Docket No. 50-255

Consumers Power Company
ATTN: Dr. F. W. Buckman
Vice President
Nuclear Operations
212 West Michigan Avenue
Jackson, MI 49201

Gentlemen:

The NRC's Office for Analysis and Evaluation of Operational Data (AEOD) b
completed an assessment of 10 Palisades Licensee Event Reports (LER's) as part
of the NRC's Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) Report,
which was mailed to you on February 12, 1986.

Enclosed (Attachment B) is the assessment of the LERs from Palisades. In
general, AEOD found these LERs to be of above average quality based on the
requirements contained in 10 CFR 50.73. The Palisades LERs have the third
highest overall average score of the 24 units that have been evaluated to date
using this methodology. What makes this fact interesting is that this was
accomplished, (1) without the use of an outline format which the other high
scoring units use, and (2) in spite of the fact that two of the ten LERs were
of below average quality. If Palisades were to implement the use of a good
format and improve their review process so as to identify and correct those
few LERs which are not meeting current requirements or which contain minor
deficiencies, Palisades could submit even higher quality LERs in the future.
The enclosed report provides the basis for this finding. The enclosed report
is being provided so that the specific deficiencies noted can be corrected in
future LERs.

In addition, AEOD recently completed a study (AEOD/P504) of unplanned reactor
trips that occurred in 1984, A summary table of reactor trip frequencies from
that study is provided in Attachment A for your information.

No reply to this letter is required. If you have any questions, please
contact W. G. Guldemond at (312) 790-5574.

Sincerely,
"0r1gtnal Sfgned by £.6. Gréemiin®

Charles £. Norelius, Director
Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosure: AEOD Asses:zment

See Attached Distribution




Consumers Fower Company

Distribution

cc w/enclosure:
Mr. kenneth W. Berry, Director
Nuclear Licensing
J. F. Firlit, General Manager
DCS/RSB (RIDS)
Licensing Fee Management Branch
Resident Inspector, RIII
Ronald Callen, Michigan
Public Service Commission
Nuclear Facilities and
Environmental Monitoring
Section
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ATTACHMENT B



AEOD INPUT TO SALP REVIEW FOR PALISADES

Introduction

In order to evaluate the overall quality of the contents of the
Licensee Event Reports (LERS) submitted by Palisades during the
November 1, 1984 to October 31, 1985 Systematic Assessment of Licensee
performance (SALP) assessment period, a sample of the unit's LERs was
evaluated using 2@ ref inement of the basic methodology presented in
NUREG/CR-4178". The sample consists of 10 LERs which were all the LERs

on file at the time the evaluation was started. See Appendix A for 2 1ist
of the LER numbers in the sample.

It was necessary to start the evaluation before the end of the SALP
assessment period because the input was due such a short time after the end
of the SALP period. Therefore, not all of the LERs prepared during the
SALP assessment period were available for review.

Methodology

The evaluation consists of 2 detailed review of each selected LER to
determine how well the content of its text, abstract, and coded fields
meets the requirements of NUREG-IO?ZZ, and Supplements 13 and 24 to
NUREG-1022.

The evaluation process for each LER is divided into two parts. The
first part of the evaluation consists of documenting comments specific to
the content and presentation of each LER. The second part consists of
determining a SCOre (0-10 p0|nts) for the text, abstract, and coded fields
of each LER.

The LER specific ;onnents serve two purposes; (1) they point out what
the analysts considered to be the specific def iciencies or observations
concerning the informat ion pertaining to the event, and (2) they provide a

basis for a count of general def iciencies for the overall sample of LERS



that were reviewed. Likewise, the scores serve two purposes; (1) they
serve to illustrate in numerical terms how the analysts perceived the
content of the information that was presented, and (2) they provide « basis
for the overall score determined for each LER. The overall score for each
LER is the result of combining the scores for the text, abstract, and coded
fields (i.e., 0.6 x text score + 0.3 x abstract score + 0.1 x coded fields
score = overall LER score).

Evaluation Results

The results of the LER quality evaluation are divided into two
categories: (1) detailed information and (2) summary information. The
detailed information, presented in Appendices A through D, consists of LER
sample information (Appendix A), a table of the scores for each sample LER
(Appendix B), tables of the number of def iciencies and observatior for the
text, abstract and coded field (Appendix (), and comment sheets containing
narrative statements concerning the conterts of each LER (Appendix D).
when referring to these appendices, the reader is cautioned not to try to
directly correlate the number of comments on a comment sheet with the LER
scores, as the analyst has flexibility to consider the magnitude of &
deficiency when assigning scores.

Discussion of Results

Although the purpose of this evaluation was to assess the guality of
the contents of the individual LERs selected for review, the analysts often
make other observations which they believe should be brought to the
attention of the reader. The following discussion addresses a general
observat ion that was noticed for Palisades during the evaluvation of the
unit's LERs.

