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APPENDIX B

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
1 REGION IV

4

Inspection Report No. 50-298/92-11

Operating License No. DPR-46

4 Licensee: Nebraska Public Power District
J P.O. Box 499

Columbus, Nebraska 68602-0499
j

j Facility Name: Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS)

j Inspection At: CNS, Brownville, Nebraska
;

; Inspection Conducted: July 20-24, 1992

; Inspectors: T. O. McKernon, Reactor Inspector, Operational Programs Section
Division of Reactor Safety

; D. R. Hunter, Senior Reactor Inspector, Operational Programs
Section, Division of Reactor Safety

D. P. Loveless, Rasident Inspector, River Bend Station
; M. X. Franovich, Reactor Inspector (Intern), Operational Programs

Section, Division of Reactor Safety'

Approved: # 8/.9/ /92
T.' F. ~ St~etka, Chief, Operational Programs Section Date
Division of Reactor Safety

,

Insoection Summarv
,

Insoection Conducted July 20-24. 1992 (Recort 50-298/92-11)

Areas Inspected: Routine, announced inspection of plant procedures and
.

followup to previously identified concerns related to NRC Information
| Notice 92-18 and NUREG 0737, Item II.B.2.
i
'

Results: Within the areas inspected, one violation of a failure to maintain
the emergency operating procedures was identified (paragraph 1.7.2). The
violation involved the failure to incorporate changes into emergency support
procedures. The failure to. incorporate these changes provided the potential

i for procedures to be unuseable during certain accident conditions.

A review of other plant procedures determined that the procedures were
adequately controlled and technically accurate. A strength noted during the
inspection was that plant temporary modifications were prepared and located in

| the plant to support the performance of the E0Ps and were of excellent quality
(paragraph 1.7). A number of weaknesses wece also identified. These
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weaknesses involved untimely procedure revisions and upgrading
(paragraph 1.1), a lack of independent verification of a calculation
(paragraph 1.2), providing timely TPCN information to plant operators
(paragraph 1.4), and lack of information in relay maintenance procedures
(paragraph 1.5).

The licensee's initial interim actions to NRC Information Notice 92-18
(Potential for loss of Remote Shutdown Capability during a Control Room Fire)
was also reviewed. This review indicated that the licensee's actions were
acceptable.

Summary of Inspection Finding 1:

o (Ocen) Violation 298/9211-01: Failure to maintain procedures for
respondina to emeraency conditions,

o (Open) Insoector Followuo Item 298/9006-02: NVREG 0737. II.B.2.
"Desian Review of Plant Shutdown and Environmental Oualification of
Eauioment for Spaces / Systems Which May be Used in Post Accident _
Operations"

Attachments:

o Attachment 1- Persons Contacted

o Attachment 2- Procedures Reviewed
.

J
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DETAILS.

| 1. PLANT PROCEDURES REVIEW (42700)

The objective of this plant procedures review was to accertain whether the
plant procedures were in accordance with regulatory requirements; whether
temporary procedures and procedure changes were made in accordance with the
applicable plant administrative procedures and the technical specification

i requirements; and whether the procedures were technically adequate for the
desired actions. The review encompassed a number of plant procedures. In
addition to the plant operating procedures the following documents were

4
~ reviewed: procedure writers guide, plant calculations, temporary procedure

.

changes, permanent procedure changes, the procedure change review process,
j records documentation, relay testing activities, emergency operating
j procedures, emergency support procedures, and freeze protection program
' procedures.
;

1.1 Station Operating Procedures
.

The inspectors reviewed selected procedures, listed in Attachment 2, for.

technical adequacy and accuracy. Several discrepancies in the procedures were
noted during the audit.

