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Ingpection Summary
Inspection ¢ i 9 orts No.
- : )=301/92008 (DRS) ).

Areas Inspected: Announced safety issues inspection of the
licensee’s response to Generic lLetter (GL) 89-04, "Guidance on
Developing Acceptable Inservice Testing Programs" (2515/114).
Results: The licensee has developed a program which is generally
consistent with the guidance of GL 89-04. The inspection
disclosed two violations (Paragraphs 3.a. and 4.b.), one
deviation (Paragraph 2.73.), and one unresolved item Paragraphs
2.@, 2.k, ana 4.a).
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Inspection Summary 2

The licensee demonstrated weaknesses in the following areas:

Relief requests were not always submitted for conditions
which required them.

The alert range for pump and valve test results appears to
rely on a computer system without a supporting written
procedure.

Virtually no self-assessment has been performed in the area
of inservice testing (IST) since the GL was issued in 1989.

The licensee demonstrated strengths in the following areas:

o

Full=-flow recirculaticn lines were being installed with full
instrumentation to facilitace inservice testing of the
residual heat removal (RHR), saf~ty injection (SI), and
containment spray (CS) systems.

A leakage reduction program was implemented in addition to
that required by IST.
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DETAILS

Persops Contacted

Wisconsin Electric Power Company (WEPCO)

*G. Maxfield, Plant Manager
#*J., Becka, Manager, Regulatory Services
*F. Flentje, Admin. Specialist, Regulatory Services
#*N. Hoefert, Manager, Operat.ons
*F. Padovano, Yngineer, Licensing
*J. Reisenbuechler, Manager, Operations and Technical
Support
#*T, Staskal, Senior Project Engineer, Mechanical Systems
Engineering
#L. Hawki, Engineer Nuclear, Operations
#D. Kimble, IET Engineer

U, 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

*K. Jury, Senior Reaident Inspector
*J. Gavula, Reactor Inspector, RTII
#J. Gadzala, Resident Inspector

* Denotes those personnel attending the exit meeting on
April 24, 1992.

# Denotes those personnel involved in the telephone exit on
May 27, 1992.

Inspection of the Point Beach Program Deveioped in Response
to Generic lLetter 89-04

a.  Background

The NRC issued Generic Letter (GL) B89~04, "Guidance on
Developing Acceptable Inservice Testing Programs " on
April 3, 1989. The updated IST program for the Point
Beach Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2, was submitted by
WEPCo in a December 21, 1990 letter, with a revision
dated June 10, 1991. A Safety Evaluation (SE) for the
third 10-year IST program was issued by the NRC on
April 17, 1992.

The third IST program interval incorporated a
significant number of additional valves to be tested;
however, as of this inspection, not all test procedures
had been written.
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This inspection was performed in accordance with the
guidance of Temporary Instruction 2515/114, "Inspection
Pequirements for Seneric Letter 89-04, Acceptable
Inservice Testing Programs." The liconsee’s responses
to and the implementation of the recommendations of GUL
89-04 were reviewed. In addition t> the programmatic
reviews, three systems were selected to assess for
inscrvice testing requirements: (1) safety injection,
(2) auxiliary feedwater, and (3) service water. A
review was also performed on the pressure isclation
valves and on the tecting of the main steam safety and
pressurizer safety valves,.

Pump and Valve Inservice Testing Program

The bases for the various aspects of the IST program
were documented in the "ASME Inservice Testing Program
Background Document." This document clearly stated the
licensee’s position on Code requirements, scope of
component testing, and tests required for each
component,

The third ten-year interval program was written to
comply with the requirements of the 1986 Edition of the
ASME Code, Section XI. By reference in IWV-3500, the
testing of safety and relief valves is to be perforred
in accordance with OM-1-1981, "Requirements for
Inservice Pertormance Testing of Nuclear Power Plant
Pressure Relief Devices." Procedures for the main
steam safety valves and the pressurizer safety valves
were already revised to comply with OM=-1 1981.

