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Philadelphia Electric Company
ATTN: Mr. S. L. Daltroff
Vice President
Electric Production
2301 Market Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19101

Gentlemen:

Subject: Quality of PECo Licensee Event Reports (LERs)

As part of the SALP process, the NRC Office for Analysis and Evaluation of
Operational Data (AEOD) evaluated LERs submitted by PECo during the recent
SALP assessment periods for both Peach Bottom Units 2&3 and Limerick Unit 1.
The assessments (attached) were performed using a methodology similar to that
described in NUREG/CR-4178, "An Evaluation of Selected Licensee Event Reports
Prepared Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.73." It is important to achieve uniform, high
quality LERs from all operating power reactors to enable AEOD to effectively
identify "precursor events" and emerging trends or patterns of potential
safety significance. Generic studies triggered by events reported at specific
units can lead to improvements in the level of reactor safety only if the
available database is uniform and of high quality.

The conclusfons of the AEOD reviews are that the PECo LERs sampled were

generally above average in quality. [ invite you to review the attached

analyses and further improve your system of reporting events under 10 CFR
50.73.
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AEOD INPUT 10 SALP REVIEW FOR
PEACH BOTTOM 2 AND 3

Introduction

In order to evaluate the overall guality of the contents of the
Licensee Event Reports (LERs) submitted by Peach Bottom 2 and 3 during the
April 1, 1985 to January 31, 1986 Systematic Assessment of Licensee
performance (SALP) assessment period, a representative sample of each
unit's LERs was evaluated using a refinement of the basic methodology
presented in NUREG/CR-4I78‘. The sample consists of a total of 15 LERs
for the station (i.e., 10 LERs for Peach Bottom 2 and 5 for Peach
Bottom 3), which is greater than half cf the LERs that were on file at the
time the evaluation was started. Peach Bottom LERs were evaluated as one
sample because it was determined that their LERs are both written and
formally reviewed at the station, rather than unit, level, See Appendix A

for a list of the LER numbers in the sample.

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

Methodology

The evaluation consists of a detailed review of each selected LER to -
determine how well the content of its text, abstract, and coded fields meet
the requirements of NUREG-IOZZZ. and Supplements 13 and 2‘ to
NUREG-1022.

The evaluation process for each LER is divided into two parts. The
first part of the evaluation consists of documentaing comments specific to

the content and presentation of each LER. The second part consists of
determining a score (0-10 points) for the text, abstract, and coded fields

of each LER,

ATTACHMENT (3



The LER specific comments serve two purposes: (1) they point out what
the analysts considered to be the specific deficiencies or observations
concerning the information pertaining to the event, and (2) they provide a
basis for a count of general deficiencies for the overall sample of LERs
that was reviewed. Likewise, the scores serve two purposes: (1) they
serve to illustrate in numerical terms how the analysts perceived the
content of the information that was presented, and (2) tney provide a basis
for the overall score determined for each LER. The overall score for each
LER is the result of combining the scores for the text, abstract, and coded
fields (i.e., 0.6 x text score + 0.3 x abstract score + 0.1 x coded fields
score = overall LER score).

The results of the LER quality evaluation are divided into two
categories: (1) detailed information and (2) summary information. The
detailed information, presented in Appendices A through D, consists of LER
sample information (Appendix A), a table of the scores for each sample LER
(Appendix B), tables of the number of deficiencies and observations for the
text, abstract and coded fields (Appendix C), and comment sheets containing
nirrative statements concerning the contents of each LER (Appendix D).

When referring to these appendices, the reader is cautioned not to try to
directly correlate the number of comments on a comment sheet with the LER
scores, as the analyst has flexibility to consider the magnitude of a
deficiency when assigning scores.

Although the purpose of this evaluation was to assess the content of «
the individual LERs selected for review, the analysts often make other
observations which they believe should be brought to the attention of the
licensee. The following discussion addresses a general observation that
was noted during the evaluation,

General Observation

During the evaluation, a problem was noted concerning the numbering of
certain LERS, The problem is that there are two LFRs for Peach Bottom ?
(Docket Number 277) with the same LER number (1.e., 85-006-00). The two

»
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Discussion of Results

A discussion of the analysts' conclusions concerning LER quality is
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Six of the ten LERs involvina personnel error were considered

1nadequate., For example two LERs it could not be determined whether

the personnel error was cognitive or procedural and in two others the type

of personnel involved in the event was not mentioned.
implied that a personnel error may have occurred and

any of the requirements under 50.73(b)(2)(i1)(

!

facturer and model number (or other unique identification) was

in the text of three of the four LERs that involved a

(2)(i1)(L). Such information is

the identification of possible generic

Lthe six LERs involving failures in safety system trains d
quate information such as dates and times so that the

vailability time of the affected train could be determined,

u u
quirement 50 ) (2)(11) This information is required as

rt of the generic data necessary to perform probabilistic

sessments (Ff A\decuately addressing requirement

Ch requires date imes of major occurrences

'\,\’1"‘,‘%4.

System

cation

were not provided o text of eight

reguirement, s received

was still considered to t: somewhat deficient
in that long-term actions designed to prevent

adequately discussed.

The primary deficiencies for the abstract involve the summary of root

cause and corrective action information. While the texts contained this

information, the abstrac generally did not., A1l fifteen of the LER




abstracts were considered to be deficient in summarizing the cause of the
event and eleven did not adequately summarize the corrective actions

discussed in the text. Both cause and corrective action information should
be included in every abstract.

The abstracts were also considered marginal in the area of
presentation in that four abstracts were very brief and failed to contain
the necessary information even though space was available for more
details. In addition, three abstracts contained information that was not
discussed in the text., This should be looked for during the licensee final
review process and when found the text should be revised to include such
information.

The main deficiency in the area of coded fields involves the title,
Item (4). Fifteen of the titles did not indicate ront cause, three failed
to include the link (i.e., circumstances or conditions which tie the root
cause to the result), and five failed to provide information concerning the
result of the event (i.e., why the event was required to be reported).
While result is considered the most important part of the titie, cause and
Tink must be included to make the title complete. An example of a title
that only addresses the result might be "Reactor Scram". This is
inadequate in that the cause and link are not provided. A more appropriate
title might be "Inadvertant Relay Actuation During Surveillance Test LOP-1
Causes Reactor Scram". From this title the reader knows the cause involved
either personnel or procedures and testing contributed to the event. =

Another deficiency in the area of coded fields involves
Item (13)--Failed Component Information. Three LERs contained information
in this field even though no actual failure had occurred.
(Note: Component faults need not be coded in this field.) 1In addition,
one LER contained information in Item 13 that was inconsistent with
information presented in the text and another contained no information even
though a component failure had occurred.



Table 4 provides a summary of the areas that need improvement for
Peach Bottom LERs. For more specific information concerning deficiencies
the reaader should refer to the information presented in Appendices C

and D. General quidance concerning these reguirements can be found in

NUREG-1022, Supplement No. 2.
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TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF SCORES FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 AND 3

Average High Low
Text 8.2 10.0 6.2
Abstract 7.3 8.9 5.9
Coded Fields 8.5 9.2 7.0
Overall 8.0b 9.1 6.8

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

b. Overall Average = 60% Text Average + 30% Abstract Average + 10% Coded
Fields Average.




TABLE 3. LER REQUIREMENT PERCENTAGE SCORES FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 AND 3

TEXT

Requirements [50.73(b)] - Descriptions

ii)(A) - - Plant condition prior to event
ii)(B) - Inoperable equipment that contributed

{2
(2){
(2)(i1)(C) - - Date(s) and approximate times
(2)(11)(0) - - Root cause and intermediate cause(s)
$ ;? ;iE; - - Mode, mechanism, and effect
F) - EIIS Codes
2 ;i {%G% - Secondary function affected
H - Estimate of unavailability
(2)(ii1)(1) - - Method of discovery
(2)(i1)(J)(1) - Operator actions arfecting course
é %(11;(J)( ) - Personnel error (procedural deficiency)
2)(1i)(K) - - Safety system responses
$ ;(11)(L) - - Manufacturer and model no. information
----- Assessment of safety consequences
(4) - - -~ - Corrective actions
(8) =« =« - - Previous similar event information
(2)(i) - - - - Text presentation
ABSTRACT

Requirements [50.73(b)(1)] - Descriptions

Percentage
Scores ( )°

- Major occurrences (Immediate cause and effect
information)

- Descripticn of plant, system, component, and/or
personnel responses

- Root cause information
- Corrective Action information

- Abstract presentation

87 (15)
D
95 (15)

89 (15)
100 (4)
60 (15)

b
67 (6)
93 (15)

100 (4)
72 (10)
94 (6)

25 (4)
78 (15)
83 (15)

97 (15)
81 (15)

Percentage
Scores ( )a

96 (15)

100 (7)

54 (15)
54 (15)
74 (15)




TABLE 3. (continued)

CODED FIELDS

Percentage
Item Number(s) - Description Scores ( )a
1, 2, and 3 - Facility name (unit no.), docket no. and 100 (15)
page number(s)
eocacesn Title 57 (15)
5, 6, and 7 - Event date, LER No., and report date 95 (15)
R Other facilities involved 100 (15)
9 and 10 - - Operating mode and power level 96 (15)
| B B Reporting requirements 83 (15)
12 « = = = = Licensee contact information 100 (15)
13« =« = - - Coded component failure information 92 (15)
14 and 15 - - Supplemental report information 95 (15)

a. Percentage scores are the result of dividing the total points for a
requirement by the number of points possible for that reguirement.
(Note: Some regquirements are not applicable to all LERs, therefore, the
number of points possible was adjusted accordinagly.) The number in

parenthesis is the number of LERs for which the requirement was considered
applicable.

b. A percentage score for this requirement is meaningless as it is not
possible to determine from the information available to the analyst whether
this requirement is applicable to a specific LER. It is always given 100%
if it is provided and is always considered "not applicable" when it i1s not.




TABLE 4. AREAS MOST NEEDING IMPROVEMENT FOR PEACH BOTTOM LERSs

Areas

Safety assessment information

Personnel error discussions

Manufacturer and model number
information

Safety train unavailability

ETIS codes

Abstracts

Comments

Be sure to include a detailed safety
assessment in all LERs. The text
should discuss whether or not the
event could be worse under different
circumstances and provide
information about backup systems
which could limit the consequences
of the event.

Details should be explicitly stated;
the cause of personnel error should
be discussed, (e.g., cocgnitive or
procedural). Titles for the
personnel involved should also be
provided.

Component identification information
should be included in the text for
each component failure or whenever a
component is suspected of
contributing to the event because of
its design.

Sufficient dates and times should be
incluced in the text to enable the
reader to determine the length »f
time that safety system trains or
components were out of service.

