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SUBJECT: \RC STAFF EVALUATION OF YAECO RESPONSES TO IE BULLETIN
/2-06A AND 79-06A, REVISION l, }OR YANKEE NUCLEAR PMOWER
STATION (YANKEE-ROWE)
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.

we have reoviewed the information provided by your lei ars datod %pril 26,
“ay 16, May 18, and June 20, 1979 in response to IE J] atins 72-06A and
/9-06A, Revision 1 for the Yankee-Rowe plant. ‘e have also revizued your
’u'ust 30, 1979 letter which respooded to our August 7, 1279 letter
>>Ling additional information rcoirding the 1:0:«“-ntiCﬂvd bulietins.

'He nclosure y14V1u~S our cvaiuation of your responses with resoect to
thair ﬂ,af1t.41Ly, completiness, and responsiveness to the intent of

:id bulletiss, In this regard, we have found that you have taken

. .*rawﬂ‘w ticns to 2ot the reauireicnts of [E Bulletins 79-06A

nd J“ N6A, avision 1.

It should be noted that the staff reviow of the Three Mile Island, Unit 2
accident is continuing. Consequently, other corrective actions may be
equired at a later date. Tor oxarnle, IE Bulletin 72-06C was issued on
July 26, 1979 reouiring rew considerations for operation of the reactor
coolant pumps following an accident. Our reviews of the Yest inwhouse
Caners' Group response to Ttems 2 and 3 of RBulletin 72-06A (liostinghouse
c2ports WCAP-2534 and MCAP-5000, ospectively) are docusante 1 in 4U2EG
0523 and NUREG 0611, rospectively. You will be inforied rejarding the

(uxv“.gnts for the Yankee-Rowe plant rosulting from these rveviews by
seéparate correspondence.

Dennis M, Crutchfield, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch #5

Division of Licensing
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EVALUATION OF LICENSEE'S RESPONSES TO IE BULLETINS
79-06A AND 79-06A (REVISION 1)

YANKEE NUCLEAR POWER STATION (YANKEE-ROWE)
DOCKET NO. 50-29

INTRODUCTION

By letters dated April 14, and April 18, 1979, we transmitted our Office of
Insoection and Enforcement (IE) Bulletins No. 79-06A and 79-06A (Revision 1),
respectively to Yankee Atomic Electric Company (the licensee). These
bulletins specified actions to be taken by the licensee to avoid occurrence
of 2n event similar to that which occurred on March 28, 1979 at Three Mile
Island, Unit No. 2 (TMI-2). By letter dated Aoril 26, 1979, the licensee
provided its resnonses to the aforementioned bulletins for Yankee-Rowe.

The licensee supolemented its response by letters dated May 16, May 24,

and June 20, 1979 nraviding clarification and elaboration of certain of

the Bulletin Action Items in response to our expressed concerns. Our eval-
jation of the licensee's resoonses, as supplemented, is provided below.

EVALUATION

In this evaluation, the paragraph numbers correspond to the bulletin action
items and to the licensee's response to each action item.

1. 1In Bulletin Action Item No. 1, licensees were requested to review the
descrintion of circumstances described in Enclosure 1 of IE Bulletin
78-05 (issued to all licensees with Babcock & Wilcox (B&W)-designed
nlants for action, and to all other licensees for information) and
the prelim.nary chronology of the TMI-2 accident included in
Enc]oiure 1 to IE Bulletin 79-05A (same distribution as IE Bulletin
79-05).

(a) This review should be directed toward understanding: (1) the
extreme seriousness and consequences of the simultaneous blocking
of both auxiliary feedwater trains at the Three Mile Island
Unit 2 plant and other actions taken during the early ohases
of the accident; (2) the apparent operational errors which led
to the eventual core damage; (3) that the potential exists,
under certain accident or transient conditions, to have a
water level in the pressurizer simultaneously with the reactor
vessel not full of water; and (4) the necessity to systematically
analyze plant conditions and parameters and take appropriate
corrective action.

‘b) Operational personnel should be instructed to: (1) not override
automatic action of enaineered safety featur>s unless continued
operation of engineered safety features will result in unsafe
slant conditions (see Section 7a.); and (2) not make operational
decisions based solelv on a single nlant parameter indication
when one or more confirmatory indications are available.



(c) A1l licensed operators and plant management and supervisors
with operational responsibilities were to participate in
this review and such participation was to be documented in
plant records.