General Observation
The Palisades LERs have the third highest overall average score of all

the units that have been evaluated to date using this methodology. What
makes this fact interesting is that this was accomplished: (1) without the



use of an outline format which the ather high scoring units use, and (2] n
spite of the fact that two of the ten LERs were of below average quality.

It is the amalysts' opinion that if Palisaoes were to iaplement the
use of a good format ana improve their review process so as to identify and
correct those few LERs which are not meeting current reguirements or which
contain minitr deficienices, Palisades could attain even higher quality
LERs in the future.

LER Quality Results

A discussion of the analysts' conclusions concerning LER quality are
presented beiow. These conclusions are based solely on the vesults of the
evaluation of the contents of the LERs selected for review and as such
represent the analysts' assessment of each units performance (on a scale of
0 to 10) in submitting LERS that meet the requiremerts of 10 CFR 60.73(b).

Table ) presents the average scores for the sample of LERs evaluated
for Palisades. The reader is cavtioned that the scores resulting from the
methodo logy used for this evaluation are not directly comparable to the
scores contained in NUREG/CR-4178 due to refinements in the methodo'ogy.

In order to place the scores provided in Table 1 in perspective, the scores
from other ynits that have been evaluated using this methodology are
provided in Table 2. Additional units will be added to Table 7 as they are
evaluated. Table 3 and Appendix Table B-1 provide a summary of the
informaitor that is the basis for the average scores in Table 1. For
example, Palisades' average 5Score for the text of the LERs that were
evaluated 1s 8.4 out of 2 possible 10 points. From Table 7 it can be seen
that the text score actually resuited from the review and evaluation of 17
different reguirements ranging frea the discussion of plant operating
conditions before the event {10 CFR §0.73(b)(2)(11)(A)] to text
presentation, The percent scores in the text summary section of Table 3
provide an indication of how well each text requirement was addressed by
tne licensee for the 10 LERS that were evaluated,



a
TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF SCORES FOR PALISADES

Avera High Low
Text 6.4 9.3 7.1
Abstract 8.3 10.0 5.0
Coded Fields 8.5 9.5 7.8
Overal | 8.4b 9.5 6.6

a. See Appendix B for & summary of scores for each LER that was evaluated.

b. Overal)l Average = 60% Texi Average + 30% Abstract Average + 10% Coded
Fields Average.




TABLE 2.

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE SCORES FROM OTHER UNITS

a End SALP Text
Unit Name Period Average

Salem 2 9-30-85 8.9
Salem 1 9-30-85 8.6
Palisades '0-31-85 8.4
LaSalle 1 9-30-85 7.9
LaSalle 2 9-30-85 8.0
Catawba 1 9-30-85 8.0
Trojan 10-31-85 7.8
Pilgrim 1| 10-31-85 7.6
Beaver Valley 1 9-30-85 7.2
Maine Yankee 10-31-85 7.5
Quad Cities 2 9-30-85 7.9
Byron | 10-31-85 7.5
Quad Cities | 9-30-85 7.9
Brunswick | 10-31-85 6.8
D. C. Cook 2 9-30-85 6.7
Dresden 3 9-30-85 7.2
Palo Verde | 9-30-85 6.8
D. C. Cook 1 9-30-85 6.4
Lion ? 9-30-85 7.2
Robinson 2 10-31-85% 7.1
vermont Yankee 10-18-85 7.0
Dresden 2 9-30-85 6.9

Abstract
Average
8.

9.
8.

8.

- - - -
w = -} o o
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0
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w W o W

0

.
[#% ]

Coded
Fields

Average
a.s

8.9
8.5
8.6
8.6

8.6
8.9

8.1
8.8
8.5
8.6
8.3
2.4
8.5
B.A
8.0
6.4

g.4

7.8

7.9

Overall
Average
8.9

8.8
8.4
8.0
8.0
1.9
7.8
7.7
1,7

)
L

7.5



TABLE 2. (continued)

- —

Coded
End SALP Text Abstract Fields Overall

Unit Name feriod f.verage Average Average Average
grunswick ? 10-31-85 6.0 7.9 8.8 6.8

Zion 1 9-30-85 6.0 7.% 7.9 6.6

a. Units are ordered by overall average score.