,i

' The inspectors identified a. discrepancy in Procedure 6.3.15.8 "125 V Statian
i Battery Performance Discharge Test." An incorrect battery voltage value was
'

noted on Attachment 4 " Battery Capacity Calculation Data Sheet." The
calculation sheet stated that the discharge test time for the capacity
calculation was the time for the battery terminal voltage to decrease to^

105 Vdc. However, Procedurc Step 8.2.29.1 required the discharge test be:

terminated when the battery terminal voltage was 101.5 Vdc.i

Consequently, the inspectors reviewed the latest discharge test performed on
the 125 Vdc batteries to determine if the values used for the battery capacity
calculation were in accordance with Technical Specification (TS) requirements.
The inspectors concluded that while the test was terminated at 101.5 Vde, the
proper elapsed time for the test was used for the battery capacity calculation.

-an , therefore, that the test was properly conducted. However, the inspectorsd4

noted to the licensee that the individuals performing the test had written the
value of "101.5 V" above the "105 V" value on the calculation sheet and that
no procedure change was initiated to correct the procedure.

Preventive maintenance aspects of the battery procedures were not considered
optimum by the inspectors. The inspectors noted that the battery procedures
did not have specific provisions to identify vital terminal corrosion points,
electrolyte stratification, sulfation, or plate buckling. Currently, the
125 Vdc and 250 Vdc battery procedures only have an inspection step for noting
"other abnormalities." The licensee responded that-the identification of the
types of abnormalities noted by the inspectors was within the " skill-of-the-
craft" and required no further procedure clarification or instruction. The
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licensee also stated that the battery procedures were in the process of being
upgraded in response to a recent copper contamination event and that the

,

inspectors observations would be considered during the procedure upgrade. 1

The inspectors identified other procedures with incorrectly referenced I

material, misnumbered attachments, or missing parameters. For example, 1

Procedure 6.3.8.2, " Standby 1.iquid Control Pump Operability Test," provided a
curve for use in determining whether the sodium pentaborate concentration in
the standby liquid control system tank was within TS 4.4.c requirements. The
sodium pentaborate curve in Attachment 5 of Procedure 6.3.8.2 had an unlabeled
axis. This axis should have provided the sodium pentaborate parameter to be
measured (by parts per million or weight percent).

These minor discrepancies were discussed with the licensee because they
represented an apparent inattention to detail that occurred during the
revising and upgrading of procedures and are considered to be a weakness.

1.2 Indeoendent Verification of Calculational Results

The inspectors compared the CNS Procedures Writer's Guide te selected station
-

operating procedures and noted an inconsistency with implemented procedures
with respect to the independent verification of calculations. The inspectors
determined that the inconsistency was caused by the lack of the independent
verification criteria that was specified in the procedures writer's guide.

Section 3.2.1.17(g) of the writer's guide stated that calculational results
should be provided with an independent verification sign-off for accuracy.
The writers guide did not permit an exception for this verification. In the
ccse of the safety-related battery surveillance procedures, the calculations
for discharge rate and battery capacity did not have provisions for
independent verification. Absent independent verification, the potential
existed for inaccurate calculations of safety-related parameters.

The-inspectors discussed this inconsistency with the licensee. The licensee-
responded that clarification of the writer's guidance instructions for
independent verification of calculational results would be evaluated for
consistency with the CNS quality assurance program's expectations. While the
licensee's response and action were sufficient to address the inspectors'
concern, the inspectors considered this issue to be a weakness in the
licensee's program.

1.3 10 CFR part 50.59 Conformance. Biennial Reviews. and Records
Documentation

Areas reviewed included the procedure change process, records documentation,
and the station administrative procedures. This effort involved reviewing
current revisions of over 20 operating procedures (listed in Attachment 2)
including surveillance, maintenance, alarm, and emergency operating
procedures. Procedure development packages in the records department were
also examined for completeness.

.
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The procedure records audit examined the procedure change notice (PCN) process
and included a review of 50.59 applicability reviews, biennial reviews, and
Station Operations Review Committee (SORC) and plant manager approvals. All
packages reviewed had the appropriate level of management review and signature
approval. The SORC reviews and plant manager's approval were timely. Each
package had a properly completed PCN sheet and a temporary procedu*e change
notice (TPCN) sheet if required.

In addition, selected station procedures were audited to verify that curred
procedure revisions were properly updated in locations such as the control
room, emergency operations facility, and maintenance area. No deviations were
identified with the control, distribution, and maintenance of records.