EIIS codes should be provided in the
text for all systems and/or
components discussed in the text.

Root cause and corrective action
information was very often
inadequate or was not i1nciuded.
Abstracts should summarize
information that is discussed in the
text, If it is necessary to include
additional information in the
abstract, the text should be revised
50 as to discuss it.



TABLE 4. (continued)

Areas Comments

Coded fields

a. Titles Titles should be written such that
they better describe the event. In
particular, include the root cause
and result of the event in all

titles.
b. Failed component Only provide information in [tem 13
information for failed components and then be

sure the information provided is
consistent with the text.
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APPENDIX A

LER SAMPLE SELECTION
INFORMATION
FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 AND 3



TABLE A-1. LER SAMPLE SELECTION FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 AND 3
LER Number Unit Number LER Number Comments

1 2 85-003-01
2 2 85-005-00
3 2 85-006-00
< 2 85-007-00
5 2 85-008-01
6 2 85-010-00 ESF
7 2 85-014-00 ESF/SCRAM
8 2 85-017-00
9 2 85-018-00 ESF
10 2 85-019-00 ESF
N 3 85-010-00 ESF
12 3 85-011-02
13 3 85-012-00
14 3 85-013-00
15 3 85-015-00




APPENDIX B

EVALUATION SCORES OF
INDIVIDUAL LERS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 AND 3



TABLE B-1. EVALUATION SCORES OF INDIVIDUAL LERs FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 AND 3
LER Sample Numher?
1 2 3 4 5 6 i f 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Text 10.0 8.9 8.3 8.2 2.2 8.2 8.4 8.4 6.2 Q.0 8.2 R.? 7.8 7.6 R.7 -
Abstract 7.5 8.8 5.9 6.0 R.1 6.5 ".5 6.3 7.2 8.9 7.6 7.1 6.9 6.6 7.5 e
Coded
Fields 8.8 8.0 7.9 R,5 8.5 %2 8.9 8.5 9.0 q.n a.0 7.0 R£.9 7.4 3.8 -
Overall 9.1 R.R 7.5 7.5 7.6 7.8 8.5 7.8 6.3 R.9 3.1 7.7 7.6 7.3 8.3 -
LER Sample Number?
17 18 19 20 21 2? 23 24 i 26 27 28 29 30 AVERAGE
Text - -- - - - - - -- -- - - - - - ].7
Abstract - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - 7.3
Coded
Fields - .- .- - - - e - - - - - - - 8.5
Overall -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -~ -- -- -- -- R.0

a. See Appendix A for a list of the corresponding LER numhers.




APPENDIX C

DEFICIENCY AND OBSERVATION
COUNTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 AND 3



TABLE C-1. TEXT DEFICIENCIES AND OBSERVATIONS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 AND 3

Description of Deficiencies and Observations

Number of LERs with

Peficiencies and
Observations

Sub-par
Tota

agraph Paragraph
152 Totals ( )b

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(A)--Plant operating
conditions before the event were not
included or were inadequate.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(B)--Discussion of the status
0 e structures, components, or systems
that were inoperable at the start of the

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

50.73(b)(2!§ii)gcz--Failure to incluce
sufficient date and/or time information.

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

50.73(0)§2E(ii)§0)--The root cause and/or
ntermediate failure, system failure, or
personnel error was not included or was
inadequate.

a. Cause of component failure was not
included cr was iradequate

b. Causg of system failure was not
inc luded or was inadequate

c. Cause cof personnel error was not
inclucer - or was inadequate.

50.73(b)(2;(ii){L,-~The failure mode,
mechanism _imm:Jd;ate cause), and/or effect
(consequence) for each failed component was
not included or was inadequate.

a. Failure mode was not included or was
inadequate

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

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

—

2 (15)

0 (2)

2 (15)

7 (15)

0 (4)



TABLE C-1. (continued)

Description of Deficiencies and Observations

Number of LFRs with
Deficiencies and
Observations

Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Totals® Totals ( 41?

50.735b%§2)5112§F)--The Energy Industry

en cation System component function
identifier for each component or system was
not includad.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(G)--For a failure of a
component with muTtiple functions, a list
of systems or secondary functions which
were also affected was not included or was
inadequate.

50.73(b)(2)§iiggHz--For a failure that
rendered a train of a safety system
inoperable, the estimate of elapsed time
from the aiscovery of the failure until the

train was returned to service was not
inc luded.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(1)--The method of discovery
of each component failure, system failure,
personnel error, or procedural error was not
included or was inadequate.

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

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

C. Method of aiscovery for each
personnel error was not included or
was inadequate

d. Metnod of discovery for each
procedural error was not included or
was inadequate.

8 (15)

0 (0)

2 (6)

2 (15)



TABLE C-1. (continued)

Description of Deficiencies and Observations

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and
Observations

Sub-paragraph
Totals®

Paragraph
Totals (

)b

50.73(b)(2)(i1)(J)(1)--Operator actions that
affected the course of the event including
operator errors and/or procedural
deficiencies were not included or were
inadequate.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(J)(2)--The discussion of
each personnel error was not included or was
inadequate.

a. OBSERVATION: A personnel error was
implied by the text, but was not
explicitly stated.

b. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(J)(2)(i)--Discussion
as to whether the personnel error was
cognitive or procedural was not
included or was inadeguate,

c. 50.73(b)(2)(ii){J)(2)(ii)--Discussion
as to whether the personnel error was
contrary to an approved procedure, was
a direct result of an error in an
approved procedure, or was associated
with an activity or task that was not
covered by an approved procedure was
not included or was inadequate.

d. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(J)(2)(iii)--Discussion
of any unusual characteristics of the
work location (e.g., heat, noise) that
directly contributed to the personnel
error was not included or was
inadequate.

e. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(J)(2)(iv)--Discussion
0 e type of personnel involved
(i.e., contractor personnel, utility
licensed operator, utility nonlicensed

operator, other utility personnel) was
not included or was inadequate.

0 (4)

6 (10)



TABLE C-1. (continued)

Description of Deficiencies and Observations

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and
Observation’

Sub-paragraph Paragrapn

Totals? Totals ( )b

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(K)--Automatic and/or manual
safety system responses were not included or
were inadequate.

50.73(0)(22gii;(L2--The manufacturer and/or
mcdeT number of each failed component was

not included or was inadequate.

50.73(b)(3)--An assessment of the safety
consequences and implications of the event

was not included or was inadequate.

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

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

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

116)

3 (4)

10 (15)

8 (15)



TABLE C-1. (continued)

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and
Observations

Sub-paragraph Paragraph

Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totals® ~ Totals ( ‘)h

a.

A discussion of actions required to C
correct the problem (e.qg., return the

component or system to operation

condition or correct the personnel

error) was not included or was

inadeguate.

A discussion of actions required to 1
reduce the probability ¢f recurrence

of the problem or similar event

(correct the root cause) was not

included or was inadequate.

OBSERVATION: A discussion of actions 2
required to prevent similar failures

in similar and/or other systems (e.qg.,

correct the faulty part in all

components with the same manufacturer

and model number) was not included or

was inadequate.

50.73(b)(5)--Information concerning previous 1 (15)

similar events was not included or was
1nadequate.



TABLE C-1. (continued)

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragrapn Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totals® Totals ( )b
50.73(b)(2)(i)--Text presentation 3 (15)
inadequacies.
a. OBSERVATION: A diagram would have 0
aided in understanding the text
discussion.
b. Text contained undefined acronyms 1
and/or plant specific designators.
C. The text contains other specific 2
deficiencies relating to the
readability.

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

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




TABLE C-2. ABSTRACT DEFICIENCIES AND OBSERVATIONS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 AND 3

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totals? Totals ( )b
A summary of occurrences (immediate cause 2 (15)
and effect) was not included or was
inadequate
A summary of plant, system, and/or personnel 0(7)
responses was not included or was
inadequate.
a. Summary of plant responses was not
included or was inadequate.
b. Summary of system responses was not
included or was inadequate.
¢. Summary of personnel responses was not
included or was inadequate.
A summary of the root cause of the event 15 (15)
was not_included or was inadequate.
A summary of the corrective acticns taken or 11 (15)

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



TABLE C-2. (continued)

Description of Deficiencies and Observations

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and
Observations

Sub-paragraph Paragraph

Totals® Totals ( )b

Abstract presentation inadequacies

a.

OESERVATION: The abstract contains
information not included in the text.
The abstract is intended to be a
summary of the text, therefore, the
text should discuss all information
summarized in the abstract.

The abstract was greater than

1400 characters

The abstract contains undefined
acronyms and/or plant specific
designators.

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

a.

observations within certain requirements.
one deficiency for certain requirements, (e.g., an LER can be deficient in
the area of both date and time information), the sub-paragraph totals do

not necessarily add up to the paragraph total.

b.

deficiency or observation.

6 (15)

The "sub-paragraph total" is a tabulation of specific deficiencies or
Since an LER can have more than

The “paragraph total" is the number of LERs that have one or more _
The number in parenthesis is the number of LERs

for which a certain requirement was considered applicable.




TABLE C-3. CODED FIELDS DEFICIENCIES AND OBSERVATIONS FOR

PEACH BOTTOM 2 AND 3

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totals® Totals ( )b
Facility Name 0 (15)
a. Unit number was not included or
incorrect.
b. Name was not included or was
incorrect.
c. Additional unit numbers were included
but not required.
Docket Number was not included or was 0 (15)
incorrect.
Page Number was not included or was 0 (15)
incorrect.
Title was left blank or was inadequate 15 (15)
a. Root cause was not given in title 15
b. Result (effect) was not given in title 5
€. Link was not given in title 3
Event Date 1 (15)
a. Date not included or was incorrect. ]
b. Discovery date given instead of event 0
date. &
LER Humber was not included or was incorrect 0 (15)
Report Date 2 (15)
a. Date not included 0
b. OBSERVATION: Report date was not 2
within thirty days of event date (or
discovery date if appropriate).
Other Facilities information in field is 0 (15)
inconsistent with text and/or abstract.
Operating Mode was not included or was 0 (15)

inconsistent with text or abstract.



TABLE C-3. (continued)

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totals® Totals ( )b
Power level was not included or was 1 (15)
inconsistent with text or abstract
Reporting Requirements 3 (15)
a. The reason for checking the "OTHER" 0
requirement was not specified in the
abstract and/or text.
b. OBSERVATION: It would have been more 2
appropriate to report the event under
a different paragraph.
. OBSERVATION: It would have been ]
anpropriate to report this event under
additional unchecked paragraphs.
Licensee Contact 0 (15)
a. Field left blank
b. Position title was not included
C. Name was not included
d. Phone number was rot included.
Coded Component Failure Information 5 (15)
a. One or more component failure 1
sub-fields were left blank. :
b. Cause, system, and/or component code -
is inconsistent with text.
c. Component failure field contains data 3
when no component failure occurred.
d. Component failure occurred but entire 0

field left blank.



