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U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555

South Texas Project Electric Generating Station
Unit 1 and 2

Docket Nos. STN 50 498, STN 50 499
Response to inspection Report 89-025: ISEG Observationg

_ _ As requested, STPEGS is submitting a response to the concerns identified
-in Inspection Report 89 025 and appreciates the review of our ISEG activities.
The inspector's observations have been reviewed and a point by point response
is attached.

As a result of our evaluation of the inspector's findings, we are making
some_ changes which will result in overall improvement. We believe our ISEG is

_

very effective. One of its principal accomplishments has been the development
of our " Systematic Problem Solving Process" for events and causal factor
analysis. This process has been adopted station wide and has become an
accepted part of the STPECS culture. In addition, the professionalism and
talent of the ISEG engineers is recognized by all levels of station management
as evidenced by the requests for assistance from the Plant Manager and special
assignments from executive management. Subsequent to the NRC visit an
additional ISEG engineer joined the ISEG staf f. The filling of an additional
approved requisition is being actively pursued. When the additional ISEG
engineer is hired, the STPEGS ISEG will have a professional staff of seven.

We believe that we have one of the better ISEGs in the industry and we
look forward to the opportunity to demonstrate this to your staff during thcir
next-inspection of ISEG activity.

If you have any questions on this matter, please call Mr. D. R. Keating
at (512) 972-7158.
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Attachment: Response to NRC items identified in Inspection Report 89-025.
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| cc:

Regional Administrator, Region IV Rufus S. Scott'
Nuclear. Regulatory Commission Associate General Counsel

E 611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000 Houston Lighting 6. Power Company
' Arlington, TX 76011 P. O. Box 1700

Houston, TX 77001
George Dick,- Project Manager
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission INPO
Washington, DC 20555- Records Center

1100 circle 75 Parkway
'J..I. Tapia Atlanta, CA 30339 3064
Senior Resident. Inspector
c/o U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Dr, Joseph M. llendrio.

.

P 0 Box 910 50 Bellport Lane
-Bay City, TX, 77414 Bellport, NY 11713

J. R. Newman, Esquire D. K. Lacker
'

Newman & Holtzinger, P.C. Bureau of Radiation Control
1615 L Street, N. W. Texas Department of Ilealth

: Washington,-DC 20036 1100 West-49th Street
Austin, TX 78756 3189

R. L- Range /R.JP, Verret.

Central Power & Light Company
P.-O. Box 2121
cCorpus Christi, TX 78403

J.-C. Lanier (2 Copies)
Director of Generations
City of Austin Electric Utility.
721 Barton-Springs Road
-Austin, TX 78704-

R.' J. Costello/M. T. liardt
City Public Service Board

- P , 0.1 Box 1771
1 San Antonio, TX 78296 !
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Responses to
NRC Items identified in IR 89-025

[ NRC' Item 1. It appeared that ISEG did not use all NRC issuances and industry
advisories in that it was not on the regular distribution for NRC
Bulletins and Generic Letters and vendor information such as service

'

bulletins, service information letters, etc. NRC Bulletins and Generic
Letters were screened by the Operations Support Licensing Division (OSLD).
Vendor information was administered under the Vendor Technical Information
Program which did not interface with ISEG. It would appear that a<

significant improvement could be made in the expansion of input
information to ISEG.

Response

ISEG has been placed on regular distribution lists for NRC Generic
Letters, Bulletins, and STPEGS Inspection Reports. ISEC also
receives NRC Information Notices, INPO SOERs, SERs, SB0s and OMRs.
Additionally, safety related vendor advisories and others considered
critical to plant safety and reliability are now routed to ISEG.

ISEG plans to review a cross section of the above NRC issuances and
industry advisories in detail to assess the evaluation as performed
by the assigned station organization, implementation of resulting
action items, and the effectiveness of these actions. These reviews
will be conducted and documented in accordance with ISEG procedures
and methods.

ISEG. continues to screen the operating experience information that it
has screened in the past as procedurally required. An annual-
assessment of the station's operating experience review process is to
be continued.

) Detailed recommendations are made when deemed appropriate.

NRC Item 2. For those NRC issuances and INP0 information that ISEG did get regular
distribution, ISEG only screened the information for OSLD and did not
review the detailed recommendations made by the other organizations or
make detailed recommendations of its own.

Resnonse

This item is as discussed in Item 1.

NRC Item 3. ISEG did a significant number of assessments at the request of NSRB and
plant management. A review of two recent assessments of SERs, performed
at the request of NSRB (89-30 and 89-32 assessments), found the assessment
limited to the root cause analysis and corrective actions taken by other
licensees. The assessments did not address the impact of the problems
described in the SERs at STP. The root cause analysis that was performed
was quite thorough and well done.

A1/013.NL9
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Response
!

The SER assessments (Tasks 89-30 and 89-32) presented at the NSRB
meeting were done per. NSRB request. NSRB did not require that the
impact of the problems at STPEGS be addressed by ISFG. The impact at :

STPEGS was to be addressed by the Plant Mansger at the NSRB meeting
for tas'k 89-32 (NSRB Meeting 89 14, Agenda item 2.1).- Tnese SERs
were also subject to screening and evaluatio1 by other STPEGS
organizations as required by the station's olcrating experience _j
review process and through that process their impact at STPEGS was !

determined. See response to Item 1 for a gereral description of the |
ISEG review of SERs.

NRG Item 4. The review of LERs on behalf of NSRB appeared to be limited to the LER and t

the associated SPR. Other sources of information, such as interviews, |
were not used. An example of this was LER 2 89-011, a reactor trip caused
by personnel error in the use of the plant heat up procedure checklist.

