this VIO is closed.

15.2 (Closed) IFI 50-390/93-18-02, Review Appropriate Procedures That
Incorporate Test Requirements for Wattmeters and Ammeters.

IFI 50-390/93-18-02 identified that a functional check of ammeters and
wattmeters for the 480 volt shutdown boards was not included in Instruction
PTI-212-01, 480 V Shutdown Power Unit 1 A-Train, Revision 0. At a later date,
TVA elected to perform functional verification of 480 V shutdown board
instrumentation as part of Instruction PTI-200-02, AC Auxiliary Power System
Survey. Revision 0 of that procedure has been reviewed by NRC as documented
by IR 50-390/94-73, Section 3.9. This review included Section 6.4, Unit 1 &
2, A-Train and B-Train Alternate Feed to 480V Shutdown Boards Instrumentation
Functional Verification. Based on that review, the inspector concluded that
the procedure was adequate to satisfy the test objectives. The inspector has
concluded that IFI 50-390/93-18-02 has been adequately resolved. This IFI is
closed.

15.3 (Closed) IFI 50-390/93-28-02, Procedure Deficiencies in PTI-030I-01

IFI 50-390/93-28-02 identified several minor procedure deficiencies in
PTI-0301-01, Containment Purge Electrical Test. On August 9, 1994, TVA issued
Revision 1 to this procedure. This revision was written to meet the
requirements of SUT Desk Top Instruction DTI-4, Preoperational/Acceptance Test
Instruction Writers Guide. The inspector obtained a copy of this PTI and
verified that the deficiencies identified in the original inspection had been
resolved.

The IFI also identified examples where the labeling of status indicator lights
on panel 1-M-9 in the control room was inadequate. Specifically, there were
examples where one switch controlled two dampers but the indicator lights for
the dampers were not labeled. On May 22,.1995, the inspector performed a
field walkdown of panel 1-M-9 and determined that this problem has been
resolved. The inspector considers this IFI closed.

15.4 (Closed) VIO 50-390/93-43-02, Inadequate Test Scoping Documents TVA-27
and TVA-27

Test Scoping Documents TVA-26, Control and Auxiliary Control Air System, and
TVA-27, Control Air System, were determined to be inadequate in that the
following tests of Section C to RG 1.68.3, Preoperational Testing of
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Instrument and Control Air Systems, had not been translated into these design

output documents:

C.5 Establish by appropriate measurements or observations that the
total air demand at normal steady state conditions, including
leakage from the system, is in accordance with design.

C.7 Verify by test that redundant components and air supplies are
provided in the facility design to meet the single failure
criterion. In this case, the pneumatic air supplies are the
mechanical part of C.7 which is not being tested for the single
failure criterion.

C.8 Testing should verify that the backup supplies for the protected
loads supplied by the system (e.g., accumulators will maintain
sufficient air pressure to permit these loads to perform their
design function).

The original corrective action for this violation involved modification of the
subject TSDs to specify the referenced testing. Subsequently, the TSDs were
inactivated, -and the startup organization took responsibility for ensuring
that all test commitments were satisfied. The testing described above in
Regulatory Positions C.5, C.7 and C.8 was included in appropriate test
procedures as follows:

Regulatory Position C.5: The applicant took the position that simple
observation of the ability of the control air and auxiliary control air
compressors to start at their respective low pressure actuation points
and raise system pressure to the high pressure compressor cutout point
(system in a normal lineup) was adequate confirmation that normal system
demand plus leakage was in accordance with design. This is not true
unless the frequency of compressor cycling is specified and an air
demand equivalent to that of a normally operating plant is placed on the
system. This was not specified by the TSD or implementing test
instruction PTI-32-01. However, for the CAS portion of the air system,
no active safety-related valves are involved, and excessive compressor
cycling would only constitute a maintenance issue. Additionally, one of
the four reciprocating CAS compressors that existed at the time of the
subject violation has been replaced with a high capacity centrifugal
compressor, virtually ensuring that adequate compressor capacity is
available under all normal operating conditions. Therefore, for the
CAS portion of the air system, the observation is acceptable. For the
ACAS portion of the system, most users have an active post-accident
function and are generally not in service during normal operation.
Therefore the normal system demand for the ACAS is bounded by the
post-accident demand. Since the air receiver capacity test of
Regulatory Position C.7 ensures that the post-accident system demand
plus Teakage is in accordance with design the observation is also
acceptable for the ACAS. Inspector concerns related to this testing are
discussed in paragraph 4.2 of this report.
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- Regulatory Position C.7 and C.8: During the review of Instruction
PTI-032-02, Revision 0, issued in August of 1994, it was determined that
the implementation of testing for Position C.7 was inadequate and the
testing for Position C.8 was not included. This was characterized as an
example of VIO 50-390/94-73-01. Corrective actions taken for this
violation were subsequently reviewed, and the violation was closed on
the basis described in IR 50-390/95-05.

