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SUMMARY 

Scope: This routi ne, announced inspection was conducted in the areas of Techni
cal Specification (TS) compliance; including observance of any Limiting Condi
tions for Operation (LCO), plant tour, operations performance, reportable 
occurrences, housekeeping, site security, surveillance activities, maintenance 
activities, quality assurance practices, radiation control activities, out
standing items review, IE Bulletin and IE Notice followup, organization and 
administration, independent inspection, Plant Status Report, Systematic 
Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) and enforcement action followup.  

Results: Violation 87-15-01, "Mispositioning of valves" paragraph 6.  
Violation 87-15-02, "Failure to Follow Procedures", 
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REPORT DETAILS 

1. Licensee Employees Contacted 

R. Barnett, *Maintenance Supervisor, Electrical 
G. Beatty, Vice President, Robinson Nuclear Project Department 
J. Benjamin, Supervisor, Operations 
R. Chambers, Engineering Supervisor, Performance 
D. Crocker, Supervisor, Radiation Control 
J. Curley, Director, Regulatory Compliance 
J. Eaddy, Supervisor, Environmental and Chemistry 
R. Femal, Shift Foreman, Operations 
W. Flanagan, Manager, Design Engineering 
W. Gainey, Maintenance Supervisor, Mechanical 
P. Harding, Project Specialist, Radiation Control 
E. Harris, Director, Onsite Nuclear Safety 
D. Knight, Shift Foreman, Operations 
E. Lee, Shift Foreman, Operations 
F. Lowery, Manager, Operations 
D. McCaskill, Shift Foreman, Operations 
A. McCauley, Principal Specialist, Onsite Nuclear Safety 
R. Moore, Shift Foreman, Operations 0R. Morgan, Plant General Manager 
M. Morrow, Specialist, Emergency Preparedness 
D. Nelson, Operating Supervisor 
B. Murphy, Senior Instrumentation and Control Engineer 
M. Page, Engineering Supervisor, Plant Systems 
R. Powell, Principal Specialist, Maintenance 
D. Quick, Manager, Maintenance 
B. Rieck, Manager, Control and Administration 
D. Sayre, Senior Specialist, Regulatory Compliance 
D. Seagle, Shift Foreman, Operations 
R. Smith, Manager, Environmental and Radiation Control 
R. Steele, Shift Foreman, Operations 
R. Wallace, Manager, Technical Support 
L. Williams, Supervisor, Security 
D. Winters, Shift Foreman, Operations 
H. Young, Director, Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) 

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

2. Exit Interview (30702, 30703) 

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on June 12, 1987, with 
the Plant Vice President, the Director of Regulatory Compliance, and the 0 . Director of Quality Assurance. The licensee acknowledged the findings 
without exception. The licensee did not identify as proprietary any of 
the materials provided to or reviewed by the inspectors during this 
inspection. No written material was given to the licensee by the Resident 
Inspectors during this report period.
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3. Licensee Action on Previously Identified Inspection Items (92701) 

(Closed) Inspector Followup Item 50-261/84-36-01. This item involved the 
maintenance of permanent records of post trip review data packages. The 
inspectors examined the licensee's records of reactor trip events for the 
past 18 months and determined that adequate records of these events are 
being maintained as permanent QA records. This item is closed.  

(Closed) Inspector Followup Item 50-261/86-26-02. This item concerns an 
overspeed trip of the TSC/EOF/PAP diesel generator. The inspectors 
reviewed the licensee's completed work requests and witnessed several 
successful surveillance test runs of the PAP diesel. The inspectors 
determined that the licensee's corrective measures appeared adequate.  
This item is closed.  

(Closed) Inspector Followup Item 50-261/87-05-01. This item concerned 
broken thermometer fragments identified in three cells of the vital 
station batteries. The inspectors contacted the battery manufacturer on 
May 22, 1987 and discussed the technical implications associated with the 
presence of mercury residue in class I E batteries. The manufacturer's 
representative indicated that the mercury would eventually oxidize and 
transfer to the negative plates in the battery which would result in an 
increase in the rate of self discharge in the affected cell. The inspec
tors determined that the licensee's maintenance surveillance program 
currently measures and trends the voltages on the individual battery cells 
by performing MST-903 "Station Battery Charge - Monthly". The execution 
of this surveillance test would reveal any degradation in individual 
battery cells resulting from the presence of mercury. This item is 
closed.  