TABLE 3. LER REQUIREMENT PERCENTAGE SCORES FOR PAL ISADES

TEXT
! Percentage
Requirements [50.73(b)] - Descriptions Scores ( )‘

iZ)(ii)(A) - - Plant condition prior to event 90 (10)
2)(i1)(8) - - [Inoperable equipment that contributed b
(2)(i1)(C) - - Date(s) and approximate times 72 (10)
(2)(i1)(D) - - Root cause anc intermediate cause(s) 89 (10)
iz;iii}ttg . - Mode, mechanism, and effect 100 (6)
2)(ii1)(F) - - E1IS Codes 85 (10)

Secondary function affected b
Estimate of unavailability 71 &7)
90 (10)

2 i) -

(2)(i1)(1) - - Method of discovery
(2)(i1)(J)(1) - Operator actions affecting course 100 za;
iZ;iii)iJ (2) - Personnel error (procedural deficiency) 96 (3
2)(ii)(Kk) - - Safety system responses 100 (2)
i?)(ii)(L) . - Manufacturer and model no. information 67 (6)
3) =~~~ = Assessment of safety consequences 80 (10
(4) « - - - - Corrective actions 82 (10
§) = =~ - - Previous similar event information 70 (10
2)(1) = - « = Text presentation 79 (10
ABSTRALT
Percentage
Requirements [50.73(b)(1)] - Descriptions scores ( )°
- Ha%or occurrences (Immediate cause and effect 91 (10)
informaton)
- Description nf plant, system, component. , and/or 94 (10)
personnel responses
- Root cause information 77 (10)
. Corrective Action information 1 (10)

Abstract precentation 82 (10)




TABLE 3. (continued)

CODED FIELDS
Percentage
Item Number(s) - Description Scores | )‘
1, 2, and 3 - Facility name (unit no.), docket no. and 100 (10)
page number(s)
§ecoces Title 54 (10)
5, 6, and 7 - Event date, LEL No., and report date 92 (10)
8-+~ =-- Other facilities involved 100 (10)
9 and 10 - - Operating mode and power level 93 (10)
1N ee==- Reporting requirements 100 (10)
12 - « = = = Licensee contact information 100 (10)
13-« === Coded component failure information 96 (10)
14 and 15 - - Supplemental report information 95 (10)

a. Percentage scores are the result of dividing the total points for a
requirement by the number of points possible for that requirement.

(Note: Some requirements are not applicable to all LERs, therefore, the
number of points possible was adjusted accordingly.) The number in
parenthesis is the number of LERs for which the requirement was cons idered
applicable.

b. A percentage score for this requirement is meaningless as it is not

possible to determine from the information available to the analyst whether
this requirement is applicable to a specific LER. It is always given 100%
if it is provided and is always considered "not applicable" when it is not.




piscussion of Specific Deficiencies

A review of the percentage scores presented in Table 3 will gquickly
point out where the licensee is experiencing the most difficulty n
preparing LERs. For example, the first deficiency that stands out involves
text requirement 50.73(b)(2)(11)(C)--Dates and approximate times of
occurrences. Six of the ten LERs failed to provide enough dates and/or
times to enable the reader to gain an adequate time history for the
occurrences discussed in the text. Related to this is the 71% score for
Requirement 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(H). Adequate dates or times are not included
in two of the LERs involving safety system trains; therefore, the
unavailability time for the safety system or component can not be
determined. Time information concerning unavailability due to failure,
repair, surveillance, or other factors is important to those people using
LER data for risk assessment purposes and should be included when
appropriate.

Requirement 50.73(b)(3)--Assessment of Safety Consequences is being
addressed, but not adequately for all LERs. Five of the ten LERs are
considered to be deficient in this area because the statements concerning
the consequences and safety implication leave the reader with unanswered
questions. The following statements, taken from the Palisades LERs, will
i1lustrate the problem: (1) “The boron concentration was within limits
therefore there wis no safety consequence”, (2) "and there were no
challenges to the system", (3) *the problem was immediately recognized 2nd
corrected”, (&) “since no adjustments were required”, and (5) “since all
remaining safety features were operable". While all these statements are
undoubtedly true, the reader 1S still left with the questions such as,
"What if the boron concentration had been diluted?", “"What if there had
been a challenge to the system?", and “What were the other remaining safety
features?”. It is not enough to state that there were no safety
consequences because nothing bad happened. The reader is interested in
knowing what could have been the consequences and what other systems were

available to mitigate these postulated (but probable) consequences.



The manufacturer and model number for all failed equipment discussed
in the text was not always provided. Component identification should be
provided in the text whenever a component i1s suspected to have contributed
to the event. Faulted components need not be identified unless their
design is somehow suspected to have contributed to the fault.

Information concerning previous similar events was not provided in
three of the ten LERs. Similar events should be referenced by LER number
or, if there have been no previous similar events, the text should state
came. The text presentation, while generally good, would be enhanced by
the use of an outline (see Supplement Number 2 to NUREG-1022, page D-1).

The abstract scores for root cause and corrective action are the
result of not adequately summarizing the information that is present in the
text. MNote that the scores for these text requirements are higher than the
abstract scores indicating that not all of the root cause or corrective
action information was summarized in the abstract.