Based on the discussion above, NOV 50-390/93-43-02 is closed.
15.5 (Closed) DEV 50-390/93-43-03, Control Air System

The applicant deleted a test commitment from Test Scoping Document TVA-27,
Control Air System, for the performance of a differential pressure test across
the compressed air system air dryer units. This test is specified in RG
1.68.3, Regulatory Position C.3. In addition, the applicant committed to
perform a rapid loss of air test in their response to GL 88-14, dated July 12,
1990. This test has not been translated into a test scoping document for the
compressed air system.

This DEV was written against Test Scoping Document TVA-27, Control Air System.
The original corrective action included appropriate changes to TVA-27;
however, as described above for NOV 390/93-43-02, the TSDs were subsequently
inactivated. Corrective action for this DEV was accomplished by adding the
required differential pressure testing of the air dryer units to Procedure
PTI-032-01, Sections 6.25 through 6.29. Relative to the rapid loss of air
testing committed to by the applicant in response to GL 88-14, the applicant
has clarified their position on this testing. The clarification was made in
Amendment 88 to the FSAR (Section 14.2.7) and indicated that system wide rapid
loss of air testing required by RG 1.68.3, Position C.8, would not be
conducted. This would instead be accomplished on an individual load basis.
This clarification in effect deleted the earlier commitment to GL-88-14.

Based on these actions, DEV 50-390/93-43-03 is closed.

15.6 (Closed) IFI 50-390/93-43-04, Evaluate Changes to Test Scoping
Documents and Compressed Air System Tests for the following items:

- Test Scoping Document TVA-27, Table 9-6, Acceptance Criteria, Note
3 states: During the loss of air test, verify that there is no
incoming air from adjacent air systems. Note 3 should be
addressed as a specific test objective and not as an obscure note.

- Clarify design documents regarding the compressed air system dew
point requirements.

- Evaluate applicant’s guidance for the conduct of rapid and slow
loss of air testing, with respect to maximum rate of pressure
decrease, system initial conditions, and acceptance criteria.

- Provide additional clarification for the exception to RG 1.68.3,
Regulatory Position C.11: Perform functional testing to ensure
that credible failures resulting in an increase in the supply
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system pressure will not cause loss of operability. The
clarification is needed in the area of compressed air system
limiting component(s) and the expected system pressure increase
plus relief valve accumulation.

The inspector determined these items have been resolved by the applicant as
follows:

During the review of Procedure PTI-032-02, Revision 0, issued in August
of 1994, it was determined that testing to ensure air of a lesser
quality from adjacent air systems was not being inadvertently admitted
to the ACAS had not been included in the test. This was characterized
as an example of VIO 50-390/94-73-01. Corrective actions were taken by
the applicant to include this testing in Procedure PTI-32-01. This
action was reviewed and found acceptable and the VIO 50-390/94-73-01 was
closed in IR 50-390,391/95-05.

The applicant has clarified design documents regarding the compressed
air system dew point requirements. This was accomplished by Revision 4
to the system description (N3-32-4002) which states in paragraph
3.3.2.4, "Though the dryers were procured to provide a dew point of -40
F, 0 F dew point is considered the design dewpoint of the system.
Procuring dryers to a -40 F dew point will ensure that the 0 F system
dew point can be met." The inspector considers this clarification
acceptable.

