
ENCLOSURE

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV

Inspection Report: 50-397/95-24

License: NPF-Zl

Licensee: Washington Public Power Supply System
.3000 George Washington Way
P.O. Box 968, HD 1023
Richland'ashington

Facility Name: Washington Nuclear Project-2

Inspection At: Richland, Washington

Inspection Conducted: July 17-21, 1995

Inspectors: C. J. Hyers, Reactor Inspector, Engineering Branch
Division of Reactor Safety

M. F. Runyan ~ Reactor Inspector, Engineering Branch
Division of Reactor Safety

Accompanying
Personnel: L. Dudes, Mechanical Engineering Branch

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Approved:
o ins, cting ie , ngineering rane

Division of Reactor Safety
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completion of the licensee's commitments to Generic Letter 89-10, "Safety-
Related Motor-Operated Valve Testing and Surveillance."

Results:

En ineerin

The licensee had satisfactorily demonstrated the design basis capability
of the motor-operated valves in their Generic Letter 89-10 program with
the exception of Valve HPCS-HO-015 (Section 1. 1).

The inspectors determined that the immediate operability of
Valve HPCS-HO-015 was adequately supported by the testing performed;
however. the limited testing did not sufficiently demonstrate the design
basis capability (Section 1. 1).
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The licensee planned to use the Electric Power Research Institute
Performance Prediction Methodology to refine the capability evaluation
for approximately 18 valves having limited margins (Section 1. 1).

~ The licensee had not demonstrated, within the Generic Letter 89-10
program. the capability of motor-operated valves which were required to
automatically reposition when out of position during testing
(Section 1.2).

~ The screening criteria used by the licensee to determine the
susceptibility of motor-operated valves to pressure and hydraulic
locking was inadequate (Section 1.3).

~ Once performed, the engineering analysis of valves determined to be
susceptible to pressure locking was comprehensive and technically-sound
employing a state-of-the-art methodology. (Section 1.3)

~ Long-term aspects regarding periodic verification and post-maintenance
testing requi red additional development (Section 1.5).

~ The licensee's quality assurance program provided good oversight of the
Generic Letter 89-10 motor-operated valve program (Section 1.7).

Summar oi Ins ection Findin s

~ Inspection Followup Item 397/9524-01 was opened (Section 1. 1).
~ Inspection Followup Item 397/9524-02 was opened (Section 1.2).
~ Inspection Followup Item 397/9524-03 was opened (Section 1.3).
~ Open Item 397/93-23-04 will remain open (Section 1.3).

Attachment:

~ Attachment - Persons Contacted and Exit Meeting
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DETAILS

1 GENERIC LETTER 89-10, "SAFETY-RELATED MOTOR-OPERATED VALVE TESTING AND
SURVEILLANCE" (2515/109)

On June 28. 1989, the NRC issued Generic Letter 89-10, which requested
licensees and construction permit holders to establish a program to ensure
that switch settings for safety-related motor-operated valves were selected.
set. and maintained properly. Subsequently, six supplements to the generic
letter have been issued, and one additional supplement has been issued f'r
comment. NRC inspections of licensee actions implementing commitments to
Generic Letter 89-10 and its supplements have been conducted based on guidance
provided in Temporary Instruction 2515/109, "Inspection Requirements for
Generic Letter 89-10. Safety-Related Motor-Operated Valve Testing and
Surveillance." Revision 1. Temporary Instruction 2515/109 was divided into
two parts: Part 1. "Program Review;" and, Part 2. "Verification of Program
Implementation." The Temporary Instruction 2515/109 ~ Part 1 ~ program review
inspection conducted at WNP-2 was documented in NRC Inspection
Report 50-397/91-16. The Temporary Instruction 2515/109, Part 2.
implementation review inspection conducted at WNP-2 was documented in NRC
Inspection Report'50-397/93-23. Another followup inspection of the licensee's
motor-operated valve program was documented in NRC Inspection
Report 50-397/94-10.

The purpose of this inspection was to verify completion of the licensee's
'ommitmentsto Generic Letter 89-10.

1. 1 Summar Status of Generic Letter 89-10 Motor-0 crated Valves

The licensee provided summary data'he basis for qualification and existing
margin for all valves in thei r program.

