JUN 8 1988

In Reply Refer To:
Docket: 50-498
EA 88-112

Houston Lighting & Power Company

ATTN: J. H. Go?dberg, Group Vice
President, Nuclear

P.0. Box 1700

Houston, Texas 77001

Gentlemen:

This documents the enforcement meeting held on May 26, 1988, in the Region IV
office between members of your staff and Region IV representatives, as
identified in attendance 1ist. The meeting was held to discuss apparent
violations of NRC requirements identified in Inspection Reports 50-498/88-11
dated April 28, 1988, and 50-498/88-24 dated May 24, 1988.

Houston Lighting & Power Company presented their views on the apparent
violations including the causes and ccrrective actions either taken or planned.

The tupics covered are described in the enclosed meeting summary.

It is our opinion that this meeting was beneficial and provided a better
understanding of the concerns identified during the inspection,

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter will be placed in
the NRC's Public Document Room,

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, we will be pleased to
discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

Original Signed BY:

L. J. CALLAN
L., J. Callan, Director
Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosures:
1. Meeting Notice
2. Meeting Summary
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Houston Lighting & Power Company -2~

cc w/enclosures:

Houston Lighting & Power Company

ATTN: M., A. McBurnett, Manager
Operations Support Licensing

P.0. Box 289

Wadsworth, Texas 77483

Houston Lighting & Power Company

ATTN: Gerald E. Vaughn, Vice President
Nuclear Operations

P.0. Box 289

Houston, Texas 77001

Houston Lighting & Power Company
AT.N: S. L. Rosen

P.0. Box 289

Wadsworth, Texas 77483

Houston Lighting & Power Company

ATTN: J. T. Westermeier, General Manager
South Texas Project

P.0. Box 289

Wadsworth, Texas 77483

Houston Lighting & Power Company

ATTN: R. W. Chewning, Chairman
Nuclear Safety Review Board

P.0. Box 289

Wadsworth, Texas 77483

Central Power & Light Company
ATTN: R. L. Range/R. P. Verret
P.0. Box 2121

Corpus Christi, Texas 78403

City Public Service Board

ATTN: R. J. Costello/M. T. Hardt
P.0. Box 1771

San Antonio, Texas 78296

City of Austin Electric Utility

ATTN: R, J. Miner, Chief Operating
Officer

721 Barton Springs Road

Austin, Texas 78704

Newnan & Holtzinger, P.C.

ATTN: J. R. Newman, Esquire

1615 L Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C.

20036






Enclosure 1°

. a, UNITED STATES
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MAY 2 n 1988

N°TICE OF SIGNIFICANT MEETING

hame of Licensee: Houston Lighting and Power
Name of Facility: South Texas Project
Docket Number: 50-498

Date and Time of Meeting: May 26, 1988, 10:00 a.m,
10th Floor Conference Room

Location of Meeting: Region IV Office Arlington, Texas

Purpose of Meeting: Enforcement Conference to discuss three recent violations
of NRC requirements: (1) The isolation of 7 of the 12 feedwater flow
transmitters (FWFT) while the plant (Unit 1) was in operational Mode 3

as described in NRC Inspection Report 50-495/88-11, dated April 28, 1988,

(2) inadequate review of low power physics test results and (3) improperly
entering Technical Specification 3.0.3. when 3 of the 4 power operated

relief valves (PORVs) were inoperable as described in NRC Inspection Report
50-498,/88-24,

NRC Attendees:

. J. Callan, Director, Division of Reactor Projects

B. Beach, Deputy Director, Division of Reactor Projects
L. Constable, Chief, Project Section D

R. Carpenter, Senior Resident Inspector

Bess, Resident Inspector

Scott, Acting Enforcement Officer

Dick, Project Manager, NRR

WXC. OO P>»r

Licensee Attendees:
J. Goldberg, Group Vice President
G. Vaughn, Vice President, Nuclear Operations
W. Kinsey, Plant Manager
M, McBurnett, Manager, Support Licensing

NOTE: Attendance at this meeting by NRC personnel other than those listed
above should be made known by 4 p.m. on May 25, 1988, via telephone
call to G, L. Constable FTS 728-8151.

GEISLTIETL
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Notice of Significant Licensee
Meeting

Distribution:

J. M. Taylor, DEDRO

T. E. Murley, D/NRR

F. J. Miraglia, ADP/NRR

ADT/NRR, (P-415)

J. Lieberman, D/OE

L. J. Chandler, Asst. GC for Enf.
P. Kadambi, Project Manager, NRR
T. 0, Martin, DEDRO Staff

R. D. Martin, RIV

J. Gilliland, PAQ, RIV

NRC Attendees

DMB (1E45)



Enclosure 2

MEETING - MAY 26, 1988

Licensee: Houston Lighting & Power Company (HL&P)
Facility: South Texas Project (STP), Unit 1

Docket: 50-498 Operating Lirence: NPP.76
Subject: Enforcement Ccnference

Concerning NRC Inspection Findings (NRC Inspection Reports
50-498/88-11; 50-498/88-24

On May 26, 1988, representatives of HL&P met with NRC Region IV and NRR
personnel in the NRC office in Arlington, Texas, to discuss the findings
documented in NRC Inspection Report 50-498/88-11, dated April 28, 1988, and
50-498/88-24, dated May 24, 1988, The attendance list and the licensee
presentaticn material are attached., The meeting was held at the request of the
NRC, Region IV,

The licensee discussed root causes for the events and corrective actions to
preclude recurrence,

The NRC staff expressed particular concern regarding the three events discussed
below:

a. Voluntary Entry Into Technical Specification (TS) 3.0.3 on April 24,
1088, to Test Steam Generator PORV'S

The licensee agreed that a shift supervisor should not voluntarily
enter TS 3.0.3 and they have taken appropriate corrective action to
prevent future occurrence. HL&P management said that an important
root cause of this violation was the ambiguous wording of the
technical specification,

The Ticensee believes that they self identified this issue although
iicir reaction to the violation did not appear to begin until after
the issue was raised to a shift supervisor by the NRC Senior
Resident Inspector.

b, Seven of Twelve Feedwater Flow Transmitters Found Isolated While
in Mode 3 - 15 3.3.¢

The licensee found that their program for system alignment was weak.
This problem was self identified and no additional examples we.e
found during a 100 percent double verification. Extensive corrective
actions were described which appeared to be adequate. Although this



was clearly a viclation of NRC requirements when it occurred, the
licensee has requested and received approval to delete this
requirement from the TS.

¢, Calculation Error - Isothermal Temperature Coefficient of Reactivity

The licensee acknowledged the violation. Inadequate reviews of test
data was a significant cause of the event. No other tests were
affected and a review of 63 other tests did not disclose any
significant errors.

The licensee also discussed their evaluation of two additional violations.



Attendees
South Texas Project Unit 1

Enforcement Conference
May 26, 1988

Houston Lighting & Power

J. H. Goldberg, Group Vice President, Nuclear

G. E. Vaughn, Vice President Nuclear Operations

W. H. Kinsey, STP Plant Manager

M. A. McBurnett, Manager, Operations Support Licensing

Central Power & Light Company

B. McLauchlin, STP Activities

City Public Service Board - San Antonio

M. T. Hardt, Director, Nuclear Division

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

. Callan. Director, Division of Reactor Projects (DRP)
. Milhoan, Director, Division of Reactor Safety (DRS)
Scott, Enforcement

Constable, Chief, Projects Section D (DRP)

Sanborn, Enforcement Officer

. Carpenter, Senior Resident Inspector (DRP)

. Bess, Resident Inspector (DRP)

Holler, Chief, Project Section C (DRP)

. Baird, Technical Assistant (DRP)

Dick, froject Manager (NRR)

P. Clausner, French Atomic Energy Commission

C. Seidle, Chief, Test Programs Section (DRS)

R. Johnson, Reactor Inspector (DRS)

. M. Hunnicutt, Senior Projects Engineer (DRP)

F. Stetka, Chief, Plant Systems Section (DRS)
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SOUTH TEXAS
PROJECT

NRC ENFORCEMENT CONFERENCE
ARLINGTON, TEXAS
MAY 26, 1988



AGENDA

INTRODUCTION
ENFORCEMENT ISSUES

® VOLUNTARY ENTRY INTO
TS. 3.0.3 / 4—24-88

® ENTRY INTO MODE 3 WITH
FEETYATER TRANSMITTERS
VAL D OUT / 2-9-88

® INADEQUATE REVIEW OF LOW
POWER PHYSICS TESTS

® RECOGNITION OF T.S.
CONDITIONS FOR ENTRY
INTO T.S. 3.0.3 / 2-12—-88

@ CONCERNS WITH LIFTED WIRE,

JUMPER, & FUSE CONTROL
PROGRAM

QUESTIONS / ANSWERS

— J.H. GOLDBERG
— W.H. KINSEY



EVENT

VOLUNTARY ENTRY INTO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION 3.0.3 ON
APRIL 24, 1988 TO TEST STEAM GENERATOR PORV'S 1B AND 1C

CONCERN ABOUT VOLUNTARY ENTRIES INTO T.S. 3.0.3 RAISED
ON MAY 1, 1988

COMMENCED UNIT SHUTDOWN ON MAY 1, 1988

ROOT CAUSE

THE SHIFT SUPERVISOR MADE AN INTERPRETATIONOF THE
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION. AFTER CAREFUL REVIEW OF THE
BASES HE CONCLUDED THAT IN THIS PARTICULAR CASE HE
WAS IN COMPLIANCE

NRCOO1-



CORRECTIVE ACTION

OPERATIONS SUPERVISOR ISSUED NIGHT ORDER ON MAY 2, 1988
PROHIBITING INTENTIONAL ENTRY INTO T.S. 3.0.3 TO PERFORM
MAINTENANCE OR TESTING.

PLANT MANAGER MET WITH ALL UNIT ONE SHIFT SUPERVISORS
ON MAY 11, 1988 TO DISCUSS EVENT AND TO ENSURE PROPER
UNDERSTANDING ON ENTRY INTO T.S. 3.0.3

PLANT MANAGER ISSUED MEMORANDUM ON SUBJECT ON MAY 12, 1988

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION INTERPRe... .ON PREPARED ON MAY 12, 1988

PLANT CONDUCT OF OPERATIONS PROCEDURE, OPGP03-Z0—-0004 TO BE
REVISED TO REFLECT PROPER PHILOSOPHY ON ENTRY INTO T.S. 3.0.3 BY
JUNE 6, 1988



3/4 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

1/4.0 APPLICABILITY

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION

17—
— i —

3.0.1 Compliance with ...
3.0.2 Noncompliance with ...

2:9.39 When a Limiting Condition for Operation is
not met, eaxcept as provided inm the associated ACTICN
requirements, within 1| hour action shall be
initiated to place the unit in a MuUDE in which the
specification does not apply by placing 3it, as
applicable, in:

a. At least HOT STANDBY within the next 6
hours,
b At least HOT SHUTDOWN within the following

6 hours, and

S At least COLD SHUTDOWN within the
subsequent 24 hours.

Where corrective measures are completed that permit
operation under the ACTION requirements, the actior
may be taken in accordance with the specified time

limits as measured from the time of failure to meet
the Limiting Conditions for Opnvation. Exceptions

to these requirements are stalsd in the individual

specifications.

This specification is not applizable in MODE S5 or 6.

3.0.4 Entry into ..

SOUTH TEXAS - UNIT | 3/4 0-1



3.4.0 APPLICABILITY

BASES (Continued)

limits of the ACTION requirements are applicable when this limit expires if
the surveillance has not been completed. When a shutdown is required to
comply with ACTION requirements, the plant may have entered a MODE in which a
new specification becomes applicable. 1In this case, the time limits of the
ACTION requirements woild apply from the point in time that the new
specification becomes applicable if the requirements of the Limiting Condition
for Operation are not met.

Specification 3.0.2 establishes that noncompliance with a specification
exists when the requirements of the Limiting Condition or Operation are not
met and the associated ACTION requirements have not been implemented within
the specified time interval. The purpose of this specification is to clarify
that (1) implementation of the ACTION requirements within the specified time
interval constitutes compliance with a specification and (2) completion of the
remedial measures of the ACTION requirements is not required when compliance
with a Limiting Condition for Operation is restored within the time interval
specified in the associated ACTION requirements.