Procedure PTI-032-02 specified a maximum depressurization rate (from
normal operating pressure to depressurized) of 1/2 hour. The inspector
considered this to be a reasonable depressurization rate for the
applicant’s design since it most closely follows the actual minimum
depressurization rate that would exist due to loss of an ACAS compressor

~or all of the CAS compressors. Although a slower depressurization rate

could occur in the CAS (e.g., loss of all but one of the CAS
compressors), there does not appear to be any value added by testing at
a slower rate. For the rapid loss of air testing, no depressurization
rate was specified since the applicant took exception to performing this
testing on a system wide basis. Instead this was accomplished on an
individual component basis by opening the adjacent vent valve and,
therefore, the maximum depressurization rate was governed by piping
volume and geometry. Based on this discussion, the inspector considers
the issue of fast and slow depressurization rates for test purposes to
be adequately resolved.

Additional clarification/justification for not performing overpressure
testing (required by Regulatory Position C.11) has been provided by the
applicant through Calculation EPM-HRP-022694, DETERMINE IF THE
OVERPRESSURE TESTING REQUIRED BY REGULATORY GUIDE 1.68.3 IS NECESSARY.
This calculation documents that the design pressures of safety-related
pneumatic components supplied with air by the CAS and ACAS are above the
maximum expected pressure plus relief valve accumulation of the systems.
Based on this calculation, an overpressure event capable of causing
damage to supplied components is not credible and, therefore,
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overpressure testing is not necessary. The inspector reviewed this
calculation and vendor data providing maximum component pressures and
agrees that this information supports not performing the specified
testing. Note: This calculation assumed that the air system relief
valves are properly sized to meet the ASME Code requirement (Section
VIII) of 10 percent accumulation; however, this was not part of the
calculation and this was not independently confirmed by the inspector.

Based on the discussion aboVe, inspector concerns related to IFI
50-390/93-43-04 have been resolved and this item is closed.

15.7 (Closed) NOV 50-390/93-53-02, Failure to Perform Adequate Review of
Preoperational Test Instructions

During the review of PTIs in July 1993, the inspectors identified numerous
technical and administrative deficiencies. The primary reason for these
deficiencies was identified as inadequate review of procedures. Four
procedures containing deficiencies were specifically identified in the
original VIO 50-390/93-53-02. Additional procedures with similar deficiencies
were identified during subsequent inspection periods. These deficiencies were
specifically identified in IRs 50-390/93-61 as VIO 50-390/93-61-01 and
50-390/93-71 as IFI 50-390/93-71-04. The deficiencies identified in these two
. IRs were characterized as additional examples of VIO 50-390/93-53-02.

The applicant implemented procedure changes to address all of the specific
technical and administrative deficiencies as examples of VIO 50-390/53-02.

In addition to the correction of the specific deficiencies, the applicant
implemented a significant restructuring of the startup program. Several of
the major elements of this restructuring were in an effort to improve the
quality of the PTIs. Some of these elements were:

- The applicant replaced the startup manager and the SUT manager with a
new startup manager and staff. This was to provide additional
experience and fresh focus on the problems, including the PTI
development, review, and approval processes.

- The startup administrative program was revised and enhanced. The
specific enhancements included the issuance of a more comprehensive
Procedure Writer’s Guide providing specific guidance for PTI development
and the JTG charter was revised to include specific PTI review
responsibilities for each of the JTG members.

- The qualifications for personnel developing and reviewing PTIs were
upgraded and made consistent. The responsibilities for PTI development
and review were reassigned accordingly.

The inspectors have continued to identify some technical errors in the
PTI’s developed under the restructured Startup Program. However, since
the implementation of the applicant’s program enhancements, a general
improvement in the quality of the PTI’s has been observed. The
inspector concluded the program enhancements undertaken by the applicant
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and the correction of the specific technical deficiencies discussed
above, adequately addressed the concerns identified in the NOV, and NOV
50-390/93-53-02 is now considered closed.

15.8 (Closed) VIO 50-390,391/93-73-01, Failure to Follow Procedure for
Correcting Drawings in Connection with NRC Commitments

The original inspection identified that drawing discrepancies discovered
during the reviews of electrical schematics and annunciator drawings performed
in compliance with commitments to VIO 50-390,391/92-23-01 were not evaluated
for disposition as DDs.

