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Materials and Processes Section
Inspection Summary
Inspection conducted during October 7-11, 1991 (Report No.
50-461/91019 (DRS) )

Areas Inspected: Announced safety inspection for the initial
licensee's response to Generic Letter (GL) 89-10, "Safety-Related
Motor-Operated Valve (MOV) Testing and Surveillance", (2515/109).
Results: No violations were iuentified; one deviation was
identified (Paragraph 2.c.).

The inspection disclosed that the licensee's MOV program prepared
in response to GL 89-1n did not encompass the full scope of work
identified in the GL.
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The licensee demonstrated weaknesses in the following areas:

2 The licensee failed to recognize the magnitude of the work
inveolved in the GL 89-10 program and did not apply adequate
rescurces at an early stage to ensure its timely completion.

. The licensee's self-agssessment program was ineffective
during the early staages of the program; however, exceptiona.
improvement was demonstrated immediately prior to the
inspection.

The licensee demonstrated a strength in the following areas:

) The licensee recently applied extensive resources in the
areas of personnel and management to accelerate action in
this area to meet the original completion date suggested in
GL 89-10.
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Persons Contacted

1llinois Power Company (1FP)

*J. 8. Perry, Vice Presidert
#K. A. Baker, Supervisor, Engineering Assurance
#R. P. Bhat, Eupervisor, Mechanical Design
*#W. P. Clark, Supervisor, Plant Maintenance
*#J. G. Cook, Plant Manager
#W. Donovan, Staff Specialist, Licensing
*D. E. Korneman, Director, Systems and Reliability
#F. Edler, Project Manager
*C., E. Elsasser, Director, Planning and Scheduling
*#5. T. Harrison, Staff Engineering, Licencing
*L. Holtmau, Project Engineer, Independent Safety
Engineering Group
#D. L. Holtzsoher, Director, Nuclear Safety
#R. T. Kerester, Director, Engineering Project
#D. E. Korneman, Director, Systems and Reliability
Engineering
*§J. R. Langley, Director Design and Analys.s, Engineering
#J. Lewis, Principal Assistant to the Vice President
$J. H. Mansker, Director, Planning
*§J. A. Miller, Manager, Nuclear Systems Engineering
Department
*#K. 8. Moore, Director, Plant Technical Staff
*$R., W. Morgenstern, Manager, Nuclear Training
#J. P. O'Brien, Supervisor, Independent Safety Engineering
Group
§5. Paige Hall, Director, Nuclear Program Assessment
*J. F. Palchak, Manager, Nuclear Planning & Scheduling
*$#R. F. Phares, Director, Licensing
#J. Pulauskas, Assistant Director, Design and Analysis
*#F. A. Spangenberyg, Manager, Licensing and Safety
*$J. V. Sipek, Supervisor, Regional Regulatory Interface
*§R. ©¥. Wyatt, Manager, Quulity Assurance
*#P. D. Yocum, Director, Plant Operations

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

#M. A. Ring, Chief, Engineering Branch, DRS
#P. G. Brochman, Senior Resident Inspector
*F. Brush, Resident Inspector
*K. Salehi, Reactor Inspector

*Denotes those attending the entrance meeting on October 7,
1991,

¢Denotr . those attending the exit meeting on October 11,
1991,



2. Inspection of the Program Developed in Response to Generic
Letter (GL) 83

=10 (2515/109)
Backgrounc

On June 28, 1989, the NRC issued GL 89-10, "Safety-
Related Motor-Operated Valve (MOV) Testing and
Surveillance", which requested addressees to establish
a program to ensure that switch settings for safety-
related MOVs and certain other MOVs in safety-related
systems. are selected, set and maintained properly.

The NRC inspectors followed Temporary Instruction (TI)
2515/109 (. anuary 14, 1991), "Inspection Reguirements
for GL 89-10, Safety-Related Motor-Operated Valve
Testing -’ Surveillance," in performing this
inspection. The inspection focused on Part 1 of the TI
which invelves a review of the program being
eastablished by the licensee in response to CL 89-10,.
The: licensee had not progressed sufficiently to perform
Part : of the TI which involves a review of program
implementation.