Biennial reviews were performed in accordance with Administrative
Procedure 0.4, " Procedure Change Process," Revision 16. Screening criteria
for biennial reviews, as described in Procedure 0.4, Section 8.4, appeared to
be sufficient to meet the requirements of TS 6.3. It was noted that no
procedures were overdue for biennial review, and the CNS records review
process appeared to be functioning as intended.

The inspectors also examined the control of setpoints for the emergency
support procedures (ESPs). -The licensee did not have a formalized setpoint
document for controlling set points in these support procedures (e.g., core
spray flow, reactor pressure vessel (RPV) depressurization points, service
water, and RHR flow rates). Rather, the emergency operating procedure (EOP)
writers initially depended upon input from the systems engineers on expected
performance parameters such as system flows, pressures, etc. When questioned
as to how these setpoints were controlled and how they reflected the current
plant configuration, the licensee responded that the E0P writers were required
to review every design change package (DCP) prior to its implementation.

1.4 Temocrary Procedure Chance Activities

The inspectors reviewed Administrative Procedure 0.4.2, " Temporary Procedure
Change Process" Revision 6, to determine if the established instructions were
adequate to control the IPCN process. The review iaentified a number of
positive attributes tha+ included:

The TPCNs were limited to-one per procedure.o

The TPCNs cantained implementation and expiration dates with an activeo

duration goal of 60 days,

Permanent PCNs were issued within 60 days of the TPCN effective date,o

The Safety Review Group (SRG) was involved in the review and trackingo

of the active TPCNs. Routine tracking and status reports were provided
to managers for actions.

.
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The plant shift supervisors maintained the TPCN log and were requiredo

to review the active TPCNs during shift relief and turnover.

It was also noted that the TPCN process pr vided for a plant manager review
within one month to determine if the TPCN involved a change of intent.
However, the process did not include prior or subsequent review of the TPCN by
the 50RC. The TPCN instructions did not specify that the TPCN be distributed
to all affected personnel as a part of the process. Document reviews and ;

personnel interviews revealed that the operators (e.g., a TPCN for an alarm
procedure in the control room) would first encounter the TPCN during their
response to an alarm window, rather tnan during a pre-shif t briefing or other
method. This occurred because only the shift supervisors reviewed the TPCNs
and the information was not disseminated to the rest of the operators. The
inspectors were cencerned that the lack of specific knowledge on the part of
dn operator might result in unnecessary delays in responding to the alarmed
conditions.

In addition to the above, it was noted that the TPCN process ,did not apply to
the E0Ps and ESPs. This is further discussed in paragraph 1.7.

Overall, the TPCN program and the controlling procedures appeared effective.
The untimely dissemination of TPCNs to plant operators was considered to be a
weakness in the licensee's TPCN program.

1.5 Relav Main _tenance (Testina) Activities

lhe inspectors reviewed Maintenance Procedure 7.3.1.7, " Relay Testing and
Calibration with Multi-Amp Epoch Test Set," Revision 0, to assess the adequacy
of this procedure.

The inspectors reviewed the completed procedures and associated data sheets
for relay mainte1ance activities involving the core spray pump (CSP) and the
reactor recirculation system motor generator circuit breakers. It was noted
that both sets of relays were found to be out of range and were adjusted back
within the acceptable range. However, the documentation regarding the as-
found conditions was limited to only the data sheet entries and no elaboration
on any deficiencies was noted. A review of documents and interviews with
personnel indicated that since the relays could be readjusted to within the
acceptable range, the licensee considered that no discrepancy existed. The
inspectors also noted that the licensee was not tracking relay adjustments to
identify any long term, adverse trends (e.g., previous failures, prior
settings, or rate of relay drift). Furthermore, the determination of the
impact of the out-of-range relay on plant operations (e.g., CSP operability,
system breaker coordination, and drywell electrical penetration protection)
was not addressed. The procedure writer's guide did not include information
regarding definitions for a discrepancy, corrective actions, and
documentation.