An incident investigation team was assembled by the applicant based on the
inspector’s findings in the inspection report. The investigation was
documented in Report II-W-93-023, dated November 24, 1993. The root cause of
the deficiency was inappropriate emphasis of information in Procedure SSP-
2.11, Drawing Deviation Program, concerning the "Minor in Nature" definition
and the invalidation process for DDs. This resulted in identification and
correction of drawing discrepancies with S-type DCNs without documenting them
in the DD program. This was contrary to Instruction EAI-3.09, Incorporation
of Change Documents into Drawings, Revision 9, which established requirements
for incorporating change documents into affected drawings by developing an
initial issue of a drawing or revising an existing drawing. Section 2.1
defined an administrative revision as a revision to a drawing to correct, add,
or delete non-technical information or to improve drawing legibility.
Additionally, Section 4.1.5.D required that all requests for administrative
revisions shall be evaluated against Procedure SSP-2.11. Requests that fell
within the scope of a DD, as defined by Procedure SSP-2.11, had to be
processed as a DD and not an administrative revision. Corrective actions
resulting from the II included: :

~ NE provided written instructions (Contractor Work Authorization
9400041001) to Ebasco Services, Inc., on November 4, 1993, to initiate
DDs, as applicable, when discrepancies are found in the
schematic/annunciator drawing review program. This written instruction
was a follow-up to a verbal order issued on October 22, 1993 (immediate
corrective action).

- Procedure SSP-2.11 was revised (to Revision 3) on December 10, 1993, to
add specific examples of valid DDs related to NE activities. The change
notice also provided for prevention of invalidation of DDs for which the
drawing problem was corrected with S-DCNs after DD initiation.

- Formal training was provided on December 10, 1993, and December 14,
1993, to NE and Ebasco Services, Inc., engineering personnel in
recognition of conditions that represent valid DDs.

- A memorandum (RIMS T25931215818) was issued on December 15, 1993, by the
engineering manager to NE and Ebasco Services, Inc., managers to remind
them of the need to self-check themselves as well as their employees
when they are involved in tasks covering a duration of several weeks by
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revisiting earlier decisions and confirming their validity. Reference
was made to the II in the memorandum.

The inspector concluded from the applicant’s Il that the root cause of the
deficiency was adequately identified and all corrective actions were
appropriate. Documentation associated with problem corrective actions and
recurrence control was reviewed by the inspector and determined to be
complete. The inspector also performed independent reviews of drawings
affected by the following S-DCNs and DDs to verify the technical adequacy and
effectiveness of the Il corrective actions.

DCN No. DD No. Issue Date
S$-32265-A 94-0296 8-18-94
S-32584-A 94-0384 9-13-94
$-32779-A 94-0411 9-29-94
S$-32459-A 94-0372 9-1-94
S-33031-A 94-0452 10-13-94
S-29493-A 94-0100 2-16-94

Based on the above reviews, the inspector was satisfied that the applicant was
evaluating drawing discrepancies discovered during the reviews of electrical
schematics and annunciator drawings for disposition as DDs. The deficiency
was resolved and no further action is required by the applicant.

15.9 (Closed) IFI 50-390/93-88-02, Ensure that PTI for Integrated ESF Testing
Verifies Correct Tap Changer Settings

The calculations to determine the required accuracy, setpoints, and response
time requirements for the automatic load tap changers were not issued prior to
the performance of preoperational testing for System 200, 161/6.9-kV Common
Power System. The automatic load tap changers function to regulate the
voltage on the safety-related 6.9 kV within a specified band. The
calculations and setpoint and scaling documents have since been issued. The
specific system testing requirements were incorporated into the plant design
by DCN S-31080-A and are stated in WB-DC-30-28, Low and Medium Voltage Power
System, paragraph 5.2. The specific testing criteria stated in the DC are:

- The LTC maintains the steady-state board voltage between 6928 and 7214
volts for variations in board loading and grid voltage.

- The LTC completes one step within 3.5 seconds after the board voltage
remains outside the upper or lower set point of the LTC’s voltage
control relay.

- Following an SI initiation after an accident, the LTC restores the
shutdown board voltage within 5.5 seconds in order to reset the shutdown
boards’s degraded voltage relays.