TABLE C-3. (continued)

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paraagraph Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totals? Totals ( )b
Supplemental Report 1 (15)
a. Neither "Yes"/"No" block of the 0
supplemental report field was
checked.
b. The block checked was inconsistent ]
with the text.
Expected submission date information is 1 (15)
inconsistient with the block checked in
Item (14).

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

b. The "paragraph tOtal""}’the number of LERs that have one or more
requirement deficiencies or observations. The number in parenthesis is the
number of LERs for which a certain requirement was considered applicable.
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LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM

Comments

85-005-00

Abstract = 8.8 Coded Fields = 8.0 Overall = 8.8
50.73(b)(2)(11)(D)--The root and/or intermediate
cause discussion for the removal of the information

ag 1s 1nadequate. Are there procedures for checking
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TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 (277)

Section Comments

4. LER Number: 85-007-00 (continued)

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

not utilized.
Coded Fields 1. Item (4)--Title: Root cause is not included.

2 Item gl4§--The block checked is inconsistent with
nformation in the text.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 (277)

Section Comments

5. LER Number: 85-008-01

Scores: Text = 7.2 Abstract = 8.1 Coded Fields = 8.5 Qverall = 7.6

Text 1. Use of vertical lines to indicate the additions in
the revision is good.

2. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(A)--Discussion of plant operating
conditions before the event is not included.

3. 50.73(b)(2)(ii1)(D)--The text does not explain why
almost 21 months passed before the integrity of the
fire barriers were verified.

4. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(H)--A time estimate of the
unavailabiiity of the failed system is not included.
Need to include the date that faulty barriers were

instalied.
5. 50.73gb!§32--5hould discuss consequences of a fire
urning through the barriers.

Abstract 1. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate. The
abstract should state that the barriers are being
replaced.

Coded Fields j Ls Item (4)--Title: Root cause is not included.

2. Item (11)--OBSERVATION: It appears it would have
been appropriate to also report this event under .
paragraph(s) 50.73(a)(2)(vii). p



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 (277)

Section Comments

6. LER Number: 85-010-00
Scores: Text = 8.2 Abstract = 6.5 Coded Fields = 9.2 Overall = 7.8

Text 1. 50.73(b)(2)(ii1)(D)--The root and/or intermediate
cause discussion for the backfill operation is
inadeguate. More details are needed concerning how
the backfilling operation caused the false signal.

2. SO 73$b§§2‘$ii)§Fl--The Energy Industry
en cation System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included. The
codes given are the same ones given in an eariier
report for the reactor protection system and primary
containment isolation system.

3. 50.73(b)(2)(i1)(J)(2)--1t appears that personnel
error is involved in this event, but it is not
discussed. Was the error in operation of the
portable device caused by personnel or procedural
deficiency?

4, 50.73§b2§3§--OBSERVATION: The consequences of the
event had it occurred under more severe conditions
should be discussed. If the event occurred under

what are considered the most severe conditions, the
text should so state.

s 50.73§b[§42--Discussion of corrective actions taken
or planned is inadequate. No permanent corrective
actions are discussed?

6. A supplemental report appears to be needed to
describe any permanent corrective actions.

Abstract 1. 50.732b}(12--5ummary of occurrences [immediate

cause(s) and effects(s)] is inadequate. The ECCS
that actuated should be named. The E-2 and E-4
diesel generator starts should have been mentioned.

2. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of root cause is inadequate.
See text comment No. 1.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 (277)

Section

Comments

6. LER Number:

Coded Fields

£5-010-00 (continued)

3.  59.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate. See
text comment No. 5.

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

1. Item (4)--Title: Root cause is not included.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 (277)

Section Comment s

7. LER Number: 85-014-00

Scores: Text = 8.4 Abstract = 8.5 Coded Fields = 8.9 Overall = 8.5

Text 1. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(F)--The Enerqy Industry
entification System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

2. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(K)--Discussion of automatic and/or
manual safety system responses is inadequate. The
discussion should be more specific about what is
involved in Group II and III isolations.

3. 50.73(b)(3)--Discussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event is
inadequate.

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

4. The text contradicts itself. The first sentence
under Description of the Event and the second
sentence under Consequences of the Event appear to be

contradictory.
Abstract 1. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of root cause is inadequate.
The summary should indicate that the operator's

attention was erroneously redirected to another task _
before recovering the reactor water level.

Coded Fields {7 Item (42--Title: Root cause is not included.

2. Item g7%--OBSERVATION: Report date is not within
rty days of event date (or discovery date if
appropriate).

3 I[tem §l3l--Component failure field contains data when
no comoonent failure occurred. The text does not
indicate that the level controller actually failed.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 (277)
Section Comments
€. LER Number: 85-017-00
Scores: Text = 8.4 Abstract = 6.3 Coded Fields = 8.5 Overall = 7.8
Text [

50.73(b)(?)(ii)(C)--Time information for occurrences
S inadequate. what time did the operator receive

the torus low level alarm?
SO.73(b}§22§ii)§Dt--The root and/or intermediate
cause discussion for the low level alarm setpoint
drifting up is nct included.

50.73(b)(2)(i1)(J)(2)--Discussion of personnel error
1S 1nadequate.

50.73(b)(2)(i1)(J)(2)(i)--Discussion as to whether
the personnel error was cognitive or procedural is
not included.

Who made the decision to continue pumping after the
alarm was received?

50.73(b)(3)--Discussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event is
inadequate.

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

should so state,

OBSERVATION: The availability of other systems or
components capable of mitigating the consequences of
the event should be discussed. [f no other systems
or componaents are available, the text should so state.

50.73(b)(4)--Discussion of corrective actions taken
or planned is inadequate. The corrective actions
Tisted may not prevent recurrence in the long term.
How will other operators be made aware of the
problem? Should the setpoint be checked more often?
Are there any procedures that need revision?



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 (277)

Section

Comments

8. LER Number:

Abstract

Coded Fields

85-017-00 (continued)

Y. 50.73(bzg1%--5ummary of root and intermediate causes
1s not included.

2.

1.

50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate.
Action; necessary to prevent recurrence are not

mentioned.

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

Item }4)--T1t1e: Root cause and result (T.S.

vioTlation) are not included.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 (277)

Section Comments

9, LER Number: 85-018-00
Scores: Text = 6.2 Abstract = 7.2 Coded Fields = 9.0 Overall = 6.8

Text b 50.73504{2‘5i12§F[--The Energy Industry
en cation System component function identifiers
for each component referred to in the LER were not
included.

2.  50.73(b)(2)(i1)(I)--How was it determined that the
valve was opened too quickly?

3. 50.73(b)(2)(11)(J)(2)(ii)--The text is not clear

about whether or not the operator was following the
approved procedure or not,

4. 50.73(b)(3)--Discussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event is
inadequate. The text should be more specific as to
why there were no safety conseguences.

5. 50.73§b}g42--uhat will be done to insure that other
operators will not make the same mistake in the
future?

Abstract 1. The root cause and corrective actions do not indicate
that personnel error was involved, nor that the
person was instructed on the proper procedure,

Coded Fields Item 54!--Title: Root cause and link are not
nc luded.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 2 (277)

Section Comments

10. LER Number: 85-019-00
Scores: Text = 9.0 Abstract = 8.9 Coded Fields = 9.0 Overall = 8.9
Text 1.  50.73(b)(2)(ii1)(L)--Identification (e.q. manufacturer

and model no.) of the failed component(s) discussed
in the text is not included.

. It is not clear whether the pump was declared
inoperable because "flow was lower than previously
measured" or because it did not satisfy the minimum
flow requirements of Specification 4.5.A.3.d.

3. 50.73(b)(4)--Discussion of corrective actions taken
or planned is inadequate. [t appears that there must
be some operability test procedure that requires
revision as a result of the reassessment concluded on

October 3, 1985.

OBSERVATION: Scores for this LER are based on the
assumption that the supplemental report will contain
all the necessary information,

Abstract 1. 50.73;0%{12--Summary of root cause is inadeguate.
e follow-up report should be mentioned. See text
comment No. 3.

Coded Fields [tem (4§--Title: Root cause and result are not
nc Tuded.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 3 (278)

Section Comments

11, LER Number: 85-010-00

Scores: Text = 8.2 Abstract = 7.6 Coded Fields = 9.0 Overall = 8.1

Text | 50.73%b2§22§iizg05--why was the wire insulation
rayed and why was the frayed wire not noticeu before
use?

g 50.735b‘§2%§ii!§F2--The Energy Industry
Identification System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

3 50.73gb2§3!--oiscussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event is
inadequate. The text should be specific as to why
there were no adverse consequen:es.

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

Abstract i N 50.73ébgglz--5ummary of root cause is inadequate.
e abstract should indicate that the test equipment
had a frayed wire,

2. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate. The
abstract should give the long term corrective actions
(i.e., increased inspection of test equipment). -

Coded Fields [tem ( 2--Title: Root cause is not included.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 3 (278)

Section Comments

12. LER Number: 85-011-02
Scores: Text = 8.2 Abstract = 7.1 Coded Fields = 7.0 Overall = 7.7

Text 1. 50.73$b2§22§112;&1:-Discussion of piint operating
con ons before the event is not included.

& 50.73§b§§2!§112§0‘--The root and/or intermediate
cause discussion for the unqualified penetration
seals is not included.

3. 50.735b?(2%¥ii2§F2--The Energy Industry
Identification System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

4. 50.73(b)(2)(ii1)(J)(2)--Discussion of personnel error
s inadequate. o (title) was responsible for the
unqualified penetration seals and the administrative
oversight?

5. 50.73§bEé32--Are there any other systems or equipment
other than the smoke detectors) in the affected
areas that could mitigate the consequences of a fire?

6. Item gBE--Information in field is inconsistent with
ex

and/or abstract. If there have been no previous
events, state none.

50.73§bggl)--5ummary of root cause is inadequate.
ee text comment No. 2.

2. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate.
Abstract does not include summary of steps to prevent
recurrence.

Abstract ]

3. OBSERVATION: The abstract contains information not
included in the text. The abstract is intended to be
a summary of the text; therefore, the text should
discuss all information summarized in the abstract.
Specifically, the fact that the floor was not
identified as a fire barrier at the completion of the
fire barrier upgrade program,



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 3 (278)

Section

Comments

12.  LER Number: 85-011-02 (continued)

Codea Fields | Item §4;--T1tle: Root cause and result

2.

.S. violation) are not included.