Manual Valves

Manual valves which may be required to be repositioned
during, or in recovery from, an accident condition were
included in the program. Additionally, valves which
have position irndication were includeua for veritfication
of the position indication even though other testing
was not applicable. The inclusion of these valves 1is
considered to be in compliance with the guidance of GL
89~04.

Valve Categorization

Several valves categorized as Category A or A/C were
leak tested on a system basis. 71he leakage rates
determined on a system basis were not in accordance
with the requirements of ASME Section XI, 1WV-2420. 1In
ocder to continue to categorize these valves as "A" or
"A/C," the licensee should either submit relief
requests as appropriate, or test in accordance with
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IWV=3420. This is considered to be an example of an
unresolved item (266/92008-1la; 301/92008~1a) pending
reevaluation of valve categurization, submittal of
relief requests, or testing in accordance with the
Code.

The licenscee established a leakage reduction program
which includes the testing of valves on a system basis,
The program was established to monitor and reduce
leakage between redundant trains of systems and to
atmosphere. The implementation of this program is
considered a strength.

Hot Shutdown versus Cold Shutdown

The "Background Document" identifies that safe shutdown
for the Point Beach facility is hot shutdown rather
than cold shutdown. As the scope of Section XI, IWV~
1100, is for components reguired to perform a specific
function in shutting down a reactor to the cold
shutdown condition, the licensee should submnit a relief
request to address this anomaly.

Test Freguency

Tescing on a number of components was performed
monthly, rather than guarterly as stated in Se~tion XI,
based on Technical Specification (TS) requirements.
However, the licensee indicated an intent to submit
changes to the TS to test at ' e updated Code frequency
of gquarterly.

Full-Flow Rzcirculation Lines

Full-flow instrumented recirculation lines were either
installed or were being installed for the safety
injection, residual heat removal, ana containment spray
pump discharge lines. The modifications to add the
full-flow recirculation lires were determined necessary
to address concerns identified in NRC Bulletin 88-04,
"Potential Safety-Related Pump Loss." T.:se
modifications preclude pump damage due to operation for
extended periods on minimum recirculation. The
rydifications also incorporated instrumentation to
comply with Section XI for inservice testing. The NRC
recognizes these modifications as major upgrades and
the licensee was commended for the initiative. The
conception and implementation of these modifications
are considered a strength.



Post Maintepance Testing

Post maintenance testing requirements were delineated
in Administrative Procedure PBNP 3,2.6, "Post~-
Maintenance Testing." ™his procedure included guidance
on various types of ma.ntenance activities which could
affect the performance parameters of pumps and valves.
With adequate procedure imple.entation, the guidance is
expected to provide a level of Y surance that the post-
maintenance testing reguirement: of Section Xi are met.

Post Modification IST

The procedure for design modification requests included
provisions for inservice testing following
modifications. Additionally, Procedure QP-3-2 included
Codes, Standards, and regulatory roguirements as a
design input, requiring considerat.on of the inservice
testing regquirements when developing a modification,
The procedure should provide a level of assurance that
TST requirements are addressed for modification
implementation.

1ET Operability .2termination

In the January 16, 1991 response to GL 89-04, Position
8, the licensee indicated that immediate operability
determinations were made for components following
inservice testing. The response stated that procedures
were revised to include a sign-off for the comparison
of test results to limitg in the Operations Standing
Order and an operability determination, following
testing. Several procedures were reviewed which did
not require an operability sign-off. The specific
procedures were identified to the licensee. The
inspectors considered the lack of cperability signoffs
to be a deviation from a commitment contained in the
licensee’s response to GL 89-04 (50-266/92008-02(DRS);
50-301/92008-02 (DRS) ! .

