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Inspection Summary

Inspection on November 3 through December 21, 1987 (Report No. 50-440/87022(DRS))
Areas Insgected; Adequacy of 10 CFR 50.5Y Safety tvaluations {(conducted under
odu le l

Results: One violation was identified: failure to perform a safety evaluation
when required by 10 CFR 50.59 (Paragraph 2.b(3)).
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DETAILS

Cleveland Electric I1luminating Company

*M, Lyster, General Manager, Perry Plant Operations Department (PPOD)
**B. Ferrell, Licensing and Compliance

*F. Stead, Director, Perry Plant Technical Department (PPTD)

*B. Walrath, Manager, EPSS, Nuclear Engineering Department (NED)
*D. Green, Manager, EDS, NED

*E., Buzzelli, Manager, LCS, PPTD

*K. Pech, Manager, MDS, NED

*G. Chasko, PPOD

*G. Dunn, Supervisor, Compliance, PPTD

*D. Igyarto, Supervisor, PPOD

*J. Lausberg, Supervisor, Operations Support and Programs, Nuclear
Quality Assurance
A. Migas, EDS, NED
J. Eppich, MDS, NED

US NRC

*K. Connaughton, Senior Resident Inspecter
G. O0'Dwyer, Resident Inspector

*Denotes those who attended the preliminary exit meeting on
December 2, 1987.

**Denotes those participating in the exit meeting held by telecon on
December 21, 1987.

The inspectors also contacted other licensee personnel as a matter of
routine during the course of the inspection,

10 CFR 50.59 Safety Evaluations

a. Purpose and Scope

The purpose of this inspection was to determine if the safety
evaluations performed by the licensee pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59
were adequate to identify any unreviewed safety question or
required change to the technical specifications and if the bases
for conclusions were adequately documented.

During this inspection the inspectors reviewed the program for
conducting safety evaluations and a sample of the safety evaluations
performed for permanent plant modifications, temporary modifications,
operating procedure changes, special tests, startup test procedure
changes, and test exception reports (TER) written against startup
test acceptance criteria. A listing of pertinent documents reviewed
is given in the appendix.
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when one was required; however, the violation described in
Paragraph 2.b(3) and the concern expressed in Paragraph 2.b(6)
below indicate that the guidance and training in the areas of
technical specification bases and the term "as described in the
FSAR" could be strengthened. Licensee management should review
these areas.

Plant Modifications

Permanent piant modifications are controlied by a Design Change
Package (DCP) process. This process is controlled by the NED
which also performs the applicability checks and safety
evaluations.

The inspectors reviewed 38 DCPs which included 38 applicability
checks and 22 safety evaluations. No violations or deviations
were identified. Documentation of the applicability checks and
safety evaluations was adequate and had been performec by the
appropriate discipiines. The technical issues were correctly
and completely addressed.

Temporary Modifications

The licensee monitors and controls the temporary installation
and/or removal of Mechanical Foreign Items/Lifted Leads,
Jumpers, and Electrical Devices (MFI/LLJED) by Procedure
PAP-1402, "Control of Lifted Leads, Jumpers, Temporary
Electrical Devices and Mechanical Foreign Items." A1l MFIs
and LLJEDs were required by Procedure PAP-1402 to have a 10 CFR
50.59 applicability check performed in accordance with
Procedure PAP-305, "Safety Evaluations." In addition, all
MFls and LLJEDs were technically evaluated for system effects,
operating instruction effects and plant limitations. Approved
MFI/LLJED Tag Orders were maintained outside the cont: ol room.
The tag orders were reviewed monthly by a system engineer

and quarterly by a designee of the Unit Supervisor. After the
third monthly review, the system engineer was responsible for
issuing a Work Order to remove the MFI/LLJED; initiating an
Engineering Design Change Rentest (EDCR) to make the MFI/LLJED
permanent; or initiating a Facility Change Request (FCR) along
with Nuclear Engineering Department (NED) concurrence that the
MF1/LLJED could remain in effect to a specified date.

The inspectors reviewed six temporary modifications. One
violation was identified.

The licensee installed (LLJED No. 1-87-077) a harmonic
smoothing filter choke in each electrical phase of the HPCS
Division 11] diesel generator immersion water jacket heater.

The water jacket heater was described in FSAR Chapter 9.5.9.2.2.

The heater thermostatically maintains the jacket water and lube
0il warm to provide the engine with the capability to start
quickly. The licensee performed a 10 CFR 50.59 applicability









to be a generic prcolem; however, the small sample available
for review precluded a definitive conclusion. Licensee

management should reevaluate the guidance and training given
in this area as discussed in Paragraph 2.b(1) of this report.

Exit Interviews

The inspectors met with licensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph 1)
on December 2, 1987 to discuss the scope and preliminary findings of the
inspection. A final exit meeting was held with a licensee representative
(also denoted in Paragraph 1) via telecon on December 21, 1987. The
licensee stated that the likely content of the report would contain no
proprietary information.

Attachment: Appendix,
Documents Reviewed










