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Surveillance", (2515/109).
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Resultsl

The licensee demonstraled weaknesses in the following areas:

. The licensee's documents were generally lacking in technical
detail and relied heavily on the competence of the staff,

The licensee denonstrated strengths in the following reas:

' The licensee had already initiated action to improve the
content of technical documents to reduce reliance on
competence of the staff.

i The licensee was highly responsive to all suggestions
concerning improvement of the GL-89~10 program.

: The licensee's staff was exceptionally knowledgeable in the
area of MOVs.
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Persons Contacted
Northern States Powetr Company (NSP)

*# M, G, Sellman, Plant Manager
*4# K. Albrecht, General Support znginoor
# G. Eckholt, Plant Licensing Engineer
*4 B. “rasier, Superintendent, Systems Engineering,
Méchanical
¥ G. Gore, Project Engineer
Hunstad, Staff Engineer
Johnson, System Elactrical Engineer
G. Lenertz, Superintendent, Maintenance
J. R, Maki, Superintenden®, Electrical Engineering
G. Miller, Superintenden', Technical Services
L. Myrabo, Maintenanco Engineer
M. Reddemann, General Superintendent, Electrical &
Instrument Systems
J. Ruether, Lead Preduction Engineer
M. Wildi.g, Teczhiaical Support Manager
R. Wirkkala, Senior Production Engineer

U 8, Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

*# Don Kouloff, Resident Inspector
# A. Masciantonio, Project Mansger

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL)
* A, D, Trusty, NRC Consultait
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* Denotes those attending the entrance meeting on
November 4, 1991,

¢ Denotes those attending the exit meeting on November 22,
1991,

Licensee Action on Previous Inspection Findings (92701)

t OR(DRS): ResuBBAtEal of FinaL 15 fes ¢ :
Q2 (DRS) ; =04 Report Due to
Changes in As-Found Data.

Bulletin 85-03 was superseded by GL 89~10 which does
not reguire submittal of these deta. However, the NRC
inspectors reviewed the data provided by *he licensee

to satisfy this open item and found it to be
acceptable. This item is closed.



R e R S SO I SR W

{Cloged) Open ltem 50-282/08011-03(DRE);: 50-306/88011~
QI(DRE): Development of Acceptance Criteria for Power
and_Current Traces for MOVs,

The NRC inspectors reviewed the licensee's acceptance
criteria for MOV power and current traces and found
them to be derived from a recognized industry source
and compatible with the requirements of the
application. 7Thas item is closed.

3. Inspection of the Program Developed in Response to Generic
letter 89-20 (2515/109)

Background

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

properly.

The NRC inspectors followed Temporary Instruction (T1)
2515/109 (January 14, 1991), "“Inspection Requirements
for Generic Letter 89-10, Safety-Related Motor-Operated
Valve Testing and Surveillance,™ in performing this
inspection. The inspection focused on Part 1 of the T1
which involves a rcview of the program being
entablished by the licensee in response to GL 89-10,
The licensee had not progressed sufficiently to perform
part 2 of the TI which involves a review of program
implementation.

Generic Letler 89-10 Program Review

The NRC inspectors reviewed the licensee commitments to
the GL. The licensee submitted their response to the
GL to the NR” by letter dated December 28, 1989, and
committed to meet the intent of GL 89«10,

The NRC inspectors reviewed available documentation to
assess the licensee's program addressing GL 89-10 and
discussed the program in detail with licensece
personnel. Revision 2 of HS, "Motor Operated Valve
Program" was being implemented at the time of this
inspection. The program appeared to meet the intent of
GL 89~10: however, the inspectors noted that the
licensee's plan was ?onerally lacking in technical
detail and in justification of assumptions,.



AR e e e e B e Db o

The licensee was refining its valve testing schedule
during the irevaction and anticipated completion of all
tests within the 5 year period specified by GL 89-10,

(1) Sceope of the GL Program

The NRC staff position is that the scope of GL 89«
10 includes all safety related MOVe and other MOVs
that are position-changeable in safety-related
piping systems. In Supplement 1 to the GL, the
staff defined “ponition~changeable" as any MOV in
a safety~related piping system that is not blocked
from inadvertent operation from the contrel room.