Background Document

The licensee’s "Background Document," Item 2.8,
indicated that all valves designated as high-low
pressure interface valves (pressure 1solation valves =
PIVs) were to be included in the program as Category A
valves, referencing GL 89-04, Position 4. The guidance
in Position 4 is that all PIVe listed in TS be
considered Category A valves in the IS8T preocgram. Only
the Event V valves are listed in the Point Beach TS
(Table 15.4.16=1), and were verified to be in the IST
program as Category A valves requiring individual

“
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Licensee Evaluation of Test Results in the Alert Range

After pumps and valves were screened for operability,
the need for possible increased surveillance frequency
was consideved, "Alert" ranges for punps and valve
stroke times were maint.ined in a computer database,
The computer indicated degrading trends in the t(est
results and identified when "alert" limite had been
reached, Pumps and valves with test results in the
"alert" range were identified for increased test
frequency.

The computer output for all other pumps and valves was
a trace of the points over a pericd of time with no
indication of where the "alert" range was. The system
had two weaknesses: (1) thare were no written criteria
gescribing the basis for the computer evaluation and
(2) the comnuter cutput did not identity the extent of
the "alert" range uniess it was violated. Therefore,
an erronenus "accept" by the computer could not be
detected based on the computer output., The program was
not designsd to be readily monitored oy perscnnel not
directly involved in processing IST dat».

Review of 18T Scope and Testing

Valves

The inspectors reviewed several IS8T procedures and
completed IS8T packages. 1In most caseg the procedures
aprearad to be adequate to test the pumps and valves as
required, The inspection revealed no significant
anomalies in tne auxiliary feedwater system. However,
the following items in the safety injection and service
water systems should be reviewed by the licensee to
duterr tne if 18T program changes are required:

’ Valve §1-626 had positien indication on the "SI
SPRAY READY" statur beard on panel CO1 i- the
control reom, but no position indication
verification was performed in the IST prog.an.

o Valves S1-834A/B had a faill-safe test and were
fail-closed, but the stroke time was measured in
the open direction versus the closed direction,.

. Several msnual valves in the service water system
(8V'") appeared to perform safety functions, but
we.« not included in the IST program and no
jusctification for their absence was included in
the background document. These valves included
the component cooling water heul exchanger (CCWHX)
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inlet valves (SW~286, SW~346, SW-29), and 8W-296).,
The Lackground document for the CCWHX outlet
valvus stated that these val.es must be opened to
provide flow through the CCWHX for post-accident
heat rejection, while 'he CCWHX inlet valves were
not included in the program even though two valves
were nornally closed. These valves should be
reviewed to determine if inclusion intoc the
program is warranted.

These three issuas are consicered an example ot an
unres. lved jtem (2€6/92008-G1d; 301/92008-01d) vending
licensee review to determine if the valves and
associated teuting sr.uld be included in the IST

program,

Service Water Pumps
Test procedure IT-<07, Pevision 18, Service Water Pumps
and Valves (Quarterly)," was performed on January 1,

1692, and the test data was compared aga.nst the
acceptance criteria contained in PBNP 4.12.17, Revision
24. This comparison determined that all the pumps and
valves were operable. On Januvary 6, 1992, the
operations department performed their 96 hour review
and found that the acceptance criteria for the service
water pumps in PBNP 4,12 """ were different from those
in the computer program a..' that the differential
pressure values for pumps P32E aid P3I2F were in the
required action range. A further review cf the
wifferential pressure acceptance criteria indicated
that the values listed for all si¥ pumpe included in
the procedure were incorrect. The incorrect values
were corrected in PBNP 4.12.17, Revision 25,

The pumps discovered to fall within the required action
range were not declared inoperaule because the
operations department suspected that the discharge
pressure instruments were not correct. These
instiuments were checked and determined to be within
their calibration teolerances. Flow instrument F-44598B,
however, was calibrated on January 21 1992 and
determined to be out of tolerance on the low side. An
evaluation performed at that time, .ising corrected flow
data, confirmed that both pumps were operable.

