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Inspection Summary
Inspection Conducted May 3 through June 13, 1992 (Report 50-446/93-16)

A:gg;_jn*ggg&aﬂ: Unannounced resident safety inspections of Unit 2 activities
were performed within the following areas: Unit 2 plant status; followup on
previously identified items; 1icensee action on 10 CFR Part 50.55(e)
deficiencies; routine plant tours; preoperational test program implementation

ver(fication; Unit 1/Unit 2 interface controis; preoperational test
witnessing; and instrumentation, components, and contro.s.

ngy%;;: General plant housokeoging has remained good with improving trends
noted inside the containment building. The licensee's process for room/area
ac-ess control was effactively imglemented and appropriate provisions had been
established for the ?rotoction of installed plant equipment and the temporary
storage of safety-related construction materials. One strength was identified
relative to the superior work controls which were demonsirated during the
rewssemb'y of the reactor vessel and interna’s (paragraph 6.1). The

Unit 1/Unit 2 interface control ﬂroccss was determined to be properly
implemented. One violation of the licensee's physical security plan was
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identified (paragraph 5.2) in that a licensee-designated vehicle was left
unsecured and unattended within the protected area with ths motor running
while not in use, Observed u. nte e and prerequisite \.sting activities
were well controlled and eaecute’ ana preoperational test performance was
effectively controlled. However, one violation was identified w thin the
preoperationai test program implementation area regarding the fai ure to
provide the necessary reviews and documents to ensure that persorae. injury
and equipment damage did ~~t occur during the performance of worx on a battery
room exhaust fau motor (paragraph 6.5). Additionally, two weaknesses were
fdentified with respect to the impiementation of corrective actions involving
the limited scope of the technical justification for the closure of Industry
0parat1n2 Experience Report WTB/89-06 and the lack of sufficient detail to
support the conclusion documented in Reportahility Evaluation Form SN-479
(paragraph 9). During this reporting peried, one open item and five
significant deficiency analysis reports were reviewed and closed.

r " >_(Report 50-445/92-1

A:gg;_jngﬁgg*ia: Unit 1 inspection activities were limited to the areas
associated with the violation of the licensee's physical security plan
(paragraph 5.2) and the weakness involving the implementation of corrective
actions (paragraph 9).

9?1“1£1: For the common Unit 1/Unit 2 protected area, one violation of the
censee’s physical security plan was identified in that a licensee designated
vehicle was left unsecured and unattenced within the protected area with the
motor running while nut in use.
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3. FOLLOWUP ON PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED ITEMS (92701)
3.1 (Closed) Open Item 446/8868-0]1: Cable Bus Duct Covers

This item involved a potential cable separation criteria discrepancy and the
identification of foreign material in several of th2 bus ducts associated with
the Unit 2 auxiliary transformer,

During this reporting period, the inspectors reviewed the licensee’s
corrective actions associated with this issue which were implenented by Design
Chenge Authorization (DCA)-4404]1. Specifically, these corrective actions
included the removal of the existing mesh covers and the replacement of these
components with suitable ventilated covers. Based on the reviews of the
implementing DCA and field inspections of the installed replacement bus duct
covers, it was determined that the revised design was adequate to prevent the
intrusion of foreign material.

Th. licensee's corrective actions also included an evaluation nf the modified
bus duct covers to confirm their compliance with the separation requirements
of Regulatory Guide 1.79. The results of this evaluation, which were
contained in Attachment 20 of Design Basis Document (DBD)-EE-057, cencluded
that vented covers on the subject cable bus ducts were considered equivalent
to solid tray covers, thus the separation requirements of Regulatory

Guide 1.75 were satisfied.

Based on the results of system walkdowns, the review of the associated DCA,
and the examination of the supporting engineering evaluation, it was
determined that the licensee had implemented appropriate corrective actions to
ad?:o;s the identified concerns. Therefore, this open item is closed for
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This deficiency involved the identification of water and corr. ifon products
inside numerous Class 1E terminal boxes used in outdoor installations. As

previously documented in NRC Inspection Report 50-445/89-71; 50-446/89-71,

this construction deficiency was reviewed and closed for Unit 1.

