Tannassee Valley Authovity, Post Ofie Box 20070 Soddy Dassv, Tentessae 370 "0-2000

Masioud Baestan
546 Vice Praguiant
Saauoyat Nudiew Planst

July 21, 1997

U.8, Nuclear Regulatory Commission 10 CFR 2.201
ATTN: Document Centrol Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555

Gentlemen:

In the Matter of ) Docket Moe., 5C~327
Tennessee Valley Authority )

SEQUCYAH NUCLRAR PLANT (£QN) - NRC INTEGRATED INSPECTION
REPORT NOS. 50-327,3228/97-04 ~ REPLY TQ NOYTICK OF VIOLATIONS
iHQvVe) 50~ 327/97~04~02 ARD 50-327/97-04~03

"his letter provides TVA's reply te NOVs 50-327/97-24-02 and
50-127/97-04-03 which are documented in the subject
inspectior report dated June 20, 1997, The NOV identified
two violatiors that are characterized as: 1! fallure to meel
the tuchnical specification (T8) surveillance reguirements
{8R) for perfurmance of funutional testing of nuclear
instrumente: and 2) feilure to follow procedures during
initial startup for power ramp rate increarces.

In TVA's reply to the NOV, TVA is denying Vieclation A
{%0-327/97-04-02), “Failure to Meet the Surveil lance
Requirements vf TS 4.10.,5.2, For Perforn'“g Functional

festing »f the vuclear Instruments.” The enclosure contoins
TVA's reply o the NOV,

I‘ you have o estions regarding this recponsz, please
sntact me ° (423) 843~7001 ¢r Pedro Saias at
(423) B43-741 74,

gincerely, b ; m(’! s {
f/ A)ﬁ/ﬁy ' e
Masoud/;qdeatan )
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Mr. R. W. Fernan, Project Managay
Nuclear Regulatory Commissior
One White Flint, Norfh
11555 Rockville Pite
Rockville, Maryland 20852-2739

NRC Resident Inspector

Se¢guoyah Nuclear Plant

260G Igou verry Foad

Soddy~Daisy, Tennessee 373793624

Hegional Administrator

J. . Nueclear Regulatory Lommission
Region II

dtiante Fedecal Center

61 Forsyth Street., SW, Suite 23T85
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-3415



ENCLOSURE

TELNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
SEQUOYAE NUCLEAR PLANT (SQN)
UNITS 1 AND 2

INSPECTION REPURT NUMBER 50-327, 50-328/97-04
REPLY TO NCTICE OF VIOLATION (NOV)

1. RESTATEMNENT OF VIOLATION A

“Technical Specification 4.70.3,2, 2hysics Testz: Surveillance
Requiremeits, reguiras that eaca Intermediate and rower Range
Charnel shall be sulvjec-ed to a CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST within
12 hewrs pricv to initiating PHYSICS TESTS.

Contrary to the above, on May 11, 1997, each Intermediate and
Power Pange Channel was not subiected to a CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL
TEST within 12 honrs prior to initiating PHYSICS TESTING, in
that the 12~hour cnannel functional test for Power Range
Channel inestrument NI-42 and Intermsdiate Power Range Channel
ins.rusent NI-36 expired prior to the initiation of Physics
Testing.

This is a Severity .Level 1V Violation (Supplement 1)."

ANEWER TO THE VIOLATION

TVA respectfully disagrees with NRC that a violation of
Pechnical Specification (T8) surveillance Requirement 4.10.3.2
exists,

The SQN procedure for conducting low power physics testing
explicit.y defines the start of physics tests asg the time that
permissicon from the Seniur Reactor Operwtor (SRC) has been
obtained tu Gegin the first withdrawal of contiol bank A. The
provcdure also states that this time would stop the clock on
Nuciear Instrumentation System (NIS) channel testing for
gtartup. In accordance with the procedure, permission wau
obtaintd at 0713 EDT from the SRO tc begin low power physics
testing ani to perform red pulls to critical. Personnel began
low power puysins test activities which includes data conllection
to obtain averaye NIS baseline count rate pefore pulling control
banks.

TVA belisves that data ~ollecticn activities are both necessary
and essential frem the standpeint of safety in order to measure
tue fundamental nuclear characteristics of the reactor core.
TWA considers such aclivities weil within the TS definition of
PHYSICS TESTS.
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It should be noted that discussions had taken place earlier in
the shift, at approximately mianight, vetween the Chift Manager,
the Reactor Engineer, and the indiviwual responsible for
tlansgement Oversight regarding the remaining items necessar; for
Mode 2 entry and their status, PFollowing the status review, the
dezision was made not to continue ftuncticnal tests of the NIS
instruments because it was felt that the other activities would
be complete prior to the expiration of the surweillances for the
NS instruments, and therefore tihe additional tests would not be
necessary. It was the deliberate completion of the necessary
prerequisite activities for Mode 2 entry that allowed the SRO to
gyive permission to start physics tests in accordance with the
procedure.