- _ _ _ _ - -
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The relay maintenance procedure indicated that specific procedure steps
appeared to be critical for the successful functioning of the relays after
their return to service. Step 8.11 of the procedure directed personnel to set
the relays in accordance with the appropriate controlled drawings. Further,
step 8.24.3 required the installation of the relay connecting plugs. Each of
these steps, if not performed correctly, could adversely effect the successful
functioning of the relays and no independent verification of these steps was
required.

The procedure writer's guide also did not include information regarding the
appropriate degree of verification and check points in the maintenance
procedures. These observations were discussed with the licensee. These
deficiencies in the relay maintenance program were considered to be a
weakness.

1.6 Freeze Protection

The inspectors reviewed the freeze protection program to ensure the licensee"

had addressed the issue. Document reviews and personnel interviews revealed
that the licensea addressed cold weather and freeze protection within the
affected systems procedures and the routine operator logs.

The inspectors determined that the licensee had implemented an effective
freeze protection program.

1.7 Procedures for Emeraencies and Other Sionificant Events

The plant procedure review also included a review of the licensee's E0Ps, the
verification and validation process, management oversight, and the ESPs.

1.7.1 In-Plant Procedure Verification

The inspectors reviewed the " Cooper Nuclear Station Operations Manual,"
Emergency Procedure 5.8, " Emergency Operating Procedures (E0Ps)." This
procedure contained flow charts based on Revision 4 of the General Electric
BWR Owner's Group generic emergency procedure guidelines.

The inspectors performed a detailed review of the reactor pressure vessel
control flow charts which consist of a set of pathways for water level
control, pressure control and power control. The format of the flow charts
appeared to be consistent, and was easy to read and follow. Color
enhancements were utilized to make the charts easier to use.

The inspectors performed in-plant walkdowns of portions of these flow charts
that included the following ESPs:

o 5.8.1 " Alternate Pressure Control Systems"
o 5.8.2 " Alternate Emergency Depressurization Systems"
o 5.8.3 " Alternate Rod Insertion Methods"
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o 5.8.4 " Alternate Injection Subsystems"
o 5.8.5 " Injection Subsystems"

The inspectors reviewed several sets of plant temporary modifications prepared
to support the performance of these procedures. The quality of these
modifications was excellent. All plant temporary modifications were easily
identifiable, easily retrievable, and installation locations were well marked
in the equipment cabinets.

A licensed reactor operator accompanied the inspectors during the in-plant
portions of the inspection. The operator had a good working knowledge of the
ESPs that was indicative of an appropriate level of training. All procedures
reviewed were physically performable, including support equipment location,
tool availability, and the physical accessibility of the systems to be
manipulated. The inspectors noted that permanent staging had been installed
to reach certain manually operated valves.

1.7.2 Review of Licensee's Procedure Verification

The inspectors reviewed the licensee's ongoing verification and validatia of
tha ESPs. This effort was being performed as part of the annual review ,f
these procedures. The licensee was ut-ilizing an engineer and a radiation
protection technician in the verification walkdown process. Prior to this
effort these reviews had been performed only in the office.

The inspectors reviewed the support procedure verification checklist that had
been developed for the following emergency support procedures:

5.8.ll," Reactor Pressure Vessel (RPV) Venting During Primary Containmento

(PC) Flooding"

5.8.18, " Primary Containment Venting for Primary Containment Pressureo

Level (PCPL)"

5.8.21, "PC Venting and Hydrogen Control" (Less than Combustible Limits)o

5.8.22, "PC Venting and Hydrogen Control (Greater than Combustibleo

Limits)"
|The inspectors noted that during the walkdown of Procedure ESP-5.8.11,

documented on April 1,1992, the engineer had determined three cases in which ,

'

procedural steps would not have been workable under certain= accident isolation
conditions. The three examples are discussed below:

During an accident sequence requiring RPV venting with the steam lineso

and turbine bypass valves, Section 6.2 of the procedure required the
operator to open the inboard and outboard containment isolation valves,
MS-M0-74 and MS-M0-77, respectively. However, if a containment |
isolation signal was present, these valves would not respond. Similar

