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qfnspecfion'Conducted June 28 through September 20 199d

Inspector: D. E. H111s Co
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actor PrOJects Sect1on 1B o .- Date

'Inspect1on Summary

Inspect1on during the;per1od of June 28 through September 20, 19901<

"(Report Nos. 50-237/90-022(DRP); 50-2497/90-022(DRP))

Areas Inspected:  Special, announced safety inspection of.the. licensee's

- previous practice of, utilizing a temporary samp]e pump to obta1n the da11y

drywell air sample. (Module 92701)

Results:. The 1nspect1on resulted in the 1dent1f1cat1on ‘of one apparent ,
10 CFR 50.59 violation in that thé licensee'$ practice effectively const1tuted
a change in Technical Specifications and an unreviewed safety question existed
in regard to the temporary:sample pump. "Prior NRC approval was not sought or _
obtained. - This temporary ‘alteration reduced the margin of safety as defined
in the bas1s of Technical Specifications in regard to.the maximum allowable
‘primary containment accident leak rate. Primary containment was effectively
.degraded to unacceptable levels whenever the daily drywell air samples were
being obtained with the temporary sample pump. (50-237/90-022-01(DRP);
249/90- 022 01(DRP), paragraph 4) . : ’

" The apparent‘v1o1at1onAref]ects,adverse]y on the safeiy assesément/qua]ity_

verification.and engineering/technical support functional areas. It
represents a significant failure to meet the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59
requirements in that a required license amendment was not sought prior‘to
impiementing a facility change. This effectively circumvented the NRC's role
in the regulatory process. Analyses can be performed which may show, using
more realistic assumptions than-the more conservative assumptions contained in
the plant licensing basis, that offsite and control room-dose projections are
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‘within acceptablle. criteria. However, the~determ1’nati6n of the safety -
- significance «f the change (whether the change is safe or unsafe) for an:

unreviewed ssafatyy question is c1ear1y an NRC funct1on and not within- the
authomty wof the Ticensee.
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DETAILS

- Persons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison Company

“*E. Eenigenburg; Station Manager ,
" *L. Gerner, Technical Superintendent.

D. Van Pe]t Assistant Superintendent - Ma1ntenance
J. Kotowski’, Production Superintendent =
.'Achterberg, Assistant Superintendent - Work P]annlng
Smith, Assistarit Superintendent- Operations
Peterman Regulatory Assurance: Superv1sor
~Korchynsky, Operating Engineer

Zank, Operdting Engineer -

Williams, Operating Engineer .

Strait, Techn1ca1 Staff Superv1sor

Johnson Q:C. Supervisor

Morey, Chem1stry Services Supervisor .
._Saccomando Hea]th Phys1cs Serv1ces Supervisor
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" The 1nspector a]so ta]ked w1th and- 1nterv1ewed several other 11censee
emp]oyees 1nc1ud1ng members of 'the technical and eng1neer1ng staffs

J*Denotes those attend1ng one or more exit 1nterv1ews conducted 1nforma11y

at var1ous t1mes throughout the 1nspect1on per1od

L1censee Actions on Previously Ident1f1ed Items’ (92701)

“+(Closed) Unreso]ved Item (50-237/90017- O4(DRP)) Th1s Jdtem concerned the

licensee's past pract1ce of utilizing a temporary sample pump to obtain
daily drywell air samples. This action created an unattended and. '

" unmonitored vent path from the drywell (pr1mary containment) through the
" sample line to the reactor building (secondary containment). This item

was open pending completion of a 1icensee 10 CFR'50.59 safety evaluation
regarding this practice. The-licénsee's safety evaluation was completed

and is-discussed in paragraph 5 of this report. This item also concernedﬁ

the adequacy of ‘the drywell manifold sample system containment isolation -
provisions. . Further review indicated that the containment isolation