The main deficiency in the area of coded fields involve the title.
None of the ten titles indicated root cause. All do provide information
concerning the result of the event (i.e., why the event was required to be
reported), but the link (i.e., circumstances or conditions which tie the
root cause to the result) was missing in seven of the LERs. An example of
a title that only addressed result might be "Reactor Scram". This is
inadequate in that the cause and link are not provided. A more appropriate
title might be "Inadvertant Relay Actuation During Surveillance Test LOP-1
Causes Reactor Scram". From this title the reader knows the cause was
either personnel or procedural and testing was the factor linking the cause
and the result.

The operating mode and the report date were left blank for two LERS.
While this is obviously a minor problem, it does demonstrate the need for a
better final review prior to submittel.



Table 4 provides a summary of the areas that need improvement for the
palisades LERs. For more specific information concerning deficiencies the
reader should refer to the information presented in Appendices and D.
General guidance concerning these requirements can be found in NUREG-1027,
Supplement No. 2.



TABLE 4. AREAS MOST NEEDING IMPROVEMENT FOR PALISADES LERs

Areas

Safety assessment information

Manufacturer and model number
information

Date and time information

Previous similar events

EIIS codes

Text presentation and
readability

Abstract

Coded Fields

a. Titles

Comments

Statements involving conseguences or
implications were often boiler plate
statements such as, "minimal safety
significance because all system
functioned as designed". More
effort should be placed on providing
a discussion of the safety
implications which will justify the
boiler plate statements.

Component identification information
should be included in the text
whenever a component fails or is
suspected to have contributed to the
event because of its design.

sufficient dates and times should be
included in the text to enable the
reader to have a time history of the
event and/or to determine the length
of time that safety system trains or
components were out of service.

Previous similar events should be
referenced (LER Number) or the text
should state there are none.

Codes for each component and system
involved in the event should be
provided.

4n outline format is recommended.

Root cause and corrective action
information is not being adequately
summarized.

Titles need to be written such that

they provide the root cause and
result of the event anu the cause
can be linked to the result.
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APPENDIX A

LER SAMPLE SELECTION
INFORMATION
FOR PALISADES



TABLE A-1. LER SAMPLE SELECTION FOR PALISADES (255)

LER Sample Number LER Number Comments
1 84-023-02
2 84-024-00
3 84-025-00
a 84-026-01
5 84-027-00
6 85-002-00
7 85-004-00
8 85-005-00
9 85-006-00

10 85-007-00




APPENDIX B

EVALUATION SCORES OF
INDIVIDUAL LERS FOR PALISADES



TABLE B-1. EVALUATION SCORES OF INDIVIDUAL LERs FOR PALISADES
LER Sample Number?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Text 9.2 8.5 2.3 8.0 8.9 9.0 7.6 8.2 7.9 9.3 .- -- -- .- .- --
Abstract 10.0 8.1 5.0 8.5 9.8 9.3 8.8 9.1 6.8 7.8 .- - -- .- .- o
Coded "
Fields 9.5 8.0 7.9 8.9 8.5 7.8 9.0 8.9 8.5 8.0 - .- .- .- -- -
Overall 9.5 8.4 6.6 8.3 9.1 9.0 8.1 8.5 7.6 8.7 .- - - -- .- .-
LER Sample Number
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 AVERAGE
Text .e .= .- - .- - .- .- . .- .- - .- - 8.4
Abstract - .- - .- -- -- - - - .- - -- - - 8.3
Coded
Fields -- - .- - - .- - - .- .- - . . - 8.5
Overall .- -- .- .- .- .- -- .- .- - .- - - - 8.4

a. See Appendix A for a list of the corresponding 'ER numbers.




APPENDIX C

DEFICIENCY AND OBSERVATION
COUNTS FOR PALISADES




TABLE C-1. TEXT DEFICIENCIES AND OSSERVATIONS FOR PALISADES

Description of peficiencies and Observations

Number of LERs with
peficiencies and
QObservations

Sub-paragraph
Totals®

Paragraph
Totals (

)b

50.73§b[§2)éiing)--Plant operating
conditions before the event were not
included or were inadequate.
50.73§b)(2)gii[gsl--oiscussion of the status
0 e structures, components, or systems
that were inoperable at the start of the

event and that contributed to the event was
not included or was inadequate.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(C)--Failure to include
sufficient date and/or time information.

a. Date information was insufficient.
b. Time information was insufficient.

50.73(b)(2)(i1)(D)--The root cause and/or
Tntermediate failure, System failure, or
personnel error was not included or was

inadequeate.

a. Cause of component failure was not
included or was inadeguate

b. Cause of system failure was not
included or was inadequate

c¢. Cause of personnel error was not
included or was inadequate.

50.73(b)(2)(11)(E)--The failure mode,
mechanism (immediate cause), ana/or effect
(consequence) for each failed component was
not included or was inadequate.

a. Failure mode was not inc luded or was
inadequate

b. Mechanism (immediate cause) was not
included or was inadequate

c. Effect (consequence) was not included
or was inadequate.

