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U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Document Control Desk
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Dear 8ir:

HOPE CREEK GENERATING STATION
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LICENSEE EVENT REPORT 90-032-00
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ABSTRACT (16)

On 12/11/90 at 091%, a Primary Containment lsolation System (PCIS) Channel
“B" i1golation signal was generated during the concurrent performance of
two incompatible 1&C survelllance procedures, After ascertaining the
cause of the isclation, the i1solation signal wae reset and all affected
components were returned to a normel configuration, The primary cause of
this event was determined to be .nadeguate supervisory oversight of the
subject surveillances on the part of a Controle Supervisor and a Nuclear
SBhift Supervisor (NBS) . The Controls fupervisor assligned the
surveillances in a manner which allowed both to be performed at the same
time, and the NES did not adequately review the workorders associated with
the surveillances, which stated that both could not be performed at the
game time., Corrective actions included counselling for both asupervigorse
involved in thie event, reviewing this event with all Contrels and
Operations Department supervisors, and revising the recurring workorders
for the subject surveillances,
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ANALYS1S OF OCCURRENCE

At the beginning of the day shift on 12/11/90, a Controls
Supervisor assigned one team of Controls Technicians to perform
a functional test on the ECCS8 Channel "B" trip logic, and
another team to perform a functional test on the N84 Chunnel
"B" trip logic. Prior to assigning these tasks, the supervisor
failed to recognize a possible conflict existed between the two
procedures, as stated on the accompanying workorders.

At about 0800, the team performing the NE4 logic surveillance
received permission from the Nuclear Shift supervisor (N88, 8RO
licensed) to begin testing. A technician on the team assigned
to perform the ECCS logic test approached the NSE at about 0830
for test authorization. During a review of work in progress,
the NS88 failed to identify that the N84 test was already in
progress.

At 0915, the team performing the ECCS8 test placed the channel
in a tripped condition, With the N84 channel already in a
tripped condition, the Jhannel "B" PCI8 1logic was satisfied,
and the previously described system responses occurred,

APPARENT CAUSE OF OCCURRENCE

The Controls Supervisor did not recognize the conflict between
the two surveillances, and assigned the surveillances to two
different teams, rather than the same team ag would be normaily
done with conflicting surveillances. Additionally, the N§§
failed to identify that the ECCS logic test cruld not be
conducted until the N84 logic test was complet: 3.

PREVIOUS OCCURRENCES

A review of past reportable eventg determined that no ESF
actuations have occurred due to the simultaneous performance of
incompatible surveillances.
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