_provisions. for this system were approved by the NRC in a Safety

- Evaluation Report (SER) dated March 5, 1980, in regard to NUREG-0578
Category A Item 2.1.4 (NUREG-0737 Item II.E.4.2) "Containment Isolation."
‘As such, the inspector has no further concerns regarding-this portion of

the item. The review of licensee actions in regard to the temporary
sample pump usage and the resulting affect upon primary containment
indicated an apparent violation of 10 CFR 50.59 as discussed in -

_paragraph 4 of this report. -Since the apparent violation involving the

temporary sample pump will be tracked as a separate item.and the NRC
previously approved the containment isolation provisions for the drywell
manifold sample system, this unresolved item is considered closed.



3.

Background

a.

¢ Jc—

;Drywe]] Man1fo1d Samp]e System Descr1pt1on

‘The purpose of the drywe11 manifold sample system is to prov1de air

" samples to identify the location of reactor coolant pressure
boundary leaks insidé of the -drywell. .The drywell manifold sample
'system (one for each unit) is designed to take a.suction from ... B
22 sample points in primary containment with each half inch sample .

1ine having its own two manual primary containment isolation valves

‘ *(both located outside of primary containment) and a filter cartridge.
... Flow then ‘passes through a common header from which the sample pump

takes a suction.  Return back to the primary containment is provided .

* through a connection to the continuous oxygen monitoring system -
.which d1scharges to-the drywell through two automatic containment

isolation valves which close on a. Group 11 1so]at1on signal. ..Thus,

the drywell man1fold sampling ‘system has automat1c isolation on]y on
its -discharge: . The. containment ‘isolation: prov1s1ons for this system
were approved by rthe NRC in a.SER dated.March 5, 1980 in regard to

. NUREG-0578 Category A Item 2.1. 4 (NUREG 0737 Item I1.E.4.2),
i"Conta1nment Iso1at1on Co L

,‘>Da11y Drywe11 A1r Samp]es Ut111z1ng Temporary Samp]e Pump -~

S1nce 1978 ‘and poss1b1y before the 11censee used a temporary samp]e o

"+ pump.as a backup:method to obta1n the Techn1ca] Specification .
‘irequ1red ‘daily drywell. air _sample. Use of the. temporary samp]e pumpl

was frequent, especially in the last couple of:years due “to’

. _recurring problems with the. permanent pumps. The licensee 1nd1catedf'
% that the permanent pumps.were operab]e ‘only a. few weeks through the ’

major portion of 1988 through.1990. The licensee also indicated
that the reliability.of these pumps was poor prior to 1988. Use of

"the temporary sample pump involved ‘breaking the. closed ‘1oop on the
" drywell manifold sample system below the sample filter on one of the

sample. 11nes attaching a rubber hose with a quick d1sconnect

- fitting, connecting the hose to the temporary sample pump and ‘
_discharging the pump exhaust to the reactor building. The system '
was left unattended while a 'sample was being taken although,
jautomat1c isolation was-not provided. Obtaining a representative
- sample required runn1ng ‘the-system in this configuration for at

least 50 minutes. : (A subsequent procedure specified a minimum of .

" one hour. )¢ This a]]owed an unattended and unmonitored path from

the drywell (primary containment) through the sample line to the
reactor building (secondary containment). A procedure was written
on May 25, 1989-to cover this operation due to a nondocumented third

_pdrty reviewer ‘comment. This procedure contained a-prerequisite to
"notify the control room prior to sampling and a-precaution that the

two valves 'upstream of each filter holder must be closed when drywell
isotation is required. No. analysis was done by the ‘licensee to
determine the effect on the offsite and oontro1 room doses in



