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APPENDIX B

U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

NRC Inspection Report: 50-445/89-37 Permits: CPPR-126
50-446/89-37 CPPR-127

Dockets: 50-445 Category: A2
50-446

Construction Permit
Expiration Date:
Unit 1: August 1, 1991
Unit 2: August 1, 1992

Applicant: TU Electric
Skyway Tower
400 North Olive Street
Lock Box 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

Facility Name: Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES),
Units 1 and 2

Inspection At: Comanche Peak Site, Glen Rose, Texas

Inspection Conducted: May 3 through June 6, 1989

Inspector: - @ &7
S. D. Bitter, Resident Inspector, Date ~ l

'

Operations

Inspector: -

S. P. Burris, Senior Resident Inspector, Date
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J. S. Wiebe, Senior Project Inspector 'Date
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Inspection Summary

Inspection Conducted: May 3 through June 6, 1989 (Report
50-445/89-37; 50-446/89-37)

| Areas Inspected: Unannounced resident safety inspection of
| applicant action on previous inspection findings, action on 10 CFR
i 50.55(e) deficiencies identified by the applicant, follow-up on NRC
'

bulletins, in-office review of event reports (10 CFR 50.55[e]),
safety evaluation report (SER) verification, TMI action items
(Safety Issue Management System Items I.A.1.1.3, closed Unit 1 only;
I.A.1.2, closed Unit 1 only; I.C.4, closed Unit 1 only; and I.C.5,
closed Unit 1 only), preoperational retest program activities, and
plant tours.

Results: Within the areas inspected, a weakness was noted in the
area of preoperational activities. This weakness involves the shift
test engineer's failure to properly document a deficiency identified
during a test. This weakness was identified as a violation and is
addressed in Paragraph 8 of this report. During the inspection,
three open items were identified (paragraphs 2.e, 6, and 8).

I

|

|

|

]



- _ - - .

.-
.

- .

L
t-

DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

*M. Axelrad, Newman and Holtzinger
*D. P. Barry, Senior, Manager, Engineering, SWEC
*D. Bize, License Support, TU Electric
*H. D. Bruner, Senior Vice President, TU Electric
*W. J. Cahill, Executive Vice President, Nuclear, TU Electric
*H. M. Carmichael, Senior QA Program Manager, CECO
*J. T. Conly, APE-Licensing, SWEC
*W. G. Counsil, Vice Chairman, Nuclear, TU Electric
*S. Ellis, Performance and Testing, TU Electric
*P. E. Halstead, QC Manager, TU Electric
*C. B. Hogg, Engineering Manager, TU Electric
*R. T. Jenkins, Manager, Mechanical Engineering, TU Electric
*J. J. Kelley, Manager, Plant Operations, TU Electric
*J. J. LaMarca, Electrical Engineering Manager, TU Electric
*0. W. Lowe, Director of Engineering, TU Electric
*S. G. McBee, NRC Interface, TU Electric
*B. Packo, Licensing Engineer, TU Electric
*S. S. Palmer, Project Manager, TU Electric
*P. Raysircar, Deputy Director, Unit 2, CECO
*D. Real, Dallas Morning News
*D. M. Reynerson, Director of Construction, TU Electric
*J. C. Smith, Plant Operations Staff, TU Electric
*R. L. Spence, TU/QA Senior Advisor, TU Electric
*J. F. Streeter, Director, QA, TU Electric
*C. L. Terry, Unit 1 Project Manager, TU Electric

The NRC inspector also interviewed other applicant employees
during this inspection period.

* Denotes personnel present at the June 6, 1989, exit
interview.

2. Applicant Action on Previous Inspection Findings (92701))

a. (Closed) Open Item (445/8712-0-01): T-handle modification
to pressurizer spray valve. This item had remained open
pending an NRC review of the administrative controls that
the applicant intends to use to control the positions of
the pressurizer spray bypass valves.

The NRC inspector reviewed Procedure OWI-103, " Operations j

Department Locked Valve Control," Revision 3.
'

Section 4.1.8 of this procedure specifies that a locking
chain or cable is to be threaded through the valve i

handwheel and the valve yoke in such a manner that it is i

not possible to reposition the valve without unlocking and j

removing the chain. Attachment 18 of this procedure is (
entitled, " Operations Locked Valve List, Reactor Coolant !
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System." This attachment lists the two bypass spray
valves by name and location, requires the valves to be
locked in a throttled position, and contains a signoff
block for each valve that has spaces to initial and date
for the initial lineup and the verification.

The inspector is satisfied with this procedure and has no
further questions. Therefore, this item is closed.

b. (closed) Open Item (445/8852-0-01): Operator ability to
deenergize electrical equipment. This issue concerns the
operator's ability to quickly deenergize an electrical
power supply such as in case of an electrocution. The
inspectors reviewed the applicant's corrective actions for
this item and found that:

Plant Incident Report (PIR) 88-157 was issued and a.

safety investigation was conducted.

Additional comments were incorporated to ensure that.

the operators thoroughly understood the significance
of early detection and deenergization of electrical
problems.

Industry experience with two similar electrical shock.

fatalities was reviewed.

The Operations Department reviewed current procedures.

and policies.

The Operations Department issued letter TIM-890122.

and discussed it with all Operations Department
supervision.

Changes were made to ODA-102, " Shift Conduct,.

Responsibilities, and Authorities," Revision 10,
which emphasize the necessity for quick response
during a personnel emergency situation.

In addition to the previous items, the Operations
Department is working with Engineering on developing
either a local list or reformatting current drawings to
facilitate the ability to isolate components or loads.
Changes to STA-605, " Clearance and Safety Tagging," call
for placing a caution statement in the comment section of
applicable clearance reports for the purpose of alerting
personnel to those items which cannot be depressurized or
deenergized. This caution statement is to be read,
initialed, and dated by all involved personnel. The

|
Operations Department plans to continue to monitor PIRs
for similar problems associated with clearances and
drawings so that the problems may provide input into

- _
!
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" Lessons Learned." Based-on review of the previous items
and a review of the revised procedures, the inspectors
have determined that this item is closed,

c. (Closed) Open Item (445/8862-0-01): Inability of control
room personnel to retrieve DCAs. This item originated
when an NRC inspector discovered that control room
personnel could neither obtain a particular design change
authorization (DCA), nor generate a current list of DCAs
applicable to a given drawing.,

The applicant has determined that there were two
contributing factors to this problem. First, the DCA in
question was generated as an oversized attachment; these
oversized attachments were not being filed in the control
room files due to space constraints. Second, adequate
training had not been provided to control room personnel
as to the proper method of calling up DCA information on
the DCA computer. The computer system required that an
exact data entry format be used; without proper training,
control room personnel were lacking sufficient knowledge
as to the correct format.