The inspectors reviewed the diagnostic test results and data analysis used bythe'icensee to demonstrate the design basis capability of the motor-operated
valves in their Generic Letter 89-10 program. There were a total of
140 motor-operated valves in the'icensee's Generic Letter 89-10 program,including 99 gate. 24 globe, and 17 butterfly valves. The licensee had
performed 63 diagnostic tests under differential pressure conditions.

Basis for uglification

The licensee had committed to demonstrate design basis capability either by
testing under maximum achievable differential pressure and flow conditions or
by obtaining other applicable test data.
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The inspectors reviewed the licensee's program description, "WNP-2 Generic
Letter 89-10 MOV Program Plan," Revision 3, February 1994 and Interoffice
Memorandum. "Closure Methodology," dated July 12. 1995. The licensee had not
completed revision of their program document to include their closure
methodology.

The licensee based their determination of motor-operated valve operability on
whether the test data met the established acceptance criteria for the test.
The acceptance criteria was based on conservative analytic predictions of
valve performance under design basis conditions using the best available data.
To further determine the adequacy of the available test data to demonstrate
design basis capability and justify the assumptions used in the analysis, the
licensee utilized five general methods.

1. uglification b Desi n Basis Flow Test

The first method was to test the motor-operated valve under differential
pressure and flow conditions approximating those of the design basis
calculations including degraded voltage. A total of 37 motor-operated valves
were tested under maximum achievable dynamic conditions and the resulting data
extrapolated to worst-case design basis conditions. If the valve was tested
above 70 percent of the maximum expected differential pressure. the licensee
considered the extrapolated results to be adequate to demonstrate capability
(Generic Letter 89-10 Phase I category). If tested at less than 70 percent,
additional engineering judgement was required in addition to extrapolation of
test data (Generic Letter 89-10 Phase II category).

2. uglification b H drostatic Test

The second method was to test the motor-operated valve under hydrostatic
differential pressure conditions and to use the measured valve factors in
calculations to determine valve capability. This method was 'used on 22 motor-
operated valves. Some valves were tested under dynamic flow conditions in one
di rection and hydrostatic conditions in the other di rection.

3. uglification b Graded-A roach Static Test

The third method involved a "graded approach." which the licensee had
described in a previous NRC submittal. The licensee considered valves with
favorable configurations, service conditions. performance margins, and low
safety significance to be qualified solely on the basis of' successful static
diagnostic test. Initially, 48 motor -operated valves were qualified by this
method. Later an additional 6 valves were also qualified using this graded
approach.

4. uglification b Boundin Anal sis

The fourth method assumed a conservative bounding valve factor in the switch
setpoint calculations and static setup of the valves for the bounding
conditions. The licensee assumed bounding valve factors of at least 1.0 for
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gate valves and 2.0 for globe valves. This approach was further refined to
account for conservatism in the predicted running loads, permitting valve
factors of 0.85 for gate valves and 1.8 for globe valves. The 0.85 bounding
valve factor was based on the maximum measured gate valve factor from all
testing. The 1.8 bounding valve factor was conservatively selected greater
than the maximum measured globe valve factor from all tests.

An alternate bounding valve factor of at least 0.2 greater than that measured =

valve factor was also used under this method. The difference of 0.2 was the
maximum deviation observed between open and closed valve factors for any given
valve. Under this method, for example. an opening hydrostatic test could be
used to qualify a valve in the closed direction.

5. uglification b Static Test

The fifth method was utilized for globe valves with flow assistance in the
safety direction. and gate valves with zero maximum expected differential
pressures. The licensee considered these valves qualified by an acceptable
static test.

For motor-operated valves that did not meet one of five general criteria. the
licensee used an engineering justification to determine adequate valve
capability. For approximately 18 valves. the licensee intended to use the
Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) performance prediction method to more
accurately estimate the thrust requirements. Results from the EPRI
performance prediction method were expected to be obtained prior to the end of
1995.

The inspectors observed that the licensee had not utilized data from industry
testing or testing from other plants. The licensee considered the best
available data to be in-situ plant test .data obtained from their own .

controlled test conditions.

The inspectors reviewed the licensee's documentation supporting the design
basis capability of each of the 140 Generic Letter 89-10 motor -operated
valves. Based on this review, the inspectors concluded that 137 of the valves
displayed conservative available margin to assure design basis capability.
The available thrust margins were substantial compared to predicted thrust
requirements.