" consideration of‘manua1'react1on t1meAand access1b111ty during .
- design basis-accidents. The licensee's technical staff system
engineer 1dent1f1ed the prob]em on June 28, 1990. -

c. - Ramifications ofvTemporary-Samp1e Pump Usage

This use of the temporary sample pump in this configuration Was
contrary to Technical Specification 3.7.A.2 which requ1red primary
containment integrity ‘when the.feactor was~ cr1t1ca1 or. the reactor
water temperature ‘was ‘above 212 degrees F.: (The definition of
. ~primary containment-integrity requires that all manual 1so1at1on
valves on lines connecting to containment which are not ‘required
to be .open during accident conditions are closed.)--In this R
_configuration, at a postulated design basis' Toss of coolant :accident
"~ (LOCA) value of 48 psig, the licensee determined that a‘ 1eakage of
- 4.73 percent per day would occur through thi's line.--This exceeded
" the Technical Specification. allowed’ primary, conta1nment leakage test ..
~value ' of1.6 percent per day. (The Technical Specification limit
would actually be exceeded by a greater amount when leakage from.
this line -is .added to other leakage.sources.) The-appliicable

Technical Spec1f1cat1on dction statement 3.0.A'required hot shutdown;'zu .

““within 12 hours and cold shutdown within the. following 24 hours. -
Since -the 1so]at1on valves were open for sampling”for a suff1c1ent1yf’&
- short durat1on “this. act1on statement was not exceeded :

'-‘:Compar1son of Pract1ce to Requ1rement

N

10 CFR 50. 59 states that a ho1der of a 11cense may (1) make changes in”

. . “the fac111ty as described in the safety analysis ‘report- (SAR),. . (ii)’ make

“changes in the procedures as descr1bed in the safety analysis report, and
~ (i17) conduct tests or.experiments not described in .the safety. analysis

- report,. without Commission approval,. unless the proposed change, test or
experiment involves a change in the. technical spec1f1cat1ons 1ncorporated
in the license or an unreviewed.safety quest1on The 1icensee on numerous
occasions since at least 1978 and without NRC approval made -changes in
-'the-facility as described in the safety analysis report, which involved a-
‘change in Technical Specifications-and constituted an ‘unreviewed safety
.. question, by performing a temporary-alteration utilizing a temporary sample
. pump to.obtain the daily drywell air sample. This ‘temporary alteration -
reduced ‘the margin of safety as def1ned in the basis of Technical
- Specifications in regard to the maximum allowable primary ¢ontainment

accident leak rate. This is an apparent violation (50-237/90-022- Ol(DRP),"“‘

50 249/90022 01(DRP)).. -

- The temporary alteration represented a change in_the facility as

" .described in various portions of the SAR in regards to the ‘drywell

manifold sample system design, the pr1mary containment leak rate: and ’
‘,1ts affect on the acc1dent ana]ys1s )



* Technical Specification 3.7:A.2.a.(3) prescribes -a maximum allowable test
leakage rate of 1.6 percent by weight of the containment air per 24 hours
‘at 48 psig. Usage of the temporary sample pump with the single line
represented an additional leakage of 4.73 percent per day beyond normal
-containment. leakage. This number exceeds the technical specification
allowable leakage and thérefore effectively constitutes a change in the.
Techn1ca1 Spec1f1cat1ons incorporated in the 11cense .

".10 CFR'50.59 states that "a proposed change test, or experiment shall be ..
- deemed to 1nvo]ve an unreviewed safety question (1) if the probability of:
occurrence or the consequencés of an accident or -malfunction of equ1pment

"~ important to. safety- previously evaluated in the. safety analysis report -

“may be-increased; or (ii) if a possibility for an accident or ma]funct1on

. of a.different type than any evaluated previously in the ‘safety analysis

.. report may be created; or (iii) if the margin of safety as def1ned 4n the
basis for any techn1ca1 spec1f1cat1on is reduced"

. Techn1ca1 Spec1f1cat1on 4.7.A bas1s 1nd1cates ‘that the design, bas1s 1oss
© of coolant dccident was evaluated at the primary.containment maximum
~d1lowable accident leak rate of 2.0 percent per day at 48 psig.. Th1s was
~ the basis for determ1n1ng a maximum a11owab]e test Teak rate of 1.6 .
percent’ per day at a pressure of 48 ps1g (The difference was -to account
~ for the.effects of’ conta1nment environment under accident and test '

- cond1t1ons by- applying a-0.8 correction factor. ) Techn1ca1 spec1f1cat1on“

4. 7.A basis states that "the specified primary containment - leak rate and .
. filter eff1c1ency are conservative -and provide margin between expected .

