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March 31.,1992
11BG- 30093
File Nos. G9.5, G9.25.1.3

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

Gentlemen:

River Bend Station - Unit 1
Docket No. 50-458

Please find enclosed Supplement 1 to Licensee Event Report No. 91-020 for
River Bend Station Unit 1, This supplemental report is submitted to update
GSU's corrective actions.

Sincerely,

'
n

,

W.ll. O( ell
Manager - Oversight
River Bend Nuclear Group,

A di G/1 S C 'IM/kym "

cc: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 400
Arlington, TX 76011

NRC Resident inspectore"
P.O. Box 1051

Ex St. Francisville, LA 70775
M2
88 INPO Records Center'

@$ 1100 Circle Parkway
L og Atlanta, GA 30339 3064
'

Nu (),,ieg &nJo
RQ i Mr. C.R. Oberg
S Public Utility Commission of Texas
gg 7800 Shoal Creek Blvd., Suite 400 North IM- '

hm Austin,' TX 78757
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At 0800 hours on October 24, 1991, with the reactor in Operational
condition 1 (Power Operation), while performing a review of Technical
Specification (TS) Section 3/4.6.6.3 " Primary Containment /Drywell
Hydrogen Ignition System", a discrepancy was found between the TS and
the applicable surveillance test procedure (STP). The STP has been non-
conservative with respect to the T3. Sixty-Two hy& oge.i Jgleitets were
declared inoperable and the reactor was shutdown pursuant to TS Section
3.0.3. Therefore, this report is submitted pursuant to
10CFR50. 73 (a) (2 ) (1) ( A) (plant shutdown required by the TS) and
10CFR50. 7 3 (a) (2 ) (1) (B) (operation prohibited by the TS).

Corrective actions included revision of the STP to restore consintency
with tp "3, aMitional training, and a review of a sample of STP
revif 1(r, ?nd tehporary change notices for 10CFR50.59 applicability, and
? vedr 9 sion of a sample of STPs against the TS.v

| The te W.sr was shutdown in accordance with TS 3.0.1. Subsequently,
hydrogen igniter system operability was verified pursuant to TS 4.6.6.3.!
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At 0800 hours on October 24, 1991, with the reactor in Operational
Condition 1 (Power Operation), while performing a review of Technical
Specification Section 3/4.6.6.3 " Primary Containment /Drywell Hydrogen
Ignition System", a discrepancy was found between the Technical
Specifications (TS) and surveillance test procedure (STP)-254-1600
Revision 5, " Hydrogen Igniter 18 Month current / Voltage and Temperature
Check." The TS Bones provides a unique derinition of " inaccessible
areas." This definition is based on " areas that have high radiation
levels during the entire refueling outage period." The STP has been
non-conservative with respect to this definition since July 25, 1985.
In addition, ignitors that were properly
classified as " inaccessible" in the STP were not being tested properly
per the TS surveillance requirements. Sixty-Two hydrogen igniters were
declared inoperable and the reactor was shutdown pursuant to TS
Section 3.0.3. Therefore, this report is submitted pursuant to
10CFR50. 73 (a) (2 ) (i) ( A) (plant shutdown required by the TS) and
10CFR50.73 (a) *2) (1) (B) (operation prohibited by the TS).

.IHvl u1 GAT 10H

On 10/24/91 at 0800 hours, Design Engineering discovered that
STP-254-1600 Revision 5 " Hydrogen Igniter 18 Honth current / Voltage and
Temperature Check" did not conform with the definition of
" inaccessible" as defined in the Bases of the Technical
Specifications. A plant shutdown was commenced on 10/24/91 at 1449 1

hours as required by Technical Specification 3.0.3.
|

On 11/23/90, Temporary Change Notice (TCN) 90-1270 was initiated
against STP-264-1600 Rev 5. The purpose of this TCN was to change the
classification of igniters 1A through 10B from " accessible" to
" inaccessible." These ignitors are located on the containment dome
which makes it potentially hazardous to personnel and extremely
difficult to conduct testing due to their location. The TCN was
written based on the physical location of these igniters, went through
the review process and was pormanently approved on 12/6/90. No one in
the review process realized that a unique definition for

i " inaccessible" existed in the TS. Administrative procedure
I (ADM)-0003, " Development, Control and Uso of Procedures specifically

prohibits the use of the TCN process when a change to the TS is
required.