(Closed) Inspector Followup Item 50-261/87-04-01. The inspectors reviewed 
the latest revision of EST-055 "Review of Critical Boron Concentration 
Monthly Interval". The inspectors determined that the licensee had 
modified the subject procedure to include specific guidance on the 
implementation of FMP-014 to adjust the rod insertion limit alarm set 
points. This item is closed.  

(Closed) Inspector Followup Item 50-261/87-05-03. The inspectors verified 
the replacement of the governors on both emergency diesel generators 
(EDG's) following refurbishment and determined that several transistors in 
the voltage regulator matching circuit located in the local diesel control 
panels had been replaced. Additionally, the inspectors reviewed the test 
data from the conduct of Special Test Procedures SP-776, SP-777, and 
SP-778 and determined that both the "A" and the "B" EDG maintained volt
ages within acceptable limits as defined in Reg. Guide 1.9, Revision 1, 
November 1978. This item is closed.  

(Closed) Unresolved Item 50-261/87-09-01. Relative to the 1987 contain
ment leak rate test, the inspectors reviewed documentation associated with 
an exemption request to Appendix J to allow acceptance of the Type A and



Supplemental test on the basis of Mass Point Analysis. As documented in 
an NRC letter from: Mr. K. T. Eccleston (NRR), to: Mr. E. E. Utley 
(CP&L) dated May 22, 1987, with enclosed staff safety evaluation and 
technical evaluation report, the staff granted the subject request without 
exception. This item is closed.  

4. Plant Tour (71707, 62703, 71710) 

The inspectors conducted plant tours periodically during the inspection 
interval to verify that monitoring equipment was recording as required, 
equipment was properly tagged, operations personnel were aware of plant 
conditions and maintenance activities, and plant housekeeping efforts were 
adequate. The inspectors determined that appropriate radiation controls 
were properly established, excess equipment or material was stored 
properly, and combustible material was disposed of expeditiously. During 
tours, the inspectors looked for the existence of unusual fluid leaks, 
piping vibrations, pipe hanger and seismic restraint abnormal settings, 
various valve and breaker positions, equipment clearance tags and compo
nent status, adequacy of fire fighting equipment, and instrument cali
bration dates. Some tours were conducted on backshifts. Plant house
keeping and contamination control were observed to be excellent.  

The licensee was informed of a number of minor items observed by the 
inspectors during numerous plant tours including inadequate housekeeping 
in specific a'reas, use of non-standard fasteners to secure panels, trash 
on top of electrical panels, tools left in work areas, damaged labels, and 
an inoperable emergency light.  

The inspectors performed system status checks on the following systems: 

a. Safety Injection (SI) System 
b. Component Cooling Water (CCW) System 
c. Auxiliary Feedwater (AF) System 
d. Vital Station Batteries (VSB) 
e. Electrical Switchgear 
f. Chemical and Volume Control System (CVCS) 
g. Emergency Diesel Generators 
h. Containment Spray System 
i. Residual Heat Removal System (RHR) 

No violations or deviations were identified within the areas inspected.  

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

During this reporting interval, the inspectors verified compliance with 
selected limiting conditions for operation and reviewed results of certain 
surveillance and maintenance activities. These verifications were 
accomplished by direct observation of monitoring instrumentation, valve 
positions, switch positions, and review of completed logs and records.
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On May 18, 1987, the inspectors witnessed the conduct of Special Procedure 
SP-772 (Revision 0) "Station Battery Service Test" as performed on the "B" 
station battery. The purpose of this test was to demonstrate that the 
station battery would carry its expected emergency shutdown loads without 
the battery terminal voltages falling below 105 volts as required by TS 
4.6.3.5.  

The inspectors determined that all test prerequisites and precautions had 
been performed and that the latest revision of the subject procedure, 
Revision 0, was being utilized by qualified personnel.  