Supplement 3 to GL 89-10

In letters to the NRC on December 13, 1990 and

March 11, 199., the licensee stated that the 4 MOVs
(RCIC 1E51F063 and 1E51F064, and RWCU 1G33F001 and
1C33F004) within the scope of Supplement 3 to GL 89-10
had been evaiuated and no deficiencies were identifieu.
The NRC inspectors reviewed the licensee's evaluation
of those MOVs. With respect to the Reactor Water
Cleanup (RWCU) system MOVs, the inspectors considered
the MOVs to be rarginal in being capable of performing
their design basis functions when assuming the
licensee's original design differential pressure (dp),
a 0.5 valve factor, a 0,15 stem friction coefficient.
voltage greater than 90% of the motor rated voltage
such that no degraded voltage penalty is included, and
the availability of stall efficiency. The inspectors
indicated that consideration of more severe do, ambient
temperature effects, rate of loading effects, and
internal MOV motor heating from starting at degraded
voltage could result in the RWCU MOVs being determined
incapable of performing their design basis functions.
Further, the licensee's calculations indicated the
required thrust and torque to exceed the actuator
ratings. The inspectors considered this to constitute
a deficiency in the RWCU MOVs. In response to the
inspectors' concerns regarding the RWCU MOVs, the
licensee develcped an action plan to evaluate the RWCU
MOVs in detail by the Spring of 1992 consistent with
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the schedule of Supplement 3 to GL 89-10. The licensee
should inform its NRC project manager and NRC Region
111 when its detailed re-evaluation of the RWCU MOVs is
available for NRC review.

The NRC inspectors reviewed the licensee's evaluation
of tre Feactor Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC) system
MOVs and found them to have more margin than the RWCU
MOVs. However, the licensee should address any
information obtained from its RWCU action plan that
suggests that the RCIC MOVs might be incapable of
performing their design basis functions., Further, the
inspectors noted a deficiency in that the required
thrust for the RCIC MOVs exceeded the actuator rating.
The inspectors indicated that the licensee will be
expected to resclve the concerns regarding MOV
capability and actuator rating deficiencies on a prompt
basis.

The NRC inspectors also noted that the dp used in the
calculations for the Supplement 3 RWCU and RCIC valves
was the nominal system pressure for each system and not
the reactor system pressure which could be encountered
under design basis conditions. The inspectors
concluded that the licensee's plant-specific safety
assessment did not ensure valve operability. The
Lticensee reevaluated their approach to the safety
assessment and incorporated the maximum reactor vessel
pressure of 1375 psig. The licensee noted, however,
that due to reactor safety valve setpoints actual
reactor pressure should not exceed 1103 psig. The
licensee decided to reduce the valve factor used for
thie valves to 0,36 for the RWCU valves and 0.41 for the
RCIC valves, The inspectors agreed that with the
reduced valve factors, and the conservative pressure of
1375 psig assumed, the valves were shown to be
operable,

GL. 89-10 Program Review

The NRC inspectors reviewed the licensee commitments to
GL 89-10. The licensee submitted their response to the
GL to the NRC by letters dated December 29, 1989 and
April 4, 1991, and committed to meet the intent of GL
89-10.

The NRC inspectors reviewed the licensee's "Motor

Opc ratel Valve Program Description and Responsibilities
for the Clinton Power Station (CPS) GL 89-10 Program,"
and supporting documentation. In addition, the
inspectors discussed the program with licensee
personnel. As discussed in detail in this report, the
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inspectors considered the licensee's program
description to be deficient in areas such as aesign
basis reviews, MOV sizing, switch setting calculations,
schedule of design basis testing, corrective action in
response to MOV failures, and trending of MOV
deficiencies. The licensee attributed the deficiencies
to its late start and lack of initial understanding of
the GL 89~10 program requirements. The licensee did
not attend any of the GL 89-10 workshops which were
presented by the NRC to help licensees better
understand these requirements. The inspectors found
that, contrary to statements in the April 4, 1991
letter, the licensee did not have an adegquate program
description available for review at the time of the
inapection. This constituted a deviation from the
licensee's commitments to GL 89-10 (461-50/91019-01).

In GL 89-10, the staff requested that licensees
complete all design-basis reviews, analyses,
verifications, tests, and inspections that were
initiated in order to satisfy the GL recommonded
actions by June 28, 1994, or 3 refueiing outages after
December 28, 1549, whichever is later. The licensee
has committed to meet the GL 89-10 schedule. However,
the licensee indicated in a letter to the NRC dated
April 4, 1991, that the effort needed to complete the
design basis reviews was underestimated and indicated
that these reviews would be complete June 28, 1994,
The NRC inspectors noted that ordinarily the design
basis reviews would be completed significantly prior to
the completion of the GL 89-10 proqram so that
information obtained from the reviews could be used to
establish testing criteria. The licensee indicated
that the actual scheduled completion date for the
design basis reviews is January 1993. The licensee
reaffirmed its commitment to meet the June 28, 1994
completion date for its GL £)-10 program.