The applicant has corrected this problem in two ways.
First, all operators have been trained on the information
contained in Standing Order (S.O.) 89-001. This S.O.
describes the operation of the DCA and computer-aided-
design (CAD) terminals. Also, the software for the DCA
terminal has been changed to recognize an incorrect data
entry. Second, all oversi:cd attachments are now filed in !
the control room on aperture cards. This allows the |
operators immediate access to the information, j

The inspector has reviewed the manner in which the i

applicant addressed this item. The inspector is satisfied |
!with the applicant's corrective actions and has no further

questions. This item is closed,

d. (closed) Open Item (445/8862-0-02): Broken bolthead on
Unit 1, Train B Diesel Generator engine cover support
bracket. This item was identified while the applicant was
preparing to perform maintenance inside the Train B diesel
generator camshaft area. When maintenance personnel
removed the No. 4 camshaft cover, they noticed a broken
5/16-inch machine screw head fall from the internal area.
The broken screw head came from one of the four screws
used to hold the support bracket in place. The applicant
generated a PIR (88-213) on September 12, 1988, and
assigned Results Engineering as the responsible group for
resolution. The applicant generated Work Order C880006591
to inspect the remaining cap screws on the Train B engine.
This inspection revealed several additional broken cap
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screws. All of the broken cap screws appeared to result
from cyclic stresses. The applicant returned all of the |
damaged cap screws to the manufacturer for further
evaluations. The applicant performed an evaluation of the
cap screw failures with respect to the capability of the
diesel generators to supply emergency power and found that
these cap screw failures would not affect the operability

| of the diesel generators.

The inspectors. reviewed the applicant's submitted package.
This package included the Plant Incident Report and its
evaluation, the work request, evaluations from both the
diesel vendor-and cap screw manufacturer, and a
nonconformance report (89-4928) that was generated to
document the indeterminate condition of these cap screws.

The diesel engine manufacturer (IMO-Enterprise Engine
Division) has performed a failure analysis (No. 177) and
determined that the broken screws do not constitute an
isolated case specific to only Comanche Peak; however, the
failures are considered to be more of a nuisance problem
than an actual problem involving safety. The reasoning
for this is that "a failure of one or more of these
subject cap screws will in no way affect the ability of
the diesel generators to satisfy their prime
safety-related mission." The manufacturer recommended one
of two corrective actions to reduce the probability of
future cap screw failure. However, to date, the applicant
has not made a determination as to whether or not they
will incorporate either of the recommended changes.

Two of the concerns expressed by the inspectors (loss of
oil due to loose cover plates, and loose parts internal to
the diesel engine) have been addressed by the applicant
and were found to be resolved as follows:

Loss of oil: monthly surveillance test runs and.

inspections performed in accordance with the
mechanical maintenance program should identify any
adverse trends involving oil leakage.

Loose parts internal to the engine: the heads of the.

subject cap screws are recessed into the bridges so j

that they are fully enclosed when the cam gallery j

covers are in place. |

Finally the applicant has generated a nonconformance
report and two work requests to resolve this issue by ]
either implementing design modification changes or i

justifying "use-as-is." Based on review of the applicant {
documentation, the NRC considers this item closed.

1

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ ._ i
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e. (closed) Unresolved (445/8601-U-01): Originally
identified from areas of concern with Station
Administrative Procedure (STA)-606, " Maintenance Actions
Requests," the concerns were identified as follows:

(1) A section 4.2.2.2.1.2 note appeared to allow the
shift supervisor the authority to bypass QC
holdpoints.

(2) Section 4.8.2 gave the shift supervisor the authority
to " add / change / delete" post-test requirements without
the proper review as required under Sections 4.7.1
and 4.7.2, thereby potentially creating an unreviewed
adverse effect on equipment operability.

(3) Section 4.5.1 did not appear to provide assurances
for " complete and accurate" job documentation.

(4) The section 4.6.3.4 " troubleshooting" steps did not
provide for the same level of shift supervisory <

control as was provided for the release of a standard
work order.

The inspectors reviewed the applicant's procedural changes 4

and NRC Inspection Reports 50-445/86-01, 50-445/87-26, ana
50-445/89-02 to determine those actions necessary to
resolve this item. This review found that all of the
original open issues have been addressed including closure
of an associated item (Violation 445/8431-V-05a) as
outlined below:

Item (1) above was corrected by the applicant's.

procedural controls which specify that work orders
shall be processed through all of the applicable
reviews. QC changes are to be made by QC only.

Item (2) was resolved by deleting references to.

add / change / delete" post-test requirements. Changes
for post-test requirements are specified in STA-623,
Revision 3, Sections 6.1 and 6.2.

Item (3) was resolved by the addition of specific.

activities for post-work review as outlined in
Procedure STA-606, Revision 9, Section 6.8, "Wo
Post-Work Review."

Item (4) " troubleshooting" will be given the same.

level of attention as a regular work order. The
previous references of Section 4.6.3.4 have been
deleted as of this revision.

- _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _
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The inspectors consider this item resolved based on the
review of the procedural controls; however, an open item
will be identified in that, during this review, the I
inspector noted the following:

1

STA.606, Revision 9, " Work Request and Work Orders,".

section 5.0, Responsibilities, subsection 5.2,
Step 5.2.2' stated that emergency work can start !

without the issuance of a work order. This situation
is limited to cover work of an immediate nature which
is necessary to protect' equipment or personnel or is
necessary to prevent lost generation.

This policy on the whole is acceptable; however, the term
"immediate" needs to be more clearly defined.
Furthermore, the phrase "to prevent lost generation" needs
to be clarified. This phrase implies to the inspector
that there might be a certain case in which power plant
generation would take precedence over public health and
safety. This will be identified as an open
item (445/8937-0-01), " Definition of Selected Statements
in Procedure STA-606, Revision 9."

3. Action on 10 CFR Part 50.55(c) Deficiencies Identified by the
Applicant (92700)

a. (Closed) SDAR Cp 87-19, " Ambient Temperature Effects on
MSIV Actuators." This issue was determined to be
reportable pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e) due to notification
by the manufacturer (Rockwell International) that the
thermal compensating accumulator (A-180) on the valve
actuator attached to the main steam isolation valves
(MSIV) may not function properly as required by the CPSES
procurement specification. The specification required the
valve actuator to propegly function through an ambient
temperature swing of 80 F. This limit was based on
hydraulic pressure maximums due to elevated temperature
causing damage to the accumulators and, thus, preventing
MSIV closure. The manufacturer's test results indicated
thatthemaximumpermissibletemperatureswingwhgchwould
not affect the functioning of the actuator was 34 F. Any J
temperature swing over 34 was unacceptable. The ;

applicant evaluated this condition and found that if the i

temperature transient could be limited to 55 F, the
accumulators would be unaffected. However, subsequent

evaluation has determined ghat the temperature transient
could not be li:mited to 55 F.