'
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conditions in other emergency support procedures required the
implementation of a plant temporary modification to bypass the isolation
signal and allow valves to be opened. However, this procedure did not
specify all temporary modifications needed to bypass the isolation
signals,

During an accident sequence requiring reactor pressure vessel ventingo

with the high pressure ccolant injection steam line, Section 6.3 of the
procedure required the operator to open the high pressure coolant
injection steam supply inboard and outboard containment isolation
valves, HPCI-M0-15 and HPCI-MO-16, respectively. However, if a
containment isolation signal other than the steam supply low pressure
interlock was present, these valves would not open. No contingency
plans for this condition were specified,

During an accident sequence requiring reactor pressure vessel ventingo

with the reactor core isolation cooling system steam line, Section 6.4
of the procedure required the operator to open the reactor core,

isolation cooling steam supply inboard and outboard containment
isolation valves, RCIC-M0-15 and RCIC-M0-16, respectively. However, if
a containment isolation signal other than the low steam supply pressure
isol6 tion signal was present, these valves would not open. No
contingency plans for this condition were specified.

At the time of this inspection the licensee had still not revised
Procedure ESP-5.8.ll to correct these discrepancies. This condition is
considered to be in violation of TS 6.3.2, which requires the licensee to
maintain plant procedures for responding to emergency conditions
(Violation 50-298/9211-01).

1.7.3 Review of Management Oversight of Procedure Maintenance

As the result of the preceding review, a representative of the emergency
procedure maintenance team informed the inspectors that one of the reasons
that the ESPs had not been revised in a timely manner was that CNS
Procedure 0.22, " Emergency Operating Procedure Maintenance Program," did not
allow a partial revision of the ECPs. This representative further stated that
this guidance also applied to ESPs. Therefore, the entire verification and
validation process had to be completed and a total revision prepared before
the emergency procedures could be revised. This was true even if the
procedure could not be pt.rformed as written.

The licensee provided the inspectors with a draft copy of Revision 5 to CNS
Procedure 0.22 that upgraded the procedure to allow for temporary, non-intent
altering procedure changes to be performed. The licensee expedited the
issuance of this revision, and by the end of the inspection period the
licensee had issued the revision and a new CNS Procedure 0.22.1, "EOP
Temporary Procedure Changes."

N. . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _
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Discussions with plant management, indicated that they were not fully aware of
either the discrepancies in Proctdure ESP-5.8.ll or the programmatic inability
to fix critical discrepancies in the emergency procedures in a timely fashion.
This was further evidenced by the immediate corrective action teken once the
issue was identified by the inspectors. It was apparent that plant management
involvement and/or oversight of the E0P maintenance activities could have
prevented the above documented violation.

P

The inspectors reviewed the minutes of the E0P maintenance team meeting for
June 24, 1992. The minutes doctmented discrepancies and corrective action
proposals for the E0Ps, but did not provide any detail or listing of the
discrepancies. Additionally, the minutes documented the need to revise CNS
Procedure 0.22 to streamline the procedure change process, but did not
document the need for immediately upgrading certain procedures. The minutes
also did not provide documentation regarding resolution of discrepancies
identified by licensed operators or the verification and validation process.
The documentation merely noted that a procedural revision was not required.
These omissions were significant because these minutes were used by plant
management to provide management over.ight.of the E0P maintenance team.

The inspectors reviewed the E0P maintenance team's comment control program,
it appeared that the comments were of good quality, and that sufficient
feedback was being provided by'the licensed operators. However, these
comments were simply held until the next quarterly meeting of the maintenance
team. At th's meeting, the items were discussed, but no priority'or
evaluation for safety significance was being documented. The E0P maintenance
team representative stated that since the old Procedure 0.22 only required a
complete procedure revision prioritization was not necessary. The use of a
prioritization plan for processing significant TPCNs affecting the E0Ps and
ESPs was discussed with the licensee.

