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Docket No. 50-382/91-13
License No. 11PF-38

Entergy Operations. Inc.
ATiti: Poss P. Barkhurst, Vice President

Operations Waterf ord
P.O. Box B
Killona, Louisiana 70066

Centlemen:

Thank you for your letter of July 8,1991, in response to our letter and

Notice of Violation dated June 6, 1991. We have reviewed your reply and find it

responsive to the concerns raised in our Notice of Violation. We will review

the implenentation of your corrective actions during a future inspection to

determine that full compliance has been achieved and will be maintained.

Sincerely.

04|nel Signed Dy:
Th: mas P.Gwynn

Samuel J. Collins, Director
Division of Reactor Projects

cc:
Entergy Operations, Inc.
ATTN: Donald C. Hintz, Executive Vice

President & Chief Operating Of ficer
P.O. Box 31995
Jackson, Mississippi 39286

Entergy Operations, Inc.
ATTN; Gerald W. Muench, Vice President

Operations Support
P.O. Box 31995
Jackson, Mississippi 39286

Wise, Carter, Child & Carawey
ATTN: Robert B. McGehee, Esq.
P.O. Box 651
Jackson, Mississippi 39205

RIV:DRP/A M C:DRP/A i.DRP
MAS.atorius;df TFWesterra - JCollins
7/lV/91 7/11/91 7/IV/91 1
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Entergy Operations, Inc. -2-

Entergy Operations, Inc.
ATTN: J. R. McGaha, Jr., General

Manager Plant Operations
P.O. Box B
K111ona, Louisiana 70066

Entergy Operations, Inc.
ATT!;: J. G. Dewease, Senior Vice

President, Planning & Assurance
P.O. Box 31995
Jackson, Mississippi 39286-1995

Ertergy Operations, Inc.
ATTN: L. W. Laughlin, Site

Licensing Support Supervisor
P.O. Box B
Killona, Louisiana 70066

Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
ATTN: Mr. E. Blake
2300 N Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20037

Chairman
Louisiana Public Service Commission
One American Place, Suite 1630
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70825-1697

Entergy Operations, Inc.
ATTN: R. F. Burski, Director

Nuclear Safety
317 Baronna Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70112

Glenn Miller, Administrator
Radiation Protection Division
P.O. Box 82135
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70884-2135

President, Parish Council
St. Charles Parish
Hehnville, Louisiana 70057

Mr. William A. Cross
Bethesda Licensing Office
3 Metro Center
Suite 610
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

,
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Winston & Strawn
ATTH: Nicholas S. Reynolds. Esq.
1400 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005-3502

bectoDMB(IE01)

bcc distrib. by RIV:
R. D. Martin Resident Inspector
SectionChief(DRP/A) DRP

DRSS-RPEPS MIS System
ProjectEngineer(DRP/A) RSTS Operator
liv File Di:S
Lisa Shea, RM/ALF
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R. F. Durski

W3F1-01-0435
A4.05
Q'

|} @@July 8, 1991

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 'OATTN: Document Control Desk /pgj*Vlashington, D.C. 20555

Subject: Waterford 3 SES -d'
Docket No. 50-382
License No. NPF-38
NRC Inspection Report 91-13
Reply to Notice of Violation

Gentlemen:

In accordance with 10CFR2.201, Entergy Operations, Inc. hereby submits in
Attachment I the response to the violation identified in Appendix A of the subject
Inspection Report,

if you have any questions concerning this response, please contact
T.W. Gates at (504) "39-6697.

Very truly yours,

./.

b !$/TWG/ssf
Attachment
ec: R.D. Martin, NRC Region IV *

D.L. Wigginton, NRC-NRR
E.L. Blako
R.B. McGehee
N.S. Reynolds
NRC Resident Inspectors Office

7" n , n n * , n .-,

b .\ )
__. _ __ _-______ __



,
. - . - - _ - --

Attachment to
-

- W3F1-91-0435*

Page 1 of 5e

.

ATTACHMENT 1

ENTERGY OPERATIONS, INC. RESPONSE TO THE VIOLATION IDENTIFIED IN
APPENDIX A CF INSPECTION REPORT 91-13

VIOLATION NO. 9113-01

Failure to Comply with Written Procedures

Technical Specification 6.8.1 requires, in part, that written procedures shall be
implemented and maintained covering refueling operations and the activities
recommended in Append.ix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, February 1978

__ and those required for implementing the requirements of NUREG-0737. The-
'

following are examples observed by the inspector of failure to properly implement
those procedures:

1. Refueling Procedure RF-006-001, Revision 3, " Reactor Vessel Head and
Inte'nals ...stallation," Section 5.1.4 requires the refueling cavity to bo
dralr.ed to 33 feet for upper guide structure (UGS) installation.

Contrary to the above, on April 22, 1991, the refueling cavity level; was
'

established at 38 feet when the UGS was installed. The 38 foot level was an
improvement, but the procedure was not changed to implement plans to
raise the level even higher to reduce exposure to refueling personnel and
to secure containment purge to preclude an automatic isolation due to high
radiation shine.

