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P. 0. Box 767
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Faciliiy Name: La Salle County Nuclear Station, Unit 1

Inspect.on At: La Salie Site, Marseilles, IL
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G
Inspector: alker b-)E-T19

Approved By: R. L1/S;Z:(rd Chief é//i’/ 75

Reactor Projects Section 1

Inspection Summary

Inspection on May 25, 29-30 and June 1, 1979 (Report No. 50-373/79-23)
Areas Inspected: Routine, unmannounced preoperation.] inspection
consisting of review of station operating procedures and a plant
walkthrough. The inspection involved a total oi 20 inspector-hours
onsite by one NRC inspecter.

Resuits: No items of noncompliance were identified.
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DETAILS

Persons Contacted

*G.
*E.
*C.
*R.
*J.
*J.
*G.

rfonNnxXxEmo

. Diderich, Assistant Plant Superintendent
Snitzner, Administrative Assisiant

. Shroeder, Asistant Technical Staff Supervisor
Raguse, Senior Operating Engineer

Renwick, Operating Engineer

Marshall, Operaticg Engineer

Reardanz, Seuior Quality Assurance Inspector

*Denot~s those present at the exit interview.

eratir: " -ncedure Review

The inspector reviewed procedure LAP 240-1 "Use of Locks

on Valves". The inspector found several typographical
errors and unclear component names on this procedure which
the licensee has agreed to correct. The inspector also
considered the procedure inadequate, in that the list is
not in agreement with the licensee's Piping and Instrumen-
tation Drawings. The inspector informed the licensee that
this discrepancy needs to be rcsolved prior to issuance of
an operating license This matter is unresolved. (373/79-
23-01)

The iuspector reviewed the licensee's procedures to ascer-
tain if procedural controls exist governing the use of
spool pieces and blank flanges. The licensee's Piping and
Instrumentation Drawings show many such items in use, and
notes within these drawings often call for the spool
pieces to be in place only during reactor shutdowns. The
spool pieces must be removed and ! ianx flanges installed
during reactor operation. The licensee replied that
control procedures for these items are not complete. The
inspector informed the licensee that this matter needs to
be resolved prior to issuance of an operating license.
This matter is unresolved. (373/79-23-02)

Th: inspector reviewed proced. e LAP ¥00-4 "Equipment Out

of Service" and procedure LAP 900-12 “Caution Card" to
ascertain if tags placed on equipment provide potential

for obscuring necessary status indication, such as indicator
lights, parameter indications, etc. The inspector found
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that such potential does exist and informed the licensee
that changes in the tagging methods which eliminate this
potential should be considered. The license is looking
into these changes. This matter will be reviewed during
subsequent inspections. (373/79-23-03)

d. The inspector asked the licensee to identify what proce-
dural methods will be used to assure that the proper
valve/ breaker/switch alignmen. chccklists are run after
each reactor outage. The inspector stated that some torm
of control should be implemented within the Master Outage
Checklist to provide this assurance. The licensee stated
that this type of procedure control had not been developed
yet. The inspector will review this matter at a later
date. (373/79-23-04)

e. T e inspector reviewed selected operating procedures whicu
* 1)1 be used to return Engineering Safety Feature Systems
to service after autoratic initiation. The purpose of
this review was to verifv that these procedures give
specitic precaut ns agasanst overriding or bypassing
Engineered Safety Feaiures by the operator, unless
specific plant conditions require such an override or
bypass. The plant ope-atirg procedures have not addressed
this matter. The liceusee stated that his intent had been
to provide this control in Administrative procedures or
Standing Orders. The inspector stated that it wouid be
necessary to provide these controls vithin the body of the
applicable operating procedures and ‘hat tpe precautions
should give the operator criteria for determining when
such an override or bypass may or must be implemented.

The basis for this requirement can bz found in ANSI 18.7
which the licensee is committed to. The inspector will
review this item at a later Adate. (373/79-23-05)

Plant Walkthrough

The inspector conducted a plant wzlkthrough on May 30, 1979, to
review the status of plant equipment and general housekeeping.
The inspector noted that the plant was extremely dirty. The
inspector discussed with the licensee the 10 CFR 50 Appendix B
requirements for cleanliness and the FSAR commitments to good
housekeepine practices found in Reg Guide 1.39 and ANSI N&5.2.3.
The inspecto~ informed the licensee that during subsequent
inspect.ons specific components would be reviewed to assure
that cleanliness requirements identified in these documents are



being properly adhered to. The inspector urged the licen ee's
station management to meet with station construction management
to develop a coordinated plan to improve general housekeeping
conditions. The inspector reiterated that his specific concerns
invoive safety related components, but cautioned that general
cleanliness should be improved also.

The inspector interviewed a control room operator during the
course of his plant walkthrough to ascertain if the operator
had ready access to and was capable of obtaining alarm proce-
dures in a timely manner. The inspector asked the operator to
show him the alarm procedures for four different alarms that
were activated on the control alarm panels. The operator was
unable to produce any of the alarm procedures even tlough these
nrocedures had been approvead and distributed. The imspector
informed the licersee of this situation and indicated that it
was not clear if the fault was within the procedure indexing
system, the operator training program, or if the procedures
were simply not available to the operator. The inspector
stated that whatever the problem is, it needs to be corrected
prior to issuance of an operating license. This matter is
unresolved. (373/79-23-06)

Exit Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted in
Paragraph 1) at the conclusion of the inspection on June 1,
1979. The inspector summarized the purpose and the scope of
the inspection findings. The inspector asked for the current,
estimated fuel load date. The licensee estimated the spring of
1980, but did not have a specific date.
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