In particular, the inspectors verified that the electrolite level in all 
cells of the "B" battery was above the low level mark, that the battery 
room atmosphere was checked for hydrogen, and that the test instrumen
tation was properly calibrated. The inspectors also determined that 
appropriate fire prevention measures were executed including the notifi
cation of. fire protection personnel that the battery room fire door was 
blocked open. The inspectors observed that the corrections for battery 
specific gravity and temperature had been accomplished, that the "B" 
battery charger was in float operation, and that the battery under test 
had been disconnected from its respective DC buss and attached to the test 
load apparatus.  

During the conduct of the one hour service test, the inspectors observed 
the discharge current for each time period and the printout of individual 
cell voltages on the test data logging device. The inspectors determined 
that the "B" battery complied with the test acceptance criteria and 
independently verified that the system was returned to service following 
the test.  

The inspectors also reviewed the QA records and supporting documentation 
maintained by the licensee for their environmentally qualified (EQ) 
cables. In particular, the inspectors examined the following documen
tation: Continental cable purchase orders issued by Ebasco, Continental 
cable purchase specification from Ebasco, representative samples from the 
cable and conduit list, and qualification documentation and test reports 
from Continental, Kerite, and Samuel Moore.  

The inspectors verified that these and other documents concerning the EQ 
cable used inside containment had been independently reviewed by CP&L's 
onsite QA organization. Additionally, the inspectors determined that 
based on the samples reviewed, the data appeared authentic and is sup
portive for the purchase specification and manufacturers descriptive data.  
The documentation also corroborates the installation and physical 
characteristics of the existing cable.  

No violations or deviations were identified within the areas inspected.



6. Plant Operations Review (71707, 62703, 61726, 61707) 

Periodically during the inspection interval, the inspectors reviewed shift 
logs and operations records, including data sheets, instrument traces, and 
records of equipment malfunctions. This review included control room logs, 
maintenance work requests,. auxiliary logs, operating orders, standing 
orders, jumper logs, and equipment tagout records. The inspectors rou
tinely observed operator alertness and demeanor during shift changes and 
plant tours. The inspectors conducted random off-hours inspections during 
the reporting interval to assure that operations and security were 
maintained in accordance with plant procedures. The inspectors 
periodically verified the reactor shutdown margin.  

At approximately 6:30 a.m. on Sunday, June 7, 1987, the licensee deter
mined that a valve, mispositioned since approximately 5:30 a.m. on 
Friday, June 5, 1987, was blocking the low pressure injection path from 
the discharge of the Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Pumps to the cold leg 
injection points. While aligning the RHR system for shutdown cooling, the 
licensee found that valve RHR-764, which passes RHR flow directly to the 
cold legs, was shut whereas it was required to be locked open as the RCS 
temperature was above 350 degrees F.  

RHR-764 is a butterfly valve which is manually operated locally in the RHR 
Heat Exchanger Room in the Auxiliary Building. While the primary system 
is being cooled using the RHR system, RHR-764 is closed and air operated 
valves HCV-758 and FCV-605 are used. FCV-605 regulates constant flow from 
the RHR pumps and is controlled by flow transmitter FT-605. HCV-758 is 
manually adjusted in the control room to control the primary system 
temperature. Since the FCV-605 valve is in a bypass line around the RHR 
heat exchangers, adjustment of HCV-758 modifies the fraction of RHR flow 
which bypassed the RHR heat exchangers.  

When the plant is heated up to the temperature where the RHR system is to 
be configured to the low pressure injection alignment, valves HCV-758 and 
FCV-605 are closed and the control air removed. With RHR-764 open, all 
the low pressure injection flow passes through RHR-764. Conversely, with 
RHR-764 also closed, the low pressure injection flow path is blocked.  

TS Section 3.3.1.3 states, in part: 

"3.3.1.3 When the reactor is in the hot shutdown condition, the 
requirements of 3.3.1.1 and 3.3.1.2 shall be met." 