The NRC inspectors reviewed the licensee's "Motor
Operated Valve Program (GL £9-10) Schedule." The
licensee's schedule indicated that all design basis
testing was planned for the last refueling outage.
This is inconsistent with the staff's response to
Question 44 in Supplement 1 to GL 89-10 which suggested
that all testing should not be plaiined for the last
outage. Such a schedule does not allow for correction
of individual MOV problems or feedback of test
information co validate the thrust caluulation
methodology. The licensee agreed to consider
performance of testing prior to its last refueling
outage.



(1)

(2)

Scope of the GL Program

The NRC staff position is tnat the scope of the GL
89-10 includes all safety related MOVs and other
MOVs that are position-changeable in safety-
related piping systems. Through Supplement 1 to
the GL, the staff definud "pnsition-changeable" as
any MOV in a safety-related . ping system that is
not blocked from inadvertent operation fiom the
control room.

The NRC inspectors reviewed and discussed with the
licensee the scope of the licensee's progran as
described in its “Generic Letter 89-10 Scope
Document"™. The licensee's scope document includes
a list of MOVs within the scope of the GL 89-10
program. There are 287 safety-related MOVs at
Clinton Station, of which, 231 MOVs are in the GL
89-10 program. The licensee has decided %t
exclude 46 position-changeable MOVs from its GL
89~10 program based on an appeal of this issue by
the BWR Owners' Group. The inspectors advised the
licensee that they would be expected to comply
with the results of the appeal when the results
are released. The licensee plans to encompass
possible valve mispositiconing of MOVs that are
within the scope of its GL 89-10 program. Tea
other valves were removed for reasons within “he
guidance of GL 89-10. The inspectors reviewed
system drawings of the Main Steam, Reactor Water
Clean Up, and Feedwater systems to sample for
completeness of the MUV list. Based on the review
and the discussions, the inspectors determined
that the scope ot the licensee's program was
consistent with the guidance vi GL 89-10, with the
exception of position-changeable valves,.

Design Basis Reviews

7+~ NRC inspectors discussed design basis reviews

* licensee personnel. The results of the
dirferent areas reviewed by the NR. inspectors are
discussed below.

(a) Differential Pressuce Reguirements

The NRC inspectors found that the licensee
had not prepared procedures for the
perfurmance of design basis reviews.
However, the licensee had prepared a set of
general guidelines for the determination of
worst case (bounding) dp for MOVs within the
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(b)

(¢)

program. The inspectors noted that the
licensee had not addressed other design basis
parameters (such as fluid flow, fluic
temperature, and ambient temperature) in the
guidelines. The inspectors alsc noted that
the guidelines were nnt clear regarding the
consideration of normal and abnormal
conditions. The licensee indicated that
fluid flow, fluid temperature and ambient
temperature effects on ac and dc motors would
be addressed as appropriate in its

ca' “ations.

Rea. _/oltage Capability

The NRC inspectors evaluated the licensee's
methodology for evaluating the capability of
MOVs to achieve the required thrust. The
licensee indicated that its studies to
determine the minimum voltage available at
each MOV within the GL 89~10 program were in
progress. The inspectors found that the
licensee's Updated Safety Analysis Report
(USAR) was unclear on page 8.3-10 in that it
implied that motors for MOVs could produce
full rated torgue at 7,% voltage. The
licensee stated that those motors are not
qualified to produce full rated torgue at 75%
voltage and that the USAR would be clarified,

Completed Design Basis Review

The licensee had completed one bounding dp
calculation package for two Feedwater system
valves, 1B21F065A and 1B21F065B. The NRC
inspeccors reviewed the package and discussed
its contents with the licensee. The
inspectors noted that the calculation
included design parameters such as fluid
temperature and water hammer, and found the
final analysis of bounding dp to be
censacvative. However, the inspectors noted
some conceptual deficiencies in some of the
analyses pertaining to interconnecting
systems (interconnecting system ana'ysis was
not used in the final conclusion). For
example, the licensee assumed shut-off head
for pumps in interconnecting systems
downstrean of the feedwater valves in lines
that had fluid flow. Furthermore, the
licensee assumed the pressure just downstreanm
of the valves to be at the pump shut-off head
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solected valve factors. The NRC juspactors
indicatad that, in addition *o industry
information, the licenuee should use data
from its own dosign basis tasts in confirming
its selected valve factors.