An NRC briefing team provided a detailed review of the circumstances
described in Enclosure 1 of IE Bulletin 79-05 and the preliminary
chronology of the TMI-2 accident included in Enclosure 1 of IE
Bulletin 79-05A to a majority (f the licensed operators and plant
management. The briefing team consisted of an I[E Project Inspector,
an Operator Licensing Branch (OLB/NRR) representative, ind the
facility Principal/Resident Inspector. Attendance was documented
and a briefing was given to any absentees at a later date by the

NRC Principal/Resident Inspector. The NRC briefing also provided

a detailed review of Items 1.a and 1.b of IE Bulletin 79-06A. Ue
consider the NRC briefing to be an acceptable response to Bulletin
Action Item No. 1.

Action Item 2 of the Bulletin reauested licensees to review actions
required by operating procedures for coning with transients and
accidents, with particular attention to (ag recognition of the
possibility for forming voids large enough to compromise core cooling
capability, (b) action required to prevent the formation of such
voids, and (c) action required to enhance core cooling in the

event such voids are formed. Emphasis in (a) was nlaced on

natural circulation capability.

In its August 30, 1979 supplemental response, the licensee stated
that even in a partially voided condition natural circulation cooling
will remain effective since Yankee-Rowe has: (1) an adequate heat
sink in the steam generators either through the normal or the emer-
gency feedwater systems, and (2) the caoability to verify the
maintenance of a flow path by examination of several key parameters
including reactor coolant temperatures in the reactor core and in

the reactor cooling loops.

The licensee has emergency nrocedures which provide the ooerator
with guidance for maintaining the heat sink and flow path necessary
for natural circulation under reactor coolant conditions above the
saturation pressure at the core outlet or in extreme cases where
voids may be oresent.

[n addition, the licensee participated, as a member of the Westinghouse
Owners' Groun, in the effort to develop generic guidelines for emergency
procedures. In our November 5, and December 6, 1979 letters to the
Owners' Group, we approved the Westinghouse generic gquidelines

reqarding small break LOCAs for implementation by licensees with
Westinghouse designed reactors. The fOwners Group, in conjunction



with Wescinahouse, has also develooed generic guidelines for
emerqency orocedures regarding natural circulation. These ageneric
uidelines were submitted on December 28, 1979, as part of the
ners Group response to the requirements of [tem 2.1.9 of NUREG
0578 regarding inadequate core cooling. In order to satisfy
NUREG-0578 requirements, the licensee should have incorporated
the guidelines into the Yankee-Rowe procedures (small break
LOCA quidelines by January 1, 1980 and inadequate core cooling
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 guide-
lines represent an accentable method of complying with Bulletin
Action Item No. 2.

We find that the licensee has provided an acceptable response to
Buliatin Action Item No. 2.

Bulletin Action Item No. 3 reguested that licensees with facilities
that used pressurizer water level coincident with pressurizer
pressure for automatic initiation of safety injection into the
reactor coolant system trip the low pressurizer level setpoint
bistables such that, when the oressurizer pressure reached the

Tow setpoint, safety injection would be initiated regardless of

the nressurizer level. The oressurizer level bistables could be
returned to their normal operating positions during the oressurizer
pressure channel functional surveillance tests.

vankee-Rowe does not use pressurizer water level ccincident with
oressurizer pressure for automatic initiation of safety injection.
Emergency ooerating procedures currently instruct the operators to
immediately verify that safety injection actuation has occurred as
soon as RCS pressure has decreased below the actuation setpoint.

Bulletin Action Item No. 4 requested that licensees review the contain-
ment isolation initiation design and procedures, and imolement ali
changes necessary to permit containment isolation, whether manual

ar autama*ti-, 57 all lines whose isolation would not degrade needed
safety faatures or cooling capability, uoon autcmatic initiation of
safety 1njection.

The Yankee-Rowe design orovides for all lines having automatic %rin
valves to be isolated simultaneously on 2 containment isolation actu-
ation siagnal of 5 nsig (Refer to Technical Specification Tabie 3.6-1
for a complete listing of these lines). The Yankee Rowe emergency
operating procedures have been revised to instruct the operator to
manuallv initiate a limited containment isolation following a safety
injectibn actuation due to a low pressure condition. This manual
initiation does not include two valves, TV-205 (comoonent cooling
from Reactor Coolant Pumps) and TV-405 (auxiliary steam to the
Emergency Soiler Feed Pumn). These valves are not trinned to
maintain operability of the Reacter Coolant Pumps and tne Emergency

OBas Vs g i D
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42 find that the licensee's response has adequately addressed the
concerns expressed in Bulletin Action Item No. 4.