TS Section 3.3.1.1 states, in part: 

"d. Two residual heat removal pumps are operable" 

"f. All essential features including valves, interlocks, and piping 
associated with the above components are operable"
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Also, TS Section 3.3.1.2 states, in part: 

"e. If any one flow path including valves of the safety injection or 
residual heat removal system is found to be inoperable during normal 
reactor operation, the reactor may remain in operation for a period 
not to exceed 24 hours, provided the other flow path(s) are- demon
strated to be operable prior to initiating repairs " 

However, during the period in question, all low pressure injection flow 
was blocked since RHR-764, HCV-758 and .FCV-605 were all closed. This 
placed the plant in TS Section 3.0 which states: 

"Except as otherwise provided for in each specification, if a 
Limiting Condition for Operation cannot be satisfied because of 
circumstances in excess of those addressed in the specification, the 
unit shall be placed in hot shutdown within eight hours and in COLD 
SHUTDOWN within the next 30 hours unless corrective measures are 
taken that permit operation under the permissible Limiting Condition 
for Operation statements for the specified time interval as measured 
from initial discovery or until the reactor is placed in a condition 
in which the specification is not applicable.." 

The Robinson Unit 2 TS defines "Operability" as follows: 

"A system, subsystem, train, component or device shall be OPERABLE or 
have OPERABILITY when it is capable of performing its specified 
function(s). Implicit in this definition shall be the assumption 
that all necessary attendant instrumentation, controls, normal and 
emergency electrical power sources, cooling or seal water, lubri
cation or other auxiliary equipment that are required for the system, 
subsystem, train, component or device to perform its function(s) are 
also capable of performing their related support function(s).  

When a system, subsystem, train, component or device is determined to 
be inoperable solely because its emergency power source is inoper
able, or solely because its normal power source is inoperable, it may 
be considered OPERABLE for the purpose of satisfying the requirements 
of its applicable Limiting Condition for Operation, provided: (1) 
its corresponding normal or. emergency power source is OPERABLE; and 
(2) all of its redundant system(s), subsystem(s), train(s), 
component(s) and device(s) are OPERABLE, or likewise satisfy the 
requirements of this specification." 

Thus, for a period of approximately forty-two and one-half hours, the low 
pressure injection system was out of service. Since TS Section 3.0 
requires cold shutdown within 38 hours with both trains of RHR incapable 
of performing their low pressure injection function, for a period of three 
and one-half hours, the licensee was in violation of TS Sections 3.3.1.1 
and 3.3.1.2.
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The inspectors were informed that, while licensee auxiliary operators were 
performing the valve line-up of the RHR system in accordance with GP-002 
(Revision 22) "Cold Solid to Hot Subcritical at no load T-Avg" and 
OP-201 (Revision 6) "Residual Heat Removal System", on June 5, 1987 the 
Auxiliary Operators involved failed to lock open valve RHR-764 as required 
by Attachment 9.1 of OP-201.  

Another example of mispositioned valves was discovered and corrected 
by the licensee at 9:55 a.m. on June 12, 1987, while heating the primary 
system in accordance with plant general procedure GP-002 (Rev. 22) titled 
"Cold Solid to Hot Subcritical at No Load T-Avg." While filling the 
accumulators, as required by step 5.1.2.66 on page 43, of GP-002 the 
operator discovered that only one high head safety injection (SI) pump was 
available instead of all three as required by T.S. 3.3.1.1.C. A 
subsequent check by the operators disclosed that valves SI-878 A and B 
were closed although the control operator expected them to be open.  
SI-878 A and B are the high head SI pumps discharge header cross 
connection valves. However, it is noteworthy that both the positions and 
the control board indications for the SI-878 A and B valves were 
specifically addressed, with the required placement of initials, at the 
subsequent step, step 5.1.2.67 on page 44, of GP-002.  

An evaluation by the licensee disclosed that valves SI-878 A and B were 
incorrectly closed at approximately 9:15 p.m. on June 11, 1987, during a 
cooldown in accordance with plant General Procedure GP-007 (Rev. 22) 
titled "Plant Cooldown from Hot Shutdown." Thus SI-878 A and B were 
mispositioned for a total of approximately fourteen hours in violation of 
T.S. 3.3.1.1.C.  

Specifically, TS 3.3.1.3, in part states that: 

"When the reactor is in the hot shutdown condition, the require
ments of 3.3.1.1 and 3.3.1.2 shall be met..." 

