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November 25, 1991 !
RB: . 36009
File Nos. G9.5, G9.26.1.3 I

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Document Control Denk ,

Washington, D.C. 20S55 )
|

Gentlemen: |
;

River Bend Station - Unit 1 !

Dochqt No. 50-458

Please find enclosed Licensco Event Report No. 91-020 for
River Bend Station - Unit 1. This report is subtitted
pursuant 10CFR50.73.

Sincerely,

% f
ic

W . II . Odell
Manager - Oversight
River Bend Nuclear Group

^ A) 2h, ,Q-
A ./PDG/C B/D M/kvm

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

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

,

INPO Records Center
1100 Circle Parkway
Atlanta,.GA 30339-3064

Mr. C.R. Oberg
Public Utility Commission of Texas
7800 Shoal Creek Blvd., Suite 400 North
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 Ionition System", a discrepancy was fcund between the TS and

'

the applicable surveillance test procedure (STP). The STP has been non-
conservative with respect to the TS. Sixty-Two hydrogen igniters were
declared inoperable and the reactor was shutdown pursuant to TS Section
3.O.3. Therofore, this report is submitted pursuant to
10CFR50. 7 3 (a) ( 2 ) ( 1) ( A) (plant shutdown required by the TS) and
10CFR50. 73 (a) (2 ) (1) (B) (operation prohibited by the TS).

Corrective actions include revision of the STP to rcetora consistency
with the TS, additional training, and a review of a sample of STP
revisions and temporary change notice for 10CFR50.59 applicability, and
a verification of a sample of STPs against the TS.

The reactor was shutdown in accordance with TS 3.0.3. 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 procedro (STP)-254-1600 ,

Revision 5, " Hydrogen Igniter 18 Month current / Voltage and Temperature |

Check." The TS Danes provides a unique dafinition of "inaccounible
areas." This definition is based on " areas that have high radiation J
levels during the entire refueling outage period." The STP has been
non-conservative with respect to this definition since July 25, 1985. In

!
addition, igniters that were properly ,

classified as "inaccesnible" in the STP were not being tested proporly |

per 'he TS surveillance requirements. Sixty-Two hydregen ignitors 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. 73 (a) (2) (i) (B) (operation prohibited by the TS). .

.

!
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On 10/24/91 at-0800 hours, Design Engineering discovered that
STP-254-1600 Revision $ " Hydrogen = Igniter 18 Month current / Voltage.and
Temperature Check" did nct conforn with the definition of " inaccessible"
as defined in the Bases of the Technical Specifications. A plant
shutdown was commenced on 10/24/91 1t 1449.houra-as required by
Technical Specification 3.0.3. -

;

On 11/23/90, Temporary Change Notice (TCH) 90-1270 was initiated against
STP-254-1600 Rev. 5. The purpose of this TCN was to_ change the
classification of ignitors IA through 10B from " accessible" to
" inaccessible." These ignitern are located-on the containment dome
which makes it potentially' hazardous to personnel and extremely

,

difficult to conduce testing due to their location. The TCN was= written
based on the~ physical location of these ignitors, went through the +

review process and'was permanontly approved on 12/6/90. No-one in the
review process realized that a unique definition for " inaccessible" ,

existed _'in the TS.- Administrative procedure (ADM)-0003, "Developm'nt,
Control.and Use of Procedures spscifically prohibits the use of the TCH
process when a change-to the TS is required. *

,

Further. review of STP-254-1600 revealed that the procedure had not;

conformed to the TS since the issuance of Rev 4 dated 08/03/85. GSU's
investigatiori has. revealed three failures that led to the violation of

|_ the Technical Specifications, 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
igniter locations and accessibility classifications. This
table was removed and a definition of " inaccessible" was
placed in the TS bancs during initial TS development. In
addition, for those igniters that were classified as
" inaccessible", the TS were changed to require current / voltage
measuremento 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 TCN processes for STP-254-1600s

were not adequate. Errors and/or inconsistencies with TS were
not detected. Note that when Rev 3 of the STP was issued,
igniter 118 was dropped from the data sheet. This ignitor was
not tested for 6 years and 56 daya. This error, as well as the
failure to incorporate the TS cha.iges into the STP, went
undetected during revisions to the STP and during the
preparation of TCNs 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 Facility Review
Committee (FRC) was not recognized as required.

