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May 1991, which_ expanded the TM scope to increase
venting'and flushing time and to turn off the agitator
after:precoating. However, the basic function ^f the
TM issuod--in 1990 did not change.

-f.- TM 83-44: This TM installed a chlorination system to<

prevent biofouling of circulating water and plant
service water heat exchanger tubes. This TM was issued
-in April 1988, and replaced by TM 91-31 in August,
1991, which installed a more compact sodium
hypochlorite tank, and modified some system
arrangements. These changes were minor in nature and
did not change the function cf the system. Issuance of
a TM in 1991-appeared to only extend the TM issued in
1988.-

g. TM 92-023: This TM installed a tool decon facility
outside of the power block for which a thorough review

-

of safety implications was performed. Licensee
management expectations regarding safety impijcations
review included a review of vendor calculations and
evaluations for acceptability. A programmatic weakness
was identified in that licensee procedures did not
require engineers to document the review of. vendor
calculations and evaluations, therefore, potentially
valuable information could be lost. With respect to
TM 90-050, a S&L calculation was not reviewed
(paragraph 7a); for TM 92-023, the review was performed.

but not documented.

The inspection found that temporary modifications had
examples of: (1) inadequate design, (2) inadequate review
of S&L calculations, (3) inadequate review of S&L designs,
(4) lack of monitoring of installed TMs, (5) inaccuracy in
the documentation of modification scope, and.(6) use of a .

new TM to extend the life of an old TM. The licensee
responded in stating that Attachment 6 to procedure D.55,
" Modification-and Configuration Change Control," Revision 5, ''

n
datedLJanuary 31, 1992, provided for better TM design

. review. Regarding the other TM examples, the licensee staff
L stated that they realized the TM program had weaknesses, and

were in the process of implementing a corrective action
program. At the time of the inspection, this corrective
caction-program did not address all of the specifics of the

|_
deficiencies identified above.

8. Condition Renorts (CRs)

The inspector reviewed the following CRs:
I

I -a, CR-1-92-02-021: This CR documented the failure of
service air compressor (SAC) No. 2. The inspector
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'IN 89-07-did not uncover any of the stated problems.
Failure'to correct the problems identified since 1995
is a-violation of 10 CPR 50, Appendix'B, Criterion XVI
(461/92005-02).

Subsequent to the inspection, the_ licensee determined
the EDG tubing to. comply with IE Bulletin 79-14
criteria and observed no similar problems with
Divisions 1 and 2 EDGs. Modification
No. DG-063 was developed to relocate and to add
restraints to the EDG small bore tubing.

11.- Staffina

Through-interviews of staff engineers, no weaknesses in
training or-qualifications were noted. _The licensee
reported that all affected engineers had been trained on the
revised modification procedure. This. training appeared to
have'been adequate. However, the long term equipment
problems with the' Divi 0 ion III EDG air start system
discussed in_ paragraph 8.b. were attributed, in part, to
personnel changes hnd-inexperience with the system engineers
involved.

TheJinspectors observed that system engineers were allowed
toftake-corrective and preventative actions for assigned
systems. During interviews, system engineers provided
specific examples; one engineer ordered-specialized paint;

without additional approval to preclude delay of a
modification, while another engineer expanded the scope of
a CR investigation to consider additional fire doors.

An administrative system to provide each system engincor
with a summary of the responsible engineer's tasks (e.g.,4

MWRs, CRs, Corrective Commitment Tracking-(CCTs), etc.) was
planned to be implemented by the end of 1992.

The system engineers interviewed were:

*
O knowledgeable of their assigned system trending

and potential problems (e.g., monitoring plant
instrument air particulate less than 3 microns;
and temporary shielding control);

o appeared to be proactive, such as, actively
involved with industry forums and discussing
topics with other licensees and

o knowledgeable of methods to get information into
the trending system.
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It was concluded that management had fostered the sense of
responsibility and accountability among the system
engineers.

12. Self Assessment

Quality Assurance audits and surveillances of the
engineering department for 1991 and 1992 were reviewed by
the inspectors. In all, 5 audits and 29 surveillances were
reviewed for technical insight and engineering
responsiveness to findings. With one exception all were
found to provide insights into the engineering program.
Surveillance Report Q-15079 evaluated LER 90-009 concerning
failure of the drywell air particulate sample panel as
adequate to prevent recurrence. Repeated failure of this
equipment was subsequently the subject of NRC violation
91023-04. The licensee conducted a thorough evaluation of
this violation utilizing formal causal factor determination
methods. Review of the audits also noted a program
improvement by the licensee to require a Condition Report to
be issued for each finding and to also require a root cause
evaluation.

13. Communication

The engineering staff was observed participating in plant
status and work planning meetings. Managers conducted
meetings to plan engineering work and to keep the staff
informed of current activities.

During review of Condition Report 3-91-11-025 which involved
a ventilation system lineup, it was noted that the CR was
assigned to the operations department and resolved without
any involvement by the system engineer or NSED. The
licensee did not formally rcute CRs to engineers and did not
maintain reference copies readily available in the
engineering area. This contrasts sharply with the handling
of maintenance requests which are routed to the cognizant
system engineers both when initiated and when closed.
Initial CRs were reportedly routed to engineers by managers
participating in the Corrective Action Review Boards. To
resolve the above CR, a procedure change was issued without
NSED concurrence, revising the system lineup. The lineup
reflected how the system was being operated and would be
significant information to a system engineer.

14. Trendina

-The principal information sources used for problem trending
by the licensee were maintenance work requests and condition
reports. The trending process was sampled by the inspector
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for consistency and accuracy of information through reviews
of CRs and NRC violations and interviews with system
engineers.

MWR trending was performed by reliability engineers and
quality assurance staff. In the review of " Corrective
Action Trend Analysis Report" for July (1991), the inspector
noted that QA condition report trending effectively used the
categorization of the root cause on a routine basis.

A licensee evaluation of the causes for the recurring
problems identified with the diesel fire pump and fission
product monitor found that repair work was performed via
MWR, CRs or preventive maintenance activities. It was
further noted that using these multiple systems interfered
with the trending of problems. The recurring problems the

_

inspector found with the air start system also demonstrated
this program weakness. The licensee committed in the
response to violations 461/91020-01 and 461/91023-04 to
evaluate this.

15. Untresolved Items

enresolved items are matters about which more information is
required in order to ascertain whether they are acceptable
items, violations or deviations. An unresolved item
disclosed during this inspection is discussed in
Paragraph 9.

16. Exit Meeting

The inspectors met with the licensee representatives
(denoted in Paragraph 1) on April 3, 1992, and via telecon -

on June 10, 1992. The inspectors summarized the scope and .

findings of the inspection. The licensee acknowledged the
statements made by the inspectors. 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 and the licensee did not
identify any such documents / processes as proprietary.
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