TS 3.3.1.1.C requires that three safety injection pumps be. operable during 
hot shutdown. The closure of the SI-878 A and B valves isolates two of 
the three high head S.I. pumps from the required cold leg injection lineup 
and also dead heads the "B" SI pump. The licensee evaluation disclosed 
that SI-878 A and B were incorrectly shut at step 5.2.23 on page 16 of 
GP-007, which requires the closure of three accumulator isolation valves 
but does not address the closure of SI-878 A and B.  

TS 3.3.1.1.C does not have an associated action statement ; thus, TS 
3.0 applies which states:
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"Except as otherwise provided for in each specification, if a 
Limiting Condition for Operation cannot be satisfied because of 
circumstances in excess of those addressed in the specification, the 
unit shall be placed in hot shutdown within eight hours and in COLD 
SHUTDOWN within the next 30 hours unless corrective measures are 
taken that permit operations under the permissible Limiting Condition 
for Operation statements for the specified time interval as measured 
from discovery or until the reactor is placed in a condition in which 
the specification is not applicable." 

As previously noted, the SI-878 A and B valves were immediately opened when 
they were discovered shut - thus restoring the required functional 
capability of all three SI pumps.  

In summary, the licensee mispositioned valves SI-878 A and B in violation 
of TS 3.3.1.1.C, and properly positioned them immediately upon discovery.  
Similarly, the licensee mispositioned valve RHR-764 in violation of TS 
3.3.1.1.d and f, and exceeded its associated action statement. This is a 
violation of TS with two examples.  

Violation 50-261/87-15-01, "Mispositioning of valves." 

The licensee stated that the failure to reposition valve RHR-764 to the 
locked open position was attributable to personnel error in that the 
auxiliary operators did not follow the requirements of PLP-030 (Revision 
0) "Independent Verification". The inspectors determined that, contrary 
to the requirements of Section 6.2.3 of PLP-030, the auxiliary operators 
involved did not have a copy of the valve lineup procedure (Attachment 
9.1 of OP-201) in their possession in the RHR Heat Exchanger room but were 
working from an informal handwritten list copied from the valve check 
list. Additionally, it was determined that both auxiliary operators 
entered the RHR Heat Exchanger Room simultaneously rather than individu
ally as prescribed by Item 6.2.3.2 of PLP-030. Finally, it was determined 
that the verification signoff in Attachment 9.1 of OP-201 was not made by 
either of the individuals who performed the valve line up, as required by 
Item 6.2.3.2 of PLP-030, but by a Senior Reactor Operator who was advised 
over the plant phone system that valve RHR-764 had been locked open.  

The licensee stated that the improper closure of valves SI-878 A and B 
also resulted form a failure to follow a procedure in that the operator 
closed two valves not addressed by GP-002 at the point of execution; 
specifically, at step 5.2.23.  

In summary, licensee personnel violated procedure PLP-30 in three ways and 
failed to follow GP-002 at step 5.2.23. This is a violation consisting of 
a failure to follow procedures with four examples.  

Violation 50-261/87-15-02, "Failure to follow procedures."
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7. Physical Protection (71707) 

In the course of the monthly activities, the inspectors included a review 
of the licensee's physical security program. The inspectors verified by 
general observation, perimeter walkdowns and interviews that measures 
taken to assure the physical protection of the facility met current 
requirements. The inspectors routinely observed the alertness and demea
nor of security force personnel during plant tours.  

The performance of various shifts of the security force was observed in 
the conduct of daily activities to include: protected and vital.areas 
access controls; searching of personnel, packages and vehicles; badge 
issuance and retrieval; escorting of visitors; and patrols and compen
satory posts. In addition, the inspectors observed protected area light
ing, protected and vital areas barrier integrity and verified an interface 
between the security organization and operations or maintenance. The.  
inspectors also toured both the central and secondary alarm stations.  

No violations or deviations were identified within the areas inspected.  

8. Monthly Surveillance Observation (61726, 61700, 71710) 

The inspectors observed certain surveillance related activities of 
safety-related systems and components to ascertain that these activities 
were conducted in accordance with license requirements. The inspectors 
observed portions of selected surveillance tests including all aspects of 
one major surveillance test involving safety-related systems. The 
inspectors determined that the surveillance test procedure conformed to TS.  
requirements, that all precautions and LCO's were met and that the 
surveillance test was completed at the required frequency. The inspectors 
also verified that the required administrative approvals and tagouts were 
obtained prior to initiating the test, that the testing was accomplished 
by qualified personnel in accordance. with an approved test procedure and 
that the required test ihstrumentation was properly calibrated. Upon 
completion of the testing, the inspectors observed that the recorded test 
data was accurate, complete and met TS requirements; verified that test 
discrepancies were properly rectified, and; independently verified that 
the systems were properly returned to service.  

