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June 8,1994

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission !
Document Control Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555

SUBJECT: P er Bend S ation - Unit 1

License No. NPF-47
Licensee Event Repon 50-458/94-008-00 '

File Nos.: G9.5, G9.25.1.3

RBG - 40634
.

Gentlemen:
!
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In accordance with 10CFR50.73(a)(2)(i)(B), enclosed is the subject repon, j

Very truly yours, !
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James. J. Fisicaro
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Director-Nuclear Safety . |
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cc: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 400
Arlington, TX 76011

NRC Resident Inspector
P.O. Box 1051
St. Francisville, LA 70775

INPO Records Center
700 Galleria Parkway
Atlanta, GA 30339-5957

Mr. C.R. Oberg
Public Utility Commission of Texas
7800 Shoal Creek Blvd., Suite 400 Nonh
Austin, TX 78757

Imuisiana Department of Environmental Quality
Radiation Protection Division
P.O. Box 82135
Baton Rouge, LA 70884-2135
ATTN: Administrator
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ESTNATED BURDEN PER RESPONSF 70 COMPLY WITH THIS

LICENSEE EVENT REPORT (LER) CEE EAR*
UR NA T

771 U S NUCL R RE ULATORY M A INGT
DC 20$550001 AND TO THE PAPERWORK REDUCTION PROJECT
Q150 0104, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,
WASHINGTON. DC 20503

F ACluTY NAME (1) DOCKET NUMBER Q) PAGE p)

River Bend Station 05000-458 01 of 06
itTLE (4)

The Minimum Number of Operable Channels per Trip System for the Reactor Protection System was not
Maintained due to inadequate Work Package Review and Retest Requirements.

EVENT DATL (5) LER NUMBER (6) REPORT DATE (7) OTHER FACILITIES INVOLVED (8)
MONTH DAY YEAR YEAR SEQUENTIAL REVISION MONTH DAY YE.AR F ACILITf NAME DOCKET NUMBER

NUMBER NUMBER N/A 05000
FACluTY NAME DOCKET NUMBER

05 09 94 94 008 00 06 08 94 N/A 05000
OPERATING THIS REPORT IS SUBMITTED PURSUANT TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF 10 CFR l (Check one or more (11)

MODE (9) 5 20.402(b) 20 405(c) 50.73(a)(2)( v) 73.71(b)
PC *CR 20 :05(a)(1)(i) 50 36(c)(1) 50.73(a)(2)(v) 73.71(c)

LEVEL (10) 0 20405(a)(1)(ii) 50.36(c)(2) 50.73(a)(2)(vii) OTHER

20.405(a)(1)(iii) X 50.73(a)(2)(i) 50.73(a)(2)(viii)(A) Lpacgm,agy *ad =
20.405(a)(1)(iv) 50.73(a)(2)(ii) 50.73(a)(2)(viii)(B)
20 405(a)(1)(v) 50.73(a)(2)(iii) 50.73(a)(2)(x)

LICENSEE CONTACT FOR THIS LER (12)
NAME TELEPHONE NUMBER (incluos Area Cooe)
T.W. Gates, Supervisor - Nuclear Licensing (504) 381-4866

COMPLETE ONE LINE l-OR EACH COMPONENT FAILURE DESCRIBED IN THIS REPORT (13)
CAUSE SYSTEM COMPONENT MANUF ACTURER R TA E CAUSE SYSTEM COMPONENT MANUF ACTURER R POR1 LE

SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT EXPECTED (14) EXPECTED MONS D^Y YEAR

YES X NO SUBMISSION
M yes. compWe EXPECTED SUBMISSION DATE)

DATE (15)
ABSTRACT cumino 1400 spac e e . .pp,onimat.iy 15 mgi...p.c.o typ niten kn ) gisi

On May 9,1994 with the plant in Operational Condition 5 (Refueling), a condition mport was written to
identify that post-maintenance operability testing had not been performed for mactor protection system trip
system "B" prior to returning the system to operation. While subsequent testing verified the affected channel
had indeed been functional, failure to take the actions required by T.S. 3.3.1 within the appropriate
timefame or to perform the required mtest resulted in a condition in which less than the minimum number j
of operable channels were avAlable for this trip system. The safety function of the RPS system was satisfied J
since all control rods were inserted. Subsequent investigation has revealed that the duration of the non-
compliance was about 75 hours, fmm April 21,1994 until April 24,1994.