In addition to the above responses, our review of the licensee's
responses to Category "A" Lessons Learned, Item 2.1.4 "Containment
Isolation"” provides further assurance that our concerns with con-
tainment isolation at Yankee-Rowe nave Deen satisfied.

In Bulletin Action Item No. 5, licensees with facilities at which
the auxiliary feedwater system is not automatically initiated were
requested to prepare and implement immediately nrocedures which
required the stationing of an individual (with no other assigned
concurrent duties and in direct and continuous communication with
the control room) to promptly initiate adequate auxiliary feed-
water to the steam generator(s) for those transients or accidents,
the consequences of which could be limited by such action.

An additional operator with no other assigned concurrent duties
was added to each operating shift as of April 12, 1979. The
operator utilizes a recently installed redundant communications
system and is required to initiate adequate feedwater to the
steam generator for those transients or accidents the consequence
of which can be limited by such actions.

We find the licensee's response to Bulletin Action Item No. 5
acceptable.

Bulletin Action Item No. 6 requested that licensees prepare and
implement immediately orocedures which:

la) ldentified those plant indications (such as valve discharge
oiping temperature, valve position indication, or valve
discharge relief tank temperature or oressure indication)
which plant operators could utilize to determine that the
pressurizer power-operated relief valve(s) are open, and

(b) Directed the plant operators to manually close the power-
operated relief block valve(s) if the reactor coolant
svstem pressure had been reduced to below the set noint
for normal automatic closur: of the power-operated relief
valve(s) and the valve(s' remaii~d stuck in the open position.

The licensee has listed tne relevant nlant indications that

would enable an operator to determine if the power-operated relief
valve (PORV) is open. The licensee has stated that the PORV

can be isolated by a normally open motor ooerated isolation

valve. This complies with Bulletin Action Item No. 6.a.

In its June 20, 1979 supplemental response, the licensee stated
that on May 11, 1979 a Special QOperating Order was issued to the
operating personnel to ensure compliance with the required
actions. The formal procedure changes were approved on May 14,
1979. A1l ooerators have been trained in these changes during
training sessions held on May 17 and 18, 1973. This implements
Bulletin Action Item No. 6.0.



In Bulletin Action Item No. 7, licensees were requested to review
the action directed by the operatina procedures and training
instructions to ensure that:

(a) Operators do not override automatic actions of engineered
safety features, unless continued operation of engineered
safety features would result in unsafe plant conditions.
For example, if continued operation of engineered safety
features would threaten reactor vessel integrity, then the
high pressure injection (HPI) system should be secured (as
noted in b(2) below).

(b) Operating procedures currently, or are revised to, specify
that, if the (HPI) system had been automatically actuated
because of a low pressure condition, it must remain in
operation until either:

(1) Both low oressure injection (LPI) pumps are in
operation and flowing for 20 minutes or longer, at
a rate which would assure stable plant behavior, or

(2) The HPI system has been in operation for 20 minutes,
and all hot and cold lea temoeratures are at least
50 degrees Fahrenheit below the saturation temperature
for the existing RCS pressure. If 50 degrees subcooling
cannot be maintained after HPI cutoff, the HPI shall
be reactivated. The degree of subcooling beyond 50
degrees and the lenath of time HPI has been in operation
shall be limited by the pressure/temperature consideration
for the vessel integrity.

(c) Operating procedures currently, or are revised to, specify
that, in the event of HPI initiation with reactor coolant
pumps (RCPs) operating, at least one RCP shall remain
operating for two-locp plants and at least two RCPs shall
remain operating for 3 or 4 loop plants, as long as the
pump(s) is providing forced flow.

(d) Operators are provided additional information and instructions
to not rely upon pressurizer level indication alone, but to
also examine pressurizer pressure and other nlant oarameter
indications in evaluating plant conditions, e.g., water inventory
in the reactor primary system.

In response to Bulletin Action Item No. 7.a, the licensee has
reviewed the operating procedures and training instructions to

ensure that the operators will not override automatic actions

of engineered safety features, unless their continued operation
will result in unsafe plant operation. During training sessions
on May 18 and 19, 1979, this concern was stressed to the licensed
operators.