Specification 3.0.3 establishes the shutdown ACTION requirements that must be
implemented when a Limiting Condition for Operation is not met and the
condition is not specifically addressed by the associated ACTION requirements.
The purpose of this specification is to ¢elineate the time limits for placing
the unit in a safe shutdown MODE when plant operation cannot be maintained
within the limits for safe operation defined by the Limiting Conditions for
Operation and its ACTION requirements. It is not intend d to be
used as an operational convenience which permits
(routine) voluntary removal of redundant systcms or
components from service in llieu of other
alternatives that would not result in redundant
systems or components being inoperable. One hour is
allowed to prepare for an orderly shutdown before initiating a change in plant
operation. This time permits the opurator to coordinate the red..ction in
electrical generation with the load dispatcher to ensure the stability and
availability of the electrical grid. The time limits specified to reach lower
MODES of operation permit the shutdown to proceed in a controlled ard orderly
manner that is well within Lhe specified maximum cooldown rate and within the
cooldown capabilities of the facility assuming only the minimum, required
equipment is OPERABLE. This reduces thermal stresses on components of the
primary coolant system and the potential for a plant upset that could
challenge safety systems under conditions for which this specification
applies.

If remedial measures permitting limited continued operation of the facility
under the provisions of the ACTION requirements are completed, the shutdowa
may be terminated. The time limits of the ACTION requirements are applicable
from the point in time there was a failure to meet a Limiting Condition for
Operation., Therefore, the shutdown may be terminated if the ACTION
requirements have been met or the time limits of the ACTION requirements have
not expired, thus providing an allowance for the completion of the required
actions.

SOUTH TEXAS - UNIT | B 3/4 0-2







NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
- REGION v

1450 MARIA LANE, SUITE 210
WALNUT CREEK, CALIFCRNIA 4533

MAR 1§ 1337

MEVORANDUM FOR: HKarold R, Denton, Director
Oifice of Kuclear Reactor Regulaticn

FROM: J. B. Martin, Regfonai Administrator
Region ¥
SUBJECT: INTENTIONAL ENTRY INTO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION

LIMITING CONDITICN FOR OPERATION 3.0.3

As the result of our review of a recent event which occurred at the Palo
Yerde site, wherein a shift supervisor intentfonally bypassed an engineered
safety feature as an apparent operational convenience, and thereby entered
limiting condition for operation (LCO) 3.0.3, Region Y has concluded that it
may be benef.cial for the nRC to reiterite to both the NRC staff and power
reactor licensees, the intent of LCO 3.0.3 and our expectations concerning
11censee management control of entry into LCO 3.0.3. Licensee entry into
this section of the Technical Specifications appears to occur for one of the
following three reasons:

# Unfntentional entry due to equipment failure, design error, procedural
error, or personnel error, which places the facility outside the ACTION
statement of other LCO's.

Intentional entry to perform a maintenance or surveillance task on
ecuipment with some type of unusual design feature which necessitates
entry into LCO 3.0.3 to perform the task.

Intentional entry for operaticnal convenience,

Region Y recognizes that occasional entry into LCO 3.0.3 for survei{llance or
maintenance purposes may be appropriate, however, this activity should be
well thought-cut in advance and strictly controlled by management oversight
and apprepriate procedures, Further, licensees should be encouraged to
elinminate, where practical, those design features which result in repeated
entries into LCO 3.0.3. Region Y contends that intentional entry into LCO
3.0.3 for cperational convenience should not be made, except under extremely
unusual circumstances where a detailed review by the licensee has concluded
that no reduction in safety will result,

Although this fssue may have been addressed in past NRC gquidance to
1icensees, a refteration of the NRC positium TR untry into LCO 3.0.3 via an
Information Notice or a Generic Letter-dppears appropriate,

t.B. Martin, Regional Administrator
Regfen Y

\\\

, 0\5“*&/ ¢ %G
§UTTN

N 2 .

UNITED STATES Fises



E.,.. Az
el

soecification 3.0.3 establishes the shutdown ACTION requirements that must te
Trplementec when 3 Limiting Conditicn for Operation is not met and the
condition is not specifically adcressed by the associated ACTION requirements.
The purpose of tris specification s to delineate the time limits for placing
the unit in a safe shutdown MODE when plant operation cannot be maintained
within the limits for safe operation defined by the Limiting Conditions for
Qperation &nd its ACTION requirements. It is not intended to be used as an
operational convenience which permits (routine) voluntary removal of redundant
systems or components from service in lieu of other alternatives that would not
result in recundant systems or components being inoperable. One hour 1s
allowed to prepere for an orderly shutdown before initiating a change in plant
operation, This time permits the operator to coordinate the reduction in
elestrical generation with the load dispatcher to ensure the stability and
availability of the electrical grid, The time limits specified to reach lower
MODES of operztion permit the shutdown t0 proceed in 2 controlled and orderly
ranner that s well within the specified maximum cooldown rate and within the
cocldown capabilities of the facility assurming only the minimum required
ecuipment 1§ OPERABLE, This reduces thermal stresses on components of the
primary ccolant system and the potential for 2 plant upsst that could challence
cafety systers urder conditions for which this specification applies.

1f remecdial measures permitting 1imited continued operation of the facility
uncer the provisions of the ACTION requirements are completed, the shutdown
may be terminated. The time 1imits of the ACTION requirements 2are applicable
from the point in time there was 3 failure to meet a Limiting Condition for
Cperation. Therefore, the shutdown may be terminated if the ACTION
recuirerents have bteen met or the time limits of the ACTION requirements have
not expired, thus providing 21 allowerce for the completion of the required
actions.

PWR STS

-
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70 ALL |LTGHT WATERTREACTOR [LICENSEES AND APPLICANTS

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: SECTIONS 3.0 AND 4.0 OF THE STANDARD TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS (STS)
ON THE APPLICABILITY OF LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION AND
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (Generic Letter 87-09)

As a part of recent initiatives to improve Technical Specifications (TS), the
NRC, in cooperation with the Atemic Industrial Forum (AIF), has developed a
program for TS improvements. One of the elements of this program is the
implementation of short-term improvements to resolve immediate concerns that
have been identified in investigations of TS problems by both NRC and AIF,

The guidance provided in this generic letter addresses three specific problems
that have been encountered with the general requirements on the applicability
of Limiting Conditions for Operation (LCO) and Surveillance Requirements in
Sections 3.0 and 4,0 of the STS.

There are five enclosures to this Generic Letter. Enclosure 1 applies to

both PWR and BWR STS and provides a complete discussion of the three problems
and the staff's position on acceptable modifications of the TS to resolve

them. These modifications should result in improved TS for all plants and are
consistent with the recommendations of NUREG-1024, "Technical Specifications --
Enhancing the Safety Impact" and the Commission Poticy Statement on Technical
Specification Improvements. Enclosures 2 and 4 provide Sections 3.0 and 4.0 of
the PNR and BWR STS, respectively, which incorporate the modifications being
made by this Generic Letter. Enclosures 3 and 5: (a) provide the staff's
update of the bases for the PWR and BWR STS, respectively; (b) reflect the
modifications of Sections 3.0 and 4.0 of the STS; and (¢) include improved
bases for the unchanged requirements in thes~ sections.

The staff concludes that these modifications will result in improved TS for
all plants. Licensees and applicants are encouraged to propose changes to
their TS that are consistent with the guidance provided in the enclosures;
however, these changes are voluntary for all licensees and current OL
applicants.

The staff would like to point out three important points connected with the
present TS effort. First, it is aware that the TS can be clarified,
simplified, and streamlined both as a whole and with respect to the
specifications that are the subject of this Generic Letter. Nonetheless, in
keeping with its short-term and purposefully narrow focus, ft decided to keep
these proposed modifications: (a) focused on the three problems; (b) relatively
simple; and (¢) consistent with the phrasing of existing TS. Second, after

the resolution of these and other identified TS problems, the staff will

notify licensees and applicants of its conclusions and resulting proposals for
additional short-term TS improvements. Finally, the staff is not proposing to
formally amend the STS at this time. Instead the changes will be factored into
the development of the new STS anticipated as a part of the {mplementation of
the Commission's Policy Statement on Technical Specification Improvements.

8206090039~ T 7 1A

- PRI ————




The following s a summary of the three problems covered by the enclosures,
The first problem involves unnecessary restrictions on mode changes by
Specification 3.0.4 and inconsistent application of exceptions to it. The
practical solution is to change this specification to define the conditions
under which its requirements apply. With respect to unnecessary mode char_ s,
Specification 3.0.4 unduly restricts facility operation when conformance with
Action Requirements provides an acceptable level of safety for continued
operation. For an LCO that has Action Requirements permitting continued
operation for an unlimited period of time, entry into an operation mode or
other specified condition of operation should be permitted in accordance with
the Action Requirements. The solution also resolves the problem of
inconsistent application of exceptions to Specification 3.0.4: (a) which
delays startup under conditions in which conformance to the Action
Requirements establishes an acceptable level of safety for unlimited continued
operation of the facility; and ’b) which delays a return to power operation
when the faci{lity is required to be in 2 lower mode of operation as a
consequence of other Action Requirements.

The second problem involves unnecessary shutdowns caused by Specification
4.0.3 when surveillance intervals are {nadvertently exceeded. The solution is
to clarify the applicability of the Action Requirements, to specify a specific
acceptable time 1imit for completing a missed surveillance in certain
circumstances, and to clarify when a missed surveillance constitutes a
violation of the Operability Requirements of an LCO, It is overly
conservative to assume that systems or components &re {noperable when a
surveillance has not been performed because the vast majority of surveillances
do in fact demonstrate that systems or components are operable. WFhen a
surveillance is missed, it s primarily a question of operability that has not
been verified by the performance of a Survefllance Requirement. Because the
allowable outage time limits of some Action Requirements do not provide an
appropriate time for performing a missed surveillance before Shutdown
Requirements apply, the TS should include a time 1imit that allows a delay of
required actions to permit the performance of the missed surveillance based on
consideraticn of plant conditions, adequate planning, availability of
personne’, the time required to perform the surveillance, and, of course, the
safety significance of the delay in completing the surveillance. The staff
has concluded that 24 hours is an acceptable time 1imit for completing 2
missed surveillance when the allowable outage times of the Action Requirements
are less than this limit, or when time is needed to obtain a temporary waiver of
the Surveillance Requirement.

The third problem involves two possible conflicts between Specifications 4.0.3
and 4.0.4. The first conflict arises because Specification 4.0.4 prohibits
entry into an operational mode or other specified condition when Surveillance
Requirements have not been performed within the specified surveillance

interval. A conflict with this requirement exists when a mode change 1s
required as a consequence of Action Requirements and when the Surveillance
Requirements that become applicable have not been performed within the specified
surveillance interval. Specification 4.0.4 should not be used to prevent
passage through or to operational modes as required to comply with Action
Requirements because to do sq: (a) would increase the potential for a plant
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upset; and (b) would challenge safety systems, Also, certain surveillances
should be allowed to be performed during a shutdown to comply with Action
Requirements. Along with the modification of Specification 4.0.3 to permit a
delay of up to 24 hours in the applicability of Action Requirements,
Specification 4.0.4 has been clarified to allow passage through or to
operational modes as required to comply with Action Requirements.

A sccond conflict could arfse because, when Surveillince Requirements can only
be completed after entry into a mode or specified conditfon for which the
Surveillance Requirements apply, an exception to the requirements of
Specificatfon 4.0.4 {s allowed, However, upon entry into this mode or
condition, the requirements of Specification 4.0.3 may not be met because the
Surveillance Requirements may not have been performed within the allowed
surveillance interval. Therefore, to avoid any conflict between Specifications
4.0.3 and 4,0.4, the staff wants to make clear: (a) that it is not the intent
of Specification 4.0.3 that the Action Requirements preclude the performance of
surveillances allowed under any exception to Specification 4.0.4; and (b) that
the delay of up to 24 hours in Specification 4.0.3 for the appiicability of
Action Requirements now provides an appropriate time 'imit for the completion
of those Surveillance Requirements that become applicable as a consequence of
allowance of any exception to Specification 4.0.4,

If you have any questions on this matter, piease contact your project manager.

Sincerely,

" :
Frank JFiiiraglza, Asccciate Director

for Projects
Office of Nuclear Reac.or Regulation

Enclosures:
As stated
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Encleosure 1 to Generic Letter 87-09

ALTERNATIVES TO THE STS REQUIREMENTS TO RESOLVE
THREE SPECIFIC PROBLEMS WITH LIMITING CONDITIONS
FOR OPERATION AND SUPVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

INTRODUCTION

Generic Letter 87-09 discusses three problems regarding the general requirements
of Sections 3.0 and 4.0 of the STS on the applicability of Limiting Conditions
for Operation (LCO) and Surveillance Requirements. The guidance provided in
this enclosure addresses zlternatives to the Standard Technical Specifications
(STS) to resolve these problems. .