Resolution of this issue required a modification to
install a relief valve on the thermal compensating
accumulator for each Type A MSIV actuator which would
ensure operability of the actuator. The inspectors
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reviewed the purchase order request (661-74893),.the i
vendor's QA program requirements, and the applicant's )
individual valve actuator work orders (c830000925, I
C880001126, C880001127, and C88000ll35). Based on this j
review, the inspectors consider the applicant's response

'

and resolution to be satisfactory. Therefore, this item
is considered closed.

b. (Closed) SDAR CP 87-118, " Steam Generator Blowdown
Isolation." Originally, the use of non-nuclear safety
(NNS) detection and control circuitry to mitigate the
effects of a steam tenerator blowdown line break was
considered potentially unacceptable. After review of the
issue, the applicant has determined that, based on a
single. active failure of one of the flow switches, this
condition should not adversely affect the ability of the
flow instruments to detect a steam generator blowdown line
break. The applicant based this decision on the
following:

IAll four NNS flow instruments merge into a common.

header and, therefore, all four of these flow
switches will see the increased flow, resulting in
shutting all eight steam generator blowdown isolation
valves.

Review of Standard Review Plan 3.61., " Plant Design.

for Protection Against Postulated Piping Failures in
Fluid Systems Outside Containment," Section III,
Review Procedures, Part 3, and Branch Technical
Position ASB 3-1, Item B.3.

Confirmation that the NNS portion of the flow.

circuitry is properly isolated from the Class-1E
portion of the containment isolation valves. This
isolation is accomplished using Westinghouse type-AR
auxiliary relays. These relays were previously
identified as functional isolation devices under
Westinghouse supplied documents EQTP(84)-19,
Revision 1, as outlined in WPT-7637.

Based on the applicant's review and evaluation, as
previously described, the inspectors considar this item to
be acceptable. Therefore, it is closed.

|

4. Follow-up on NRC Bulletins (92700)

In NRC Inspection Reports 50-445/89-04, 50-446/89-04;
50-445/89-08, 50-446/89-08; 50-445/89-17, 50-446/89-17;
50-445/89-20, 50-446/89-20; 50-445/89-22, 50-446/89-22; i

50-445/89-24, 50-446/89-24; and other inspection reports, the I

NRC documented satisfactory reviews of the applicant's response
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to NRC bulletins. During this inspection period, the inspector
reviewed the following procedures:

ECE 2.29, " Engineering Department Evaluation of NRC Bulletins,"
Revision 0, dated November 11, 1987

NEO 4.01, " Correspondence with NRC and Other Regulatory
Agencies," Revision 1, dated June 8, 1988

Based on the procedure review and the satisfactory previous
reviews of the applicant's response to NRC bulletins, the
inspector concluded that there is reasonable assurance that the
applicant's response to other NRC bulletins and future NRC
bulletins will be adequate. The inspector further concluded
that NRC inspections in this area can return to the normal site
inspections of NRC Inspection Manual Chapter 92701 which
requires a sampling of the applicant's response to NRC
Information Notices and NRC bulletins sent for in#ormation.
For NRC bulletins which specify specific action, the
appropriate NRC branch responsible for the bulletin reviews the
applicant response for adequacy. If inspection is determined
necessary, a Temporary Instruction (TI) is issued to detail the
inspection requirements.

Therefore, in accordance with NRC practice, the following
bulletins will no longer be tracked and are considered
administratively closed for tracking purposes:

Bulletin 76-02 Unit 2, Unit 1 was closed in
NRC Inspection Report 50-445/89-04

Bulletin 76-03 Unit 2, Unit 1 was closed in
NRC Inspection Report 50-445/89-04

Bulletin 76-06 Unit 1 and Unit 2

Bulletin 77-05 Unit 1 and Unit 2

Bulletin 77-05A Unit 1 and Unit 2

Bulletin 77-08 Unit 1 and Unit 2

Bulletin 79-15 Unit 1 and Unit 2

Bulletin 79-15-S1 Unit 1 and Unit 2

Bulletin 79-18 Unit 1 and Unit 2
,

Bulletin 79-27 Unit 1 and Unit 2

Bulletin 80-10 'Jnit 1 and Unit 2

- _ - _ _ - - -
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Bulletin 80-15' Unit 1 and Unit 2
,

Bulletin,83-05 Unit 1.and Unit 2

Bulletin 87-01 Unit 1 and Unit 2

Bulletin 88-01. Unit 2,' Unit-1 was closed.in
NRC Tnspection Report 50-445/89-36

,

Bulletin 88-04 Unit 1 and Unit 2

Bulletin 88-05 Unit 2, Unit 1 was closed in
=

NRC Inspection Report 50-445/89-20

Bulletin 88-05-S1 Unit 2, Unit 1 was closed in.
'NRC Inspection Report 50-445/89-20

Bulletin 88-05-S2 Unit 2, Unit I was closed ~in
NRC Inspection Report 50-445/89-20

Bulletin'88-08 ' Unit 1 and Unit 2
.

Bulletin.88-08-S1 Unit 1 and Unit 2

-Bulletin 88-08-S2 Unit 1 and Unit 2

Bulletin 88-08-S3 Unit 1-and Unit 2

Bulletin 88-09 . Unit 1 and Unit 2

Bulletin 88-10' Unit 1 and Unit 2

Bulletin 88-11 Unit 1 and Unit 2"

' Bulletins issued in 1989 and beyond will no longer be tracked
individually for inspection purposes. An inspector who is
performing independent inspection of bulletin responses will
document any conr9rus or follow-up actions by opening an open
item in-a:s inspects.on report. This includes any concerns about
bulletins wnich were closed in past inspection reports,
bulletins administratively closed in this report, and future
bulletans.

i

As discussed above, when inspection is considered necessary, a
TI will'bo issued which details the inspection requirements.
The tis with' associated bulletins which are presently in effect

| are listed belnr:

TI 2515/65 (Bulletins 79-06, 79-06A, 79-06A
Revision 1)

TI 2515-66 (Bulletin 84-03)

.

!

- . . . _ ' _ - ______ __ _ ___ .
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TI 2515/73 (Bulletin 85-03)

TI 2515/76 (Bulletins 79-01, 79-01A, 79-01B,
79-01B-51, 79-01B-S2, 79-01B-S3)

| Other tis are in effect, but are not associated with bulletins.
All tis are scheduled and inspected in accordance with the
NRC's normal inspection process.

No violations or concerns were noted.

5. In-Office Review of Event Reports (10 CFR 50.55[e]) (90712)

|The inspector reviewed Significant Deficiency Analysis Reports
(SDARs) to determine if additional reactive inspection effort
or other NRC response is warranted, if corrective action
discussed in the applicant's report appeats appropriate, if the
information satisfies reporting requiremmits, if generic issues
are present, if the event is appropriate for classification as
an abnormal occurrence pursuant to Section I B of the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, and if the etent is appropriate for
licensing board, appeal panel or eommisslen notification.

The following SDARs were determined not to warrant additional
NRC action and are considered closed:

CP-82-07 " Defective Diesel Generator Governor Drives
Coupling /' (Unit 2 only - Unit 1 was closed in
NRC Inspection Report 50-445/88-52).

CP-82-15 "Dierel Generator Piston Skirt Castings,"
(Unit 2 only - Not applicable to Unit li.

CP-83-21 "Barton Transmitter Errors and Calibrat an
Techniques," (Unit 1 and Unit 2).