With respect to Unit 2, the inspectors reviewed the licensee's corresponding
corrective actions which involved the revision of the controlling
Specification CPES-E~ZJ04, Revision 1, "Electrical Installation," in
accordance with DCA-93433, Revision 9, to include ‘nstructions for the proper
sealing of outdoor condui*s and junction boxes. The inspectors also conducted
an examination of selected Class 1£ junction boxes and reviewed a sample of
the implementing work documents, including Construction Work

Eacklges CZ;GOS 59, €23G05306, (23604763, C23G05302, C23G05304, and TUE

orm 91-3527.






affected battery room heaters, as well as the replacement of the unit heaters
in the Class 1E battery rooms with Class 1E seismically qualified components.
The inspectors reviewed Revision 3 of DBD-ME-305 and the implementing work
documentation which included DCA-66141, Revision 2; Startup Work
Authorizations (SwAs) 77601, 76218, and 76445; and the associated construction
travelers and quality control inspection reports. Additionally, the
inspectors performed field verification walkdowns of the Class 1E battery room
heaters and determined that the associated work activities had been completed.

Based on the review of the referenced work documentation, the DBD revision,
and the results of field verificat ,on walkdowns of the Class 1E battery rooms,
it was determined that the licensee had implemented appropriate corrective
actions to address the identified deficiency. Therefore, this construction
doficiency i1s closed for Unit 2.

4.4 (;!gggﬂg C tion Deficiency SDAR CP-88-20: "High Energy Line Breax
Detection an tigation"

This deficiency involved instrumentation utilized in the detection and
mitigation of high energy line breaks (HELBs) located outside containment,
Specifically, these instruments are intended to ensure that safety-related
equipnent Tocated in the vicinity of postulated breaks will not exceed
established environmental qualification 1imits before the break can be
detected and mitigated. However, as dutermined by the licensee, the
instruments which were located in the chemical volume and control

system (CVCS) letdown line and the auxiliary steam system lines did not meet
the single failure criteria provided in Branch Technical Position APLSB 3-1
and the Final Safety Analysis Review (FSAR). With respect to Unit 1, these
deficiencies ware reviewed and closed as previously documented in NRC
Inspection Report 50-445/89-47; 50-446/89-47.

During this reporting period, the inspectors reviewed the licensee’s
correspondina corrective actions for this deficiency which were delineated in
TU Electric’s letter, TXX-88157, dated January 28, 1988. These actions
included the addition of a redundant HELE pressure switch and alarm in the
CVCS letdown line and the modification of the auxiliary steam system HELB
pressure switches to provide diverse/redundant power suppliec such that the
failure of one power source would not render the HEIB system inoperable.

Based on the inspectors’ reviews of the affected system mndifications and the
associated work documeritation, it was determined that the licensee had
implemented appropriate corrective actions to address the identified
deficiency. Therefore, this deficiency is closed for Unit 2.

4.5 g%]gggg) an;%cyg;ion Deficiency SDAR CP-91-09: "Incomplete Fusicn on
Tube Sheet Seam Weld

This potential deficiency involved the identification of a welding defect in
the seam weld on a tube steel pipe support. Specifically, as documented on
TUE Form 91-2551, during the inspection of large bore Pipe Support
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Hanger FW-2-020-700-CS52R, the manufacturers weld on the inside seam of the
tube steel .ember was identifiad as having incomplete fusion,

Subsequent to the identification of this issue, the licensee performed a
technical evaluation documented in Calculation FW-2-200-700-C52R, Revision 2,
which concluded that the subject pipe support wouid have performed its
intended function during both design operating and accident conditions. PRased
on the results of this calculation, the licensee determined that this
condition was not reportable as documented in TU Electric’'s letter, TXX-92183,
dated April 16, 1992. Additionally, in order to determine the generic
implications of this issue, the licensee performed inspections of all
similarly sized aterial on site (ie., 10" X 10" X 5/8" tube steel) which was
purchased under Stock No. TSN 296567. The results of these inspections, which
were documented in the Reportability Evaluation Form SN-499, established that
all of the available tube steel on site had acceptable fusion along the entire
lenath of the internal seam weld.