The licensee also stated that margin to
account for the rate of lcading phenomiaon
was no* currently included in the thrust
caloulations. The rate of loading phenomenon
can reduce the thrust delivevred by the motor
operator under design basis conditions below
that observed at static conditions. The
licensce stated that Industry efforts
concerning rate of lcading (which are
scheduled for completion in 1994) would be
tollowed. The NRC inspectors stated that the
ilicensee will reed to justify its
consideration of rate of loading on a more
timely basis,

Pesiyr Basis Differcntisl Pressure and ilow
Testing

The NRC inspectors reviewed the licensee's
program an?d discuassed tue licensee's method
of demonstrating the capability of MOVs
within the GIL program with plant personnel.
The licvensee was performing diagnostic tests
under static conditions for each MOV within
its GL 89-~10 program. The licensee ntated
that design basis testing will be performed
for each MG’ within the GL &9-10 program
where practicable, except when its testing
reveals that some MOVs have significantly
oversized motor operators. The licensee
should clarify .ts Program Description co
refiect this intent. The inspectors ctated
that CL 89-10 re~ommended performing design
baais testing in situ where practicable
pecause of the uncertainties surrounding the
standard #9V sizing and switch setting
caleulutions, The licensee will need to
justify, using actual Clinton Station test
daca, its assupption thav specific ¢0Vs are
sufficiently ove.sized to cbviate the need
for design basis taesting,

The licensee had assumed that it night be
possible to test only 10% of the MOVs within
the program at or hear design Lasis
corciitions, hasad on statepunts uwide by other
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(4)

standard and that adequate requirements exist
to preclude future errors of this type. No
further action is considered necessary on
this matter.

Maintenance

The NRC inspectors reviewed the licensee's
procedures for the overhaul of MOVs within
its GL 89-10 program. The licensee did not
have a specific schedule for the overhaul of
MOVs within its program, but based the need
for overhaul on the preventive maintenuance
results. The inspectors considered this
practice to be deficient because degradation
of MOVs at other nuclear plants was not
identified by preventive maintenance or
diagnostic equipment. The licensee should
consider the establishment of a periodic
overhaul frequency consistent with its
experience at the Clinton Station.

The NRC inspectors noted that the overhaul
procedures did not provide details for
identifying and responding to spring pack
relaxation. The licensee stated that it had
purchased a spring pack tester which will be
incorporated into tne procedure. The
inspectors stated that if a spring pack is
found to have relaxed, the licensee will be
expected to evaluate the operability of the
MOV prior to the overhaul to determine the
generic implications of the deficiency to
other MOVs and to consider the adequacy of
the overhaul frequency. The licensee stated
that preventive maintenance and stem
lubrication were performed on the MOVs in its
GL 89-10 program every 18 months.

The licensee was revising its guidelines for
the performance of post maintenance testiny.
The NRC inspectors cautioned the licensee
regarding the use of electrical current
traceu for post maintenance testing. The
licensee indicated that it had allowed valve
packing torque to be adjusted to the original
value without post maintenance testing. The
inspectors stated that such practice has not
been demonstrated to maintain the same valve
packing load and that the licensee will be
expected to justify this practice.

11



(5)

(6)

Training

The NRC inspectors discussed the Clinton
Station training practices with licensee
personnel, reviewed training outlines and
records, and toured the tra.ning facility.
The inspectors identified no concerns in this
area.,

Feollowup and Trending of MOV Maintenance and
Problems

The NRC inspectors reviewed the most recent
Nuclear Plant Reliability Data Systems
(NPRDE) failure report for MOVs at the
Clinton Station. Although the failure
fregquency was shown be slightly below the
industry average, the identified failures
reflected the need for the licensee to
continue to improve its MOV activities,

The NRC inspectors reviewed Maintenance Work
Request (MWR) (58196 that was initiated when
RHR 1E12F024B would not close under flow
conditions. The licensee determined that the
torque switch atting had to be increased.
The inspectors considered the MWR to be weak
in its consideration of the applicability of
this problem to other MOVs, diagnostic
equipment inaccuracy, and inertia effects.
The licensee provided an informal description
of its evaluation of RHR 1E12FC24A that had
been periormed in response to the MOV
failure. The inspectors noted that this MWR
might be an indication that the licensee's
original assumptions regarding valve factors
were low. In addition, the inspectors
reviewed other MWRs that attributed the cause
of MOV failures to be dirty torque switch
contacts. The inspectors cautioned the
licensee that an MOV that fails to close
during dynamic testing may operate adequately
during static tests that follow maintenance,
even if the cause of the failure was not
corrected, Therefore, the licensee should
not assign a minor cause (such as dirty
contacts) to an MOV failure unless such cause
is thoroughly justified.

