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SUBJECT: Response to Notice of Violation, NRC Inspection Report 
No. 50-247/90-14 

* This letter is in response to the subject Notice of Violation (NOV).  
transmitted to us by letter dated-August 22, 1990. Our response is provided 
in the attachment to this letter.  

The NOV cites three instances of lack of attention to detail in following 
procedures. No direct adverse impact to safety was involved in any of these 
cases.  

*We have been continuing our efforts to upgrade procedure adherence 
throughout the Station, and believe that adherence has improved since the 
events in question. It will continue to be Con Edison's policy to 'emphasize 
strict adherence to procedures. Our efforts to improve the implementation 

W of this policy will continue.  

Should you or your staff have any questions regarding this matter, please 
contact Mr. Charles W. Jackson, Manager, Nuclear Safety and Licensing.  

Very truly yours, 

cc: Mr. Thomas T. Martin 
Regional Administrator -Region I 
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406 

Mr. Donald S. Brinkman, Senior Project Manager 
Project Directorate I-1 
Division of Reactor Projects I/II 
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Mail Stop 14B-2 
Washington, DC 20555 
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Notice of Violation 

Technical Specification 6.8.1 requires that written procedures be 
implemented covering the requirements of ANSI N18.7-1972 Section 5.3. ANSI 
N18.7-1972 Section 5.3 states that nuclear power plants shall be operated 
and tested in accordance with written procedures. Three examples of failure 
to adhere to this requirement follow.  

A. Procedure PT-33, Charging Pump Test, requires reactor coolant system 
pressure to be maintained between 2205 psig and 2265 psig during 
performance of the test.  

Contrary to- the above, on June 20, 1990, reactor coolant system 
pressure was raised above 2265 psig during the performance of the test.  

B. 'Procedure PT-R6, Main Steam Valve Setpoint Test, requires that the main 
steam safety valves be lifted three times consecutively to 
satisfactorily complete the test.  

Contrary to the above, on June 20, 1990, the main steam safety valves 
were only lifted one time each.  

C. Plant Operating Procedure 1.1, Plant Heatup, requires that the 
accumulator discharge isolation valve control breakers be locked open 
with reactor coolant system pressure greater than 1000 psig.  

Contrary to the above, on June 15, 1990, the control breakers for two 
*of the four accumulator discharge isolation valves were shut with 
reactor coolant system pressure greater than 1000 psig.  

These three examples are collectively a Severity Level IV Violation 

(Supplement 1).  

Response 

Example A 

Following the performance of a test on 22 Charging Pump, the Reactor Coolant 
System (RCS) pressure was found to be above the pressure band called for in 
the test procedure. The pressure limits for the test are intended to 
provide for the meaningful trending of the test data. and do not const itute 
an operational or safety limitation. The actual pressure during the test 
could not be positively verified.  

As cor rective action, the test was performed again, the same day, in 
accordance with procedure. Therefore, full compliance was achieved.  

The departure from test procedure is attributed to inattention to detail and 
a lack of communication between the Central Control Room and the operator in 
the field who was recording the test data.



To prevent recurrence, adherence to the details of procedures, as written, 
was re-emphasized to operational personnel. The individuals involved were 
specifically counseled on this incident. In addition, the procedure 
involved, PT-33, will be revised to eliminate the description of the RCS 
pressure during testing as "normal operating pressure", because this term 
usually connotes a broader band than that intended for this test. The 
revised procedure will also require the recording of the RCS pressure at the 
end of ,the test. This revision is expected to be completed by February 1, 
1991.  

Example B 

In conducting a post-maintenance test on the main steam safety valves, the 
test procedure requirement to verify the set point was misinterpreted. The 
procedure req uired two additional lifts of the valve to verify the setpoint.  
and the recording of the lift pressure each time. Instead, the test 
personnel initialed the data sheets on the "verification" lines instead of 
repeating the valve lift and entering the lift pressures on the 
"verification" lines. While contrary to the test procedure, this 
understanding of the word "verification" is consistent with its application 
in other operations and maintenance procedures.  

As corrective action, the entire test was performed again, the same day, -in 
accordance with the test procedure. Therefore, full compliance was 
achieved.  

Another contributing cause was the relative unfamiliarity of the operational 
personnel with this test. The test is actually performed by a vendor 
representative under the control of the Maintenance Section.  

As described under example A, to prevent recurrence, operational personnel 
were reminded of the need for literal adherence to the details of 
procedures. The individuals involved were specially counseled on this 
matter. As further corrective action, the procedure involved, PT-R6, will 
be revised. The revision will 'eliminate the confusing use of the term 
"iverification" on the data record sheet. The procedure when conducted again 
will be done at -the direction of the maintenance supervision involved in 
lieu of crossing section boundaries as it previously did. This will serve 
to more clearly identify the individual responsible for procedure usage, 
compliance, revision and interpretation. The operational requirements will 
be included in the operating procedures or work permits utilized and the 
maintenance procedures. will address the physical work process. This 
revision is expected to be completed before the next use of the procedure 
approximately March 1, 1991.  

Example C 

During an increase of the reactor coolant system pressure to conduct a 
hydrostatic. test, a temporary procedure change (TPC) exempted two 
accumulator discharge isolation valves from being open and de-energized with 
the power supply locked out when the pressure -exceeded 1000 psig. This 
exemption was used to allow the continuation of maintenance on these valves, 
and was justified because the reactor would remain in a shutdown condition.  
As a conservative measure, the TPC did not include the valves for the other 
two accumulators in the exemption. During the pressure increase, these 
valves were open as required, but their de-energization and the lockout of 
their breakers took place shortly after the pressure rose above 1000 psig.



As immediate corrective action, procedure adherence was restored by 
completing the de-energization and breaker lock-out within a few minutes of 
exceeding 1000 psig. Therefore, full compliance was immediately achieved.  

This departure from procedure is attributed to inattention to detail.  
Although the TPC request' stated that only two of the valves were to be 
exempt, the mark-up of the operating procedure only identified the affected 
step and did not show that only two of the four valves were affected.

As described 
details of 
personnel.  
counseled on

under examples A and B, to prevent recurrence, adherence to the 
procedures, as written, was re-emphasized to operational 
In addition, the individuals involved were specifically 
this matter.


