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SUMMARY

Scope:

This was a routine, announced inspection in the area of licensee control over
maintenance and engineering activities. Its purpose was to evaluate the
licensee's performance in oversight management.

Results:

The inspectors found that the licensee had implemented a program for the
planning, assessment, and control of Unit 3 recovery activities with respect
to the operational impact on Unit 2. The inspectors concluded that the
overall program was adequate. A violation identified in the area of on-shift
operations review of planned equipment outages had diminished the
effectiveness of the program. Additionally, the scope of the risk assessments
used to evaluate the proposed activities did not provide sufficient
information for effective management review and decision making.

9'407120045 940701
PDR ADOCK 05000260
8 PDR



4

~,
l1

I(

0



REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

S. Austin, Licensing Engineer
W. Banks, Systems Engineer
E. Glasser, Systems Engineer
E. Howard, Unit 3 Operations Manager
H. Jones, Risk Assessment Engineer

*R. Jones, Operations Superintendent
J. Mantooth, Recovery Work Control Engineer
G. HcChristian, Systems Engineer
E. Preston, Plant Manager

*P. Salas, Site Licensing Manager
*D. Stinson, Unit 3 Recovery Hanager
*A. Sorrell, Acting Plant Manager
*J. Valente, Unit 3 Recovery Engineer
*R. Wells, Compliance Manager

Other licensee employees contacted included engineers, mechanics,
technicians, operators, and office personnel.

NRC Representatives
*H. Ernstes, Reactor Inspector
*C. Patterson, Senior Resident Inspector
*R. Husser, Resident Inspector
*G. Schnebli, Resident Inspector
*J. Shackelford, Reactor Inspector
*L. Wert, Senior Resident Inspector

*Attended Exit Interview

A listing of abbreviations used in this report is contained in Appendix A.

2. Licensee Control Over Unit 3 Recovery Activities Affecting Unit 2

a. Work Planning and Implementation

The inspectors reviewed the licensee's process for identifying and
planning Unit 3 recovery activities which had the potential to impact
Unit 2 operations. The review included an assessment of the
established procedural controls and interviews with the cognizant
engineers, planners, licensed operators, and managers involved.
Additionally, the inspectors observed the implementation of the
program during the course of the inspection.
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Report Details

The licensee had implemented a Site Standard Practice Procedure,
SSP-7. 1, "Work Control," Revision ll, Hay 24 1994, whose purpose was
to specify the work control process, at Browns Ferry. Section 3.2.3 of
SSP-7. 1 was specifically targeted at controlling activities which
warranted voluntary entry into a TS LCO for Unit 3 modifications.
Additionally, SSP-7. 1 required the completion of form SSP-266, which
was a checklist used to evaluate the considerations involved in
planning and implementing a modification which necessitated the
voluntary entry into a TS LCO.

The planning of Unit 3 modifications which had a safety impact on
Unit 2 were primarily scheduled to be completed in conjunction with
planned" system outages and surveillance activities. The licensee had
established a policy that a particular modification would not be
scheduled during reactor operation if the proposed activity would
exceed 50 percent of the allowed outage time for the affected system
or component.

The licensee had conducted a planned outage of emergency diesel
generator 3D in the course of performing CRDR modifications. This
modification (DCN W17275A) replaced various controls and indications
associated with the 3D EDG in the Unit 3 control room in order to make
the operation of the EDG consistent with the other EDGs onsite. This
particular modification had an operational impact on Unit 2 due to the
fact that the EDG supplied the emergency power to the "C" train of the
SGTS and the Dl RHRSM pump.

The inspectors conducted interviews with the cognizant field engineers
and plant operators involved in the 3D EDG modification. The
inspectors found that the maintenance personnel were knowledgeable
about the particular aspects of their tasks, and had incorporated
lessons learned from similar maintenance activities in order to
minimize overall impact on the facility. Additionally, the plant
operators were highly cognizant of the progress of the maintenance and
had properly entered all of the applicable plant LCOs. However, it
was noted that the LCO for RHRSW was not entered until approximately
five hours after the work for the modification had commenced.

The licensee's work planning process required multi-disciplinary
reviews and concurrences. The particular modification which was
reviewed had incorporated lessons learned from previous maintenance
activities to reduce the outage times of the affected equipment.
Additionally, the plant manager's approval was required for the
voluntary entry into any TS LCO.