As part of its examination of the circumstances and events
gurrounding this proposed violation, TVA baselined its
definitio. of initiation of physics testing with respect to
aumerces othar plante. This erxamination indicated ther:? was a
wide range of practices. Some facilities define the initiation
of physics testing as “he point at which shutdown bank
withdrawal begins, others define it just prior t¢ pulling
corntrol rods when the reactor trip broaker fuaction is verified,
and yet ancther facility defines it as the tiwe the reactivity
computer is connected. The varied positions among facilities 1in
establishing the point at which physics testing starts is
consistent with the lack of specific rejulatory guidance ovn the
issue. This conclusion is based upon a rev.ew of ANSI1/ANS
19.6,1, 1985, “Reload Startup Physics Tests for Pressurized
Water Reactors,” and Regulatory Guide 1.68, Revision 2, 1978,
“Initial Test Programs for Wat:r-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants,”
which do not address what activities constitute the initiation
of physics testing.

TVA is concerned with the negative impact that starting physics
tests later wculd have on reactor safety. If physics tests were
not started until the reactor is critical, then the 12-hour
clock for functional testing ¢f the NIS channels would not stop
until the reactor was critical. Under this scenario, the NIS
channels would be required to be remeoved from service to perform
the functional tests at the same time that the control rods ware
beiny pulled to reach criticality. W2 believe that this
practice is fundamentally unsound, would jeopardize the safe
operation vf cthe plant, and would otherwise represent a
reduction in the margin of safetly as defined in the TS Bases.

RESTATEMENT OF VIOLATION B

“Technical Specvifications 6,8.1.a requires, in part, that
procedures shall be established, implemented, and maintained
covering the activities recommended in Appendix A of
Regulatory Guide 1.33, Revision 2, Febguary 1978, ‘Quality
Assurance Program Requirements (Operation).’ Appendix h of
Regulatory Guide 1.33, Section 1, includes procedures for



‘Authorities anu Responsipbilities for Safe Operation and
Shutdouwn’ and Section 2 includes procedures for ‘Power
Operaticr and Prcoess Monitoring.’

General Operating Instruction (GO), 0-GO-5, Normal Power
Uperation, Revision 6, Section 5.1, requires that ramp load
rate increases shall be within the limits stated in Technical
instruction (T1)-40.

T1~40, Determination of Preconditioned Reactor Power, Revisicn
8, Se~tion 4.1, rejquires that for the initial startup after
core reload, the ramp rate should be liwmited to 3 percent of
full power in an hour between 20 percent and 100 percent of
full power.

Site Standard Practice (SSP)-12.1, Conduct of Operations,
Revision 17, Section 3.8.3 C, requires that unit status, load
or significsnt reactivity changes, and initiation and
completion of surveillance tests shall be recorded in at least
one narcvative log.

Site Standard Practice (8SSP)-12.1, Conduct of Operations,
Revizion 17, Section 3.1.5 F, requires the Unit Supervisor
(US) coordinate the activities of the Unit Operators (UQCs)
with other Operations and plant personnel to achieve safe,
reiiable, and ~fficient operation or the unit.

Contrary to the above, on May 15, 1997:

1. Operatcrs exceeded 3 percent of full power in one-hour
ramp rate,

2. Operators failed to record in the narrative log an Axial
Flux Difference (AFD) alarm condition, a significant load
and reactivity change, and the initiation of a
sarveillance test.

3. The unit supervisor did not ccordinate the activities of
the unit operators with other Operaticons and plant
personnel when he failed toc notify the Shift Manager (SM)
of a significant load and reactivity change and »f an
Axial Flux Difference alarm condition.

Thiec is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement 1).”

TVA's REPLY TO THE VIOLATION
4 Background

Procedures impose restrictions on power level increases
for initial startups following refueling. The power

increase is limited to approximately 3 percent per hour
between 20 percent and 100 percent of fulil power, The
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» procedure allows small deviaticns from the 3 percent rate
! 3 with the scipulation that the power increase not elceed
| 3.5 percent in any one horr. Additionally, procedures
| pstablish a preconditioned power level which is the
highest power level for which there is an accumulated
time of opecration of 72 hours durirg any 7-day operating
: peciod, There are no power level increase restrictionsg

below the rreconditioned power level.