In response to Bulletin Action Item No. 7.b, the licensee participated
in the effort by the Westinghouse Owners Group, in conjunction

with Westinahouse, to develoo generic aquidelines for emergency
procedures. In our November 5, and December 6, 1270 letters to

the Owners Group, we aporoved generic gquidelines for emergency
procedures regarding small break LOCAs for imolementation by

'icensees with Westinghouse-designed operating plants. These

approved guidelines include the following criteria (taken from the
enclosure to Jur letter of December 27, 1979) for termination

of safety injection:

(1) The reactor coolant system pressure 's greater than 2000
oounds per sauare inch cauge and in.reasing, and

(2) The pressurizer water level is greater than the orogrammed
no-load water level, and

(3) The reactor coolant indicated subcooling is greater than
(insert plant-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 tables), and

(4) The water level in at least one steam generator is stable and
increasing, as verified by auxiliary feedwater flow to that
unit. Auxiliary feedwater flow to the unaffected steam
generator should be greater than (a value in gallons per
minute sufficient to remove decav heat after 20 minutes
following reactor trip) until the indicated level is
returned to within the narrow range level instrument.

Details of our evaluation of this issue are included in the report
(NUREG-0511) of our generic review of Westinghouvse-designed operating
plants.

Qur Office of Inspection and Enforcement will verify that the approved
Westinghouse generic safety injection termination criteria have been
prooerly incorporated in the Yankee Rowe plant procedures. Pending
such verification, we find that the licensee's actions with regard to
this bulletin action item are acceptable.

Another issue on which the Westinghouse Owners Group worked, in
conjunction with Westinghouse, to achieve resolution with the staff
was the matter of reactor coolant pump operation following a small
break LOCA (Bulletin Action Item Ne. 7.c). On July 26, 1979, IE
Bulletin 79-06C superseded Action [tem No. 7.c of Bulletin 79-06A.
Bulletin 79-06C required that, as a short-term action, licensees
were to trip all reactor coolant pumps arter an initiation of safety
injection caused by low reactor coolant system pressure. I[n its



September 14, 1973 response to Bulletin 79-06C, the licensee
stated its conformance with this requirement. This action was
to remain in effect until the results of analyses specified

in Bulletin 79-06C had been used to develop new guidelines for
operator action.

We have completed our review of the reactor coolant pump trip
issie with the Owners Group. The generic guidelines for emergency
procedures regarding small break LOCAs, which we aparoved in our
November 5, and December 6, 1979 " -*“ters to the Owners Group
contain the aporoved pumo trip cr: ria for Westinghouse-designed
vYerating plants. Basically they a - as follows:

(1) Stoo all reactor coolant pumps after high pressure safety
injection pump operation has been verified, and when the wide
range reactor oressure is at (plant-specific oressure
derived from secondary system relief capacity, orimary-
ta-secondary system pressure difference, and instrument
inaccuracies).

Appropriate cautions have been included in the guidelines regarding
isolation of component cooling water to the reactor coolant oumps
and maintaining seal injection flow to preclude pump damage due

to inadequate cooling. The details of our review of the pump trip
issue are reported in NUREG-0623.

Pending confirmation by our Office of Inspection and Enforcement
that the licensee has incorporated the pump trip criteria as speci-
fied in the approved Westinghouse generic guidelines into the
Yankee Rowe plant procedures, we find the licensee's resnonse to
Bulletin Action Item No. 7.¢ acceptable.

In response to Bulletin Action Item 7.d, the licensee issued a
Special Operating Order to the operators on April 11, 1979 instruc-
ing them against Jverreliance on pressurizer level indication and to
use other plant parameters in assessing water inventory and plant
condi tions.

In its June 20, 1979 supplemental response the licensee stated
that tmergency Operating Procedures have been changed to assure
that the operator utilizes a combination of plant parameters

as indications of main coolant system conditions. Licensed
operators have been instructed on the changes during training
sessions on May 17 and 18, 1979,

We find these actions to be an acceptable response to Bulletin
Action Item No. 7.d.
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Bulletin Action Item No. 8 required that licensees review
alignment requirements and controls for all safety-reiated
valves necessary for oroner operation of engineered safetv
features. In its June 20, 1979 supvnlemental resoonse, the
licensee stated that nlant nrocedures have been reviewed to
ensure that alignments and controls for all safety related
valves, necessary for oroper operation of the enginesred safety
features, are satisfied.

Procedures have been reviewed and revised to assure periodic
surveillance of all locked safety related vaives. Also, clant
maintenance, testing and surveillance for engineered safety
features have been reviewed and revised to ensure that they
include specific "return to service" requirements.

A1l Ticensed operators were trained in the procedure changes
during training sessions on May 17 and 18, 1979.

Based on our review, we find the licensee's response to Bulletin
Action [tem No. 8 acceptable.

In Bulletin Action Item No. 9, the licensees were requested to
review their procedures to assure that radioactivity will not be
inadvertently released from containment. Particular emphasis
was placed on the resetting of engineered safety features (ESFs)
and the effects of this action on valves controlling the

release of radiocactivity.