1.8 Conclusions

The inspection indicated that the licensee's plant procedures were, in
general, well controlled and technically adequate to perform the desired
actions. A strength noted during the inspection was that plant temporary
modifications were prepared and located in the plant to sunport the
performaace of the E0Ps and were of excellent. quality. A number of weaknesses
were also identified. These weaknesses involved procedure revisions and
upgrr. ding, independent verification of calculations, providing timely TPCN
information to plant operators, and a lack of information in relay maintenance
procedures. In addition, one violation was identified, which involved the
failure to revise ESP deficiencies in a timely manner.

2. FOLLOWUP (92701)

The following items were reviewed to ascertain whether the licensee had taken
sufficient action.

1

l
i

5
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2.1 LQ0en) Inspection Followuo item (298/9Q0_6.-02): NUREG-0737. Item II.B.2.0
"Desian Review of Plant Shutdown and Envirqqmantal Oualification of
Eauioment for Spaces / Systems Which May Be Used in Post Accident

Operations"

This item involved the review of the licensee's emergency operating procedures
(EOPs) and the emergency support procedures (ESPs) for performability of post-
accident local operator actions. During the review, it was apparent that the
licensee had not completed a verification and validation of the ESPs to ensure
that a success path existed for the. procedures. During discussions the
licensee stated that their position with regard to NUREG 0737, Item 11.B.2,
was that (1) for design basis accident, no reactor building reentry was
required; (2) for beyond design basis accidents conditions in which the E0Ps
and ESPs direct local actions, a health physicist will accompany the response
team in accordance with the emergency preparedness plans; (3) the verification
and validation being performed on the ESPs will evaluate local area action
steps to ensure that alternative success path:; exist and revised procedures
will ir, corporate the appropriate cautions and prioritization of success paths;
and (4) the licensee will pursue whether there is a conflict between the
requirements of NUREG 0737, Item II.B.2, and the positica taken by the BWR
Owner's Group with respect to E0P requirements.

This inspection followup item will remain open pending further review by the,

l NRC.

2.2 Followuo to information Notice 92-18 Potential for loss of Remote
Shutdown Capability durina a Control Room Fire

The inspectors reviewed the licensee's initial interim actions taken as a
result of information provided by the industry nuclear network on December 12,
1991, and NRC Information Notice 92-18 on February 28, 1992.

The CNS engineering review of the alternate shutdown system determined that
19 valves controlled from the auxiliary shutdown (ASD) panel and 30 additional
valves associated with the ASD could be affected during a fire. The valves
could either fail to operate or operate inadvertently due to hot shorts.

Document reviews and personnel interviews indicated that the licensee had
issued nonconformance report (NCR) 92-065 on June 11, 1992; appropriate TPCNs
to address the concerns; and licensee event report (LER 92-009) on July 10,
1992. The inspectors reviewed the applicable TPCNs, associated with the fire
protection and alarm procedures which addressed the identified concerns. The
changes to the alarm procedures required that Fire Protection
Procedure 5.4.3.2, " Post Fire Shutdown to Cold Shutdown from Outside the
Control Room," be entered for fires in six specific plant areas.

Personnel interviews indicated that the shift supervisors and the control room
supervisors were specifically briefed as to the concerns identified during the
engineering reviews. The interviewed operations personnel were knowledgeable
of the concerns regarding valve control circuits. The overall plans regarding

_ . . _. .. . -
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the quality. activities and commitments were comprehensive; however, detailed
documentation of briefings (i.e., signature records) were not maintained.
This issue was brought to the attention of the licensee for consideration.

At the time of the inspection, the licensee had implemented the interim
ccmpensatory measures' and was continuing to evaluate this matter and finalize
the plans to restore the ASD capability. No deficiencies related to this
issue were identified by the inspectors.

3. EXIT MEETING

An exit meeting was conducted on July 24, 1992. During this meeting, the
inspectors reviewed the scope and findings of the inspection. The licensee
did not identify as proprietary, any information provided to, or reviewed by
the inspectors.

