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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
,

June 4, 1984
L-84-149

Mr. Janes P. O'Reilly
Regional Administrator, Region II ,

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
101 Marietta Street, Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Dear Mr. O'Reilly:

Re: Turkey Point Units 3 and 4
Docket Nos. 50-250 and 50-251
Inspection Report 84-11

Florida Power & Light Company has reviewed the subject inspection report and a
response is attached.

There is no proprietary information in the report.

Very truly yours,

J. W. Willi ams, Jr.
*

Group Vice President
Nuclear Energy

JWW/RJS/js

Att achment

cc: Harold F. Reis, Esquire
PNS-LI-84-202
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- ATTACHMENT

Re: Turkey Point Units 3 and 4
Docket Nos. 50-250, 50-251
IE heection Report 84-11

FINDING I:

Technical Specification (TS) 6.8.1 requires that written procedures and
administrative policies shall be implemented and maintained that meet or exceed
the requirements and recommendations of Section 5.1 and 5.3 of ANSI N18.7-1972
and Appendix 'A'of USNRC Regulatory Guide 1.33.

1. Administrative Procedure (AP) 0103.4, 'In-plant Equipment Clearance Orders'
established detailed procedures for granting and releasing electrical and
mechanical system clearances. Section 5.0 of AP 0103.4, established
individual responsibilities to be fulfilled during the execution of clearance
orders.

Section 5.2 of AP 0103.4 requires that valve tagging shall be done only ona.
orders authorized by the Nuclear Watch Engineer or the Plant Supervisor -
Nuclear and tags shall be issued by the Nuclear Watch Engineer or the
Reactor Control Operator.

Contrary to the above, as of March 27,1984, Section 5.2 of AP 0103.4 had
not been properly implemented in that numerous clearance tags were hung
on vent and drain valves in Unit 4 containment which had neither been
authorized or issued by any Nuclear Watch Engineer, Plant Supervisor -
Nuclear or Reactor Control Operator nor were they aware of the tags.

b. Section 5.6 of AP 0103.4 requires the Reactor Control Operator to insure
that clearance forms are properly filled out and to submit all safety
related clearances to the Nuclear Watch Engineer and/or the Plant
Supervisor - Nuclear for final review.

Contrary to the above, as of March 26,1984, Section 5.6 of AP 0103.4 had
not been properly implemented in that tag #42 of clearance #3-140 was
improperly filled out. The desired position of breaker 340748 (motor
operated 4-1401 for the main steam bypass valve) was listed as shut when
the clearance control form required the breaker to be open.

c. Section 8.6.2 of AP 0103.4 requires Nuclear Operators executing a
clearance to perform each tagging step, in order, as itemized 'on the
clearance order form.

Contrary to the above, as of March 27, 1984, clearance #3-235 was not
properly executed by a Nuclear Operator because tag #1 and tag #2 were
hung on valves other than those specified on the clearance order form.
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RESPONSE:

(1) FPL concurs with the finding.

(2) (la) The clearance tags in question were either placed on valves under start-
up control for 151 hydros or in some instances the tags' writing was
washed out. The discrepancies were due to operator error. Tags not
being filled out represents lack of procedure adherence. Tags' writing
being washed out was due to failure of operators to use indelible ink.

(Ib) The incorrect breaker position was placed on the Danger tag by the
. operator issuing the clearance.

(Ic) The operator executing the clearance switched the tags. He placed the
inlet valve tag on the outlet valve and the outlet valve tag on the inlet
valve.

(3) (la) The Start-up Department was notified and the improperly filled out tags
were removed if not required, and required tags were filled out properly.
'Ihe tags with washed out writing were re-written using indelible ink.

(ib) The tag was changed to indicate the proper breaker position.

(Ic) The tags were placed on the proper valves.

Operations personnel were counselled to ensure adherence to the clearance
procedure.

(4) To increase operator awareness, the importance of proper clearance tagging
was re-emphasized in the Operations Supervisor Nuclear short term-

instruction book on April 7 and 29,1984.
.

The Plant Manager - Nuclear issued a letter to all operators emphasizing the
importance of correct application and use of clearance tags.

Clearance tags in the field are being randomly checked by the Operations
Supervisor - Nuclear, the Plant Supervisor - Nuclear, and the Nuclear Watch
Engineer. The on-shift Quality Assurance Representatives have increased
their surveillance concerning clearances.

The Procedure Review Group (PEP) is reviewing the clearance procedure
(AP 0103.4) and making necessary changes to correct possible procedural
weaknesses.

(5) Full compliance will be achieved by June 30, 1984.