CP-84-29 " Safe Shutdown Analysis for Control Rooi.HVAC,"
(Unit 1 and Unit 2).

CP-85-04 " Containment Spray Isolation Valves Opening
Times," (Unit 1 and Unit 2).

CP-85-12 " Auxiliary Feedwater Flow Setpoint," (Unit 1 and
Unit 2).

C7?- 85 -17 " Core Exit Temperature Monitoring System Errors,
(Unit 1 and Unit 2).

CP-85-21 " Potential Diesel Generator Control Panel
Overheating," (Unit 1 and Unit 2).

CP-85-25 " Sequencing of Fire Protection Components,"
(Unit 1 and Unit 2),

I

_ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _____ _
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CP-86-22I "Safegdards Area. Fan Coolers," (Unit 1 and
. Unit 2).

CP-86-34- " Bisco Fire Stop' Designs,",(Unit 1 and Unit 2).
1

CP-86-56. " Diesel' Generator Engine; Failure," (Unit l'and
Unit.2).

CP-86-67.- "Preoperational Test Vibration Criteria,"
'

-(Unit 1 and. Unit 2).

CP-87-25 " Diesel denerator Fuel Oil Storage. Tank Vent
Missile' Protection,"'(Unit 1 and Unit 2).-

CP-57-26 " Diesel Generator FuelLOil Pump Suction," .

-(Unit 1 and Unit'2).;
.

CP-87-47' ' " Consumable Materials Replacement Program,"
(Unit 1 and Unit.2).. ]

: CP-87-82 " Fire ~ Detection Control. Panels," (Unit 1 and
: Unit 2).'

CP-87-107'" Auxiliary Feedwater-Design Pressure," (Unit 1
and Unit 2).-

- CP-87-108 " Auxiliary Feedwater Pump Low Suction Trip,"
(Unit 2.only --Unit 1 was closed in NRC
Inspection Report 50-445/89-36).

CP-87-116 " Condensate.and Makeup Water Tanks
Overpressure," (Unit 1 and Unit 2).

CP-87-128 " Loss of Control Power Indication," (Unit 1 and
Unit 2).

CP-87-129 " Containment Spray System PH," (Unit 1 and
Unit 2).

CP-88-17 " Control Roon Habitability," (Unit 1 and
Unit 2).

'CP-88-25 " Auxiliary Feedwater Pump Turbine Control
Panel," (Unit 1 and Unit 2).

CP-88-29 "Feedwater Split-flow Bypass Valves," (Unit 1
and Unit :2)

CP-88-31 " Isolation Transformers," (Unit 1 and Unit 2) !

,

w --- - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _-
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CP-88-39 ". Residual Heat Removal Valve Position
Indication," (Unit 1 and Unit 2)

;

The following SDARs were determined to warrant additional
action as stated and remain open: ;

j)CP-83-18 " Containment Building Cooling." The applicant
found during testing that temperatures in excess !

of the FSAR parameters were experienced in the j
reactor vessel support area and neutron detector !

well area. To correct this condition, the
applicant committed to remove construction i
debris and to increase the-capacity of the
cooling system. This SDAR remains open pending
NRC review of the temperatures reached during
the recent Hot Functional Test to determine if
the applicant's action was adequate.

CP-85-49 " Fluid Transient in Turbine Driven Auxiliary
Feedwater Pump (TDAFWP) Steam Supply Line." The
applicant found that, as a result of inadequate
provisions for draining the steam supply line, a
water hammer caused damage to check valves and I

supports. The applicant committed to increasing
the slope of the affected lines and to retesting
(using cold starts) the TDAFWP during Hot
Functional Testing. This SDAR remains open
pending NRC review of the testing results to
detennine if the applicant's action was
adequate.

CP-86-18 " Safety Chilled Water Units." The applicant
noted difficulty in starting and operating the
safety chilled water chiller units during the
winterwithcomponentcoofingwater(CCW)
temperatures as low as 40 F. The applicant
committed to:

a. Installing an air-operated water regulating
valve in the CCW outlet from the chiller
condenser along with a pressure controller
to maintain condenser refrigerant pressure
above evaporator pressure.

b. Not allowing CCW to circulate through the
chiller condense.r prior to condenser
startup.

c. Instal 31ng a 30 minute air accumulator tank
for the air-operated water regulating valve
and installing a handwheel to manually
operate this valve after 30 minutes.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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d. Installing similar modifications for the
nonsafety chillers except for the 30 minute
air accumulator.

e. Installing a' bypass line to bypass the
instrument air compressor jacket
after-cooler.

This SDAR remains open pending:

a. NRC verification that the applicant has
adequately determined the failure modes of
the pressure controller and water

,

regulating valve-and evaluated the effect
on chiller operation.

b. NRC verification that plant procedures
adequately address:

(1) The need to manually control the water
regulating valve within 30 minutes of
losing instrument air pressure.

(2) The proper instruments and control
band for manually controlling the
water regulating valve.

(3) The need to manually control the water
regulating valve as the Safe Shutdown
Impoundment and CCW heatup following a
design basis accident with loss of
instrument air.

(4) Required actions if the pressure
control and water regulating feature
becomes inoperable.

(5) The proper use of the bypass line for
the Instrument Air Compressor.

c. NRC verification that plant surveillance
procedures or logs adequately address:

i (1) The minimum CCW temperature allowed to
consider supplied components operable.

(2) Surveillance of the correct position
of the water regulating valve during
normal operation.

|

------ -_- - - - - - _
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CP-86-26 " Containment Spray System Piping." Gibbs and
Hill issued a Part 21 report concerning the
safety. classification of containment spray
system recirculation lines. The applicant
stated in letter TXX-4799 dated May 14, 1986,
that the classification in question is in
accordance with regulatory guidance and the
CPSES FSAR. This item remains open pending NRC
review to verify conformance with regulatory-
guidance and evaluate generic implications.

CP-87-27 " Galvanic Corrosion in Service Water System."
The applicant determined that dissimilar metals
at the mating flanges of the Annubar flow
elements would cause galvanic corrosion. The
applicant determined that no conditions adverse
to safe plant operations existed; therefore, the
issue was evaluated-as being not reportable.
This item remains open pending NRC review of the
applicant's evaluation and determination if any
corrective action was taken for this condition.

CP-87-LO " Turbine-Driven Auxiliary Feedwater Pump
(TDAFWP) Bearing Temperature." During a
preoperational test, the applicant found an
excessively high thrust bearing temperature.
This condition is also applicable to the
motor-driven AFW pumps. The applicant committed
to dismantling the pumps and installing thrust
bearing balancing drums in accordance with
Ingersoll-Rand Technical Bulletin 60-87 which
was issued to alleviate the overheating problem.
This SDAR remains open pending NRC verification
that prestart testing confirms that the
applicant's action is adequate, that the
technical bulletin Iss been incorporated into
plant maintenance procedures, and that all
generic aspects have been adequately addressed.