Once the pumps were determined to be in the required
action range for high differential pressure, the
operations department should have notified the control
room and declared the pumps inoperable as required by
ASME Code, Section XI, iWP-3230(b). As stated in
Mosgition 8, Attachment 1 of GL 8%=04, "The provisions
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of IWP3230(d) to recalibrate the tesgt instruments and
rerun the test to show the pump is still capable of
fulfilling its function are an alternative to
replacement or repair, not an additional action that
can be taken before declaring the pump inoperable."
Failure to adeaguately evaluate test results and declare
service water pumps P22E and P32F incperable when it
was determined that differential pressure was in the
required action range is considered to be a viclation
of 1€ CFR 50.55%a (50-266/92008-04 (DRS);, %0-301/92008~
04 (DES) )

A subsequent test pirformed on the service water pumps
in April 1992 s1so found the differential pressure for
P32E and P32F in the required action range (hagh). In
thig case, both pumps were declared inoperable and
engineering analyses were performed to return the pump.
te a°, operable status. These analyses supported the
establishment of new reference values for =ach pump.
Revision 28 to PBNP 4.12.17 incorporatl :d the new
reference values; however, it did not appear that the
oharation department acceptance criteria values had
been updated for these two pumps. The licensee should
review and resolve anomaliesg in this area.

Valve gtroke Times Exceeding SAR Linit

During the licensee’s review of valve stroke time
limits, conductud in accordance with the guidance of
GL 89-04, Posit.on 5, twelve safety injection valves
were found to have stroke times in excess of 10
seconds. SAR, Section 6.2, stateg that valve stroke
times are based on full safety injection flow being
achieved in less than 10 seconds. An engineering
analysis was performed and included in the response to
GL 89-04, Position 5, Because the analysis includes
information supplemental to the SAR, and it appears to
conflict with the statements in the SAR, the licensee
should incorporate the analysis into the SAR.

PORV_Stroke Time

In the licensee’s original response to GL 89-04,
Position &, the PORV was indiceted as a rapid acting

v lve (stroke time less than 2 seconds), It was later
determined that the valve stroke time was (reater than
¢ seconds; in fact, prioer to 1989, stroke times of
between 3 and $ seconds were measured. An analysis was
performed which determined that the stroke time
required to meet the .ow temperature overpressure
protection function is 2.3 seconds. Modifications to
the valve actuator were effected, and a review of test

8
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data indicated tre valve was capable of meeting the 2.3
seconds or less stroke time requirements,

Main Steam Safety Valves and Pressurizer Safr y Valves

Results of the setpoint testing of main steam safety
valves and pressurizer safety valves were reviewed.

One test identified a setpoint deviation of greater
than the allowable 3% maximum. The licensee took
appropriate actions to test an additional two valves
and to report the condition in Licensee Event Report
50-301/9n-002, Currently, the licensee performs
"information only" testing onsite using a nitro?en test
stand, but must ship the valves to a test facility to
perform “Yofficial" tests with steam. Previously, the
nitrogen test hed been used as the official setpoint
test; however, this iz unacceptable under OM-1-1981
without verified correlation factors for the test media
and test temperature. All valves currently installed
have been setpoint tested with steam. Previous valve
maintenance performed at the test facility, utilized a
"jack~and-lap" method (reference NRC Information Notice
91-74, “Changes in Pressurizer Safety Valve Setpoints
Before Installation"). The licensee now requires a
setpoint test following the "jack-and-lap" seat lapping
nethod.

Check Valves

Check valves that cannot be full flow tested are
disassembled and inspected per Procedure MI 5.5.4,
Revision 0, “"General Inspection of Check Valves." The
procedure contains an adequate amount of instructions,
including manually stroking the valve prior to end
after maintenance, and criteria for performing
inspections; hc ever, there i1s no requirement for a
determination ot operability for the valva. As found
conditions are reccrded on a Check Valve Data Sheet.

