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ATTN: Mr. J. A. Jones T& (3) .
Senior Vice President Attorney, OELD
336 Fayetteville Street E. Jordan
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602 : P. 0'Reilly

Gentiemen:

SUBJECT: NRC STAFF EVALUATION OF CP&L RESPONSES TO IE BULLETINS 79-06A AND

79-06A, REVISION 1, FOR H.B. ROBINSON STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT
NO. 2. ~

We have reviewed the information provided by your letters dated April 23,
June 28 and July 12, 1979 in response to IE Bulletins 79-06A and 79-06A,
Revision 1, for H. B. Robinson Steam Electric Plant, Unit No. 2 (Robinson).
We have also reviewed your August 28, 1979 letter which responded to our
August 9, 1979 letter requesting additional information regarding the
aforementioned bulletins. The enclosure provides our evaluation of your
responses with respect to their specificity, completeness, and responsiveness
to the bulletins. In this regard, we have found that you have taken appro-

priate actions to meet the requirements of IE Bulletins 79-06A and 79-06A,
Revision 1.

It should be noted that the staff review of the Three Mile Island, Unit 2
accident is continuing. Consequently, other corrective actions may be
required at a later date. For example, IE Bulletin 79-06C was issued on
July 26, 1979, requiring new considerations for operation of the reactor
coolant pumps following an accident. Our reviews of the Westinghouse Owners'
Group response to Items 2 and 3 of Bulletin 79-06C (Westinghouse reports
WCAP-9584 and WCAP-9600, respectively) are documented in NUREG-0623 and
NUREG-0611, respectively. You will be kept informed regarding the require-
ments for Robinson resulting from these reviews by separate correspondence.

Sincerely, "

Original signed by
Se A, Varza

Steven A. Varga, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch #1 -
Division of Licensing
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to IE Bulletins 79-06A and 79-06A,
Revision 1
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION -
. WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 :

July~17, 1980

Docket No. 50-261 -

Carolina Power & Light Company
ATTN: Mr. J. A. Jones

Senior Vice President
336 Fayetteville Street
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: NRC STAFF EVALUATION OF CP&L RESPONSES TO IE BULLETINS 79-06A AND
'79-06A, REVISION 1, FOR H.B. ROBINSON STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT
NO. 2. g _ ' o : . E

We have reviewed the information provided by your letters dated April 23,
~June 28 and July 12, 1979 in response to IE Bulletins 79-06A and 79-06A,
Revision 1, for H. B. Robinson Steam Electric Plant, Unit No. 2 (Robinson).
We have also reviewed your August 28, 1979 letter which responded to our
August 9, 1979 Tetter requesting additional information regarding the
aforementioned bulletins. The enclosure provides our evaluation of your
responses with respect to their specificity, completeness, and responsiveness
to the bulletins.” In .this regard, we have found that you have taken appro-
priate actions to meet the requirements of IE Bulletins 79-06A and 79-06A,
‘Revision 1. ' : : L '

It should be noted that the staff review of the Three Mile Island, Unit 2
accident is continuing. Consequently, other corrective actions may be
required at a later date. For example, IE Bulletin 79-06C was issued on

July 26, 1979, requiring new.considerations for operation of the reactor
coolant pumps following an accident. Our reviews of the Westinghouse Owners'
Group response to Items 2 and 3 of Bulletin 79-06C (Westinghouse reports
WCAP-9584 ‘and WCAP-9600, respectively) are documented in NUREG-0623 and
NUREG-0611, respectively. You will be kept informed. regarding the require-
ments for Robinson resulting from these reviews by separate correspondence.

