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On September 9, 1990 at 0238, surveillance testing resulted in all suppression
pool level instrumentation being removed from service without the required
compensatory actions being taken. This is violation of a Technical Specification
3:.5:3,

The causes of this event were procedural
and inattention to detail, Surveillance
Monitoring lsolation Valves Seat Leakage and Position Indication Test" was
deficient in that it did not control the sequence of work and did not require an
approval signature at the start of each subsection. Miscommunications occurred
during shift changes and between Local Leak Fate Testing (LLRT), Instrument and
Control (1&C) and Operations personnel on the same shift., Inattention to detail
was evident in that compensatory actions required by Technical Specifications
were not recognized as being required in the resulting plant configuration.

deficiency, inadequate communications
Instruction "Containment Atmoaphere

The actions taken to prevent recurrence include revising SVI-D23-T2002 to
prohibit simultaneous performance of the subsections and requiring a Unit
Supervisors. signature in order to begin each subsection, This event will be
added to the Local Leak Rate Testing training program as an example of inadequate
communication during testing. All licensed operators will be trained to the
lessons learned in this event during requalification training.

T T——

' &

‘
[aaTe
I



F!!?'ﬂﬂig ====:=::=:==“'======== APFROVED OMB NO 37800104
1 DL T S
. LICENSEE EVENT REPORT (LER) -] " ‘*‘:’ﬁ' %{-};
TEXT CONTINUATION 1 +0gy Ry o

[ DOk T NUMBER &

fRercy Nuclear Pover Plant, Unit | [01%]0)19]¢]sje | 0lolol=l0:2le [= SII.M.L
e Form 24 (1

On September 9, 1990 at 0238, while performing surveillance testing, all
suppression pool level instrumentation was removed from service without taking
the appropriate compensatory action, resulting in a violation of Technical
Specification 3.5.3, At the time of this event, the plant was in Operational
Condition 4 (Cold Shutdown). The Reactor Pressure Vessel [RPV] was at
atmospheric pressure with reactor coolant temperature at 83 degrees F.

On September 8, 1990, at 1015, Surveillance Instruction (SVI-D23-T2002)
"Containment Atmosphere Monitoring lsolation Valves Seat Leakage and Position
Indication Test" was reviewed by the Shift Supervisor (£8) to ensure that the
applicable requirements of the Technical Specifications would be met for the
instrumentation to be tested. With the understanding that the instruments were
to be isolated one division at a time, potential and actual entries into
Technical Specification Limiting Conditions of Operation (LCO) were documented on
administrative tracking sheets in accordance with Operaticas Administrative
Procedure (OAP=1701) "Tracking of LCO'e". A Potential 1.0 (PLCO) is a Perry
administrative tracking mechanism for a condition which does not result in an LCO
for the present plant conditions, but one that could result in an LCO if plant
conditions change. Later the next shift, at approximately 1700, Local Leak Rate
Testing (LLRT) personnel, an Instrumentation and Control (1&C) supervisor, and
the afternoon shift Unit Supervisor (US) discussed the actual performance of
SVI~D23~T2002, At 2230, 1&4C technicians began the section of this SVI that
removed the "A" train, or Division 1, instruments from service. The instruments
were removed from service by 0030 on September 9; however, leak rate monitoring
could not begin on the "A" train until scaffolding had been erected to allow the
LLRT personnel access to the test connections. At this time, the I&C Supervisor
and the midnight shift Unit Supervisor discussed performance of the remainder of
the §V1. Technical Specification 3,5.,3 allows removing all instrumentation from
service, provided that compensatory actions are taken. However, it was not clear
to elither individual that the PLCO's had been written only to account for
performing the testing in series. A further miscommunication occurred in that
the Unit Supervisor thought that the "A" train instrumentation would be returned
to service prior to beginning testing of the "B" train, while the 1&4C and LLRT
personnel thought that they had received permission to test both tralns
simultaneously. 1&C technicians then began removing the "B" train, or division
11, instruments from service at 0206 on September 9,1990 and completed this at
0238, When all of the instrumentation had been removed from service, seat
leakage and position indication testing began on the "B" containment atmosphere
monitoring i{solation valves.

