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SURVEILLANCE ON CORE EXIT THERMOCOUPLES

Licensee Event Report (LER) 00-005 is attached. The LER describes the discovery
that the required channel check surveillance on Core Exit Thermocouples had lapsed
during five past shutdown periods without taking appropriate action required by
Technical Specifications 3.17.4.6 and 3.17.4.4 upon subsequent startups. This
discovery is reportable to the NRC pursuant to the requirement of 10 CFR
50.73(a)(2)(i)}(B) as a condition prohibited by Technical Specifications.

SUMMARY OF COMMITMENTS

This letter contains no new commitments and no revisions to existing commitments.
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Nathan L Haskell, Director
Licensing and Performance Assessment
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ABSTRACT (Limit to 1400 spaces, i.e., approximately 15 single-spaced typewritten lines) (16)

On September 20, 2000 at approximately 1000 hours, the required channel check surveillance on Core
Exit Thermocouples (CETs) was discovered to have lapsed during five previous shutdown periods,
rendering the CETs inoperable. Upon subsequent startups, the plant failed to take appropriate action in
accordance with Technical Specifications (TS) 3.17.4.6 and 3.17.4.4.

The channel check surveillance requirements were inappropriately incorporated into a procedure which
is not performed before entering the applicable mode. This discrepancy was not recognized during
subsequent reviews until discovery in September, 2000.

There were no safety consequences with this occurrence. While not performed prior to the startups, the
channel check surveillance has been routinely performed on CETs during normal power operation in
conformance with TS Table 4.17.4; therefore, the significance of the issue lies in TS compliance rather
than safety consequences.

Both the procedure which implements this surveillance, and the surveillance test scheduling database,
will be revised to align with Technical Specifications. A review of selected surveillance procedures will
be completed to look for other potential inconsistencies between surveillance requirements and the
corresponding implementing procedure.
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EVENT DESCRIPTION

Core Exit Thermocouples (CETs) are Accident Monitoring Instruments consisting of four
channels per core quadrant. Technical Specification (TS) 3.17.4.6 states that with two
required channels of CETs inoperable, one channel must be restored to operable status
within 48 hours. If TS 3.17.4.6 is not met, TS 3.17.4.4 requires the reactor to be placed in
Hot Shutdown within 12 hours, and in a condition where the affected equipment is not
required, within 48 hours. The channel check surveillance requirement for CETs must be
completed every 31 days (+25%) in accordance with TS Table 4.17.4. Contrary to the
above, on September 20, 2000 at approximately 1000 hours, the required channel check
surveillance on CETs was discovered to have lapsed during five previous shutdown periods,
rendering the CETs inoperable. Upon subsequent startups, the plant failed to take
appropriate action in accordance with TS 3.17.4.6 and TS 3.17.4.4. Each of the identified
occurrences is reportable to the NRC pursuant to the requirement of 10 CFR
50.73(a)(2)(i)(B) as a condition prohibited by Technical Specifications.

ANALYSIS OF THE EVENT

In late 1993, responsibility for performance of the CET channel check surveillance
transferred between departments. During the transition, the channel check surveillance
requirements were inappropriately incorporated into a procedure which is not performed
before entering the applicable mode, PCS temperature above 300 degrees F.
Consequently, each time the plant entered the CET applicability mode, and the CET
surveillance had not been completed during the previous 31 days (+25%), the plant did not
take the appropriate action for having inoperable equipment as specified in TS 3.17.4.6 and
TS 3.17.4.4. Five such occurrences during outage startup have been identified as follows:
May/June, 1994; August, 1995; December, 1996; May/June, 1998; and,
November/December, 1999.

The channel check surveillance has been routinely performed on the CETs during normal
power operation.
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SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE

There were no safety consequences with this occurrence. While not performed prior to the
startups, the channel check surveillance has been routinely performed on the CETs during

normal power operation in conformance with TS Table 4.17.4; therefore, the significance of
the issue lies in TS compliance rather than safety consequences.

CAUSE OF THE EVENT

In late 1993, the channel check surveillance requirements were inappropriately incorporated
into a procedure which is not performed before entering the applicable mode. This
discrepancy was not recognized during subsequent reviews until discovery in September,
2000.

CORRECTIVE ACTION

Both the procedure which implements this surveillance, and the surveillance test scheduling
database, will be revised to align with Technical Specifications.

A review of selected surveillance procedures will be completed to look for other potential

inconsistencies between surveillance requirements and the corresponding implementing
procedure.

PREVIOUS SIMILAR EVENTS

LER 00-001 Failure to Perform Technical Specification Surveillance of the Power
Dependent Insertion Limit Alarm

LER 99-002 Technical Specification Surveillance Not Completed Within Specified
Frequency

LER 99-001 Failure to Perform Technical Specification Surveillance Channel Check
of Auxiliary Feedwater Flow Indication