Based on the inspectors reviews of the technical evaluation contained in the
previously referenced calculation and the results of the inspections of
similar tube steel on site, it was determined that the licensee had
appropriately addressed the reportability aspects of this issue and that the
identified condition had been properly dispositioned. Therefore, this item is
closed for Unit 2.

5. UNIT 2 TOURS (71302)

During this inspection period, '« .tine tours of the Unit 2 facility were
conducted in order to asscss equipment conditions, security, and adherence to
regulatory requirements. In particular, plant areas were examined for
evidence of fire hazards and installed instrumentation damage and to determine
the acceptability of system cleanliness controls and general housekeeping.
Additicnally, the inspectors ronducted evaluations of existing plant programs
for the preservation and maintenance of installed systems and components.

During the performance of routine plant tours, one violation of the licensee's
physical security plan was identified. Housekeeping, including the control of
combustible materials, was determined to be gond with improving trends noted
inside the containment building. Additionally, it was determined that
appropriate provisions for the segregation and control of Q-listed material
had been implemented. Based on the results of a selected examination of

Unit 2 areas, it was determined that the access control program as defined by
Procedure 2PP-2.03, Revision 0, "Room/Area Access," was being effectively
implemented with approximately 99 rooms out of a total population of 211 rooms
currently under access control. The inspectors also determined that installed
systems and components were being protected and that, in general, the observed
work activities were well controlled.



§.1 Fire Bri R ns

On May 15, 1992, at approximately 2:27 p.m. the inspectors witnessed the
response of the onsite fire brigade to a reported fire in the Unit 2 auxiliary
building, Train B switch gear room, elevation 852 feet. The reported fire was
associated with Group B Isolation Transformer CP2-EPTRNT-06, which provides
no.vital power for the pressurizer heazter banks. No personnel injuries
resulted from this « ent and the response of the fire brigade was excellent.
The inspectors confirmed that the equipment was properly tagged out and that
appropriate precautions had been exercised during the conduct of the
associated power and distribution panel testing.

Subsequent tc this occurrence, the inspectors reviewed TU Evaluation (TUE)
Form 92-5185, which had been issued to address the technical aspects of this
event. Based on *he review of this TUE Form, it was determined that the
internal defects, wnich caused the fault, were properly identified and that
the specified corrertive actions appropriately addressed the identified
deficiency.

5.2 Physicr! Tecurity Program

On June 9, 1992, at approximately 1':40 a.m. the inspectors observed a
licensee dosignated vehicle (LDV No. 0069) inside the protected area which was
unattended with the motor running. The inspectors reported this occurrence to
security personnel who documented the details of this event on Security Field
Report 1322-92. The inspectors noted that the vehicle, which wis an 18-whee)
tractor trailer, was left unsecured, unattended, and running while the
operator was checking on the intended lay-down area for the trucks cargo
(approx1matel{ 30 yards from the truck). Subsequent to the identification of
this issue, the inspectors evaluated the referenced security field report and
reviewed the applicable sections of the CPSES Physical Security Plan., Based
on these reviews, it was dete' .ined that this logable occurrence represented a
violaticn of paragraph 6.2.3.1 of the Physical Security Plan which requires
that licensee designated vehicles will be locked or secured when not in use
within the protected area. Accordingly, this occurrence is identified as a
violatiin (445/9216-01).

6. PREOPERATIONAL TEST PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION VERIFICATION (71302)

Relative to the preoperational test program, the inspectors evaluated the
imilementation of the licensee's management control system to determine if
jurisdictional controls were observed for system turnovers, that
systems/components undergoing testing were properly tagged, that mainten.ce
activities and preoperational tests were adequately performed, that test
discrepancies were properly identified, and that test procedures and
operational verifications were satisfactorily conducted.




6.1 ct ] ternals Reas ]

During this reporting period the inspectors witnessed selected portions of the
reactor vessel internals reassembly, which was performed in accordance with
Construction Traveler TCX-RCPCRV-01-84121C. 1In particular, the inspectors
observed the placement of the lower internals into the vessel, which included
the installation of the six irradiation specimens in the guide tubes attached
to the neutron shield pads. Additionally, the inspectors witnessed tne
installation of the reactor vessel head and the tensioning of the stud nuts.
All observed work activities, including the provisions for temporary
protection and equipment cleanliness control for the reactor vessel internals
and head, were effectively performed and appropriate provisions were
established for area uccess controi. The inspectors also confirmed that the
load cell used to monitor conponent placement activities had been properly
calibrated and that the associated high and low alarm setpnints had been
properly established.

