Paul H. Kinkel <
Vice President

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.
Indian Point Station

Broadway & Bleakley Avenue January 30, 1998

Buchanan, NY 10511

Telephone (914) 734-5340 Re: Indian Point Unit No. 2.
Fax: (914) 734-5923 Docket No. 50-247

Document Control Desk

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Mail Station PI-137

Washington, DC 20555

SUBIJECT: Reply to Notice of Violation, NRC Inspection Report No. 50-247/97-12

The attachment to this letter comprises Consolidated Edison Company of New York’s (*Con
Edison”) reply to the December 23, 1997 Notice of Violation (“NOV”) contained in Inspection
Report No. 50-247/97-12.

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

Very truly yours,
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Mr. Hubert J. Miller

Regional Administrator - Region |
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
475 Allendale Road

King of Prussia, PA 19406

Mr. Jefferey Harold, Project Manager
Project Directorate I-1

Division of Reactor Projects I/11

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop 14B-2

Washington, DC 20555

Senior Resident Inspector

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
PO Box 38

Buchanan, NY 10511



ATTACHMENT

REPLY TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION
INSPECTION REPORT NO. 50-247/97-12

CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK, INC.
INDIAN POINT UNIT NO.2
JANUARY 1998



REPLY TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Violation A.

Technical Specification (TS) 6.8.1 requires that written procedures be implemented covering
activities referenced in Regulatory (Safety) Guide 1.33, November 1972. Appendix A of
Regulatory Guide 1.33 recommends written procedures that govern procedure adherence.
Station Administrative Order (SAO)-133, “Procedure, Technical Specification and License
Adherence and Use Policy,” Section 5.1.1, states that procedures shall be followed. System
Operating Procedure (SOP) 1.7, “Reactor Coolant System Leakage Surveillance,” Section 4.4.1,
states, in part, that if reactor coolant system unidentified water inventory leakage has increased
by 0.5 gallons per minute (gpm) or exceeded the TS limit, a safety evaluation shall be performed
in order to update the identified leakage values and sources, and to identify the source of the
increased leakage.

Contrary to the above, on October 21, 1997, operators failed to initiate a safety evaluation and
identify the source of increasing leakage when the reactor coolant system unidentified water
inventory leakage was recorded as 1.1 gpm, which exceeded the TS limit of 1.0 gpm.

Reply to Violation A.

We concur that the operators did not adequately perform the safety evaluation as required by
Section 4.4.1 of SOP 1.7 when the reactor coolant system (RCS) leak rate exceeded the TS limit
of 1.0 gpm. This event occurred during a plant cooldown on October 21,1997. The calculated
RCS leak rate had increased from 0.23 to 1.13 gpm over a 16 hour period, while no significant
changes were noted on other RCS inventory readings, as well as makeup and letdown flows. On
the following day, the RCS leak rate was calculated to be 0.3 gpm (this calculated leak rate had
been performed within 10 hours after the calculated leak rate that obtained 1.13 gpm). The TS
Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO), which requires placing the plant in cold shutdown
within 30 hours of identification of the RCS leak rate exceeding 1.0 gpm, was not exceeded.
During this period, the plant was already being brought to cold shutdown. The plant had been at
hot shutdown since October 14, 1997. Cold shutdown was achieved on October 25,1997.

A review of historical leak rate data indicated that during periods of significant RCS heatup,
cooldown, or inventory diversion, uncertainties can be introduced into the leak rate calculation,
resulting in a higher than expected leak rate value. During this event, the operators concluded
that the higher leak rate was in fact due to temperature changes in the RCS. A review of
computer records indicated an increase in the containment sump leak rate during the October 21,
1997 plant cooldown. This containment sump leak rate increase was not noted by the operators.
Section 4.3 of SOP 1.7 includes a note that states that the operator should use the containment
sump leak rate to monitor RCS leakage, in addition to the RCS leak rate calculation, during
periods of significant RCS heatup, cooldown or inventory diversion. During these evolutions,
uncertainty of leak rate calculation data, such as levels or diversions could impact the results
more than RCS temperature compensation. This event has been reviewed with Operations
personnel by the Operations Manager.



REPLY TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Violation B

Technical Specification (TS) Section 6.8.1 requires that written procedures be implemented
covering activities referenced in Regulatory (Safety) Guide 1.33, November 1972. Appendix A
of Regulatory Guide 1.33 recommends written procedures be developed that govern jumpers and
lifted leads. Station Administrative Order (SAO)-206, “Jumper Log,” provides administrative
controls on jumpers (temporary modifications) including necessary reviews and evaluations.
Jumper 97-309, approved on August 14, 1997, documented controls to convert a 480 volt breaker
from a residual heat removal pump application to a fan cooler unit application.

Contrary to the above, on August 14, 1997, Jumper 97-309 was inadequate and resulted in
improper breaker configuration in that did not control the proper current turns ratio between two
applications of the breaker. Subsequently, after removal of Jumper 97-309, the 22 residual heat
removal pump breaker tripped on short circuit protection during maintenance testing on October
24,1997.