Further review of STP-254-1600 revealed tha the procedure had not
conformed to the TS since the issuance of Rev 4 dated 08/03/85. GSU's
investigation has revealed three failures that led to the violation of
the Technical Spe.::ifications, as follows-
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1) Revision 4 to STP-254-1600 was issued without incorporation
of changes to TS Section 3/4.6.6.3 and the associated Bases.
The draft for Technical Specification table 3.6.6.3-1 showed
the ignitor locations and accessibility classifications.
This table was removed and a definition of " inaccessible"
was placed in the TS bases during initial TS development.
In addition, for those ignitors that were classifJed as
"inaccensible", the TS were changed to requjre
current / voltage measurements for each igniter assembly.

While the changes to the TS were appropriate, the revision
(Rev 4) to the STP was issued on 8/3/85 without
incorporating these changes.

2) Reviews during the revision and TCl4 processes for
STP-254-1600 were not adequate. Errors and/or
inconsistencies with TS were not detected. 11ote that when
Rev 3 of the STP was issued, igniter 11B was dropped from
the data sheet. This igniter was not tested for 6 years and
56 days. This error, as well as the failure to incorporate
the TS changes into the STP, went undetected during
revisions to the STP and during the preparation of TClis to
the STP.

3) The 10CFP50.59 review for TCN 90-1270 was inadequate. The
review did not detect the failure to incorporate the
previous TS changes into the STP and review by the racility
Review Committee (FRC) was not recognized as required.

Root CAusI

Three root causes have been identified for this event. Each root cause I

corresponds to the three failures identified in the investigation i

section, as follows:

1) The engineer responsible for the TS review did not realize
that the definition of " inaccessible", added to the TS
bases, constituted a change in the intent of the TS. Section
3/4.6.6.3 of the TS was changed to remove the hydrogen
igniter location / classification table from the body of the
TS and-add the definition of " inaccessible" to the bases.
This change was made in the month preceding the issuance of
the low power operating license on 8/29/85. The engineer
responsible for GSU Technical Staff reviews of the TS was
also responsible for disseminating TS changes to
contractors. A contractor was responsible for the

=.c e a a i.4.,
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development of plant procedures during this time. The
Technical Staff engineer would determine if a TS change was
a change of intent. If there was no change of intent, he
would make a subjectivo decision whether or not to notify
appliceble groups of the change. Interviews with this
engine revealed that he remembers there were many
discust., Jns with the NRC Staff concerning
accessible / inaccessible ignitors, the industry position, and
how to determine operability. To climinate future revisions
to TS as plant conditions changed, a determination was made
between GSU and the NRC Staff to remove the
location / classification tables from TS, provide a defluition
for inaccessibility, and include the location / classification
tables in the procedure. As far as the Engineer recalls, he
felt that this change to TS did not change the intent of the
specification and did not warrant the issuance of a change
notice. He did not realize that the restrictive definition
for " inaccessible", added to the bases, did not raatch the
accessibility clasultications that were removed from the TS
body which still remained in the STP. Haced on this
determination, the contractor responsible for plant
procedure development was not notified of the change to
Specification 3/4.6.6.3 and therefore, did not evaluate
applicability of the changes to STP-254-1600.