No deficiencies were identified during the conduct of these installation
activities and the implementation of the established wirk controls was judged
to be superior,

6.2 Feedwater Isolation Valve Maintenance

The Unit | feedwater isolation valves had plant operating pressure and
temperature limitations imposed via the [echnical Requirements Manual 3s a
result of the valve bonnets that had not been impact-resistance tested. This
issue was previocusly documenied and resolved in Nonconformance

Report 89-11/42, Revision 1. However, Unit 2 Project management elected to
replace the Unit 2 feedwater isolation valve bonnety with new components which
satisfied all of the required testing such that the operating pressure and
temperature limitations woulc not be required. During this reporting period,
the inspectors reviewed selected aspects of the feedwater isolation valve

b nnet replacement process.

Specifically, ‘he inspectors reviewed the documentation and completed
maintenance activities associated with the removal and replacement of the
valve bonnets on Feedwater Isolation Valves 2HV-2134, -2135 -2136, and -2137,
which were conducted in accordance with Startup Work Packages Z-17156,
1-18288, 71-18155, and Z-18386, respectively. These work packages were
reviewed for completeness with respect to the recording of test equipment
calibration data, the inclusion of quality control and inspection peints,
revision authorizations, equipment tag number verifications, and the
ifantification of discrepant conditions. Additionally, the feedwater
isolation valves were inspected, to the extent possible, to veri” that the
work had been performed as documented.

The document reviews indicated that tne packages were properly authorized,
that the work groups had perfoimed a double verification to ensure that they
were working on the correct component, that the test equipment recorded in the
documents was appropriate fo: the tasks as indicated in the maintenance
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procedures referenced in the work documents, and that all quality contro)
inspection points nad been performed and documented. As a result of these
reviews, 1t was noted that Step 8.5.2.8 of Maintenance Procedure MSM-CO-8802,
“Borg-Warner Pressure Seal Sate Valve Maintenance,” referenced n

Document Z-18386, was not signed by the performing craft individual; however,
the specified craft witnescing signature and a quality contro)l witnessing
signature for this step were signed. Thic issue was brought to the attention
of the cognizant foreman who indicated that he would verify that the step was
performed and that the appropriate craftsman would complet> the documentation.
No other deficiencies were identified during these documentation reviews.

The inspectors also verifiad, based on external cbservations, that the valve
assemblies reflected the completed status of the work documents. No
discrepancies were identified and completed work packages accurately reflected
the refurbished condition of the sunject valves.

The inspectors also reviewed TUE form 92-474], which was generated to document
and track the return of three of the isolation valve bonnets from the
investment recovery yard. The review of this disposition included the
examination of the documentation that verified the traceability of the bonnets
back to the original receipt inspection that was performed in February 199¢.
The verification plan, VP-92-0648, for reinspection of the valve bonnets
followirg their return from investment recovery and prior to return (o the
warehouse for use was reviewed and it was found to satisfactorily address the
physical condition of che bonnets and their traceability.

6.3 Motor-Driven Auxiliary Feedwater Pump Prerequisite Test

The inspectors witnessed selected aspects of the prerequisite tesiing
associated with Motor-Driven Auxiliary Feedwater Pump 2-02 which was conducted
in accordance with prerequisite Test Procedure XCP-ME-1, "Initial Pump
Operation." In particular, the inspectors verified that the prerequisite
valve lineups were appropriately performed and that the required test data was
properly recorded. No procedural or operational deficiencies were observed,
however, it was noted that the test was terminated because the pump outboard
bearing temperature did not stabilize. Subsequent to the termination of this
test, a startup work package, SWF-2-18394, was generated to troutleshoot and
repair the oumn which resulted in ithe replacement of a balancing drum and a
thrust bearing. Following this maintenance activity, the pump was
satisfactorily operated with minor packing adjustments remaining.