R

ncerely,

teve a gé& Chief
Operating React®rs Branch #1
Division of Licensing.
Enclosure: o
Evaluation of Licensee's Responses
- to IE Bulletins 79-06A and 79-06A,
Revision 1 . = . o




Mr. J A Jones

Caro]1na Power and L1ght Company

cc

G. F. Trowbridge, Esqu1re

Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge
1800 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20036

Hartsv111e Memorial L1brany
Home and Fifth Avenues
Hartsv111e South Carolina 29550

Michael C Farrar,-Cha1rman
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Richard S. Salzman
Atomic Safety and L1cens1ng
Appeal Board Panel"
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. W. Reed Johnson
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555
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EVALUATION OF LICENSEE'S RESPONSES TO IE BULLETINS
79-06A AND 79-06A (REVISION 1) '

.H B ROBINSON STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT UNIT NO. 2
DOCKET NO. 50- 261

~ INTRODUCTION

By letters dated Apr11>14, and April 18, 1979, we transmitted our Office of
_Inspection and Enforcement (IE) Bulletins No. 79-06A and 79-06A'(Revision 1),
respectively, to Carolina Power and Light Company (the licensee). These ‘
bulletins. specified actions to be taken by the 1icensee;t0'avoid occurrence of
an event similar to that which occurred on March 28, 1979 at Three Mile
Island, Unit No. 2 (TMI-2). By letter dated April 23, 1979, the licensee
prov1ded its response to the aforement1oned bul]et1ns for H.B. Robinson Steam
Electric Plant, Un1t No. 2 (Rob1nson) The licensee supp]emented its response
by letters dated June 28 and July 12 1979 providing clarification and
elaboration of certain of the Bu]]et]ﬂ Act1on Items in response to our
'vexpressed concerns. Fo]]ow1ng our review of the three 11censee submittals, we.
requested additional ~information regarding the 11censee s responses in our
August 9, 1979 letter. By letter dated August 28, 1979, the 11censee prov1ded
" the requested 1nformat1on Our eva]uat1on of the ]1censee s responses as
supplemented, is prov1ded below. '

EVALUATION

In th1s eva]uat1on the paragraph numbers correspond to the bu]]et1n action
items and to- the 11censee S response to each action 1tem

1. In Bu]]etin’Acﬁion Item Noﬂ'l 11censees were requested to review the
descr1pt1on ‘of circumstances descr1bed in Enclosure 1 of IE Bulletin 79-05.
~(issued ‘to all Ticensees with Babcock & Wilcox (B&W)-des1gned_p]ants'for




act1on, and to a11 other 11censees for 1nformat1on) and the pre11m1nary
" chronology of the TMI-2 accident included in Enclosure 1 to IE
‘Bulletin 79- OSA-(same d1strjbut1on as IE Bulletin 79-05).

(a) Thisvreview should be directed tbward understanding:"(l) the
extreme seriousness and consequences of the simultaneous blocking of
both auxiliary_feedwater.trains at the Three MiIe Island Unit 2
plant and other actions,taken during the ear1y_phases of the
accident; (2) the apparent operationa1 errors which led to the
eventual core damage; (3) that the potentia] exists, under certain
accfdent or transient conditions, to have a water level in the
pressurizer simujtaneous1y with.the reactor vessel not full of

‘water; and>(4) the necessity-to systematically analyze pTant

conditions and parameters and take appropriate corrective action.

{b) Operationai personne] should be instructed to: (1) not override
automat1c action of engineered safety features un]ess cont1nued
operat1on of eng1neered safety features w111 resu]t in unsafe plant
cond1t1ons (see Section’ 7a ), and (2) not make operat1ona1 decisions
based solely of a .single p]ant parameter -indication when one or more

conf1rmatory 1nd1cat1ons are ava11ab1e

(c) A1l licensed operators and p1ant management and supervisors with .
) operat1ona1 respons1b111t1es were to participate in this rev1ew and

such part1c1pat1on was to be documented in p]ant records.

