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2.

EP3.4

QRGANIZATION, FACILITIES, AND SUPPORT SERVICES (continued)

24

2.

Technical Support Center (TSC)

The company maintains an on-site Technical Support Center to provide
the Control Room with in-depth diagnostic and engineering assistance
without adding to congastion within the Control Room. The TSC
interfaces with the EOF regarding those diagnostic and engineering
decisions. This assistance can help determine the operational decisions
that voould be appropriate to best control and mitigate the

of the emergency. The TSC is located adjacent to the Unit 1 Controi
Room.

Activation of the Technical Support Center will be initiated by the
Emergency Coordinator in the event of an Alert, Site Area Emergency or
General Ernergency. Arrangements have been made to staff the TSC in
a timely manner.

The Tachnical Support Center contains pertinent records and drawings.

The Technical Support Center has an emergency communications
network siinilar to the Control Rooms. The TSC also has the NRC FTS
Emergency Telecommunications System. See section 4.6 for a more
detailed description of the FTS system.

Operational Support Center (OSC)

The company maintains an on-site Operational Suppori Center (OSC) to
serve as an assembly point for auxiliary operators, health physics
technicians, maintenance personnel, and other plant parsonnel available
to support the emergency response. Required stafi will be assigned to
appropnate activities by the Emergency Coordinator or his/her designee.

Equipment that can be used by personnel dispatched from the OSC is
stored in the Service Building. Table 2-4 indicates the types of matarial
and equipment stored there.

Activation of the OSC will be initiated by the Emergency Coordinator.
The OSC will be activated and in operation for an Alert, Site Area

Emergency or General Emergency. Arrangements have been made to
staff the OSC in a timely manner.

The OSC is maintained in the second floor large conference room in the
North Service Building. Telephone communications are maintained
between the OSC and the Technical Support Center.

2-33 St. Lucks, Rev. 31
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Alternate Operational Support Center

in the event that the OSC becomes untenable, the Emergency
Coordinator will designate an altemate location.

Emergency Operations Facility (EOF)

The company maintains an Emergency Operations Facility from which
evaluation and coordination of FPL activities related to an

can be carried out and from which FPL can provide information to
federal, state, and iocal authorities.

The Emergency Operations Facility is located at the intersection of State
Route 712 (Midway Road) and |-95 approximately 10 1/2 miles west of
the St. Lucie Plant. The EOF has sufficient space to accommodate the
Florida Power & Light Company response organization and designated
representatives Of the federal, state, and local authorities. Altemate
temporary locations for the Emergency Operations Facility may be
designated by the Recovery Manager if a naturai disaster or other
(non-radiological) external event significantly affects the operational

capability of the facility.

The Emergency Operations Facility has an emergency communications
network including but not limited to, Local Govemment Radio (LGR),
commercial telephone lines, Hot Ring Down (HRD) phone, NRC ENS,
NRC HPN, NRC counterpart links, ESATCOM, and various Florida
Power & Light Co. maintained radio systems. Essential, precalculated
emergency data and pertinent reports and drawirgs are readily available.

Activation of the Emergency Operations Facility is the responsibility of
the Recovery Manager and is requirad for a Site Area Emergency or
General Emergency. The RM should place the emergency response
staff on standby in the facility for an Alert. Arrangements have been
made to activate the EOF in a timely manner.

Emergency News Center (ENC)

An Emergency News Center (ENC) is provided to allow the news
media access to information from the Emergency Operations Facility.
The Emergency Information Manager will designate an individual to
supervise the ENC. The ENC is co-located with the EQOF

(Midway Road/I-95 intersection).
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EP3:4

The primary objectives of emergency response training are as follows:

1. Familiarize appropriate individuals with the Emergency Plan and
relaied implementing procedures.

2. Instruct individuals in their specific duties to ensure effective and
expeditious action during an emergency.

3. Periodically present significant changes in the scope or content of
the Emergency Plan.

4. Provide refresher training to ensure that personnel are familiar with
their duties and responsibilities.

5.  Provide the various emergency organization groups with the
required training that will ensure an integrated and prompt response
to an emergency situation.

Training of On-site Emergency Resp.anse Organization Personnel

Training programs have been established for personnel working at the
plant site. The programs include initial indoctrination and subsequent
retraining.

The training program for members of the on-site emergency response
organization will include practical drills, as appropriate and participation
in exercises, in which each individual demonstrates an ability to perform
assigned emergency functions.

The St. Lucie Plant Training Manager is responsible fcr the conduct and
documentation of initial training and annual retraining programs for
on-site FPL Emergency Response Organization (ERQ) personnel.
Emergency teams will receive specific training as specified in the
following subsections. The Emergency Planning Coordinator is
responsible for the content and accuracy of the Emergency Planning
Training. Each new employee permanently assigned to work at the

St. Lucie Plant shall be given initial orientation training. For employees
not assigned specific responsibility or authority under the Emergency
Plan or Procedures, such training shall, at a minimum, provide
information describing the action to be taken by an individual discovering
an emergency condition, the location of assembly areas,

the identification of emergency alarms, and the action to be taken upon
hearing those alarms.

7.8 St. Lucie, Rev. 31
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7.

EPaa

MAINTAINING EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS (continued)

Training of On-site Emergency Response Organization Personnel
(continued)

For employees with specific assignments or authorities as members of
emergency teams, initial training and annual retraining programs will be
provided. Training must be current to be maintained on the site
Emergency Team Roster. The site Emergency Team Roster is updated
by the Piant Training Manager once each calendar month. Security
maintains training records for members of the Security.