5.4 Emergency Diesel Generator Testing

The inspectors observed the control room and operator act vities associated
with the performance »f special Test Procedure 2CP-ST-30-04A, "Initial Diesel
Generator Run Train A." The procedure was verified to be the latest revision
which incorporated the current test change notices. The engine was being
operated at 100 percent load in accordance with the special test procedure
which referenced System Operating Procedure 609R, "Diesel Generator System."”
The operator was attentive to the engine and generator parameters indicated in




the contro)l room and was aware of the test status. The control room was in
continuous communication with the dinsel ganerator room during the observed
test performance. No personnel or .perational deficiencies were observed
during these activities. Attempt< to reach 110 percent of rated load were
unsuccessful due to apprcaching the operating l1imit for engine turbocharger
inlet temperature. Vendor representation was on site assisting in the
engineering evaluation of this condition and testing activities and
evaluations were continuing at the conclusion of this reporting period.

6.5 Battery "xhaust Fan Ground

As previously documented in NRC Inspection Report 50-445/92-12; 50-446/92-12,
an event occurred on April 28, 1992, which involved an inadvertent ground on a
battery room exhaust fan as a result of maintenance activities on what the
electricians believed was a deenergized fan motor. Subsequent to this
occurrence, the licensee established a team to investigate the incident, in
order to determine the root cause, and develop proposed corrective actions
based on the team’s findings. The initial task team's evaluation was
completed during this reporting period and their findings and recommendations
were reviewed by the inspectors.

The root causes as determined by the ensee, were inadequate communications
during battery exhaust fan work sequencin?. which led to authorization to
perform work on a component that was still energized, and inadequate craft
familiarization with the meaning of the temporary modification tag that was
attached to the battery exhaust fan motor. As determined by the inspec‘ors,
the clearances associated with the work activities would have deenerg.zed the
fan motor had the temporary modification not been installed. Additionally,
several other factors were identified that, while not root causes, contributed
to the conditions that resulted in the eve:.. The licensee's evaluation was
reviewed by the inspectors and was determined to be thorough and
comprehensive.

As a result of the findings of the licensee's evaluation task team, several
corrective actions were identified and initiated. These included the
development of an enhanced tag familiarization training module and preparation
of a site-wide letter t» discuss the need for a heightened awareness of the
operational environment on Unit 2. The licensee alsc initiated the review and
evaluation of the various processes used for review, sequencing, coordination,
and approval of work actiy.ties by the startup and construction departments,.
The determination of final corrective actions will be made following the
completion of these reviews.

While the licensee performed a thorough initial investigation into the evert,
the issuance of work documents to tihe field without adequate protection for
the individuals performing the work has potentially serious implications.
Therefore, the failure to provide the necessary reviews to ensure that
personnel injury and equipment damage did not occur was identified as a



violation of Criterion V of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, in that the work
document, ETP-1191, on activities affecting quality was not appropriate to the
circumstances (446/9216-02).

6.6 Summary of Findings

Preoperational testing and support activities were generally well controlled
and executed. A strength was identified relative to the superior wurk
controls demonstrated during the reassembly of the reactor vesse! internals
and the installation of Lhe reactor veisel head. Howevei', one violation was
jdentified with respect to ‘nadequate work package reviews associated with a
battery room fan motor, which resulted in potential personnel injury and
damage to installed plant equipment.

7. UNLT _1/UNIT 2 INTERFACE CONTROLS _(71302)

The inspectors reviewad the administrative controls associated with the use of
Unit ] auxiliary steam for Unit 2 activ.ties. Specifically, the Unit 1
auxiliary steam system was being used to supply steam to Unit 2 for purging of
the turbine driven auxiliary feedwater pump piping. Design Change

Notice (DCN) 3590 revised auxiliary steam drawing M1-213 to remove the Lo-2 (a
designation used to note locked valves for Unit 1/Unit 2 separation)
designation from the auxiliary steam cross-connect valves, XSA-0233 and
XSA-0234. The inspectors also reviewed the design change notice, including
the 10 CFR Part 50.59 review and subsequent Safety Evaluation No. 92-027.