Problem #1 -- UNNECESSARY RESTRICTIONS CN MODE CHAMNGES (Specification 4.0.3)

‘ BACKGROUND

The definition of an LCO 1s given in 10 CFR 50,36 as the lowest functioral
capability or performance level of equipment required for safe operation of
the facility. Further, it is stated that when an LCO of a nuclear reactor {is
not met, the licensee shall shut down the reactor or follow any remedial
action permitted by the TS until the condition can be mat.

Consistent with NRC's regulatory requirements for an LCO, the TS include two
hasic types of Action Requirements that are applicable when the LCO is not
met. The first specifies the remedial actions that permit continued operation
of the facility rot restricted by the time 1imits of Action Requirements. In
this case, conformance to the Action Requirements provides an acceptable level
of safety for continued operation of the facility, and operation may proceed
indefinitely as 1on? as the remedial Action Requirements are met. The second
type of Action Requirement specifics a time 1imit in which the LCO must be
met. This time 1imit is the time allowed to rezscor2 an inoperable system or
component to operable status or to restore parameters within specified Timits.
1f these actions are not completed within the allowable outage time limits,
action must be taken to shut down the facility by placing it in a mode or
condit’ o of operation in which the LCO does not apply.

Speci /icatfon 3.0.4 of the STS states that entry into an operational mode1 or
other specified condition shall not be made unless the LCO is met without
reliance on the provisions of the Action Requirements, Its intent is to ensure
that a higher mode of operation is not entered when equipment 1s inoperable or
when parameters exceed their specified limits. This precludes a plant startup
when actions are being taken to satisfy an LCO, which -~ if not completed within
the time limits of the Action Requirements -- would result in a plant shutdown
to comply with the Action Requirements.

1The BWR STS use the tern "aperational coﬁditfon" instead of the term
"cperational mode" that is used in PWR STS., As used here, "operational mede”
means “operationa) condition" for BWRs,



Specification 2.0.4 also precludes entering a mode or specified condition if an
LCO is not mex, even if the Actfon Requirements would permit continued operation
of the facility for an unlimited period of time. Cenerally, the {ndividual
specifications that have Action Requirements which allow centinued operation
note that Specification 3.0.4 does not apply. However, exceptions to
Specification 3.0.4 have not been consistently applied and their haecae are not
well documented. For example, approximately two-thirds of the actions which
permit continued operation in the Westinghouse STS are exempt from Specification
3,0.4. Althougr the staff encourages the maintenance of all plant systems and
components in an operable condition as a good practice, the TS generally have
not precluded entering a mode with fnoperable equipment when the Action
Requirements include remedfal measures that provide an acceptable level of
safaty for continued operation.

: STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Inconsistent application of exceptions to Spacification 3.0.4 impacts the
cperation of the facility in two ways. First, it delays startup under
conditions in which conformance to the Actfon Requirements establishes an
acceptable level of safety for unlimited continued operation of the facility,
Second, it delays a return to power operation when the facility is required to
be in a lower mode of operation as a consequence of other Action Pequirements.
In this case, the LCO must be met without reliance on the Action Requirements
before returning the facility to that operatfonal mode or other specified
condition for which unlimited continued cperation was previously permitted 1in
accordance with the Action Requirements,

. STAFF POSITION

>
Specification 3.0.4 unduly restricts facility operation when conformance to the
Action Recuirements provides an acceptable level of safety for continued
operation. For an LCO that has Action Requirements permitting continued
operation for an unlimited period of time, entry into an operational mode or
other specified condition of cperation should be permitted in accordance with
those Action Requirements. This is consistent with NRC's regulatory
requirements for an LCO, The restriction on a change in operational modes or
other specified conditions should apply only where the Action Requirements
establish a specified time {nterval in which the LCO must be met or a shutdown
of the facility would be required. However, nothing in this staff posftion
should be interpreted as endorsing or encouraging a plant startup with
fnoperable equipment. The staff believes that good practice should dictate that
the plart startup should normally be initiated only when all required equipment
is operable and that startup with inoperable equipment must be the erception
rather than the rule.

° CHANGE TO SPECIFICATION 3.0.4
The practical solution to this problem is not the modification of TS to note
that Specification 3.0.4 does not apply, but rather a change to Specification

3.0.4 to define the conditions under which its requirements do apply.
Therefore, Specification 3.0.4 will be revised to state:
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"Entry into an OPERATIONAL MCDE or other specified condition shall not be
made when the conditions for the Lim{ting Conditions for Operation are not
met and the associated ACTION requires a shutdown if they are not met
within a specified time interval. Entry into an OPERATIONAL MODE or
specified conditicn may be made in accordance with ACTICN requirements
when conformance to them permits continued operation of the facility for

an unlimited period of time." ;
- CHANGES TO INDIVIDUAL SPECIFICATIONS EXEMPT FROM SPECIFICATION 3.0.4

As a consequence of the modification described above to Specification 3.0.4,
individual specifications with Action Requirements permitting continued operation
no longer need to indicate that Specification-3.0.4 does not apply. They should J
be revised to delete the noted exception to avoid confusion about the
applicability of Specificatfon 3.0.4., However, exceptions to Specification

3.0.4 should not be deleted for {ndividual specifications if a mode change would
be precluded by Specification 3.0.4 as revised. For example, some specifications
would not satisfy the provisions uncer which mode changes are permitted by the
revision to Specification 3.0.4 and, therefore, the exception to Specification
3.0.4 need not be deleted. It is not the staff's intent that the revision of
Specification 3.0.4 should result in more restrictive requirements for

individual specifications.

Problem #2 -- UNNECESSARY SHUTDOWNS CAUSED BY INADVERTENT SURPASSING
OF SUPVETLLANCE INTERVALS (Specification 4.0.3)

. BACKGROUND
>

Surveillance Requirements are defined in 10 CFR 50,36 as those requirements
relating to test, calibration, or {nspection to ensure that the necessary
quality of systems and components is maintained, that the facility will be
within the safety limits, and that the LCO will be met,

Consistent with the NRC's regulatory framework for Surveillance Requirements,
Specification 4,0.3 states that the faflure to perform a surveillance within the
specified time interval shall constitute 2 failure to meet the LCO's Operability
Requirements, Therefore, if a Surveillance Requirement {s not met as a result
of the failure to schedule the performance of the surveillance, the LCO would
not be met. Consequently, the LCO's Action Requirements must be met as when a
surveillance verifies that a system or component is inoperable.

Generally, the Action Requirements include a specified time interval (i.e.,
allowable outage time 1imit) that permits corrective action to be taken to
satisfy the LCO, When such a specified time interval is {ncluded in the Action
Requirements, the completion of a missed surveillance within this time interval

satisfies Specification 4,0.3.
" STATEMENT OF PROBLEM

Some Action Pequirements have allowable outage time limits of only one or two
hours and do not establish a practical time limit for the completion of a missed
Surveillance Requirement. If surveillances cannot be completed within these
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time limits, a plant shutdown would usually be required. Even if the Action
Reouirements include remedial measures that would permit continued operation,
they may be stated in such a way that they could prevent the performance of the
required surveillanre., A plant shutdown would also be required if the missed
surveillance applies to more than the minimum number of systems or components
recuired to be operable for operation under the allowable outage time 1imits of
the Action Requirements. In this case, the individual specification or -
Specification 3.0.3 would require a shutdown. )

1f a plant shutdown is required before a missed surveillance is completed, it is
11kely that it would be conducted when the plant is being shut down because
completion of a missed surveillance would terminate the shutdown requirement.
This 1s undesirable since it increases the risk to the plant and public safety
for two reasons, First, the plant would be in a transient state involving
changing plant cenditions that offer the potential for an upset that could lead
to a demand for the system or component being tested., This would occur when the
system or component is either out of service to allow performance of the
surveillance test or there is a lower level of confidence in {ts operability
because the normal surveillance fnterval was exceeded., If the surveillance did
demonstrate that the system or component was inoperable, 1t usually would be
preferable to restore it to operable status before making a major change in
plant operating conditions, Second, a shutdown would increase the pressure on
the plant staff to expediticusly complete the required surveillance sn» that the
plant could be returned to power operation, This would further increase the
potential for a plant upset when both the shutdown and surveillance activities
place a demand on the plant operators.

- STAFF POSITION

P
It s overly conservative to assume that systems or components are inoperable
when a surveillanc2 requirement has not been performed. The opposite is in fact
the case; the vast majorfty of surveillances demonstrate that systems or
components in fact are operable. When a surveillance is missed, it is primarily
a question of operability that has not been verified by the performance of the
required surveillance. Because the allowable cutage time limits of some Action
Requirements do not provide an appropriate time limit for performing a missed
surveillance before shutdown requirements may apply, the TS should include a
time 1imit that would allow a delay of the required actions to permit the
performance of the missed surveillance.

This time 1imit should be based on considerations of plant conditions, adequate
planning, availability of personnel, the time required to perform the
survefllance, as well as the safety significance of the delay in completion of
the surveillance. After reviewing possible 1imits, the staff has concluded
that, based on these considerations, 74 hours would be an acceptable time limit
for completing a missed surveillance when the allowable outage times of the
Action Requirements are less th:" this time 1imit or when shutdown Action
Requirements apply. The 24-hour time limit would balance the risks associated
with an 21lowance for completino “he surveillance within this period against the
risks associated with the potent: ! for a-plant upset and challenge to safety
systems when the alternative is a shutdown to comply with Action Pequirements
before the surveillance can be completed.
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plthouch a missed surveillance would generally be completed in less time than
this 24-hour 1imit allows, special circumstances may require additional t.me to
ensure that the surveillance can be conducted in a safe manner. The time
14mits of Action Requirements for surveillances should start when 1t {s
identified that Surveillance Requirements have not been performed, except when
the 24-hour delay is allowed in the implementation of the Action Requirements.
where the 24-hour time 1imit is allowed, the time 1imits of the Action
Requirements are applicable either at the end of the 24-hour 1imit {f the

- surveillance has not been completed or at the time the surveillance is
performed if the system or component {s found to be inoperable.

Severa) issues need to be clarified regarding the additional 24-hour time
1imit. First, this 1imit does not waive compliance with Specification 4.0.3.
Under Specification 4.0.3, the failure to perform a Surveillance Requirement
will continue to constitute noncompliance with the Operability Pequirements of
an LCO and to bring into play the applicable Action Requirements,

Sacond, Specifications 3.0.2 and 4,0.3 should not be misinterpreted.
Specification 3.0.2 notes that a TS is being complied with when the Action
Requirements are met within the specified time intervals. Although
Specification 4,0,2 provides an allowance for extending the surveillance
interval and allows for the cuapletion of the surveillance within this time
interval without violation of this Specification, under Specification 4.0.3
nonperformance of a Surveiliance Requirement, within the a’lowed surveillance
interval defined by Specification 4.0.2, constitutes a violation of the
Operabiiity Requirements of an LCO, as defined by Specification 4,0,3, and is

subject to enforcement action.

To avoid any conflict among or misreading of Specifications 3.0.2, 4.0.3, and
4,0.2, the staff wishes to make clear (1? that Specification 3.0.2 shall not be
construed to imply that the completion of a missed surveillance within the
allowable outage time limits of the Action Requirements -- whether or not the
additional 24-hour time 1imit is included -- negates the violation of
Specification 4,0.3, and (2) that the failure to perform 2 surveillance within
the allowablea surveillance interval defined b Sgec1f1cation 4,0.2 constitutes
a reportable event under 10 CFR 50.73(a)(2)(1{(8_ because it is a condition
prohibited by the plant's TS. .

Third, even though an addition2) 24-hour time 1imit may apply for missed
surveillances, another consideration is the possibility that plant conditions
may preclude the performance of the specified requirements. The provision of a
24-hour delay in the application of the Action Pequirements for the completion
of & missed surveillance would provide time to obtain a temporary wafver of a
Surveillance Requirement that could not otherwise be completed because of
current plant conditions. If a surveillance can be performed only when the
plant {s shut down, there are only two options available to licensees when a
missed surveillance is discovered during power operation and continued
operation is not allowed under the Action Reouirements. The first is to shut
down the plant and perform the required surveillance. The other option is to
seek relief from the Surveillanze Requirement. Such relfef would result in the
processing of a TS amendment. As a matter of existing policy, @ temporary
waiver of compliance with a TS that would unnecessarily require 2 shutdown or
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delay startup absence of some relief may be granted by NRC., A temporary
waiver of compliance may be oranted if the licensee has demonstrated in a
written submittal, provided before the TS LCO expired, that the facflity can
safely continue to operate without compliance with the TS during the time 1t
will take to process the TS amendment request.