Event date appears to be in error: [Information in
text and on previous revision indicates a date of
6/21/85.

The power level (Item 10) is different on all three
reports. This power level should be the power when
the event occurred or was discovered. All revisions
should retain original information.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 3 (278)

Section Comments

13. LER Number: 85-012-00
Scores: Text = 7.8 Abstract = 6.9 Coded Fields = 8.9 Overall = 7.6
Text 1. 50.73$b;§2;$i11§F!--The Energy Industry

en cation System component function

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

b 50.73§b[§22‘iizglz--niscussicn of the method of
scovery o e personnel error is inadequate. Be
more specific as to how it became apparent that one
fuel bundle had not been removed.

3. 50.73(b)(2)(i1)(J)(2)-=Discussion of personrel error
15 1nadequate.

4, 50.73(b2§2!§1i2§d2§2!§i)--oiscussion as to whether
e personnel error was cognitive or procedural is
not included.
S, 50.73§b!§3;--OBSERVATION: The consequences of the
event had 1t occurred under more severe conditions
should be discussed. If the event occurred under

what are considered the most severe conditions, the
text should so state.

Abstract 1. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of root cause is inadequate.
e summary should indicate that personnel error was
involved.

2. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or =
planned as a result of the event is not included.

3. OBSERVATION: The abstract contains information not
included in the text. The abstract is intended to be
a summary of the text; therefore, the text should

discuss all information summarized in the abstract,
Time of event given in abstract but not text.

Coded Fields 1. [tem §42--Title: Root cause is not included.

[tem gl3)--C3mponent failure field contains data when
no component failure occurred.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 3 (278)

Section Comments

14. LER Number: 85-013-00

Scores: Text = 7.6 Abstract = 6.6 Coded Fields = 7.4 Overall = 7.3

Text 1. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(L)--Identification (e.q. manufacturer
?ﬂﬁf?ﬁ%ﬂ%%‘%%TTl%TLthe failed commonent?s) discussed
in the text is not included. Pipe size and material
should be provided.

2. 50.73(b)(3)--Discussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event is
inadequate. The conseguences of one or more of these
pipes rupturing should be discussed.

3. 50.73(b)(4)--Are there any corrective actions
designed to try to prevent recurrence of this event
or at least discover the problem earlier?

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

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

3. OBSERVATION: The abstract contains information not
included in the text., The abstract is intended to be
a summary of the text; therefore, the text should
discuss all information summarized in the abstract.
The abstract indicates that the testing was performed

to comply with NRC Generic Letter 84-11. This fact
was not pointed out in the text, .

Coded rields 1. Item (4)--Title: Root cause and (possible) result
are not included.

2. Item all}--OBSERVATION: It appears it would have
een more appropriate to report this event under
paragraph(s) 50.73(a)(2)(i1) and (v).

3. Item (13!--0ne or more component failure sub-fields
are blank.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR PEACH BOTTOM 3 (278)

Section Ccmments

15. LER Number: 85-015-00
Scores: Text = 8.7 Abstract = 7.5 Coded Fields = 8.8 Qverall = 8.3

Text OBSERVATION: Scores for this LER are based on the
assumption that the supplemental report will contain
all the necessary information.

50.73§b;§2!§i12§F!--The Energy Industry
Identification System component function identifiers
for each component referred to in the LER were not
included.

2 50.73{b)é23(112§ﬂ2—-A time estimate of the
unavaila y of the failed system is not included.

3. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(L)--1dentification (e.q. manufacturer
and model no.) of the failed component(s) discussed
in the text is not included.

Abstract 1. 50.73§b)§1E-—Summary of root cause is not included.
ndicate that further investigation wi:l be made to

determine cause.

Coded Fields | A Item (4)--Title: Root cause is not included.

2. Item (15)--The "Cause Section" should give at least

an expected date. The date listed in Item (15) need
not be exact.




AEOD INPUT TO SALP REVIEW FOR LIMERICK 1
Introduction

In order to evaluate the overall guality of the contents of the
Licensee Event Reports (LERs) submitted by Limerick 1 during the
December 1, 1984 to January 31, 1986 Systematic Assessment of Licensee
Performance (SALP) assessment period, a representative sample of the unit's
LERs was evaluated using a refinement of the basic methodology presented in
NUREG/CR-4178]. The sample consists of 30 LERs. Thirty is considered to
be the maximum number of LERs required to be evaluated for each licensee
during an assessment perioc. See Appendix A for a list of the LER numbers
in the sample.

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

Methodology

The evaluation consists of a detailed review of each selected LFR to
determine how well the content of its text, abstract, and coded fields meet

the requirements of NUREG-10222. and Supplements 13 and 24 to
NUREG-1022.

The evaluation process for each LER is divided into two parts. The
first part of the evaluation consists of documenting comments specific to
the content and presentation of each LER., The second part consists of

determining a score (0-10 points) for the text, abstract, and coded fields
of each LER.

The LER specific comments serve two purposes: (1) they point out what
the analysts considered to be the specific deficiencies or observations
concerning the information pertaining to the event, and (2) they provide a

> ’



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

score = overall LER score).

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

deficiency when assigning scores.

Although the purpose of this evaluation was to assess the content of
the individual LERs selected for review, the analysts often make other
observations which they believe should be brought to the attention of the
licensee. The following discussion addresses a general observation that
was noted during the evaluation.

General Observation

Several recurring problems were noted when reviewing titles for the
sample selection., A review of two of the more prevalent problems (chlorine
analyzer failures and Reactor Water (leanup System ‘solations) revealed
that the root cause was not known so that proper crrrective actions could
not be taken to prevent recurrence, Since it wac not possible to determine

the root cause immediately, the need for furthe: investigation was
.



indicated in wc- . of these LERs. Nome of these LERs, however, ever
committed to a suppiemental report (Items 14 and 15 of the Coded Fields) to
discuss the findings of the investigation and the final corrective actions
to prevent recurrence. The need for further investigation almost always
implies the need for a supplemental report. In fact, an LER with a need

for future investigation without a commitment to a supplemental report is
considered to be incomplete.

Discussion of Results

A discussion of the analysts' conclusions concerning LER quality is
presented below. These conclusions are based solely on the results of the
evaluation cf the contents of the LEKs selected for review and as such
represent the analysts' assessment of each units performance (on a scale of
0 to 10) in submitting LERs that meet the requirements of 10 CFR 50.73(b).

Table 1 presents the average scores for the sample of LERs evaluated
for Limerick 1. The reader is cautioned that the scores resulting from the
methodology used for this evaluation are not directly comparable to the
scores contained in NUREG/CR-4178 due to refinements in the methodology.

(Table 2 Deleted)

Table 3 and Appendix Table B-1 provide a summary of the
information that is the basis for the average scores in Table 1. For
example, Limerick's average score for the text of the LERs that were -
evaluated was 8.3 out of a possible 10 points. From Table 3 it can be seen
that the text score actually resulted from the review and evaluation of
17 different requirements ranging from the discussion of plant operating
conditions before the event [10 CFR 50.73(b)(2)(11)(A)] to text
presentation. The percentage scores in the text summary section of Table 3
provide an indication of how well each text requirement was addressed by
the licensee for the 30 LERs that were evaluated.



Discussion of Specific Deficiencies

A review of the percentage scores presented in Table 3 will quickly
point out where the licensee is experiencing the most difficulty in
preparing LERs. For example, requirement percentage scores of less than 75
indicate that the licensee probably needs additional guidance concerning
these requirements. Scores of 75 or above, but less than 100, indicate
that the licensee probably understands the basic requirement but has
either: (1) excluded certain less significant information from a large
number of the discussions concerning that requirement or (2) totally railed
to address the reguirement in one or two of the selected LERs. Th:
licensee should review the LER specific comments presented in Appeidix D in
order to determine why he received less than a perfect score for certain
requirements. The text requirements with a score of less than 75 are
discussed below in their order of importance. In addition, the primary
deficiencies in the abstract and coded fields are discussed.

Although the first requirement to be discussed had an acceptable score
of 80 percent, some problems were noticed in the safety assessments
(Requirement 50.73(b)(3)]. Sixteen of the safety assessments were found to

have some deficiency. A safety assessment is supposed to include three
items as follows:

1. An assessment of the event including specifics as to why there
was no safety problem., It is inadequate to state "this event had

no safety consequences or impiications<" without explanation as to
why.

2. A safety assessment should indicate whether or not other systems
were available to perform the function of the system which was
lost, Seven LERs were found to be deficient in this area.



3. Finally a safety assessment should consider whether the event
could have occurred under more severe conditions where the safety
implications would have been more severe. If the conditions
during the event are considered the worst probable then the LER

should state so. Seven LERs were found to be deficient in this
area.

Five of the nine LERs involving component failures failed to
adequately identify the failed component in the text
(Requirement 50.73(t)(2)(i1)(L)]. Adequate identification is usually
considered to be manufacturer name and model number. This information is
important for the identification of possible generic problems in the
nuclear industry.

Information concerning previous similar events
[Requirement 50.73(b)(5)] was generally included. Six of the thirty LERS
reviewed, however, had no section in the outline for previous similar
events, and therefore, failed to satisfy this requirement. Previous

similar events should be referenced appropriately (LER number if possible),
and if there are none, the text should state this.

Finally, 24 of the LERs reviewed failed to include the Energy Industry
Identification System (EIIS) codes for each component and system referred
to in the LER. Towards the end of the SALP period, however, six LERs
included the EIIS codes for each system referred to in the LER.

Requirement 50.73(b)(2)(11)(F) requires inclusion of the appropriate EI1IS .
code for each system and component referred to in the text.

The root cause summary in the abstract (score = 75%) was marginally
adequate and the corrective action summary (score = 57%) was unacceptable.
While the abstract is not supposed to be as detailed as the text, root
cause and corrective actions are important and should be included. Since
the root cause and corrective action discussions in the text received good
scores, the short comings in the abstract could probably be overcome by
including the major points from the text discussion,



The abstract presentations (score = 77%), although acceptable, cculd
be improved by making sure that all information in the abstract is also
discussed in the text. Eight of the LERs reviewed contained information in
the abstract which was not discussed in the text. If it is necessary to
include such information, the text should be revised to adequately discuss
it. During sample selection it was noticed that several LER abstracts were
continued onto the text form. This practice should be avoided. Abstracts
are limited to 1400 characters which will easily fit in the space provided
on page 1 of the forms.