OndApriT 23, 1979, an NRCtbriefing teamrprovided a detailed reviey of the
circumstances described in Enclosure 1 of IE Bulletin 79-05 and the
pre1jmfnary_chronology of the TMI-2 accfdent incTuded in Enc1osure'1 of
IE Bu]]et#n 79?05A te a majority of the licensed operators and plant
management The briefing team consisted of an IE PrOJects Inspector an
Operator L1cens1ng Branch (OLB/NRR) representat1ve, and the fac111ty ,

E Pr1nc1pa1/Res1dent Inspector Attendance was documented by the NRC

Pr1nc1pa1/Res1dent_Inspector, The'NRC,briefing also proyided a detailed




review of Items 1. a and 1.b of IE Bu]]etin'79 -06A. We cons1der the NRC
br1ef1ng to be an acceptab]e response to Bu]]et1n Action Item No 1.

Action Item 2 of the Bul]etin requested licehsees to reuiew'actions
requ1red by operat1ng procedures for cop1ng w1th transients and acci-
dents, with part1cu1ar attention to (a) recognition of the poss1b111ty .
“for forming voids 1arge enough to compromise core cooling capab111ty,

- (b) action required to prevent the format1on of such voids, and

(c) action required to enhance core. coo11ng in the event such voids are
formed. Emphasis in (a) was placed on natural’ c1rcu1at1on capab111ty.

The: 11censee stated inits June 28, 1979 1etter ‘that it had comp1eted a
thorough rev1ew of. a]] transient and acc1dent cond1t1ons based on insight
gained from TMI-2 to (a) assure that action steps spec1f1ca11y warn of
potent1a1 for voiding with a description of all instrumentation which
pight prov1de indication of potential or actual voiding, (b) spec1f1ca11y
~ address operator act1ons -based on operat1ona1 modes- and instrument
indications discussed above for term1nat1ng cond1t1ons tend1ng to lead

- to vo1d format1on and (c) provide: operators with. gu1dance for enhancwng

core coo]1ng given the unexpected condition of actua] vo1d1ng 1n the
primary system. .

~In accordance with the licensee's review and origina1'response.to Item 2
of the NRC IE Bulletin 79-06A, plant procedure EI-1, Incident Involving
Reactor Coolant System Depressur1zat1on was revised to specifically

- -address operator actions, based on operational modes, for-terminating '

cond1t1ons tending to lead to void format1on Included in this revision .

- were steps for the operator to assure that all automat1c ESF equ1pment
operated as requ1red upon e1ther automatic or manual SI initiation,
'wh1chever method was used to initiate ESF. A method for reducing RCS
temperature and pressure consistent with conditions whxch prevent
exceeding the 50° subcoo]ed temperature curves was added A reference
saturation temperature and 50° subcooled temperature curve a]ong with a
11st of the - m1n1mum 1nd1cat1ons wh1ch the operator shou]d use as a basis




for his determinations and operational decisions was added to the plant
procedures. In addition to changes to caution the operator of the
potential for void formation and actions to e]iminate conditions tending

to form vo1ds the procedure was rev1sed to spec1f1ca11y include a

'sect1on which prov1des guidance for enhanc1ng core coo11ng with actua]

voiding in the pr}mary system.

The 11censee has procedures regarding 1oss of reactor coo1ant flow to
prov1de the operator with the actions requ1red to establish and maintain
natural c1rcu1at1on in case that total forced reactor coolant flow fis
lost. The Office of Inspect1on and Enforcement w111 ver1fy that these

procedures are acceptab]e

A1l operators have been instructed to 1mmed1ate1y tr1p the reactor

coolant pump as spec1f1ed by IE Bu]]et1n 79 06C.

In add1t1on the licensee participated, as a member of the Westinghouse
Owners Group, in the effort to deve]op gener1c ‘guidelines for emergency
procedures In our November 5 and December 6, 1979 1etters to the Owners
Group, ‘we approved the Westinghouse gener1c gu1de11nes regard1ng small
break LOCAs for 1mp1ementat1on by licensees with West1nghouse des1gned
reactors. The Owners Group, .in conjunction with Westinghouse has also
developed generic guidelines for emergency procedures regarding natural
circulation.  These generic guidelines were submitted on December 28
1979, as part of the Owners Group response to the requ1rements of

Item 2.1.9 of NUREG 0578 regarding inadequate core cooling.” In order to
sat1sfy NUREG 0578 requ1rements, the 11censee should have 1ncorporated
the gu1de11nes into the Rob1nson procedures (small break LOCA gu1de11nes
by January 1 1980 and inadequate. core cool1ng guidelines by January 31,
1980). The Office of Inspection and Enforcement will verify that

-acceptable guidelines have been properly implemented Procedures based

on these generic guidelines represent an acceptable method of complying

with Bulletin Action Item No. 2




We find that the 11censee has prov1ded an acceptable response to Bulletin
Action Item No 2.