° CHANGE TO SPECIFICATION 4.0.3

Spzcification 4.0.3 will be revised as follows to clarify when a missed
surveillance constitutes a violation of the Operzbility Requirements of an LCO
and to clarify the agp]fcabi]ity of the Action Requirements and the time during
which the 1imits apply:

"failure to perform a Surveillance Requirement within the allowed
surveillance interval, defined by Specification 4,0.2, shall constitute
noncompliance with the OPERABILITY requirements for a Limiting Condition
for Operation. The time 1imits of the ACTION requirements are applicable
at the time it is identified that a Surveillance Requirement has not been
performed, The ACTION requirements may be celayed for up to 24 hours to
permit the completion of the surveillance when the allowable outage time
1imits of the ACTION requirements are less than 24 hours."

Specification 4,0.3 previously included the statement that exceptions to it are
stated in individual specifications. This statement is deleted because
Specification 4.0.3 1s always applicable, {.e., the implied exceptions for
fndividual specifications do not exist.

Problem #3 -- CONFLICTS BETWEEN SPECIFICATIONS 4.0,3 AND 31.0.4
RELATED TO MODE CHANGES (Specification 4.0.4)

There are two parts of the ger- 1 problem of conflicts between Specifications
4.0.3 and 4.0.4 related to mode changes. Each cf these parts is discussed
separately below. :

Part 1 -- SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS THAT BECOME APPLICABLE DUE TO ACTION
REQUIREMENTS \

. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Specification 4.0.4 prohibits entry into an operational mode or other specified
condition when Surveillance Requirements have not been performed within the
specified surveillance interval, First, a conflict with this TS exists when a
mode change is required as a consequence of shutdown Acifon Requirements and
when the Surveillance Requirements that become applicable have not been
performed within the specified surveillance interval, For instance, the plant
could previously have been in a mode for which the Surveillance Requirements
were not applicable and, therefore, the surveillance may not have been performed
within the specified time interval. Consequently, the Action Requirements of
the LCO associated with these Surveillance Pequirements apply and the unit may
have to be placed in a lower mode of operation than that required by the

- original shutdown Action Requirements, or other remedial actions may have to be
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taken, 1f the surveillance cannot be completed within the time 1im1ts for
these actions. This is a second problem that may be encountered.

The first problem arises because conformance with Specification 4.0.4 would
require the performance of these surveillances before entering a mode for which
they apply. Source and intermediate range nuclear instrumentation and cold
overpressure protection systems in PWRs are examples of systems for which
Surveillance Requirements may become applicable as a consequence of mode

- changes to comply with shutdown Action Pequirements, The second problem has
been mitigated by the change in Specification 4.0.3 to permit a delay of up to
24 hours in the applicability of the Action Requirements, thereby placing an
appropriate time 1imit on the completion of Surveillunce Renuirements that
become applicable as a consequence of mode changes to comply with Action
Requirements. However, the first problem can be further resolved by a change
to Specification 4.0.4. .

. STAFF POSITION

The potential for a plant upset and challenge to safety systems {s heightened {f
surveillances are performed during a shutdown to comply with Action Requirements.
It s not the intent of Specification 4,0.4 to prevent passage through or to
operational modes to comply with Action Requirements and it should not apply

when mede changes are imposed by Action Requirements. Accordingly,
Specification, 4.0.4 should be modified tc note that its provisions shall not
prevent passage through or to operational modes as required to comply with

Action Requirements. A similar provision is included in Specification 3.0.4.

. CHANGE TO SPECIFICATION 4.0.4

»

The following will clarify Specification 4.0.4 for mode changes as a conseyuence
of Action Requirements:

"This provision shall not prevent passage through or to OPERATIONAL MODES
as required to comply with ACTION Requirements."”

Part 2 -- SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS FOR EXCEPTIONS TO SPECIFICATION 4.0.4
©  STATEMENT OF THE PRCBLEM '

An exception to Specification 4.0.4 is allowed when Surveillance Requirements
can be completed only after entry into a mode or specified condition for which
they apply. For example, the TS on power distribution 1imits are generally
exempt from Specification 4.0,4, However, upon entry into the mode or
specified condition, Specification 4.0.3 may not be met because the
Surveillance Requirements may not have been performed within the allowed
surveillance interval. Generally, these Surveillance Requirements apply to
redundant 5{stems. and Specification 3.0.3 would apply because they are treated
as inoperable under Specification 4,0.3, Therefore, allowance of an exception

to Specification 4,0.4 can create a conflict with Specification 4.0.3.




" STAFF POSITION

1t is not the intent of Specification 4,0.3 that the Action Requirements should
preclude the performance of surveillances when an exception to Specification
4.0.4 1s allowed. However, since Specificatfon 4.0,3 has been changed to permit
a delay of up to 24 hours in the applicability of the Action Requirements, an
appropriate time 1imit now exists for the completion of those Surveillance
Requirements that become applicable when an evception to Specification 4.0.4 is

allowed, .




Enclosure 2 to Generic Letter 87-09 -

3/4 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION AND SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

9/4,0 APPLICABILITY

[NOTE: Only Specifications 3.0.4, 4.0.3, and 4.0.4 are being modified, as
_ <hown in the underlined provisions. The other specifications are shown for
{nformation only.) -

LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION

3,0.1 Compliance with the Limiting Conditions for Operation contained in the
succeeding specifications is required during the OPERATIONAL MODES or other
conditions specified therein; except that upon failure to meet the Limiting
Conditions for Operation, the associated ACTION requirements shall be met.

3.0.2 Noncompliance with 2 specification shall exist when the requirements of
the Limiting Condition for Operation and associated ACTION recuirements are
not met within the specified time intervals. If the Limiting Condition for
Operation is restored prior to expiration of the specified time fntervals,
completion of the ACTICN requirements is not required.

3.0.3 When a Limitina Condition for Operation is not met, except as provided
in the associated ACTION requirements, within 1 hour action shall be initiated
to place it, as applicable, in:

>

a. At least HOT STANDBY within the next 6 hours,
b. At least HOT SHUTDOWN within the following 6 hours, and
c. At least COLD SHUTDOWN within the subsequent 24 hours.

Where corrective measures are completed that permit operation under the ACTION
requirements, the action may be taken in accordance with the specified time
limits as measured from the time of failure to meet the Limiting Condition for
Operation. Exceptions to these requirements are stated in the individual
specifications.

This specification is not applicable in MODES S or 6.

3,0.4 Entry into an OPERATIONAL MODE or other specified condition shall not
be made when the conditions for the Limiting Conditions for Operation are not
met and the associated ACTION recuires a shutdown it they are not met within a
specified time interval. Entry into an or specifie '
cendition ma¥ Be made in accorﬁance With ACTION requirements when conformance
to them permits continued o eration of the facility for an unlimited eriod

of time. This provision shall not prevent passage through or to UPEEﬁTIUNKL

as required to comply with ACTION ‘requirements. Exreptions to these
. requirements are stated in the {ndividual specifications.
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APPLICABILITY

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

4.0.1 Surveillance Reauirements shall be met during the OPERATIONAL MODES
or other conditions specified for individual Limiting Conditions for
Operation unless otherwise stated in an individual Surveillance Requirement.

4,0.2 Each Surveiliance Requirement shall be performed within the specified
time interval with: :

a. A maximum allowable extension nbt to exceed 25% of the surveillance
i{nterval, but

b, The combined time interval for any three consecutive surveillance
intervals shall not exceed 3.25 times the specified surveillance
interval.

4,0.3 Failure to perform a Surveillance Requirement within the allowed
surveillance interval, defined by Specitication 4.0.2, shall constitute
noncompiiance with the UPERKBI[I¥? requirements for a Limiting Condition

for Operation, The time 1imits of the ACTION requirements are applicable

at the time it {5 Jdentified that a Survejllance Requirement has not been
erformed. JTNe AGLIILN requirements may be delayed for up to ¢4 hours to

permit the completion of %ﬁe survejllance when %ﬁe allowable outage time

YImits of the ACTION reoujrements are 1ess than 24 hours. surveillance

Requirements do not have to be performed on inoper:b1e equipment,

4,0.4 Entry into an OPEPATIONAL MODE or other specified condition shall not

be made unless the Surveillance Requirement(s) associated with a Limiting
Condition of Operation has been performed within the stated surveillance

interval or as otherwise specififed. This provision shall not pervent passage
through or to QPERATIONAL MODES as required to comply with ACTEUN requircments.
4,0.5 Surveillance Requirements for inservice inspection and testing of ASME
Code Class 1, 2, and 3 components shall be applicable as follows:

a. Inservice inspection of ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 components and
inservice testing of ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 pumps and valves
shall be performed in accordance with Section XI of the ASME Boiler
and Pressure Vessel Code and applicable Addenda as required by 19
CFR 50, Section 50,55a(a), except where specific written relief has
been granted by the Commission pursuant to 10 CFR 50, Section
50.55&(9)(6)(1{.

b, Su! lance {ntervals specified in Section XI of the ASME Boiler
and Pressure Vessel Code and applicable Addenda for the inservice
inspection and testing activities required by the ASME Boiler and
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APPLICABILITY

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

~

———

Fressure Vessel Code and applicable Addenda shall be applicable as
follows in these Technical Specifications:

ME Boiler and Pressure Vessel  Required frequcncies

( and applicable Addenda for performing fnservice

terminology for inservice {nspection and testing

inspection and testing activities activities
“Weekly At Teast once
Monthly At least once
y or every 3 months At least once
%

oD ™™ o
e B B B

Ny ery 6 months At least once
At least once
At least once

OV UVTOO

M M ™

4,0.2 are appiicable to
rming {nservice inspectio

ice Tnspectic
pecified Surveil

ler and Pressure Vessel Code shall be
he requirements of any Technical
»




Eiclosure 3 to Generic Letter 87-09

3/4 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION AND SURVE ILLANCE PEQUIREMENTS

. : s enciosure provides revised Bases for all specifications in
Sections 3.0 and 2.0.]
BASES

hrough 3.0,4 estatlish the general requirements applicable

Specification 3.0.1 ¢
[imiting .conditions Tor Uperation. These requirements are based on the

to Lim q.Lo
requirements for L1m1t1ng conditions for Operation ctated in the Code of
FR 50.38(c)(2):

Federal Regulations, 10
"Limiting conditions fecr operation are the lowest functional capability

or performance levels of equipment required for safe operation of the
facility. When & limiting condition for operation of a nuciear reactor is not
met, the licensee ¢hall shut down the reactor or follow any remedial action
permitted by the technical specification until the condition can be met."”

establishes the Applicability statement within each

Specification 3.0.1
Tnaividual specification as the reouirement for when (i.e., 1n which
OPERATIONAL MODES or other specified conditions) conformance to the Limiting

Conditions for Operation is required for safe operation of the facility. The
ACTION requirements establish those remedial measures that must be taken
within specified time 1imits when the requirements of a Limiting Condition for

Operation are not met.

There are two basic types of ACTION requirements. ¥he first s ecifies the
remedial measures that permit continued operation of the faci1ity which is not
further restricted by the time limits of the ACTION requirements. In this
case, conformance to the ACTION requirements provides an acceptsble level of
safety for unlimited continued operation as long as the ACTION reauirements
continue to be met., The second type of ACTION requirement specifies a time
1imit in which conformance to the conditions of the Limiting Condition for
Operation must be met. This time 1imit 1s the allowable outage time to
restore an {noperable system or component to OPERABLE status or for restoring
parameters within specified limits. 1f these actions are not completed within
the allowable outage time limits, a shutdown fis required to place the facility
in a MODE or condition in which the specificaticn no longer applies. It is
not intended that the shutdown ACTION requirements be used as an operational
convenience which permits (routine) voluntary removal of 2 system(s) or
component(s) from service in 1ieu of other alternatives that would not result

in redundant systems or components being inoperable.