The main deficiency in the area of coded fields involves the title,
Item (4). Twenty-eight of the titles did not indicate root cause, eight
failed to incluae the link (i.e., circumstances or conditions which tie the
root cause to the result), and thirteen failed to provide information
concerning the result of the event (i.e., why the event was required to be
reported). While result is considered the most important part of the
title, cause and link must be included to make the title complete. An
example of a title that only addresses the result might be “"Reactor
Scram", This is inadequate in that the cause and link are not provided. A
more appropriate title might be "Inadvertent Relay Actuation During
Surveillance Test LOP-1 Causes Reactor Scram". From this title the reader
knows the cause was either personnel or procediral and testing contributed
to the event.

Table 4 provides a summary of the areas that need improvement for
Limerick 1 LERs. For more specific information concerning deficiencies the
reader should refer to the information presented in Appendices C and D.
General guidance concerning these reguirements can be found in NUREG-1022,
Supplement No. 24.



a
TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF SCORES FOR LIMERICK 1

Average High Low
Text 8.3 9.7 6.5
Abstract 8.0 10.0 5.5
Coded Fields 8.6 9.5 7.0
Overall 8.2b 9.7 7.1

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

b. Overall Average = 60% Text Average + 30% Abstract Average + 10% (oded
Fields Average.




TABLE 3. LER REQUIREMENT PERCENTAGE SCORES FOR LIMERICK 1

Percentage
Scores ( )°

ii)(A) - = Plant condition prior to event
ii)(B) - = [Inoperable equipment that contributed
ii)(C) - - Date(s) and approximate times

)

ii).D) - - Root cause and intermediate cause(s)
11;$E; - = Mode, mechanism, and effect
i1)(F) = = EIIS Codes

G) - - Secondary function affected
H) - - Estimate of unavailability
I) = = Method of discovery

)

J)(1) - Operator actions affecting course

J;(Z) - Personnel error (procedural deficiency)
K) - - Safety system responses

szg(ii)(L) - = Manufacturer and model no. information
3) = =~ Assessment of safety consequences

(4) « « « = = Corrective actions

(8] » ¢« « == Previous similar event informatior
(2)(1) « =« =« = Text presentation

ABSTRACT

Requirements [50.73(b)(1)] - Descriptions

- Major occurrences (Immediate cause and effect
information)

- Description of plant, system, component, and/or
personnel responses

- Root cause information
- Corrective A.tion information

- Abstract presentation

83 (30)
b
90 (30)

86 (30)
94 (9)
12 (30)

b
82 (14)
78 (30)

87 (9)
86 (22)
100 (17)

50 (9)
& (30)

80 (30)
83 (30)

Percentage
Scores ( )‘

98 (30)

99 (20)

75 (20)
57 (30)
77 (30)
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TABLE A- ] -

(continued)

LER Number

24
25
26
27
28
29
30

LER Number

85-058-00
85-060-00
85-063-00
85-065-00
85-073-00
85-077-01
85-078-00

Comments

ESF

SCRAM




APPENDIX B

EVALUATION SCORES OF
INDIVIDUAL LERS FOR LIMERICK 1



TABLE B-1. EVALUATION SCORES OF INDIVIDUAL LERs FOR LIMERICK 1
LER Sample Number?
i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Text 9.0 8.2 8.0 8.7 9.0 6.7 7.6 6.6 7.8 6.5 7.6 7.6 8.0 9.6 8.6 7.3
Abstract 8.7 5.6 1.2 7.5 3.2 8.4 5.5 7.6 6.5 8.5 25 2 7.7 10.0 8.5 7.0
Coded
Fields 9.1 9.0 8.3 8.5 9.0 8.0 3.9 8.5 8.4 8.5 8.5 8.0 8.2 8.0 9.1 9.5
Overall 8.9 7.5 7.8 8.3 9.0 7.3 i | 7.1 7.5 7.3 ol 7.6 8.0 9.5 8.6 7.4
LER Sample Number?
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 78 29 30 AVERAGE
Text 8.6 9.2 8.2 8.1 7.9 8.5 7.8 9.7 9.2 8.5 9.3 9.3 8.6 9.3 8.3
Abstract 8.0 8.8 9.3 9.0 7.0 1.5 8.3 10.0 8.8 8.5 8.8 ¥ 74 8.1 R.0
Coded
Fields 9.0 8.5 7.5 8.0 9.1 7.0 8.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.1 8.5 8.5 9.0 8.6
Overall 8.4 9.0 8.5 8.4 7.8 8.0 8.0 9.7 9.0 8.6 9.1 8.7 8.2 8.9 8.7

2. See Appendix A for a list

=f the corresponding LER numbers.




TABLE B-1. EVALUATION SCORES OF INDIVIDUAL LERs FOR LIMERICK 1

LER Sample Number?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Text 9.0 8.2 8.0 8.7 9.0 6.7 7.6 6.6 7.8 6.5 1.6 7.6 8.0 9.6 8.6 A
Abstract 8.7 5.6 B 7.5 9.2 8.4 o5 7.6 6.5 8.5 7.5 F W 4 7.7 10.0 8.5 7.0
Coded
Fields 9.1 9.0 8.3 8.5 5.0 8.0 8.9 8.5 8.4 8.5 8.5 8.0 8.3 8.0 9.1 9.5
Overall 8.9 75 7.8 8.3 9.0 7.3 " | 7.3 1.5 7.3 57 7.6 8.0 9.5 8.6 7.4

LER Sample Number?

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 8 29 30 AVERAGE
Text 8.6 9.2 8.2 8.1 7.9 8.5 7.8 9.7 9.2 8.5 9.3 9.3 8.6 9.3 8.3
Abstract 8.0 8.8 9.3 9.0 7.0 7.5 8.3 10.0 8.8 8.5 8.8 7.7 /.4 8.1 8.0
Coded
Fields 9.0 8.5 1.5 8.0 9.1 7.0 8.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.1 8.5 8.5 9.0 8.6
Overall 8.4 9.0 8.5 8.4 7.8 8.0 8.0 9.7 9.0 8.6 9.1 8.7 8.2 8.9 8.7
a. See Appendix A for a list of the corresponding LER numbers.

—



APPENDIX C

DEFICIENCY AND OBSERVATION
COUNTS FOR LIMERICK !




TABLE C-1. TEXT DEFICIENCIES AND OBSERVATIONS FOR LIMERICK 1

Description of Deficiencies and Observations

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and
Observations

Sub-paragraph Paragraph

Totals? Totals ( )b

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(A)--Plant operating
conditions before the event were not
included or were inadequate.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(B)--Discussion of the status
of the structures, components, or systems
that were inoperable at the start of the
event and that contributed to the event was
not included or was inadequate.

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

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

50.73§b)(2)gii§§0)--The root cause and/or

intermediate failure, system failure, or
personnel error was not included or was
inadequate.

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

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

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

50.73(b)(2)(1i)(E)--The failure mode,
mechanism Jimmeéiate cause), and/or effect
(consequence) for each failed component was
not included or was inadequate.

a. Failure mode was not included or was
inadequate

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

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

5 (30)

0 (6)

10 (30)

10 (30)

1(9)



TABLE C-1. (continued)

Description of Deficiencies and Observations

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and

Observations

Sub-paragraph
Totals®

Paragraph
Totals (

)

b

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(F)--The Energy Industry
entirication System component function

identifier for each component or system was
not included.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(G)--For a failure of a
component w multiple functions, a list
of systems or secondary functions which
were also affected was not included or was
inadequate.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(H)--For a failure that
rendered a train of a safety system
inoperible, the estimate of elapsed time
from the discovery of the failure until the
train was returned to service was not
included.

50.73(b)(2)(i1)(1)--The method of discovery
of each component failure, system failure,
personnel error, or procedural error was not
included or was inadequate.

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

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

c. Method of discovery for each
personnel error was not included or
was 1nadequate

d. Method of discovery for each
procedural error was not included or
was inadequate.

30 (30)

0 (0)

3 (14)

7 (30)



TABLE C-1. (continued)

Description of Deficiencies and Observatiors

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and
Observations

Sub-paragraph
Totals®

Paragraph
Totals (

)b

50.73#b%§2;§iizgdggl!--Operator actions that
aftfecte e course of the event including
operator errors and/or procedural
deficiencies were not included or were

inadequate.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(J)(2)--The discussion of
each personnel error was not included or was
inadequate.

a. OBSERVATION: A personnel error was
implied by the text, but was not
explicitly stated.

b. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(J)(2)(i)--Discussion
as to whether the personnel error was
cognitive c¢r procedural was not
incluced or was inadequate.

c. 50.73(b)(2)(11)(J)(2)(ii)--Discussion
as to whether the personnel error was
contrary to an approved procedure, was
a direct result of an error in an
approved procedure, or was associated
with an activity or task that was not
covered by an approved procedure was
not included or was inadequate.

d. 50.73(b)(2)(i1){J)(2)(iii)--Discussion
of any unusual characteristics of the
work location (e.q., heat, noise) that
directly contributed to the personnel
error was not included or was
inadequate.

e. 50.73(b%(2)(ii)§d!§2!g1v2--Discussion
0 € type of personnel involved
(i.e., contractor personnel, utility
licensed operator, utility nonlicensed
operator, other utility personnel) was
not included or was inadequate.

2 (9)

9 (22)



TABLE C-1. (continued)

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totalsa Totals ( )b
50.73§b2§2‘§ii!‘K!--Automatic and/or manual 0(17)
safety system responses were not included or
were inadequate.
50.73(b)(2)(i1)(L)--The manufacturer and/or 5(9)
mode T number of each failed component was
not included or was inadequate.
50.73(b)(3)--An assessment of the safety 16 (30)
consequences and implications of the event
was not included or was inadequate.
a. OBSERVATION: The availability of 7

oth.r systems or components capable

of aitigating the consequences of the

ever. was not discussed. 1f no other

syst-us or components wer= available,

the text should state tha: none

existed.

b. OBSERVATION: The consequences 7

of the event had it occurred under

more severe conditions were not

discussed. If the event occurred

under what were considered the most

severe conditions, the text should so

state.

10 (30) =

50.73(b)(4)--A discussion of any corrective
actions planned as a result of the event
including those to reduce the probability

of similar events occurring in the future
was not included or was inadequate.



TABLE C-1. (cuntinued)

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and

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

correct the probiem (e.q., return the
component ¢r system to operation
condition or correct the personnel
error) was not inciuded or was
inadequate.
b. A discussion of actions required to 2
reduce the probability of recurrence
of the problem or similar event
(correct the root cause) was not
included or was inadequate.
C. OBSERVATION: A discussion of actions 1
required to prevent similar failures
in similar and/or other systems (e.g.,
correct the faulty part in aill
components with the same manufacturer
and model number) was not included or
was inadequate.