-

2.

The following provides a description of the wraining provided to personnel
filling the indicated positions.

1.  Emergency Coordinator

Interpretation of plant and fieid data ard how it relates to
emergencies and their classification (i.e. emernency action
level determination per Chzpter 3).

Prompt and effective notification methods, inciudii g the types
of communication systems.

Method of activating the Florida Power & Light Company
Emergency Response Organization (ERO).

The methods used for estimating radiation doses and
recommending off-site protective actions.

Emergency Plan familiarization

Emergency Plan Implementing Procedures (EPIPs)
familiarization

Communications and record-keeping methods

Accident assessment and corrective action (licensed operators
only).

7-8 St. Lucie, Rev. 31
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY | RONTATN
ST. LUCIE PLANT X%

E-PLAN IMPLEMENTING PROCEDURE NO. 3100022 7y ot

REVISION 72 . ... E | T

1.0 TITLE:
ON-SITE EMERGENCY ORGANIZATION AND CALL DIRECTORY
2. REVIEW AND APPROVAL:

Reviewed by Facility Review Group 7/25 1975

Approved by K. N. Harns Plant Genera! Manager 7/29 1975

Rewvision_72 Reviewed by F R G 9/12 1996

Approved by J. Scarola Plant General Manager 9/12 1996

THIS PROCEDURE HAS BEEN COMPLETELY REWRITTEN, PLEASE READ

ENTIRE PROCEDURE BEFORE PROCEEDING. /R72
3.0 SCOPE:

3.1 Purpose

This procedure provides instructions and phone numbers necessary to activate
the On-Site Emergency Organization (see Figure 1) for shift augmentation in
regponse (o an emergency declaration. In the appendices are the names,
phone numbers and altemates for company emergency personnel, as well as
phone numbers of County, State and Federal agencies.




E-PLAN IMPLEMENTING PROCEDURE NO. 3100023E, REVISION 72
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ST. LUCIE PLANT
X

80 INSTRUCTIONS:

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

8.6

Upon notification by the Emergency Coordinator (EC), the on-shift Emergency
Response Organization shall assemble and prepare 10 respond as necessary
to the emergency.

Upon notification by the EC, the Duty Call Supervisor (DCS), will initiate staff
augmentation in accordance with Figure 3, Staff Augmentation Call Tree. The
DCS will u=e the (autornated dialing) Emergency Recall System or

Appendix », Duty Call Supervisor Call Directory, to notify persons to fill the
positions of, Recovery Manager, Ts'p ealth Physics Suporv%,o(. TSC
Supervisor, Emergency Coordinatof, Operations Coordinatcy. TSC Chemistry

Supervisor, OSC Supervisor and"TSC Security Supervisor.

either Control Room. If the system is not used ﬂiﬂ\m with the next siep. VJ\

Instructions for use of the Emergency Recall System are in the ANPS office in £ H’
gdom 5

S
The DCS will record the names of persons filling positions as well as the L&KJ&

expected times of arrival at the plant on a form similar to Figure 3.

The Recovery Manager shall determine the action to be taken by EOF
Responders.

1. For an Alert, EOF Responders shoulid be notified and placed in a standby
status or mobilized to respond to the EOF.

2 The EOF shall be activated in a Site Area Emergency and/or General
Emergency.

Persons filling the positions of TSC HP Supervisor and TSC Chemistry
Supervisor will notify the appropriate number of individuals from their
respective departments in accordance with Figure 3 (See Appendix B, TSC
Health Physics Supervisor and TSC Chemistry Supervisor Call Directory).

The TSC Supervisor (alternate) shall call the necessary persons 10 establish
the minimum staff per Figure 3. He may call additional persons, as necessary
(See Appendix C, Technical Support Center Supervisor Call Directory).

The OSC Supervisor (altenate) shall call the necessary persons 1o establish
the minimum staff per Figure 3. He may call additional persons, as necessary
(see Appendix D, Operational Support Center Supervisor Call Directory).
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EICS ENFORCEMENT WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING
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I1.

2

ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

Civil Penalty Assessment

ﬂmum_mnhmww ? YES or NO
Previous escalated cases:

Identification Credit? YES - NO - N/A
NRC identified?

Licensee identified?

Revealed through an event?*

Prior opportunities?

Corrective action credit? YES - NO - M/A
Imeediate corrective actions:

Long term corrective actions to prevent recurrence:

Discretion applied? Yes or No: Reason why.




3

ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDEXSTANDING

NOTE: Complete the following information for each violation
ISSUE :
111. Documentation of Enforcement Panel/Caucus Consensus

A. Preliminary Severity Level (Prior to Applicatien of any Discretion,
From Part 1)

B. Increase Severity Level based on Aggregation?

Increase Severity Level for Repeat Violations?
(AMddress requiresents of ROI 0903)

Increase Severity Level for Willfulness?

SEVERITY LEVEL SUPPLEMENT/SECTION
Recommended Civil Penalty
Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary’
Revision to Draft NOV Recuired?