The root cause of this event consisted of (1) an inadequate work package review by the work management
center supervisor (WMCS) due to inattention to detail and incormet assumptions, and (2) the work package
specified a,. incorrect surveillance procedure for retest of the miay. Corrective actions include evaluating
the planning process to define improvements required to assure that correct LCOs are specified in
maintenance work packages and surveillances. A night order has been issued to ensure that the WMCS will
attend infmquent evolution briefings, and reviews for operations and maintenance personnel emphasizing the
importance of mtest requirements were conducted.

. .

_ ___________-___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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Reported Condition

On May 9,1994 with the plant in Operational Condition 5 (Refueling), a condition was identified which
affected compliance with the provisions of Technical Specification 3.3.1 concerning operability of the
division II reactor protection system (RPS) (*JE*). Prior to replacement of a Potter and Bmmfield MDR
relay, RPS division II was placed in the tripped condition. Following completion of the work on April 21,
1994, the division II RPS trip was reset and the proper functional testing of the relay was not performed.

Since relay IC71 A*K68 was not tested and demonstrated operable following maintenance, the minimum
number of operable channels per trip system as mquired by T.S. 3.3.1 were considered to be unavailable for
RPS trip system B. Action "a" of T.S. 3.3.1 requires the inoperable trip system to be placed in the tripped
condition within one hour. The trip system was reset following maintenance at 0307 on April 21,1994, and
the investigation revealed that the retest requirements applicable to Operational Condition 5 were successfully
perfonned on April 24,1994. Therefore, the duration of non-compliance was about 75 hours.

,

Investi.g.ation

At 2300 on April 19,1994, three work packages concerning MDR relay replacements wem presented to the
work . management center supervisor (WMCS) to be released for work. Two of these packages (maintenance
work order (MWO) R165229 and R165242) shared common power and were being worked under the same

i

clearance. Infrequent evolution briefings had already been conducted with the on-shift crew and the relays
had been bench tested per the work package. The WMCS went to the contml room and questioned the on-
shift crew about the packages and inappropriately assumed the crew had performed a detailed package
review. The three affected relays performed three different RPS functions, but the WMCS placed all three

,

packages on tracking LCO 94-081. The required action specified on this LCO was "Do not withdraw a
contre! cd ir. Mcde 5." Only one of the packages should have been placed on this tracking LCO. MWO
R165229 (the package associated with this report) should have been placed on an active LCO requiring a trip
to be inserted on division II RPS. Maintenance work order R165242 replaced a different relay, IC71*K81.
This was the MSIV closure scram function and should have been placed on a separate tracking LCO for
Operational Conditions 1,2, and 3 since the retest for it was STP-051-0201, which required the MSIVs to be
stmked.
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Following relay replacement, the half-scram was reset in preparation for retest. The work package step
detailing the retest to be perfonned incorrectly identified STP-051-0201 for retest of relay IC71 A*K68.

.

However, the procedure number specified did not match the procedure title listed or the remaining |
infonnation in the paragraph. The number specified should have been STP-508-0201. This error led !

directly to the failure to perfonn the retest because plant equipment availability conditions at that time
precluded the perfonnance of STP-051-0201. The result was that the package was forwarded to the retest
group for tracking.

,

!

Following discovery, a half-scram was inserted on RPS "B," and LCO 94-353 was entered at 2300 on May i

8,1994. This LCO was written against T.S. 3.3.1 to document less than the required minimum channels i

available for one trip system of RPS. A condition report was written on May 9,1994 to identify the ;

condition and initiate event investigation. The retest was corrected in the work package and STP-508-0201 ;
was performed and determined that the relay functioned correctly As part of the STP post maintenance test |
requirements, system engineering myiewed the bench test time response data and detennined that the new |
relay did not meet the circuit response time. Circuit response criteria was not applicable in Operational |
Condition 5, but is applicable for Operational Conditions I and 2. Thus, the relay needed to be replaced !
prior to start-up from the current refueling outage. The relay was replaced and retested under LCO 94-353. |
No problems were encountered with the remainder of the work and the LCO was cleared at 1237 on May 10, !

1994. A review of surveillance test infonnation revealed that STP-508-0201 had been successfully i
performed in its entirety on May 24,1994, thus satisfying the surveillance requirements for the relay that i

were applicable in Operational Condition 5.

i

The investigation revealed the following failed barriers: *

1. Wri m infa mntion: The LCO identified was incorrect for the work activity.tt
,

>

2. Verbal Communication: The WMCS did not attend the infrequent evolution briefing conceming the ,

work packages and as a consequence, pertinent information was not obtained. {
:
i

3. Change Management: The work package referenced an incorrect retest STP which led directly to the
retest not being perfonned. No evaluation of the retest was performed to determine if an acceptable ;

alternative could be identified. !
.

i

!

!

