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SUMMARY

Scope:

This routine, announced inspection was conducted in the areas of design, design
change and plant modification including engineering technical support.

Results:

In the areas inspected, two violations were identified, failure to incorporate
setpoint tolerances into plant drawings, (paragraph 2.b) and failure to specify and
perform an adequate post modification test of service water flow, (paragraph 3.c).
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Licensee’'s activities related to initiatives taken for identifying and
implementing plant modifications to improve reactor safety was
identified as a strength.

Planning, Development and Implementation uf Plant Modifications

The ingpectors reviewed the PCNs listed below to determine the
adequacy of the e ' uations performed to meet 10 CFR 50.59
requirements; verify that the PCNs were reviewed and approved in
accordance with TS and administrative controls; ensure the subject
modifications were installed (for those physically inspectable) in
accordance with the PCN packages; applicable plant operating
documents (drawings, plant procedures, FSAR, TS, etc.) were revised
to reflect the subject modifications the modifications were reviewed
and incorporated in oparations training programs as applicable; and
post modification test recuirements were specified and adequate
testing performed.

¢ PCN # 92-2-8108, Containment Cooler Breaker Settings.

This PCN provided design basis information that was used to
revise relays settin’ s ol the 600 Volt load center breakers
EA-10 and ED-156. This station problem was caused by
Containment Cooler 2A replacement motor having a higher
value of locked rotor current than the original motor. The

10 CFR 50.59 Nuclear Safety Screening bounded the activities
specified in the design scope and was deterimined to be
technically adequate.

° PCN # 91-2-7749, Access Hatch for Reactor Vessel Head Vent
Valve Junction Box

This PCN modified the cable support platform to allow access
10 a junction box without having to remove the cable support
platform or the installation of scaffoiding. This PCN was
assigned a WLR Priority No. of 2.105 which is related to
personnel radiological safety. No deficiencies were identified
with the PCiN or the 10 CFR 50.59 Nuclear Safety Screening.

° PCN # 91-1-7841, SBO Motor Driven Fire Pump Auto-start
Interlouk

The scope of the above plant modification involved (1)
modifying the motor driven fire-pump control circuitry to
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prevent automatic starting of the pump when offsite power is
not available; (2) rewire pressure switch N1P43PS508 in series
with the normally closed contact of the pusli-button; and

(3) adding a class 1E fuse to isolate the non-class 1E circuits
from the class 1E. Review of the design change package
verified that the 10 CFR 50.59 Nuclear Safety Screening
bounded the activities within the design change scope and was
technically adequate. No deficiencies were identified.

PCN # B87--1-4118, Relocation of Primary Platform Ladder

This PCN relocated the primary platform from the north side of
steam generator "A" and eliminated the radiological hazard to
the workers caused by passing wiuhin six feet of the
regenerative heat exchangers. The design objective of reducing
workers doses was accemplished by this PCN which was
assigned a WLR Priority No. 2.025. No deficiencies were
ider:tified.

PCN # 88-1-5247, Upgrade Lead Blanket Shielding Frames for
Permanent Installation in Containment

This PCN was assigned a WLR Priority No. 2.027 and had as a
design objective the reduction of workers doses caused by the
assembly and dis-assembly and removal of the lead sh'elding
frames from the containment each outage. The scope of the
design change involved modifying the lead shielding frames to
meet structural requirements that satisfies seismic qualification
criteria and which permitted the frames to be left in the
containment with the reactor at power, A seismic analysis was
performed per calculation C863917 and the 10 CFR 50.59
Nuclear Safety Screening adequately bounded activities within
the design change scope. No deficiencies were identified.

PCN # 89-1-5686, Lonergan Relief Valve Spring #:nlacement

Enginearing Safaty Report EQ-88-1185, identified a station
problem with various Lonergan Model LCT-1 pressure relief
valves that had set-point pressure values which exceeded the
range of the installed springs, i.e. 96-145 psig. The above PCN
was developed and implemented to (1) replace these springs
with springs having a range of 146-220 psig and (2) to revise
the Instrument Setpoint Index, Drawing No. B-175968, to show
setpoint tolerances of +4.5 psi for these valves. The design
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scope identified a total of 43 pressure relief valves that were
used within the Component Cooling Water, and Service Water
Systems. Review of the design change package revealed that
the installation of the new springs were completed in
September 1989. However, The Setpoint Index was not
revised, to document the design basis information concerning
setpoint tolerances that is required by plant starf to ensure
proper calibration of the relief valves. This finding was
identified as Violation 50-348/92-16-01, Failure of design
controls to ensure incorporation of setpoint tolerances into plant
drawings.

The inspectors concluded that the quality and technical content of the
design input information for the above PCNs was good. The design
scope clearly identified the activities required to achieve design
objectives, and where required, post-modification test requirements
and test acceptance criteria were specified for the PCNs reviewed.
The 10 CFR 50.59 Nuclear Safety Screening were considered
technically adequate and bounded the activities within the design
change scope.

Minor Departures

Ten minor departures were reviewed and no preblems were found.
Configuration Management Program

An evaluation of the licensee’s activities involving configuration of a
Management Program was performea during this inspection.

Objective evidence reviewed during this effort included the following:

L Project Plan Configuration Management Program, Farley Nuclear
Plant, APCo, Revision O

N Procedure for Preparation of Functional System Descriptions,
Farley Nuclear Plant, APCo, Revision ?

. Farley Two Year Capital Budget Plan, 1992-83

. Farley Nuclear Plant Four Year O/M Budget Plan 1992-95
Funding

The inspectors determined that the licensee had developed a
Configuration Management Program based upon the results of a self
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initiated self-assessment of the Service Water System. The
Configuration Management Program administrative controls are
contained in the Project Plan. Paragraph 2.0 of the Project Plan
addressed the scope of the program and identified the components of
the plan which are related 1o various DBD activities. Amonp these
activities are development and use of FSDs; development and use of
"Q" List; consolidated setpoint doruments and development of a
Configuration Management (CM) Manual. These activities are not all
inclusive the scop. of activities in the CM program.

