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DETAILS

|. Operations

Engineering Procedures and Documentation

General Comments (Temporary Instruction (T1)2¢

Y
Ihe inspectors reviewed the licensee's implementation of improved Technical
[ " . , ” - - .

spacifications, to ensure that it reflected the appropriate provisions or conditions of

the NRC safety evaluation. As allowed by Tl 2615/130, the inspectors reduced the
scope of the reviews In the areas of verification of requirement relocation: review
for adequacy of licensee procedures programs, and manuails supporting relocations
evaluation ot implemer N CONtrois onversion veritications, based on the
detailed coverage in the lic s Technica! Specification Improvement Program
{)(”7 f\\.‘.v“x‘v'ﬂé.‘f‘t >f ‘

Review of Self-Assessment Audits

Inspection Scope (2515

I'he inspectors reviewed the results of the licensee’s

Engineesing Assessment
Report SEA 97-001 dated May 12, 1997

The purpose of the self-assessment

effort was to review Technical Specification surveillance requirements to verify that

both the current surveilanc roceaure and the current test of record were in

Verbatim comphiance with the rchnical Specification requiren,ents angd the

associmed bases. The inspectors sampled the licensee’s t

resuits 1o validate their

accuracy, methodology, and completeness. Items reviewed included action

requests, which initiated corrective actions and enhancements, including Technical

Specification text improvement irveilliance procedures requiring revision or
enhancement, cesign issues, reportable issues, and issues related to

startup and oneration

initial plant

Ine licensee s self-assessme improvement prograrn
was initiated as a result of testing of the

y diese generators

Report 50-361;-362

eported

ansee cor iuded that
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qquirements in the old Technical
| of the safety evaluation

Y

censes for Units 2 and 3 respectively

sampie ot seven items reviewed dentified two items that had not been

& document hsted in 3 I the satety evaluation report Old

rcificat 1.4, site boundary for liquid effluents, was listed as being

the Updated Safety Analysis Report, but had been relocated 1o the
site dose calculation manual. Likewise, old Technical Specification 6.8.1.e
emergency plian mplementation, was listed as being reiocated to the emergency

pian, but had been relocated to the licensee controlled specifications

The inspectors expanded the sample to 14 items and identified 3 additional items
not relocated as stipulated in Table 1 The inspectors then sampled a total of
90 percent of the Table 1 list and found no additional relocation errors. The errors
dentified vere in the administrative requirements area. This was discussed with
the ncensee and the inspectors were informed that trere had been a telephone
onversation between the licensee an 0, 1995, that
raised at t oot and review meeting on September 7
oncerning the relocation of administrative requirements AC.(“J"G*('\Q o the
1see notes of that conversation provided to the inspectors, the NRC concluded
that the final receptacle for relocated reauirements would be up to the licensee
except for two items, which were specifically identified to be placed in the topical
plar These two items were located in the n. The inspectors found that
the licensee did not communicate the intended points of relocation for all the
administrative requirements to the NRC's Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation prior
to the issuance of the satety evaluation report for the amendments impiementing

the improved Technical Specificati
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f relocat

elements of the Technical

Review of Procedures, Programs and Manuals
inspectiol

r
H

ispectors reviewed the licensee'’'s Operations Division Procedure S0123-0-13,
|
inical Specification LCO Action Requirements (LCOAR) and Eguipment

Defic'ency Mode Restraints (EDMR)," to assess the implementation of the licensee’s

safety function determination program contained in Section 6.10. This review also
ncluded associated records and personnel interviews

Observations and Findings

The satety function determination program, as defined in the licensee’'s
Administrative Procedure S0123-0-13, was found to contain the elements required

by the Administrative Controls, Section 5, of the new Technical Specifications. The

inspectors iuentified editorial or grammatical errors in Sections 6.10.5.2 and
6.10.5.3 that could create inconsistent identification of which system was should
Licensee staff agreed to consider construction of the

yrocedure and determine whether procedure revision was appropriate
RTOg

be classified as inoperable

The licensee had experienced no difficulties with the safety function determination

program, with iimited use of the program since the adoption of the new Technical
Specifications. Interviews with licensed operators confirmed the lack of

opportunities for practical use of the program. The operaturs were satisfied with

the training received in the use of the safety function determination program
: prog

