APPENDIX 8
U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION 1V
NRC Inspection Report No. $0-382/92-04
Operating License o, NPF-38
Licensee: Entergy Operations, Inc. (Entergy)
Facility Name: Waterford 3 Steam Electric Station
Inspection At: Waterford 3, Killona, Louisiana
Inspection Conducted: February 3-7, 1992

Inspector: H. F, Bundy, Reactor Inspector, Test Programs Section
Divisypn of Reactor Safety
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11ardo, Chief, Test Programs Section Pate
Dlvisio of Reactor Safuty

Approved:

ennnn_LnxnlsLnﬂ: A routine, announced inspection was conducted to review
icensee actions on previous inspection findings and to evaluate the
licensee's surveillance procedures and records.

: Licensee actions satisfied commitments associated with Open
tems 382/9114-0]1 and -02 which dealt with the licensee’'s reevaluation of some
of the recommendations for instrumentation enhancements contained in Generic
Letter 88-17, "Loss of Decay Heat Removal."

Surveillance tests were being scheduled and performed as required by the
Technical Specifications (ng. The scheduling of TS-required surveillances
appeared to be cougrohonsivo. For the sample selected, no errors were
identified in the 1S to procedures cross-reference matrix.

The acceptance criteria were clearly stated in the procedures reviewed. In
most instances, the applicable TS was referenced, and the procedures appeared
to accomplish the stated test objectives. With minor exceptions, the records
reviewed were complete and of high quality and indicated the completion of
adequate reviews.

The surveillance procedure for the core operating limit supervisory system
(COLSS) kilowatt per foot margin alarm (7S 4.2.1.3) failed to require
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verification of the as-found setpoint. Licensee representatives stated this

had been self-identified as a potential problem, Potentially Reportable |
Event (PRE) Report 92-003 had been initiated to resolve the issue and will be |
reviewed as a part ot future routine inspections, |

One violation involving the failure of the shift supervisor or control room
supervisor to complete the required post-test reviews of a work ~uthorization |
was identified in paragraph 3.
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requirements and reviewed the associated licensee surveillance test
procedures and an appropriate number of test result records for each
procedure. Selected test porsonnel were also verified to have appropriate
qualifications. The TS surveillance requirements, together with the
associated ;rocedures reviewed by the inspector, are tabulated in
\ttachment 2.

The inspector determined that surveillance tests were being scheduled and
performed as required by the TS. The scheduling of TS-required surveillances
appeared to be comprehensive. For the sample selected, no errors were
identified in the TS to procedures cross-reference matrix,

The ac-eptance criteria were clearly stated in the procedures reviewed. In
most instances the applicable TS was referenced. The procedures appeared to
accomplish test objectives. The records reviewed were complete and of high
guality. With certain exceptions discussed below, the completion of adequate
reviews was indicated in the records.

For the core operating limit supervisory system (COLSS) kilowatt per foot
margin alarm required by TS 4.2.1.3, the inspector observed that Procedure NE-
05-103, Revision 3, "COLSS Alarm Veri7ication," failed to require verification
of the as-found setpoint. The licensee replied that this issue had been self-
identified as a potential problem and that Potentially Reportable Event (PRE)
Report 92-003 had been initiat.d for resolution. The NRC will review

PRE 92-002 as a part of future routine inspection efforts.

Work Authorization (WA) 01063159 involved the determinatior of the moderato.
temperature coefficient and WAs 01082411, 01083743, 01085086, and 01086262
involved verification of COLSS alarm functions. In each of the work
authorizations, the shift supervisor or control room supervisor post-test
reviews were marked NA &not applicable]. WA01063159 involved the performance
of Procedure NE-2-002, Revision 4, Charge 4, "Startup Test Procedure Variable
TAVG Test," in response to TS 4.1.1.3.2¢c. WAs 01082411, 01083743, 01085086,
and 01036262 involved the performance of Procedure NE-05-103 in response to
1S 4.2.1.3. Section 5.3.7 of Administrative Procedure UNT-007-004,

Revision 7, "TS Surveillance Control," required the shift supervisor or
control room supervisor, or 4t either s discretion, the shift technical
advisor, to perform the post-test review of surveillance and test work
packages to ensure cognizance of the results and to determine if all of the
acceptance criteria were met. The procedure included a note statirg that
Section 5.3.7 did not apply to uncontrolled maintenance. However, there wdas a
statement in Administrative Procedure UNT-5-012, Revision 1, Change 2,
"Repetitive Task Identification," that for all contvolled maintenance the
releasing organization field shall be coded OPS for Cperations. Because the
planner had entered OPS in the r-~leasing organization field for each of the
above WAs, it was presumed that .he planner considered them contruvlled
maintenance. Therefore, the jost-test review by the shift supervisor or
control ruom supervisor should have been completed. Failure of the shift
supervisor or control room supervisor to complete the post-test review far
WA01063159 as required by Administrative Procedure UNT-007-004 is an apparent



violation (382/9204-01) of 15 6.8.1, which required implementation of written
procedures covering surveillance and test activities of safety-related
aquipment. WA 01063159 involved surveillance testing of the reactor, 'ich is
safety-related equipment.

Because the reactor engineerirg staff reviewed the subject work authorizations
and appeared competent to make operability determinations in these instances,
the inspector did not identify any adverse safety impact from the failure of
the shift supervisor or control room supervisor to perform the post-test
reviews, However, the licensee was unable to clearly define uncontrulled
maintenance as it related to surveillance testing. Licensee representative
agreed that it would be necessary to take corrective action to assure that the
shift supervisor’'s post-test review was not waived for tests for which they
should be immediately cognizant of the results, No course of action had been
established by the licensee at the conclusion of the inspection,

4. EXIT MEETING

The inspector met with licensee r¢ resentatives denoted in paragraph 1 on
February 7, 1992, and summarized the scope and findings of this inspection.
The licensee did not identify as proprietary any of the materials provided to,
or reviewed by, the inspector during this inspection.




ATTACHMENT 1
inistrati trol { lin nt vi

Administrative Procedure UNT-007-004, Revision 7, “TS Surveillence
Control"

Administrative Procedure UNT-5-012, Revision 1, Change 2, "Repetitive
Task Identification”

Report, "TS Surveillance Cross Reference Matrix," dated June 12, 1991

Report, "Maintenance Report TS Late Date Report for 2/06/92 to 2/15/92,"
dated February 6, 1992

Report, "OPS Tasks Status," dated January 7, 1992
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4.7.6e.1

4.7.12.1b

4.8.3.1

Description

At least once per 18 months, verify the
pressure drop across the control room
A/C combined HEPA filters and charcoal
adsorber banks is less than 7.8 inches
water gauge with the system at a flow
rate of 4225 cfm = 10%

Verify each essential services chilled
water loop is ope 4~ble at least once
per 3] days by verifying the water
outlet temperature is < 420 F at a flow
rate = 500 gpm

Verify specified busses energized in
required manner &t least once per

7 days by verifying correct breaker
alignment and indicated voltage on the
busses

Procedure Nos.

PE-05-004, RS

0P-903-001,
R12,
2

0P-903-066, RS,
C2