Bu]]etin Action Item No. 3 requested that 11censees w1th fac111t1es that
used pressur1zer water level coincident with pressur1zer pressure for

automat1c initiation of safety 1n3ect1on 1nto the reactor ‘coolant system

'._.tr1p the Tow pressurizer level setpoint b1stab1es such that, when the

pressurizer pressure reached the Tow setpoint, safety 1n3ect1on would be
initiated regardless'of the pressurizer level.  The pressurizer 1eve]
bistables could be returned to their. norma] operating positions dur1ng

the pressur1zer pressure channe] funct1ona1 surve11]ance tests.

‘In’itS’April 23, 1979 response\ the‘]icensee statedAthat the pressurizer”
'1eve1 b1stab1es wh1ch 1nput to- safety injection initiation had _been
placed in the tr1p mode using an Abnormal Procedure (AP). On May 24,

1979, we issued Amendment No. 38 to the Robinson operat1ng'1icense This

o 11cense amendment approved a des1gn change to. the safety 1n3ect1on

v1n1t1at1on 1og1c which the licensee had proposed This des1gn change
'cons1sted of mod1fy1ng the safety 1nJect1on 1n1t1at1on system logic so
‘ that safety 1n3ect1on will be- 1n1t1ated on a two out of- three Tow
' pressur1zer pressure . cond1t1on regard]ess of the pressur1zer 1eve1 1-wé
lcons1der the ]1censee s response to Bulletin Action Item No. 3

acceptab]e

Buﬂet‘in Action Item No. -4 requested that licensees review the
'conta1nment isolation initiation design and procedures and-implement_a11'
changes necessary to perm1t conta1nment 1so]at1on whether manua1 or'

‘ automat1c of a11 lines whose 1so]at1on wou]d not degrade needed safety
;features or coo11ng capab111ty, upon automat1c initiation of safety

1n3ect1on

Initiation of~safety injection at Robinson by automatic or- manual

actuat1on signal actuates Phase A 1so1at1on of contaTnment Phase A

1so1ates all non essent1a1 process 11nes but does not affect safety‘




injection,:containment spray, component cooling, or steam and feedwater

. systems. TherefOre Phase A isolation does not degrade needed safety

> features or coo]1ng capab111ty 1nc1ud1ng the operation of reactor coolant
>-;pumps. Phase B_1solat1on of contalnment is actuated by h1gh high
'”containmeht pressure or by manual initiation of containment spray.

Phase B isolation isolates all remaihing process lines except safety

injection, containment spray, and auxiliary feedwater.

We f1nd that the 11censee s response has adequate]y addressed the

‘_concerns expressed in Bu]]et1n Act1on Item No. 4.

In Bulletin Action Item No. 5, licensees uith faci]ities at which the
~auxiliary feedwater_system.is‘not automatically initiated were requested
to.prepare-and implement immediately procedures which required the“
stationing of an individual (with no other assigned’cohcurrent duties and
in direct and continuous commun1cat1on with the ‘control room) to prompt]y
initiate adequate aux111ary feedwater to the steam generator(s) for those
transients or accidents, the«consequences of whjch could be.11m1ted by

such act1on

The auxi]iary'feedwater system at Robinson is'autdmatica11y-initiated,
with no operator action required in order to ensure;adeqUate flow.

Therefore, Bu]]etin'Action Item No. 5 does not apply to this plant.