5. offsite doses and 10 CFR'100 gu1de11nes " It further states that .
f»~“"a1though the dose calculations 'suggest that the accident leak raté could

 .be allowed to increase to about.3.2 percent per day before the guideline

thyroid -doses given:in- 10 CFR 100 would be exceeded, establishing the . =
_test 1imit of 1.6 percent .per day provides adequate marg1n of safety to =
assure the health. and safety of the general public." .Usage of the "+ -,

" ‘temporary sample pump represented an additional leakage of 4. 73 percent

. per day during accident conditions. This additional leakage rate.

- nullified the margin of safety as defined in the Technical Specification .
“basis and also exceeded the'value the Technical Specification basis . -

indicates as an acceptable consequence to public health and safety

‘ under 10 CFR. 100 if a des1gn basis LOCA occurred dur1ng samp]1ng

Although there have been subsequent 11cens1ng actions regard1ng the

10 CFR 100 analysis for the des1gn basis loss of -coolant accident, the. .

. licensee was not able to provide any documentation indicdting- that the
margin-of safety defined in the Technical Specification basis was
,spec1f1ca1]y changed ‘ - .

‘Comparison of Licensee Safety Eva]uat1on and Supporting Ana]ys1s With
L1cens1ng Bases and Technical Spec1f1cat1ons

Fo110w1ng identification of this issue, the 11censee performed a

.10 CFR .50.59 safety evaluation for unattended usage of the temporary

-sample -pump to:determine whether an unreviewed safety question existed.
The licensee's analysis indicated that requirements were met and the

- safety evaluation indicated that an unreviewed safety question regardlng
. past usage .of the temporary sample pump d1d not ex1st



NRC review of the licensee's analysis- regarding this issue.in comparison
to licensing basis assumptions indicates questionable rationale with the
licensee's conclusions. (The NRC review considered only assumptions used -
in the analysis and not the methodology and computer codes for the
calculations themselves). In .particular, in order to show acceptab]e
values, this analysis used assumptions that were contrary to more
oonServatlve assumptions specifically stated in the licensing basis, and,

“in' some cases, reflected in Technical Specifications. . Even with.the open-
line (an additional 4.73 percent per day 1eakage) the licensee's analysis

showed significantly smaller offsite doses 'than the December 7,.1981 SER
for Systematic Evaluation Program (SEP)  topic XV-19 “Loss of Coolant

~ Accidents Resulting From Spéctrum of Postulated Piping Breaks. With in’
“"the Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary." These reductions may have been

in part accomplished by applying specific assumpt1ons used in the control

room dose analysis (and subsequently approved in an” SER' for that ana]ys1s).'

to the offs1te dose analysis. Although the permissibility of this, is

.unclear, sthere may be some merit to this approach, as ‘long as -the
app11cab111ty is essentially the same and there are not technical reasons. -

to prevent on a specific case (such 'as 1ncons1stenc1es with Techn1ca1

~"Spec1f1cat1ons) the usage of Tess conservat1ve assumpt1ons approved
~ for another: type of analysis.