The specified time 1imits of the ACTION requirements are applicable from the
point in time it is identified that a Limiting Cordition for Operation 1s not
met. The time limits of the ACTION requirements are also applicable when a
system or component 1s removed from service for surveillance testing or
investigation of cperational problems. Individual specifications may include
a specified time 1imit for the completion of 2 Surveillance Requirement when
equipment is removed from service. In this case, the allowable outage time
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3/4.0 APPLICABILITY
BASES (Con't)

1imits of the ACTION requirements are applicable when this 1imit expires {f
the surveillance has not been completed. When a shutdown {s required to
comply with ACTION requirements, the plant may have entered a MNDE in which a
new specification becomes applicable. In this case, the time limits of the
ACTION requirements would apply from the point in time that the new
specification becomes applicable {f the requirements of the Limfting Condition
for Operation are not met. '

Specification 3.0.2 establishes that noncompliance with a specification exists
wnen the reauirements of the Limiting Condition for Operation are not met and
the assocfated ACTION requirements have not been implemented within the
specified time interval. The purpose of this specification is to clarify that
(1) implementation of the ACTION requirements within the specified time
interval constitutes compliance with a specification and (2) completion of the
remedial measures of the ACTION requirements is not required when compliance
with a Limiting Condition of Operation {s restored within the time interval
specified in the assocfated ACTION requirements.

Specification 3.0.3 establishes the shutdown ACTION requirements that must be
implemented when a L1mft1n? Condition for Operation 1s not met and the
condition is not specifically addressed by the associated ACTION requirements,
The purpose of this specification is to delineate the time iimits for placing
the unit in a safe shutdown MODE when plant ogerat1on canngt be maintained
within the limits for safe operation defined by the Limiting Conditions for
Operation and its ACTION requirements. It 13 not ¥ntended to be used as an
operational convenience which permits (routine) voluntary removal of redundant
systems or components from service in 1{eu of other alternatives that would not
result in redundant systems or components befng inoperable. One hour 1s
allowed to prepare for an orderly shutdown before initiating a change in plant
operation, This time perrits the operator to coordinate the reduction in
electrical generation with the load dispatcher to ensure the stability and
availability of the electrical grid. The time 1imits specified to reach lower
MODES of operation permit the shutdown to proceed in a controlled and orderly
manner that 1s well within the specified maximum cooldown rate and within the
cooldown capabilities of the facility assuming only the minimum required
equipment is OPERABLE. This reduces thermal stresses on components of the
primary coolant system and the potential for a plant upset that could challenge
safety systems under conditions for which this specification applies.

If remedial measures permitting 1imited continued operation of the facility
under the provisions of the ACTION requirements are completed, Lin shutdown
may be terminated. The time 1imits of the ACTION requirements 2re applicahle
from the point in time there was a failure to meet a Limiting Tondition for
Operation. Therefore, the shutdown may be terminated if the ACTION
requirements have been met or the time limits of the ACTION requirements have
not expired, thus providing an allowance for the completion of the required
actiors.

PWR STS B 3/4.0-2




3/4.0 APPLICABILITY

BASES (Con't)

The time limits of Specification 3.0.3 allow 37 hours. for the plant to be in
the COLD SHUTDOWN MONE when a shutdown is required during the POWER MODE of
operation, If the plant is in a lower MODE of operation when a shutdown is
required, the time 1imit for reaching the next lower MODE of operation ap-
plies. However, if a Tower MODE of operation is reached in less time than
allowed, the total allowable time to reach COLD SHUTDOWN, or other applicable
MODE, is not reduced. For example, {f HOT. STANDBY {s reached in 2 hours, the
time allowed to reach HOT SHUTDOWN is the next 11 hours because the total time
to reach HOT SHUTOOWN is not reduced from the allowzble 1imit of 13 hours.
Therefore, if remedial measures are completed that would permit a return to
POWER operation, a penalty is not incurred by having to reach a lower MODE of
operation in less than the total time allowed.

The same principle applies with regard to the allowable outage time limits of
the ACTION requirements, if compliance with the ACTION requirements for one
specification results in entry into a MODE or condition of operation for
another specification in which the requirements of the Limiting Condition for
Operation are not met. If the new specification becomes applicable 1n less
time than specified, the difference may be added to the allowable outage time
1imits of the second specification, However, the allowable outage time limits
of ACTION requirements for a higher MODE of operation may not be used to extend
the allowable outage time that is applicable when a Limiting Condition for
Operation is not met in a Tower MODE of operation,

The shutdown requirements of Specificatfon 2.0.3 d¥ not apply fn MODES § and
6, because the ACTION requirements of {ndividual specifications define the
remedial measures to be taken.

Specification 3.0.4 establishes limitations on MODE changes vhen a Limiting
Tondition for OUperation {s not met, It precludes placing the facility in a

higher MODE of operation when the requirements for a Limiting Condition for
Operation are not met and continued noncompliance to these conditions would
recelt 1n a shutdown to comply with the ACTION requirements if a change in
MODES were permitted, The purpose of this specification is to ensuce that
facility operation is not fnit.ated or that higher MODES of operation are not
entered when corrective action s being taken to obtain compliance with a
specification by restoring equipment to OPERABLE status or parameters to
specified 1imits. Compliance with ACTION requirements that permit continued
operation of the facility for an unlimited period of time provides an accept-
able level of safety for continued operation without regard to the status of
the plant before or after a MODE change, Therefore, in this case, entry into
an OPERATIONAL MODE or other specified condition may be made in accordance
with the provisions of the ACTION requirements. The provisions of this
specification should not, however, be {nterpreted as endorsing the faflure to
exercise good practice in restoring systems or components to OPERABLE status
before plant startup. '
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3/4,0 APPLICABILITY
BASES (Con't)

When a shutdown 1s required to comply with ACTION requirements, the provisions
of Specification 3.0.4 do not apply because they would delay placing the
facility 1n a lower MODE of operation.

Specifications 4.0.1 through 4,0.5 establish the general requirements
appiicable to surveiliance Reauirements, These requirements are based on the
Surveillance Requirem:nts stated in the Code of Federal Regulations,

10 CFR 50.36(c)?3): :

"Surye{llance requirements are requirements relating to test, calibra-
tion, or ‘nspection to ensure that the necessary quality of systems and
components 1s maintained, that facility operation will be within safety
1imits, and that the limiting conditions of operation will be met.”

Specification 4.0.1 establishes the requirement that surveillances must be
performed quring the OPERATIONAL MODES or other conditions for which the
requirements of the Limiting Conditions for Operation apply unless otherwise
stated in an individual Surveillance Requirement. The purpose of this speci-
fication {s to ensure that surveillances are performed to verify the opera-
tional status of systems and components and that parameters are within speci-
fied 1imits to ensure safe operation of the facility when the piant is in a

MODE or other specified condition for which the associated Limiting Conditions
for Operation are applicable. Surveillance Requirements do not have to be
performad when the facility is in an OPERATIONAL MODE for which the requirements
of the associated Limiting Condition for Operation do not apply unless otherwise
specified. The Surveillance Requirements associated with a Special Test
Exception are only applicable when the Special Test Exception is used as an
allowable exception to the requirements of a specification.

Specification 4.0.2 establishes the conditions under which the specified time
Tnterval for Surveillance Requirements may be extended. Item a, permits an
allowable extension of the normal surveillance interval to facilitate
surveillance scheduling and consideration of plant operating conditions that
may not be suitahle for conducting the surveillance; e.g., transient conditions
or other ongoin$ surveillance or maintenance activities. Item b, 1imits the
use of the provisions of ftem a. to ensure that it is not used repeatedly to
extend the surveillance interval beyond that specified. The limits of
Specification 4.0.2 are based on engineering judgment and the recognition that
the most probable result of any particular surveillance being performed is the
verification of conformance with the Surveillance Requirements. These provisions
are sufficient to ensure that the relfability ensured through surveillance
activities is not significantly degraded beyond that obtained from the
specified surveillance interval.

Specification 4.0.3 establishes the failure to perform a Surveillance
Fequirement within the allowed survei1lance interval, defined by the provisions
of Specification 4,0.2, as a condition that constitutes a failure to meet the
OPERARILITY requirements for a Limiting Condition for Operation. Under the
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3/4.0 APPLICABILITY
BASES (Con't) ;

provisions of this specification, systems and components are assumed to be
ORERABLE when Surveillance Requirements have been satisfactorily performed
within the specified time interval., However, nothing in this provisfon is to
be construed as implying that systems or components are OPZRABLE when they are
found or known to be inoperable although still meeting the Surveillance
Requirements. This specification also clarifies that the ' TION requirements
are applicable when Surveillance Requirements have not beer completed within
the allowed surveillance interval and that the time imits cf the ACTION
requirements .pply from the point in time 1t is {dentified that a surveillance
has not been performed and not at the time that the allowed surveillance
interval was exceeded. Completion of the Surveillance Requirement within the
allowable outage time 1imits of the ACTION requirements restores compliance
with the requirements of Specification 4.0.3, However, this does not negate
the fact that the failure to have performed the surveillance within the allowed
surveillance interval, defined by the provisions of Specification 4.0.2, was 2
violation of the OPERABILITY requirements of » Limiting Condition for Operation
that is subject to enforcement action. Further, the failure to perform a
surveillance within the provisions of Specification 4.0.2 is a violation of a
Technical Specification requirement and {s, therefore, a reportable event under
the requirements of 10 CFR 50,73(a)(2)(1)(B) because 1t is a condition
prohibited by the plant's Technical Specifications.

If the allowable outage time limits of the ACTION requirements are less than

24 hours or a shutdown is required to comply with ACTION requirements, e.qg.,
Specification 3.0.3, a 24-hour allowance is providdd to permit a delay in
implementing the ACTION requirements. This provides an adequate time limit to
complete Survefllance Requirements that have not been performed. The purpose
of this allowance {s to permit the completion of a surveillance before a
shutdown 1s required to comply with ACTION requirements or before other
remedial measures would be required that may preclude completion of a
surveillance. The basis for this allowance includes consideration for plant
conditions, adequate planning, availability »f personnel, the time required to
perform the surveillance, and the safety significance of the delay in completing
the required surveillance. This provision also provides a time 1imit for the
completion of Surveillance Requirements that become applicable as a consequence
of MODE changes imposed by ACTION requirements and for completing Surveillance
Requirements that are applicable when an exception to the requirements of
Specification 4.0.4 {s allowed. If a surveillance is not completed within the
24-hour allowance, the time limits of the ACTION requirements are applicable at
that time. When a surveillance is performed within the 24-hous allowance and
the Surveillance Requirements are not met, the time 1imits of the ACTION
requirements are applicable at the time that the surveillance {s terminated.

Surveillance Requirements do not have to be performed on inoperable equipment
because the ACTION requirements cdefine the remedial measures that apply.
However, the Surveillance Requirements have to be met to demonstrate that
inoperable equipment has been restored to OPERABLE status.
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3/4.0 APPLICABILITY
BASES (Con't)

Specification 4,0.4 establishes the requirement that all applfcable survefllances
mist be met before entry fnto an OPERATIONAL MODE or other condition of
operation specified in the Applicability statement. The purpose of this:
specification fs to ensure that system and component OPERABILITY requirements

or parameter 1imits are met before entry into a MODE or condition for which

these systems and components ensure safe operation of the facility. This
provision applies to changes in OPERATIONAL MODES or other specified conditions
associated with plant shutdown as well as startup.

Under the provisions of this specification, the applicable Surveillance
Requirements must be performed within the specified surveillance {nterval
to ensure that the Limiting Conditions for Operation are met during fnitial
plant startup or following a plant outage. '

When a shutdown is required to comply with ACTION requirements, the provisions
of Specification 4.0.4 do not apply because this would delay placing the
facility in a lower MODE of operation,

Specification 4.0.5 establishes the requirement that inservice inspection of

ode Class 1, 2, and 3 components and inservice testing of ASME Code
Class 1, 2, and 3 pumps and valves shall be performed in accordance with a
periodically updated version of Section XI of the ASME Boiler and Pressure
Vessel Code and Addenda as required by 10 CFR 50.55a, These requirements apply
except when relief has been provided in writing by)the Commission.

This specification includes a clarification of the frequencies for performing
the 1nservice inspection and testing activities required by Section XI of the
ASME Boiler and Pressure Yessel Code and applicable Addenda. This clarification
s provided to ensure consistency in surveillance intervals throughout the
Technical Specifications and to remove any ambiguities relative to the
frequeniies for performing the required inservice inspection and testing
activities.