I. Formal Review by OE Required?

J. Special Action Items / Message to Licensee / Comments
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EICS ENFORCEMENT WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING
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2

ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

Civil Penalty Assessment

i . : - 7 YES @

Previous escalated cases: Ao« - EAW) ~

Identification Credit? YES -(0)- Wa

NRC identified?
Licensee identified?
Lic Lic tuore ‘[ el
Revealed through an event?* — A /oG A
. =R 7 I A
Prior opportunities? (‘hair 26 I o1
Corrective action credit? YES - NO - N/A
e
Immediate corrective actions: -
Long term corrective actions to prevent recurrence: U'JA“‘U
purd?
A,
Discretion applied? Yes or No: Reasonw./ @”;/W” o
onlas €
Civil Penalty: S0l % b dade,

Aug 15S
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ENFGRCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AMD DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTAMDING

]

NOTE: Complete the following information for each violation
ISSUE :
II1. Documentation of Enforcement Panel/Caucus Consensus

A. Preliminary Severity Level (Prior to Application of any Discretion,
From Part 1)

B. Increase Severity Level based on Aggregation?

Increase Severity Level for Repeat Violations?
(Address requiresents of ROI 0903)

Increase Severity Level for Willfulness?

il Vil
SEVERITY LEVEL tvs suppLEMENT/SECTION VL. .3
Recommended Civil Penalty
Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary?
Revision to Draft NOV Required?
Forme] Review by OF Required?

=

£ O M m .O

—
-

J. Special Action [tems / Message to Licensee / Comments
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EICS ENFORCEMENT WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

EA MMBER:
FACILITY: 7 Jaate
swyct: ¢

o PANEL o PEC o CAUCUS
;}’M o 01 BRIEF

V7 %
INSPECTION END DATE: /o0 /2%
PREPARED BY:
I.  EICS STAFF NOTES:




I1.

2

ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

Civil Penglty Assessment
First non-willful SL III violation in 2 years/2 inspections? YES or NO
Previous escalated rases:

Jdentification Credit? YES - NO - N/A
NRC identified?

Licensee identified?

Reveaied through an event?*

Prior opportunities?

Corrective action credit? YES - NO - N/A
Immedizte corrective actions:

Long term corrective actions to prevent recurrence:

Discretion applied? Yes or No: Reason why.




KITE: Complete the following information for each violation
ISSUE :

I11. Document at ion of Enforcement Panel/Caucus Consensus

B. Increase Severity Leve] based on Aggregation?

C. Increase Severity Leve] for Repeat Violations?

(Addresg requiresents of ROl 0903)
Increase Severity Level for Willfulness?

SEVERITY LEVEL SUPPLEMENT /SECTION

Recommended Civil Penalty

Revision to Draft Nov Required?

Formal Review by OF Required?

D

E

F

G. Predecisiona) Enforcement Conference Necessary?
H

I

J

Special Action Items / Message to Licensee / Comment s
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EICS ENFORCEMENT WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

EA NMBER: Y- Yk
FACILITY: £ Lbaer

met._Fngay Drmans
/ 4

o PANEL o PEC 0 CAUCUS
rn OTHER o OI BRIEF

INSPECTION END DATE:

PREPARED BY:___%;J‘ DATE:/Z /s0/% TIME:
: EICS STAFF -

7 222 D A ) 2 e ;&Wﬁ;ﬂm/
. 1 Pl e e

b 550 polocatrr) sonacsisicd AAM Lty Ay
ERO Mee, Hian) aulicde EPFE —Pgey
- 0S¢ am LV
- EXO um PP
/(f? / /31/97
e  indniace o Aallaw Yo Lt ineludel /3

/M dm . WARE V0 Mgacscde W% in aky anec’ %
Mﬂ/aao’yw L Aot akek v, Hn Hp

* VIA TELEPHONE




2

ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

II. Civil Penalty Assessment

A. First non-willful SL III violation in 2 years/2 inspections? YES or NO
Previous escalated cases:

B. Identification Credit? YES - NG - N/A
NRC identified?
Licensee identified?
Revealed through an event?*

Prior opportunities?

C. Corrective action credit? YES - NO - N/A
Immediate corrective actions:

Long term corrective actions to prevent recurrence:

D.  Discretion applied? Yes or No: Reason why.
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ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

NOTE: Complete the following information for each violation
ISSUE :

I11. Documentation of Enforcement Panel/Caucus Consensus

A. Preliminary Severity Level (Prior to Appiication of any Discretion,
From Part 1)

B. Increase Severity Level based on Aggregation?

C. Increase Severity Level for Repeat Violations?

(Address requirements of RDI 0903)
Increase Severity Level for Willfulness?

SEVERITY LEVEL SUPPLEMENT/SECTION

Recommended Civil Penalty

Revision to Draft NOV Required?

Formal Review by OE Required?

D
E
F
G. Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary?
H
I
J

Special Action Items / Message to Licensee / Comments




2 \FORNS . DIR\ENFPAMEL . FRN / October 11, 1996




EICS ENFORCEMENT WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

— e S i SO

EA NUMBER: A ATTENDEES

See  G4- 458
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INSPECTION END DATE:
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II1.

2

ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

Civil Penalty Assessment

First non-willful SL III violation in 2 vears/2 inspections? YES or NO
Previous escalated cases:

Identification Credit? YES - NO - N/A
NRC identified?

Licensee identified?

Revealed through an event?*

Prior opportunities?

Corrective action credit? YES - NO - N/A
Immediate corrective actions:

Long term corrective actions to prevent recurrence:

Discretion applie? Yes or No: Reason why.




ISSUE ;
I11.
A.

B.
C.

D
E
F.
G
H
I

3

ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

NOTE: Complete the following information for each violation

Documentation of Enforcement Panel/Caucus Consensus

Preliminary Severity Level (Prior to Application of any Discretion,
From Part 1)

Increase Severity Level based on Aggregation?

Increase Severity Level for Repeat Violations?