The licensee is presently developing and using the FSDs.
Responsibilities have been assigned and estimated cost and schedules
have been developed for a five year CM Program. A total of 13
systems have been identified for inclusion in the program. To date
the licensee has completed and issued FSD for the Component
Cooling Water System; the Service Water Systems; RHR/LHSI
System; Containment Isolation System; the Electrical Distribution
System and the Diesel Generators. The licensee evaluates the
technical adequacy of the FSDs and “‘heir conformance with plant
programs by performing a self initiated safety system assessment
(SSSA) upon completion of each FSD. Discrepancies or open items
identified during the SSSAs are dispositioned by use of a prioritization
process which ensures resolution of probiems from a nuclear safety
standpoint.

The inspectors reviewed the list of PCNs prepared as a result of the
licensee’'s SSSA and verified implementation of the prioritization of
station problems. Licensee's initial processing of station problems
identified via SSCA involve logging, prioritizing, and review for
reportability recuiramenis. The licensee's activities related to the
development and implementation of the CM Program was identified as
a strength.

Engineering and Technical Support

The inspectors reviewed nrganization and staffing and the activities of
various plan: groups in ar effort to assess the timeliness and effectivenesr
of the engineering support provided to plant operations and maintenance
staffs for day-to-day plant activiiies. This included activities of the Sysiems
Performance Group and the Maintenance Engineering Support Group.

The inspectors concluded from reviewing the activities of these groups that,
in general, timely and effective support was being provided to the plant.
There were examples where the support was conside :d good a~d there
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were exampies where the support was considered less than adequate.
Examples are discussed in greater detail in the following paragraphs,

Organization and Staff

Engineering and technical support was provided by onsite and offsite
engineering organizations. Onsite support was provided primarily by
the Systems Performance Group, Maintenance Engineering Support
Group, Plant Modifications Department, Technical Department, and
the Operations Support Group. Onsite engineering and technical
support was generally provided for items that were small in scope.
More complex and larger scope items were referred to the corporate
engineering organizations who provided the necessary support. The
inspectors concluded that the onsite engineering and technical
support groups were adequately staffed with knowiedgeable
personnel.

Problem Identification and Resolution

The inspectors assessed engineering involvement in problem
identification and resolution activities. Involvement was assessed by
reviewing support requests and problem reports of the Systems
Performance Group (SP); evaluation reports of the Maintenance
Enginearing Support Group (MESG); and incident reports of the Plant
Modifications Department (PNiD). Selected reports assigned to the
above groups were reviewed for 1991 and 1992. The inspectors
concluded from reviewing the above documents that, except for a few
instances, licensee engineers identified and resolved technical issues
for both overations and maintenance. The resolutions were generally
adequate.

Support Requests and Problem Reports

The inspectors reviewed selected support requests and problem
repoits assigned 1o the SP group during 1991 and 1992, Licensee
persontiel ~tated that probiem repnrts were generaily used by SP as
the mechanism for responding to « “>-nort request from other plant
groups. There were a few instarncac v ‘ere a support request was
answered without a problem report being generated, but in most
cases, for each support request there ‘vas a corresponding problem
repori.

During review of support request 1108-91.018, Service Water Flow to
1C Diesel Generator, tne inspectors noted that the request was
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mention of the testing performed nor the low flow concern in the
October 29, 1991 memo from Corporate Nuclear Maintenance
Support to the plant. Also, the testing and low flow cencern were
not mentioned in Revision 28 to PCN B-87-2-4106. This PCN revision
was written to replace the D/G 1C SW return piping after the piping
was examined by RT in December 1991 and found to have
approximately 40 percent blockage. The piping was replaced during
the 1992 Unit 2 RFO.

The inspectors reviewed revision 28 of PCN B-87-2-4106. Areas
reviewed included but were not limited to those stated in

paragraph 2.b. of this inspection report. The inspectors verified that
various design inputs such as material, temperature, pressure,
seismic, stress, pipe supports, structural integrity, as well as other
design inputs were reviewed and evaluated. During further review of
Revision 28 to determine post modification test requirements, the
inspectors noted that there was no requirement to verify that the SW
design flows to D/G 1C could be achieved. The inspectors questioned
licensee personnel concerning the post modification test requirements
who stated that the hydrostatic tests performed to verify the integrity
of the welds was considered adequate testing for the scope of the
madification. The inspectors stated that performiiig hydrostatic
testing only was not considered adequate post modification testing for
verifying that adequate SW flow to D/G 1C could be achieved for the
design basis conditions specified. This concern was particularly
noteworthy since it had been previously determined through testing
that adequate SW flow to D/G 1C could not be achieved for all design
busis conditions. Also, summer is approaching and the SW
temperature will increase. The inspectors also expressed concern that
there was no requirement to verify that SW flow to other components
was not affected by the modification. The inspectors informed the
licensee that the failure to specify and perform adequate post
modification testing for revision 28 to PCN B-87-2-4106 would be
identified as a violation of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion Ill. This
item will be identified as 50-364/92-16-02.

During review of support request OEE-91.024, Diesel Generator 1C
Response with 1-2A Unavailable, the inspectors noted that problem
report PR-130 was also written, The support reguest and problem
report stated that if D/G 1-2A were not available with its mode
selector switch in mode 3, and a dual unit loss of offsite power
occurred, then there would be no source of "A" train power. D/G 1C
would be running with no "A" train SW pumps in operation to provide
cooling water D/G 1C. The plant requested support from corporate
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