CP-87-104 " Safety System Setpoint Calculation Errors."
The applicant found that no allowance for
calibration inaccuracies was included in the
protection actuation setpoint calculations for |
the NSSS Systems. In addressing this, the '

applicant has committed to having Westinghouse 1

revise the Statistical Setpoint Study to account
for maintenance and test equipment (M&TE)
inaccuracies. This SDAR remains open pending
NRC verification that the generic aspects of
this issue have been adequately addressed.

- _ ____-__.
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CP-88-11 " Battery Charger Overheating." During

|
preoperational testing, Charger BC1EDl-1 tripped
the 480V ac input breaker one hour following
test initiation, and again, one hour and 47
minutes after resetting the breaker. In
addition to this problem, charger BC1ED1-2
entered the " current limiting state" accompanied

~

; by a pungent odor of overheated electrical |

| insulation. By letter dated April'26, 1988, the
applicant stated that the vendor had completed
an evaluation of the chargers and determined
that no overheating problem was evident. By
letter dated June 17, 1988, the applicant stated
that additional testing conducted on battery |
chargers BC1ED1-1, BC1ED1-2, and BC1ED2-3 had

'

determined that charger temperatures under
nameplate load conditions are within the
manufacturer's tolerances with the exception of !

a single hot spot in charger BC1ED1-1 adjacent
to the TB1 coil. Based on this, the applicant
has determined that this problem will not cause
a failure of all three chargers and is,
therefore, not reportable.

This SDAR remains open pending NRC review of the
applicant's evaluation of the root cause of the
original events concerning chargers BC1ED1-1 and .

BC1ED1-2 and NRC review of the applicant's .

corrective action for the hot spot on the
BC1ED1-1 charger.

CP-88-13 " Auxiliary Feedwater System Air Accumulators."
The applicant found that the AFW flow control
valves will deplete the existing air
accumulators in less than the 30 minutes assumed i

by the accident analysis following a loss of
instrument air. The applicant has committed to
modify the system to provide the required
capacity. This SDAR remains open pending NRC
verification that plant procedures adequately
address the need for manual control of these
valves in less than 30 minutes following a loss
of instrument air. In addition, the NRC will ,

'

verify tnet the applicant has adequately
addressed the manpower and time constraints I

necessary te manually control all of the
required components within 30 minutes, assuming
a design basis event with a loss of instrument
air.

CP-88-30 " Cold overpressure Mitigation System (COMS)
Actuation During Accident Events." The
applicant found that during a main steamline

1

)
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'E 6 break (MSLB):or during recovery from a steam
'

generator tube ruptura (SGTR) the COMS will
actuate when the reactor coolant temperature.in .j
the faulted loop cold leg drops below-the COMS ?
autoarming temperature, while. simultaneously, a- 1

,

'

different wide range temperature channel is ]
assumed to fail low. q

,
4

The applicant determined that the postulated 1
random failure.of a wide range temperature |

channel during a MSLB or SGTR event, which
results in COMS actuation, has the following
characteristics:

(1) The failure does not occur in a system
. required to mitigate the initiating event.

~(2) The failure is neither a consequence of the
initiating event'nor an undetectable
failure.

(3) The failure must'be present immediately
prior to and/or immediately following the
initiation of the. event. If the failure
existed before the time frame immediately
preceding the event, the failure would be
readily apparent in the control room via an
alarm.

The applicant has determined that the scenario
is not a credible event; therefore, this issue
is not reportable under the provision of 10
CFR 50.55(e).

This item remains open pending NRC review of.the
COMS system in light of the above described i

scenario and pending NRC review of the i
applicant's corrective actions, if any. |

1

6. Safety Evaluation Report (SER) Verification'(92719) i

In Supplemental Safety Evaluation Report (SSER) 9,
'"Preoperational and Post Operational Coatings Testing and
Surveillance Program," the applicant was required to establish
a. program to provide information on the ability of the applied
coatings to reasonably maintain their integrity without
separating from the surfaces to which they have been applied.
This program must address the fc11owing criteria and receive
NRC review and approval prior to issue closure:

I'
i

1
j
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Development of written instructions or procedures which.

describe coating testing, surveillalice, and repair. These
instructions or procedures should include: ;

Qualification and training of personnel..

The tests, surveillance, and repair procedures which vill.

be implemented. |

Detailed operational methods to accomplish these tests,f .

surveillance, and repairs.

Calibration methods and frequencies for instruments and |.

apparatus.

Frequency (routine and nonroutine), sample size, and.

scheduling methods for tests and surveillance.

Acceptance criteria..

Maintenance of records and documents..

Testing and surveillance methods should be based on the
following:

Preoperational

Testing of coatings should include in-situ temperature and.

pressure testing with evaluation of the effects of
radiation exposure and concurrent adhesion testing for
adjacent areas.

Complete visual inspection including areas of particular.

intorest.

Failure characteristics from in-situ temperature and.

pressure tests which fail for trend analysis.

Post Operational

Complete visual inspection, as started in the.

preoperational test phase for each refueling outage.

Continuation of in-situ temperature and pressure testing. ,

Iat every third refueling outage.

General Requirements for testing and surveillance |

Special attention should be given to containment building <.

areas closest to the sumps.
'

l
i

I

i
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Specific emphasis should be placed on coatings areas.

identified in the coatings exempt log.

NRC review of Supplemental Safety Evaluation Report 21 (April
1989), Appendices "L" and "M," found that NRR had resolved
certain items as outlined below:

By submittals dated June 7 and November 18, 1985, and December
16, 1986, the applicant has developed a surveillance program !

for testing, inspection, and documentation of the protective
coating systems inside the containment buildings of Units 1
and 2. The program includes (1) qualification and training of
inepection personnel; (2) inspection and test procedures that
specify operational methods for each inspection and test,

4

inspection equipment, the frequency of testing and inspection,
the acceptance criteria for each inspection and test, and
recordkeeping to document each inspection and test;
(3) verification of storage and handling of protective
coatings; (4) calibration of measuring and test equipment;

'.

(5) reporting, disposition, and tracking of coating degradation
and deficiencies; (6) completion, issuance, and control of
documentation; and (7) maintenance and control of the Coatings
Exempt Log for Unit 1.

The applicant provided the methods and criteria for operational
surveillance of the coatings inside the containment buildings
of Units 1 and 2. Before plant operation and at each
respective refueling outage, a surveillance of the protective
coatings will be conducted to identify and report any current
or incipient coating degradation or failure. Coating repairs
will be performed in accordance with the as-low-as-reasonably-
achievable (ALARA) guidelines for radiation exposure.

The surveillance program addresses the selection of painted
areas for inspection that have high radiation exposure, that
may not have full quality assurance or quality control
verification (as indicated in the Coatings Exempt Log), or that
are adjacent to the containment sump areas.