In Licensee Event Report (LER) 90-00%5
(April 23, 1990), the licensee identifiea MOV
1FC007 as undersized. In response to this
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(7)

(8)

design engineering firm often specified
larger actuators than were actually required.
The licensee agreed to compare the ratings of
the remaining safety-related MOV actuators in
a similar manner to ensure that they are
capable of performing their safety functions.

The licensee trends MOV failures formally.
However, the licensee does not formally trend
MOV deficiencies. The licensee stated that
parameters from the diagnostic eguipment data
are tracked by a plant engineer. The
licensee stated that torque switch settings
are recorded but not trended. The NRC
inspectors considered the licensee's
pra‘tices for trending of MOV failures and
deficiencies to be deficient and not
consistent with the recommendations of GL 8.~
10.

Operating Experience and Vendor Notification

The NRC inspectors requested the licensee to
provide evidence of its review of several
Limitorque documents assoclated with Part 21
notices and maintenance updates. The
licensee had copies of the documents, but did
not have written evaluations. However, the
licensee identified areas where plant
procedures were revised to address vendor
infcrmation. The system appears to work, but
administrative controls are weak.

Diagnestics

The licensee used Motor Operated Valve
Analysis (MOVATS) 2150 diagnostic equipment.,
The licensee stated that it would continue to
assume an inaccuracy of 10% in its
determination of minimum thrust requirements
until an ongoing test program by MOVATS was
complete. The NRC inspectors advised the
licensee that they will Y“e expected to
justify the use of any iniccuracy values
different from the results of the tests
performed by the MOV Users Group (MUG). The
inspectors noted that the MUG is planning to
release its final report in January 1992. By
that time, the licensee should have completed
any effort to establish the accuracy of its
MOVATS equipment by means of an alternative
test program to the MUG tests. The licensee

14



should also identify those MOVs which have
been set using MOVATS equipment to he able to
promptly evaluate their operability in light
of the final results of the MUG tests or the
licensea's alternative tests., The licensee
ie currently evaluating the need to upgrade
this equipment.

(9) Walkdown

The NRC inspectors performed a walkdown to
observe ongoing preventive maintenance on
RCIC MOVs 1ES51COO02E and 1E51F031 as well as
the general condition of other OVs. The
inspectors did not identify any significant
concerns. However, the inspectors did note
small amounts of dripping grease from RCIC
1E51F031 and SSW 18X014A., The inspectors
also noted white crystalline deposit: around
the stem of 1SX008A. The licensee s.uould
evaluate these findings. Although the
inspectors daid not identify any concerns
regarding stem lubrication, the inspectors
were not able to observe any MOVs in high
temperature areas because of plant
operations. The licensee should confirm the
aJeguacy of stem lubrication on MOVs in high
temperature areas consistent with plant
operation schedules.

Licensee Self-Assessment (2515/109)

The NRC inspectors observed that past self-assessm2nt
activity has been limited and ineffective in the area of
MOVs. An operational self-assessment program should have
provided indications that the GL 89-10 program was
significantly behind schedule, but there is no evidence that
such an observation was made. However, documents which were
generated by licensing and safety just prior to the
inspection have demonstrated outstanding potential. The
documents were provided to the inspectors immediately prior
to the exit meeting and a review of those documents
disclosed that most of the findings of the inspectors were
anticipated by the licensee in that document. The potential
benefits of the relf-assessment process were underscored by
the results of the inspection.

Licensee Documents Reviewed (2515/109)

© Administrative Procedure (April 11, 19%1), Preparation
of Post Maintenance Testing, Revision 4.
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Administrative Procedure (July 11, 1991), Station
Preve tive Maintenance, Revision 18.

Bounding Differentia! Calculations for Selected
Feedwater System MOVs, IM-M-0004 (October %, 1991).

Generic Letter 89-10 Program Presentation (October 7,
1991).

Generic Letter 89-10 Scope Docament (October 3, 1991).