Bulletin Action Item No. 6 requested that 11censees prepare and 1mp1ement

immediately. procedures wh1ch

(a) Identified»those plant indications,(suoh as valve discharge piping
temperature, valve position'indioation, or valve discharge relief
© tank temperaturenor pressure indication) which‘p]ant operators could

ut111ze to determine that the: pressur1zer power operated re11ef

va]ve(s) are open, and




(b) Directed the plant operators to manually close the power-operated
. relief block valve(s) if the reactor coolant system pressure had
been'reduced to be]owvthe'set‘point for normal automatic closure of
'-the power-operated re11ef valve(s) and the. va]ve(s) rema1ned stuck
-1n the open pos1t1on ' '

The 11censee reviewed the app]1cab1e Robinson procedures and determined
that no changes or. rev1s1ons were needed to comp]y w1th Bu]]et1n Act1on

Item No. 6.a.

In response to Bulletin Action Item.No: 6.b. the licensee revised

~ emergency procedure EI-1 to ensure comp11ance with the requirements.

Based on our review, we find that the 11censee s response to Bu]]et1n
Act1on Item No. 6 is acceptab]e

In Bulletin Action'Item No. 7, 11censees were requested to review the -
action d1rected by the operat1ng procedures and tra1n1ng 1nstruct1ons to

3 ensure that

_ (a) Operators do not overr1de automat1c act1ons of eng1neered safety

' features un]ess cont1nued operation of eng1neered safety features
wou]d result in unsafe p]ant conditions. For example, if continued

" operation of'eng1neered safety features would threaten reactor |
vessel integrity, then the h1gh pressure 1n3ect1on (HPI) system
should be secured (as noted in b(2) be]ow) ’

- (b) 0perat1ng procedures current]y, or are revised to spéc1fy that, if

the (HPI) system had been. automat1ca11y actuated because of a 1ow
'pressure cond1t1on, it must remain in operat1on until e1ther

(1) Both Tlow. pressure injection (LPI) pumps are in operat1on and
f]ow1ng for 20 m1nutes or 1onger at a rate which would assure :
stable plant behav1or or - ' '




(2) The HPI system has been in operation for 20 minutes,-and all .
hot and'co1dA1eQ temperatures are, at least 50‘degrees Fahrenf
heit below the saturation temperature for the existing RCS
pressure. If 50 degrees subcoo]ingvcannot be maintained after

'VHPI‘cutoff the HPI shall be reacfivated The degree of
subcooling beyond 50 degrees and the length of time HPI has
been in operat1on.sha11 be Timited by the pressure/temperature

considerations for the yesse1’integrity.

‘(c) _Operatﬁng procédures currently, or are revised to, specify that, in
the event of HPI inibiation with reactor coolant pumps (RCPs)
A’operat1ng, at least one RCP shall remain operating for two loop

'p1ants and at 1east two RCPs shall remain operatlng for 3 or 4 loop

' p)ants, as long as the pump(s) is providing forced flow.

(d) Operators are provided additional information and instructions to
not re]y upon pressur1zer level indication alone, but to a]so.'
‘examine pressur1zer pressure and other plant. parameter 1nd1cat1ons
1n evaluat1ng p]ant cond1t1ons, e,g., water 1nventory in the reactor

primary . system.

In response to Bulletin Action Item No.'7.a,'the licensee reviewed'the'

"appropriate Robinson plant emergency procedures and they prohibit over-

riding engineered safety features unless the cont1nued operat1on would
result in unsafe conditions. This const1tutes ‘an acceptable response to

Bulletin Action Item No. 7.a.