Under the terms of this specification, the more restrictive requirements of
the Technical Specifications take precedence over the ASME Boiler and Pressure
Vessel Code and applicable Addenda. The requirements of Specification 4.0.4
to perform surveillance activities before entry into an OPERATIONAL MODE or
other specified conditfon takes precedence over the ASME Boiler and Pressure
Vessel Code provision which allows pumps and valves to be tested up to one
week after return to normal operation. Tne Technical Specification definition
of OPERABLE does not allow a grace period before a component, that is not
capable of performing its specified function, is declared inoperable and takes
precedence over the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code provision which
allows a valve to be incapable of performing 1ts specified function for up to
24 hours before being declared {noperable.
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EVENT

VIOLATED TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION 3.3.2 FOR EXCESSIVE
COOLDOWN INSTRUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

PLANT STAFF DISCOVERED ON FEBRUARY 9, 1988 SEVEN OF
TWELVE FEEDWATER FLOW TRANSMITTERS ISOLATED

DISCOVERY WAS SELF INITIATED BY REQUIREMENTS UISTED IN
PREREQUISITE SECTION OF LOW POWER PHYSICS TEST,
1PEPO4—-Z1-0064, PRZ CRITICAL ALIGNMENT OF STEAM AND
FEEDWATER FLOW INSTRUMENTATION

IMMEDIATELY RESTORED ISOLATED TRANSMITTERS TO SERVICE

IMMEDIATELY INITIATED A 100% DOUBLE VERIFICATION OF LINEUP
OF ALL TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION INSTRUMENTATION.
NO OTHER INSTRUMENTS WERE FOUND MISALIGNED

ROOT CAUSE

PROGRAM FOR SYSTEM ALIGNMENT WAS WEAK BECAUSE IT DID
NOT INCLUDE ALL INSTRUMENT VALVES IN A SYSTEM ALIGNMENT
PROCEDURE

NRCOO3 -



CORRECTIVE ACTION

SYSTEM ALIGNMENT PROCEDURES HAVE BEEN REVISED TO REQUIRE
VERIFICATION OF ALL INSTRUMENTS WHEN A SYSTEM ALIGNMENT

IS PERFORMED. ALIGNMENTS HAVE TWO INDEPENDENT VERIFICATIONS
FOR TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION INSTRUMENTS

PLANT STARTUP PROCEDURES HAVE BEEN REVISED TO REQUIRE
VERIFICATION OF TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION INSTRUMENT ALIGNMENT
PRIOR TO CHANGING MODES FOR WHICH THE INSTRUMENTS ARE
REQUIRED. ALIGNMENTS HAVE TWO INDEPENDENT VERIFICATIONS FOR
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION INSTRUMENTS

PLANT STARTUP PROCEDURES HAVE BEEN REVISED TO REQUIRE
SYSTEM ALIGNMENTS, WHICH NOW INCLUDE INSTRUMENT ALIGNMENTS,
PRIOR TO INITIAL CRITICALITY, POST REFUELING, OR AFTER OUTAGES
OF 30 DAYS OR LONGER

THE UNIT 2 SYSTEMS OPERATCNAL CONFIGURATION CONTROL
PROGRAM WILL ADDRESS THE WEAKNESSES IDENTIFIED IN THE
UNIT 1 PROGRAM PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTATION

NRCOO4 -



EVENT CHRONOLOGY

e - -

APRIL 24, 1987 -~ 7 OF 12 FEEDWATER FLOW
APRIL 28, 1987 TRANSMITTERS CALIBRATED FOR
CPERATION

NOTE: CALIBRATION PROCEDURE
LEAVES INSTRUMENTS LINED
UP FOR OPERATION,. A
DOUBLE VALVE LINEJP CHECK
IS PERFORMED AS PART OF
THE PROCEDURE.

APRIL 29, 1987 PLANT IMPLEMENTED A UNIT 1
SYSTEMS OPERATIONAL
CONFIGURATION CONTROL PROGRAM.

NOTE: PROGRAM WAS DEFICIENT 1IN
THAT IT DID NOT ADDRESS
START DATE OF
SURVEILLANCE TEST PROGRAM
AND IT RELIED ON SYSTEM
OPERATING PROCEDURES TO
ALIGN ENTIRE SYSTEM WHEN
IN FACT SYSTEM ALIGNMENTS
DID NOT INCLUDE
INSTRUMENT ALIGNMENTS.

APRIL 30, 1987 HYDROSTATIC TESTING OF THE
FEEDVATER TLOW TRANSMITTER
SENSING LINES PERFORMED. ALL 12
TRANSMITTERS VALVED OUT OF
SERVICE TO PROTECT THEM FROM
HYDRO PRESSURES.

NOTE: MAIN FEEDVATER SYSTEM WAS
STILL JURISDICTIONALLY
CONTROLLED BY STARTUP AT
THIS TIME. THE HYDRO
PROCEDURE WAS NOT
APPROVED BY NPOD AND DTD
NOT CONTAIN RESTORATION
STEPS FOR THE
TRANSMITTERS.



MAY 1, 1987 -
JUNE 8, 1987

MAY 7, 1987 =~
MAY 20, 1987

JUNE 6, 1987

AUGUST, 1987

5 OF 12 FEEDWATER FLOW
TRANSMITTERS CALIBRAZED FOR
OPERATION,. THESE 5 REPRESENT
THE REMAINING 5 OF THE 12 NOT
CALIBRATED IN APRIL 24, TO
APRIL 28 TIME PERIOD.

NOTE: ON FEBRUARY 9, 1988 WHEN
THE TRANSMITTER ISOLATION
WAS DISCOVERED, THESE
FIVE WERE FOUND TO BE
VALVED IN SERVICE.

MAIN FEEDWATER SYSTEM VALVE
ALIGNMENT PERFORMED.

NOTE: THE PROCEDURE REVISION
USED TO COMPLETE THIS
ALIGNMENT ONLY REQUIRED
PLANT OPERATORS TO VERIFY
ROOT VALVES TO
INSTRUMENTS WERE OFEN.
THE PLANT PHILOSOPHY AT
THIS POINT WAS THAT THE
1&C GROUP WOULD COMPLETR
THESE INSTRUMENT
ALIGNMENTS THROUGH THRIR
PROCFDURES, WHICH FOR
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION
INSTRUMENTS WAS THE
SURVEILLANCE TEST FOR
EACH INSTRUMENT.

MAIN FEEDWATER SYSTEM
JURISDICTIONALLY TRANSFERRED TO
NPOD.

PLANT OPERATIONS DEPARTMENT
CHANGED PHILOSCPHY TO INCLUDE 1IN
PROCEDURES CHECKLIST TO VERIFY
INSTRUMENTS WERE PROPEBRLY
ALIGNED. COMMITMENT WAS 710
REVISE ALL SYSTEM OPERATING
PROCEDURES BY THE END OF THE
BIENNIAL REVIEW CYCLE,



NOVEMBER 4,

FEBRUARY 9,

19872

1988

MAIN FEEDWATER SYSTEM PROCEDURE
WAS REVISED TO INCLUDE
REQUIREMENTS FOR INSTRUMENT
ALIGNMENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH
AUGUST COMMITMENT.

NOTE:

7 OF

A DECISION NOT TO
REPERFORM THE MAIN
FEEDWATER SYSTEM VALVE
ALIGNMENT, INCLUDING THE
INSTRUMENT CHECKLIST, WAS
MADE BASED ON THE FACT
THAT THE SYSTEM HAD
APPARENTLY BEEN OPERATING
SUCCESSFULLY FOR A PERIOD
OF TIME AND THAT THE
INSTRUMENT ALIGNMENTS HAD
BEEN PREVIOUSLY MADE
USING THE SURVEILLANCE
TESTING PROGRAM.

12 FEEDWATER FLOW

TRANSMITTERS WERE IDENTIFIED AS
BEING ISOLATED.

NOTE:

FEEDWATER FLOW
INSTRUMENTS ARE REQUIRED
TO BE OPERATIONAL 1IN
MODES 1, 2, & 3. THE
PLANT HAD ENTERED MODE 3
ON 3 OCCASIONS PRIOR TO
FEBRUARY 9, 1988:
NOVEMBER 22, 1987,
JANUARY 30, 1988 AND
FEERUARY 7, 1988.



ANATLYSIS

(PAGE 1 OF 2)

THE FEEDWATER FLOW TRANSMITTERS WHICH WERE ISOI_ATED
AS A RESULT OF THIS EVENT PROVIDE INPUTS T2 ZXCESSIVE COOLDOWN
PROTECTION, THE THREE ELEMENT FEEDWATER CONTROL SYSTEM AND
FEEDWATER FLOW INDICATION.

®  ONE OF THE PROTECTIVE ACTIONS PROVIDED BY THE
EXCESSIVE COOLDOWN PROTECTION SCHEME IS FEEDWATER
ISOLATION AND TURBINE TRIP ON HIGH FEEDWATER FLOW
COINCIDENT WITH LOW RCS FLOW CR LOW TAVG TO PREVENT
RETURN TO CRITICALITY DUE TO A STEAM LINE BREAK

e [KE PROTECTION IS ONLY ACTIVE WHEN EITHER OR BOTH
OF THE FOLLOWING ARE TRUE:
—~ REACTOR TRIP BREAKERS OPEN
— REACTOR POWER LESS THAN 107

@ NO CREDIT IS TAKEN FOR EXCESS COOLDOWN
PROTECTION IN ANY FSAR CHAPTER 15
ACCIDENT ANALYSIS.

NRCO11



ANALYSIS

(PAGE 2 OF 2)

e A TECH SPEC CHANGE DELETING THIS FEATURE :
HAS BEEN APPROVED BY NRC. |

® THC INOPERABLE STATUS OF THE FEEDWATER FLOW
TRANSMITTERS WAS DETECTED DURING PRECRITICALITY
TESTING. SINCE THE RCS WAS BORATED AT 2500 PPM
%EFUEUNG CONDITIONS) AT THE TIME, THE ACCIDENT
R WHICH THIS PROTECTIVE FEATURE WAS DESIGNED
COULD NOT HAVE RESULTED IN REACTOR CRITICALITY.

THE THREE ELEMENT FEEDWATER CONTROL SYSTEM WILL
NOT OPERATE IN THE AUTOMATIC MODE WITHOUT A FEEDWATER
FLOW SIGNAL

LACK OF FEEDWATER FLOW INDICATION WOULD BE
OBVIOUS ONCE SIGNIFICANT FLOW RATES WERE ATTAINED.

NRCO12
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L8P 1008A (3-86)

To
From

Subject

-~

| e
Houston Lighting & Power Company o

OFFICE MEMORANDUM L
DISTRIBUTION April 29, 1987

ST-P2-HS-426
W. H. Kinsey 3;(/ PFN: KS§

Unit | Systems Operational Configuration Control
SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT ELECTRIC GENERATING STATION

Unit | completion status is now at a stage vhere NEOD must begin a
concentrated effort toward obtaining operational configuration control
of plant systems in order to ensure licensing and technical
specification requirements for equipment operability are met to support
receipt of an Operating License and subsequent fuel loading on
June 1, 1987. To accomplish configuration control, NPOD must complete
all associated valve, 2lectrical and switch lineups on each system to
baseline the system status. Following baselining, Operations must
control all subsequent activities associated with changes to system
configuration to ensure the configuration is known at all times and the
system can be readily restored to operable status in accordance with
approved plant procedures. In order to establish and maintain
operational configuration control, the following measures will te
implemented teginning May 1, 1987:

| All work activities on Unit | systems shall be approved by
the NPOD Shift/U- it Supervisor prior to implementation. This
includes any wor.: activity, including work performed 'inder
SWRs as well as CWRs and MWRs which has not actually
commenced by this date. For SWRs this approval shall be
denoted by Shift/Unit Supervisor's signature and date in
Block 24 of the SWR form. The Shift/Unit Supervisor shall
retain a copy of all SWRs approved for implementation. The -
NPOD Shift/Unit Supervisor shall be notified of work
conpletion on Unit | systems. For SWRs this notification
shall be documented by Shift/Unit Supervisor's signature and
date ia Block 28.

2. System operation and testing shall be performed in accordance
with approved plant or start-up test procedures; OWORs and
I10Ps shall no longer be used for plant operations. Use of
approved procedures to realign systems for operation and
testing shall be controlled by the Shift/Unit Supervisor.

3 All work activities on Unit ] systems shall be scheduled via
the NPOD Daily Work Activity Schedule (DWAS). This should
include 3 day prior notification of work start for all
planned work activities. Exceptions may be handled on a case
by case basis.