Motor-Operated Valves RHR-MO-017B and RWCU-MO-004 displayed marginal
capability. The licensee had committed to use the EPRI performance prediction
method to more accurately assess the capability of these valves. The
inspectors considered that the best-estimate available margins in conjunction
with the EPRI performance prediction method commitment was sufficient to show
adequate capability and that these valves were closed with respect to the NRC
review process.

Motor-Operated Valve HPCS-MO-015 was considered to be insufficient for
closure. as discussed below.
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Valve HPCS-NO-15

Valve HPCS-HO-015 is an 18-inch Anchor Darling parallel double disc gate
valve. The valve is normally closed and provides an alternate suction to the
high pressure core spray system from the suppressi'on pool. During a loss of
coolant accident. the safety function of Valve HPCS-MO-015 is to open to
initiate recirculation flow from the suppression pool to the core in response
to a low level in the condensate storage tank or a high level in the
suppression pool. Valve HPCS-HO-15 performs a closing safety function as a
containment isolation valve.

The licensee had qualified this valve under method four in their program.
The valve could not be differential pressure tested in the close direction but
was tested in the open di rection using hydrostatic pressure applied to one
side of the valve disc. The valve factor measured from this test, corrected
for diagnostic uncertainty. was 0.618. The licensee determined that a valve
factor of 0.64 would be the maximum acceptable to assure the design basis
capability in the close di rection. The licensee's analysis included a
15 percent rate of loading allowance, a 5 percent stem factor degradation
allowance, and measured static packing load. Without test data to demonstrate
actual dynamic performance in closing'he inspectors considered these
allowances to be an appropriate margin to assure design basis capability.

The inspectors observed several weaknesses in the licensee's qualification of
Valve HPCS-H0-15.

1. A similar valve, HPCS-NO-1. had been tested by the licensee under
differential pressure conditions and had displayed an opening valve
'factor higher than that used by the licensee for qualification=of
Valve HPCS-HO-15. The licensee did not considered similar valve data in
their bounding method of qualification.

The licensee did not apply the 0.2 margin to the measured open
hydrostatic valve factor as described in their method four approach.
According to the licensee, this margin was not a required performance
margin but rather a criteria for judging the stand-alone adequacy of the
testing to qualify the valve under their Generic License 89-10 program.
Use of this margin would have required the valve to demonstrate
capability using a bounding valve factor of 0.8. The valve appeared to
be marginally qualified at a valve factor of 0.64.

3. The measured valve factors appeared to be unusually high for this typeof valve. The inspectors were concerned that the high valve factor may
be indicative of a degraded internal condition of the valve. The
licensee attributed the high valve factor to their treatment of
diagnostic error which resulted in conservative valve factor
"determinations.
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Due to the marginal capability observed. the inspectors considered the
licensee's demonstration of the capability of Valve HPCS-MO-015 to close under
design basis conditions to be insufficient using only this method. The
inspector found that the licensee did not include an allowance for uncertainty
for their use of valve factors obtained from hydrostatic opening tests to
demonstrate closing capability. The inspectors reviewed the valve factors
resulting from open and closed testing in the licensee's program and found
that the valve factor uncertainty appeared greater than the 0.022 margin that
existed between the limiting closing and the measured opening valve factor for
Valve HPCS-MO-015. The inspectors did not consider this to constitute an
immediate operability concern because double disc gate valves typically have
shown lower valve factors than wedge-type valves. and a 0.64 valve factor for
such a valve Mould normally be considered conservative. However, for
qualification under Generic Letter 89-10, the inspectors concluded that
additional information was needed.

The inspectors noted that the licensee had identified the marginal capabilityof Valve HPCS-MO-15 and had initiated additional followup action as part oftheir engineering justification. Prior to the inspection, the licensee hadinitiated a Request for Technical Service 95-07-001 requesting assistance from
engineering to increase the margin for Valve HPCS-MO-015 by either reanalyzing
the design basis conditions or by installing a modification to increase the
capability of the actuator. The licensee stated that engineering had
determined that no change could be made to the design basis maximum expecteddifferential pressure of 46 psid. The licensee stated that a modification of
the actuator would probably be proposed for installation during the 1996
refueling outage.

