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APPENDIX
U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 1V
NRC Inspection Report Nos. 50-445/91-37; 50-446/91-37
License No. NPF-87
Construction Permit No. CPPR-127
Licensee: TU Electric (TU)
Skyway Tower
400 North Olive Street, L.B. 8]
Dallas, Texas 75201
Facility Name: Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES), Units 1 and 2
Inspection At: CPSES, Glen Rose, Somervell County, Texas
Inspection Conducted: August 12-21, 1991

Inspector: D. R, Hunter, Senior Reactor Inspector, Operationa)
ograms Section, Civision of Reactor Safety

Approved:

\ ) ]
LY Lol )
. E. ttgliardo, Chief, Operational Programs 0
Sectton, Division of Reactor Safety

Inspection Summary

Inspection Conducted August 12-21, 1991 (Report No 50-445/91-37)

j Areas Inspected: Routine, announced inspection of the self-assessmen: and
corrective action processes, followup of licensee event reports (LERs), and the
followup of actions taken regarding a previously identified inspection item.

Results: Within the three areas inspected, no violations or deviations were
identified. The licensee's self-assessment and ¢ ~rective action process was
soun” .nd effective. Concerns were identified regarding management's need to
ensiie - ggressive pursuit of identified conditions adverse to quality,
emphoé’cing the attention to details, and the need to ensure the QA audits of
corrective actions include a sample of all systems which are part of the
licenser ‘s corrective action process (e.g., technical evaluations, temporary
modifi.ations, etc.).

Inspection Conducted August i.-21, 1991 (Report No 50-446/91-37)

No inspection was performed of Unit 2 activities.
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Bell, Senfor Licensing Engineer

Stendeback, Senior Engineer

Baker, Licensing Compliance Engineer
Billerbech, IST Coordinator

Schmitt, Surveillance Manager

Sutherland, Operations Surveillance Coordinator
Blevins, Manager, Nuclear Operations Support
LaMarca, Munager, Technical Programs

Jenkins, System Engineering Manager

Moore, Manager, Work Control

Avers, Operations QA Manager

Saunders, Assessment M:-nager

Smith, Administrative Assistant to Piant Manager
Barker, Manager, ISEG

Bhatty, Site Licensing Engineer

Scott, Vice President, Nuclear Operations
Cahill, Executive Vice President

Strope, Senior QA Specialist

, McAfee, Manager, QA

Galiman, Manager, Trend Analysis

Haby, Plant Engineering, BOP Systems

Falmer, Event Analysis Manager

Davis, Manager, Plant Analysis

Adams, '&C Maintenance Engineering Supervisor

CASE

*0.

NRC
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The inspectors alsc interviewed other licensee personnel during this

Thero, Consultant for Case

Hunter, Senior Reactor Inspector
Gagliardo, Chief, Operational Programs Section
Latta, Senior Resident Inspector, Unit 2

inspection.

*Denotes attendance at the exit interview conducted on August 21, 1991,
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actions associated with identified problems, The inspectors reviewec selected
problems or issues, which had been identified and dispositioned by the
licensee, in order to evaluate the processes used for assessing plant problems
that could impact on plant safety.

The selected problems or issues included licensee event reperts (LERs) and the
associated incident reports. The inspectors also reviewed other information
including recent reactor post-trip reviews plus QA and oversight group reports,

Each of the problems or issues selected was evaluated against the following
criteria:

(1) Identification: The identification of the problem was at an appropriate
Tevel.

(2) Evaluations: The evaluations of the problem included determinations of
plant safety, operability, generic implications, causal linkage, and
reportability. The evaluation also included a root cause analysis, if
appropriate.

(3) Actions Taken: The corrective actions taken were timely, had been
verified, and had been tested, The problem and its correction was trended
by cause, time!iness, and area of responsibility; and the problem was
reported to management for their actions and oversight,

(4) Oversight: The oversight function for each type of problem included the
appropriate tracking through closure, periodic review by management, and
periodic audit of the process.

(5) Exgectations: The responsibilities of employees at all levels had been
efined for the corrective action process and appropriate training had

besn provided,

The reports, controlling procedures, QA audits, and other documents reviewed
are listed in the attachment to this report,

4.1 License Event Reports (LERs)

The inspector reviewed selected LIRs, including those in Section 3 of this
report, to determine that the adverse condition had been appropriately
classified and the root cause and corrective actions to prevent recurrence were
appropriate and adequately documented.