4, The schedule for placing systems undey operational
configuration control is provided in Attachment 1. This
schedule shall be updated daily to reflect actual status.
The organization responsible and reason for preventing
placement of systems into configuration control shall be
igentified on the schedule.
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Houston Lighting & Power Comgany
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Pecs 3 OFFICE MEMORANDU TR

ST-P2-HS-426
W. H. Kinsey PEN: K5

Unit | Systems Operational Configuration Control
SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT ELECTRIC GENERATING STATION

25 NPOD Operations shall be responsible for performing the
necessary lineups to place each system under operaticnal
configuration control as scheduled, for documenting
completion control alignment using Attachment 2, and for
maintaining configuration control. Alignments shall be
performed using approved plant procedures.

6. Individuals found working on systems under coenfiguratien
control without proper authorization shall bte subject t3
disciplinary action.

g a Technical Specification Lim‘ting Conditicns for Operation
(LCO) and action times for Mode 6 requiremants shall be
initiated and enforced beginning Map 1% 102) for systens
under configuration control. This will limit the number of
trains thdt can be out of service and length of time
equipment may be out of service. Exceptions may be handled
on a case by case basis,

8. Temporary Alterations shall not be authorized to any systenm
under configuration zontrol. All temporary alterations shall
be restored to aporoved design status or converted to
Temporary Modifications as part of the establishment of
configuration control,

i All modifications (permanent or temporary) to systems under
configuration control shall require evaluation by NPOD
Operations to determine the need to revise operating
procedures, if the system is to be returned to service with
the modification in effect. Any such procedures shall be
revised prior to returning the system to sarvice.

10, Following establishmeat of operational configuration control,
surveillance tests shall be performed on technical
specification related systems, as necessary to ensure
required operadility to support receipt of an Operating
License and Mode 6 Technical Specification requirements,

WHK/JWL/dns
Attachments
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UNIT=1 SYSTEM CONFIGURATION CONTROL/OPERABILITY TRACKING LIST PAGE!

-——— — -

F o SCE_OULED ACTUAL

SYSTEA DESCRIPTION TURNOYER  / CONFIG CONI  CONFLG COMT OREAKLZATICN/
DATE A DATE DATE FEASON

AL CLOSED LOOP AUX COOLING HAIER {6-Sep-86 A  Of-May-41
AF AUI FEEDRATER SYSTEN J0-Ape-87 F  Of-May-41
(¢ COMPONENT COOLING SYSTEM 08-May-87 F  0i-Xg;-47
(0 CONDENSATE SYSTEN 2-hor-81 F 0f-Kay-81
| CHILLED WATER KVAC U-Nay=87 F  Of-Xay-47 .
o LIGHTING OIESEL SENERATOR W-hpe=ATF  Ol-%ay-t]
€3 ESTRACTION STEAN SYTEN J0-Apr=87 F  O-Kay-87
N ESSENTIAL COOLING WATER SYSTEN 12-Dec-86 A Of-May-8
KF FUEL HANDLING BLD HVAC 0f-Nay-87 F 0-Xay-47
A INSTRUMENT ALR SYSTEX J0-Jua-86 A Of-May-87
W QILY WASTE SYSTEN {3-Mar=87 A Of-May-87
i RESIDUAL HEAT REMOVAL SYSTEM Jo-Apr-87 F  0f-May-4]
<8 $6.BLOWOONN SYSTEA 0f-Nay-87 f 0{-Nay-47
sl SAFETY INJECTION SYSTEM Of-Far-87F  0l-Ray-4!

N NAIN TURBINE 29-Apr-87 F 01-Xay-87
e MALN GENERATOR 04-Ape=37 A 02 Yar-41
3A STATION AIR SYSTEX J0-lun-86 A 02-May-87
)| ESF STATUS MONITOR 2-0ct-86 A 03-Kay-81
| VIERATION MONITORING SYSTEN 16=Jan-87 A 03-May-87
23 1300 PEOCESSOR -hpr=A1 A Qd-Kay-d]
(s CONTAINMENT SPRAY SYSTEM -Ape=87 F  04-May-41
' [IRCULATING WATER SYSTEA Da-May-A1 F O4-May-d
i) (1ESEL GENERATOR (207) -Apr=87 F  O4-May-41
&3 TUS2INE GLAND SEAL SYSTEM : M-8 4 04-Nar-W7
H3 (IESEL SENERATOR 3L0 HVAC 04-May-81 F  Gd-Kar-47
R BEACTON MAXE-UP WATER SYSTEN U-Gct=36 A4 O4-Hay-W!
£l FUEL OIL STOR & TRANS SYSTEA 14-Sep=86 A 0S-May-87

L "E IL PURIFICATION STOR & TRANS SYST 15-Sep-26 A O3-May-81
i1 PEN L0C? AUX COOLING SYSTEM 02-Mar-87 A 05-Mar-81
3 P‘ .A 7 SCREENS (3-Sep-86 4  05-May-87
8 UARY SAMPLING SYSTENM -Apr=87 A 05-Xar-81
0z 481 06 NIN-CLASS 1E SYSTEN (h-Apr-88 A O¢-Mar-d7
Fh ERFOAD § QUALIFIED DISPLAY PROC, SYSTEN Gd-Jun-87 F  O7-May-?
) ALY STEAM VENTS 4 DAAINS SYSTEMS {1-Aer-8T A 07-%3y-81
(18 NITR0GEN STORAGE SYSTEM 30=34 n-'b A 01-Ma-l
7 &9 A XX {E PWR ’ O-0ct-36 4 07-May-d7
| GEN H2 5.0, SYSTEM 7-Jan-87 A 07-Fay-47
A3 AL S aM SYSTEM (I-Ney=35 A 08-%3y-87
i3 ORON RECYCLE SYSTEN - - Ad-Ra-8T B 03-Nay-d7
2 CONDENSATE POLISHING SYSTEN 07-%ay-81 7  08-May-07
vl BIATER JRL% 3Y5TEN 07-%ar-81 F  08-%ay-81 ' |
P )i“’JUCVh & o - b o el T R S S
§3 A00 CCNTIOL STSTEN -hpr-81 F 08-%ar-87 '\
(84 YALN TURBINE LUBE OIL SYSTEA Cedpr=87 A 09-Xay-d]
Va 1127 AC CLASS {€ 7-0:4-00 4 (9-Mar-¥)

A ARNUNC! A'“i 13-0ct-86 A 19-Nr-81
] n ‘rA ALNS 4 3UNPS ' P-fpr=87 A 10-M3-07
& Al 2 "'1q WATER S(STEH 03-Fad=87 A  {0-tay-8
3 r»I '“%bs?*-'i? -23-87 F L 40-Mar-07
b $50Y 808 ' 0 PO P O ER Y
73 " LKV ENERSENCY POVER : {(=Nar-l7 F {0=Xay-81

3t i ENEIATNCY THAN ) {4May=81 F  10-X3y-84]
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UNIT=4 SYSTEX CONFISU °a..01 CONTROL/OPERABILITY TRACKING LIST ¥
F SCREDULED ACTUNL

SYSTEA DESCRIPTICN TURNOVER | CONFIG CONT  CONFIG COWT DREAN. [AW W/
DATE A DATE MTE REASCH

(N CONTAINMENT NOMITORING SYSTEN 1S-Nar=87 F  {1-Nay-47

£X EAC SYSTEN 2-hpr=87 A {{-Mar-87

] FUEL HANOLING SYSTEA 26-May-471 F 1{-Nar-81

¥ FEEOWATER SYSTEM 01-May-81 F  {1-May-81

Il INCORE INSTRUMENTATION 05-Jun-87 F {4-Nar-47

L& NORMAL AC LIGHTING 04-May-47 F  {{-May-07

Xl NUCLTAR INSTRUMENTATION 04-Jun-87 F {1-Nay-47

PE 480y LOAD CENTERS U-Jae-81 A {{-Fay-8]

BA BREATHIAG ALR SYSTEN J0-Apr-87 F {2-ay-81

v CHEX ¢ VOL CONTROL SYSTEN -May-87 F  {2-May-47

0¢ JS0¥ DC NON 1E BATTERIES 03-Feb-87 A 12-May-47

£2 FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM {{-Ray-81 F 12-Kay-al

5E MAIN TURBINE EXCITER 09-Apr=87 A {2-May-41

B 20y AC NCC'S IE 2-0ct=B6 A 12-May-47

S SUOIUN HYPOCHLORITE SYSTEM {T-Jun-86 A 12-Nay-87

Y 120V AC NON {E VITAL A-0ct-86 A 12-Kay-N7

04 125V 0C NON {E J0-0ct-86 A  13-May-47

g3 SEN K2 4002 {7-Jan-81 A {3-%ay-81

18 LO0SE PARTS MONITORING SYSTEM 27-Fed-87 A {3-Kay-87

& E3F SYSTEXS 04=Jua-87 F {3-Xay-87

T SERVICE WATER SUPPLY SYSTEN -Apr-86 A 13-Nar 87

o 80P CHEMICAL FEED SYSTEA 05-Nev-86 A {s-Mar-47

fo S2EXT FUEL POOL COOLING SYSTEM 15-Jaa-87 A {4-Kay-47

Pe 13,85V AC AULILIARY POWER SYSTENM - 24-0cl-84 A 14-Kay-47

Y FIESH WATER SUPPLY SYSTEA {8-Mar-86 A {4-Kay-47

(s CONTAIN COMBUST BAS CNTRL SYSTEM A-May-81 F 15-Xay-87

(R C?NSENSER AR REMOVAL SYSTEN 03-Feb-87 A 15-May-47

03 DIE3EL CE\:RA‘3RS 08-Kay-81 7 {5-May-47

0 359 0C CLASS (E SYSTEN 06-0ct-86 A  15-May-47

i :C!.N"ALI‘E° WATER SYSTEN 09-Jul-86 A 15-May-47

£) RAJI0ACTIVE VEMTS & ORAINS 9-%ay-87 F {5-Xay-47

14 E33ENTIAL COGLING POND MAKE-UP SYSTEA [9-Mar-26 A {5-May-W7

K2 CONTROL R00M HYAC 2-Kay-87 F {5-Nay-87

i EAB PENETRATION SPACE HVAC W-Xay-81 F {§-Xay-37

L R1VER SEAVICES TRANS, AND SWITCHGEAR W-Nov-34 A {5-M5y-47

L REIZRVOIR NAXEUP PUNPING STATION J0-Nov-84 A {15-May-47

% AN STEAN SYSTEN 01-Kay-47 F 15-Kay-87

1A NIN-FADIOACTIVE CHEMICAL WASTE SYSTEM Od-Ape-36 A 15-#ay-87

\K FREEIE PROTELTION 0f=Jua-87 F {5-May-47

A STANDEY TRANSFORMER -~ 02-Cet-8 &  15-%a-81 -

73 PALMARY SANPLING SYSTEM O4-Nay-87 F  15-Nay-87

M 11);5' ON MONITCRING SYSTEM 03-Jua-87 F {5-Xa-97

& SOLLD STATE PROTECTION : 0S-Jun-87 F  1S-Naj=817 T e iy .

ey ""' 10 MONITORING SYSTEM 05-Jua-87 F {$-Nay-41

Wn Lc..- WATEQ SYSTEN 15-Aug-35 A {§-Xay-37

kS CONTAINKENT BUILDING HVAC 2-Mar-87 F {4-43)-87

K E.Z TALCAL mISC Cl-dun-87 F  !3May-81

BOIRD  REACTOR (00U SYS/REACTOR HEAD DEGAS O4-Map=47 F {4-%3y-47

M LZ?UI3 WASTE PROCESS SYSTEN 03-Jun=37 F . 13-Fay-87

i TURBINE 2VILOING HVAC 04-May-A7 F {9-%3y-41

o CONMUNICATION SYSTEN 08-Jun-87 F  2-Nay-W1

G0« PLANT CONPUTER 0& a,a-57.

P e MR e

SO — ——— o — - — - — . s

N r

25-May-81

......
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F o SCREDILEY ACTUML
SYSTEN BESCRIPTION TURMQVER 7 CONFIG CONT  CONFIG CONT
WE &4 IalE DATE

- -

ORGANITATION/
AEASON

A - .-

(A TENOCN AL, TUANEL VENT S-SYST NON CHILL W-Nar-81 F 2%-Nar-01
) Wi "‘d Y & .S’EE.‘(TIAL LIGHTING Oi-Jua-81 F 25 ar-dl

Ll "s"' it P80TeCTION tlun-8] F 28-Nar-81
L 43 PLAN .E\' AR Ca-May-87 F :5 M-8l
v ':"::'S #ASTE PR0CESS SYSTEN Gdesun87 F  25-Mar-M1
ki £23 FOSITION INOICATOR SYSTEM al-apredl F " LRI &1
" §0ei? WASTE PRCCESS SYSTEN {9=5ua-8] § h oabdl
Fl 7 RUTARLS BATER SYSTEN 07<Jul-81 £ 4. J
e Ri283 SPILLEAY GRTE f=iil=81 F l‘
12l Si5isY

- -



System:

OPERATIONAL CONFIGURATION CONTROL CHECKLIST
REY 0

Review Criteria:

it &

*2.