2) The procedural review and TCH processes did not accure an
adequate technical review. This was due to a lack of
procedural guidance for reviewers and insufficient training.
Errors and inconsistencies went undetected in the following:

Revision 5 issued on 10/28/87
Rt. vision 5 biannual review perfortaed on 6/22/ 89
TCN 90-1270 issued on 11/23/90

Typically, the content of previous revisions of procedures
are considered to be technically correct and the review
focuses on the changes being made between the last revision
and the proposed revision. STP-254-1600 was able to be
performed as written. The problem was that ignitors were
tested based on the accessibility classification of the
particular igniter, which was in error. In addition, the
absence of igniter 118 from the data sheet was not
discovered until the investigation resulting from this
event. Furthermore, TCH 90-1270 introduced an additional
error into the procedure by reclassifying ignitors 1A
through 10B as inaccessible based on physical accessiollity
rather than the TS definition.
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3) The 10Cl<R50.59 review was inadequate for TCN 90-1270.
Changing the classification of igniters 1A through 10B from
" Accessible" to "Inaccessiblo" constituted a change to TS.
The STP revision process should have boon used in this
instance as well as a required review by the Facility Review
Committoo (FRC) to determino 50.59 applicability.

Administrative proceduro (ADM)-0003 "Dovolopment, Control
and Use of Procedurns", requires that a series of eight
questions be answered during the review /TCH process. Thoso
questions are used to flag tMoo procedures that require a
10CFR50.59 review and safety ovaluation by the FRC. The TCH
process cannot be used if the answer to any of those
questions is "yos." TCN 90-1270, which changed the
classification of ignitors 1A through 108, was a chango to
Technical Specifications based on the definition of
"inaccessiblo" given in the bases section of the TS. The
question, " Change to the Toch Specs or Operating License?"
was marked "No" by the TCH initiator and reviewed and
approved by three maintenance and one operations reviewers.

The maintenance foreman that prepared TCN 90-1270 had not
rocoived any training on the content or use of TS and was
not aware that there was a Dason Section in the TS. Thoro
has boon great reliance on the Shift Supervisor / Control
Operating Foreman (SS/COF) during their review of TCNs to
assure accuracy with regards to impact of the change on TS,
ths USAR and other licensing documents. A secondary
contributor is that unique TS definitions are not normally
placed in the bases of TS. The operators interviewed during
this investigation stated that they only review the Basos of
TS when there is a question of interpretation. The condition
of the location / accessibility tables in STP-254-1600, Roy 5
reinforced the perceived definition of inaccessible as ono
dealing with physical inaccessibility. Based on the
condition of the STP, the information provided in the body
of the TS, and the request for the change of accessibility
classification (TCN 90-1270), there was no question of
interpretation and therefore, the Bases woro not review'i.

A review of previous LERs has revealed five similar events, in that
STPs were inadequato, as follows:

1) LER 86-013: As a result of an STP deficiency, concerning
the main steam line area temperaturo
detector, personnel did not enter the
appropriate TS Action Statement. The STP was
revised and reviewed for similar errors.
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2) LER 86-059: Tbc STP to verify that low pressure coolant
injection (LPCI) system piping was full of
water was found to be in error. The STP was
not properly revised following plant
modifications and thus did not reficct TS
requirements regarding the location of the
high point vents.

3) LER G8-010: The secondary containment STP did not
adequately reflect TS 3.6.5 for all required
doors and equipment hatch covers. GSU
revised the applicable STPs and conducted a
procedure history sampling review to address
the lack of administrative controls during
the period of time that STPs core being
turned over.

4) LER 89-003: The TS surveillance for AC circuits inside
containment had not been properly performed
for all required AC circuits due to
inadequate original procedure development.
As corrective action GSU began reviewing all
STPs against the TS during the STP biennial
reviews. This process is continuing, and
will proceed until all STPs have had this
review.

5) LER 91-010: Containment isolation valves ICPP*MOV104,105
and ICPP*SOV140 were not being verified as
closed and secured overy 31 days per TS
4.6.1.1.b. This was caused by an omission in
the original STP development. GSU revised
the STP ac.ordingly and performed a review of
design verification commitments to identify
those associated with actions requiring
procedural control.

Q.ORRRQ.TIYE_ltQl'IQM >

A summary of .immediate corrective actions follows:

1) The plant was shut down in accordance with TS 3.0.3.