2. Operations Procsdure OP-100-001, Revision 6, " Duties and Responsibilities
of Operators on Duty," Section 5.7.1 states, " Conditions that result in
actuation of the annunciator system are investigated and corrective action
taken.to clear the alarm." A preceding note states, " Verify all alarms
immediately. Do not allow any alarms to remain uninvestigated."

Contrary to the above, at 8:41 a.m. on May 1,1991, a sLfety parameter
display system (SPDS) trouble alarm was received on the control room plant
monitoring computer display and no action was taken by the operators until
1:22 a.m. on May 2, when the condition was recognized. As a result,
emergency off-site dose assessment capability was unnecessarily impaired
for over 16 hours.

3. Administrative Procedure UNT-005-010, Revision' 2, " Independent
Verification Program," Secdon 5.2 " CAUTION" requires, in part, that
work may no: proceed beyond an independent verification point until the
Independent verification is accomplished. Section 5.5.5 requires
independent verification documentation to include the signature or initials
of the person who performed the r.ctivity and of the independent 'rerifier.

$,
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' Contrary to the above, on April 4,1991, a contract employne performing
motor operated valve 'esting (MOVATS) proceeded past step 8.3.3.5 of
Maintenance Procedure ME-007-027, Revision 4, "Using MOVATS 2150/2151

- System for Testing of MOV," which had an independent verification point,
without obtaining the independent verificat 'n addition, the person
who had performed the activities had not sib ne documentation. The
contract employee (who was the test director, ,.,ned the document.

4. Operations Procedure OP-009-002, Revision 10 " Operating Procedure
Emergency Diesel Generator," Section 5.0 requires the emergency diesel
generators (EDGs) to be aligned in accordance with standby valve lineups,
Attachments 11.1 and 11.2. Attachment 11.1 requires that the lajector
header isolation drain valves be open for a diesel start.

Contrary to the above, on April 4,1991, EDG A was started with the EDG
Injector Drain !!cader Isolation Valves EGF-123A and EGF-124A closed. As
a result, the drain header overflowed fuel oil onto the skid and the EDG
start had to be terminated.

The above examples constitute a Severity Level IV violation.

RESPONSE

(1) Reason for the Violation

Entergy Operations, Inc. admits this violation. For clarity, each of the
cited examples of failure to follow procedure will be treated separately.

(1) The root cause of the failure to establish the required refueling cavity
water level prior to moving the reactor vessel upper guido structure was

,

|- inappropriate action by the refueling controller in that, recognizing the
i need for a change to Refueling Procedure RF-00t 301, " Reactor Vessel

,

Ilead and Internals Installation," the change was not processed in
accordance with tha guidance contained in Administrative Proced.tre UNT-
001-003, " Procedure Initiation, Review and Approval; Chango anu
Revision; and Deletion." Compounding the problem was a lack of adequate
procedure guidance in that RF-006-001 did not allow enough flexibility in

! the control of the refueling cavity water level when raising or lowering the
upper guido structure.

A contributing cause of the problems experienced-with the installation of
the Upper Guide Structure was that RF-006-001 did not refer to water level
again after it was initially established at 33 feet. This is misleading at best
because after the required level is established, independent attachments
are used to complete the evolu' ion. The procedure was further inadequate
in that it did not address securing the containment purge system as it had
been during other high radiation exposure lifts inside containment. This
resulted in an unnecessary challenge to safety systems.

.
. _ . _ _ .
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(!!) The root ~cause of the failure to promptly investigato and take action.

for the safety paramotor display system (SPDS) trouble alarm received on,

,

the plant monitoring computer (PMC)_ display was inadequato alarm
functions for indicating SPDS trouble in the control room. A contributing
causo was inadoquato attention to detail by the operating shift personnel.

Investigation of thlu event revealed that the SPDS trouble alarm does not
actuato any control room annunciator but rather is indicated by the display
of a FMC critical alarm computer point. This can be mistoading in certain
circumstances, especially when the PMC is displaying a large number of
alarms as it typically would be with the plant shutdown in a refueling
outago. In this _ condition, the PMC is limited in that it is capablo of
disp'aying only a small porcentage of the existent alarms at any one timo.
In short, once the initial PMC alarm has been acknowledged, only a careful
review of all of the locked in PMC alarms will indicate whether a particular
condition continues to exist. Separato from this review, there is no-

mechanism by which operators are reminded that the SPDS inputs have
boon lost.

-

(iii) The root cause of the failure to obtain the required indopondent
verification before proceeding with the procedure is that a conflict exists
between Administrative Proceduro UNT-005-010. " Independent Verification
Program," and Sito Directivo W2.101, " Procedure Compliance."

UNT-005-010, Section 5.2, " Verification Guidolklos," indicates in a
" Caution" statomont that " Work may not proceed past an independent
verification point until the indopondent verifier confirms, substantiates, or
assures that an activity or condition has been implomonted in conformance i

wi% the specified requirements or the work instructions or the proceduro
clearly allows independent verification after the activity is completed."

UNT-005-010, in Section 5.5.5, . further requires that " Documentation of
independent verification shallincludo the s!gnature or initials of the person
who performed the activity and the independent veriflor."