2 (10)

0 (0)

6 (10)

3 (10)

0 (6)



TABLE C-1. (continued)

Number of LERS with
pDeficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
pescription of Deficiencies and Observations Totals® Totals ( )b

50.73$b§§2[!iilgfl--1he Energy !nrdustry 2 (10)
dentification System component function

jdentifier for each component or system was

not included.

50.73(b)(2)$ii)(6;--For a failure of a 0 (0)
component with mu tiple functions, a list
of systems or secondary functions which

were also affected was not included or was
inadequate.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(H)--For a failure that 2 (7)
Fendered a train of a safety system

inoperablie, the estimate of elapsed time

from the discovery of the failure until the

train was returned to service was not
inc luded.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(1)--The method of discovery 1 (10)
of each component failure, system failure,

personnel error, or procedural error was not

inciuded or was inadequate.

a. Method of discovery for each 0
component failure was not included

or was inadequate

b. Method of discovery for each system 0
failure was not included or was
inagequate

c. Method of discovery for each 1

personnel error was not included or
was inadequate
d. Method of discovery for each 0
procedural error was not included or
was 1nadequate.



TABLE C-1. (continued)

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totals® Totals ( )b
50.73(b)(2)(i1)(J)(1)--Operator actions that 0 (8)
affecte e course of the event including
operator errors and/or procedural
deficiencies were no. included or were
inadequate.
50.73(b[(2)gii[!J[!Z[--The discussion of 1 (3)
each personnel error was not included or was
inadequate.
a. OBSERVATION: A personnel error was 0
implied by the text, but was not
explicitly stated.
b. 50.73(b)(2)(i1)(J3)(2)(i)--Discussion 0
as to whether the personnel error was
cognitive or procedural was not
included or was inadequate.
£, 50.73(b)52)(ii)(J)§22§ii)--Discussion 0
as to whether the personnel error was
contrary to an approved procedure, was
a direct result of an error in an
approved procedure, Or was associated
with an activity or task that was not
covered by an approved procedure was
not included or was inadequate.
d. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(J)(2)(iii)--Discussion 0

of any unusual characteristics of the
work location (e.g., heat, noise) that
directly contributed o the personne
error was not included or was
inadequate.

e. 50.73(b)(2)(i1i1)(J)(2)(iv)--Discussion
of the type of personnel involved
(1.e., contractor personnel, utility
licensed operator, utility nonlicensed
operator, other utility personnel) was
not included or was inadequate.




TABLE C-1. (continued)

pescription of peficiencies and Observations

Number of LERs with
peficiencies and
Observations

Sub-paragraph
Totalsa

Paragraph
Totals (

)b

50.73gb)§2)jii);x[--Automatic and/or manual

safety system responses were not included or
were inadequate.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(L)--The manufacturer and/or

mode] number of each failed component was
not included or was inadequate.

50.73(b)(3)--An assessment of the safety
Consequences and implications of the event
was not included or was inadequate.

a. OBSERVATION: The availability of
other systems or components capable
of mitigating the consequences of the
event was not discussed. If no other
systems or components were available,
the text should state that none
existed.

b. OBSERVATION: The consequences
of the event had it occurred under
more severe conditions were not
discussed. If the event occurred
under what were considered the most
severe conditions, the text should so
state.

50.73(b)(4)--A discussion of any corrective
actions planned as a result of the event
including those to reduce the probability
of similar events cccurring in the future
was not included or was inadequate.

0 (2)

2 (6)

5 (10)

2 (10)



TABLE C-1. (continued)

Number of LERs with
pDeficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totals® Totals ( )b
a. A discussion of actions required to 0

correct the problem (e.g., return the
component or system to operation
condition or correct the personnel
error) was not included or was
iradequate.
b. A discussion of actions required to 0
reduce the probability of recurrence
of the problem or similar event
(correct the root cause) was not
included or was i1nadequate.
c. OBSERVATION: A discussion of actions 1
required to prevent similar failures
in similar and/or other systems (e.q.,
correct the faulty part in all
components with the same manufacturer
and model number) was not included or
was inadequate.

50.73§b!55[--lnformation concerning previous 3 (10)
similar events was not included or was

inadeguate.



TABLE C-1. (continued)

Number of LERs with
pDeficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totals® Totals ( )b
50.735b[§2[‘1[--1ext presentation 1 (10)
nadequacies.
a. OBSERVATION: A diagram would have 0
aided in understanding the text
discussion.
b. Text contained undefined acronyms 0
and/or plant specific designators.
¢. The text contains other specific 1
deficiencies relating to the
readability.

a. The "sub-paragraph total" is a tabulation of specific deficiencies or
observations within certain requirements. Since an LER can have more than
one deficiency for certai”. requirements, (e.g., an LER can be deficient in
the area of both date and time information), the sub-paragraph totals do
not necessarily add up to the paragraph total.

b. The “paragraph total" is the number of LERs that have ore or more
requirement deficiencies or observations. The number in parenthesis is the
number of LERs for which the requirement was applicable.