Reply to Violation B. o

We concur with the assessment. Alithough Jumper 97-309 adequately provided for modifying
the 480 volt breaker from a residual heat removal pump application to a fan cooler unit
application, it did not provide for adequate return of the breaker to the residual heat removal
pump application. The reconfiguration of this 480 volt breaker from a residual heat removal
pump application to a fan cooler unit application had been scheduled since October 9, 1997. On
October 21, 1997, this reconfiguration was declared emergent because the plant was preparing to
go to cold shutdown, and a second residual heat removal pump was needed to be available for
service. The conversion of the 480 volt breaker to the residual heat removal pump application
was done by clearing Jumper 97-309 and performing a post maintenance test (PMT). This PMT,
PT-3YS5, which tests amptector operation based on actual current through amptector current
transformer (CT), records the CT turns ratio, but has no reference value for this ratio for each
breaker application. Also, the jumper did not clearly state that the amptector turns ratio had to
be changed when the breaker was returned to the residual heat removal pump application (the
removal of the jumper). When the amptector failed PT-3Y5 on October 21, 1997, it was thought
to be a failure of the amptector, and this amptector was replaced on October 23,1997. The PMT
for this replacement amptector was PC-3Y5, which tests amptector operation based only on the
amptector input current. Verification of the CT ratios is not within the scope of PC-3Y5. Since
the PMT for this replacement amptector was successful using PC-3Y5, the amptector was
installed in the breaker, and the breaker was installed in the 22 residual heat removal pump
cubicle for service pending one remaining PMT. This PMT, which provided for starting the 22
residual heat removal pump, was unsuccessful when the 22 residual heat removal pump breaker
tripped on short circuit protection during maintenance testing on October 24,1997.
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REPLY TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION

An extensive root cause analysis of this event was performed and is summarized as follows:

I. Informality and inconsistency in work practices and control of changes to 480 volt breakers
resulted in the incorrect CT ratio. While the modification of the 480 volt breaker from a
residual heat removal pump application to a fan cooler unit application was done with a work
order (WO) which properly described the required CT ratio change for this conversion, no
additional WO was prepared for the return of the breaker to the residual heat removal pump
application. This was a factor in the jumper being cleared with only PMT PT-3YS5.

2. The work control process was less than adequate in addressing change management issues in
making the WO for the return of the 480 volt breaker to the residual heat removal pump
application emergent work. This resulted in the breaker conversion being done by clearing
the jumper and performing PMT PT-3Y5 as individual tasks, without utilizing the original
WO and the associated review for developing a work package. This was a lost opportunity
to identify the full scope of work required for returning the breaker to the residual heat
removal pump application.

3. The testing of the 480 volt breakers for “as found” conditions with PT-3Y5 and “as left”
conditions (after the failed amptector was replaced) with PC-3Y5 was not adequate for
breaker reconfigurations that require CT ratio changes. This is because PT-3Y5 provides no
CT ratio reference value and PC-3Y5 does not provide for adequate verification of “as left”
CT ratios (amptector operation is verified by using amptector input current

4. Jumper 97-309 did not clearly identify that the CT ratio had to be changed upon installation
and removal of the jumper.

5. The reliance on an Instrument and Control (1&C) supervisor to with insufficient information
address required CT ratio changes during 480 volt breaker reconfigurations was misplaced.

6. Ineffective communication and conflict resolution between Quality Assurance (QA), 1&C,
and plant management personnel failed to resolve QA’s concern for the completeness of the
process used in the return of the 480 volt breaker to the residual heat removal pump
application. This resulted in a lost opportunity for a collaborative effort to identify the scope
and completeness of the work required for the return of the 480 volt breaker to the residual
heat removal pump application.

Following the trip of the 22 residual heat removal pump breaker on October 24,1997, the
incorrect CT ratio was identified and corrected. The 22 residual heat removal pump breaker was
successfully tested and operational on October 24,1997. At that time an extensive investigation
of 480 volt DB-50 breakers was underway (the 22 residual heat removal pump breaker is a DB-
50 type breaker). The verification of correct CT ratios was included into the DB-50 investigation
and completed. The 480 volt DB-75 breaker CT ratios were also verified (all plant 480 volt
breakers with amptector CT ratios are DB-50 or DB-75 type breakers). This investigation
identified another 480 volt DB-50 breaker with an incorrect CT ratio following a satisfactory
performance of PC-3Y5. This was the breaker for the 22 recirculation pump. This breaker had
been in service since May 4, 1997. For this case, the incorrect CT ratio provided for the
amptector trip range to be at a higher pump motor current than designed. An investigation of
this condition determined that there was still adequate fault protection and co-ordination with the
upstream 480 volt bus breakers. The 22 recirculation pump motor was examined for any

L2



REPLY TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION

indication of motor degradation because the incorrect CT ratio had impacted the motor overload
protection. No motor degradation was found, and the 22 recirculation pump breaker CT ratio
was corrected.

SAO-206 was revised to require that installation and removal of all jumpers, involving any group
outside of Operations, will be performed using a WO, work permit, step list / procedure, and
PMT requirements. This revision requires verification that safety evaluation “work description™
information is included in the jumper. Other corrective actions, scheduled to be taken no later
than April 30, 1998, to preclude recurrence of this type of violation include the following:

1.

Development of an 1&C step list for the conversion of DB-50/75 breakers to be used in
alternate locations.

Revision of PT-3YS5 to include reference values for “as found” CT ratios.
Revision of PC-3YS5 to include verification of CT ratios for a given application.

Development of administrative controls for DB-50/75 application setpoints (range) and
configuration.

Completion of the transition to a Temporary Modification process for all but Watch required
jumpers.

Evaluation of Leader Effectiveness Training (LET) as a relationship / conflict resolution
model for the Station. Use of LET or a comparable skill to resolve issues between and
within groups.