The licensee had not initially designated Valve HPCS-MO-015 as a candidate for
qualification using the EPRI performance prediction method, but did agree to
do so during the inspection in response to concerns expressed by the
inspectors. The inspectors considered that additional justification was
requi red for closure of the licensees's Generic Letter 89-10 program. This
issue was identified as an inspection followup item (397/9524-01).

As discussed above. the licensee did not require a margin to account for
uncertainties between open and closed valve factors. This was considered to
be a weakness in thei r program. The immediate impact'f this weakness,
however. was considered to be limited to Valve HPCS-MO-015 because the other
motor-operated valves in the program appeared to have sufficient margin to
account for this uncertainty. Additionally, the licensee applied at least a
15 percent margin to account for load sensitive behavior, absent test data
justifying a smaller margin. At least 5 percent margin was applied for stem
factor degradation. Margins for torque switch repeatabi lity were as
recommended by Limitorque.
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Conclusion

The inspectors concluded that the licensee had satisfactorily demonstrated the
design basis capability of each of its Generic Letter'9-10 motor-operated
valves with the exception of Valve HPCS-M0-015.

1.2 ~Roti
The inspectors reviewed Revision 3 of the licensee's program description
"WNP-2 Generic Letter 89-10 MOV Program Plan."

I

The licensee stated that nine passive motor-operated valves had been removed
from thei r program on the basis that the valves were out of safety position
only for short testing periods. Section 4. 1.3 of the program plan excluded
valves which were only in the non-safety position during surveillance
testing. The basis for this exclusion was stated as "the probability of a
design basis accident occurring while the system or component is in
surveillance mode is so small that the scenario is considered incredible."
The inspectors found that the valves were considered operable while out of
position because they received an automatic repositioning signal. However,
the licensee considered that the capability to reposition was a low
probability functional requirement and not a safety function of the motor-
operated valve.

The inspectors did not consider that the licensee had adequately justified the
removal of the valves from thei r program. The inspectors considered that if
the valves were operable while out of their safety position, they should be
demonstrated capable of repositioning to their safety position consistent with
the licensee's Generic Letter 89-10 program. Furthermore, the inspectors did
not consider the licensee's treatment of short-term repositioning to be
consistent with the operability guidance of Generic Letter 91-18. The
inspectors were concerned that redundant equipment could be out of position
simultaneously. The licensee indicated that the issue was currently being
reviewed by the Boiling Water Reactor Owner's Group. The licensee
acknowledged the need to further review the adequacy of their treatment of
short-term repositioning within the scope of their Generic Letter 89-10
program. This issue was identified as an inspection followup item
(397/9524-02).

1.3 Pressure Lockin and Thermal Bindin

Susce tibilit Review

The inspector reviewed licensee Report WPPSS-ENT-0136, dated December 28,
1993. This contractor report, reviewed and accepted by the licensee, reviewed
the susceptibility of safety-related valves to pressure locking and thermal
binding. The inspectors found that the report addressed depressurization-
driven pressure locking (where a rapid depressurization upstream or downstream
of the valve traps a relatively high pressure in the valve bonnet) and





-9-

thermally-driven pressure locking (where a water-solid bonnet is pressur ized
by an influx of heat). The licensee classified depressurization-driven
pressure locking as "pressure locking" and thermally driven pressure locking
as "hydraulic locking".

The licensee's screening criteria eliminated the possibility of hydraulic
locking for any motor-operated valve considered to be not susceptible to a
depressurization-driven pressure locking event. The inspectors found this
screening criteria to be inadequate because thermally-driven pressure locking
has been observed historically as a phenomenon independent of depressurization
events.

General Electric Service Information Letter 368, Revision 1, identified that
certain valves in boi ling water reactors may be susceptible to pressure
locking. Some of the valves that the licensee had screened out of their
pressure locking program as not susceptible to pressure locking were
identified in the General Electric service information letter as being
potentially susceptible to pressure locking and thermal binding. The licensee
acknowledged the need for additional review of their screening criteria to
determine if hydraulic locking had been adequately considered. The review of
motor-operated valves potentially susceptible to thermally-driven pressure
locking is an inspection followup item (397/9524-03).

The inspectors questioned the susceptibility of Valve HPCS-MO-015 to
thermally-driven pressure locking. This valve was specifically identified in
General Electric Service Information Letter 368 as of potential concern.
Valve HPCS-MO-15 was the suppression pool suction to the high pressure core
spray pump. This motor-operated valve appeared to be susceptible to heatup
following a loss of coolant accident and also appeared to have little
available thrust margin to overcome pressure locking.