The applicant's surveillance program does not include in-situ
temperature and pressure testing for coating adhesion, as
recommended in Supplement 9 of the SER. The applicant
justified this omission on the grounds that (1) adequate
assurance of the acceptability of the coatings' initial
conditions will be provided through the comprehensive backfit
test program and final walkdown inspections; (2) inservice
conditions will be verified through the coating surveillance
and testing program during each refueling outage; and (3) the
recommended testing is destructive to the coatings and, in view ]
of other actions prescribed in the surveillance program, is -

considered (by the applicant) an unwarranted hazard to testing
personnel.
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The staff has determined that, with the applicant's commitment
to conduct periodic tests, inspections, and surveillance of the
protective coating systems, the previously recommended in-situ
temperature and pressure testing would not provide significant
additional information on coating conditions. Accordingly,
in-situ testing for coating adhesion need not be performed.
The staff finds that the proposed surveillance program meets
all of the other guidelines for a preoperational and periodic
coatings testing and surveillance program that appear in
Appendix L of Supplement 9 and that the program is acceptable.
This outstanding issue is, therefore, closed. )

Additional review of SSER 9 found that Appendix M further
provided the following resolutions:

|

Backfit Test Program

The applicant applied the Elcometer calibration correction to
each Elcometer reading that was obtained during the period of
improper calibration. An evaluation of the adhesion test
results by the applicant showed, with a 95 percent confidence
limit, that as much as 20 percent of the coated surfaces on
miscellaneous steel items inside the containment building of
Unit 1 could have failed to meet the minimum test criterion.
Accordingly, 36,000 square feet of coating on miscellaneous
steel surfaces have been added to the Coatings Exempt Log for
Unit 1. The staff has determined that this action meets the
guidelines for the backfit test program in Appendix M of
Supplement 9 and is, therefore, acceptable.

Traceability

The applicant provided a listing of all nonconformance reports
on protective coating systems inside the containment buildings
with technical justifications for the "use-as-is" disposition
of the discrepant coating materials. The technical
justifications were reviewed by the Comanche Peak Coating
Engineering Manager and an independent, third-party consultant
and found to support the acceptability of the batches of the
discrepant coating materials listed in the nonconformance
reports. The staff determined that this provision meets the
guidelines for traceability in Appendix M of Supplement 9 and
is, therefore, acceptable.

Coatings Procedure

|

| After a review of the technical requirements for containment
building coating work, which resulted in the rewriting of all
the procedures and instructions pertaining to coating
application, inspection, testing, and documentation, the
applicant provided a nonsafety-related containment coatings
program. The program includes criteria to achieve quality

I
'

|
|
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coating material and workmanship; namely, the use of coating
materials that meet the design-basis-accident (DBA) conditions,
compliance with the technical requirements of paint application
specifications, quality verification of coating work, and
traceability of coating quality verification documentation.
The staff determined that this provision meets the guidelines
for coatings procedures in Appendix M of Supplement 9 and is,
therefore, acceptable _

i

Coatings Exempt Log

The applicant has updated the estimates of the exempted coating
areas inside the containment building of Unit 1. In so doing,
the applicant included in the Coatings Exempt Log for Unit 1

,

(1) the total coating surface area on miscellaneous steel items !
that failed the adhesion test, (2) the coating areas that have
unsatisfactory dry film thicknesses, (3) the coating areas that
are not qualified under DBA conditions, and (4) the coating ;

work that was applied in inaccessible or limited-access areas
'

where all specified requirements were not met. The staff has
determined that this action meets the guidelines for the
Coatings Exempt Log in Appendix M.of Supplement 9 and is,
therefore, acceptable. The outstanding issue regarding
containment sump performance is considered closed.

Based on the previous NRR staff review, the only remaining item
the applicant still needs to provide is an approved procedure
which outlines the acceptance criteria which will be used
during the applicant's coatings inspections. This item is
identified as an open item (445/8937-0-02) and will be reviewed |

as soon as an acceptable procedure is provided to the NRC staff
for review and the inspectors have verified that the program is
properly implemented.

7. TMI Action Items (SIMS)* (25565)

*The Safety Issue Management System (SIMS) track number is the
same as the TMI Action Item Number.

a. (Closed) TMI Action Item I.A.1.1.3, " Shift Technical
Advisor (STA) Training." This item had remained open
pending NRC review (pursuant to TI 2515/65) of the
applicant's STA training program to verify that it meets
the commitments identified in the FSAR and the September
29, 1981, letter and that it meets the provisions of
NUREG-0737 and NUREG-0797.

The NRC inspector reviewed the applicant's actions in
addressing these requirements in accordance with Temporary
Instruction 2515/65, " Shift Technical Advisor Training and
Qualifications," Revision 0. This procedure requires the
STA-qualified individual to hold one of the following:

__
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Bachelor's. degree in Engineering from an accredited.

. institution.

Professional Engineer's license obtained by.

L examination.

Bachelor's degree in Engineering technology from an.

accredited institution, including course work in the
. physical, mathematical, or engineering sciences.

Bachelor's degree in a physical' science from an.

accredited institution, including' course. work in the
physical, mathematical, or' engineering sciences.

'

Furthermore,.the. procedure requires the STA-qualified
' individual to hold an NRC SRO license on either unit.
Finally, the procedure requires the.STA-qualified
. individual to have received training in the following
areas.

Transient add accidents.

Supervisory. skills.<

Emergency planning'.

Any additional training required by the operations.

manager

The NRC inspector is satisfied that these provisions of
Procedure STA-295 satisfy the requirements for STA
training. This item is closed for Unit 1.

b. (Closed) TMI Action Item I.A.l.2, " Shift Supervisor
Administrative Duties." This NUREG-0737 item requires the
following actions: ,

(1) The highest level of corporate management is to i
periodically reissue a directive that emphasizes the ]
responsibility of the shift supervisor for safe
operation of the plant and that clearly establishes
the supervisor's command duties.

(2) Plant procedures are to be reviewed to ensure that
the duties of the shift supervisor and control room
operator are properly defined to establish a definite
line of command and a clear delineation of'the
command decision authority of the shift supervisor in
the control room relative to other plant management
personnel.

,

--' '
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(3) Training program for shift supervisors are to
emphasize and reinforce the responsibility for safe
operation and management function to ensure safety.

(4) The administrative duties of the shift supervisor are
to be reviewed by the senior officer responsible for
plant operations. Detracting or subordinate
administrative functions are to be delegated to other
Operations personnel not on duty in the control room.

Using the guidance of Temporary Instruction 2515/65, the
NRC inspector has determined that the applicant meets all
four of the. requirements listed above. Specifically:

(1) The CPSES FSAR in Section I.C.3 of the " Response to {
the NRC Action Plan As a Result of the TMI-2
Accident" states that " prior to OL and annually
thereafter, the Vice President, Nuclear will issue a
management directive that emphasizes the primary
management responsibility of the Shift Supervisor for
safe operation of the plant under all conditions and
that clearly defines his command duties."

(2) CPSES Procedure ODA-102, " Shift Conduct, ;

Responsibilities, and Authorities," Revision 10,
-covers this in Section 6.2.2.

(3) Training programs for shift supervisors inherently
emphasize and reinforce the responsibility for safe
operation and management function to ensure safety.
This is addressed in Section'6.2 of
Procedure TRA-204, " Licensed Operator Requalification
Program," Revision 6. Also, this procedure addresses
the operating team evaluation that has as part of its
standards, supervisory skills and command
performance.