The LERs were developed as an integral product of the corrective action
process. The reportable events were originally identified as a significant
condition and a plant incident report (PIR), including a specific root cause
analysis, was prepared for the event, The LERs were reviewed routinely by
plant management and overview groups. The station operations review
committee (SORC) specifically reviewed each LER including the associated PIR
prior to submittal to the NRC, The offsite review committee (ORC) also
reviewed the completed LERs,



Three of the LERs (90-024, 90-026, and 91-017) reviewed identified deficiencies
in the overall program, procedures, and practices regarding the manugl
scheduling of surveillance activities (special and staggered TS tests), The
repeat of these events indicated a minor weakness in the overall aggressiveness
and pursuit of corrective actions associated with the identified conditions
adverse to quality, LER 90-024 occurred on August 24, 1990, and involved a
personnel error, but the specified corrective actions had only recently been
completed. A similar event, LER 91-017, involving a personal error, occurred
on April 29, 1991. These events indicated a lack of attenticn to details
regarding the self-assessment and corrective action processes which should have
prevented the later LER,

Section 3,2, of LER 90-026, indicated that a Z-week time delay had occurred
between the residual heat removal pump surveillance test performance and test
date review by the IST coordinator. The review of the test data resulted in
the pump being declared in the “ALERT" conaition, The licensee had not
jgentified this late review practice or the failure of the data taker to note
the deficiency as a potential condition adverse to quality,

Management was monitoring the post-review of the overall work order process;
however, the established acceptance criterion for the post-review process was
60 days from the activity (maintenance or testing) completion date until the
completed documentation peckage was placed in the records vault., The
controlling procedure also specified that surveillance work order (SWO)
packages “should" be placed in the records vault within 7 days of completion,
In July 1991, 16 work order packages had exceeded the 60-day criteria,

Thirty-two inservice testing surveillance work orders (SWO) had been in the
post-review process for greater than 7 days. Eight of the SWOs had been in the
post-review process for greater than 60 days, and two cf the eight SW0s
(completed on February 11, 1991) could not be located, The inspector reviewed
the matter with licensee representatives and noted that the test data contained
in the missing SW0Os, had been reviewed and recorded ind that subsequent tests
were acceptable, Licensee representatives were evaluating the matter of the
missing SWCs at the conclusion of the inspection,

The licensee initiated a corrective action document (FX 91-915, cated August 16,
1991) documenting the IST SWOs that were in the post-review process fur greater
than 7 days. A review of the open SW0s disclosed that none of them identified
conditions that required the performance of increased surveillance activities.
The inspector had no further questions regarding this matter, but the fuilure
to review the completed IST SWOs in a timely manner to assure prompt management
attention, tracking, and trending was considered to be a program weakness.

This matter was discussed with licensee representative whc stated that the
practices wouid be reviewed,

The inspector identified two minor questions during the review of LER 90-043.
The questions involved the review and availability of supporting documentation
(clearance order) and the use of the single work order to address both workman
protection and the license requirements, The licensee's clearance practices
necessitated the removal of a number of the clearance tags at the completion of
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ATTACHMENT
Documents Reyiewed
Pr L
STA-401, “"Station Operations Review Committee," Revision 16

STA-422, "Processing of Operations Notification and Evaluation (ONE) Forms,"
Revision 5

STA-504, "Technical Evaluation," Revision 8

STA-515, "Root Cause Analysis," Revision 2

STA-606, "Work Request and Work Orders," Revision 16

5TA-702, "Surveillance Program," Revision 9

STA-711, "ASME Section XI Pump and Valve Inservice Testing," Revision 3
Cperations Review Committee (ORC) Manual

IP0O-003A, "Power Operations," Revision §

1PO-CO4A, "Plant Shutdown From Minimum Load to Hot Standby," Revision §
ABN-304A, "Main Condenser and Circulatory Water System Malfunction," Revision 2
ABN-302A, "Feedwater, Condensate, Heater Drain System Malfunction," Revision 2
ALM--0065A, "Alarm Procedure 1-PICP," Revision 2

ABN-907A, "Acts of Nature," Revision 2

OPT-102A 07, "Local Shiftly Surveillance," Revision §

OPT-206A, "Auxiliary Feedwater System Operability Test," Revision &

Quality Assurance Audits

QAA-91-104, "Nonconformance and Corrective Action Program" (January through
February 1991)

(GAA-90-034, "Nonconformance and Lorrective Action Programs" (January through
February 1990)

QAA-90-001, "Nonconformance [tem Control and Corrective Action Programs"
(January through February 1990)

QAR-91-122, “System and Component Labeling-Supplemental Audit" (April 1991)
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