In response to the inspectors'oncerns, the licensee performed an ultrasonic
test which confi rmed that an air pocket existed inside the valve bonnet of
Valve HPCS-MO-015. This air pocket would greatly reduce the pressure rise for
any given heat input into the bonnet. The licensee also reviewed the valve
orientati on and bonnet configuration and concluded that certain areas of the
bonnet would trap air and could not be vented through the packing. The
licensee inspected the valve and found no evidence of packing leakage to
indicate a water filled bonnet. Additionally. the licensee performed a
reliminary analysis which determined that the temperature rise in the valve
onnet at the worst case time that the valve would be opened during a loss of

coolant accidents would be negligible. The licensee presented this
information in a conference call on July 21. 1995, with the inspectors.
Region IV management and the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation. This
information was considered adequate to res'olve the immediate operability
concern for this valve.
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Method for Anal sis of Pressure Locked Conditions

For valves that were identified by the licensee as being susceptible to
pressure locking. the inspector s reviewed the operability evaluations
documented in Procurement Evaluation Request 294-74. To predict the thrust
required to overcome pressure locked conditions. the licensee had employed an
industry accepted methodology. The licensee had modified the method to
consider an additional unwedging force based on the differential pressure
applied over the horizontal plane projection of the valve disc. The
inspectors found the engineering analysis to be comprehensive and technically
sound. employing state-of-the-art methodology.

Corrective Actions Taken

The licensee identified seven valves as susceptible to pressure locking. The
licensee had modified three valves to preclude pressure locking where
inadequate margin was available to overcome the predicted pressure locked
conditions. Operating procedure. changes had been made to eliminate the
susceptibility of one valve. Three valves. RHR-M0-42A, B, and C. were
determined by analysis to have adequate capability to overcome pressure locked
conditions. The licensee planned to conduct a test program to validate their
analytic method for predicting pressure locked conditions to justify the long
term acceptability.

Conclusions

The inspectors concluded that the licensee had completed thei r review of the
potential for pressure locking and thermal binding of the safety-related
valves in thei r Generic Letter 89-10 program. The licensee had taken
corrective action for valves identified as being susceptible. The inspectors
identified a potential weakness in the screening criteria used in the
licensee's review. Previous Open Item 397/9323-04 on pressure locking wi 11
remain open pending resolution of the adequacy of the screening criteria and
issuance of a pending generic letter on pressure locking.

1.4 G~rou in

Generic Letter 89-10, Supplement 6, identified grouping of motor-operated
valves as a alternate means of obtaining test data to justify design basis
capability and reduce the scope of differential pressure testing. The
licensee elected to not group the motor-operated valves in its Generic
Letter 89-10 program. and instead applied an independent evaluation to each
motor-operated valve. The licensee used a broad-scope data review to justify
some of its assumptions for valves that were not tested under differential
pressure conditions or for which certain diagnostic parameters were not
measured. The inspectors considered the licensee's methodology in this area
to be satisfactory.
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1.5 Periodic Verification and Post-Maintenance Testin

Periodic Verification

The inspectors found that the licensee had not yet developed specific plans or
procedures for periodic verification of the design basis capability of the
motor-operated valves in their Generic Letter 89-10 program. The licensee
stated that static and dynamic testing would be conducted on selected valves
as part of a graded, approach. Currently, 12 valves had been identified for
repeat differential pressure testing. All the identified valves were either
gate or globe valves.

As an example. the licensee identified that SW-12A/8 displayed unexpectedly
low valve factors after valve replacement. The licensee planned to retest.
each valve during the next available outage to confirm the previous testing
and identify any changes in valve factor .

The inspectors found that the current licensee plans for periodic verification
appeared to be intended primarily as repeat confirmatory testing of valves
with suspect test data rather than for the detection of degradation.

According to the graded approach discussed by the licensee, periodic
verification would be conducted on a frequency ranging from 1 to 12 years
depending on the specific valve.

The inspectors found that the „licensee did not incorporate a specific
allowance for valve factor degradation in thei r determination of design basis
capability. The inspectors reviewed the existing margin in all valves in
their program and found at least a 5X margin available for valve factor
degradation. The licensee had not completed development of thei r periodic
verification plans.