In particular, the inspectors witnessed the conduct of OST-255 
(Revision 1) "RHR and SI System Check Valve Test" on May 15, 1987. The 
purpose of this surveillance test is to verify the mechanical performance 
and assess the operational readiness of the cold leg injection check 
valves SI-875 A, B, and C and SI-876 A, B, and C. The inspectors 
witnessed the preparations for the performance of this test and verified 
the system lineup prerequisites by reference to the licensee's tagout and 
clearance system. RHR pump operation and system flow rates were 
independently determined to be within the prescribed acceptance criteria of 
OST-255. The inspectors also witnessed the cycling of the associated motor 
operated valves by reference to reactor turbine generator board status 
indicators.
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Additionally, the inspectors witnessed the operability test of the 
emergency diesel as it was performed on the "A" Emergency Diesel Generator 
(EDG) on May 11, 1987. This test was conducted using Operations 
Surveillance Test Procedure OST-401 (Revision 8) titled "Emergency Diesels 
- Weekly." 

OST-401 is designed to verify the mechanical performance and operational 
readiness of the emergency diesels; and that the requirements of TS 
4.6.1.1 and 4.6.1.4 are satisfied. With respect to tests and surveil
lances which are performed as stated, TS 4.6.1.1 requires a: 

"Manually-initiated start of the diesel generator, followed by manual 
synchronization with other power sources and assumption of load by the 
diesel generator up to the nameplate rating. Normal plant operation will 
not be affected." 

TS 4.6.1.4 requires that: 

"Diesel generator electric loads shall not be increased beyond the long 
term rating of 2500 kw." 

The inspectors noted that although the TS requires that this test be 
performed on a monthly basis, the licensee- performs the test weekly in 
accordance with a vendor recommendation. As part of the test, the 
operator verified the operation of the redundant solenoid valves on the 
"A" diesel prior to the engine start. The inspectors observed that the 
surveillance test procedure had been changed to provide for a step 
reduction in generator load in accordance with temporary change T2858.  
The procedure change stipulated a load reduction from a nominal 2500 kw to 
1500 - 1250 kw for approximately 5 minutes and then a further load 
decrease to 0 kw for 2 to 3 minutes prior to shutdown. The inspectors 
determined that this practice was in accordance with the manufacturer's 
recommendation as documented in an August 28, 1986 letter from Fairbanks 
Morris to CP&L.  

The inspectors also witnessed the speed setting of the rebuilt governor 
and the verification of the "A" EDG overspeed trip in accordance with 
PM-008 (Revision 6) "Emergency Diesel Generator Inspection Number 2". The 
inspectors observed that the increase in rpm to the trip set point, where 
the fuel racks close, was within the specified tolerance (990 - 1010 rpm).  
The inspectors determined that the trip set point tolerance was derived 
from the manufacturer's factory test report and is in agreement with the 
guidance provided in Reg. Guide 1.9, Revision 1, November 1978.  

The "A" diesel generator successfully completed the test requirements of 
OST-401. Upon completion of the testing, the inspectors observed that the 
recorded test data was accurate and complete, and independently verified 
that the system was properly returned to service.  

No violations or deviations were identified within the areas inspected.
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9. Monthly Maintenance Observation and Maintenance Program Evaluation 
(62703, 62700, 62704, 62705) 

The inspectors observed several maintenance related activities of 
safety-related systems and components to ascertain that these activities 
were conducted in accordance with approved procedures, TS and appropriate 
industry codes and standards. The inspectors determined that these 
activities were not violating LCO's and that redundant components were 
operable. The inspectors also determined (1) that the procedures used were 
adequate to control the activity, (2) that required administrative 
approvals and tagouts were obtained prior to work initiation, (3) that 
proper radiological, and appropriate ignition and fire prevention controls 
were implemented, and (4) that replacement parts and materials used were 
properly certified. The inspectors verified that these activities were 
accomplished by qualified personnel using approved procedures. The 
inspectors independently verified that equipment was properly tested 
before being returned to service.  