This evaluation determined that no adverse safety impact or reduction in the
margin of safety would result from the proposed change and no unreviewed
safety question would result. The design change was approved by the station
operations raview committee on January 15, 1992. Although the two valves were
no jonger designated as L(-2, they were still under the facility's locked
valve program as impiemented by Operations Department Administrative

Procedure ODA-403, "Operations Department Locked Valve Control," and
Operaticons Work Instruction OWI-.03, "Locked Valve List and Deviation
Contrel." Valve XSA-G233 was also removed from the Unit 1/Unit 2 interface
1ist 15 accordaice with Station Administrative Procedure (STA)-821, "Unit
Interfaces and lsolation Control Proy zm," on January 17, 1992. The control
of Valve XSA-0233, following removal from the interface list, was under the
jurisdiction of nuclear operations as opposed to the startup organization as a
result of the auxiliary steam system being formally accepted by the operations
organization earlier this year. The remaining auxiliary steam valves
designated as un.t interface valves were verified to be under the vperations
locked "alve program as well as the interface control program.

A temporary modification, 92-2-001, Revision 2, was utilized in accordance
with STA-602, "Temporary Modifications," to authorize the insta'iation of
temporary piping from the Unit 2 auxiliary steam system up to and including
the first isolation valve in the temporary piping. The temporary piping
downstream of the first isolation valve and connected into the Unit 2
auxiliary feedwater pump turbine ste:m supply piping was authorized under
temporary modification 4556 in accordance with Startup Administracive
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Procecure SAP-13, "Temporary System Modifications." Both temporary
modifications were reviewed by the inspectors and no deficiencies were
identified.

The inspectors’ review of these controls and activities concluded that the use
of Unit | auxiliary steam to perform steam flushing activities on Unit 2 was
appropriately controlled and performed in accordance with approved site
procedures.

8. PREOPERATIONAL TEST WITNESSING (70441, 70312)

The inspectors observed portions of the performance of preoperational Test
Procedure 2CP-PT-02-10, "480 Volt "lass IE Switchgear and Motor Control
Centers." During the performance of this test evaluition, the inspectors
verified that the correct revision of the procedure was being utilized, that
the test engineer had verified the prerequisites prior to test performance,
that steps were being documented as performed, that ceficienci:s were being
documented and resolved, that test procedure changes were being properly
incorporated, and that testing activities were being performed in accordance
with the approved test p:ocedure and station administrative requirements. The
test procedure was determined to be well developed to support the prescribed
testing activities, with only minor procedural changes identified during the
observed portions of the test. No deficiencies were observed by the
inspectors and the observed test activities were properly performed.

9. INSTRUMENTATION, COMPONENTS, AND SYSTEMS (52053, 52055)

During this reporting period, the incpectors evaluated selected aspects of the
licensee's programs associated with safety-related instrumentation and control
systems. These evaluations were performed in order to determine if these
activities were being accomplished in accordance with regulatory requirements,
final safety analysis report commitments, manufacturer's recommendations, and
approved procedural controls. Specifically, the inspectors examined
installation, maintenance, and testing activities associated with the
Westinghouse supplied solid state protection system (SSPS). The SSPS for
Unit 1 and Unit 2 consists of two redundant trains (A and B), which provide
two types of protectiv2 outputs (reactor trip and engineered safety features).
The SSPS also supplies data to tne control board/computer demultiplexer, rod
control systems, and the digital rod position indication systems. Each train
cabinet consists of an input relay bay, a logic bay, and an output relay bay.
The SSPS receives input from various plant process and protection
instrumentation and, based on those inputs, the logic ot the SSPS initiates
reactor trip and/or engineered safeguards features (ESF) actuation.

The inspectors reviewed the installation proceuures as. i ciated with the SSPS
system including Specification CPES-E-2004, Revision 1, "Electrical
Installation,” and Procedure INC-208, Revision 0, "Cable Terminations and
Splicing."” Additionally, the inspectors performed an examination of the
wiring terminaticns in the SSPS input and logic cabinets and reviewed the
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The system operating history and testing has adequately demonstrated the
circuit continuity of the connections,

No failures have occurred with TERMI-POINT connections.

Inspection of the 1ERMI-POINTs would require undesirable equipment
disassembly to gain access. This would introduce a risk of damaging the
system.