The testing requirements stated above were incorporated into Procedure
PTI-262-01, Integrated Safeguards Test, Revision 0. The inspector reviewed the
applicable portions, Subsections 6.5 and 6.6, of completed procedure
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PTI-262-01. The acceptance criteria stated in these portions of the procedure
agreed with the values stated above and the test data satisfied these
acceptance criteria. The inspector concluded this adequately addressed the
concern, and IFI 50-390/93-88-02 is now considered closed.

15.10 (Closed) CDR 50-390/94-06, Centrifugal Charging Pump 1A-A Performance
Deficiency

During testing of CCP 1A-A, on February 14, 1994, in accordance with
Instruction PTI-063-03, Safety Injection System Charging, SI, and RHR Flow
Balance Test, Revision 3, a pump hydraulic performance problem was identified.
The hydraulic performance data for CCP 1A-A did not satisfy the acceptance
criteria stated in the PTI. The measured TDH exceeded both the manufacturer’s
certified shop test curve and the maximum composite acceptance curve specified
in the Westinghouse ECCS analysis. The subject deficiency was documented by
the applicant in SCAR WBSCA940030 and reported to the NRC operations center on
April 20, 1994. On May 19, 1994, in accordance with the requirements of 10
CFR 50.55(e), the applicant notified the NRC in writing of the deficiency.

The applicant stated:

This deficiency results in CCP 1A-A pump element being unusable
for safety injection system injection balancing since the runout
head is significantly greater than the parallel CCP 1B-B.

The applicant stated the cause of the deficiency as inadequate control of shop
testing at the vendor facility (Dresser/Pacific). The shop test data from
Dresser/Pacific was not corrected to account for the effects of the speed
increasers installed as a part of the CCPs at WBN. The pump impeller
installed in CCP 1A-A was from the same pump series as the CCPs at WBN, but
the specific impeller geometry was different. This resulted in the impeller
developing higher TDH for a given flow rate.

The applicant’s corrective actions included:

- Replacement of the CCP 1A-A rotating element with the WBN Unit 2 CCP
2B-B rotating element. NE review of the vendor test data for the Unit 2
rotating element indicated the hydraulic performance characteristics
were appropriate for the Unit 1 application. This was subsequently
verified during the performance of Procedure PTI-063-03, Revision 4.

- Westinghouse revised the Watts Bar ECCS Analysis Technical Report.
Maximum and minimum pump characteristics for all of the ECCS pumps were
provided. The report also stated replacement impellers were to be
bounded by these characteristics.

- The maintenance instructions for the ECCS pumps were revised to include
a requirement for site engineering review of the technical package
supporting any new rotating element assembly and to document this on a
DCN prior to any change out.

- Pertinent technical details from the ECCS Analysis Technical Report have
been incorporated in the System Description for the Safety Injection
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System, N3-63-4001. Included was a precaution about parallel pump
operation and the strong pump/weak pump phenomena.

The applicant concluded the completed corrective actions adequately addressed
the original problem and implemented satisfactory recurrence controls. The
item was submitted to the NRC for closure. The inspector concurred with this
conclusion, and CDR 50-390/94-06 is now considered closed.

15.11 (Closed) IFI 50-390/94-25-01, Justification for Deviations from Pump
Generic Test Acceptance Criteria

IFI 50-390/94-25-01 resulted from an inspection of test results from component
testing of system pumps. The testing was conducted in accordance with
Procedure GTM-02, Pump Functional Test, Revision 1. The report for that
inspection identified three examples of accepted pump tests in which the
GTM-02 acceptance criteria was not met but no justification was documented for
this acceptance. The inspectors also noted that this issue had been
previously identified by the applicant as documented by FIR WBFIR930128, but
the corrective action was not yet complete. The IFI was initiated to track
this issue to a satisfactory resolution.

The closure package for IFI 50-390/94-25-01 was presented to the NRC as an aid
to closing this IFI. The package contains a copy of FIR WBFIR930128 which
includes supporting documentation such as TDNs, DCNs, and training records
which were used to close the FIR. The inspector reviewed this package and
determined that the corrective action completely enveloped the three examples
of improper pump acceptance which were identified in the original inspection
and also addresses the generic issue of pump acceptance based on data obtained
during GTM-02 testing.