:
,
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4. Written Information: The work package failed to identify the required time frame for the retest ;

following reset of the half-scram. As a result, neither the worker nor the control room operators
were aware of the limiting Technical Specification requirements.

Root Cause

The root cause of this event was twofold, as follows: |
1

I1. An inadequate work package review by th 3 WMCS at the work management center. This was due to
inattention to detail and incorrect assumptit ns by the WMCS. The result was incorrect identification

1

of applicable technical specifications and LCO requirnients. ;
i

2. The work package incorrectly identified STP-051-0201 for retest of relay IC71 A*K68. This led
directly to the retest not being perfonned in a timely manner because the ermr was not identified
during the package review (by the maintenance supervisor, on-shift crew, or the WMCS). The !

correct retest was STP-508-0201. !

!
Contributing causes to this event were as follows: '

,

i

1. The WMCS was not included in the briefing conducted by Maintenance and required his questions to
be answered by the Operations crew. |

2. Multiple work packages were processed at the same time with information indicating they were
related. |

)

3. Mmm rm'ir , of the wod package and retest requirements to detennine if an altemative retest could !.

be perfonned was not conducted by any of the individuals involved (i.e., the maintenance supervisor, i

on-shift senior reactor operators (SROs), WMCS, and the retest group).

A review of previous LERs which involved work control issues revealed the following similar events:

LER 86-026: Work was perfonned on the main steam - positive leakage control system which.

resulted in rendering the system inoperable. In this event, the appropriate LCO action statement

|

|

|
:

_
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was not initiated and instrumentation and controls technicians improperly tenninated a wire.
Consequently, a violation of Technical Specification requirements occurred.

LER 90-032: A snubber was removed from piping for a time period that exceeded Technical.

Specification limits due to a scheduling error, a lack of knowledge of system alignments by the in- i

service inspection (ISI) coordinator, and inadequate work package reviews,

LER 94-002: A containment airlock interlock was rendered inoperable during maintenance without.

entry into the appropriate T.S. action statement. This condition was due to ineffective
communication and failure to recognize cautions in a work package by the personnel authorizing and
conducting the work.

Corrective Action

The Ieng-Tenn Performance Improvement Plan includes an initiative to address work control issues. The !

plan includes a multi-discipline, focused assessment of the work control process at RBS as part of an overall .

effon to restructure the work control process by December 1994. Also included in the plan are improving ;

maintenance planning information in 1995, upgrading and enhancing maintenance management systems
during 1996, and improving preventive and predictive maintenance performance in 1996. Details are ,

provided in Section 15 of the Long-Term Performance Improvement Plan, submitted to the NRC on March *

'

28,1994 (RBG-40428).

The following corrective actions address the specinc issues raised by this event (LER 94-008):

A a:ght ~de.- has been issued directing the shift superintendent to ensure the WMCS will attend !.

infrequent evolution brienngs conducted in the main control room.
.

This event has been reviewed with all control room supervisors and shift superintendents with specific.

emphasis on the imponance of ensuring the correct LCO is identified and applicable retest
requirements are conducted within the appropriate time frames. This group includes all work
management center SROs.
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This event has been reviewed with all maintenance supervisors and superintendents emphasizing the.

importance of following through with retest requirements and verifying that retest requirements am
consistent within the work package.

1

;

Direction has been provided to maintenance planners to obtain system engineering evaluation of bench.

Mst PM or acceptance criteria prior to installation of equipment.

A review of all MDR .rlay packages still in the retest group was conducted to assure correct.

identification of all LCOs and tmcking LCOs. MWOs R165242 and R166036 were identified as i

being listed on the wrong tracking LCOs. These discrepancies were corrected and an evaluation
revealed that the discrepancies had no impact on operability or Technical Specification compliance.

The manager-operations met with the retest group and discussed the importance of being pmactive in.

getting retests accomplished. This discussion emphasized looking ahead at system window schedules
,

and reviewing outstanding retest items to preclude impact on equipment required to be operable. ;

t

The planning process will be evaluated to define impmvements required to assure that correct LCOs.

and limiting time requirements are specified in MWO packages and surveillances by July 31,1994.
The objective is to add a barrier to recurrence by providing a review for LCOs and applicable
Technical Specification requirements prior to review by opemtions personnel in the work management
center and the control mom. ;

Safety Assessment

The co"*d -% mmdned fully insened for the dumtion of this event; therefore, the safety function of the
RPS system was satisfied. In addition, the surveillance on the relay, STP (508-0201) was perfonned on
April 24,1994 at 0602 in its entirety and found to be satisfactory. This confinned that the relay was capable
of perfonning its safety function during the period of non-compliance. |

!

_ _ _