50.73(b)(5)--Information concerning previous 6 (30)
simifar events was not included or was
inadequate,



TABLE C-1. (continued)

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph

Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totalsa Totals ( )b

50.73(b)(2)(i)--Text presentation 8 (30)
1nadequacies.

a. OBSERVATION: A diagram would have 1
aided in understanding the text
discussion,

b. Text contained undefined acronyms <
and/or plant specific designators.

c. The text contains other specific 3
deficiencies relating to the
readability.

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

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




TABLE C-2. ABSTRACT DEFICIENCIES AND OBSERVATIONS FOR LIMERICK 1

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and

i Observations
Sub-paraqraph paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totalsa Totals ( )b
A summary of occurrences (immediate cause 2 (30)
and effect) was not included or was
inadequate
A summary of plant, system, and/or personnel 1 (20)
responses was not included or was
inadequate.
a. Summary of plant responses was not 0
included or was inadequate.
b. Summary of system responses was not 1
included or was inadequate.
c. Summary of personnel responses was not 0
included or was inadequate.
A summary of the root cause of the event 19 (30)
was not included or was inadequate.
A summary of the corrective actions taken or 25 (30)

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



TABLE C-2. (continued)

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totals? Totals ( )b
Abstract presentation inadequacies 14 (30)

a. OBSERVATION: The abstract contains 8
information not included in the text.
The abstract is intended to be a
summary of the text, therefore, the
text should discuss all information
summarized in the abstract.

D. The abstract was greater than 1
1400 characters

C. The abstract contains urdefined 0
acronyms and/or plant specific
designators.

d. The abstract contains other specific 9

deficiencies (i.e., poor
summarization, contradictions, etc.)

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

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




TABLE C-3. CODED FIELDS DEFICIENCIES AND OBSERVATIONS FOR LIMERICK 1

Number of LERS with
Deficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totals® Totals ( )b
Facility Name 0 (30)
a. Unit number was not included or
incorrect.
b. Name was not included or was
incorrect.
€. Additional unit numbers were included
but not required.
Docket Number was not included or was 0 (30)
incorrect.
Page Number was not included or was 0 (30)
incorrect.
Title was left blank or was inadequate 30 (30)
a. Root cause was not given in title 28
b. Result (effect) was not given in title 8
c. Link was not given in title 13
Event Date 1 (30)
a. Date not included or was incorrect. ]
b. Discovery date given instead of event 0
date.
LER Number was not included or was incorrect 0 (30) =
Report Date 2 (30)
a. Date not included 0
b. OBSERVATION: Report date was not .
within thirty days of event date (or
discovery date if appropriate).
Other Facilities information in field is 0 (30)
inconsistent with text and/or abstract.
Operating Mode was not included or was 1 (30)

inconsistent with text or abstract,



TABLE C-3. (continued)

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totals? Totals ( )b
Power level was not included or was 0 (30)
inconsistent with text or abstract
Reporting Requirements 5 (30)
a. The reason for checking the "OTHER" 0
recuirement was not specified in the
abstract and/or text.
b. OBSERVATION: It would have been more 1
appropriate to report the event under
a different paragraph.
c. OBSERVATION: It would have been 4
appropriate to report this event under
additional unchecked paragraphs.
Licensee Contact 0 (30)
a. Field left blank
b. Position title was not included
c. Name was not included
d. Phone number was not included.
Coded Component Failure Information 4 (30)
a. One or more component failure 0
sub-fields were left blank.
b. Cause, system, and/or component code 0 \
is inconsistent with text, -
¢. Component failure field contains data ?
when no component failure occurred.
d. Component failure occurred but entire 2

field left blank.



TABLE C-3. (continued)

Number of LERs with
Deficiencies and

Observations
Sub-paragraph Paragraph
Description of Deficiencies and Observations Totalsa Totals ( )b
Supplemental Report 5 (30)
a. Neither "Yes"/"No" block of the 0
supplemental report fiecld was
Cchecked.
b. The block checked was inconsistent 3
with the text.
Expected submission date information is 0 (30)
inconsistent with the block checked in
Item (14).

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

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




APPENDIX D

LER COMMENT SHEETS FOR
LIMERICK 1



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

1. LER Number: 84-024-00

Scores: Text = 9.0 Abstract = 8.7 Coded Fields = 9,1 Overall = 8.9

Text 1. 50.73g0212)gii!§F2--The Energy Industry
entification System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

2. 50.73(b)(3)--Discussion of the assessment of the
Tafety consequences and impliications of the event is

inadequate.

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

3. 50.73(b)(5)--Information concerning previous similar
events 15 not included. If no previous similar
events are known, the text should so state.

Abstract 1. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of occurrences [immediate
causess; and effects(s)] is inadequate. Tne abstract

should indicate that lack of communication between
the mianight and day shifts was a factor contributing
to this event.

2. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate. The
abstract should indicate that the procedure was being
changed to prevent recurrence.

Text | Item §42--Tit1e: Root cause is not included.

eh Item (132--Component failure field contains data when
no component failure occurred.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section

Comments

2. LER Number:

Scores: Text = 8.2

Text

Abstract

Coded Fields

84-027-00

1.

Abstract = 5.6 Coded Fields = 9.0 Overall = 7.5

50.731b;§2)§ii2§0;--The root and/or intermediate
cause discussion tor the "failure to arrange for a
sample to be taken" is not included.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(F)--The Enerqy Industry
Tdentification System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(1)--Discussion of the method of
discovery of the personnel error is not included.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(J)(2)(i)--Discussion as to whether
€ personnel error was cognitive or procedural is

not included.

50.73(p)(4)--Will the corrective action discussed
prevent recurrence of the problem by future (or
other) supervisors or are additional actions
necessary (e.g., actions that will place some of the
burden of responsibility on those that take the
sample)?

50.73(b)(1)--Summary of root cause is inadequate.
50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate.
Abstract does not adequately summarize the text.
Additional space is available within the abstract

field to provide the necessary information but it was
not utilized.

Item ga)--Title: Root cause and result (T.S.
vioTation) are not included.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

3. LER Number: 84-036-00
Scores: Text = 8.0 Abstract = 7.2 Coded Fields = 8.3 Overall = 7.8

Text A 50.73(b2§2!(ii2(0?--The root and/or intermediate
cause discussion for the component failure is
inadequate. More details about the defective switch

should be included (e.g., how the switch was
defective).

2. 50.73(b)(2)(ii1)(F)--The Enerqgy Industry
Tdentification System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

3. 50.73§b)§22§1i%§lz--0iscussicn of the method of
iscovery o e component failure is not included.

4. 50.73(b)(2)(i1)(J)(2)(ii)--Discussion as to whether
the personnel error was contrary to an approved
procedure, was a direct result of an error in an
approved procedure, or was associated with an
activity or task that was not covered by an approved
procedure is inadequate.

5. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(L)--1dentification (e.q. manufacturer
and model no.) of the failed component(s) discussed
in the text is not included.

6. Acronym(s) and/or plant specific designator(s) are

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

term corrective actions were not given,

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

Coded Fields 1. Item §4E--Title: Root cause and link are not
included. The title is misleading, since it implies
that a high temperature actually occurred.

r %%:gﬁ%lg}--The block checked is inconsistent with
ation in the text, The last sentence of page
two implies the need for a revision in crder to
report the modification mode to the system, *



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

4, LER Number: 84-039-00

Scores: Text = 8.7 Abstract = 7.5 Coded Fields = 8.5 Overall = 8.3

Text s 50.73{0‘(2[gi1)50z--The root and/or intermediate
cause discussion for the static inverter overvoltaqe
condition is inadequate. Is the voltage regulator
board failure considered a random failure?

2. 50.73(02;2;5112§F)--The Energy Industry
entification sSystem component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

3. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(L)--Identification (e.q. manufacturer
and model no.) of the failed component(s) discussed
in the text is not included.

4. 50.73(b)(4)--Given that the root cause of the voltage

requlator board failure is not given, it is not
possible to determine whether or not the corrective
actions address the problem of recurrence.

Abstract 1. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of root cause is inadeguate.
ee text comment No. 1.

2. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate.
Replacement of the voltage regulator board is not
mentioned.

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

Coded Fields 1. Item g4;--Title: Rcot cause and link (concurrent
esting] are not included.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

5. LER Number: 84-042-00

Scores: Text = 9.0 Abstract = 9.2 Coded Fields = 9.0 Overall = 9.0

Text 1. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(F)--The Enerqy Industry
en cation System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

2.  50.73(b)(2)(ii)(J)(2)(i)--Discussion as to whether

the personnel error was cognitive or procedural is
not included.

3. 50.73(b)(3)--Discussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event is
inadequate.

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

Abstract 1. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of root cause is inadequate. Be
more specific about the error made by the field
engineer.

2. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or

planned as a result of the event is inadequate.
Include the fact that other isolation valves were
checked.

Coded Fields 1. Item (4)--Title: Root cause and link are not .
incluée%.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

6. LER Number: 84-046-01

Sceres: Text = 6.7 Abstract = 8.4 Coded Fields = 8.0 Overall = 7.3

Text 50.73§b)§22§ii)gAz--Discussion of plant op rating
tonditions before the event is not included. It is
reauired in the text and optional in the abstract.

2. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(D)--The root and/or intermediate
Cause discussion for the broken sample tape is not
included. A supplemental report appears to be needed
to describe the root cause. Without a coomitment to
submit a supplemental report, this LER must be
considered incomplete.

3. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(E)--The effect discussion of each
failed component is not included.

4. 50.73(b%$2)(1i)§F)--The Enerqy Industry
Tdentification System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

5. 50.73(b)(3)--Discussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event is
inadequate. Was the Control Room Emergency Fresh Air
System left running until the analyzer was returned
to service? If not, was there another analyzer
capable of detecting chlorine and initiating
emergency ventilation?

6. 50.73(b)(4)--Discussion of corrective actions taken
or planned is inadequate. A supplemerntal report &
appears to be needed to describe the corrective
actiors resulting from the investigation into the
cause of the tape breakage. Without a commitment to
submit a supplemental report, this LER must be
considered incompiete.

7. Some ideas are not presented clearly (hard to
follow). See text comment No. 5 and the reference to
Technical Specification 3.3.7.8.1a permitting
operation in the normal ventilation mode (second
paragraph, page 2).

Abstract 1. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of root cause is inadequate.
ee text comment No. 2.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section

Comments

6. LER Number:

Coded Fields

84-046-01 (continued)

2.

50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate. See
text comment No. 6.

The continuing investigation should have been
mentioned in the abstract.

OBSERVATION: The abstract contains information not
included in the text. The abstract is intended to be
a summary of the text; therefore, the text should
discuss all information summarized in the abstract.
See text comment No. 1.

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

Item éd)--Title: Root cause and result are not
incTuded.

Item (14)--The block checked is inconsistent with
information in the text.
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TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

9. LER Number: 85-006-00 (continued)

Coded Fields i ¢ Item (42--Title: Roect cause and link are not
inc luded.