Post-Maintenance Testin

The inspector reviewed licensee maintenance procedure HP-1025.74, "Post
Maintenance Testing" and found that diagnostic testing under differential
pressure conditions was identified as a consideration for post maintenance
testing. The procedure did not specifically identify which types of
maintenance or modifications would requi re differential pr essure testing. The
inspectors reviewed selected samples of post-maintenance testing and found
that appropriate diagnostic testing under differential testing had been
performed. The licensee acknowledged the need to further address the specific
use of differential pressure testing for post maintenance testing.
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1.6 Motor-0 crated Valve Failures Corrective Actions and Trendin

The inspectors reviewed Technical Services Instruction TI-4.3, "HOV Failure
Trending." Revision 0. The licensee reviewed motor-operated valve failures
and prepared an annual fai lure report. The trending procedure also required a
comparison between WNP-2 fai lures and industry-wide failures as found in the
Nuclear Plant Reliability Data System.

The licensee planned to trend motor-operated valve analysis and test data for
each valve. The licensee stated that additional development of meaningful
trending parameters was required.

The inspectors did not review samples of the licensee's trending activities.
The inspectors considered that the program f'r motor-operated valve failure
trending was early in the stages of definition and development.

1.7 ualit Assurance Involvement

The inspectors reviewed Quality Assurance Audit Report 295-016. "WNP-2
Corrective Action Program," issued on March 24, 1995. and found two problem
evaluation requests which documented fai lures with the test power supply used
for valve testing. Previously, in Corrective Action Program Report 294-002,
dated March 13, 1994, the audit team had questioned the resulting engineering
corrective action which concluded that the valve data should be considered
"permanent-accept-as-is." As a result of a request from quality assurance for
additional information. engineering re-evaluated its corrective action and
developed additional corrective actions for the problem. The inspectors
considered the quality assurance involvement in the motor-operated valve
program to be good.

The inspectors also-reviewed the following quality assurance documents:

~ Surveillance Report 294-046. July 27, 1994
~ Corrective Action Program Report 294-002, March 13. 1994

The areas of the motor-operated valve program evaluated in the surveillance
report included: work package adequacy, motor-operated valve baseline and
differential pressure testing, engineering evaluation of a differential
pressure test. related problem evaluation requests, and design impacts from
Industry Operational Event Notices. The reports contained substantive
findings, and the recommendations for corrective actions appeared thorough.

The inspectors interviewed personnel responsible for quality assurance audits
and found the program to be comprehensive in its reviews and well-established
as an independent auditor of the Generic Letter 89-10 program. Prior to each
audit. the licensee reviewer performed a comprehensive search of motor-
operated valve failures. previously identified problems, and relevant industry
information. The quality assurance program appeared proactive in identifying
and tracking unresolved items.
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The inspectors concluded that the licensee's quality assurance program was
providing effective oversight of the Generic Letter 89-10 motor-operated valve
program.



ATTACHMENT 1

Persons Contacted and Exit Meeting

1 PERSONS CONTACTED

1. 1 Licensee Personnel

R. Barbee, Manager. System Engineering
P. Bemis.

Director�

. Regulatory and Industry Affairs
J. Burn.

Directors'ngineering

R. Fuller, Engineer, System Engineering
T. Hoyle, Engineer, Technical Support
L. Lutz, Engineer, Technical Support
C. Mackaman, Specialist, Licensing
H. Monopoli, Manager, Maintenance
S. Mulkey.

Supervisors'omponent
Engineering

J. Parrish, Vice President, Nuclear Operations
C. Schwarz, Manager. Operations
J. Swai les ~ Plant Manager
D. Swank. Manager, Licensing
L. Woosley. Engineer. Quality

1.2 NRC Personnel

D. Chamber lain. Deputy Director, DRSS
D. Proulx. Resident Inspector

The personnel listed above attended the exit meeting. In addition to the
personnel listed above. the inspectors contacted other personnel during this
inspection period.

2 EXIT MEETING

An exit meeting was conducted on July 20, 1995. During this meeting, the
inspectors reviewed the scope and findings of the report. The licensee
acknowledged the inspection findings documented in this report. The licensee
did not identify as proprietary any of the information provided to the
inspectors.
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Washington Public Power Supply System Letter

'dated July 28, 1995
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