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Docket No. 50-263 

Northern States Power Company 
ATTN: Mr. L. J. Wachter 

Vice President, Power 
Production and System 
Operation 

414 Nicollet Mall 
Minneapolis, M 55401 

Gentlemen: 

This refers to the special inspection conducted by Messrs. W. S.  
Little, J. S. Creawell and G. A. Phillip of our Region III 
office on February 25 and March 17 and 18, 1977 regarding the circum
stances surrounding the three short reactor periods experienced during 
a reactor startup at the Monticello- Nuclear Plant on February 23, 1977.  
This also refers to the meeting that was held on April 12, 1977, by 
Mr. J. G. Keppler and members-of the Region III staff with you and other 
representatives of the Northern States Power Company to discuss the 
findings of this inspection.  

The inspection was conducted to determine both the reactor conditions 
which caused the short periods and the management considerations which 
led to the decision to restart the reactor following the scram. As a 
result of the inspection, certain of your activities appear to be in 
noncompliance with NRC requirements. The items of noncompliance identi
fied during the inspection are described in the enclosure to this letter.  

Although no specific health and safety consequences resulted from the 
short periods which occurred on February 23, 1977, we are concerned 
with the following related matters which, in our view, indicate a 
lack of adequate management controls associated with the operation 
of the reactor: 

1. The Shift Supervisor was not promptly notified of the anomalous 
reactivity conditions following the first of three short periods 
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resulting from control rod withdrawals. This was due to the 
failure of operating personnel to believe the nuclear instru
mentation and/or failure to recognise that poorly understood 
reactor conditions should be promptly reported to higher supervisory 
levels.  

2. An appropriate evaluation of the anomalous core reactivity condition 
was not performed to alert operators to the exietance of the high 
reactivity worth of each .notch of control rod movement following 
the unexpected fast period resulting from the withdrawal of a single 
control rod notch. Because of this ommission in combination with the 
ommissions identified in item I above, subsequent control rod withdra
wals were made within minutes after the short periods occurred under 
conditions which were not well understood. The resulting situation 
was contrary to the disciplined approach that is central to safe reactor 
operations.  

3.- Although management had recognized the need to calculate the 
reactivity worth of those control rods associated with the short 
period events, action was initiated to restart the reactor prior 
to completion of these calculations and prior to obtaining assurance 
that the Technical Specification requirement associated with the 
rod drop accident would not be violated (i.e. maximum reactivity 
worth of inserted segment of any control rod shall not exceed 1.3% 
delta k at criticality).  

Based on the above matters, together with the nature of the items of 
noncompliance, it is our viewthat proper emphasis was not given by 
licensee management and the operating staff to dealing with anomalous 
reactivity conditions during reactor startup and to avoiding conditions 
which could lead to excessively short reactor periods. Accordingly, 
the enforcement aspects of this case have been eacAlated from our 
Regional Office to Headquarters for handling.  

As you are aware from the "Criteria for Determining Enforcement Actions," 
whichwas provided to you by letter dated December 31, 1974, and from 
discussions with our Region III personnel, the enforcement actions 
available to the Comission in the exercise of its regulatory responoi
bilities include administrative actions in the form of written notices 
of violation, civil monetary penalties, and orders pertaining to the 
modification, suspension, or revocation of a license. We have carefully 
reviewed the items of noncompliance set forth in the enclosure and the 
matters discussed above, and conclude that a Notice of Violation is the 

appropriate enforcement action at this time. The results of future 
inspections to review your corrective actions will determine if addi
tional escalation of enforcement action is necessary.  

Based on the meeting of April 12, 1977, we understand that you will
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review and evaluation of significant operating events of this type, 
and reconsider the need for additional definition of authority to 
permit reactor restart.  

This notice is sent to you pursuant to the provisions of Section 2.201 
of the ORC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal 
Regulations. Section 2.201 requires you to submit to this office 
within twenty (20) days of your receipt of this nQtice a written state
ment or explanation in reply, including for each item of noncompliance: 
(1) corrective action taken and the results achieved; (2) corrective 
action to be taken to avoid further noncompliance; and (3) the date 
when full compliance will be achieved. In addition to your reply to 
the items of noncompliance, you should describe the specific actions you 
have taken or will take to achieve effective management control relatei 
to the matters discussed above.  

Sincerely, 

Harold D. Thornburg, Director 
Division of Reactor Operations 

Inspection 
Office of Inspection and 

Enforcement

Enclosure: Appendix A, Notice 
of Violation 

cc w/encl: 
E. L. Eliason, Plant 
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APPEIXI A 
0TICE OF VIOLATION 

License No. DPR-22 
jocket do. 50-263 

During an inspection of activities under License No. DPR.-22 conducted 
on February 25. March 17 and 18, and April 12, 1977, the following 
apparent items of noncompliance were identified and are considered to 
be infractions.  

1. Technical Specification 6.5.A.1 requires that normal startup, 
operation and shutdown of the reactor be conducted in accordance 
with detailed written procedures.  

a. Procedure C.1. Startup, in Part fl, Step 3, and referenced 
Part A, Section 2, Step 4.c, requires that the operator 
"observe the period meter and govern control rod with
drawal to avoid a reactor period shorter than 30 seconds." 

Contrary to the above, on February 23, 1977, during a 
reactor startup, control rods were withdrara on two se'pa
rate occasions when there were indications that withdrawing 
the rods would produce periods less than 30 seconds. Both 
actions resulted in periods of loss than 30 seconds. Pre
ceeding these rod withdrawals was a rod withdrawal which 
resulted in an indicated period of 10 seconds. The subse
quent rod withdrawals were eithdr made with the same rod over 
the same notch positions, or on a sysmetric control rod where 
similar response should have been expected.  

b. Procedure C.1 states in Part D, Section 1 that certain 
requirements must be observed prior to startup after a scram.  
One of these requirements is found in Section 3.a which states, 

The cause of the scram must be determined and the condition 
which caused the scram must be corrected." 

Contrary to the above, following a scram which occurred at 
approximately 5:00 p.m. a startup was initiated in that 
control rod withdrawal began at approximately 7:15 p.m. on 
February 23, 1977, without the condition which caused the 
scram being corrected.  
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Appendix A - 2 

2. Technical Specification 6.5.A.3 states, "Detailed written procedures, 
including the applicable check-off and instructions shall be prepared 
and followed covering . . . actions to be taken to correct abnormal 

reactivity changes including follo:-up actions required after protec
tive system actions have been initiated." 

Contrary to the above, a detailed written procedure covering actions 
to be taken to correct abnormal reactivity changes had not been 
prepared.
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