2. Item g7;--OBSERVATION: Report date is not within
irty days of event date (or discovery date if
appropriate).



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

10. LER Number: 85-007-00
Scores: Text = 6.5 Abstract = 8.5 Coded Fields = 8.5 Overall = 7.3

Text 1. There is a fundamental problem with this LER (and
LER 84-039-00) in that information that was known to
the licensice as early as December of 1984 concerning
the suspected root cause of this event was not
included in either 84-039-00 or 85-007-00 (i.e., the
high ambient room and cabinct temperature, see
LER 85-024-00).

2. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(C)--Tiwme information for occurrences
s 1nadequate. en was the bad voltage regulator
board replaced?

3. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(D)--The root and/or intermediate
cause discussion for the failed regulator board is
not included. See comment No. 1.

4. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(F)--The Energy Industry
Identitication System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to ir. the LER is not included.

5. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(H)--A time estimate of the
unavailability of the failed system is not included.
See comment No. 2.

6. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(L)--1dentification (e.q. manufacturer
and model no.) of the failed component(s) discussed
in the text is not included.

7. 50.73(b)(4)--Discussion of corrective actions taken
or planned is inadequate. The modifications to the
inverter cabinets (discussed in LER 85-024-00) should
have been discussed in this LER.

8. In the "Cause of the Event" section and the first
sentence of the "Corrective Actions", the panel
number appears to be wrong. Shouldn't it be 1BY160?
If not, the relationship between these different
panels is not explained.



TABLE D-1.

SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section

Comments

10. LER Number:

Abstract

Coded Fields

85-007-00 (continued)

10.

Additional background information should have been
provided for this LER, given the corrective action
listed in 84-039-00 and 85-007-00 appear to be one in
the same. (Note the date of the corrective actior in
84-039-00.)

LERs should be stand alone documents. The reader
should not have to read three cifferent LERS to gain
a perspective on the overall problem.

5L.73§b2§12--$ummary of cause information is
nadequate. See text comment Nos. 1 and 3.

50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate. Why
did it take two separate occurrences (8:21 a.m.

and 8:58 a.m.) before the faulty regulator card was
replaced: Also, see text comment No. 7.

Item (4;--Title: Root cause and result are not
nc Tuded.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section

Comments

11. LER Number:

Scores: Text = 7.6

Text

Abstract

Coded Fields

85-013-00

].

2.

3.

1.

Abstract = 7.5 Coded Fields = 8.5 Overall = 7.7
50.73$b)g2)(ii)(A)--Discussion of plant operating
con ons before the event is not included.
50.73$b!(2i$ii)§F)--The Enerqgy Industry

entitication System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

50.73(b)(2)(ii1)(H)--A time is needed to indicate when

the transmitter was returned Lo service.
50.73(b)(2)(1i)(J)(2)--More detail is needed as to

how personnel overlooked the technical specification
requirement.

50.73(b)(4)--1t is not possible to know how effective
he long term corrective actions will be without
knowing why the personnel made the mistake (see text
comment No. 4).

50.73(b)(5)--Information concerning previous similar
events 1s not included. If no previous similar
events are known, the text should so state.

The abstract summary is deficient in discussing the
personnel error and long term corrective actions.

[tem gdz--Title: Root cause is not included. =

Item (11)--0BSERVATION: It appears it would have
een appropriate to also report this event under

paragraph(s) 50.73(a)(2)(i).



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section

Comments

12. LER Number:

Scores: Text = 7.6

Text

Abstract

Coded Fields

85-014-00

].

Abstract = 7.2 Coded Fields = 8.0 Overall = 7.6

50.73!b;§2‘$ii)(F)--The Energy Industry
en cation System component function

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

50.73gb2g22§ii;!l)--niscussion of the method of
overy o € personnel error is not included.

50.73(b)(3)--Discussion of the assessment of the

afety consequences and jmplications of the event is
inadequate. What were the consequences of having the
channel inoperable for approximately four and one
half hours? Were other channels or systems available
to provide a scram if one was needed?

50.73(b)(5)--Information concerning previous similar
events 1s not included. 1f no previous similar
events are known, the text should so state.

A logical transition does not exist between all ideas.

50.73(5)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is not included.

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

Ttem (11)--0BSERVATION: It appears it would have

been appropriate to also report this event under
paragraph(s) 50.73(a)(2)(1).




TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section

Comments

13. LER Number

Scores: Text = 8.0

Text

Abstract

Coded Fields

85-017-00

].

Abstract = 7.7 Coded Fields = 8.3 Overall = 8.0

50.73(b)(2)(i1)(F)--The Enerqgy Industry

n tem component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
svstem referred to in the LER is not included.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(1)--Discussion of the method of
discovery of the negative differential pressure is
not included.

50.73(b)(2)(ii)(J)(2)--1t appears that personnel

error 1s involved in this event, but it is not
discussed.

50.73(b)(3)--OBSERVATION: The availability of other
systems or components capable of mitigating the
consequences of the event should be discussed. 17 no
other systems or components are available, the text
should so state.

50.73(b)(5)-~Information concerning previous similar
events 1s not included. If no previous similar
events are known, the text should so state.

50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadeguate. The
long term corrective actions should be summarized.

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

Item (11)--This event also sounds like a technical
specification violation and if so should also be
reported under requirement 50.73(a)(2)(1).

Item (14)--The block checkeda is inconsistent with
information in the text. Need to report results of
the blocking sequence review (last paragraph).



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

14. LER Number: 85-022-00
Scores: Text = 9.6 Abstract = 10.0 Coded Fields = 8.0 Overall = 9.5

Text 1. 50.73§bt§2[§11[§F)--The Energy Industry
Tdentification System component function
jdentifier(s) and/or :ystem name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not inc luded.

2.  This is a well written report. Only two questions
remained after reading it.

From what location (e.g., the control room) is the
operator expected to manuaily initiate the MSIV-LCS
system following a LOCA? If it is the control room,
and time is critical, the breaker being open would,
from a practical standpoint, render the system
inoperable.

What are system procedures $40.3.A and S40.3.8?

Abstract 1. No comments.
Coded Fields 1. Item (4)--Title: Root cause and link are not
incTuded.

2. Item (11)--OBSERVATION: It appears it would have
been appropriate to also report this event under

paragraph(s) 50.73(a)(2j(1).

3. Item (7)--OBSERVATION: Report date is not within
thirty days of event date (or discovery date if
appropriate).



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

15. LER Number: 85-028-00
Scores: Text = 8.6 Abstract = 8.5 Coded Fields = 9.1 Overall = 8.6
Text 1. 50.7350}42‘Si12§F)--The Energy Industry
n tem component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.
2. 50.73(b)(3)--Other systems available to mitigate an

accident snould be listed. If no other systems
exists the text shall state so.

Abstract 1. The fact that the design drawing was wrong and was
corrected should be mentioned.

Coded Fields ] Item ga}--TitIe: Root cause is not included.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

16. LER Number: 8£-037-00
Scores: Text = 7.3 Abstract = 7.0 Coded Fields = 9.5 Overall = 7.4

Text 1. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(C)--Time information for occurrences
is inadequate. When was the "B" LPCI pump secured
the first time? After the second LOCA signal was
received, when were all affected systems returned to
normal?

2. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(D)--The root and/or intermediate
cause discussion for the draining of the condensate
storage tank is not included.

3. 50.73(b§§2;$112§F2--The Energy Industry
en catior System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

4, 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(J)(2)--1t appears that personnel
error is involved in this event, but it is not
discussed (i.e., the draining of the condensate
storage tank).

5. 50.73(b)(3)--Discussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event is
inadequate. What were (or could have been) the

consequences or implications of draining the
condensate storage tank and tripping the CRD pumps?

6. 50.73(b)(4)--Discussion of corrective actions taken
c¢r plarned is inadequate. What was done to prevent
recurrence of draining the condensate storage tank? _

Abstract ¥ 50.73§b‘g1)--5ummary of occurrences [immediate
cause(s) and effects(s)] is inadequate. The CST
protlem is not mentioned.

2. 50.73(t)(1)--Summary of system responses is

nadequate. The CRD pumps tripping is not mentioned.

3. 50.73gb=(ll¢-5ummary of root cause of (ST problem is
not included.




TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

16. LER Number: 85-037-00 (continued)

4. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate.
Actions to prevent recurrence of improper valve
operation are not summarized.

Coded Fields 1. Item g4%--Title: Link (procedure 57-2-036-630-1) is
not inc luded.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

17. LER Number: 85-038-00
Scores: Text = 8.6 Abstract = 8.0 Coded Fields = 9.0 Overall = 8.4

Text 1.  50.73(b)(2)(ii1)(F)--The Energy Industry
TUEH!&T%%!%&Eﬁl§7%tem component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

2. 50.73(b)(3)--Discussion of the assessment of the
arety consequences and implications of the event is
inadequate. The text should be specific as to why an

isolation of the Residual Heat Removal (RHR) System
had no adverse affects.

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

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

3. Acronym(s) and/or plant specific designator(s) are

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

long term corrective actions should be summarized
(1.e., the procedure was changed).

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

Coded Fields ¥s [tem (42--Title: Root cause is not included,



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LFR COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

18. LER Number: 85-039-00

Scores: Text = 9.2 Abstract = 8.8 Coded Fields = 8.5 Overall = 9.0
Text 1.  50.73(b)(2)(ii)(F)--The Energy Industry

[dentification System component function
jcentifier(s) and/or system name of each comoonent or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

2. 50.73§b)§32--015cussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event is
inadequate. Could this event have happened in an
operating condition during which sampling valve
op:rability was required? If so, these safety
implications should be discussed.

Abstract 1.  50.73(b)(1)--Summary of root cause is inadequate.
How the test engineers "initiated a spurious NSSSS
isolation signal" should have been mentioned.

2. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate. The
meetings called to review the proper method of
performing the check-off list are not mentioned.

3. OBSERVATION: The abstract contains information not
included in the text. The abstract is intended to be
a summary of the text; therefore, the text should
discuss all information summarized in the abstract.
The text should have contained the sentence
indicating why the "check-off list is performed
periodically®. 1In addition, “"periodically" should bé
defined as to the specific interval.

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

Coded Fields 1. Item g4;—-Title: Root cause and link (performing
check-off 1ist) are not included.



TABLE D-1.

SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section

Comments

19. LER Number:

Scores: Text = 8.2

Text

Abstract

Coded Fields

85-042-00

]‘

2.

Abstract = 9.3 Coded Fields = 7.5 Overall = 8.5
50.73ib252)§iilgA!--Discussion of plant operatina
con ons before the event is not included.
50.735b2§2‘€11!§€¥--Time information for occurrences

3 equate. clude a time for returning the

systems to service.