In particular, the inspectors witnessed the installation of the "A" EDG 
governor following its refurbishment. This activity was carried out in 
accordance with work permit WR/JO 87-ADSU1. The inspectors witnessed the 
physical installation of the un.it including the attachment of the oil 
pressure sensing lines and the fuel rack control arm. The inspectors 
noted that this activity was carried out by qualified licensee mechanical 
maintenance personnel.  

Following the replacement of the governor, the inspectors witnessed 
selected portions of PM-008 (Revision 6) "Emergency Diesel Generator 
Inspection Number 2" as performed on the "A" EDG. The inspectors observed 
the examination of the fuel injection nozzles, the visual inspection of 
the intake and exhaust porting, the replacement of the engine lube oil, 
and examined the refurbished exhaust headers. Throughout these 
activities, the inspectors noted that the systems and components not being 
worked on were covered to prevent the intrusion of foreign material.  

Additionally, the inspectors witnessed the refurbishment of the lube oil 
cooler, jacket water cooler, and aftercooler heat exchanger housings on 
the "A" EDG. This activity was executed under the auspices of work 
permits WR-JO-87; ADTI1, ADTG1, ADTB1 respectively. Subsequent to the 
refurbishment of the heat exchanger housings and gasket seating surfaces, 
the inspectors witnessed portions of the replacement of the subject heat 
exchanger tube bundles.  

The inspectors verified the receipt inspection documentation for the heat 
exchanger tube bundles and the associated software including the replace
ment lantern rings, gaskets, and packing. All replacement materials were 
properly identified, segregated, and controlled to prevent damage.  

The inspectors also witnessed the replacement of the "A" service water 
booster pump motor and the subsequent pump to motor coupling alignment.  
This work was observed to be accomplished in accordance with approved
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procedures by qualified maintenance personnel using appropriate radio
logical controls. The inspectors independently verified the isolation, 
clearance and tagout of the affected component and examined the accom
panying Q-list documentation. The inspectors determined that the material 
controls and handling practices appeared adequate and that the replacement 
pump motor was installed in accordance with WR-JO 87-AFSG-1.  

Additionally, the inspectors reviewed several outstanding job orders to 
determine that the licensee was giving priority to safety-related main
tenance and that a backlog which might affect its performance was not 
developing on a given system.  

No violations or deviations were identified within the areas inspected.  

10. Operational Safety Verification (71707, 82301) 

The inspectors observed licensee activities to ascertain that the facility 
was being operated safely and in conformance with regulatory requirements, 
and that the licensee management control system was effectively dis
charging its responsibilities for continued safe operation by direct 
observation of activities, tours of the facility, interviews and 
discussions with licensee management and personnel, independent verifi
cation of safety system status and limiting conditions for operation, and 
reviewing facility records.  

No violations or deviations were .identified within the areas inspected.  

11. ESF System Walkdown and Monthly Surveillance Observation (71710, 61726, 
56700, 61715) 

The inspectors verified the operability of an engineered safety features 
system by performing a walkdown of the accessible portions of the Contain
ment Spray system. The inspectors confirmed that the licensee's system 
lineup procedures matched plant drawings and the as-built configuration.  
The inspectors looked for equipment conditions and items that might 
degrade performance (hangers and supports were operable, housekeeping, 
etc.) and inspected the interiors of electrical and instrumentation 
cabinets for debris, loose material, jumpers, evidence of rodents, etc.  
The inspectors verified that valves were in proper position, power was 
available, and valves were locked as appropriate. The inspectors compared 
both local and remote position indications.  