In,response to Bulletin Action Item No. 7.b:'the 1icensee particfpated-iny
the effort’ by the West1nghouse Owners Group,.1n con3unct1on w1th A
West1nghouse to deve?op generic gu1de]1nes for emergency procedures In
our November 5 and December 6, 1979 1etters to the Owners Group, we
approved generic gu1de11nes for emergency procedures regard1ng small
break LOCAs for implementation by 11censees with Westinghouse-designed"

operat1ng;p1ants. These approved guidelines include the fo]]ow1ng




criteria (taken from the enc1osure to our letter of December 27 1979)

for term1nat1on of safety injection:

(1) The reactor coo1ant system pressure 1s greater than 2000 pounds per

"square inch gauge and 1ncreas1ng, d

(2) The pressur1zer water 1eve1 is greater than ‘the programmed no-load

water 1eve1, and

(3)' The reactor coolant indicated subcooling is greater than (insert
p1ant-specific value, Which_is the sum of the errors for the
. temperature measurement system used and the pressure'measurement'

system translated into- temperature using the saturation tab]es);'and

(4) The water level fn'at 1east one Steam generator is stable and
increasing, as verified by auxiliary feedwater flow to that.unit.
'Aux111ary feedwater f1ow to the unaffected steam generator shou]d be

greater than (a- va]ue in gallons per minute suff1c1ent to remove

'decay heat after 20 minutes following reactor tr1p) unt11 the

. 1nd1cated 1eve1 is returned to within the narrow range level

1nstrument

' Details of our evaluation of this issue are included in the report
(NUREG-0611) ofgour generic review of Westinghouse-designed operating
_plants. ' '

Our- 0ff1ce of Inspect1on and Enforcement w111 ver1fy that the approved
West1nghouse generic safety 1nJect1on term1nat1on cr1ter1a have been
proper1y 1ncorporated 1n the Rob1nson plant procedures Pend1ng such
verification, we: f1nd that the 11censee s actions w1th regard to th1s'

bulletin act1on item are acceptable.

Another issue on which the West1nghouse Owners Group worked, in

conJunct1on with West1nghouse, to ach?eve reso]ut1on with the staff was




the matter of reactor coolant. pump operation following a small break LOCA
(Bulletin Action Item No. 7.c). On July 26, 1979, IE Bulletin 79-06C
superseded Action Item No. 7.c of Bulletin 79-06A' Bu11et1n'79-06C
required that, as a short-term act1on licensees were to tr1p all reactor
coolant pumps after an. 1n1t1at1on of safety 1n3ect1on caused by 1ow
reactor coolant system pressure “In its August 28, 1979 response to
Bulletin 79 06C, the 11censee stated its conformance with this require-
ment. This action was to remain in effect unt11 the results of analyses
>specified'fn Bulletin 79-06C had been used to develop new guidelines for

operator action.

We have comp]eted our rev1ew of the reactor coo1ant pump trip issue w1th

tthe Owners Group The generwc guidelines for emergency procedures '

regarding small break LOCAs, which we approyed in our November 5 and

December 6, 1979 1etters,to‘the OWners Group, "contain the approved pump
' trip criteria;for.Westinghouse-designed operating plants. Basically,

“they are as follows:

(1) Stop a]]‘reactor coolant pumps after high'pressure safety injectionv,
vpump operat1on has been ver1f1ed, and when the wide range reactor
: pressure is at (plant- spec1f1c pressure derived from secondary
system relief capac1ty, pr1mary to- secondary system pressure

d1fference ‘and instrument inaccuracies).

Appropr1ate caut1ons have been included in the gu1de11nes regard1ng 1so1at1on
of component cooling water to the reactor coolant pumps and ma1nta1n1ng seal
1ngect1on f1ow to precilude pump damage due to inadequate coo]1ng The details

of our review of the pump tr1p 1ssue are reported in NUREG 0623

Pend1ng conf1rmat1on by our Off1ce of Inspect1on and Enforcement that the
licensee has incorporated the pump tr1p cr1ter1a as spec1f1ed in the approved
West1nghouse generic gu1de11nes into the Rob1nson p]ant 1nstruct1on to
operators, we find the 11censee 's response to Bu]]et1n Act1on Item No. 7.c

acceptab]e

10




In response to Bulletin Action Item No. 7.d,vthe 11censee»fssued a

E instroctions to'Robinson operations personnel which cautioned agafnst »
overreliance on pressurizer level indication, and recommended examination
of other plant parameters in assess1ng water 1nventory and p]ant

“ conditions. In 1ts April 23, 1979 1etter the ]1censee 1dent1f1ed the
specific plant parameters to be ‘used 1in assess1ng water: 1nventory and
plant conditions. We find these act1ons to be an acceptab]e response to

Bu]]et1n Action Item No 7.d.