(Address requiresents of ROI 0903)
Increase Severity Level for Willfulness?

SEVERITY LEVEL SUPPLEMENT/SECTION

Recommanded Civil Penalty

Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary?

Revision to Draft NOV Required?

Formal Review by OFE Required?

J. Eial Action Items / Message to Licensee / Comments

e 2D No " stk
CA - /@Mam;l
M_e L.
P y > oo
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I.Aﬂ'\7
o N Disarehon o

Base CFP #50)090/<
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ENCLOSURE 4

EICS ENFORCEMENT WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

(To be Completed by EICS per ROI 0912) ?
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ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

(To be Completed by EICS per ROI 0912)

I1. Civil Penalty Assessment

A. First non-willful SL III violatior in 2 years/2 inspections? YES or NO
Previous escalated cases:

B. Identification Credit? YES - NO - N/A
NRC identified?
Licensee identified?

Revealed through an event?*

Prior opportunities?

C. Corrective action credit? YES - NO - N/A

Immediate corrective actions:

Long term corrective actions to prevent recurrence:

D. Discretion applied? Yes or No: Reason why.

E.  Civil Penalty:
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ENFORTEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOVE™ AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

(To be Completed by EICS per ROI 0912)
M
NOTE: Complete the following information for each violation

TSSUE -
ITI. Documentation of Enforcement Panel/Caucus Consensus

A. Preliminary Severity Level (Prior to Application of any Discretion.
From Part [)

B. Increase Severity Level based on Aggregation?

C. Increase Severity Level for Repeat Violations?
(Lddress requirements of ROI 0903)

Increase Severity Level for Willfulness?

SEVERITY LEVEL SUPPLEMENT/SECTION
Recommended Civil Penalty

Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary?

X &6 ™m m O

Revision to Draft NOV Required?

[. Formal Review by OE Required?

J -pecial Actior Items / Message to Licensee / Comments
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EICS ENFORCEMENT
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING
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ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

Civil Penalty Assessment
First non-willful SL 111 violation in 2 years/Z inspections? YES or@
Previous escalated cases:

Identification Credit? YES @ N/A
NRC identified?

Licensee identified?

Revealed through an event?*

Prior opportunities?

Corrective action credit? @ NO - N/A
Immediate corrective actions:

Long term corrective actions to prevent recurrence:

Discretion applied? Yes or(i) Reason why. Comddcnedl




ISSUE :
I11.
A.

3

ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDI)

NCTE: Complete the following inforsmation for each violation

Documentation of Enforcement Panel/Caucus Consensus

Preliminary Severity Level (Prior to Application of any Discretion,
From Part 1)

Increase Severity Level based on Aggregation?

Increase Severity Leve!} fov; Repeat Violations?

(Address requirements of ROl 0903
Increase Severity Level for Willfulness?

SEVERITY LEVEL SUPPLEMENT/SECTION

Recommended Civil Penalty

Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary?

Revision to Draft NOV Required?

Formal Review by OF Required?

Special Action Items / Message to Licensee / Comments
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION ||
j 1 with two exampl:s. 101 MARIETTA STREET, N.wW., SUITE 2800

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 303230189

10 CFR 50 Appendi« B, "Quality Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and Fuei
Reprocessing Plants,” Criterion |ll requires, in part, that ... design control measures shall
provide for verifying or checking the adequacy of design, such as the performance of
design reviews. .. The verifying or checking process shall be performed by individuals or
groups other than those who performed the original design, but who may be from the
same organization.

FPL Topical Quality Assurance Report, TQR 3.0, revision 11, "Design Control," Section
3.2 4, "Design Verification " stated, in part, "Design control measures shall be
established to independently verify design input...Design verification shall be performed
by technically qualified individuals or groups other than those who performed the design.

Engineering Quality Instructions 1.7 “Design Input/Verification," rev.1, dated July 5,
1995, states in part, "Design verification is the process whereby a competent individual,
who has remained independent of the design process, reviews the design inputs, ... and
design output to verify design adequacy.

Contrary to the above:

1 Design change (PC/M 009-195) was implemented without an independent
design verification by a competent individual. Design change PC/M 008-195 to
install new Gamma Metrics Nuclear Instrumentation drawers was completed by a
lead designer and a lead engineer. Contrary to this requirement the first
reviewer (a designer) could not be considered as competent because he was not
an engineer as required by QI 1.7 and the lead engineer as the third reviewer
could not be considered to have remained independent of this design project.

2 An adequate independent design verification was not conducted for the
installation of a new core flux monitoring computer code BEACON. During initial
operation of BEACON it was found that the code did not compensate for a core
mid-plane offset created by a previous core modification. The engineer who
prepared the design was not aware of the core mid-plane offset and the
independent review of the new BEACON code did not identify this omission.

Violation 2 with two examples

Technical Specification 6 8, Procedures and Programs, paragraph 6 8. 1 requires in part
that written procedures recommended in Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33 revision
2, February 1978, shall be estabiished, implemented. ..

Administrative Procedure No 0006130, Condition Reports, revision 4, dated March 22,
1996, Paragraph 8 1.1 A states in part that "Any individual who becomes aware of a
problem or discrepant condition ... should initiate a CR. If doubt exists, a CR form
should be initiated”

Engineering Quality Instruction (Ql) 3.7, Computer Software Control, revision 1, Section Q



i,o’" i UNITED STATES

4
-
-
L
o
%

¢
”)

Tran®

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
° REGION 1 '

101 MARIETTA . N.W., SUITE 2800
Jf? ATLANTA, 308230199
5

4 requires that SQA1 software shall be validated and verified (V&V'ed) in accordance
with Section 5.6. Section 5.6 states that new software shall be V&V'ed prior to use.
V&V includes the use of test cases to ensure the new software produces correct results.
Item 4 of Section 5.6 states that technical adequacy shall be determined by comparing
the test case to results from alternative methods such as functionally equivalent and
previously validated software.

