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On January 18, 1996, with the plant in Mode 5, the NRC resident inspector questioned the adequacy of STP-
000-0702, “Primary Containment Shutdown ™ This STP implements the requirements of Technical Specification
361 10, Primary Containment - Shutdown The STP allowed the plant to be operated in a manner that could be
interpreted as inconsistent with the bases as issued during the implementation of ITS The requirements of this
specification were not intended to be made more restrictive and further review concluded that the procedure in
question did serve to properly support the requirements of this specification

The root cause of this condition is the failure to have adequately considered the River Bend Station (RBS)
operating practices and licensing basis during the development and the issuance of the basis for Specification
36110 The basis inappropriately suggests that active single failure considerations apply to the passive
containment configuration established at RBS during shutdown conditions The existing STP is considered to be
acceptable and consistent with the requirements of this Technical Specification and published NRC regulatory
positions  As a conservative measure, in-progress fuel movement activities were susgonded and actions were
taken to revise the STP In the long term, a clanification of the bases for Technical Specification 3 6 110 will be
pursued This event is not safety significant
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REPORTED CONDITION

On January 18, 1996, with the plant in Mode 5, the NRC resident inspector questioned the adequacy of STP-
000-0702, “Primary Containment Shutdown ™ This STP implements the requirements of Technical Specification
36110, Primary Containment - Shutdown The impetus for his question was the discussion provided in the
bases of the recently issued Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) regarding the applicability of single failure
critenia and its implications regarding the necessity for deactivating automatic valves The requirements of this
specification were not intended to be made more restrictive by the ITS and the procedure in question did serve to
properly support the requirements of this specification Since the plant was operated in a manner that could be
interpreted as inconsistent with the basis of this Technical Specification, this condition is being reported
However, our investigation of this issue has concluded that the plant was not operated in a manner that violated
the Technical Specifications  Nevertheless, River Bend Station (RBS) believes that a discussion of this condition
would be of interest to the industry and the NRC and as such this report is being submitted voluntarily

BACKGROUND

Techmical Specification 3 6 1 10 requires that each primary containment penetration required to be closed during
accident conditions is maintained in a closed condition. This Technical Specification was part of the original
Operating License for RBS. Both the pre-ITS Operating License and the ITS version stipulated that this closed
condition be maintained by closed manual valves, blind flanges or deactivated automatic valves secured in their
closed positions. Th. basis section in the pre-ITS specification had no discussion of the regulatory basis of this
requirement, and specifically did not address the applicability of single failure criteria or the criteria for
categorizing a valve as an automatic valve or as a manual valve for the purposes of meeting the requirements of
this Technical Specification Note that this Technical Specification 1s not part of the BWR6 Improved Standard
Technical Specification as issued by NRC in NUREG 1434, “Standard Technical Specifications General Electric,
BWR/6 " The changes associated with this requirement were submitted individually by the affected Licensees
during the development and issuance of the Improved Technical Specification The changes associated with this
section were processed as either admunistrative or less restrictive

The ITS basis for this Technical Specification discusses the applicable accident analysis (i e , Fuel Handling Event
Inside Primary Containment) and its assumptions. Because RBS has a very limited analysis of record for a fuel
handling accident inside containment, the single active failure considerations described in the bases section is not
applicable Specifically, neither the containment nor any associated isolation valve performs an active safety
function in this event The basis mappropriately states “The method of isolation must include the use of at least
one 1solation barrier that can not be adversely affected by a single active failure. Isolation barriers that meet this
criterion are a closed and deactivated automatic valve, a closed manual valve, a blind flange. or equivalent ” The
analysis of record stipulates that all required containment isolation valves be manually placed in the safe closed
position and no credit is assumed for automatic valve actuations. Since no automatic functions are assumed,
none of the power-operated valves used for setting coritainment integrity during shutdown need to be treated as
automatic valves and thus none need to be deactivated. This is consistent with the method used to classify
containment isolation valves as either automatic or manual for the purposes of implementing containment
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integrity requirements during Modes 1, 2, and 3 (i e , this classification is based on the functional requirements
for automatic actuation and not the type of actuator associated with a given valve ) The ITS basis was deficient
in that it availed itself to interpretations that concluded that the power-operated containment isolation valves
should be deenergized to meet this specification

INVESTIGATION

On January 18, 1996, with the plant in Mode 5. the NRC resident inspector questioned the adequacy of STP-
000-0702, “Primary Containment Shutdown,” which implements the requirements of Technical Specification
36110 The inspector specifically questioned the lack of administrative requirerients to deactivate the power-
operated containment isolation valves that had been closed to achieve compliance with this Technical
Specification Interviews with Operations personnel concluded that the requirement to deactivate automatic
valves was perceived to be applicable only to a valve which had an auto-open function A spurious actuation of a
closed valve with no aute-open circuitry ur the mispositioning of a valve by operator error was not considered
credible and notably beyond typical requirements that have been applied for shutdown conditions (see examples
cited below)