The NRC inspectors reviewed the scope of the

licensee's program as described in its "Motor

Operated Valve Program." There are 224 safety~

related MOVs at Prairie Island, of which, 206 MOVs

are included in the GL 89-10 program. The

licensee vemoved 1& valves from ite progrem within

the guidance of the GL. The licentee indicated '
that these valves would be added to the program J
description during the next revisinrn to ensure |
that all safety related valves are accounted for,

The NRC inspectors noted that the licensee L2 not
considered nonsafety-related valves for inclusion
in its GL 89-10 program., The licensee
acknowledged that there may be nonsafety-related
valves in the emergency operating procedures which
may require manipulation during design-basis
events. The licensee indicated that they would
evaluate these valves for inclusion into their GL
8910 program,

The inspectors reviewed system drawings of the
Reactor Coolant System, Chemical and Volunme
Control System and Safety Injection System to
sanple for completeness of the MOV list., Based on
the review and the discussions, the inspectors
determined that the scope of the licensee's
program, wvith the exception of nonsafety-related
valves that may affect safety-related systens
during design basis events, is consistent with the
guidance of GL 89~10,

(2) Design Basis Reviews

The NRC inspectors discussed design basis reviews
with licensee personnel. The results of the
different areas reviewed by the NRC inspectors are
discussed below,



(a)

(b)

Pizferential Pressure Reguirements

The NRC ingpectors reviewed M-HS, "Motor
Cperated Valve Sizing/Setting Calculations, "
and discussed differential pressure (dp)
reguirements with licensee personnel. The
licensee indicated that dp values were based
on plant operational experience and tha! the
Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR),
Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs), normal
and abnormal procedures were only referred to
occasionalsy The inspectors noted that the
licensee should review the FSAR, EOPs, normal
and abnormal procedures for all valves
included in the licensee's GL L9~10 program
to ensure that the maximum dp that could be
encountered by the valves was accounted for
in the design basis reviews. The licensee
agreed to perform a thovrough review of these
documents to ensure that the most
conservative dp for each valve was us.’,

Reduced Yeltage Capakility

The NRC inspectors reviewed several MOV
sizing calculations and noted that se.-ral
MOV motors appeared to be undersized and
could not meet the thrust regquirements at
degradeda veltage. The licensee indicated
that, in some cares, the bounding dps across
the MOVs were ov.rly conservative and that
refined calculations would be performed at a
later date. The licensee indicated that
excess conservatism could be reduced by using
realistic dps, using smaller orifice
diameters based on vendor drawings, and
incorporating head loss due tc flow and other
parameters. The inspectors cautioned the
licensee that in most cases flow in piping
upstream of MOVs would not exist due to thrw
closed position of the valves and that head
loss due to flow could not be considered in
those instances. The inspectors informed the
licensee that removing any conservatism from
their current design basis assumption”. would
need to be justified and documented.

The licensee indicated that two new
safeguards diesel gi:nerators would be
operational ¢t Prairie Island by November,
1992. Thie modification would increase the
voltage to the MOVs during design basis
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were tracked by computer. An interesting facet of this
program was that the computer was programmed to identify any
late itcoms assigned to the engineer whenever he signed onto
the system. 1In essence, the engineer could not use the
computer without being reminded that his assessnment was
late,

The NRC inspectors noted that the Internal Operating
Assessment Program does not routinely review maintenance and
repair work requests, The system engineer was expected to
identify potential problems in these areas. As noted in
other areas, this approach relies heavily on the competence
of its system engireers. The program is also reactive,
investigating areas in which problems have been observed.

Licensee Documents Reviewed

The following documents were reviewed by the inspectors
during this inspection:

‘ ASMF Section XI Inservice Testing Implementing Program,
H10, Revision 0, dated November 6, 1989,

o Commercial Grade Procurement, N1AWI 6.1.9, Revision 2,
dated December 14, 1990.

¢ Maintenance Work Request (MWR) KB167-AF-Q, dated
May 18, 1987,

° MWR L2661-AF~-Q, dated May 24, 1987.

° MWR KB8165-AF-Q, dated May 26, 1987.

° MWR P145C-RH-Q, dated March 8, 199C.
. MWR N9258~EB-Q, dated Marcl. 8, 1990.
° MWR N3609-EB-Q, dated April 29, 1989.
® MWR 3029-EB~Q, dated June 10, 1991.

e MWR R2622-CC-Q, dated May 6, 1991.

L] MWR P1703-CL-Q, dated March 19, 1990.
s MWR N3254-RA~Q, dated April 25, 1989.
° MWR P1261-8SI-Q, dated March 13, 1990.
. MWR P1279~-8I-Q, dated March 8, 1990.
e MWR K8166~AF-Q, dated May 26, 1987.
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on November 22, 1991. The inspectors summarized the purpose
and scope of the inspection and the findings. The
inepectors also discussed the likely informational cuntent
of the inspection report with regard to documents or
processes reviewed by the inspectors during the inspection.
The licensee aid not identify any such documents or
processes as proprietary.