Prior to the event in question, a reactor coolant system
\RCS) water inventory test was aborted upon determination
that the RCS average temperature (Tavg) could not be
maintained within the one degree Fahrenheit test
requirement. Axial Flux Difference (AFD) was also
apprcaching the target barnd upper-limit due to

increasing xencn,

Following th2 abor.ed test, operators prepared to dilute

the RCS to allow repositioning of control rods wnich had
' been withdrawn while the test was underway. Cperators
' cdiluted approximately 1,200 gallons tc raise power and

RCS Tavg, while aliowing rods to step in and restore AFD
, to program band., The U0 and US had anticipa®ed the power
9 rise from the current 64 percent but had incocrrectly
{ determined that because the core had previously reached
67 percent, an increase to ‘W percent would not violate
the 3 percent rer hour limit. This determination was
incorrect because the unit had not been at the 67 percent
power level for 72 hours i1 seven days of cperation and
therefore was not preconditioned for a 67 perceat power
level, Therefore, the 3 percent per hour limit should
have been applied from the €1 percent power level instead
of applying it to increases above the 70 percent level,

2\ Reason Fox The Violation B

The reaswn for the violation was inadequate knowledge oi
| tne preconditioned power level limits by the US ard the
) Uo.

RPN ——
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. Ap additional :nstance ocvurred durinc the earlier shift
cn May 15, 1297, “rom 10:02 a.m. to 11:02 4.w. when the
- povwur lncreased 3,55 percent,

Operations personuel also failed to adhere to procedural
sequirements for logging the above sequéence of ewventu.
This failure was caused by 2 lack of sensitivity for
properly maintaining logs. N countiibuting factor was
that procedures did ro- allow & simple and guick method
for capturing shift e'ents other then immediately
enterins a4 narrdtive log untry into the computnr-brged
luog system,
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During thls sequence of events, the SM was not aware of
the diftficulties being experienced by the Unit 1
operators, (specifically, the AFD alarm and the need for
a 1,200 gallon dilution). This was caused by a failure to
follow procedural requirements when the US did not
coordinate with the SM on changing plant conditions and
the 3M did not adequately monitor crew activities,

Corrective Steps Taken And Results Achieved

TVA immediately evaluated the concequences of the
excessive nuclear instrumentation ramp power change. The
indicated reactor power change (which was about 6 percent
in 47 minutes) did not challenge any safety limits - the
actual core power change was sionificantly less than this
because a portion of the increuse in the indicated level
was due to increased flux leakage as RCS temperature
increased, Framatome Corema Fuels was contacted to
assess impact on the nev Fraanatome Cogema fuel loaded in
the Unit 1 Cycle 8 (UlCL' refueling outage; an existing
Westinghcuse memorandum was referred to in order to
assess the likely effect on cladding of the older
Westinghouse fuel. It was concluded that this relatively
modest power change was unlikely to cause fuel cladding
damage, nor any concern with new fuel integrity.

Corrective Steps That Have Been Taken ''o Prevent Recurrence

Manz jement expectations were discussed with the UO and US
concerning the 3 percent per hour limit for power level
increase.

Interviews were conducted with nine licensed operators
and four inasrructors regarding the procedural
requirements for reactor power ramp rate and
praconditioned power levsl limits., As a result of these
interviews, it was concluded that the extent of this
knowledge based error was limited to a few individuals.

3hifr Managers reviewed the event with the operating
crews throuyh the Operations DRirective Manual 0.7, “Error
Awareness Program.”

Appropriate disciplinary action was taken for the
inveaved personnel.

The on-shift nenayers have been making formal
observations of thn logs of the previous shift,
Discrepancies are then turned over to the following shift
for feedback and correction, and “he observation is
fotwavded to the Operalions Manage: for review.
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Pericdic QA observe.ions of contrcl room lugs are being
used ir. an ongoing effort to assess the effectiveness of
actions taken to improve iogkeepind.

Procedures were revised to permit the use of temporary
handwritten logs, provided that such informal notes are
transierred Lo the official computerized narrutive log in
a tim ly manner.

Corrective Steps That Will Be Taken To Prevent Racurrenne

ik standdown will be conducted for Operations department
personnel prior to the Unit 2 Cycle 8 (U2C8) refueliing
outage addressing lessons learned from UlC8 events. This
action will be completed by September 30, 1997,

Two other zhanges will be instituted to provide additional
barriers tc this type of occurrence. Revisions to the
appropriate procedures are planned to clarify expectations
for proper communication of information through the chain
of command from the U0 up through site management. This
action is scheduled for completion by September 5, 1997.7
Also a method of using the ICS computer features to assist
operators in tracking the reactor power rate limit is
planned. The appropriate procedures are scheduled to be
reviscd to specify Lrending of reactor power. This_ action
is scheduled for completion by September 26, 1997.°

Date When Full Compliance Will Be Achieved

With respect to the cited violation, TVA is in full
cempliance.,

TVA does not consider this corrective action a Regulatory Commitme: TVA's

corrective action program will track completion of the action.
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