In particular, the inspectors verified that the Containment Spray System 
conformed to the piping configuration detailed in "Safety Injection Flow 
Diagram" 5379-1082 (Revision 19) sheet 3 of 5. The inspectors verified 
the proper alignment of each accessible component in the containment spray 
system and corroborated the labeling of pumps and valves. The inspectors 
checked for proper calibration of local gauges and pressure transmitters 
and confirmed that no prohibited ignition sources or flammable materials 
were present in the vicinity of the Containment Spray System.
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Additionally, the inspectors verified that the licensee had established 
containment integrity prior to commencing heatup of the reactor coolant 
system above 200 degrees F. The inspectors examined 10 separate contain
ment penetrations in order to determine proper positioning of penetration 
pressurization system isolation valves and that both electrical and 
mechanical barriers at the penetrations were operational. Specifically, 
the inspectors conducted physical inspections of containment penetrations 
C-1, D-1, C-3, D-3, E-3, C-4, D-4, 0-5, C-6, and D-6. The inspectors 
visually examined the penetrations for configuration conformance and 
general condition.  

Additionally, the inspectors reviewed the documented results of the 
"Containment Personnel Airlock Leakage Test" EST-010 (Revision 2) 
performed November 3, 1986. This engineering surveillance test is 
conducted semi-annually in order to determine the total leakage through 
the containment personnel airlock. Satisfactory completion of this 
surveillance test is designed to fulfill the requirements of 10 CFR 50, 
Appendix J for type "B" tests, and a requirement of TS 4.4.1.2, paragraph 
a, which states that the personnel airlock shall be tested every six 
months.  

The inspectors determined that the surveillance test procedure conformed 
to TS requirements, that all precautions and limitations were met and that 
the surveillance test was completed at the required frequency. The 
inspectors also verified that the required administrative approvals were 
obtained prior to initiating the test and that the testing was accom
plished by qualified personnel in accordance with an approved test 
procedure. The inspectors determined that the recorded test data was 
complete and met TS requirements, and that there were no test discre
pancies.  

No violations or deviations were identified within the areas inspected.  

13. Onsite Followup of Events and Subsequent Written Reports of Nonroutine 
Events at Power Reactor Facilities (92700, 90714, 93702) 

For onsite followup of nonroutine events, the inspectors determined that 
the licensee had taken corrective actions as stated in written reports of 
the events and that these responses to the events were appropriate and met 
regulatory requirements, license conditions, and commitments. During this 
reporting period, the inspectors reviewed the following LERs to verify 
that the report details met license requirements, identified the cause of 
the event, described appropriate corrective actions, adequately assessed 
the event, and addressed any generic implications. When licensee 
identified violations were noted, they were reviewed in accordance with 
enforcement policy. The inspectors had no further comments.
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LER EVENT 

87-006 EDG Room Damper Failure 

No violations or deviations were identified within the areas inspected.  

14. Onsite Review Committee (40700) 

The inspectors reviewed certain activities of the plant nuclear safety 
committee (PNSC) to ascertain whether the onsite review functions were 
conducted in accordance with TS and other regulatory requirements. The 
inspectors (1) attended the regular monthly PNSC meeting held on May 20, 
1987 and observed the conduct of the meeting, (2) ascertained that 
provisions of the TS dealing with membership, review process, frequency, 
qualifications, etc., were satisfied, and (3) reviewed meeting minutes to 
confirm that decisions and. recommendations were accurately reflected in 
the minutes, and (4) followed up on previously identified PNSC activities 
to independently confirm that corrective actions were progressing satis
factorily.  

The inspection emphasized review of the following items: procedures, 
tests, and experiments for the period of April 1-30, 1987, procedure 
change process, modifications required prior to restart, reportable 
occurrences, technical specification violations, ALARA subcommittee 
meeting minutes, and nonconformance reports.  

No violations or deviations were identified within the areas inspected.  

15. Participation in NRR/Licensee Meetings (94702) 

On May 28, 1987, Mr. Malcolm L. Ernst, Deputy Administrator of Region 2, 
Mr. David M. Verrelli, Branch Chief in Region 2, and Elinor G. Adensam, 
Director, Directorate II-1, NRR, attended a meeting conducted by the 
licensee in order to present recently qualified operations personnel with 
their NRC licensee certificates. The Senior Resident Inspector, Mr. Harry 
E. P. Krug and the Resident Inspector, Mr. Robert M. Latta, also parti
cipated.  

Subsequently, on May 29, 1987, Mr. Ernst and Mr. Verrelli toured the plant 
and discussed, with the licensee, a number of issues currently under 
regulatory review.