TABLE C-2. ABSTRACT DEFICIENCIES AND OBSERVATIONS FOR PALISADES

Number of LERs with
pDeficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
pescription of Deficiencies and Observations Totals® Totals ( A)E
A summary of occurrences (immediate cause 3 (10)
and effect) was not included or was
inadequate
A summary of plant, system, and/or personnel 1 (10)
responses was not included or was
inadequate.
a. Summary of plant respons.s was not 0
included or was inadequate.
b. Summary of system responses was not 0
ircluded or was inadequate.
c. Summary of personnel responses was not 1
included or was inadequate.
A summary of the root cause of the event 7 (10)
was not included or was inadequate.
A summary of the corrective actions taken or 6 (10)

planned as a result of the event was not
included or was inadequate.



TABLE C-2. (continued)

Number of LERs with
peficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totals® Totals ( )b
Abstract presentation inadequacies 5 (10)

a. OBSERVATION: The abstract contains 0
information not included in the text.
The abstract is intended to be a
summar‘ of the text, therefore, the
text should discuss all information
summarized in the abstract.

b. The abstract was greater than 2
1400 characters

c. The abstract contains undefined 0
acronyms and/or piant specific
designators.

d. The abstract contains other specific 3
deficiencies (i.e., poor
summarization, contradictions, etc.)

a. The “sub-paragraph total* is a tabulation of specific deficiencies or
observat ions within certain requirements. Since an LER can have more than
one deficiency for certain requirements, (e.g., an LER can be deficient in
the area of both date and time information), the sub-paragraph totals do
not necessarily add up to the paragraph total.

b. The “paragraph total" is the number of LERs that have cne or more
deficiency or observation. The number in parenthesis is the number of LERS
for which a certain requirement was applicable.




TABLE C-3. CODED FIELDS DEFICIENCIES AND OBSERVATIONS FOR PALISADES

Number of LERS with
Def iciencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totals® Totals ( <1E
Facility Name 0 (10)
a. Unit number was not included or
incorrect.
b. Name was not included or was
incorrect.
¢. Additional unit numbers were inc luded
but not required.
Docket Number was not included or was 0 (10)
incorrect.
page Number was not included or was 0 (10)
incorrect.
Title was left blank or was inadequate 10 (10)
a. Root cause was not given in title 10
b. Resuit (effect) was not given in title 0
c. Link was not given in title 7
Event Date 0 (10)
a. Date not included or was incorrect.
b. Discovery date given instead of event
date.
LER Number was not included or was incorrect 0 (10)
Report Date 3 (10)
a. Date not included 2
b. OBSERVATION: Report date was not I
within thirty days of event date (or
discovery date if appropriate).
Other Facilities information in field is 0 (10)

inconsistent with text and/or abstract.

Operating Mode was not included or was
inconsistent with text or abstract.

1 (10)



TABLE C-3. (continued)

pescription of Deficiencies and Observations

Number of LERS with
Get iciencies and
Observations

Sub-paragraph
Totals‘

Paragraph
Totals (

power level was not included or was
inconsistent with text or ahstract

Reporting Requirements

a. The reason for checking the “OTHER"
requirement was not specified 1n the
adstract and/or text.

OBSERVATION: It would have been more
appropriate to report the event under
a different paragraph.

c. OBSERVATION: It would have been
appropriate to report this event under
additional unchecked paragraphs.

Licensee Contact

Field left blank

Position title was not included
Name was not included

Phone number was not included.

Component Failure [nformation

One or more component failure
sub-fields were left blank.

Cause, system, and/or component code
is inconsistent with text.

Component failure field contains data
when no component failure occurred.
Component failure occurred but entire
field left blank.

0 (10)

0 (10)




TABLE C-3. ({continued)

Number of LERS with
pDeficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Descrintion of Deficiencies and Observations Totals® Totals ( A)E
Suppliemental Report 2 (10)
a. Neither "Yes"/"No" block of the 0
supplemental report field was
checked.
b. The block checked was inconsistent 2
with the text.
Expected submission date information is 0 (10)
inconsistent with the block checked 1n
Item (14).

a. Tne “sub-paragraph total™ is a tabulation of specific deficiencies or
observations within certain requirements. Since an LER can have more than
one deficiency for certain requirements, (e.q., an LER can be geficient in
the area of both date and time information), the sub-paragraph totals do
not necessarily add up to the paragraph total.

b. The “paragraph total" is the number of LERs that have one or more
requirement deficiencies or observations. The number in parenthesis is the
number of LERs for which a certain requirement was applicable.