RQoT cAust

Three root causes have been identified for this event. Each root cause
corresponds to the three failures identified in the investigation
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 recponsible for
disseminating TS changes to contractors. A contractor was
responsible for the 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

=.c oena w.
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intent, he would make a subjective decision whether or not to
notify applicable groups of the change. Interviews with this
engineer revealed that he remembers there were many l
discussions with the NRC Stuff concerning

'

accessible / inaccessible ignitors, the industry position, and
how to determine operability. To eliminate future revisions to )
TS as plant conditions changed, a determination was made
betwoon CSU and the NRC Staff to remove the
location / classification tables from TS, provido a definition
for inaccessibility, and includo.the location / classification
tables in the proceduro. As far as the Engineer recalls, he i

felt that this chango to TS did not chango the intent of the '

specification and did not warrant the issuance of a chango
notice. He did not realize that the restrictivo definition for
" inaccessible", added to the bases, did not match the
accessibility classifications that were removed from the TS
body which still remained in the STP. Based 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 TCM processes did not assure 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 10/26/87 '

Revision 5 biannual review performed on 8/22/89
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 ignauers were tested based on
the accessibility classification of the particular igniter, |

which was in error. In addition, the absence of igniter 11B
'

from the data sheet.was not discovered unti-1 the investigation
resulting from this event. Furthermore, TCN 90-1270
introduced an additional error into the procedure by.

i reclassifying igniters 1A through 10B as inaccessible based on
physical accessibility rather than the TS definition.

l' 3) The 10CFR50.59 review was-inadequate for TCN 90-1270. Changing
the classification of igniters 1A through 10B from

. " Accessible" to " Inaccessible" constituted a change to TS. The
|
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STP revision process should have been used in this instance as
well as a required review by the Facility Review Committee
(FRC) to determino 50.59 applicability.'

Administrative procedure (ADM)-0003 " Development, Control and
Use of Procedures", requires that a serius of eight questions
be answered during the review /TCN. process. These questions are
used to flag those procedures that require a 10CFR50.59 revioW
and safety evaluation by the PRC. The TCH process cannot be
used if the answer to any of these questions is " yen." TCH
90-1270, which changed the classification of igniters 1A
through 108, was a change to Technical Specifications based on
the definition of "inaccessibin" given-in the bases section of
the TS. The question, " Change to the Tech Specs or Operating
License?" was marked "No" by the TCH initiater and reviewed
and approved by three maintenance and one operations
reviewers.

The maintenance-foremhn that prepared TCH 90-1270 had not
received any training on the content or use of TS and was not
aware that there was a Bases Section-in the TS. There has been
treat reliance on the Shift Supervisor / Control operating-
/oreman (SS/COF) duri.ng their review of TCNs to assure.
accuracy with regards to impact of the cht nge on TS, the USAR
and other licensing documents. A secondary contributor is that
unique 'lh def j nitions are not normally placed in the be ses of
TS.-The operators interviewed during this investigation stated
.that they only review the Bases of TS when there.is a question i

of-interpretation. The condition of the location / accessibility
tables in STP-254-1600, Rev 5 reinforced the perceived -

definition of inaccessible as one dealing with physical
inaccessibility. Based on the condition of the STP, the
information prov!ded 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 were not reviewed.

A review of previous LERs has revealed five similar events, as follows:

1) LER.86-013: As a result of an STP deficiency, concerning
the main steam line area temperature detector,
personnel did not enter the appropriate TS
Action Statement. -The STP was revised and
reviewed for similar errors.

2) LER 86-059: The STP to verify that low pressure coolant
injection (LPCI) system piping was full of
water was found to be in error. The STP was .

. m ma o..
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not properly revised following plant
modifications and thus did not reflect TS i

'

requirements regarding the location of the high
point vents.