.
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ATTACHMENT 1

1. P_ERSONS CONTACTED

1.1 Licensee Personnel

R. Alexander, Maintenance Planner
*R. Beilke, Radiological Support Supervisor
S. Bray, Operations QA Supervisor

*D. Bremer, Emergency Operating Procedures Maintenance Manager
*R. Brungardt, Operations Manager
*T. Chard, Health Physics Supervisor'

i.. Clark,' Electrical Supervisor
*M. Dean, Nuclear Licensing & Safety Supervisor
*J. Dunn, Records Specialist,

*R. Gardner, Plant Manager
C. Goebel, Assistant Training Manager

*G. Horn, Nuclear Power Group Manager
*E. Mace, Senior Manager, Site Support
*J. Meacham, Site Manager
R. Moberly, Electrical Systems Engineer s

+C. Moeller, Technical Staff Supervisor
D. Pease, Control Room Supervisor

*J. Sayer, P.adiological Manager
D. Schrader, Assistant Operations Manager.

J. Sheuerman, Head Safety Review Group Engineer
V. Stairs, Assistant Operations Manager
M. Unruh, Maintenance Manager

1.2 NRC PERSONNEL

*R. Kopriva, Senior Resident Inspectors

* Denotes those personnel who attended the exit meeting conducted July 24,
1992.

.
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ATTACHMENT 2

PROCEDURES REVIEWED

Revision
Procedure Numbqr Number Title

Administrative Procedure 0.1 10 Instructions to CNS Operation
Manual

Administrative Procedure 0.4 16 Procedure Change Process

Administrative Procedure 0.4.2 6 Temporary Procedure Changes

Administrative Procedure 0.10.1 5 Operating Experience Review

Administrative Procedure 0.22 4' Emergency Operating Procedures
Maintenance Program

Administrative Procedure 0.27.1 2 Justification for Continued
Interim Operations

Operating Procedure 2.1.11 59 Station Operations Tours

Operating Procedures 2.2.38 15 HVAC Control Building
,

Operating Procedures 2.2.39 14 Diesel Generator Building

Operating Procedures 2.2.42 10 HVAC Intake Structure

Alarm Procedure 2.3.2.37 14 Fire Protection -
Annunciator 1

Alarm Procedure 2.3.2.38 11 Fire Protection -
Annunciator 2

Alaro Procedure 2.3.2.39 9 Fire Protection -
Annunciator 3

Alarm Procedure 2.3.2.40.1 11 Fire Protection -
Annunciator 5

Operating Procedures 2.30 34 Fire Protection

Emergency Procedure 5.4.3.2 9 Post-Fire Shutdown To Cold
Shutdown Outside Control Room

Emergency Procedure 5.4.3.1 8 Post-Fire Operational
Information

Emergency Procedure 5.4.1 26 General Fire Protection

_- _ __-_-
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Emergency Procedure 5.8.3 1 Alternate Injection Subsystems

Emergency Procedure 5.8.4 1 Alternate Rod Insertion Method

Emergency Procedure 5.8.5 1 Injection Subsystems

; Emergency Procedure 5.8.8 1 Alternato Rod Insertion Method
:

Surveillance Procedure 6.3.8.2 34 SLC Pump Operability Test*

S*:rveillance Procedure 6.3.15.1 24 125 V/250 V Station aad I" sel2

Fire Pump Quarterly Chect'

: Surveillance Procedure 6.3.15.2 1 125 V Battery Service Te>

Surveillance Procedure 6.3.15.6 6 125 V Battery Charger;
; Performance Test
'

Surveillance Procedure 6.3.15.8 2 125 V Station Battery
Performance Discharge Test

j

Surveillance Procedure 6.3.15.9 2 250 V Station Battery;

Performance Disciiarge Test

Maintenance Frocedure 7.2.25 9 Standby Liquid Control System
Explosive (Squib) Valve Insert

Maintenance Procedure 7.2.50.1 6 Essential Limitorque Operator
,

Mechanical Exam
,

i
i Maintenance Procedure 7.2.50.4 4 Limitorque SMB-00 Valve

|
Operator Maintenance

Maintenance Procedure 7.3.1.7 0 I!elay Testing and Calibration
W|th Multi-Amp Epoch Test Set'

L NOTE: Procedures not listed above but still reviewed during the inspection
appear in the text of the %spection report.
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