At 030C, on September 10, while taking Rounds, the operator noticed discrepancies
between the suppression pool level readings. The operator investigated the
progress of SVI-D23-T2002, contacted the LLRT personnel responsible for
performing this SVI and discovered that all of the suppression pool level
instrumentation had been inoperable since 0238 on September 9, 1990, Technical
Specification compensatory actlions were then begun, including obtaining
suppression pool level by sounding. At 0430, on September 10, 1990 the
suppression pool was sounded and level was determined to be 18,2 ft, The "B"
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level instrumentation was returned to service at 0445 and it also Indicated a
pool level of 18,2 feet. The "A" {nstrumentation was subsequently tested and
returned to service at 1802, on September 10, 1990,

The causes of this event are procedural deficlency, inadequate communication and
inattention to detall. Following arve the specific causes of each error:

ls SVI-D23-T2002 was deficient in that it did not control the sequence of work.
The Precautions and Limitations allowed simuitaneous performance of the
various subsections of the Surveillance, but there was no precaution that
indicated the consequences and requirements of this action. Earlier
revisions to SVI-D23-T2002 allowed the various subsections to be performed
in any order, but did not allow for their simultaneous performance. The
Shift Supervisor reviewed the applicable Technical Specifications, but there
was no mechanism for specifying whether they had been reviewed with the
intent of performing each subsection {n sequence or all subsections
simultaneously. In this case the 858 had written appropriate LCO and PLCO
tracking sheets for each subsection to be performed in sequence. Although
the individual subsections require the 1&4C technician to inform the Unit
Supervisor that their performance will render instrumentation inoperable, it
does not require the Unit Supervisor to sign an approval step for each
subsection.

24 Miscommunications occurred during shift turnovers of both the LLRT personnel
and the operations personnel, and between the same shift LLRT, I1&C and
operations personnel. On September 8, 1990 the Shift Supervisor approved
the Technical Specification review, based upon his discussion with LLRT
personnel that the work was to be performed sequentially. This information
was not relayed to the following shifts., When the afternoon shift Unit
Superviscr approved the commencement of SVI=D23~T2002, he approved the
subsections to be performed {n any order, but restricted thelr performance
to one subsection at a time. The LLRT personnel and 1&C supervision
misunderstood this to mean that all of the subsections could be performed
simultaneously. He also requested notification when a subsection had been
completed. Miscommunications occurred between the midnight shift Unit
Supervisor and the 1&C Supervisor concerning what specifically had been
approved with regard to the remaining subsections when work could not
proceed on the "A" train., The Unit Supervisor was under the assumption,
based upon the active LCO and PLCO that only the "A" instruments were being
isolated in this SVI, while the 1&C Supervisor believed that the "A" and "B"
train could be simultaneously removed from service.
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3. Inattention to detail was evident in that a more detalled examination of the
8V1 would have revealed that performing all of the subsections of '
SVI=D25~T2002 simultaneously would result in the simultaneous isolation of
all of the suppression pool level instrumentation. Had this been realized,
compensatory actions of Technical Specification 4.5.3.2 could have been
taken. The LLRT personnel did not inform either the 1&4C supervisor or the
control room when testing of the "B" isolation valves had been finished in
order to allow instrument restoration to begin. Had the instruments been
restored immediately following the i{solation valve testing, the time
limitations of Technical Specification 3.5.3 would have been met.

Suppression pool operabllity is governed by Technical Specification 3.5.3 and is
verified by determining water level to be at least sixteen feet six Inches every
twelve hours in Operational Conditions 4 and 5. Suppression pool operability in
these Operational Conditions is based upon NPSH, recirculation volume and vortex
prevention plus a safety margin for conservatisn. I1f the suppression pool level
is less than sixteen feet six inches, a series of other preventive measures is
required to be verified every twelve hours. 1f neither of theee conditions can
be met the ACTION Statement for Technical Specification 3.5.3 requires suspending
core alterations, along with all operations that have the potential for draining
the vessel. It also requires locking the reactor mode switch in Shutdown and
establiehing primary containment integrity within eight hours. During this
event, the suppression pool wae never declared inoperable, although the
inoperable level Instrumentation prevented correctly verifying pool level.
Although the plant was in a configuration which allowed the suppression pool to
contain less than sixteen feet six inches of water depth, these parameters were
not verified every twelve hours. Because no activities were being performed with
tne potential for draining the reactor vessel and because the pool level was
determined to be eighteen feet two inches both before and after the instruments
had been isolated, this event is not considered to be safety significant. No
previous events of this nature have occurred.

The actions taken to prevent recurrence include revising SV1-D23-T2002 to
prohibit simultaneous performance of the various subsections and to require Unit
Supervisor signature at the start of each subsection of Section 5.1, This event
will be added to the LLRT training program as an example of inadequate
communications and inattention to detall during testing. As part of the licensed
operator requalification training program, all licensed operators will be trained
to the lesscns learned in this event, stressing communications and attention to
detail in LCO and PLCO situations, and how Technical Specification Rounds can be
used to detect anomalies within plant svstems.

Energy Industry ldentification System Codes are identified in the text as [XX].
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