Contrary to the above,

On July 30, 1996, Instrument and Control technicians instaliing a plant Design
Change (PC/M 008-15) did not initiate a Condition Report when they became
aware of a discrepant condition concerning incorrectly marked cables. They
sontinued to install the modification and an error was made that resulted in
cross-wiring of the nuclear instrumentation system.

BEACON was placed into servicz on Unit 1 without benchmarking against
IMPAX, functionally equivalent and previously validated software.

(NOTE TO PANEL: This could be considered another exampie of inadequte
PMT as identified in EA 95—18#. V&V is the post-mod acceptance test for
software ) \%O

e



ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET

INADEQUATE DESIGN CONTROL

PREPARED BY: John W. York DATE: October 28, 1996

NOTE: The Section Chief of the responsible Division 1s responsible for preparation of this EAN
and 1ts distribution to attendees prior to an Enforcement Panel. The Section Chief shal} also be
responsible for providing the meeting location and telephone bri number to attendees via e-
matl [ENF GRP, CFE. OEMAIL, JXL, JRG, SHL. LFD. apgropmate RII DRP, DRS. appropriate NRR. NMSS])
A Notice of Violation (without "boilerplate”) which includes the recommended severity level for
the violation 1s required. Copies of applicable Technical Specifications or license conditions
cited 1n the Aitice or other reference material needed to evaluate the proposed enforcement
action are required to be enclosed

This Notice has been reviewed by the Branch Chief or Division Director and
each violation includes the appropriate level of, specificity as to how and
when the requirement was violated. ’

Facility: St. Lucie

Unit(s): 1 and 2

Docket Nos: 50-335, 389

License Nos: DPR-67. NPF-1

Inspection Report No: 96-

Inspection Dates: 10/7-11, and 10/15-18, 1996
Lead Inspector: John York

1. Brief Summary of Inspection Findings: [Always include a short statement of the
requiatory concern/violation Reference and attach draft NOV. Then. either summarize the
inspection findings in this section or reference and attach sections of the inspection
report  Intnectors are encouraged to utilize the Noncompliance Information Checklist
provided 1n Enclosure 4 to ensure that the information gathered to support the violation
1s complete )

The licensee replaced some safety related nuclear instrumentation
drawers during the Unit 1 Qutage. The drawers were wired backwards
because of incorrect drawings. Part of the root cause identified the
lack of a proper independent verification as a potential cause. This is
a violation of 10 CFR 50 Appendix B Criterion I1I. In examining the
safety aspects of this event, one additional example of 1nadequate
design verification was identified for BEACON on line core performance
monitoring system

In addition to the wiring problem for the drawers. the maintenance group
connected the field cables for an NI backwards because the mark ..3s on
the connectors were different than on the previous detectors. An NOV
was written for failure to write a Condition Report (discrepancy report)
and resolve this problem prior to installation of the detector.

See attached IR feeder and proposed NOV for details

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, NE



ENFORCEMENT ACTION -2 -
WORKSHERT ; .

Analysis of Root Cause:

Lack of control and procedural adherence in the licensee’'s program for
preparing and implementing Plant Change/Modifications (PC/Ms).

Basis for Severity Level (Safety Significance): [Include example from the
supplements, aggregation, rapetitiveness. willfulness. etc.]

Aggregation of examples and application of Supplement I, C.7, a
breakdown in the control of licensed activities 1nvolv1n? two violations
that are related that collectively represent a potentially significant
lack of attention toward licensed activities.

The safety significance of reversing the detector inputs to the NIS
drawers substantially reduced the safety margin between the TM/LP trip
setpoint and the analysis 1imit even considering the increased TM/LP
margin tc the trip setpoint due to actual core operating conditions.

Identify Previovs Escalated Action Within 2 Years or 2 Inspections?
[by EA# Supplement and identification date ]

EA 96-249 - Inadequate 50.59 did not identify USQ. 7/12/96
EA 96-040 - Boron QOverdilution Event, Supplement 1. 1/22/96
EA 95-180 - Inoperablg PORVs due to Inadequate PMT. Supplement 1. 8/4/95

Identification Credit? No

The miswired NI drawers were identified through an event (the failure to
have the system respond properly), 1. e. the analysis of the data by
Reactor Engineering discovered the miswiring of the NI drawers but the
error in the drawing should have been discovered in the design control
process.

The design error associated with BEACON was identified through routine
comparisons of actual plant data with predicted data. This error could
have been discovered in the design control process.

gnggrggate Licensee was aware of 1ssues requiring corrective action:
/30/

Corrective Action Credit? Yes
Brief summary of corrective actions:

In response to the issue, the licensee adopted corrective actions which
included:

@ For immediate action the licensee prepared a change request for
the modification package and channels A.C. and D were reconnected
and testing was performed to verify proper NI response.

= A root cause/self assessment ana training meeting for the
Engineering Department emphasizing importance of proper design

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, OE



ENFORCEMENT ACTION -3 =
WORKSHEET

verification and importance of questioning attitude. Tape was
produced of this meeting for future engineering training.