These requirements are not entirely consistent with the upper-tier
guidance of Sito Directive W2.101. The guidanco provided in stop 5.2.7 of

,

( the sito directivo states, in part, that "When procedures indicato
| continuous uso, but it is impractical for a single individual to do so, it is
|. acceptable to have one individual read the procedure and indicato

completion while another individual performs the task."

|. The evolution in question involved work on the Boric Acid Makeup Tank A-
| gravity feed valve, BAM-113A. This valvo is located in a contaminated
| room requiring the use of full protectivo clothing. Two contractors insido
! the room actually performed the work on the valve while a third _ technician

remained outside the room to manipulate the MOVATS equipment and control
the procedure. The removal of the temporary insulator was

-.

l
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performed by one technician and independently verified by the other.
Completion of these steps- including the independent verification- was
communicated to the technician outside the room who was controlling the
procedure.

While completion of the independent verification was not in accordance with
the requirements of UNT-005-010, it did satisfy the guidance of Site
Directive W2.101. In this case, ALARA considerations justified invoking
the special exception described in the site directive.

(iv) The root cause of the failure to maintain the A Emergency Diesel
Generator (EDG) in accordance with the standby valvo lineups of
Operations Procedure OP-009-002, " Operating Procedure Emergency Diesel
Generator," is inappropriate action by personnel because the valves were
shut without any instructions to close them. The EDG A injector header
drain isolation valves, EGF-123A and EGF-124A, were found closed after an
EDG A run was secured because of fuel oil oveitlowing from the injector
return header vents. The two valves are required to be open by OP-009-
002, Attachment 11.1.

The valves were most likely shut to support EDG repairs performed on
April 4th. Ilowever, a subsequent investigation could not positively
identify the cause of the misalignment.

;

(2)' Corrective Steps That Have Been Taken and the Results Achieved

immediate corrective action was necessary for the fourth example cited in
the violation. Because the exact circumstances surrounding the

L misalignment of the return header drain valves could not be identified, it
| was determined that additional administrative controls are needed for the
| . valves. To that end, Change 1 to Revision 11 to OP-009-002 was approved
| by the General Manager- Plant Operations on April 20,1991. _ This change

requires that the EDG Injector Drain lleader Isolation Valves- EGF-123A(B)t

and EGF-124A(B)- be locked open on the associated standby system valve
lineups.

Immediate corrective action was not necessary to address the violation of
UNT-005-010 because the steps taken to independently verify the removal

_

f the temporary inrulator were in accordance with the higher tier guidance
~

. of Site Directive W2.101, " Procedure Compliance."-

No immediate corrective action was necessary to address the other examples
cited in the violation.

.
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(3) Corrective Steps Which Will Be Taken to Avoid Further Viclations

For the first example cited in the violation- failure to establish the required
refueling cavity water level- several procedure changes are planned.

First, Refueling Procoduce RF-006-001. " Reactor Vessel Head and Internals
Installation," and RF004-001, " Reactor Vessel Head and Internals
Removal," will be changed to add a "CAUT40N" statement to ensure that
refueling cavity water levelis as high as practical, but less than or equal
to 44 feet, before lifting the upper guide structure. Both procedures will
also be changed s-uch that securing Containment Purge will be required
before the UGS is raised.

Secondly, based on a review of other refuellag evolutions which could
result in a Containment Purge Isolation Signal, Refueling Procedure
RF-004-002, "Incore Instrumentation Removal and Disposal," will be
changed so that the procedure raquires that Containment Purge be isolated
prior to removing and disposing af incore instruments.

For the second example cited, a review of the function of the "PMC failure
alarm" will be conducted. The annunciator associated with this alarm
should alert operatorn to a problem with SPDS. Depending on the results
of this review, the alarm will be either repaired or reconfigured such that,
in the future, operators will be alerted to an SPDS failure.

To address this issue until such time as the annunciator function is
properly implemented, a letter will be sent to al. licensed operators
emphasizing the need to periodically ensure that the SPDS display is
updating. This letter will also inform operators of the PMC critical alarm
computer point that will be displayed upon loss of SPDS inputs.

Thirdly, to address the independent verification concern, Administrative
Procedure UNT-005-010, " Independent Verification Program," will be
changed to reflect the guidance of the upper-tier Site Directive W2.101,
" Procedure Compliance."

Fir. ally, it is important to note that, while the corrective actions described
abcw are intended to address the specific examples cited in this violation,
programs have been initiated at Waterford 3 which should ensure long-term
improvement in the human performance area in general and the procedure
compliance area in particular. These programs were described in detailin
the Entergy Operations, Inc, response to NRC Inspection Report 90-24
(Waterford 3 letter W3P90-1917 of December 31,1990).

(4)- Date When Full Compliance Will Be Achieved

Final action to address the PMC failure alarm in the control room is
dependent on a functional review. In any event, required action will be
complete by June 1,1992. The letter to licensed operators will be complete
by July 31, 1991. -The procedure changes described above will be complete
by September 30, 1991.