‘Bu11etin Action Ttem No. 8 requ1red that licensees rev1ew a11gnment
requ1rements and controls for a]] safety-re]ated va]ves necessary for
proper operat1on of eng1neered safety features In response the
licensee stated that the required rev1ew was conducted by rev1ew1ng valve
positions concurrent]y with the procedures that check or manipulate the
valves. In its responses the 11censee noted that va]ve tineups on
safety-related systems were comp]eted pr1or to - startup. -Locked valves on
safety re1ated systems are ver1f1ed and documented with respect to thewr
proper pos1t1on Safety-re]ated valves that have pos1t1on 1nd1cat1on in
the contr01 room are ver1f1ed to. be in the1r proper pos1t1ons on a sh1ft
turnover check 11st which meets the requ1rements of Item 2.2. l.c of
NUREG- 0578 "Sh1ft and Relief Turnover Procedures w

Based 0N our review, we . find the 11censee s response to Bu1let1n Action

Item No 8 acceptab]e

In Bulletin Action Item No. 9, Ticensees were requested to review their
procedures to assure that radioactivity will not be inadvertently
re1eased from containment. = Particular emphasis was placed on the
resett1ng of eng1neered safety features (ESFs) and the effects of th1s

act1on on valves contro111ng the: re]ease of rad1oact1v1ty
In its June 28 and Ju1y 12, 1979 supplemental . responses, the licensee

listed all systems which are designed to transfer potent1a11y radioactive

f1u1ds from conta1nment indicated those systems for which high radiation

11




10.

interlocks exist, and identified the means by which the operability of

" each system listed is assured. 'Information oertaining to the resetting

of ESFs and 1ts effect on valves contro]11ng the release of rad1oact1v1tyv.
was prov1ded 1n the 11censee s December 31 1979 response to Item 2.1.4
of NUREG 0578 In brief, once Phase - A Conta1nment Iso1at1on has been -

'1n1t1ated by a safety 1nJect1on s1gna1 the automat1c 1so1at1on valves

can be opened only upon manual reset of the actuating signal and

deliberate remote manual operation of the individual valve.

7_We f1nd that the licensee has adequate1y addressed the concerns expressed

1n Bu11et1n Act1on Item No. 9.

The staff's imp]ementation of Item 2.1.4 of’NUREG-OS?S provfdesrfurther-

assurance that the inadvertent release of radioactivity from containment.

upon resetting of ESFs will be precluded. Our review of NUREG-0578

Item 2.1.4 implementation will be reported in a separate document.

Action Itém No. 10 of Bu1]et1n 79-06A requ1red that 11censees review and .

’.mod1fy, as necessary, ma1ntenance and test procedures for safety- re]ated

systems to ensure that they requ1re that: (a) redundant systems are

" operable before a system is taken out of service, (b) systems are

,operable when returned to serv1ce, and (c) operators are made aware of

the status of these systems.

In its June 28 and August 28, 1979 suppTenental responses, the 11censee

provided add1t1ona1 1nformat1on regarding th1s bulletin act1on 1tem The‘

»‘operab111ty of redundant p1eces of equ1pment in safety-re]ated equipment.

1s verified pr1or to removal of any safety-related component from service
consistent w1th ‘the minimum equ1pment lists as deve]oped from the
Limiting - Cond1t1ons for Operation listed in the unit Technical Spec1f1ca-

tions. 0perab111ty is verified by ‘test or ‘by visual 1nspect1on The

'v1sua1 1nspect1on cons1sts of as a m1n1mum a rev1ew of the equ1pment

status on the control -board. ~ Applicable tests or 1nspect1ons are
spec1f1ed in the 1nd1v1dua1 0perat1ng Work Perm1t and/or the app11cab1e

equ1pment troub]e and work report.
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11.