ITI-MOVATS Engineering Report ER-5.0 (Revision 1, July
12, 1991), ITI MOVATS Incorporated Eqguipment Accuracy
Summary .

Letter (December 29, 1989) from licensee to NRC in
response to G! 89-10.

Letter ’‘December 13, 1990) from licensee to NRC on
Supplement 3 to GL 89-10.

Letter (March 11, 1991) from licensee to NRC in
response to Supplement 3 to GL 89-10.

Letter (April 4, 1991) from licensee to NRC in response
to GL 89-10.

Letter (August 16, 1991) from Westinghouse Electric
Corporation to licensee on MOVATS diagnostic equipment
inaccuracy.

Letter (September 19, 1991) from licensee to NRC in
response to Request of Additional Information related
to Supplement 3 to GL 89-10.

Letter (September 20, 1991) from ITI MOVATS te licensee
on equipment inaccuracy,.

Letter (September 27, 1991) from ITI MOVATS to licensee
on equipment inaccuracy.

Licensee Event Report 90-005 (Revision 0, April 23,
1990) .

Maintenance Procedure 8451.01 (Revision 23,
September 18, 1991), Preventive Maintenance for Motor
Operated Valves.

Maintenance Procedure 8451.02 (Revision 20,
September 23. 1991), MOV Signature Analysis.
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Nuclear Plant Reliability Data System - Failure Master
Reports (October 9, 1991) for MOV failures 1B21F065B
(12/18/90), 1E12F024B (8/14/91), 1FWOO2B (2/19/89),
1B33F067B (11,/20/89), 1B21FC98D (11/8/90), 1FW014
(11/7/90), 1FWOOLA (5/28/89), 1B33F067A (4/2%/89),
1E12F024B (9/7/88).

Nuclear Station Engineering Standard ME-03.,00
(September 22, 1991), General Guidelines for Performing
Bounaing Valve Differential Pressure Analysis.

NSED Procedure R.U (Revision 5, August 14, 1990),
Equiprment Failure Trending and Evaluation.

Positions on Technical Issues Related to GL 89-10
Design Basis Review (October 7, 1991).

Qualification Training Requirements Reference Nos, 3136,
Repair and Adjust Limitorque Actuators, 343, Adjust
Limitorque Using MOVAlJS Equipment, and 344, Repair
Limitorque Actuators (Revision 6).

RCIC and RWCU HELB Isolation Capability Evaluation
(February 25, 1991).

Sargent & Lundy Standard Specifications for Alternating
Current Motors Constant Speed, Squirrel-Cage Type.

Sargent & Lundy Standard Specifications for Motors and
Operating Equipment Used on Valves,

Surveillance Procedure 9000,.01 (September 20, 1991),
Contrel Room Surveillance Log, Rev. 26

Training Guide JT52101 (September 4, 1990), Adjust
Limitorque Actuators Using MOVATS.

Training Guide JT52102 (September 4, 1990), Repair
Limitorque Actuators.

Training Guide JT52003 (April 30, 1990), Repair and
Adjust Limitorque Actuators.

Training Guide LP52004-01 (December 21, 1987),
Limitorgue Actuators.

Updated Safety Analysis Report (Revision 2, September

1990), Section 8.3.1.,1.2, Unit Cla=ms 1lE A- Power
System.
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The NRC inspectors found the licensee to be in deviation
from its commitments to have an adeqguate program description
on site at the time of the NRC inspection. The licensee has
assigned a significant amount of resources to correct its
deviation and to establish a program in response to GL 89-10
on an accelerated basis. The inspectors identified concerns
regarding the performance of the licensee's design basis
reviews, design basis testing, periodic verification,
corrective action, trending, schedule, and response to
Supplement 3 to GL 89-10. The licensee needs to make
considerable progress in its efforts to address the MOV
issue at the Clinton Station.

Deviations

A deviation is a licensee's failure to satisfy a written
commitment, such as in a letter to the NRC, which has not
been made a legally binding requirement by the commission.
An example of a deviation disclosed during this inspection
is shown in Paragraph 2.c¢. of this report.

Exit Meeting

The NRC inspectors met with the licensee representatives
(denoted in Paragraph 1) at the conclusion of the inspection
on October 11, 1991. The inspectors summarized the purpose,
scope and findings of the inspection. The inspectors also
discussed the likely informational content of the inspection
report with regard to documents or processes reviewed by the
inspectors during the inspection. The licensee did not
identify any such documents or processes as proprietary.

19