However some of the 11censee s assumpt1ons were less conservat1ve than
the assumptions used in the 11cens1ng basis for.the control room-dose
analysis (SER on the control”-room habitability" study) or Technical

",Spec1f1cat1on values. The control -room habitability SER was 1ssued on

May 11, 1983 for NUREG- -0737, Item.I11.D.3.4, Control Room Hab1tab111ty, )
which accepted the licensee's.control room hab1tab111ty study as - Con

. indicating an acceptable control- room ‘ventilation design. In order to
" achieve acceptable results for the tempcrary sample pump ana]ys1s the'.

licensee had to assume at least a Standby Gas Treatment System (SGTS)
organic efficiency of 96.3 percent. . However, the Technical Spec1f1cat1on

- acceptance critéria- is 90 percent. - A]though the higher efficiency could
“probably be justified based upon historical testing results, this is
"still less conservative in regard-to. Technical Spec1f1cat1ons and thus

is not justifiable to use in a 10 CFR 50.59 safety evaluation. - The
licensee. 1mp11c1t1y recognized this inconsistency when it re- performed

. the control room habitability study to incorporate the 90 percent value

on April 19, 1988. The licensee's safety evaluation for the ‘temporary

'sample pump issue assumed normal contro] ‘room ventilation operation for

only 40 minutes as opposed to the e1ght hours specified in the licensing
basis. The 11censee s reanalysis -for ‘the control _room habitability study
made the same 40-minute assumption. The licensee, contrary to the

Technical Specification basis, assumed a normal conta1nment ‘Teakage

rate of 1.6 percent per day instead of the apparently required
2.0 percent per day rate. Although Technical Specifications prescribed a
1.6 percent per day maximum allowable test .leak rate, the Technical

~ Specification bas1§ indicated the actual maximum a]]owabTe'accident leak
‘rate-was 2.0 percent per -day.. (The testing acceptance criteria were

derived from this value by applying a correction factor to account for
uncertainties from the effects of the testing environment compared to ‘the
accident environment.) Therefore, usage of the smaller value in offsite’
and contro] room dose ca]cu]at1ons was non conservative. Previous NRC:



10 CFR 100-caTcu1ations for offsite doses reflected in the origindl

" licensing of the plant and the SER for SEP topic XV-19 used 2.0 ‘percent
- per day leakage.: Both the control room habitability analysis and

reanalysis used 1.6 percent per day leakage. The acceptability of these
last two assumptions, specifically for contro] room habitability, are an
unresolved item (237/90-022-02 (DRP); 249/90-022-02 (DRP). Finally,

~the apalysis assumed a constant maximum design-accident pressure - .

~ of 48 psig over the entire course of the accident in accordance with the,u
'licensing basis but assumed a decreas1ng accident pressure for the extra

- 4.73 percent per day:- leakage portion. This last assumption. was not only

. contrary to the licensing basis but a]so contrary to the current.Standard "
“Review Plam (SRP) provisions which prescribe a constant max1mum pressure

for built~in conservat1sm to the ca]cu]at1ons

e Fo1low1ng NRC and’ Ticensee d1scuss1ons of these issues with respect to'.

~ " 'the safety evaluation, the licensee prov1ded additional’ clarification of
. the intent of the safety evaluation. This clarification acknowledged

* that assumptions used in. analyses supporting forward looking:10 CFR 50. 59
" safety evaluations should be consistent-with those previously approved by

_.the NRC. However, since this analysis was performed for & past practice--

- that was: d1scont1nued following. discovery, .the Ticensee believed these

- assumptions were: appropr1ate to’ 1nd1cate whether an unreviewed safety

quest1on ex1sted

In summary, the licensee's ana1ys1s concern1ng th1s issues resorted to C
non-conservative assumpt1ons with respect to the plant. Jicensing basis or-

- Technical: Spec1f1cat1ons in order to achieve acceptable results.. Review .

of the licensee's. analysis indicates that the calculated consequences of

~an accident may havé been increased if the initial assumptions were in

accorddnce with ‘Technical Specifications” and the 11cens1ng basis. All

- acceptance criteria exceeded cannot be, exp11c1t1y 1dent1f1ed w1thout a 5"”
‘reana]ys1s using the more. conservat1ve assumpt1ons ‘

