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Section 4 of each of the above essential MWR's indicated that
quality contrcl inspection was required. However, the inspector
noted that none of the above MWR's contained any indication as

to what was inspected or the results of the inspection. The only
indication that quality control activities had occurred for these
maintenance activities was a signature in Section 6 of the MWR
indicating, "Quality Control Inspection Completed.”

Criterion XVII of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 requires in part,
"Inspection and test records shall, as a minimum, identify the
inspector or data recorder, the type of observation, the results,
the acceptability, and t : acticn taken in connection with any
deficiencies noted . . . ." This criterion is amplified in
Section 2.17 and Section 4.1.1 of the licensee's Quality Assurance
Program, the latter section (quoted above), details the specific
items to be recorded.

The failure to record the type of observation and the results of
the quality control inspections for the above essential maintenance
activities is contrary to these requirements. This item is an
infraction.

No other items of noncompliance or deviations were noted in this
area.

Follow Up on 1E Circular 78-08

On May 31, 1978 the NRC issued IE Circular 78-08, "Environmental
Qualification of Safety Related Electrical Equipment at Nuclear Power
Plants." This Circular detailed some specific deficiencies that have
been noted with regard to the environmental qualification of electrical
components and requested that each licensee determine the status of
the qualification of electrical components at its facility.

The inspector discussed this Circular with licensee's engineering
staff and detennined that the licensee was aware of the contents of
IEC 78-08. A program for verification of electrical components had
not yet been undertaken as the licensee's engineering staff was
actively engaged in two significant plant modifications. Following
these modifications the verification program indicated in IEC 78-08
would be commenced. The inspector had no further questions on this
matter at this time and indicated that this item would be followed
up on during future inspections.

Review and Audit

The objective of this inspection effort was to ascertain whether
the review activities cf the licensee's off-site review committee
(Safety Review and Audit Board - SRAB) were in conformance with the



o,

Technical Specifications. This completes the inspection effort
begun in inspection 78-09 (reference IE Report 50-298/78-09,
Details, paragraph 3) of the licensee's review and audit program.

The inspector reviewed the following licensee records:
SRAB Audit Reports

Conformance with Regulations Involving Nuclear Safety and
Operating Licenses Provisions - March 13, 1978

Major Maintenance and ISI - February 9, 1978
Minor Design Change/Design Change File Audit - July 26, 1977
Physical Security Plan - January 11, 1978
Fuel Handling and Accountability - December 21, 1977
Industrial Safety Follow Up Audi: - October 17, 1977

SRAB Review Files

Licensee Event/Nonconformance Status Reports -
May 1977 through July 1978

Station Operations Review Committee Meeting Minutes
Review File - May 1977 through July 1978

Licensee Event Report Review File - May 1977 through
July 1978

IE Inspection Report Review File - May 1977 through
July 1978

The review responsibilities of the SRAB are delineated in Technical
Specification 6.2.B.4, The SRAB review of the activities described
in this Technical Specification is accomplished by routing the
material to SRAB members who indicate on the routing sheet whether
they desire a discussion of the item at the next SRAB meeting.

Among the items requiring SRAB review in accordance with the above
Technical Specification are the following:

"a. The safety evaluation for 1) changes to procedures,
equipment or systems and 2) tests or experiments
completed under the provision of Section 50.59,

10 CFR, to verify that such actions did not constitute
an unreviewed safety question.
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d There was no indication that a "..Uiiwajff/ Assurance Depart-
ment review of completed design change packages had been
cond d. Such a review is required by Section 6 of
QAP -

b. The Corporate Engineering Department maintains an active

file of major and minor d~a1?u change packages. This
active file contained all design change packages for the
years 1975, 1976, 14/7 and 1978. QAI-7 specifies that the
active file may contain completed design changes for one
year, after which time they are to be sen

control center for storage.

to the document

£ The Cory C'J‘? office files of design changes and minor
D¢ do not contain a copy of the "as accomplished
or minor design change procedure. The

licensee's OW1]1tJ Assurance Program, Section 2.6, requires
a redundant record file at the Corporate office

Criterion V of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 requires that activities
affecting quality be accomplished in accordance with instruc tions,
;v,'wﬂ.r" or drawings. Th1; requirement is amplified by the
licensee's Quality Assurance Program, Section 2.5.

The failure tc Lanj1( dbfiqn change pagtﬂ'ws in accordance with the
‘ QAP-1700, QAI-7 and the Quality Assurance Program

7(
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constitutes an 'it"i' of noncompliance with the requirements specified
1

No other items of noncompliance or deviations were noted in this area.

In his review of GEP-11, the inspector noted that S@vtinw 6.0 of this
procedure conditionally requires that revisions to d sign C‘»r” :
that were originally app rﬂvr\ by SRAB and the NRC me
the S ion Operations Review Cmv ittee (SCPC). Tnn 1n;peft°r was
informed that all design change revisions are reviewed by the SOR
The inspector indicated that the conditional requirement for SORC
to review revisions tw design changes as specified in GEP-11 is not
in accordanc riterion 111 to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, which

requires t

at design qu ges be reviewed by the or \'1zafi0r that
performed the inal Cﬁl*an unlvf( the licensee designates another
responsible organization. In an se, a review v‘ the YEvT(,iQﬁ is
mandatory A licensee re r*(rf‘n'1\9 indicated that CEP 11 would be

changed to indicate the 1't al practice employed for design changes.
This 1tem will remain unresolved pending review of rfv1t€. procedure

/

(Unresclved Item 7513-1).










