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Inspection Summary:
Lhrough February 11, 1993
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é%ifﬁfingpg;&gd: outine, unannounced safety inspectien by the resident
inspectors of action on a previous inspection finding; the audit program;
auditor qualifications; audit reports; and audit exit meetings (Inspection
Procedure (IP) 40702).

¢ No violations or deviations were identified. One previovs
inspection finding concerning the Service Information Letter (SIL) process was
closed. The inspectors determined through sampling of auditor qualifications,
audit reports, and audit exit meetings that the licensee has developed a
quality assurance program that is in conformance with Technical
Specifications, regulatory requirements, commitments in the Updated Final
Safety Analysis Report, and industry codes and standards. The inspectors
concluded that the overall effectiveness of the audit program was good. The
qualifications of the auditors were good, and the auditors application of
performance based techniques was excellent. Overall, the audit reports were
thorough and adequate in reporting the results docunontcd in the checklists,
One Inspector Followup Item was identified that pertained to doCUMOntatiou and
followup of audit observations, The communication of audit results during
exit meetings was good.
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. Orser, Senior Vice President, Nuclear Operations
. McKeon, Plant Manager, Nuclear Production
Miller, Superintendent, Technica) Engineer
Newkirk, General Director, Regulatory Affairs
Plona, Superintendent, Operations

Tibai, Supervisor, Compliance

. Bragg, Principal, Quality Engineer Audits

. Braddish, Supervisor, Quality Program Assurance
, Goodman, Director, Nuclear Quality Assurance
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‘genotes those attending the exit interview conducted on February 11,
1993.

Action on Previous Inspection findings (92701)

{Llni - _{Q§£1§: In September 1988, the
icensee had received General Electric (GE) Service Information Letter

(SIL) 470 which identified concerns with reactor water level mismatches.
Two of the recommendations provided by the SIL for reducing the chances
of unexpected water level mismatches were backfill the process
instrument piping after surveillance testing, and train plant operations
personnel in appropriate methods for responding to mismatches between
water level instrument indications. The licensee evaluated the SIL
under Deviation Event Report (DER) 88-1833 and decided not to implement
the two recommendations mentioned above. After a subsequent reactor
water level scram, documented in LER 90011, the licensee determined that
the recommendation for backfilling the reference legs should have been
implemented and issued DER 90-625 to reevaluate GE SIL 470. Pcndiny a
review of DER 90-625, the SIL process was considered an Unresolved ltem °
in inspection report 92017.

The inspectors selected four GE SILs, reviewed the disposition of DER
90-625 and evaluated the licensee's resolution of the Gf
recommendations. The inspectors did not identify any concerns with the
GE SIls, the DER, or the resolution of the GE recommendations. Based on
these reviews, the inspectors consider this item closed.

Audit Program (40702)

The effectiveness of the Fermi audit program was assessed by the
inspectors in the areas of auditor qualifications, audit reports, anu
audit exit meetings. The inspectors verified that the scope of the
audit pogram was defined and that the responsibilities for overall

management of the program were assigned. Overall assessment of the
program was good,



Auditor Qualifications

Based on interviews with auditors and reviews of personnel
records, the inspectors determined that the qualifications of the
audit personnel were good. The auditors' backgrounds included
maintenance, Senior Reactor Operator and Reactor Operator
qualifications, engineering degrees, and specialized industry
training in several disciplines. When needed for specific audits,
the licensee obtained special expertise from other Fermi or
industry employees. Through discussions with the licensee, the
inspectors verified that no auditor was allowed to participate in
an audit of an area in which he had any prior direct
responsibilities. Any indirect responsibilities were reviewed on
a case by case basis to ensure the independence of the auditor,
The inspectors reviewed a sample of avdit checklists and found the
chechlists to be comprehensive and relevant to the scope of the
audit, The issues identified by the auditors and documented in
the sample check ists demonstrated that per{ormance based audits
were conducted. The auditors' application of performance based
audit technigues was excellent,

Audit Reports

The inspectors reviewed the following audit reports to assess
their effectiveness in regarting audit results to management as
documented in the audit checklist:

v Audit Report 81-0105 “Evaluation and Corrective Actions®
. Audit Report 91-0130 “"Operations®

. Audit Report 91-0193 “Preventive Maintenance"

. Audit Report 91-0215 “Selected Electrical I&C Design
Calculations®

. Audit Report 92-0070 “"Evaluation and Corrective Actions®

. Audit Report 92-0084 “Operations®

. Audit Report 92-0097 “Corrective Maintenance"

. Audit Report 92-0109 “Tech Spec Surveillance"

o Audit Report 92-0129 “Evaluation and Corrective Actions"
. Audit Report 92-0146 “Maintenance-PM Program"






€. Audit £xit Meetings

By observing an audit pre-e:1t and an audit exit, the inspectors
determined that verbsl cosmnication of the audit results was
good. In discussions with tne licensee, the inspectors found that
the audit organization view: the €:its as a means to communicate
details not included in the audit reports. Both the exit and pre-
exit were well delivered an. found to be & good exchange between
the auditors and those prefint,

lnspection Followup Items

Inspection Followup items are matisrs wh'ch have been discussed with the
Ticensee, which will be reviewed :v the ‘nspector and which involve some
action on the part of the NRC or "icense: or both. An Inspection
Followup Item disclosed du. ing th: inspe:stion is discussed in

paragraph 3.b.

Exit Interview (30703)

The inspectors met with the licentse representatives denoted in
paragraph 1 during the inspectior seriod and at the conclusion of the
inspection on February 11, 1993. The inspectors summarized the scope
and results of the inspection anc :iscussed the 1ikely content of this
inspection report. The licensee i knowledged the information and did
not indicate that any of the info-nation disclosed during the inspection
could be considered proprietary it nature,
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