The inspectors reviewed the results of the last
inspection f-r the turbine-driven auxiliary feedwater
pump servic water cooling inlet check valves. On

May 14, 1® , viélve SW-135A was found to contain a
significant amount of sludge and corrosion which
prevented the disc from swinging freely; however, no
cperability determination was made, nor was there an
evaluation as to whether the same valve in the opposite
unit was aiso affected., The valve was cleaned and
returned to normal service. During the next scheduled
refueling outage on JOctober 8, 1991, valve SW~112A
inspection did not identiry any problemsg. The licensee
should revise the procedure to include an operability

9
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determination., In addition, if an operability concern
ie identified, a review as to how this may affect a
gsimilar component in the operating unit should be

conducted.
0) ' f Testi Activiti
a. EHR Pumps 1P-10A and 1P-10B

An inservice test of the residual heat reroval (RHR)
pumps, 1P-10A and 1P-10B, was observed. 1In IST program
Relief Reguest PRR-4, the licensee indicated that
testing of the RHR pumps would be performed at three
values of flow and that test data taken at these points
would be evaluated in accordance with the ASME Code,
Section XI, IWP-3200. The test procedure, IT=03A, did
include testing at three values of flow: 1000 gpm, 1560
gpm, and 2000 gpm; however, the operability
determination was made by comparing the test results to
the Operations Standing Order at a single value of 1000
gpm. Furthermore, the actual reference values
established for these pumps were 1012 gpm (1P~10A) and
1020 gpm (IP~10B), rathe - than 1000 gpm.

The allowable range for instruments utilized for the
tests is three times che reference value or .ess. The
instrumentation rangs for the flow instruments used in
the test was 4000 gpm; therefore, the reference value
of 1000 gpm was outside of the acceptable range of the
instrumentation. The variance between the expected
differential pressure measured at 1000 gpm versus 1012
gpm or 1020 gpm usin, the manufacturer’s reference
curve was reviewed with the IST engineer and it was
determined that the resulting values demonstrated
accepteble operation, The licensee should determine
why the incorrect values were in the standing order,
and determine which value for flow is appropriate for
future testing, considering the range of the flow
instrument. The range of the pressure indicatours was
acceptable, and the vibration monitoring equipment was
seli=-ranging.

Subseguent to the inspection, the licensee has
considered withdrawing Relief Request PRR~4 and has
revised IT«03A ani its associated Standing Order
acceptance criceria and test referenze value to
determine operability at 1560 gpm. These actions
appear appronriate to resolve the inspectors concerns.

10
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b.  RWST Check Valve and LHS] Train A Core Deluge Check
Valves

The inspectors witnessed the ful. stroke exercise of
RWST suction check valves 181=-854A, B and LHSI train A
core deluge check valves 181-853A, B, ©, D performed in
accordance with the requirements of Procedure IT-750,
The test was performed in an acceptable manner.

Licensec Self-Assessment

The licensee has performed no formal self-agsezsment in the
area of inservice terting since the beginring of the GL 89~
04 program. The program and most of the documents
associated with it do not appear to require extensive
involvement of the Quality Assurance or Engineering staff to
confirm that the activities are being performed in
compliance with the plant’s regulatory commitments.

Unresolved items

Unreso'ved items are matters about which more information is
required in order to ascertain whether they are acceptable
items, items of noncompliance, or deviations. Unresolved
items disclosed during this inspection are discussed in
Faragraphs 2.4, 2.k, and 4.a of this report,

Exit Meeting

The inspectors met with licensee representativss (deroted in
Paragraph 1) at the conclusion of the inspection on

April 24, 1992, The inspectors re-exited with licensee
representatives (denoted in Paragraph 1) during a telephone
conference on May 27, 1992. The inspectors summarized the
purpose and scope of the inspection and the findings. The
inspectors informed the licensee of the two violations, one
deviation, and one unresolved item identified during this
inspection and discussed the likely informational content of
the inspection report, The licensee identified none of the
documents or processes reviewed by the inspectors during the
inspection to be proprietary,.
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