With regard to the three specific examples, the inspector concluded the
problems had been satisfactorily resolved as follows:

- Problems 1 and 2: Contrary to GTM-02, Revision 1, only two, rather than
three, flow data points were compared to the pump flow curves for
acceptance of performance for the ERCW screen wash pumps (Problem 1) and
for the CCS pumps (Problem 2).

Resolution 1: The applicant determined that, since the ERCW screen wash
pumps are fixed flowrate pumps, it was only necessary to verify flow at
the design flow rate rather than at three points along the design pump
curve. Procedure GTM-02 was revised to allow for this exception. The
data was found acceptable on that basis. The inspector reviewed
N3-67-4002, System Description for Essential Raw Cooling Water System,
and Design Criteria WB-DC-20-20, Traveling Water Screens and Trashracks,
and found no technical conflict with the proposed resolution to

Problem 1. The inspector concluded that the resolution to this problem
was satisfactory.

Resolution 2: The applicant has now provided CCS pump data to
engineering with more than three data points plotted against the design
pump curve. Engineering evaluated the data and determined the data was
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satisfactory. The pumps have subsequently been preoperationally tested
and found to be satisfactory. The inspector reviewed the documentation
provided and found the resolution satisfactory.

- Problem 3: Contrary to GTM-02, Revision 1, the EDG Tube oil pumps
performance had been accepted without comparing test data to pump
curves.

Resolution 3: The applicant stated these skid-mounted pumps are not
provided with facilities for instrumenting for flow measurement nor can
the flow be varied to obtain more than one data point without excessive
modification. Also, adequate performance of these pumps is demonstrated
in conjunction with the preoperational testing of the EDGs. Procedure
GTM-02 was revised to allow for this exception. The inspector agrees
that monitoring of lube o0il pressure during preoperational testing is a
suitable method to determine the acceptability of the Tube o0il pump
performance. The inspector reviewed Procedure GTM-02, Revision 5, and
concluded that the resolution to this problem was satisfactory.

With regard to the generic issue of pump acceptance, the applicant performed a
review of Procedure GTM-02 data for 66 pumps which had been tested using
Revision 1 and Revision 2 of that procedure. Data from 40 of the 66 pumps was
found to be satisfactory for acceptance of the pump performance in accordance
with GTM-02 requirements. Data from 26 of the pumps was found to require
further evaluation by engineering. In each case, engineering found the data
satisfactory for the requirements of the generic testing program and
authorized further testing under the preoperational test program. It is
important to note that for pumps important to safety, final acceptance is
verified as part of the preoperational test program. The inspector reviewed
the DCNs in the FIR package which provided documentation for the engineering
evaluations for the safety related pumps. The following DCNs were reviewed:

DCN Q-29547-A Centrifugal Charging Pumps
DCN Q-23971-A ERCW Pumps

DCN Q-30576-A Component Cooling System Pumps and Thermal Barrier CCS
Booster Pump

The inspector concluded that the engineering evaluations were satisfactory to
Jjustify continued testing under the preoperational testing program. The
inspector also confirmed that preoperational test procedures provide for pump
performance verification for the pumps listed above.

The corrective action plan for the FIR also provided for procedure revisions
to GTM-02 to clarify pump performance acceptance standards. Documentation was
also provided to the inspector demonstrating training was conducted to startup
personnel regarding pump testing in accordance with the new procedure
revision.

The inspector concluded the corrective action relative to the generic testing
of pumps is adequate. Based on the fact that the generic testing program is
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now complete and that additional test requirements were captured by the
preoperational test program, the inspector considers IFI 50-390/94-25-01
closed.

15.12 (Closed) VIO 50-390/94-73-01, Inadequate Reviews Were Performed
Resulting in Significant Technical Errors Being Identified in
PTI-070-02, CCS Flow Balance; PTI-032-02, Loss of Air Test; TOP-70-01,
Component Cooling System; TOP-82-02, EDG 1B-B

This VIO identified several examples in Instructions PTI-070-02 and
PTI-032-02, and in Plans TOP-70-01 and TOP-082-02 where inadequate reviews
resulted in technical errors in those procedures. The applicant responded to
this violation in a letter to the NRC, dated January 4, 1995, which provided a
description of the corrective action taken. The NRC concluded that the
corrective action taken resolved the specific technical errors identified in
the VIO but did not adequately address the reasons why the JTG failed to
perform adequate reviews nor corrective measures to correct this performance
shortcoming (reference letter from NRC to TVA dated January 30, 1995). The
applicant then provided a supplemental response in a letter to the NRC, dated
February 27, 1995, describing additional corrective action.