In responses, the licensee identified all lines which are designed
*o transfer potentially radioactive fluids from containment. In
its June 20, 1979 supplemental response, the licensee stated that
procedures revisions are in progress to assure prior to resetting
of engineered safety features, that valves closed to orevent a
transfer of potentially radioactive fluids from containment,
remain closed; also, to assure alignment of the containment
isolation system so that anv reset of engineered safety features
will not cause the openina of trip valves which have Seen closed.
Inspection and Enforcement has verified that acceptable procedure
revisions have been completed.

We find that the licensee has adequately addressed the concerns
expressed in Bulletin Action Item No. 9.

Action Item No. 10 of Bulletin 79-06A required that licensees
review and modify, as necessary, maintenance and test procedures
for safety-related systems to ensure that they require that:

(a) redundant systems are operable before a system is taken out
of service, (b) systems are operable when returned to service,
and (c) operators are made aware of the status of these svstems,



11.

In its August 30, 1979 suppiemental response, the licensee stated
that the maintenance and test procedures were revised where
necessary to provide for verification by the shift supervisor
that redundant systems are operable before a safety related
system is taken out of service. The licensee provided the
details on these procedure revisions which include notification
of the shift supervisor foilowing return to service of a safety
related system, that all maintenance and testing had been
completed; requirements of identified tests to be performed under
the direction of the shift supervisor; and requirements for the
shift supervisor to sign off on the applicable procedure before
declaring a system operable.

The licensee also stated that information on the status of
safety related svstems is passed on from shift to shift on
shift turnover in accordance with the shift turnover procedure.
This procedure requires that all previously inreviewed entries
and active entries in the identified plant logs be reviewed by
the shift supervisors and the control room operators. In
addition, when the shift supervisor and the control room
operators were being relieved from duty, they are required

to orally communicate a detailed plant summary of past and
present plant status.

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

Bulletin Action Item No. 11 requested licensees to review their
prompt reporting 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 continuous communication channel shall be
established and maintained with the NRC.

In its June 20, 1979 supplemental response, the licensee stated
that the installation of one of two oroposed direct and dedica-
ted telenhone lines between Yankee-Rowe and the NRC headauarters
has been completed. This continuous open channel of communication
has been established for promptly notifying the NRC of operational
conditions. The licensee also stated that the second line, for
communicating radiological and environmental information during
an emeraency was scheduled to be installed by September 1, 1979.

The licensee has issued a plant operationral memo which instructs
the operators on the use of this communications system including
the requirement of notifying the NRC within one hour from the
time when the reactor is not in a controlled or expected cond.tion.
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The actions specified in Bulletin Action Item No. 11 have subse-
quently been incorporated in the requirements of Section 5C.72

in 10 CFR Part 50 which became effective immediately upon issuance
on February 29, 1980.

12. In Action Item No. 12, licensees were requested to review operating
modes and procedures to deal with significant 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 its April 26, 1979 response, the licensee has made a knowledgeable
evaluation of operating modes for dealing with hydrogen gas that

may be generated during a transient in other accidents both inside
the primary system and in the containment. He states that the
various actions necessary to mitigate the effect of hydrogen in

the primary coolant system will be incorporated in the operating
procedures, and that curent procedures adequately address the

removal of hydrogen from the contaimment.

In its June 20, 1979 supplemental response, the licensee stated
that an emergency operating orocer yre, addressing the control of
hydrogen gas in the main coolant system has been revised. The
licensee also stated that all licensed operators have been trained
in these changes during training sessions on May 17 and 18, 1979.

Based on our review, we find that the licersee has provided an adequate
response to Bulletin Action Item No. 12.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on wur review of the information provided by the licensee, we conclude
that the licensee has correctly interpreted IE Bulletins 79-06A and 79-06A,
Revision 1. The actions taken demonstrate the licensee's understanding of
the concerns arising from the Three Mile Island, Unit No. 2 accident in
relation to their implications on its own operations, and orovide added
assurance for the protection of the public health and safety during olant
operation.

This conclusion notwithstanding, it should be recognizad that further actions
will result from the staff's review of operating plants using nuclear steam
supply systems designed by Westinghouse (documented in NUREG-0611). Addi-
tional changes have resulted from the staff's implementation of the requirements
contained in NUREG-0578 [e.g., the actions taken in resgonse to Action Item

6 of Bulletin 79-06A regarding the PORVs). Our evaluation of such matters

will be provided in other documents.