APPENDIX D

LER COMMENT SHEETS FOR
PALTSADES




TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PALISADES (255)

Section Comments

1. LER Number: 84.023-02
Scores: Text = 9.2 Abstract = 10.0 Coded Fields = 9.5 Overall = 2.5

Text . 50.73{b{§22§ii[%()--Aporoximate times information for
occurrences 15 1nadequate.
Abstract 1. The abstract contains greater than 1400 characters.
Coded Fielas 1. Item 54!--Title: Root cause and link are not
inc luded.

2. Item (7)--The report date is not included on revision
ZEro.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PALISADES (255)

Section (omments

2. LER Number: 84-024-00
Scores: Text = 8.5 Abstract = E.1 Coded Fields = 8.9 Overall = 8.4

Text 1. 50.73(b)i2)(11)(C --Approximate time information for
pecurrenccs 15 not included.

2. 50.73‘b!j?‘§ii)§ﬂ)--1he estimate of the elapsed time
rom Lhe dit

scovery of the failure of a safety system
train until the train was returned to service is neot
inc luded.

3. SO.?J(b!iZl iivL)--1dentif ication (e.q. manufacturer
264 model no.) of the failed component?s) discussed
in the text is not incluoed.

a. 29.73Sb;§5!--1nfornatian concerning previcus similar
eventc 1s not inciuded.

5. 50«73§blj5!--!f no previous similar events are known
he text should so state.

Abstract I.  50.73(b)(1)--Summary of occurrences [ immediate
Causels) and effects{s)] is inadequate.

~N)
.

‘:0.73§bnl)-~5mry of personnel responses is
Trhadequate.

o. 50.73(b)(1)--Sunmary of root cause is inadequate.

4.  50.73(b){1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
pTanned as a result of the event is not included.

Coded Fields 1. [tem glg--Iitle: Root cause and 1ink are not
inc lu .

2. ltem (7 --OBSERVATION: Repert date it not within

thirty days of event date (or discovery date if
appropriate).



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PALISADES (255)

Section Comments

3. LER Number: 84-025-00

Scores: Text = 7.1 Abstract = 5.0 Coded Fields = 7.9 Overall = 6.6

Text 1. 50.73(0)(2)(11)(C)--Approximate times information for
] " included.
50.73§b)§2)§ii)jL)-—ldentification (e.g. manufacturer
. 6T no.J of the failed component(s) discussed
in the text is not included.
3. 50.73§b)§3)--9iscussion of the assessment of the

safety consequences and implications of the event is
not included.

4. 50.73§bz§5[--lnfornation concerning previous similar
events 1s not included.

S 50.73gnzg5£--1f no previous similar events are known,
e text should su state.

Abstract s 50.73’b;§l)--5ummary of occurrences [immediate
cause(s) and effects(s)] is inadequate.

2. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of root cause is not included.

3. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is not included.

4. Abstract does not adequately summarize the text.
Additional space is available within the abstract
field to provide the necessary information but it was

not utilized.

Coded Fields

—
.

item gdz--Title: Root cause is not included.

2. Item (7)--Report date is not included.

B l1tem (ldz--The block checked is inconsistent with
information in the text. Since the root cause was
not known, it seems appropriate to submit a
supplemental report when it is determined.




TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PALISADES (255)

Section

Comments

4. LER Number:

Scores: Text = 8.0

Text

Abstract

Coded Fields

84-026-01

1.

Abstract = 8.5 Coded Fields = 8.9 Overall = 8.3
50.73(b)§2)§ii)§€¥--1he text did not include an
nitial starting time for the event.

50.73sb!§223ii)§F)--Some Energ, Industry
en jcation System component function identifiers
were not included.

50.73§b!§4)--Are there other level detectors which
should be included in the updated maintenance
schedule?

50.73(b)(1)~-~-Summary of corrective actions taken or

planned as a result of the event is not included.

Item g }--Title: Root cause is not included.

Item §l32--Component failure field contains data when

no c

omponent failure occurred.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PALISADES (25%)

Section

Comments

§. LER Number: 84-027-00

Scores: Text = 8.9

Text

Abstract |

—
.

Coded Fields

Abstract = 9.8 (oGed Fields = B.3 Overail = 9.1

50.73§b!’2)ii1[‘0]-—The text should discuss the
reason why coils were not inciuded in &
preventative maintenance schedule.

50.73(b2§3[-»0iscussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event 1is
inadequate.

OBSERVATION: The availability of other systems or
component s capable of mitigating the consequences nf
the event should be discussed. If no other systems
or components are available, the text should so state.

OBSERVATION: The consequences of the event had it
occurred under more severe conditions should be
discussed. If the event occurred under what are
considered the most severe conditions, the text
should so state.

50.73!b€§5!--1nformation concerning previous similar
events i1s not included.

50.73!b[§5!--lf no previous similar evernts are Known
the text should so state.

50.73gbl§l)--The reason for reporting this event was
a common cause resulting in failures in two
supposedly independent trains. The abstract only
indicates that one failure occurred.

50.73gb)§[1--fne cause was that no maintenance had

een performed because the relays were not inc luded
in maintenance procedures; this is more than just
inadequate maintenance.