2) An Engineering review was performed to determine where to take
current / voltage readings for each " inaccessible" ignitor in
accordance with the TS.
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3) TCN 91-0938 was written against STP-254-1600 Rev 5 to chango the
classification of ignitors 1A through 10B from " inaccessible"
back to " accessible" and ignitor testing commenced.

4) TCN 91-0940 was written against STP-254-1600, Roy 5 to change the
ignitor location / accessibility tablos to agroo with the
definition of " inaccessible" in the TS Basos. In addition,
ignitor 118 was restored to the data shoot.

5) All ignitors in question were tested and the surveillanco
requirements of TS 4.6.6.3.b woro mot prior to plant startup.
Note that one hydrogen igntier was inoperable prior to discovery
of this event. One additional ignitor was found to be inoperabic
as a result of the performance of the s,urveillanco requirements
after plani shutdown; however, the hydrogen ignitor ay.01sn
operability requirements woro satistied.

The following correctivo actions are in the process of being
implomonted:

1) GSU has revised STP-254-1600 (Rev 6). Thir revision placed
the TS definition of " inaccessible" in the STP, and provided
a reference to the condition report documenting this event
and ovaluation. This will act as the firr,t barrior in
preventing someone from preparing a TCH to chango i

accessibility classifications on ignitors based on physical
location.

2) Administrative proceduro (ADM)-0003, "Dovelopment, Uso and |

Control of Proceduros," has boon extensively revised as
followe:

a) Guidance on what areau to review in the USAR, TS,
'

operating License, Environmental Protection Plan,
Security or Safeguards Contingency Plans and the
Emergency Plan when responding to the safety ovaluation
3pplicability questions during proceduro revisions or
changor is now provided. This includes guidance on when
such referenco documents need to be reviewed and
direction for the preparer through the ovaluation
process. Formal training is being developed for
personnel with those responsibilition,

b) A continuation shoot is now provided for preparers to
include documentation of the reference documents
reviewed and to provido applicable discussion.
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3) The upgraded 10CFR50.59/reviewe'J training requirements in
the revision to ADM-0003 oncompasses all station operating
manual (SOM) procedures, which includes STPs. The extent of
the training required includes trained and qualified
reviewers in lieu of training all plant staff personnel.
Training and qualifications are under development for
personnel who will be authorized to sign as supervisory
reviewer, technical reviewer and plant management. This
review process will be applicable to all SOM procedures and
not limited to STPs.

In the interim, between the time that ADM-0003 is approved
and the formal training is completed, the Plant Manager has I
authorized a limited number of individuals to perform the
above reviews. These individuals have completed 10CFR50.59
training.

4) During licensed operator requalification training, modulo 7
(January 20 - February 21, 1992) training was provided on
the importance of reviewing the TS Bases when the TS are
used.

5) The Nuclear Safety Assessment Group (NSAG) is currently
performing a review of a sample of the STP revisions and
TCNs generated in 1991. The purpose of this review is to
determine if those procedure changes requiring 10CFR50.59
reviews were correctly identified by the procedure review
process. A sample of 20 STPs and eighty TCNs was established
based on Mil Std 105E (general inspection level of II). The
complation of this review is expected by April 30, 1992.

6) A sample of STPs was reviewed against the TS to assure that
they adeq % a implemented the TS requirements. This review
was based an ample population of eighty STPs as
determined Lj Military Standard 105E (general inspection
level of II). A review group was tasked with establishing
what TS were applicable for each STP and if the TS and their
bases were met by the procedure. No generic issues were
identified as a result of this review. This review resulted
in several STP enhancements.

7) Personnel safety issues concerning hydrogen igniter testing
have been evaluated and GSU has initiated MR 92-0019 to
install a lift to facilitate access to the igniters and
other equipment located on the dome. Design options and
scope are currently under evaluation.
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8) The revision to ADM-0003 provides detailed
guidance for procedure preparers.

B R ETX-.M 81BS)1 LEE

The reactor was shutdown in accordance with TS 3.0.3. Subsequently,
the hydrogen igniter system operability was verified pursuant to TS
4.6.6.3.
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