This interpretation is believed to be consistent with current and past regulatory positions. Discussions with the
contractor (a previously licensed operator at R8S) who assisted in developing this ITS basis confirmed that his
understanding of this issue, as it applied to RBS, was consistent with the interviewed Operations personnel The
contractor further stated that the drafted wording was not intended to alter RBS's implementation of this
requirement and this potential was not recognized during the review and final issuance of this basis section

NRC Region IV has previously reviewed RBS's implementation of this Technical Specification as the result of a
past RBS LER . LER 92-009, “Containment Integrity ™.ot Maintained During Fuel Handling,” and NRC
Violation 92-18-01. In NRC's review of this event, as uucumented in NRC Inspection Report 92-18, NRC
concluded that STP-000-0702 met the requirements of the Technical Specifications The corrective action for
the containment breach discussed in this 1992 event was the closure of an outboard motor-operated valve In
this context, the subject MOV was not treated as an automatic valve that required deactivation to ineet the
Technical Specfication requirement

River Bend Station’s practice of not deactivating closed and fail-safe \alves 1s consistent with other published
regulatory positions. For example, NRC Genenc Letter 88-17, “Loss of Decay Heat Removal,” required actions
to be implemented for establishing a closed containment to mitigate a loss of decay heat removal event during
mid-loop operations for Pressurized Water Reactors (PWRs) The type of event postulated in the generic letter
potentially involves a much more significant source term than that required for a fuel handling event  Generic
Letter 88-17 explicitly defines acceptable closure as that provided by a valve or blind flange normally used for
containment isolation during power operation No imposition of spurious actuation or valve mispositioning is
suggested
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NRC has provided additional insight regarding mispositioning issues in Generic Letter 89-10, Suppiements 4 and
7. “Consideration of Valve Mispositioning in BWRs [and PWRs),” respectively These two suppiements
removed the requirement to consider inadvertent operation of MOV from the control room from the scope of
Generic Letter 89-1C More importantly, these supplements identified selected scenarios where staff positions
(1€ . recommendations or regulations) exist which involve valve mispositioning considerations. The scenarios
exphcitly identified were interfacing-system loss of coolant accidents and fire protection  While the listing of
these scenarios was not intended to be all inciusive, the scenarios identified do suggest a philosophy of not
invoking spurious or operator mispositioning requirements unless compelling reasons exist, (i.e, the
consequences of such action could be severe or a credible failure mechanism exists )

Further evidence which supports the reasonableness of RBS's past practices with regards to this Technical
Specification reguirement is NRC’s review and approval of analogous Technical Specifications pertaining to
containment integrity requirements during shutdown for PWRs  In general. PWR improved Standard Technical
Specifications for Refueling Operations - Containment Penetrations, specify that containment penetrations be
closed by a manual or automatic isolation valve, blind flange, or equivalent and further allow credit for an
OPERABLE automatic valve to achieve a closed containment These NRC-approved PWR bases do not require
the deactivation of any containment isolation valves River Bend Station's past practices have been more
rigorous than the NRC-accepted PWR Technical Specification requirements and consistent with other cited
examples in that all of the penetrations required to be closed at RBS were placed in their safe positic  /ith no
reliance on automatic or operator action. The RBS practice effectively establishes a passive containment
isolation system that requires no actions - either automatic or manual for the mitigation of the design basis fuel

handling event

ROOT CAUSE EVALUATION

The root cause of this condition is the failure to have adequately considered the RBS operating practices and
licensing basis during the development and the issuance of the basis for specification 3.6 1 10. Specifically, the
basis fails to appropriately recognize the passive nature of the established containment configuration and
inappropniately suggests that active single failure considerations apply to the RBS configuration during shutdown
conditions. This condition is believed to be limited to this single issue due to the limited licensing basis which
exists on the RBS fuel handling accident inside containment and the plant-specific nature of this Technical

Specification

CORRECTIVE ACTION

As a conservative measure, in-progress fuel movement activities were suspended and immediate actions were
taken to revise STP-000-0702 to include the steps necessary to deactivate the valves that were within the scope
of this Technical Specification requirement for establishing containment integrity The revised STP was utilized
to support subsequent fuel handling activities inside containment during the remainder of the outage
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Based on the above investigation, clarifications will be made to the bases for Technical Specification 3 6 1 10 and
appropriate revisions made to the implementing STP

SAFETY ASSESSMENT

This event is not safety significant. No fuel handling event which could have potentially resulted in offsite
consequences has ever occurred at the RBS  The level of protection that had been provided by the RBS
administrative controls is comparable to similar practices which are acceptable to NRC and consistent with
RBS’s licensing basis. The postulated events that deactivating a valve could conceivably protect against are
considered incredible  For an operator to misposition one of these valves in response to an event would require
taking an action which is not identified in either the Emergency Operating Procedures or the Abnormal Operating
Procedure for a fuel handliig event, and in addition to perforiming an action not identified in a procedure, he
would have to reposition a valve from an existing safe position to an unsafe position (i.e, errors of both omission
and commussion) With regard to spurious actuation, no credible mechanism has been postulated for a fuel
handling event Even if a valve were to somehow become mispositioned, the containment does not pressurize
during this event and ample time would exist for identifying and implementing remedial actions