Response

The intent of the ISEG reviews is not to reinvestigato an LER, but to
review the report of the event so that the root cause analysis
process and the LER process at STPEGS can be enhanced. Should the
ISEG review point out a natter that should cause the LER to be j
revised; ISEG will make that recommendation and require a response. ,

'
Notwithstanding the purpose of the LER reviews conducted for the
NSRB, ISEG plans to undertake, on a case by case basis, a complete j
reinvestigation L.d root cause analysis of a reportable event. These t

in-depth reviews will be conducted and documented in accordance with'

1

ISEG procedures and methods. The results of these activities will be
used to assess the adequacy of the root cause analysis performed by i

the original investigator and the effectiveness of the corrective l

actions taken by the station, f
NRG Item 5. The review of four recent LERs, 1-89-009, 2-89-009, 1-89-010,.and t

2-89-010, by the inspector found that although significant comments ]
appeared to be made in regard to the root cause analysis in the LER, these 1

comments were sent to the originating organizations for consideration with
no response required.

Resnonse

This item is addressed by the response to Item 4.
3

1

NRG Item 6. Plant observation activities appeared less than the 50 percent goal, in )
that only two such assessments have been completed and one in progress for

]this year. .

Response
<

The 50% goal referred to in the inspector's observation is taken from ]
a general statement of intent in the ISEG Philosophy Document. The
intent very simply is that ISEG engineers spend approximately half of
their time doing office work and half of their time doing field work.

A1/013.NL9
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Actual time spent in the plant by ISEC personnel is far greater than-

what the " observations" on the.ISEG task summary indicate. A great-
deal of time is spent in the plant during investigations and

iassessments, doing general plant tours, and talking to operators and
maintenance personnel. Notwithstanding the above, ISEC endeavors to
spend more time in the plant than it has in the past. This aspect of '

'.ISEG activities is monitored'by Management. We believe that
establishing an absolute required percentage of time to be spent in

,

the plant for each individual ISEG engineer is not in the best
interest of the pursuit of ISEG's responsibilities. The text of ISEG-
documentation provides, to the extent practical, evidence of in plant
activities. It is not the intent, however, to record hours spent in >

the plant.

NRC Item 7. In addition to the above, there were a number of minor observations by the
inspector, For example, there appeared to be no measures in procedures to
assure that plant observations were completed for a broad spectrum of
activities.- The inspector reviewed a sample of three activities. The
inspector fcund that Assessment 89-25 was not in the standard format r

making it difficult to determine what were the recommendations, and if
such were resolved. Assessment 89-26 had a summary statement which
identified that there were no recommendations when the details of the
report identified that there were five, and there appeared to be no
records of resolution in the files of the recommendations. The ISEG
activities on SOER 88-2 were reviewed at the request of the past ISEG
Director. It was noted that this activity was not documented as an
assessment but only a NSRB presentation. Although the presentation did
. address the barriers at STP, which would prevent precriticality, there
appeared to be no detailed recommendations made by ISEG and subsequent
followup.

Response

ISEG plans to develop an annual work plan to demonstrate broad
coverage of-activities at STPEGS. This plan, however, is subject to
change based on priorities and events which may occur which ISEG
considers more critical to review than those items on the plan.
Also, it is not ISEG's intent to review all activities at STPEGS,

Task 89-25.was a review of freeze seals use in industry and practices
for freeze seals at STPEGS. This review was done at the request of

the Plant Manager. The review, as stated, was not in the standard

format. Presentations were made to the Plant Manager and Group Vice
President, Nuclear. Appropriate actions were determined by the Plant
Manager. The utility of a standard, reader friendly format for the
reports of ISEG assessments is recognized and acknowledged. The
format of ISEC reports is in the process of being standardized. No
further action is considered necessary on 89-25.

Task 89-26 investigated suction of water into the Condenser Air
Removal pumps. The task summary indicated that a preliminary draft
report was provided to the cognizant manager and that it did not
include any recommendations as the ISEC investigation was not

Al/013.NL9
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complete. Upon completion of the investigation, recommendations were"

made in the final report. The final report was transmitted to the
cognisant manager. A response was not requested by ISEC as ISEG
participated only as an investigator. No further action is
considered necessary.

The SOER 88 2 review was done for presentation to the NSRB. Actions
were then taken in response to NSRB recommendations by a reactivity
management task force. ISEG recommend &tions and the circumstances
under which they sre made and responded to is addressed briefly in
the response to Item 8.

NRC Item 8. Review of ISEG activities indicates that assessments were detailed and
thorough in approach, with some documentation deficiencies noted. ISEG
appeared, however, to be significantly below its goal in performing direct
plant observations. Additionally, only limited development of detailed
recommendations was noted to result from its assessment activities.

Response |

Documentation deficiencies are addressed in Item 7. Performance of
direct plant observations is discussed in Item 6.

Recommendations are made as a result of ISEG activities. These
recommendations are detailed in some cases and directly related to ;

the circumstances of the review, such as Plant modifications or
procedure changes based on particular observations. General
recommendations are also made. They are general in the sense that
potential for improvements in the process, management systems or
proce( tec may be identified. The amount of detail contained in
recom asdations varies. The ISEG recommendation and response process ,

is be rg roviewed to assure that detailed recommendations are
integ'.1 to the ISEG process and that they are appropriately
responded to. Programs and procedures are being revised as
appropriate to describe the ISEG recommendation and response process
as discussed here,

j
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