S:’.,‘S-‘L‘gh $i1oNns

The inspectors concluded that program elements specifically required bv the new

Technical Specitications were incorporated in the safety function determination
program and that training proviaed

progran

covered the proper scope and tunctions ot the




est documents, generated by

wel standard Technical
jocuments reviewed are

US report

xd that Action Request 970101744 ated January 29, 1997

0 that there was no single surveillance requirement that verified @8 minimum
pacity 1o the steam generators from the condensate storage tank through
the auxiliary feedwater pumps. This reqguirement was added to the improved
Technical Specification section 3.7.5, "AFW System," bases for Surveillance
Requirement 3.7.5.5. The bases stated, in part, "This s

=1

rveillance ensures that the
the steam generators is properly aligned by requiring

flow path from the CST to
1 verification of minimum flow capacity of 500 gpm at 1107 psia.” The licensee
revised this bases on May 30, 1997, to be consistent with existing Surveillance
and deleted all reference to flowrate verification. The

This surveillance ensures that the normal paths from the CST

Procedure S023-3-3.186.2
revised bases stated

to the steam generators are operable by raising steam generator level by 2 percent
using AFW flow from the CST

l'he inspectors reviewed the process used by the licensee to ¢ hange the bases for
Surveillance Requirement 3.7.5.5

The licensee determined that the change would
not create an unreviewed safety question and made the change effective May 30,
1997. The inspectors noted that the justification for removal of the flowrate
requirement stated that the flowrate capability was verified Oy a combination of
other means, including inservice testing, operations alignment verification, and
system modeiling in design calculations. The inspectors noted that this combination
of activities would verify the ability to delivar flow from the condensate storage

but did not provide assurance that the flowrate would
be verified after an outage of greater than 30 days, prior to reaching Mode 2. The

tank to the steam generators

licensee did not note that reliance on a combination of other activities did not
provide assurance that the tlowrate determination would be performed in all
instances when gescribed by the surveillance fre¢ . ency bases

The inspectors determined that the intent of Technical Specification Surveillance

ior versions ot the Technical Specifications
aid not require a verification of design flowrate

Requirement 3.7.5.5, as described in p

) pr

and that the change made by the

operabiiity was maintained following an

outage, when other ystem tests and verificat

ns were performed as
Additionally jsed auxiliary feedwater during startup providing

assurance ctionality pric entering Mode 2. The inspectors




rvice testing on Unit 3. which
N extende tage he licensee 3 t (he inservice testing that
verity tre Vrat y NOt performec irng the outage, nor was it planned
srformed betfor tartup 1o Mode 1 was completed. After extensive
discussions, the | decided 10 reinstate a requirement in the surveillance test
hat satisfied the surveillance requirement to measure the flow rate and confirm that
It met the gesign requirements as part of the unit restart process. The inspectors

2

jetermined that this had beer ompieted prior to restart for Unit 3

The review ¢ censee action requests, which are specifically identified in the
supplementa rmation attached to thus report, indicated that the licensee had
madge an extensive effort to identify surveillance requirements that did not
adequately meet the requirements of the new improved Technical Specifications, as
well as minor mistakes and inconsistencies with the bases and Updated Safety
Analysis Report. The corrective actions completed and planned to resolve and
correct the discrepancies identified by the self-assessment were comprehensive and
acceptable

Miscellaneous Operations Issues (92700, 92901)

d) Licensee Event Report 361/97001-03: Multiple instances of failure of

current survailiance requirements to implement the new standard Technical

Specifications
This revision amended the licensee event report to include 14 additional licensee
identified exampies where the new Technical Specification requirements were r
adequately implemented by surveillance procedures. The licensee categorized the
cause of these inadequacies in three cases. Case A (five examples) were attributed
to inadequate project management of the Technical Specification improvement
project. Case B (seven examples) were attributed to long standing plant problems

and Case C (two examples) were attributed to personnel errors in the last 7 vears

in all cases, when properly tested with the appropriate procedure, the subiect

- - - ‘3 - - L .
equipment satistied the applicable Technical Specification Surveillanc

Requirements

The inspectors reviewed the proposed corrective actions for the instances in which
Technical Specification Surveillance Requirements were not adequately implemented
+
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Oy survellance procedures e INSPE rs ais eviewed sample the acton
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inspection Repor \ ; 96-18 identified one issue concerning
velllance ) e emergencCy adiesel gensrators to meet new

eillance Requirement 2.1.9, regarding frequency response following a single
load reject during refueling outage. This issue was discussed further in NRC
inspection Report 50-: 362/97-02 and Licensee Event Report 97001-01
and -03. The inspectors determined that this instance was comparable to the

the violation belc N that the survelliance procequre was not

the Techni Spe cation Surveillance Requirement 3.8.1.9
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In accordance with S023-3-3.5, "C leactor Trip Circuit Breaker

