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On December 16, 1996, it was recognized that the 25 percent surveillance interval extension of Technical
Specification (TS) 4 0.2 could have had been historically applied to the periodic activities directed under
Technical Specification Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) action statements. On Decernber 21, 1996, with
the plant in Mode 5, it was determined that the programmatic application of the 25 percent surveillance
frequency extension was reportable pursuant to 10CFRS50.73(a)(2)(i), as an event or condition prohibited by the
Technical Specifications.

This event is significant in that the duration between some performances of the individual activities directed
by a particular LCO action statement could have been inappropriately increased. However, because the
equipment did meet the requirement at the end of the extended interval, it would have been available and
capable of performing its intended safety function. If the equipment had been found to be inoperable at the end
of the extended time period, the condition woulr have been identified and the appropriate compensatory
measures taken or a piant shutdown initiated s required

M .agement will reinforce its technical sp :cification interpretation expectations associated with action
statenents. A review will be performed of a_tion statements that may have used the TS 4.0.2 surveillance
interval extension and the procedures/forms will be changed so there is a clear distinction between action
statements and surveillances.
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On December 16, 1996, it was recognized that the 25 percent surveillance interval extension of Technical
Specification (TS) 4 0.2 could have been historically applied to the periodic activities directed under Technical
Specification Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) action statements.

The investigation initially focused on application of the surveillance interval extension to Action Statement A of
Technical Specification 3.8.4.1, “Containment Penetration Conductor Overcurrent Protective Devices”. This LCO
action statement requires verification of the applicable circuit breaker position (either tripped, or if inoperable,
racked-out or removed) at least once per 7 days. Verification was accomplished using a weekly surveillance form. A
review of the Shift Manager's logs indicated that the LCO action statement was performed every 7 days, until the
action statement was exited. Research of the historical records did not reveal any instances where the 25 percent
maximum allowable surveillance time interval extension had been applied. However, because the controlling
document, the surveillance form, implied interval extension was permitted, the control room review process would
not detect this problem and this could have resulted in exceeding the LCO action statement time requirement.

On December 21, 1996, with the plan’ in Mode 5, it was determined that the programmatic application of the 25
percent surveiliance interval extension was reportable pursuant to 10CFR50.73(a)(2)(i). as an event or condition
prohibited by the Technical Specifications.

On January 7, 1997, an expanded investigation during the root cause analysis determined that a violation of an LCO
action statement requirement had occurred as a result of applying the surveillance interval extension. Specifically, it
was determined that the time interval associated with Technical Specification LCO 3.3.3.10, "Racioactive Gaseous
Effluent Monitoring Instrumentation,” Action Statement 36, which requires “that the flow rate ... [be] estimated at least
once per 4 hours,” had been historically exceeaed on several occasions. On September 27, 1996 the “Ventilation
Vent Stack Normal Range Radiation Monitor” (HVR*RE10B), and on October 10, 1996, the “ESF Building Gaseous
Radiation Monitor” (HVQ*RE49), had exceeded the 4 hour iequirement between samples being taken. The
associated surveillance forms had incorrectly implied a 25 percent extension f the required time period in which to
complete the verification was acceptable

On January 12, 1997, it was identified that Action Statement B of Technical Specification LCO 3.3 3.7.b, “Fire
Detection Instrumentation,” . «: “een exceedea on at least two occasions. This LCO requires that a fire watch patrol
inspect the fire protection zone(s) containing inoperable instrument(s) “at least once per hour”. The program had
incorrectly allowed a 25 percent extension of the required time per‘od in which to complete the fire watch inspections.

I, f Even

Management axpectations were incorrect in applying the 25 percent maximum allowable surveillance time interval
exiension of Technical Specification 4.0.2 to LCO action statements.

. Jve, n

Technical Specification 4.0.2 defines a maximum allowable extension of 25 percent to the surveillance time interval.
Technical Specification 4 0.2 does not apply to Section 3.0 Limiting Conditions for Operation and the associated
Section 3.0 Action Statements. There is nc corresponding Section 3.0 time interval extension specification. The
understanding was that action statements could be treated like surveillances
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This event is significant in that the duration between some performances of the individual activities directed by a
particular LCO action statement could have been inappropriately increased. However, because the equipment did
meet the requirement at the end of the extended interval, it would have been available and capable of performing its
intended safety function. If the equipment had been found to be inoperable =t the e.'d of the extended time period,
the condition would have been identified and the appropriate compensatory measures taken or a plant shutdown
initiated as required.