* The 11censee s safety evaluation for this issue 1nd1cated that the margin

of safety as defined in Technical Specifications was not reduced based

. upon the defirition of margin of safety. as defined in Nuclear Safety

Analysis Center (NSAC)-125 "Guidelines, for 10 CFR 50.59 Safety
Evaluation.”" This was due'to the resu1t1ng doses being less than the -
acceptance Timit (10 CFR 100 ‘and-General Design.Criterion 19) in the
licensing basis. Th1s evaluation indicated a lack of understanding of
NSAC-125 provisions. = NSAC-125, ‘Section 3.6 states that "changes in
barrier performance that-.do not result in 1ncreased radiological dose¢ to

the public are addressed under margin of safety." NSAC-125 indicates an’
. ‘increase in consequences of accidents must involve an. increaseé in doses
above the licensing. limit; however the-margin of safety as def1ned in -

the basis of any Techn1ca1 Spec1f1cat1on does not rely on this prov1s1on

. Therefore, the dose ‘to the public is not the deteérmining factor in the
“margin of safety portion of the definition of an unreviewed safety

question. In actuality,-the margin.of, safety was reduced whether a
comparison against 10 CFR 50.59 word1ng is used or NSAC- 125 prov1s1ons
are re11ed upon "



In addition, the licensee's safety eyaTuation also stated that the dose

. analysis methodology was based upon the original FSAR and SER dated
August 31, 1966. However, the SERs which covered-the final licensing of

the plant dated October 17 1969 for Unit 2 and November 18, 1970 for
Unit 3 granted approval based on different calculations than the previous
SER. The licensee could not locate any copies of these other SERs ‘
indicating a failure to maintain knowledge of the licensing basis. The
inspector subsequently obtained copies of these SERs and provided them to

~the licensee. Licensee deficiencies in ‘incorporating SERs in the Updated
Final-Safety ‘Analysis Report ,is an unreso]ved item (237/90 022 03

249/90-022-03 (DRP)).

Correct1ve Act1ons

As-:a résult of th1s prob]em the 1icensee1comp1eted or is p]anning the

“following actions:

ca. A pre11m1nary ana]ys1s was performed to quant1fy the: amount of -

© leakage through a one. half inch primary containment penetrat1on at.
design -accident pressuré. After finding that this greatly exceeded

 allowable limits. the licensee reported the prob]em, 1n accordance
with 10 CFR 50. 72 and 50 73 -

1

“b.\- A temporary change to the procedure regard1ng usage of the temporary

" sample pumps-was issued to require an individual in continual

- attendance and in contact with the control room by radio while the.
manual isolation valves are open. A temporary alteration was
subsequent]y performed that moved the sample poirt for the Techn1ca1
Specification required daily 'sample to a line that had automatic
jsolation.. The temporary procédure change was d1scont1nued
f0110w1ng the temporary alteration:

o ¢c. Alb Rad1at1on Protect1on shift personnel werre br1efed as to the

problem to preclude 1mproper usage of the system.

d. A deviation report ‘was 1n1t1ated to-track the licensee's

investigation of the problem. A potentially significant event
report was also initiated for corporate .management.

o e.:”fThe ]1censee performed a safety evaluation on the unattended usage

of the temporary sample pump which 1nd1cated that an.unreviewed
safety quest1on did.not exist.

f. The 11censee is current]y reviewing the problems with the permanent
samp]e pumps and assessing what is needed to comp1ete repa1rs

g. A review of the des1gn basis and the need for any system des1gn

improvements is being conducted. ' Since. the design basis could not .,
-be identified, the licensee decided to reconstitute the design
basis. The licensee is reviewing whether the system will be repaired
and used or whether it is to be abandoned dismantled and the 11nes
capped. -



h. A réview is be1ng conducted to determ1ne poss1b1e methods whereby a’

: temporary return line to the drywell could be established for use
with the .temporary sample -pump. (A]though automatic isolation is
now provided, the temporary sample pump still exhausts to the
reactor bu1]d1ng wh1ch presents ALARA cons1derat1ons )

i, The 11censee is rev1ew1ng other practwces procedures and

surveillances for any other items that could v1o1ate conta1nment
1ntegr1ty or system operab111ty :

Root Cause: . ..