® Procedures (Engineering Quality Instructions) were revised to (1)
require ail critical aspects be verified during the PC/M. (2)
emphasize that the same level of verification 1s required for
PC/Ms duplicated for the second unit. and (3) reinforce the
verification requirements for safety related drawings.

w Walkdowns w11l be conducted (linear NIs) to revise any design
documentation and tagging.

. AS] targets will be established for future trending of ASI during
power ascension.

© Require cross-disciplinary reviews of design inputs

@ Better documentation of assumptions in core design inputs and
codes

Explain application of corrective action credit:
Corrective action appears to be of appropriate scope.

7. Candidate For Discretion? NO
Explain basis for discretion consideration:
Since actual power conditions did not exceed trip setpoints. no
escclation 1s warranted. Several examples of licensee's declining
performance in engineering does not warrant mitigavion.

8. Is A Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary? Yes
why
To determine adequacy of licensee’'s proposed long-term corrective
actions regarding backward looks at modifications performed prior to the
Unit 1 outage. This included discussions of other mndifications that
may not have beer independently verified.
[f yes. should OF or OGC attend? [Enter Yes or No):
Should conference be closed? [Enter Yes or No):

9. Non-Routine Issues/Additional Information:

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, OE




ENFPORCEMENT ACTION - 4 -
WORKSHEET

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

This Action is Consistent With the Following Action (or Enforcement
Guidance) Previously Issued: [EICS to pro-ide] [If inconsistent. include:)

Basis for Inconsistency With Previously Issued Actions (Guidance)

Regulatory Message:

Positive control must be established and maintained over the design
process. with particular emphasis on properly performing independent
desiyn verification.

Recommended Enforcement Action:

Si. Ill

This Case Meets the Criteria for a Delegated Case. [EICS - Enter Yes or Nol

Should This Action Be Sent to OFE For Full Review? [£IC5 - Enter Yes or No)
[f yes why:

Regional Counsel Review [fICS to obtain]
No Legal Objection Dated:

Exempt from Timeliness: (£1CS)
Basis for txemption:

Enforcement Loordinator:

DATE :

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVA! OF THE DIRECTOR, OF



ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET - ISSUES TO CONSIDER FOR DISCRETION

Problems categorized at Severity Level [ or II.

Case involves overexposure or release of radiological material in excess
of NRC requirements.

Case involves particularly poor licen<ee performance.

Case (may) involve willfulness. Information should be included to
address whether or not the region has had diccussions with O regarding
the case, whether or not the matter has been formally referred to OI,
and whether or not Ol intends to initiate an investigation. A
description, as ap?11cable. of the facts and circumstances that address
the aspects of negligence. careless disregard, willfulness, and/or
management involvement should also be included.

Current violation is directly repetitive of an earlier violation.

Excessive duration of a problem resulted in a substantial increase in
risk.

Licensee made a conscious decision tc be in noncompliance in order to
obtain an economic benefit.

Cases involves the loss of a source. (Note whether the licensee self-
identified and reported the loss to the NRC.)

Licensee’'s sustained performance has been particularly good.

Discretion should be exercised by escalating or mitigating to ensure
that the proposed civil penalty reflects the NRC's concern regarding the
viplation at i1ssue and that it conveys the appropriate message to the
licensee. Explain.

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, OE



Enclosure 3

REFERENCE DOCUMENT CHECKLIST

NRC Inspection Report or other documentation of the case:
NRC Inspection Report Nos. :

Licensee reports:

Applicable Tech Specs along with bases:
Applicable license conditions

Applicable Ticensee procedures or extracts

Copy of discrepant licensee documentation referred to in citations such
as NRC, inspection record. or test results

Extracts of pertinent FSAR or Updated FSAR sections for citations
involving 10 CFR 50.59 or systems operability

Referenced ORDERS or Confirmation of Action Letters
Current SALP report summary and applicable report sections

Other miscellaneous documents (List):

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, OF



NI INSPECTION ST. LUCIE-October 7-18. 1996

On July 30. 1996, St. Lucie Unit 1 was operating at approximately 100 %
power when reactor engineering was analyzing the data taken during power
ascension and noted an anomaly in the results. The data indicated three
of the four excore linear detectors measured core power moving to the
top of the core during power ascension. This was an unexpected
henomena and did not agree with the trend of the power moving to the
ttom of the core indicated by RPS Channel B Linear Range Detector,
Control Channel #9 Linear Range Detector, and the BEACON Core Power
Distribution Monitoring System. Evaluation of the data collected
indicated that RPS Channels A.C.and D could have reversed (rolled) leads
of the top and bottom chambers input to the RPS drawers.

The modification performed during the outage associated with this
problem was No. PC/M 009-195. During the outage. the licensee replaced
the power range NI drawers for the Reactor Protection System (RPS) with
new Gamme Metrics drawers. This modification combined the linear power
range input to the RFS and the logarithmic wide range channel into a
single drawer, i.e. reduced the number of drawers on Unit 1 from eight
to four. This modification increased the limits of the instruments
range and replaced aging equipment.

Engineering Verification-Root Cause

A design error was responsible for the reverse connection (rolled leads)
on four NI safety related drawers on Unit 1. The Controlled Wiring
Diagram (CWD), no. JPN-009-195-001/002 depicted the upper Uncompensated
Ion Chamber (UIC) connected to the lower UIC input at the NI drawer.

The root cause noted that the designer and the lead engineer interpreted
conflicting information on the existing CWDs and made an assumption.