12

A11 Operating Work Permits have been reviewed and corrected as applicable
to verify that all equipment is properly aligned prior to returning the
equipment to operab]e status_fol1owing maintenance.

The transfer of 1nformat1on about the status of safety re]ated systems at

- shift change will be accomp11shed accord1ng to the requ1rements of
Item 2.2.1.c of NUREG- 0578.

Based on our review, we find that the Ticensee's response to Bulletin
Action Item No. 10 is acceptable. ' : '

Bu]]et1n Act1on Item No 11 requested 11censees to rev1ew the1r prompt
report1ng procedures for NRC notification to assure that’ the NRC is
notified within one hour of the time: the reactor is not in a controlled
or expeCted condition of operation. Further, at that time, an open,
cont1nuous commun1cat1on channel shall be estab]1shed and ma1nta1ned w1th
the NRC

" In its‘Apri1523 1979> 1etter' the 11censee comm1tted to meet these

requirements. We f1nd the 11censee S commltment to Bu]]et1n Action - Item
No. 11 acceptab]e

The actlons specified in Act1on Item No 11 of IE Bulletin 79- 06A have
subsequent]y been 1ncorporated in the requ1rements of Sect1on 50.72 of
]O CFR Part 50, 1mmed1ate1y effect1ve upon issuance February 29 1980

In Act1on Item No. 12, ]1censees were requested to review operat1ng modes
and procedures to dea] with s1gn1f1cant amounts of hydrogen gas .that may

be generated during a transient or- other accident that would either

remain inside the primary system, or be released to the containment

In response to this bu]]et1n action 1tem the 11censee reviewed the
ex1st1ng Robinson procedures ‘to assure adequate post- acc1dent conta1nment
samp]1ng circulation; and means, of hydrogen remova] which may be re]eased
to the containment dur1ng a trans1ent or. accident cond1t1on
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In addition in its Apr11 23, 1979 response the 11censee identified the
various methods covéred by ex1st1ng procedures for removing hydrogen gas
' ;from the reactor coo]ant system

Based on our rev1ew we find that the 11censee has prov1ded an adequate
response to Bulletin Act1on Item No. 12. ' '

13. This bu]]etin action item requested licensees to propose.changes, as
reduired to those pTant‘Technica1 Specifications which had to be :
mod1f1ed as a result of 1mp1ement1ng Bulletin Act1on Item Nos. 1 through

12, .and to 1dent1fy des1gn changes necessary in. order to effect 1ong term
'reso]ut1on of these 1tems ‘ ' '

‘By letter dated May 18, '1979 the licensee requested a 11cense'amendment
to the Robinson Techn1ca] Spec1f1cat1ons necess1tated by act1ons requ1red
by this bulletin. This change was required to implement two-out-of-three
~ low-low Pressurizer Pressure Safety Injection actuation (from Bu]]et1n .
" Action Item No. 3) and was approved by the NRC on May 24, 1979 'The
licensee's letter of Ju]y 12, 1979, documents a. des1gn change to the
' conta1nment isolation valves from the PRT and RCDT to the gas ana]yzer
This change will be comp]eted dur1ng the next refue]1ng outage

We find the 11censee S response to Bul]et1n Act1on Item No. 13 B T
~acceptable. ’ S

CONCLUSIONS -

Based on our review of the 1nformat1on prov1ded by the 11censee we conc1ude
that the l1censee has correctly interpreted IE Bulletins 79- 06A and ‘79~ 06A,
Revision 1. The actions taken demonstrate the licensee's understand1ng of the
“concerns. arising from the Three Mile Island, Unit No. 2 acc1dent in relation
to their: 1mp]1cat1ons on its own operat1ons and provide added asstrance for
the protectwon of the pub11c hea]th and safety dur1ng p]ant operat1on
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