%3 .

Notes:

*

* &

REMARKS:

Valve Lineup Completed per

Procedure No. , Rev,

Electrical Lineup Completed per

Procedure No. , Rev,

Switch Lineup Completed per

Procedure No. , Rev,

Temporary Alterations Restored or
Converted to Temporary Modifications

Operational Configuration Control

Established

YES  NOA*  N/A**

Items not required to be completed where performance requires
removing an operating system from service.

Require explanation in Remarks Section.

Recommended by:

Reviewed by:

Approved by:

Shift Supervisor

Date

Unit Operations—Supervisor —— =

Rl T N

Plant Superintendent

Date




EVENT

ON APRIL 13, 1988 NRC INSPECTOR DISCOVERED AN ERROR IN

THE CALCULATION FOR ISOTHERMAL TEMPERATURE COEFFICIENT MEASURED
AND CALCULATED BY LOW POWER PHYSICS TEST IPEP04—-ZX-0004
PERFORMED ON MARCH 9, 1988

UPON NOTIFICATION, HL&P IMMEDIATELY ASSESSED IMPACT

OF ERROR AND DETERMINED THAT THE ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA OF THE

SUBJECT TEST WERE STILL MET AND THAT NO OTHER TESTS UTILIZED

;LHE ERROI(‘I)EOUS INFORMATION OR WAS AFFECTED BY THE ERRONEQUS
FORMATI

ROOT CAUSE

THE PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR FIRST PERFORMING THE CALCULATIONS
MADE A MISTAKE IN READING THE STRIP CHART RECORDER FOR
RAW DATA REQUIRED IN THE CALCULATIONS

THE PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR REVIEWING THE CALCULATIONS
DID NOT START WITH THE SOURCE OF THE DATA, i.e. THE STRIP CHART
RECORDER, BUT ONLY VERIFIED THE NUMERICAL MANIPULATIONS

NRC003



CORRECTIVE ACTION

REVIEWED ALL OTHER LOW POWER PHYSICS TESTS AND PRECRITICAL
TESTS AND HAVE FOUND ONLY 3 OTHER MINOR, NON—SIGNIFICANT,
NON—IMPACTING CALCULATIONAL ERRORS. THIS REVIEW INCLUDED
63 TESTS AND MORE THAN 4000 INDIVIDUAL NUMERICAL
MANIPULATIONS

PROCEDURE 1PEPC4—-ZA—0003, DOCUMENTATION OF INITIAL STARTUP
TEST RESULTS, HAS BEEN REVISED TO EMPHASIZE RESPONSIBILITIES
OF THE REVIEWER, AND AN ADDITIONAL REVIEW ON A SANPLE

BASIS HAS BEEN ADDED TO THE PROGRAM. ADDITIONALLY, A REVIEW
ATTRIBUTE SHEET HAS BZEN DEVELOPEL FOR THE PROGRAM

TEST DIRECTCRS AND SHIFT TEST GIRECTORS HAVE BEEN RETRAINED
ON THE RESPONSIBILITIES FOR TEST PACKAGE REVIEW, IN PARTICULAR
ON THE IMPORTANCE OF PERFORMING TOTALLY INDEPENDENT REVIEWS,
FROM THE ORIGINAL RAW DATA TO THE FINAL CALCULATIONS

NRCOO06 -
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Initial Startup Test Procedure Package Review Checklist

The following is a list of the minimum requirements for test packages:

90

Yes
Are all blanks completed as required by the test procedure?
Are all procedure entries regarding procedure numbers,
revisions, and titles, within the procedure being
reviewed, correct?
Is all documentation required by Section 8.0 of the procedure,
in the procedure package?

Have all calculations required by the procedure been verified,
starting from the original sources of in srmation (strip charts,
graphs, x-y plots, etc.)?

Is there sufficient data in the test package to demonstrate
that all acceptance criteria were met?

Have all required log entries been made:
6.1 Pretest briefing conducted

6.2 Date and time of start of test and completion of test

6.3 Name of personnel participating in test
€.4 Limits or precautions exceeded during test

6.5 Reverification of test prerequisites or initial conditions
following significant delays in testing

6.6 Amounts of boric acid or démin water added during physics
tests e

6.7 QA/QC notified of test

All data recorded in ink

All test data not part of the original test (e.g. chart recorder
traces, computer printouts, etc.) initialed and dated?

All corrections single line strike out, initialed anJ) dated?

Any items answered "No" shall be documented and evaluated by attaching
Supplementary Evaluation Form.

Reviewed by: - Date

No



EVENT

DURING THE PERIOD OF FEBRUARY 11, 1988 THROUGH MARCH 31, 1988
NRC INSPECTORS NOTED A WEAKNESS IN THE PROGRAM FOR
CONTROLLING LIFTED LEADS, JUMPERS, AND FUSES

ROOT CAUSE/DISCUSSION

THE CONTROL OF LIFTED LEADS, JUMPERS, AND FUSES DURING
MAINTENANCE TROUBLE—SHOOTING ONLY IS NOT EXPLICITLY ADDRESSED
IN STATION PROCEDURES. THE STATION MAINTENANCE WORK REQUEST
PROGRAM DOES, HOWEVER, REQUIRE MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL TO :
RECORD ALL ACTIONC TAKEN, WHICH INCLUDES THE ACTIONS OF CONCERN.
THIS PRACTICE HAS BEEN CONS'STENTLY FOLLOWED BY STP PERSONNEL

STP ELECTRICAL DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL HAVE A PROCEDURE

THAT EXPUCITLY ADDRESSES THIS ISSUE AND AT THE TIME OF THE
FINDING STP 1&Z PERSONNEL HAD A DRAFT OF A PROCEDURE IN
PROGRESS. 1&C PERSONNEL IN LIEU OF A PROCEDURE PRACTICED THE
PHILOSOPHY NOTED ABOVE

TO DATE, STP HAS NOT HAD ANY INCIDENTS OR ANY INDICATION
OF PROBLEMS AS A RESULT OF THE CURRENT APPLIED PRACTICE
OF NOTING ACTIONS TAKEN ON THE MAINTENANCE WORK REQUEST FORM

NRCOO7



CORRECTIVE ACTION

AT THE DIRECTION OF THE PLANT MANAGER, RESULTING FROM

THE NRC'S CONCERNS, THE MAINTENANCE MANAGER PERFORMED AN
IN—DEPTH REVIEW OF THE ENTIRE PROCESS FOR CONTROLLING LIFTED
LEADS, JUMPERS, AND FUSES. AS A RESULT, 9 PROCEDURES THAT

IN SOME FORM ADDRESS THE SUBJECT ACTIONS WILL BE

REVISED BY JUNE 15,1988 TO ENSURE PROGRAM COHESIVENESS. A
SINGLE NEW PROCEDURE WILL BE DEVELOPED FOR CRAFT PERSONNEL
USE DURING TROUBLE—SHOOTING. THIS PROCEDURE WILL BE DEVELOPED

BY JUNE 15,1988

NRCOO0S8



EVENT

®  ON FEBRUARY 13, 1988, AT 4:17 AM. THE PLANT OPERATORS
VIOLATED TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION 2.5.2 FOR ADEQUATE
NUMBER OF OPERABLE ECCS TRAINS. THE PLANT WAS IN COMPLIANCE
WITH TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION 3.0.3 PRIOR TO THIS TIME WITH
A COOLDOWN IN PROGRESS

®  ON FEBRUARY 13, 1988, AT 12:07 P.M., THE PLANT OPERATORS
RECOGNIZED THAT THEY WERE NOT IN COMPLIANCE WITH TECHNICAL
SPECIFICATION 3.5.2 AND RE—ENTERED TECHNICAL SPECIFICATON 3.0.3,
PRCCEEDED WITH THE PLANT COOLDOWN AND REACHED MODE 4 AT
1:177 AM. ON FEBRUARY 14, 1988

ROOT CAUSE

€ PERSONNEL ERROR IN THAT THE OPERABILITY TRACKING LOG WAS
INCORRECTLY UPDATED AND MAINTAINED WITH REGARD TO AFFECTED
ESF EQUIPMENT

NRCO09



CORRECTIVE ACTION

PLANT OPERATIONS PROCEDURE OPOP0O1-ZQ—-0030 HAS BEEN REVISED

TO PROVIDE A MORE STRUCTURED TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION REVIEW FOR
IMPACT OF INOPERABLE EQUIPMENT BOTH FOR THE EQUIPMENT DIRECTLY
AFFECTED AND EQUIPMENT INDIRECTLY AFFECTED. THE REVISED PROCEDURE
REQUIRES A THREE PARTY REVIEW FCR EACH TRACKING LOG ENTRY,

SHIFT SUPERVISUR, UNIT SUPERVISOR AND STA

SPECIAL TRAINING HAS BEEN CONDUCTED FOR LICENSED PERSONNEL,
EMPHASIZING THE IMPORTANCE OF ACCURATELY DETERMINING THE SUB-
SYSTEMS AFFECTED BY INOPERABLE COMPONENTS USING THIS INCIDENT
AS AN EXAMPLE

COMPUTERIZED MODEL OF THE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS FOR
ANALYZING OPERABILITY ISSUES IS NOW BEING USED TO
ENHANCE OPERABILITY DETERMINATION

NRCO10
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Maintenance of Plant Operations

0ror01-zQ-0030

Logbooks Rev. &
Operability Tracking Log Rage 1k ok 56

OPOPO1-2Q-0030-1
(Page 1 of 1)

TRAIN/ y T MODES MODE INOPERABLE OPERABLE
SYS COMPONENT CHANNEL LCO REQ. RESTR. DATE TIME DATE TIME
|
/
|

This Form Shall be Retained a Minimum of One Year.




Mainlenance of Plant Opvratioons dogbooks 0POPO1-ZQ-0030

QUERABILITY TRACKING FQRM Rev. 4
OPOPO1-ZQ-0030-2 Page 15 of 16
(Page 1 of 1)
On# __ TSLCO¥ __ Modes Applicable System _____Component __ ———
INOP DRTE/TIME __ ) RESTORATION REQUIRED:DATE _ TIME ..b
Cause of INOP Condition —— |REQUIRED RCTION IF RESTORATION TIME EHCEEDED:

Control Room Log Reviewed? (Initial) -

INOPERABILITY INITIATION

OTL# Entered 'n Control Room Log?(Initial) Comments.
LS. Trac’cing Computer Checked? (Initial)
Other Equipment/LCO Affected
Prepared By: Unit Sup. S.T.A. Shift Sup.
Action Required Wiii:e iNG™ P
2 -
& |Urit Superviser's Initials indicate required actions cc ~jleted. Enter time next action due in next block
Eecr#| | ] |
B
E TIME
< |LINIT | [
ACT# ' LA
[DATE %
TIME
INIT
& | fAction Restoring Item to Service
S S|Deciared Operable DATE______ TimE By

This form shall be rr ined a minimum of one year.



i
~

"POIINbax J0U ST WIOJ SIYI JO UOTIUIIOY

~/

9T JO 91 @¥ed
v “A9y
0£00-DZ-10d0d0

(T Jo 1 9¥ey)
E-0t00-DZ~- 104040
IO IUMNILAL 9dexnord NioM

Enooqson
suotIt1ddg 3uerd jo 2oueudjurey

| | | R
| | | |
| | | L ey e
| | _ 5
| | I ) h
J J | |
I I 1 y o o
J | e |
I | | RS G
| SRRy Oy | |
I 1 R g - I
I | = I b
[ I | i
| I . N N
* I | | |
I | By R SR,
I [ I 1
r | | | ——— ¥ I -
[ I I R
| | Ay [
| I | 3 r
| | | | .
) | | |
I | LA = | =
i | | |
[ | I S
| | | I :
| I R FL
| | | |
I
| I e L. SR I TN
uoT39Tdwo) NION | ] OSBRI ws AI0M | # Jveundinby | # 20Q Raop
B {43 ¢ L -, R o\ (o