(4) The CPSES FSAR in Section I.A.l.2 of the " Response to
the NRC Action Plan As a Result of the TMI-2
Accident" states that "a list of administrative
duties of the Shift Supervisor will be provided to
the Vice President, Nuclear, for his review prior to
fuel load. The administrative duties of the shift
supervisor are spelled out in Section 6.2.2 of
Procedure ODA-102.

The NRC inspector is satisfied with the manner in which
the applicant addressed this item and has no further
questions. This item is closed for Unit 1.

c. (Closed) TMI Action Item I.C.4, " Control Room
Access / Establish Authority to Limit Access." This item

|
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had remained open pending NRC review of'the applicant's
.

procedures to verify that they address the provisions
identified in NUREG-0797.

Using|the guidance of' Temporary Instruction. 2515/65, the
inspector reviewed the following procedures:

ODA-102,. Revision 9, " Shift Complement and..

Responsibilities"

~ STA-616, Revision 3,'" Control Room Access and.

. Conduct"-

EPP-204, Revision 7, " Activation and Operation of the.

Technical Support Center"

EPP-205, Revision 6, " Activation and Operation'of the..

Operations Support Center"

EPP-206, Revision 5, " Activation of the Emergency.

Operation Facility-(EOF) and EOF Personnel Dutics"
~

section~6.2.2.27 of ODA-102 states that the shift.
supervisor is responsible for_ controlling access to the
control room'in accordance with STA-616. STA-616 outlines
detailed instructions on controlling access to the control
room. Section 6.2.3 of ODA-102 addresses the line of q

succession for the person in charge of the control room. t

EPP-204, EPP-205, and EPP-206 define the lines of
communication and authority for plant management personnel
in the event of an emergency.

The inspector has reviewed the procedures as described
above and has no further questions. This item is closed
for Unit 1.

d. (closed) TMI Item I.C.5, " Procedures for Feedback of ;

Operating Experience to Plant Staff." This item had
'

remained open pending the NRC's review of the applicant's
procedures in accordance with Temporary Instruction
2515/65.

In accordance with the provisions and clarifications of
NUREG-0660 and NUREG-0737, the applicant is required to
prepare procedures to ensure that operating information
pertinent to plant safety originating both within and
outside the utility organization is continually supplied
to operators and other personnel, and is incorporated into
training and retraining programs. These procedures shall:

(1) Clearly identify organizational responsibilities for
review of operating experience, the feedback of

t.
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pertinent information to operators and other i

personnel, and the incorporation of such information i

into training and retraining programs. j

(2) Identify the administrative and technical review
steps necessary in translating recommendations by the
operating experience assessment group into plant
actions (such as, changes to procedures, operating
orders).

(3) Identify the recipients of various categories of ,

information from operating experience (that is, |

supervisory personnel, shift technical advisors, ,

operators, maintenance personnel, health physics I
1technicians) or otherwise provide means through which

such information can be readily related to the job i

functions of the recipients.

(4) Provide means to ensure that affected personnel
become aware of and understand information of
sufficient importance that should not wait for
emphasis through routine training and retraining
programs.

(5) Ensure that plant personnel did not routinely receive f
extraneous and unimportant information on operating
experience in such volume that it would obscu!.e
priority information or otherwise detract from
overall job performance and proficiency.

(6) Provide suitable checks to ensure that conflicting or
contradictory information is not conveyed to
operators and other personnel until resolution is
reached.

(7) Provide periodic internal audit to ensure that the
feedback program functions effectively at all levels.

The NRC inspector used the following procedures to
complete his review:

NEO 4.01, Revision 1, " Correspondence with the.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission and Other Regulatory
Agencies"

NEO 2.29, Revision 0, " Industry Operating Experience.

Review"

NOS-106, Revision 0, " Guidance for Preparation of the.

Monthly Operating Experience Summary Report"

NOT-112, Revision 1, " Training Material Revision".

i

-
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NOT-401-1, Revision 3, " Training Configuration
.

Management Impact Assessment and Action Planning"

NQA 3.07, Revision 1, " Quality Assurance Audit.

Program"

ODA-106, Revision 3, " Review of Documents"..

STA-207, Revision 5, "Special Orders, Night Orders,.

and Management Memoranda"

STA-503, Revision 2, " Plant Incident Report"
.

STA-504, Revision 3, " Problem Report".

STA-507, Revision 0, " Review and Assessment of.

Industry Operating Experience"

The inspector has determined that the procedures listed
above adequately address the provisions of this item. The
inspector has no further questions. This item is closed
for Unit 1.

8. Preoperational Retest Program Activities (35301, 70300, 70311,
70312,.70329, 70400)

NRC inspectors reviewed the applicant's preoperational retest
and operational preparedness activities through direct review
of ongoing activities, personnel interviews and observations of
in-process test activities to verify that:

Administrative controls on procedures, including any.

required QA activities, were being implemented, followed,
and documented.

1

Management was aware and involved with all identified.

discrepancies.

Those systems and components important to safety of the.

plant were being adequately tested to demonstrate their
operability and design requirements.

To achieve these goals the inspectors reviewed available test
procedures, witnessed selected ongoing test activities, and
reviewed completed field test procedure results. The following..

criteria were used to ensure that:
Test objectives met the referenced Regulatory Guid and

.

FSAR Section 14 commitments.

Acceptance criteria were identified and clearly defined..

|
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Prerequisite conditions were established, adequately..

defined, and easily understood.

. Content, format,.and requirements were incorporated in the.-

final approved' procedures as required by administrative
procedure.

When test equipment was used, the appropriate custody,. .

control and required calibration data were specified.

Procedures were clearly written and appeared to be able to.

be easily followed.

Test witnessing of the identified systems was performed to
ensure that al11 testing was performed in accordance with
approved procedures and to verify the adequacy of test program
. records including preliminary evaluation of test results. The
NRC-inspectors' accomplished this by ensuring that: j>

i

The latest revision of the test procedure was in use by-

test personnel.

All crew manning requirements were met..

All test prerequisites were met..

Proper plant systems were in service..

Test equipment required by the procedure was calibrated.

.and in service, if applicable.

Testing was performed in accordance with an approved.

procedure. ;

Criteria for interruption of testing and continuation of.

. testing were followed.

|
All data was collected by the proper personnel. -.-

All temporary modifications, such as, jumpers, strainers,.

spool pieces, or blank flanges were installed and tracked
per established administrative controls.

The inspectors reviewed and witnessed the following test as-
discussed below:

The procedures and methodology for performance of the loss of
h control room test is discussed in detail within NRC Inspection

L Report 50-445/8924; 50-446/8924, paragraph 6. This report will 1

discuss the actual test witnessing: |
l

I

l

i
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Test Procedures: 1SU-223A, Revision 1, " Remote Shutdown.