The 1independent verification may have caught this error had the process
been properly performed. The drawings were prepared by the lead
designer with input from the lead engineer. The drawings were then
checked by a second designer who had no special knowledge of the NI
design. This check was essentially a drafting check. The drawincs were
then reviewed by the lead designer and then by the engineering
supervisor.

Engineering Quality Instructions (QI) 1.7, Design Input/Verification.
dated July 5, 1995, states in part that "Design verification is the
process whereby a competent individual. who has remained independent of
the design prucess, reviews the design inputs, ... and design output to
verify design adequacy. This independent review 1s provided to minimize
the 1ikelihoot of design errors 1n items that are important to nuclear
safety. " Contrary to this requirement the first reviewer could not be
considered as competent because he was not an engineer as required by

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, OE
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QI 1.7 and the lead engineer as the third reviewer could not be
considered to have remained independent of this design project.

One of the action items to prevent recurrence was to check all the [&C
and electrical PC/M to see 1f all the drawing approval signatures could
qualify as independent verifiers. The licensee found three out of eight
open modifications where this was a potential problem. two of these
modifications were electrical and one was I&C. This therefore is not an
isolated case. This failure to perform independent verification
according to procedure is identified as example one of violation 50-
335/96-17-XX. Failure to Control the Design Process According to the
Requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B. Criterion III.

BEACON Core Power Distribution Monitoring System

The Ticensee had installed BEACON during this refueling outage to
replace the older IMPAX code used for in-core flux monitoring. BEACON
provided several significant improvements over IMPAX one being real-time
flux profile monitoring. This 1m?rovement permitted reactor engineering
to identify the NIS problem quickly and initiate prompt corrective
actions.

During power operations, reactor engineering used BEACON to obtain the
actual n-core flux profile. The actual in-core flux profile was then
used to verify compliance with Technical Specifications and provide
calibration information for the excore NIS drawers. As part of these
routine surveillances, reactor engineering compares actual in-core flux
grof11e to the in-core flux profiie predicted by the core design code.
eactor engineering noted larger than normal errors between actual and
predicted in-core flux profile. Because BEACON used the same neutronics
engine as used in the core design code, reactor engineering could not
explain the error and notified the corporate core design engineers. As
part of the process to resolve these errors, it was discovered that a
simplifying assumption, used to overcome limitations of the IMPAX. was
not accounted for in the original design of BEACON. This simplifying
assumption was used because the licensee had changed the fuel design to
1ncor?orate a longer end cap to prevent debris induced fuel tailures.
This longer end cap raised the overall core height by 2.64" causing an
offset between detector midplane and actual core midplane. The IMPAX
code assumed detector midplane was along core midplane and could not
accommodate the 2.64" offset. Therefore. the licensee, after discussion
with the fuel vendor (Siemans). used this simplifying assumption to
essentially lower the core midplane by 2.64" <o that final design output
would be referenced to detector midplane: not core midplane. However,
the engineer preparing the design 1ngut for BEACON was not aware of this
simplifying assumption consequently BEACON was referenced to core
midplane resulting in an increased error between the core design
nredicted in-core flux profile and actual in-core flux profile.

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, CE
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The licensee's root cause evaluation identified lack of cross-discipline
review as the significant contributor to this design error. The
irspector concurred with the licensee's evaluation. Engineering Quality
Instructions (QI) 1.7. Design Input/Verification, dated July 5. 1995,
states in part that "Design verification is the process whereby a
competent individual, who has remained independent of the design
process, reviews the design inputs, ... and design output to verify
desi?n adequacy. This independent review is provided to minimize the
Tikelihood of design errors in items that are important to nuclear
safety.” Contrary to this requirement, the design inputs were not
adequately reviewed by a competent individual in that the core midplane
offset was not identified as a design input for BEACON. This failure to
perform an adequate independent design review for the BEACON system is
identified as example two of violation 50-335/96-17-XX, Failure to
Control the Design Process According to the Requirements of 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, Criterion III.

The safety significance of reversing the detector inputs to the NIS
drawers substant1a11{ reduced the safety margin between the TM/LP trip
setpeint and the analysis limit even considering the increased TM/LP
margin to the trip setﬁoint due to actual core operating conditions.
The safety impact of the failure to identify the core and detector
midplane offset on TM/LP or LPD safety Timits was minimal.

CONNECTOR SWAPS AT DETECTOR 6-CHANNEL B

All four of the RPS Linear Range Detectors had the connectors reversed
as previously discussed but the B channel unlike the other three
channels was giving iLhe correct data. At the same time that the drawers
were being replaced on Unit 1, the detector for channel B (detector no.
6) was being replaced as a maintenance activity. During connection of
the field cables. the connections were reversed for the upper and lower
detection chambers, thereby causing the B channel to record properly.

The root cause for the swap of the cables was that the new detector had
different 1abeling than the existing cables. The existing cables were
labeled TOP SIG and BOT SIG, and the new detector had A and B. The
inspectors discussed this maintenance job with the I&C supervision who
had supervised the latter part of this maintenance project. Several
opportunities were presented to the maintenance personnel, one when the
detectors were checked out in the warehouse and a second time when this
condition was noted in the field.

Maintenance personnel should have resolved the labeling problem by
writing a Condition Report (CR) and having a formal resolution.
Administrative Procedure No. 0006130. Condition Reports, rev. 4, dated
March 22, 1996, Par. 8.1.1.A states in part that "Any individual who
becomes aware of a problem or discrepant condition ... should initiate a

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, OE



K If doubt exists, a CR form should be imtiated in failure to
onply with the requirements of the administrative procedure 1S
50-335/96-17-YY, Failure to Initiate a Condition

>afety Related Detectors

identi1fied as violation
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Violat

ion 1 with two examples.