The root cause is attriblted to a management deficiency in that safetyI
evaluation adm1n1strat1ve requirements were 1nadequate or were not’

adéquately applied. As administrative requirements were upgraded over
the years, no actions were taken to ensure past stand1ng pract1ces were .

'.reviewed.

A 10 CFR 50.59 safety. evaTuat1on 'was never done on this. a1terat1on'(u5e
of the temporary sample pump) since the original administrative -~ -
requ1rements for temporary alterations only applied to lifted leads and
jumpers. . When the administrative requirements expanded to mechan1ca1

kf{equ1pment previously existing alterations were not evaluated for

applicability to the administrative requirements. As such, 'in recent -
years each- time this alteration, was performed it was'done contrary to the
Ticensee's administrative procedures (Dresder” Administrative Procedure .

~(DAP) 7-4 MControl of Jumpers or Lifted Leads,". Revision 8, was issued -
~on December 24, 1985, which added the requ1rement for 10 CFR 50.59 safety

evaluations to be performed on jumpers:and-lifted leads. Revision 11 .of.

"~ this procedure was. 1ssued on August 15, 1988 to expand the definition of;
.temporary alteration to add1t1ona1 1tems such as mechan1ca1 equ1pment )

A procedure cover1ng the use of the temporary samp]e pump. d1d not ex1st

until 1989 and thus the problem was not previously discovered ‘through-a =
procedure safety eva]uat1on Due to-a non-documented third party

. - reviewer's comment concern1ng use of the temporary sample pump w1thout a.
- _procedure, Dresden Radiation: Protection (DRP) Procedure 1350-3, "Samp11ng
‘the Drywell Manifold System-Using the Radeco Air, Sampler" was first™ =~ -
‘issued in May 1989. -This:was a missed chance to detect the prob]em since
. a 10 CFR 50.59 safety eva]uat1on 'should' havé been ‘performed. - The screéning
criteria in effect at the-time allowed entire categories of procedures

(such as DRPs not related to effluent mon1tor1ng) to be automatically
ruled out for a safety evaluation as long as they were not new or changed

- procedures or administrative controls described in the Final Safety

Analysis Report. (FSAR) or Technical Specifications. In this particular
case, since it was-a new procedure, the criteria requ1red a safety
eva]uat1on to be performed ‘However, the reviewers mistakenly used )
the wrong administrative path as if it were a revision to this type of o

‘procedure instead of a new procedure. Therefore, a safety evaluation

was not performed due to a failure to follow the administrative
requirements. Additionally, the criteria themselves were still
inappropriate since -the licensee could have instead just made a revision
to DRP 1350-7, "Operation of the Unit 2(3) Drywe]] A1r Samp11ng Manifold

10



-

' System to allow usage of the ‘temporary sample pump. -In that case, the

“licensee's administrative requirements would not have ‘required a safety
evaluation to be performed with the.same result (usage of the.temporary
sample pump without a safety evaluation). The screening criteria were
revised on January 25, 1990, such that this is no 1onger a concern for

.recent]y issued procedures and rev1s1ons

‘ Unreso]ved Icems

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in ~
order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, violations, or -

- 'deviations. The unresolved items d1sclosed ‘during the 1nspect1on -are

d1scussed in paragraph 5

| Ex1t Interv1ew (30703) L S

'The 1nspectors summar1zed the scope and- f1nd1ngs of the inspection by
~telephone with the licensee's representatives (denoted in paragraph 1) on
7 September 27, 1990. The licensee acknowledged this information. The
.. inspector a]so discussed the likely informdtional content of the

inspection report with regard to ‘documents or processes reviewed by . the

~inspector during the inspection. The 11censee d1d not. 1dent1fy any. such-i-
'.documents/processes as propr1etary - L

no