The inspector has reviewed the information which documents the corrective
action taken to date. Following is a synopsis of the corrective actions
taken:

- Corrections to Procedure PTI-070-02 have been previously reviewed and
found to be acceptable as documented in IR 50-390,391/95-11, paragraph
3.1.

- Corrections to Procedure PTI-032-02 have been previously reviewed and
found to be acceptable as documented in IR 50-390,391/95-05, paragraph
18.5.

- Corrections to TOP-070-01 were incorporated by CN-8 to that procedure.
The inspector reviewed those changes and is satisfied that this
corrective action was adequate to resolve the technical errors
identified in the NOV.

- Corrections to TOP-082-02 were incorporated by CN-10 to that procedure.
The inspector reviewed those changes and is satisfied this corrective
action was adequate to resolve the technical errors identified in the
NOV.

- With regard to corrective action for the JTG performance, the SUT
manager conducted a special working session with the JTG to discuss the
specific inadequacies identified in the violation examples, the reasons
they occurred, and the resolution to each. The inspector has examined
the outline used for this instructive session, the attendance
documentation, and the JTG minutes. Additionally, the inspector has
observed a general improvement in the quality of the PTI review process.
The inspector concluded this corrective action was satisfactory.
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The closure package for this VIO contains documentation of the above
corrective action. VIO 50-390/94-73-01 is now considered closed.

15.13 (Closed) Open Item identified in IR 50-390/95-11, paragraph.3.2, Phase A
Containment Isolation Drawing Discrepancy and Clarification of DCN
Q-34667-A. '

During the inspector’s review of Procedure PTI-099-01, RPS & ESFAS Response
Times, Revision 0, two unresolved concerns were identified. The concerns were
documented in paragraph 3.2 of IR 50-390/95-11. The concerns and the
applicant’s resolution of these are summarized below.

- Drawing 1-47W611-88-1, Electrical Logic Diagram Containment Isolation,
Revision 10, contained a table of information about containment
isolation valves. Some of the information contained in this table
conflicted with FSAR Figures 6.2.4-21 and 7.3-3, Sheet 4, and Design
Criteria Document WB-DC-40-34, Containment Isolation System.

The applicant initiated a change to Drawing 1-47W611-88-1 through DCN
S$-35440-A. The changes specified in DCN S-35440-A resolve the
conflicts.

- The applicant’s analysis of the response time requirements for safety
injection (ECCS) with offsite power available includes a five-second
allowance between the value shown in the TRM and the actual system
safety limits. As a part of NE’s clarification of response time testing
requirements stated in DCN Q-34667-A, the five seconds was referred to
as margin. The DCN also did not reference the source or the basis
document for the five seconds. The five seconds is associated with an
analyzed accident condition. As such, the inspector concluded it was
misleading to characterize the five seconds as margin.

In response to the inspector’s concern, the applicant issued DCN S-36020-A to
clarify the basis for the five seconds and to capture the referenced analysis
in a design output document. The DCN added appropriate references with
respect to the character of and basis for the five seconds to System
Description N3-99-4003, Reactor Protection System.

The applicant’s responses adequately addressed the inspector’s concerns, and
this item is now considered closed.

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.
16.0 EXIT INTERVIEW |

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on June 9, 1995, with those

persons indicated in paragraph 1. The inspector described the areas inspected
and discussed in detail the inspection results. Dissenting comments were not

received from the applicant. Proprietary information is not contained in this
report.