The rod control system and DRPI systems are nonsafety-related systems.
A random 7ailure of the circuit would not impact the ability to maintain
plant savety.

Based on the review of this memo, the inspectors questioned the technical
justification for deleting this verification attribute from the actions which
were documented in Westinghouse Letter WPT-12388, dated December 6, 198%, from
the Westinghouse Manager of Comanche Peak Projects to the Executive Vice
President of TU Electric. Specifically, this letter documented Westinghouse's
acceptance of TU Electric's position that: (1) pull tests of the SSPS TERMI-
POINT clips for Unit ' would be performed at the first refueling outage; and
(2) visual inspectior of the control board/computer demultiplexer, rod
control system, and D, ' system TERMI-POINT clips, would be performed by the
first refueling outage.

Subsequent to the identification of this concern, the inspectors conducted
discussions with the licensee's system engineering dopartment, the I0ER
assessment group, startup organization personnel, and representatives of the
Westinghouse Electric Corporation in order to establisn the intent of the
recommendations contained in Technical Bulletin NSP-TB-89-06. As a result of
these discussions, it was ascertained that, despite the stated expectations of
wostinghouso. both pull testing of a sample of the TERMI-POINT connectiuns in
the SSPS and visual inspections of {he control board/computer demultiplexer,
rod control, and DRPI systems would be performed at least by the first
refueling outage for Unit 1. These activities, which were intended to verify
correct installations, were not conducted and were not scheduled to be
performed for either unit.

Based on the inspectors’ reviews of the documentation associated with thest
activities, a weakness was identifind in that the licensee had not implemented
complete verification efforts, which were intended to ensure the integrity of
the SSPS for both Units | and 2. Specifically, the corrective actions
associated with I0ER Fnllowup Assessment Report WTB/89-06, dated January 6,
1992, contained a limited technical justification for not performing the
recommended action: of Westinghouse Technical Bulletin NSD-TB-89-06, which
directed pull testing of a random sample of 125 TERMI-POINT connections in the
SSPS as well as 100 percent visual inspection of the control board/computer
demultip® xer, rod control, and digital rod control position indication TERMI-
POINT connections.
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TU Evaluation Forms (TUE) and Conditional Release Requests (CFRs)," mandates
the evaluation of the identified deficiencies for potential reportability in
accordance with Procedure 2PP-9.01, Revision 2, Additionally, the
programmatic controls of Procedure STA 5.04, Revision B, "Technical
Evaluation,” are designed to generate a technical evaluation of this issue for
Unit 1 agplicab111ty. The licensee stated that a review would be 1one of
potentially reportable deficiencies (SNs) from January 1988 through June 1990
for reportability and the implementation of corrective actions, At the
conclusion of this reporting period, the actiuns associated with TUE Form 92-
5393 and the corresponding Unit 1 technical evaluation had not been rompleted.
The actions associated within these documents and the review of SN, 1§
considerea an inspector followup item (446/9216-03).

9.1 Summary of Findings

Within the areas examined, two weaknesses were identified with respect to the
licensee's implementation of corrective actions, The first weakness involved
the 1imited scope of tne technical justification which was used to close I0ER
Followup Assessment Report WTB/89-06. The second weakness concerned
insufficient detail in Reportability Evaluation Form SN-479 to support the
licensee’s conclusion that multiple deficiencies identified in both trains of
“he SSPS for Units 1 and 2 were not reportable pursuant to 10 CFR

Part 50.55(e).

10. F Ki M
The following items were opened in this inspection report:

. Violation 445/9216-0.
. Violation 446/9216-02
. Inspector Followup Item 446/9216-03

The following items were closed in this inspection report:

Open Item 446/8868-01
SDAR CP-86-68
SDAR CP-87-90
SDAR CP-88-08
SDAR CP-88-20
SDAR (°P-9]1-09

11. EXIT MEETING _(30703)

An exit meeting was conducted on June 11, 1992, with the persons identified in
paragraph 1 of this report. Licensee personnel confirmed that the review of
SNs would be performed. The licensee did not identify as proprietary any of
the materials provided to, or reviewed by, the inspectors during this
inspection. During this meeting, the inspectors summarized the scope and
findings of the inspection.



