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Inspection Summary
Inspection conducted April 20 through May 8, 1392 (Reports No.
20-254/92012(DRS) ; No. 50-265/92012(DRS))

Areas Inspected: Routine announced safety inspection of
modification and design changes (MC 37700), including engineering
and technical support (E&TS) with followup of a previously
identified E&TS violation (MC 92702).

Results: One open item was opened to track resoluticn of
technical staff engineer post-modification testing
responsibilities (Paragraph 3.b). Also, one violation was
identified for failing to perform an adequate safety evaluation
{Paragraph 3.c).

Demonstrated strength was:

® Performance~based licensee audits of onsite engineering
activities (Paragraph 4).

?207010093 720623
PDR  ADOCK 05000%34

B T it o i s e B B s S = e e e









Resign Changeg and Modifications (37700)

The foilowing modification packages were reviewed for such
items as design assumptions, safety-evaluations, post-
modification testing, supporting procedures, the potential
for unreviewed safety questions, and field verification,.
Unless otherwise noted, the modification adequately
addressed technical, programmatic, and regulatory

reguirements.
a. Major Modifications
. Major Modification No. M04-89-039 provided

continuous lubrication to the standby
emergency diesel generator (EDG).

. Major Modification No. M04-2-88-061 removed
an unreliakle torus level recorder. The
remaining torus level instrumentation
complied with Technical Specifications and
the Final Safety Analysis Report.

. Major Modification No. M04-2-90~003A
installed the containment harden vent. The
inspector witnessed limited post-modification
test activities of this installation. Job
assignments and pre~test briefings performed
by a lead contractor employee were bhoth well
planned and executed w' .h Technical Support |
Staff assistance.

b. Minor Modification

. Minor Modification No. P04-2-90~168 involved
hinge pin modification and disk assembly
replacement for a number ot nonsafety-related
check valves in the HPCI, RHR, and RWCU
systens. Post-modification testing to verify
check valve seating was not considered. This
was a concern because potential safety syatem
function degradation was ignored. A followup
review was made by the inspector and a
licensed senior reactor operator, which
concluded that no apparent safety function
was adversely affected.

During six interviews of the technical staff, it
was repeatedly found that engineers were relying
on maintenance work planners or design engineers
to prescribe post-maintenance and post-

modification testing. This conflicted with the
station procedure for technical staff engineers
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(i.e., QAP 1270~14, Revision 3, "GUIDELINES FOR
DEVELOPMENT OF MODIFICATION TESTS, Paragraph e.1),
which stated that additicnal testing may be
required to fully test the modification. The
additional Lesting referred to testing beyond the
minimum testing requirements provided by design
engineering for engineer assisted modifications.

The procedural reguirements provided were
ambiguous. 1In addition to QAP 1270-14 above,
QAP 1270-5, Revision 9, "REQUIRED TESTS OF
MODIFICATION," Paragraph 2.a, stated that

"Modification test requirements . . . will
normally be specified by the designer of the
modification . . ." and QAP 1270-17, Revision 3,

"MINOR DESIGN CHANGE PROCEDURE," Paragraph C.8,
stated that "The Cognizant Engineer will ensure
that the tests . . . wil’® meet or exceed . . . the
acceptance testing check.ist." For the check
valve work, which was a minor design change, the
mechanical test portion was marked as applicable.
However, each of the 59 line items for the
mechanical test was marked as not applicable
(e.g., line items for check valve leakage).
Technical staff engineers stated that there was
probably no practical way to seat leak test these
valves, altheciagh no other means of seat integrity
verification was considered. Resolution of post-
modification testing responsibilities was an open
item pending a written response from the licensee
(50~254/92012~01) .

c. Temporary Modjficatir =

Temporary Modification No¢. 922-2-61 repaired a
leaking heat exchanger tube in the Unit 2, 2C room
cooler in the B/C residual heat removal service
water (RHRSW) pump vault. Safety evaluation

SE 92-76 dated March 11, 1992, did not evaluate
the effects of notching an internal support piece
in order to install a tube patch. The inspector
communicated to the licensee’s technical staff
that the remaining tubes could potentially be
affected in exactly the same location as the
original tube.

The licensee and vendor engineering performed
an additional followup review. The review
concluded that based on engineering judgement
the cooler tubes would be essentially
unaffected by the repair. The engineering
review concluded that no safety function was
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frequency. Failure history that was initiated in 1987 and
based on the work reguest system did not indicate a fuse
failure problem, but may not be a complete history. The
licensee reported that a fuse survey was in progress which
might be used to review the appropriateness of surveillances
in the future. At the time of the inspection, the licensee
met or exceeded regulatory and license reguirements.

Engineering Staffing

Technical support staff experience has improved, because the
majority of the 38 system engineers hired two years ayo
remained with the Staff. Engineering routinely reviewed and
evaluated nonconformance and deficiency reports, work
packages, and industry and NRC information to factor lessons
learned into their program. Because of non-outage work
load, the technical support staff, on occasion, relegated
work to ENC (e.g., Performance Enhancement Program (PEP)
issues).

System engineers were knowledgeable of their principal
gsystems; however, knowledge of backup systems ranged from
not knowing what backup systems were assigned to excellent
(because it had beer: their princinal system). The role as a
backup system engineer was further hampered by
inconsistencies in maintaining system notebooks. For
example, in the RHR system notebook, the last event log
entry was made 4 months earlier and no record of biweekly
tours was maintained (required by QTP 010-T6, Revision 1

and QTP 10-T7, Revision 1).

Current program inplementation problems were ackncwledged by
management and were the result of not obtaining feedback to
verify program effectiveness. For example, system engineers
were considered the focal point for all system work;
however, system engineers neither assumed ownership for
modification testing (See Paragraph 3.b) nor assessed site
trending for potential engineering work (e.g., review of
site "Quarterly Aggregate Trend Report"). Other examples of
program implementation weaknesses were (1) the limited
design basis information available to engineers, (2) failing
to take corrective action to address valve galling that was
caused by valve welding, and (3) not performing check valve
seat leakage verification after modifications.

Training and Qualification Program

The system engineering staff core training consisted of a
system engineering course (e.g., four weeks) and relevant
licensee operator system training (e.g., one to five days).
To supplement system engineering OJT, system engineers weie
afforded opportunities to attend seminars and workshops that
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