50.73§bi12)aii2!F!--The Enerqy Industry
Identification System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

A supplemental report appears to be needed to
describe the cause of the tape failure when found and
the corrective actions. Without a commitment to
submit a supplemental report, this LER muc<t be
considered incomplete.

OBSERVATION: The abstract contains information not
included in the text. The abstract is intended to be
a summary of the text; therefore, the text should
discuss all information summarized in the abstract.
The operating conditions are given in the abstract,

but not the text.
[tem gdz--Title: Root cause is not included.
Item (9)--Operating mode is not included. -

[tem !3%--A supplemental report appears to be needed
[See éex comment No. 4).



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

20. LER Number: 85-044-01
Scores: Text = 8.1 Abstract = 9.0 Coded Fields = 8.0 Overall = 8.4
Text | R 50.73;b;g2)‘1i)gcz--11me information for occurrences
s inadequate. at was the time of the 'A' supply
fan trip? When was the “chlorine isolation" reset?
2. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(F)--The Energy Industry
Tdentification System component function

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

3 50.73gb)gl)-.5ummary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate. It
is not clear from the discussion whether or not the
auxiliary equipment room return fan was supposed to
be shutdown given the circumstances.

4, 50.73gb)§2)g11[;3);2)--It appears that the event may
nvolve personnel error, but it is not discussed.
(See comment No. 3.) Was it permissible, prior to
this event, to use radio transmitter/receiver units

within an electrical cabinet?

§. 50.73(b)(2)(ii)(L)--Manufacturer and model number of
the rate-of-rise heat detector should be provided.
Its design contributed tc this event,

50.73(b)(3)--Discussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event is
inadequate. Are there any personnel related 2
conseguences from having detectable levels of Halon
in the main control room?

e [tem g13E--Cause. system, and/or component code is
nconsistent with text,

n

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

Actions concerning the use of the
transmitter/receiver units was not mentioned.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

20. LER Number: 85-044-01 (continued)

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

3. The abstract contains greater than 1400 characters.

pa—
.

Coded Fields [tem é4;--T1tle: Root cause and 1ink are not

nc tuded.

2. Item (13)--Component failure occurred but entire
e s blank.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

21. LER Number: 85-046-00
Scores: Text = 7.9 Abstract = 7.0 Coded Fields = 9.1 Overall = 7.8

Text 1. 50.73‘b;‘2‘$i12!F)--The Energy Industry
tem component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

2. 50.73(b)(2)(1i ll:-The text should be more specific
as to how the improper valve configuration was
discovered.

3. 50.73(b)(3)--Discussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event is

inadequate. The text should give specific reasons
why there were no adverse consequences.

Abstract 1. The root cause summary should indicate that

deficiencies in preparing the blocking permit lead to
the problem,

2. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is not included.
Coded Fields 1s [tem g )-=Title: Root cause is not included.

&k [tem (13)--Component failure field contains data when
no component failure occurred.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

22. LER Number: 85-053-01
Scores: Text = 8.5 Abstract = 7.5 Coded Fields = 7.0 Overall = 8.0

Text | 50.73§b2§22§iingz--Discussion of plant operating
con ons before the event is not included.

r 50.73§b2§2!$iilgct--Time information for occurrences
s Tnadequate. precisely what time was Lhe
security force personnel notified by the fire watch
personnel of the need to enter certain areas?

I 50.7330;(2‘$i12§F2--The Energy Industry
en cation System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

4, 50.73(b)(2)(11)(J)(1)--Discussion of operator actions
at affecte e course of the event is inadequate.
If security was not notified in a timely manner this
would have contributed to the event., See comment
No. 2.

5. Could fire watch personnel be issued master keys
while they are on watch?

Abstract }e 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of root cause is inadequate.
ause can only he inferred from the corrective

actions (last sentence of abstract).

2. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadeguate. A
few more details concerning the content of the -
June 27, 1985 memorandum should be provided,

3. OBSERVATION: The abstract contains information not
included in the text. The abstract is intended to be
a summary of the text; therefore, the text should
discuss all information summarized in the abstract;
for example, "unit in cold shutdown", "(Area 8
elevation 239)", "security" computer, and "while
closing a Maintenance Request Form",

Coded Fields Vs [tem édg--Title: Root caus? and result are not
nc fuded,

L. Item (5)--Event date is incorrect,

3. [tem (11)--OBSERVATION: It appears it would have
een more appropriate to report this event under
paragraph(s) 50.73(a)(2)(1).



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section

Comments

23. LER Number:

Scores: Text = 7.8

Text

Abstract

Coded Fields

85-055-00

1.

Abstract = 8.3 Coded Fields = 8.0 Overall = 8.0

A supplemental report appears to be needed to
describe the root cause and additional corrective
actions, if any. Without a commitment to submit a
supplemental report, this LER must be considered

incomplete.
50.73(b)(2)(11)(D)--See text Comment . N

50.7350[;2)§1i)gF)--The Energy Industry
Tdentification System component function identifier
for each component referred to in the LER is not
inc luded.

50.73g02§3;--OBSERVAT10N: The consequences of the
event had 1t occurred under more severe conditions
should be discussed. If the event occurred under
what are considered the most severe corditions, the

text should so state.

50.731b!!4)--$ee text Comment 1.

Include a summary of the actions tried (e.g., looking
for loose wires and retesting).

Additiona) space is available within the abstract
field to provide the necessary information but it was
not ulilized.

[tem (4)--Title: Root cause and link are not

included. The title should indicate that the cause
is presently unknown or spurious, and that it was

linked to maintenance work,

[tem (14)--See text Comment 1.



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

24, LER Number: 85-058-00
Scores: Text = 9.7 Abstract = 10.0 Coded Fields = 9.0 Overall = 9.7
Text % 50.73Sb;(2‘s112§F)--The Energy Industry
en cation System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not inc luded.

Abstract 1. No comments.

Coded Fields 1. Item sdz--Title: Result (technical specification
violation) is not included.

General Comment 1. This is a well written LER that addresses all but one
of the content requirements of 50.73(b).



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section

Comments

25. LER Number:

Scores: Text = 9.2

Text

Abstract

Coded Fields

85-060-00

]D

Abstract = 8.8
50.73(b)(2) (11

Coded Fields = 9.0 Overall = 9.0

F)--The Energy Industry
ystem component function identifier

for each component referred to in the LER was not

inc luded.

50.73gb;g42--5hould something more permanent than a
memorandum be considered to implement the corrective

actions so that
of the problem?

future employees will also be aware

The root cause summary should also include the
miscommunication between the fire patrol and security

personnel.

[tem gaz--Title:

Root cause is not included.



TABLT D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

26. LER Number: 85-063-00
Scores: Text = 8.5 Abstract = 8.5 Coded Fields = 9.0 Overall = 8.6

Text | 50.73‘b%§2[‘iiggAz--Discussion of plant operating
) n ré the event is not included.

s 50.73(b2§22$i1)§€2--T1me information for occurrences
S 1nadequate. en was the analyzer returned to
service?

3. 50.735b?§22§112!F2--Th¢ Energy Industry
en cation System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

Component code is not provided.

4. 50.73(b)(3)--Discussion of the assessment of the
safety consequences and implications of the event is
inadequate. What if the system had not responded in
accordance with the design? Are there other systems

or procedures in place as a backup?

5. When will the study of an alternate type of detection
be completed?

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

Coded Fields [ I[tem gdz--Title: Root cause and result are not
inc luded,



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

27. LER Number: 85-065-00

Scores: Text = 9.3 Abstract = 8.8 Coded Fields = 9.1 Overall = 9.1
Text B 50.73502{22‘i1)§€2--0ate information for occurrences
S 1nadequate. nclude dates for corrective actions.

2. 50.73$b§§2‘5112§F[--The Energy Industry
en cation System component function identifier
for each component referred to in the LER is not

included.
3. 50.73§b2§2 ii1)(H)--A time estimate of the
unavaila y of the failed system is not included.
Abstract 1. The cause summary should indicate that the erroneous

setting was supplied by the manufacturer,

2. The corrective actions summary should indicate that
zero calibration will be checked by the manufacturer.

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



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section Comments

28. LER Number: 85-073-00
Scores: Text = 9.3 Abstract = 7.7 Coded Fields = B.5 Overall = 8,7

Text | I8 50.73§b2g22111)gcg--T1me information for occurrences
S 1nadequate. e time the plant was stabilized in
hot shutdown should be provided in the text.

r 3 50.73§b‘§2!§11!§F]--The Fnergy Industry
en cation System component function
identifier(s) and/or system name of each component or
system referred to in the LER is not included.

Component codes are not provided.

3. 50.73(b)(2)(i1)(J)(?)--1t appears that personnel
error may be involved in this event, but it is not
discussed. Could the operator who was placing the
'C' condensate pump in service have contributed to

the sudden pressure disturbance by opening the
suction valve too fast?

4, Are there procedures in place to tell the operators
what to do after receiving a suction strainer alarm?

Abstract 1. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary cf rcot cause is not included.

2. 50.73(b)(1)--Summary of corrective actions taken or
planned as a result of the event is inadequate.

Actions taken to prevent recurrence are not mentioned.

OBSERVATION: The abstract contains information not
included in the text., The abstract is intended to be.
a summary of the text; therefore, the text should *
discuss all information summarized in the abstract;
(e.q., two times, 0147 and 0600).

3. Abstract describes the text as opposed to summarizing
'tl

Coded Fields ) [tem ga;--Title: Root cause and link are not
nc luded,



TABLE D-1. SPECIFIC LER COMMENTS FOR LIMERICK 1 (352)

Section

Comments

29. LER Number:

85-077-01

Scores: Text = 8.6

Text

Abstract

Coded Fields

]'

Abstract = 7.4 Coded Fields = 8.5 Overall = 8.2

50.73(b)(2)(i1)(D)--Some attempt would be appropriate
0 out why the connection was ioose (e.q.,
installation error or vibration), so that proper

corrective actions could be taken to prevent

recurrence.

50.736bg§2E111 F)--The Energy Industry

en catio System (ZI1S) component function
identifier for each component referred to in the |ER
was not included. The EIIS system identitiers should
be defined by giving the appropriate system name.

50.73(b)(2)(1i)(L)--identify the failed connector, if
possible, w manufacturer name and model number.

50.73§b2(4;--Additional corrective actions maybe
necessary (see text Comment 1).

Acronym(s) and/or plant specific designator(s) are
undefined.

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

[tem ga; -Title: Root cause is not included.

[tem $13‘--It would be appropriate to fill in a line
or the failed connector. -
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