Operability Testing," Revision 6, 18 ( ugust 5, 1996, from August
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November 30, 1996 (for Unit 2 om August 5, 1996, until February 5
the licensee had no “~]t';"'"”"""7“r [.t.q\,r(”‘, 1 8¢ hd“:,;;

! each reed switch p lon transmitter indicator channel

Units 2 and proved Technica rveillance

Requirement 3.8 3 required that 31 5, the hicensee verity that

each emerge cy diesel generator syncrnronizes, loads

minutes a loat 450 k 00 kW

and operates for

Generator Monthly Test,” Revision
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ensee verity

design basis kW

}, Aoes not trip
D450 V during a tollowing a load rejection of
improved Technical Specification 3.8.1 is

nd 4. Units 2 and 3 improved Technical

uirement 3.8.2.1 required that, for alternating

required to be OPERABLE, the surveillance requirements of

81 "AC urces-Operating,” exceapt Surveillance

veillance Requirement 3.8.1.20, are applicable

in accordance with SOQ23-3-3.27.2, "Weekly Electrical Bus Surveillance,'

Revision 5, and $023-3-3.23.1, "Diesel Generator Refueling Interval Tests,'
Revision B, issued August 5, 1996, from August & until December 1, 1996
Unit 2) and January 12, 1997 {(Unit 3), the licensee did not verity that the

emergency diesel generator did not trip and voltage was maintained following

) load rejection of 2 4450 kW and = 4700 kKW. The load actually rejected

for each emergency diesel generator was > 4700 kW

f; xampie ©

Units 2 and 3 old Technical Specification Surveillance Regquirement 4.3.2.3

<

required that the engineered safety features response time of each
engineered safety feature actuation system function shall be demonstrated to

be within the limit at least once per refueling interval

Units 2 and 3 improved Technical Specification Surveillance

Requirement 3.3.5.6 required that, every 24 months on a staggered test
i i 3¢
basis, the hicensee verify engineered satety features response time is within

IHmits

From approximately 1983 until November 30, 1996 (Unit 2), and from
approximatelv 1924 until February 15, 1987 (Unit 3), in accordance with
5023-3-3.12, "integrated ESF System Refueiing Test," Revision 12, issuec

August 5, 1996, the license had not demonstrated the engineered safety

features response times to be within iimits, in that the actua response time

of a portion of each circuit {the "K" relay) was not measured

A number of additional instances of new surveillance requirements not being
adequately satisfied following improved Tech Yy Spe Ions iImpliementation

were identified by the licensee as part of its corrective actions and discussed

NRC Inspection Report 50-361,-362/97 and summarized below
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ort 9701-03
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V. Management Meetings

Exit Meeting Summary

Th

e Inspectors presented the inspection resuits to members of licensee
'

at the conclusion of the inspection cn June 6 and 13, and August 2
icensee acknowledged the findings presented. No proprietary

\anagemet

was identitied
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LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED
Action Requests
897100510 970100642
970101010 970101326
970200878 970201154 970201622
Field Change Notic

2G002, F13275E, F13257¢
February 19, 1997

3

F13278E, "DG Governor Modifications Unit 3 Train A," dated

Procedure S0O123-0-13, "Technical Specification LCO Action Requirements (LCOAR) and

Equipment Deficiency Mode Restraints (EDMR)," Revision 3, dated November 8, 1996

Procedure S023-3-3.5, "CEA/Reactor Trip Circuit Breaker Operability
dated August 5, 1996

1sting, " Revision 6,

Procedure S023-3-3.12

~ “,

integ
Revision 14, dated May 17 g

Procedure S023 ‘ "Diesel Generator Monthly Test

Revision 9, dated August 5,
1996

Procedure S023-3

Diesel Generator Refueling Inter
August 5, 1996

val Tests," Revision 8, dated

Procedure S023-3-3.27.2, "Weekly Electrica. Bus Surveillance.,” Revision 5, dated
August 5, 19986

Proceadure SN2
rrocequre SV LS

Miscellaneous Systems Valves Testing- Cold Shutdown and
Refueling Interva




ance Requirements




