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Gentlemen: 

SECTION 7 BIOLOGICAL CONSULTATION, BIOLOGICAL OPINION, 
PROPOSAL FOR ADDRESSING CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS 
SALEM GENERATING STATION, UNIT NOS. 1 AND 2 
DOCKET NOS. 50-272 AND 50-311 
HOPE CREEK GENERATING STATION 
DOCKET NO. 50-354 

On January 2, 1991, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
issued a Biological Opinion in accordance with Section 7 (b) (4) 
of the Endangered Species Act. Included in the Biological 
Opinion is an Incidental Take Statement and a Conservation 
Recommendation which lists recommendations suggested by the NMFS 
designed to potentially reduce the incidental take of sea turtles 
at the Salem and Hope Creek Generating Stations. The NRC · 
transmitted this Biological Opinion to PSE&G on April 11, 1991, 
and requested that PSE&G propose changes to the Environmental 
Protection Plan, Appendix B of the Salem and Hope Creek licenses, 
which would reflect the Incidental Take Statement. The proposed 
EPP changes were submitted to NRC in PSE&G letters dated June 
12, 1991 (NLR-E91163 and NLR-E91162). 

In addition, NRC-requested that PSE&G determine the feasibility 
of developing a program suggested in item 1) of the Conservation 
Recommendations; conduct examinations suggested in items 2) 
through 4) of the Conservation Recommendations; and, consider 
meeting annually with NMFS. 

Attached is PSE&G's proposal for addressing the Conservation 
Recommendations included by NMFS in Attachment 2 of the 
Section 7 Biological Opinion. PSE&G will arrange discussions 
with NMFS and NRC concerning the development and implementation 
of the proposed program. 

The Company is supportive of NMFS efforts to protect threatened 
and endangered species and looks forward to working with them . 
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If you have any questions concerning this material, please feel 
free to contact Jim Eggers - Manager Licensing and Regulation, at 
extension (609) 339-1339. 

Attachment 

C Mr. J. c. Stone 
Licensing Project Manager - Salem 

Mr. Stephen Dembek 
Project Manager - Hope Creek 

Mr. Kent Tosh, Chief 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
Division of Environmental Quality 
Bureau of Nuclear Engineering 
CN 415 
Trenton, NJ 08625 

Mr. William w. Fox 
National Marine Fisheries 
1335 East West Highway 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 

Service (NMFS) 



NLR-N91106 ATTACHMENT 

During an NRC inspection conducted on March 27, 1991 - May 7, 
1991, a violation of NRC requirements was identified. In 
accordance with the "General Statement of Policy and Procedure 
for NRC Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part.2, Appendix C (1991), 
the violation is listed below: 

Salem Technical Specification 6.8.1 requires that procedures be 
established, implemented and maintained, covering the activities 
as described in the applicable procedures recommended in 
appendix "A" of Regulatory Guide 1. 33, Revision 2, 1978. 
Appendix A recommends that procedures be written for equipment 
control (e.g., locking and tagging), for surveillance tests, and 
for the control of maintenance .. 

1. Operations procedure No. OD-8, "Tagging Release and Inquiry 
System (TRIS) Tagging Operations," requires that an 
individual 1) release tags and reposition any mechanical 
components in accordance with the Tagging Release Worksheet, 
2) verify that the number of tags removed agrees with the 
Tagging Release Worksheet, and 3) confirm the Tagging 
Release Worksheet in the TRIS computer. 

Contrary to the above, on March 10, 1991, 1) the tag for the 
unit 1 No. 12 charging pump was not released and the 
associated suction valve was not repositioned in accordance 
with the Tagging Release Worksheet, 2) action was not taken 
to verify the number of tags removed agreed with the Tagging 
Release, and 3) the Tagging Release was not confirmed in the 
TRIS computer. As a result, the charging pump was 
improperly operated with the suction valve closed. 

2. surveillance Procedure No. PI/S-CV-2, "Charging Pump Flow 
Test," requires that check off sheets, Nos. 1 and 5, be 
performed in order to align and independently verify that 
valves are in their normal position. 

Contrary to the above, on March 26, 1991, check off sheets 1 
and 5 were not performed in conjunction with Surveillance 
Procedure No. PI/S-CV-2, resulting in the unit 1 reactor 
coolant pump seal water filter outlet isolation valve 
(1CV122) being in an off-normal position. 

3. Site Administrative Procedure NC.NA-AP.ZZ-0009(Q), "Work 
Control Process," requires that a job supervisor verify that 
tagging boundaries are established and that permission from 
the Work Control Center has been granted prior to 
commencement of work. 

Contrary to the above, on March 29, 1991, work order No. 
910319202 was initiated without verifying that a signed work 
order or appropriate tagging was in place. As a result, the 
unit 1 No. 11 Nuclear Service Water Header was breached 
while this line was still in service and pressurized. 
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NLR-N91106 ATTACHMENT 

PSE&G DOES NOT DISPUTE THE VIOLATION 

ROOT CAUSE 

PSE&G thoroughly investigated all three examples cited in the 
notice of violation and determined that these events occurred as 
a result of personnel not following established procedures. 

Example No. 1. 

Operations personnel failed to: 1) properly release and 
reposition the suction valve of the 12 charging pump, 2) 
properly audit the release by assuming that the valve had been 
properly released and repositioned, by observation of the valve 
reach rod (which had previously been identified as not being 
connected) instead of the actual valve position, 3) verify that 
the number of tags removed agreed with the tagging release 
worksheet, and 4) confirm the tagging release in TRIS. The 
personnel involved in this incident were trained and fully 
understood the applicable established procedures, but failed to 
follow these procedures. 

Example No. 2. 

Test personnel failed to complete the requirements of PI/S-CV-2, 
Charging Pump Flow Test, and circumvented established methods to 
verify that procedures are properly completed. The individuals 
performing this test were aware that a second charging pump flow 
test was to be performed immediately after PI/S-CV-2, which 
contained an almost identical valve lineup to PI/S-CV-2. 
Consequently, they elected to put PI/S-CV-2 aside, intending to 
complete it after the next surveillance, since both check off 
sheets were very similar. However, due to improper 
communication, the PI/S-CV-2 procedure was inadvertently 
forwarded for administrative processing without being properly 
completed. As a result, valve 1CV122 was left in the closed 
position. The personnel involved in this incident were trained 
and fully understood the applicable established procedures, but 
failed to follow these procedures. 

Example No. 3. 

Contractor supervision did not properly turnover the job 
responsibilities at the end of shift. Consequently, a job 
package was turned over as ready for field installation when in 
reality it was not. Although portions of this package had been 
signed to work and work was performed (at the fabricating shop), 
the field installation portion of this job was not signed on or 
authorized. The incoming supervisor failed to verify that a 
signed work order for the activity was available and that the 
system was properly removed form service and tagged. These two 
steps should have been performed to properly verify that the work 
activity was ready to be worked. As a result the service water 