<

3) LER 88-010: The secondary containment STP did not
adequately reflect TS 3.6.5 for all required ,

doors and equipment hatch coverta. 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 were being turned over.

4) LER 89-003: The TS surveillance for AC circuits inside
containment had not boon properly performed for f

all required AC circuits due to inadequate
original procedure development. As corrective
action GSU began ruviewing 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 Centainment isolation valves 1CPP*MOV104,105
and 1CPP*SOV140 were not being verified as
closed and secured every 31 days per TS
4.6.1.1.b. This was caused by an omission in
the original STP development. GSU revisud the
STP accordingly and performed a review of
design verification commitments to identify
those associated with actions requiring
procedural control.

|

SLORRE9_UYJ ACHOE
'

A summary of immediate corrective actions follows: '

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

2)- An Engineering review was performed to determine where to take
current / voltage readings for each " inaccessible" igniter in
accordance with-the TS.

.

3) TCN 91-0938 was written against STP-254-1600 Rev 5 to change the

| classification of igniters 1A through 10B from " inaccessible" back
' to " accessible" and igniter testing commenced.

>
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4) TCH 91-0940 was writton against STP-254-1600, Rev 5 t.o change the
ignitor location / accessibility tables to agroo with the definition ,

of "inaccessiblo" in the TS Bases. In addition, ignitor 11D was,

restored to the data sheet.
'

5) All ignitors in question were tested and the surveillance
requirements of TS 4.6.6.3,b were mot prior to plant startup.,

Note that ono hydrogen ignitor was inopnrablo prior to discovery of
this event. One additional igniter was found to be inoperable as a ,

result of the performance of the surveillanco requirements after ;

plant shutdown; however, the hydrogen ignitor system operability
'

requirements were batisfied.

The following correctivo actions are in the process of bojng
implemented:

1) GSU is revising STP-254-1600 (Rev 6). This revision will claco
the TS definit 3cn of "inaccessiblo" in the STP, and provido a

, '

reference to the conditicn report documenting this event and
ovaluation. This will act as the first barrier in preventing >

someone from preparing a TCH to change accessibility
classifications on igniters based on physical location.

2) Administrative procedure (ADM)-0003, "Dovelopment, 000 and
control of Procedurea," will be revised to provide the
following:

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

i
operating Licenso, Environmental. Protection Plan, ,

| Security or Safeguards Contingency P.lans and the
Emergency Plan when responding to the safety evaluation

; applicacility questions during procedurn revisions or
l changes.

L Example: The person reviewing the_TS should review TS
interpretations, Actions, Survoillance'

; Requirements, and the Basos.
|

b) An area to justify (similar to ENG-3-004, " Safety and ,
,

Environmental Evaluations") the answer to eachL
,

applicability question.
,

L 3) GSU Will provide training to all plant staff personnel
[ involved in the procedure-preparation and review processes for ,

I STPs. This includes training on the role of the independent
'

|- reviewer. This training will be based on next revision of
ADM-0003 and the detail provided w hhin the procedure on how'

to perform the 10CFR50.59 applicability review and independent

I . u r- assa ,o.,
I.
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review proccuses. GSU will evaluate the need for additional
training as it relates to other procedures.

4) During licensed operator requalification training, training
will be provided on the importance of reviewing the TS Bases
when the TS are used.

5) A sample of STP revisions and TCNs will be selected for a
review of 10CFR50.59 applicability. The purpose of this review
is to determino if thoso procedures requiring 10CFR50.59'

reviews hava been correctly identified by the procedure review
process.

6) A samplo of STPs will be verified against the TS to assure
that they adequately implement the TS requirements.

7) Evaluate the personnel safety issues concerning hydrogen
ignitor testing and if appropriate, request TS relief for
those hydrogen ignitors located in the containment done.

0) Evaluate the need for developing additional procedural
guidance concerning the section procedure review and revision
process.

A nupplement report will be provided by April 1, 1992 to provide the
results of the training evaluation and the 50.59 applicability review.

BM M1 21DD BBHE M

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