Capability Test, and ABN-905A, Revision 1, " Loss of
Control Room Habitability." The inspectors attended the
pretest briefing held en May 9, 1989, in the control room.
The inspectors reviewed the shift test engineers (STE)
official test copy to verify that all prerequisite
conditions had been fulfilled in accordance with test
procedure requirements. One NRC inspector positioned
himself in the vicinity of the remote shutdown panel (RSP) j

while one inspector observed activities within the control
room during the initial phases of the test. The applicant
announced that a test of the remote shutdown panel was
commencing with a simulated loss of the control room. The
inspectors verified that the control of components and
systems necessary to remotely shutdown the reactor from
reactor tripped to RHR operational conditions was
transferred from the control room to the remote shutdown
panel in accordance with 1SU-223A. The inspectors
witnessed the operators cool down the reactor plant tog
less than 350 F and less than 364 psig. The test group
implemented Procedure ABN-905A, " Loss of Control Room
Habitability" in accordance with the governing Test
Procedure ISU-223A. The inspectors verified that
Procedure ABN-905A was being implemented, as written, with
no apparent problems; however, during testing the control
room notified the RSP cperator of two problems. First,
during evolutions to restore the RHR system to an at-power
lineup following dynamic vent testing, an auxiliary
operator opened a drain valve between valves 1-8701A and
1-8702A and observed minimal water flow out of the pipe.
Based on this, the operators determined that the piping
apparently had been drained during previous testing and
not refilled. The control room notified the RSP operators
not to start the RHR system until the current status of
the piping was determined.

In a subsequent review of the system piping and vendor
valve drawings, the applicant determined that the piping
was, in fact, full due to the drain valve operating as a
stop/ check valve (any pressure over 150 psi will seat the
disc independent of manual valve handwheel operation
preventing catastrophic discharge of reactor coolant).
The inspectors pointed out that although this issue was
not an event, the control room personnel (nontest
personnel) had directly communicated with the RSP test
operators; because the test was to be performed without
outside assistance, the validity of the test was in
question.

The test personnel then placed the RHR system in operation
and were subsequently notified by the control room that |
the RSP operator needed to increase cooling water to the |

!
!

i
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No. 1 RHR heat exchanger because component cooling water*

temperatures were too high. At this point, the applicant
determined that the test should be terminated due to
unavoidable communications between the RSP and control
room operators. These communications were contrary to the
intent of the test acceptance criteria. The applicant
then determined the correct setting for the cooling water
flow to the No. 1 RHR heat exchanger as identified in Test
Deficiency Report (TDR)-8234. The STE held a second
pretest briefing on the following day (May 10, 1989) for
the retest of the Loss of Control Room Habitability Test.
The inspectors reverified all prerequisites conditions and
again stationed inspectors in close proximity to the RSP
and control room during the initial phases of the test.
During this second test of Procedures 1SU-223A and
ABN-905A, the inspectors noted that the test personnel
exhibited a more confident approach to implementing the
procedures. It was also noted that even those steps not
capable of being performed were simulated as being
accomplished during the appropriate portions of the test
procedure.

The applicant cooled the plant down approximately 53 F to
meet established commitments and then subsequently
transferred control of the plant back to the control room.
The following items were noted by the NRC inspectors
during test witnessing and subsequently identified to the
applicant for resolution:

Numerous conversations occurred among safety, quality.

control, and observation personnel and the RSP
operators during the conduct of the test. This item
was subsequently resolved during the conduct of the
second test on the next day.

1

The problem with the RHR venting stemmed from the ].

applicant's performing another preoperational test
simultaneously with this evolution. This RER venting ,

problem led to questioning whether or not an RHR ]
suction line was full of water; therefore, being able '

to operate the RHR system during the remote shutdown
test became questionable.

The insp2ctors ncted during both tests that the plant.

paging / announcing system was inadequate to alert all
plant personnel in the event of an actual emergency.
Because known deficiencies in the system should be
corrected prior to the issuance of an operating
license, this is an open item, 445/8937-o-03, ;

'

" Inadequacies in Plant Paging / Announcing System."

1

;

J
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During the second test run, the inspectors noted that.

the test personnel found that valve 1-8702A was
already powered prior to performing the step that
required shifting the power supply. This was a

,

different as-found condition from the first test.
'

The applicant informed the inspectors that apparently
an operator had reconnected the power supply without
using the procedure (ABN-905A) and did not
subsequently inform the station test engineer of
these actions.

The inspectors questioned the procedural controls while
c performing the RHR' lineup for cooldown (shifting suction

from the RWST to the No. 1 loop hot leg). Apparently the
operators in the control room received an RHR pump suction
misalignment alarm on panel 1ALB-4B, window 2-5. This
alarm is energized when both the RWST suction valve
(1-8812A) and the No. 1 loop hot leg suction valves
(1-8701A and 18701B) are not fully closed. The applicant
stated that this event would be reviewed and evaluated to
determine the root cause and to identify appropriate
corrective actions.

The inspectors noted that the system test engineer
questioned the operations test shift supervisor who
conducted the test as to the nature of the RHR valve
problems. The test shift supervisor informed the STE that
the operators had experienced some problems operating the
valves, but had corrected the problems. At this point,
the STE should have either obtained additional information
about the specific problems, or generated a test
deficiency report to determine the root cause and
corrective actions. i

The STE is required by Test Department Administrative
Manual Procedure TDA-306, Revision 0, " Control of j
Deficiencies and Nonconformances," Section 6, to document
test-identified deficiencies. The STE should have
initiated a TDR to identify this anomaly and to initiate
further technical evaluation and resolution. This is a
violation (445/8937-V-04), " Failure to Document a g
Deficiency During Testing." '

9. Plant Tours (42400, 42450, 42452, 60501, 71302)
i
l

The NRC inspectors conducted numerous plant tours during this )
iinspection period. These tours provided coverage during

normal, off-normal, and backshift working hours. NRC
inspection activities included reviewing work documentation,
witnessing ongoing work activities, observing and interviewing
shift operations personnel, reviewing the status of control
room construction work, reviewing the status of system and

1
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component completion, determining the status of Units 1 and 2
equipment lay up, observing housekeeping activities, and
inspecting for general safety compliance.

To support these activities, NRC inspectors attended
plen-of-the-day meetings, discussed plant status with
cperations personnel, observed shift turnover briefings, and
attended meetings dealing with the auxiliary feedwater check
valve backloakage incident. !

The NRC inspectors devoted a large proportion of this period's
inspection effort toward inspecting the applicant's
surveillance test program and quality verification functions.
The results of these inspections are covered in NRC Inspection
Report 50-445/89-32; 50-446/89-32.

10. Open Items

open items are matters which have been discussed with the
applicant, which will be reviewed further by the inspector, and
which involve some action on the part of the NRC or applicant
or both. Three open items disclosed during the inspection are
discussed, in paragrapns 2.e, 6, and 8.

11. Exit Meeting (30703)

An exit meeting was conducted on June 6, 1989,
with the applicant's representatives identified in paragraph 1
of this report. No written material was provided to the
applicant by the inspectors during this reporting period. The
applicant did not identify as proprietary any of the materials
provided to or reviewed by the inspectors during this
inspection. During this meeting, the NRC inspectors summarized
the scope and findings of the inspection.
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