The inspectors noted that there was no mechanism for incorporating as-
found plant configuration changes in the required review process. As
a result, during the course of the planning for DCN W17275A, the
planning organization had overlooked the fact that the outage of EDG

3D would result in the entry into TS LCO 3.5.C.4. for RHRSW due to the
fact that the Bl and B2 RHRSW pumps were inoperable for the standby
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APPENDIX A

ABBREVIATIONS

CDF
CRDR
DCN

EDG

EECWS

IFI
IPE
LCO
NRC

PRA
RHRSW

SGTS
SSP
TS
TVA

Core Damage Frequency
Control Room Design Review
Design Change Notice
Emergency Diesel Generator
Emergency Equipment Cooling Mater System
Inspector Follow-up Item
Individual Plant Examination
Limiting Condition for Operation
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Probabilistic Risk Assessment
Residual Heat Removal Service Water
Standby Gas Treatment System
Site Standard Practice
Technical Specifications
Tennessee Valley Authority
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Report Details

coolant supply function as a result of a unit separation clearance
that was in effect and that the 3D EDG provided the emergency power
supply for the Dl pump. At Browns Ferry, Unit 2 can be supplied from
the Dl, D2, Bl and B2 RHRSW pumps. The TS allows up to three pumps to
be inoperable for up to 30 days before action is required to be taken.
This lack of on-shift review resulted in the licensee voluntarily
entering into TS LCO 3.5.C.4, RHR Service Water and EECWS, without
having completed the review and approval process required by SSP-7. 1.
The licensee's preplanning efforts had been directed towards the LCO

associated with the "C" train of SGTS; thus, no planning, scheduling,
or contingency measures had been instituted for the reduced capacity
associated with the RHRSW pump. This is identified as Violation
50-260, 296/94-14-01, "Failure of the licensee's administrative
controls to adequately identify all of the required TS LCOs resulting
from planned modifications."

The licensee acknowledged the deficiency associated with the review
process and instituted corrective actions to prevent recurrence of
this problem. The licensee incorporated on-shift licensed operator
reviews for the planning stage of the modifications process.
Additionally, a final on-shift review was instituted to capture the
effects of any emergent plant configuration changes which could result
in the entry into any unplanned LCOs at the time of maintenance.
Another corrective action which was implemented by the licensee was to
incorporate the LCO tracking form (SSP-1251) into the preplanning
process. This action was targeted at aiding in the identification of
all LCOs required to be entered by the removal of a component or
electrical bus.

b. Risk Assessments

In addition to the procedural controls described above, the licensee
had also made use of a recent PRA in assessing the risk of planned
modification activities. This PRA had been submitted to the NRC in
support of the Generic Letter 88-20 requirements for an IPE. The
purpose of the risk assessment was to quantify the overall risk
associated with a particular modification and to provide information
to plant management as to whether the proposed activity could be more
effectively scheduled to minimize the risks.

The inspectors noted that the assessment to support the modification
for DCN W17275A had quantified the risk associated with the removal of
the 3D EDG for the specified time period. The resulting increase in
overall CDF was low. Management used this information to support the
decision to proceed with the modification with Unit 2 operating.
However, this assessment did not include an explanation as to the
actual source of the increased risk. In this particular instance, the
additional risk of core damage was solely due to the loss of the
redundancy in the power supply to the Dl RHRSW pump (with respect to
its ability to perform a standby coolant supply function). However,
due to the planning oversight described in paragraph 2.a., the LCO for
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Report Details

RHRSW was not identified during the planning process. Thus, the
management decision to proceed with the modification was based on
considerations associated with the SGTS. The SGTS availability has no
impact on CDF, due to the fact that the system only provides a safety
function after a core damage accident. The management decision to
perform the CRDR DCN on-line was based on the consideration that the
SGTS would still be required during the upcoming outage due to the
fact that the system is required to be operable during conditions
whereby secondary containment is required. The standby coolant supply
function of the RHRSW pump is not required during periods of cold
shutdown, so presumably the risk of reduced capacity during such
periods would be minimal. The inspectors concluded that the risk
assessment was of minimal value since the actual source of the
increased risk had not been explicitly identified. The reporting of
the incremental risk in numerical terms without a supporting
explanation was identified as a weakness in the area of engineering
support for management decision making.

3. Exit Interview

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on June 17, 1994, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1. The NRC described the areas
inspected and discussed in detail the inspection findings. No proprietary
material is contained in this report. The licensee questioned the fact as
to whether a regulatory basis existed which would require a procedure
governing voluntary entry into TS LCOs.

Item Number

VIO-94-14-01

Status

Open

Descri tion Para ra h

VIO - Inadequate procedure
controlling voluntary entry
into LCOs (paragraph 2.a)
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