A"

Corrective Action

The following corrective action was taken:

1.

Upon recognition by the Shift Managers of the inappropriateness of applying the Technical Soecification 4.0.2
surveillance interval extension to LCO action statements the practice was discontinued.

The following corrective actions will be ‘aken:

1

A document will be distributed to Operations Department personnel and a briefing will be provided to each shift
to reinforce Operations Management expectations regarding compliance with LCO action statements by
January 31, 1897

2. As described in LERs 96-038-00 and 96-048-00, the Unit Director will provide the unit staff with his
expectations on compliance with Technical Specifications by March 31, 1897,

3. A review will be performed of action statements that may have used the TS 4.0.2 surveillance interval
extension and the procedures/forms will be changed to provide a clear distinction between action statements
and surveillances by March 31, 1997.

V. Additional Information

None

imil n
LER 96-004-00 “Auxiliary Feedwater Isolation Valves Noncompliance with Technical Specifications”

On March 19,1996, with the plant in MODE 1 at 100 percent power, it was determined that there
were several historical occasions when the plant had failed to enter the appropriate Technical
Specification's (TS) limiting condition for operation (LCO) action statement when shutting the
Turbine Driven Auxiliary Feedwater pump discharge valves, at less than 10 percent power. The
cause of he historical TS noncompliance was a misinterpretation of the Technical Specifications.
The plant erroneously used a TS Surveillance Requirement to take exception to a TS LCO.

As action to prevent recurrence, this event was reviewed with station personnel to caution others
on using TS Surveillance Requirements to alter Technical Specification LCOs.
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LER 96-038-00  “Violati | ification ini High Pressure Safety Injection & Charging
System Pumps”

At 1800 on October 10, 1996, with the plant in Mode 5, pliint personnel determined that the
Technica! Specification requirement for operability of Hig Pressure Safety Injection (SIH) and
Charging (CHS) system pumps had not historically been met during transitions between Modes 3
and 4. Technical Specifications 3.1.2 4, 3 5.2 and 3.5.3 specify different combinations of SIH and
CHS pumps that are required to be operable or inoperzple at the transition point from Mode 3 to
Mode 4 at 350 degrees Fahrenheit. The Technical Specifications do not provide a temperature
transition band for removing pumps from service or restoring them to operable status as the
transition is made from Mode 3 to Mode 4 or Mode 4 to Mode 3. The plant had historically
changed modes and placed the plant in the configuration required by the new mode after the
mode entry. These conditions occurred as a result of conducting operations to meet the intent of
the Technical Specifications rather than ensuring compliance with the Technical Specifications.

The corrective actions associated with this LER have not been fully implemented at this time.
Implementation of these actions will aid in preventing recurrences similar to those being reported.

LER 96-048-00 “Failure To Complete Technical Specification Required Testing Of CHS Pump While Shutdown"

On December 2, 1996, with the plant in Mode 5, it was determined that a portion of the Technical
Specification surveillance which tests the load shed function for both Emergency Diesel
Generators (EDGs) had not been performed in accordance with Technical Specification
Surveillance 4 8.1.1.2.g 6. This surveillance is required to be completed once per 18 months
during shutdown. Contrary to this, the surveillances which tested the load shed for both trains of
Charging (CHS) system pumps and re-energization feature for portions of the CHS system were
performed during plant operation. The cause was determined to be a lack of verbatim
compliance with the Technical Specifications. Contributing to this were ineffective corrective
actions to identify “shutdown” surveillances, and incompiete updating of the Master Surveillance
Test Control List (MSTCL) data base.

The safety significance of this event was minimal in that the mode in which the surveillances were
performed had no physical affect on the ability to complete the surveillances cr the ability of the
EDGs to perform their safety function. As immediate corrective action, the EDGs were declared
inoperable and the load shed surveillances were performed during shutdown prior to restoring the
EDGs to operable status.

nuf rer
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