Item (4)--Title: Root cause and link are not
inc Tuded.

[tem (I3E--For information only, only one line needs
to be filled in when two or more failed components

are identical.




TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PALISADES (255)

Section Comments

6. LER Number: 85-002-00

Scores: Text = 9.0 Abstract = 9.3 Coded Fields = 7.8

Overall = 9.0

Text 1. 50.73:b)§2)§ii)jA)--Ciscussion of plant operating
Conditions before the event is not included.
2. 50.73§b[§2)§ii)jCE--Approximate time information for
occurrences 15 not included.

3. 50.73(b)(2)(ii1)(J)/2)(iv)--Discussion of the type of
personnel involve .e., contractor personnel,

utility licensed operator, utility nonlicensed

operator, other utility perscnnel) is no

t included.

4. 50.73gb)§3)--0iscussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event is

inadequate.

Abstract 1.  50.73(b)(1)--Summary of root cause is inadequate.

2. The referenced LER should have been described as a

previous similar event.

Coded fields , [tem gala-Title: Root cause is not included.

2. Item (4)--Title: Link is not included.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PALISADES (255)

Section Comments

7. LER Number: 85-004-00
Scores: 1ext = 1.6 Abstract = 8.8 Coded Fields = 9.0 Overall = 8.1

Text 1. The following comments applies to the abstract judged
as the text.

2. 50.73]b){2)]\\)(C)--Approxinate times information for
occurrences 1s not included.

3. 50.73(b)]2)(\1)(0)--1he root and/or intermediate
cause discussion for each personnel erroi 1s not
included. Why was the procedural requirement not
performed?

4. SO.?S(D)(?)(i\)(f)--The Energy Industry
Identification System component function

jdentifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER 1s not included.

S. 50.73]b)(2)§\1)(I)—-D\scussion of the method of
discovery of the personnel error 1s not included.
How was the error noted?

6. 50.731b)(4)--0iscuss1on of corrective actions taken
or planned 1s inadequate.

Abstract 1.  50.73(b)(1)--Summary of root cause is inadequate.

2.  50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions 1s
inadequate.

Coded Fields Item (4)--T1l1e: Root cause is not inc luded.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PALISADES (255)

Section Comments

8. LER Number: 85-005-00
Scores: Text = 8.2 Abstract = 9.1 Coded Fields = 8.9 Overall = 8.5

Text 1. 50.73’b)§2!§ii)§u}--1he estimate of the elapsed time
vom the discovery of the failure of a safety system
train until the train was returned to service is not
inc luded.

8. 50.73ab)g3g--7he safety assessment should be more
specific about other systems capable of performing

the backup function.

3. Continued investigation into the cause and possible
corrective actions imply the need for a supplemental
report.

Abstract 1. No comments.

Coded Fields | [tem 54%--Title: Root cause and link are not
inc luded.

2. Item (13)--The breaker is still in working condition
no Tailure), so this field could have been left

blank.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PALISADES (255)

Section Comments

9. LER Number: 85-006-00
Scores: Text = 7.9 Abstract = 6.8 Coded Fields = 8.5 Overall = 7.6

Text 1. 50.73]b[§2!§ii)§0)--k supplemental report appears to
¢ needed to describe the root cause of the rod drive
failure. Without a commitment to submit a

supplemental report, this LER must be considered
incomplete.

- 50.73%b€§45--k supplemental report appears to be
needed to describe the corrective actions taken once
the root cause is known (see comment 1). Without a

commitment to submit a supplemental report, this LER
must be considered incomplete.

Abstract s 50.73§b)§ll--5ummary of root cause is inadequate.

2. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions is
inadequate.

Coded Fields [ Item 545——Title: Root cause and link are not
inc luded.

2. Item (ld?--The block checked is inconsistent with
information in the text. The ongoing investigation
into root cause and corrective ac®ions implies the

need for a supplemental report.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PALISADES (255)

Section

Comments

10. LER Number:

Scores: Text = 9.3

Text

Abstract

Coded Fields

85-007-00

1.

Abstract = 7.8 Coded Fields = 8.0 Overall = 8.7

50.73(b)(2)(11)(D)--The root and/or intermediate
cause discussion for each valve fallure s inadequate.

50.73(b)(3)--D¥scussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event s
inadequate.

Some ideas are not presented clearly (hard to follow).

50.73(b)(1)--Summary of occurrences [immediate
cause(s) and effects(s)] 1s inadequate.

50.73(b)(1)--Summary of root cause of valve fallure
is not included.

50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate.

The abstract contains greater than 1400 characters.

Jtem (4)--Title: Root cause and 1ink are not
included.

OBSERVATIONS: Inadequate root cause determination 1s
suggested in view of the previous 36 LER's (1983 and
1984) addressing valve leakage.