FINDING 2:

TS 4.7 requires testing of the Emergency Containment Filter System and the
Control Room Ventilation System to verify that these systems and their
components will be able to perform these design functions.
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Operating ~ Procedures (OP) 4704.3 and 10304.1 were established to implement the
requirements of TS 4.7 for HEPA and charcoal filter testing on the Emergency
Containment Filter System and the Control Room Ventilation System.

Contrary to the above, as of March 14,1984, adequate testing of the above systems
had not been completed in that:

a. .OP 4704.3 utilizes a single sample point upstream of the HEPA filter, despite
1978 uniform aerosol mixture test data which Turkey Point evaluated to show
this approach to be invalid.

b. OP 10304.2 utilized single sample points both upstream and downstream of the
filter media. No uniform aerosol mixture test has been conducted on the
Control Room Ventilation System to validate use of single sample points.-

c. OP 4704.3 and 10304.1 do not specify sample injection and test point locations
and methodology to ensure consistent filter system testing.

RESPONSE:

(1) (a) FPL concurs with part of the finding. The fact that OP 4704.3 utilizes a
single sample point upstream of the HEPA filter is admitted.

The allegation that the in-place testing of the Emergency Containment
Filter is inadequate, does not meet the Technical Specifications
requirements or that it has been evaluated as invalid is denied.

(b) FPL concurs with part of the finding. The fact that OP 10304.1 utilizes
a single sample point both upstream and downstream of the filter is
admitted.

The fact that no documentation of an air aerosol mixing uniformity test
can be located is admitted.

He allegation that this renders the in-place testing of the Control Room
filters inadequate or invalid is denied.

(c) FPL concurs with part of the finding. He fact that OP 4704.3 and
OP 10304.1 do not specify sample injection and test point locations is
admitted.

The allegation that this renders the in-place testing invalid or inadequate
is denied.

(2) (a) The reason that a single sample point was used for upstream aerosol
concentration measurement is because it yields a more conservative test
than the multiple sample technique recommended by the reference test
standard ANSI-N510. This method was previously evaluated and
approved by the Plant Nuclear Safety Committee in 1978. This
evaluation was performed to satisfy and close a previous unresolved item
77-24-02 that was part of a previous Inspection Report. The method was
again reviewed by Engineering as a follow-up to the subject inspection

'

and was found to be a conservative result.
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(b) Single sample points are used because the aerosolis injected upstream of
the system fan, therefore, assuring adequate mixing. The air aerosol
mixing uniformity test is an acceptance test usually performed as part of
the installation process. This system was accepted prior to the approval
of the referenced standard and was not included in the Technical
Specification surveillance tests at the time.

(c) he exact sample locations and aerosol injections methods were not
specified in the procedure to allow flexibility in conducting the required
tests. Since neither of these systems were designed to be tested in
accordance with ANSI-N510 certain adjustments and experimentation of
the test methods is necessary to ensure an accurate test.

(3) The corrective actions taken and the results achieved are:

(a) Air aerosol mixing uniformity tests were performed on the Emergency
Contalment Filter System several times during the recent Unit 4
Refueling Outage in order to test several different aerosol injection
arrangements. Due to system design, the acceptance criteria of
ANSI-N510 for air aerosol mixing uniformity could not be achieved.

The required in-place surveillance tests of the Unit 4 Emergency
Containment Filter System were conducted using the multiple sampling
techniques recommended by Engineering (see attachment 3). The test
results using either method are considered to be comparable.

(b) A search was conducted for documentation of initial air aerosol mixing
uniformity test. Being unsuccessful, the test will be performed prior to
the next scheduled surveillance tests.

(c) he affected procedures are presently being revised and test results will
not be available until after the procedures are updated.

(4) Corrective steps taken to prevent recurrence:

(a) Operating Procedure 4704.3 is presently being revised to incorporate the
multiple sampling method and to specify injection location points. The
addition of aerosol injection ports to the Emergency Containment Filter
System is presently being evaluated and if deemed necessary, we will
proceed with the required modifications.

(b) An air aerosol mixing uniformity test will be conducted prior to the next
in-place performance test of the Control Room Emergency Filter System
to verify the accuracy of the sample points used. Procedure OP 10304.1
is presently being revised to specify exact sample and injection location
points. An evaluation is presently in progress for the Control Room
Emergency Filter System. Should the results require modifications, we
will proceed accordingly.

(c) Operating Procedure 4704.3 and 10304.1 are presently being revised, as
!

noted above to specify exact sample and injection locations. These
revisions will ensure consistency in the filter system testing
methodology.
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(5) . The date,when full compliance will be achieved: I

The subject procedures will be updated by June 30,1984. '

'1he prerequisite air aerosol mixing uniformity test will be conducted on the
Control Room Filter System prior to August 1,1984.
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