Item Number

390,391/92-23-01
390/93-18-02
390/93-28-02
390/93-43-02

© 390-93-43-03

390/93-43-04
390/93-53-02

390,391/93-73-01

390/93-88-02
390/94-06
390/94-25-01

390/94-73-01

Status

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed
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Description and Reference

VIO - Failure to Follow Procedures
for Update of Primary Drawings
(paragraph 15.1)

IFI - Review Appropriate Procedures
that Incorporate Test Requirements
for Wattmeters and Ammeters
(paragraph 15.2)

IFI - Procedure Deficiencies in
PTI-030I-01 (paragraph 15.3)

NOV - Inadequate Test Scoping
Documents TVA-26 and TVA-27
(paragraph 15.4)

DEV - Control Air System (paragraph
15.5)

IFI - Evaluate Changes to Test
Scoping Documents and Compressed Air
System Test (paragraph 15.6)

VIO - Failure to Perform Adequate
Review of Preoperational Test
Instructions (paragraph 15.7)

VIO - Failure to Follow Procedure
for Correcting Drawings in
Connection with NRC Commitments
(paragraph 15.8)

IFI - Ensure that PTI for Integrated
ESF Testing Verifies Correct Tap
Changer Settings (paragraph 15.9)

CDR - Centrifugal Charging Pump 1lA-A
Performance Deficiency (paragraph
15.10)

IFT - Justification for Deviations
from Pump Generic Test Acceptance
Criteria (paragraph 15.11)

VIO - Inadequate Reviews Were
Performed Resulting in Significant
Technical Errors Being Identified in
PTI-070-02, PTI-032-02, TOP-70-01,
and TOP-82-02 (paragraph 15.12)
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Un-numbered 01 Closed 0I - Phase A Containment in IR
390/95-11 Isolation Drawing
Discrepancy and Clarification of DCN
Q-34667-A (paragraph 15.13)

390/95-37-01 Open IFI - Evaluate Engineering
Justification for Accepting Air
Receiver Capacity Test Date of PTI-
032-02 ([paragraph 4.0)

17.0 LIST OF ACRONYMS AND INITIALISMS

ACAS Auxiliary Control Air System

AFW Auxiliary Feedwater

ANSI American National Standards Institute
ARI Annunicator Response Instruction

ASME American Society of Mechanical Engineers
ASOS Assistant Shift Operations Supervisor
AUO Assistant Unit Operator

CAS Control Air System

ccp Centrifugal Charging Pump

CCS Component Cooling (Water) System

CN Change Notice

COMS Cold Overpressure Mitigation System
COPS Cold Overpressure Protection System

CN Change Notice

DCN Design Change Notice

DD Drawing Deficiency

DEV Deviation

DN Deficiency Notice

EAI Engineering Adminstrative Instruction
ECCS Emergency Core Cooling System

EDG Emergency Diesel Generator

ERFDS Emergency Response Facility Data System
ESF Engineered Safety Feature

ESFAS Engineered Safeqguards Features Actuation System
F-DCN Field Design Change Notice

FIR Finding Identification Report

FSAR Final Safety Analysis Report

GL Generic Letter

GO General Operating (Instruction)

gpm gallons per minute

GTM Generic Test Manual

IEEE Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
IFI Inspector Follow-up Item

IMI Instrument Maintenance Instruction

IR Inspection Report

ISEG Independent Safety Engineering Group
JTG Joint Test Group

LCO Limiting Condition for Operation

LTC Low Tap Changer

MTS Master Tracking System



NE
NIS
NQAP
NRC
NRR
NSRB
NUREG

PAI
PET
PORV
psig
PTI
RCS
RHR
RIMS
RPS
SCAR
SER

SOI
SMP
SPOC
SSD
SSER
SSp
STD
Tavg
TDH
TDN
TMI
TRM

TSD
TVA
VIO
WBN
WO
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Nuclear Engineering

Nuclear Instrumentation System
Nuclear Quality Assurance Plan
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Office of (NRC)
Nuclear Safety Review Board

(NRC) technical report designation
Open Item

Plant Administrative Instruction
Power Escalation Test

Power-Operated Relief Valve

pounds per square inch gauge
Preoperational Test Instruction
Reactor Coolant System

Residual Heat Removal

Records Information Management System
Reactor Protection System

Significant Corrective Action Report
Safety Evaluation Report

‘Surveillance Instruction

System Operating Instruction

Startup Manual Procedure

System Preoperation Checklist

Scaling and Setpoint Document
Supplemental Safety Evaulation Report
Site Standard Practice

Standard

Average Temperature - Reactor Coolant
Total Developed Head

Test Deficiency Notice

Three Mile Island

Technical Requirement Manual
Technical Specifications

Test Scoping Document

Tennessee Valley Authority

Violation

Watts Bar Nuclear Plant

Work Order