10 CFR 50 Agpend1x B. "Quality Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power
Plants and Fuel Reprocessing Plants,"” Criterion 111 requires, in part,
that ... design control measures shall provide for verifying or checking
the adequacy of design. such as the g:rformance of design reviews...The
verifying or checking process shall Egrformed by individuals or
groups other than those who performed the original design, but who may
be from the same organization.

FPL Topical Quality Assurance Report. TOR 3.0. revision 11, "Design
Control." Section 3.2.4, "Design Verification," stated. in part. “Design
control measures shall be established to independently verify design
input. . .Design verification shall be performed by technically qualified
individuals or groups other than those who performed the design.

Engineering Quality Instructions 1.7 “Design Input/Verification " rev.l,
dated July 5, 1995, states in part, "Design verification 1s the process
whereby a competent individual, who has remained i1ndependent of the
design process, reviews the design inputs, ... and design output to
veri1fy design adequacy.

Contrary to the above:

1. Contrary—to-theabeve: on July 30, 1996. it was discovered that a
design change (PC/M 009-195) was completed without an 1ndependent
design verification by a competent individual. Design change PC/M
009-195 to install new Gamma Metrics Nuclear Instrumentation
drawers was completed by a lead designer and a lead engineer.

This design change was i1ndependently verified by a second designer
who had no special knowledge of the design. A engineering
supervisor approved the design Neither the second designer or
engineering supervisor had remained independent of the design
process.

2, Contrary 1o the-spbover on July 30, 1996. it was discovered that an
independent design review was not conducted for the installation
of a new core flux monitoring computer code BEACON. During
initial operation of BEACON it was found that the code did not
compensate for a core mid-plane offset created by a previous core
modification. The engineer who prepared the design was not aware
of the core mid-plane offset and the independent review of the new
BEACON code did not 1dentify this omission.

-

> L Xa. ’x‘ -
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Technical Specification 6.8, Procedures and Programs. paragraph 6.8.1
requires in part that written procedures recommended in Appendix A of
Regulatory Guide 1.33 revision 2, February 1978, shall be established.
implemented. . .

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, O



2

Administrative Procedure No. 0006130, Condition Reports. revision 4,
dated March 22, 1996, Paragraph 8.1.1.A states in part that "Any
individual who becomes aware of a problem or d1scregant condition ...
should initiate a CR. If doubt exists, a CR form should be initiated”.

Contrary to the above, on July 30, 1996, Instrument and Contrel
technicians installing a plant design change (PC/M 009-15) did not
initiate a condition report when they became aware of a discrepant
condition concerning incorrectly marked cables. They continued to
install the modification and an error was made that resulted in cross-
wiring of the nuclear instrumentation system.

oS

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
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The licensee also identified that BEACON was placed into service on Unit 1 without any
benchmarking against IMPAX, the on-line core performance monitoring code BEACON was
replacing. Instead, BEACON was installed on Unit 2 and benchmarked against CECORE, which
did not require any modifications to accommodate the core midplane offset. Engineering Quality
Instruction (QI) 3.7, Computer Software Control, revision 1, Section 5.4. requires that SQA|
software shall be validated and verified (V&V ed) in accordance with Section 5.6. Section 5.6
states that new software shall be V&V'ed prior to use. V&V includes the use of test cases to
ensure the new software produces correct results. Item 4 of Section 5.6 states that technical
adequacy shall be determined by comparing the test case to results from alternative methods such
as functionally equivalent and previously validated software. In the case of BEACON, IMPAX
would have been functionclly equivalent software. Benchmarking BEACON against "MPAX
may have identifed the design error concerning core midplane offset because the two vodes
would not have yielded the same results. Contrary to this requirement, BEACON was placed
into service on Unit 1 without benchmarking against IMPAX. This is a Severity Level VI
violation.

NOTE TO PANEL: This could be considered another example of inadequte PMT as identified in
EA 95-18@. V&V is the post-mod acceptance test for software.
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10 CFR 50 Appendix B, "Quality Aseurance Critenia for Nuclear Power Plants and Fuel
Reprocessing Plants," Critenion |l requires, in part, that ... design control measures shall
provide for venifying or checking the adequacy of design, such as the performance of
design reviews .. The verifying or checking process shall be performed by individuals or
groups other than those who performed the onginal design, but who may be from the
same organization

FPL Topical Quality Assurance Report, TQR 3.0, revision 11, "Design Control,” Section
3.2.4, "Design Verification," stated, in part, "Design control measures shall be

established to independently verify design input...Design verification sha!l be performed
by technically qualified individuals or groups other than those who performed the design

Engineering Quality Instructions 1 7 "Design Input/Verification " rev.1, dated July 5,
1995 states in part. "Design verification is the process whereby a competent ingivigual
who has remained independent of the design process, reviews the design inputs, ... and
design output to venfy design adequacy

Contrary to the abcve

1 Design change (PC/M 009-195) was implemented without an independent
design verification by a competent individual. Design change PC/M 008-195 to
install new Gamma Metrics Nuciear Instrumentation drawers was completed by a
lead designer and a lead engineer Contrary to this requirement the first
reviewer (a designer) could not be considered as competent because he was not
an engineer as required by Q! 1.7 and the lead engineer as the third reviewer
could not be considered to have remained independent of this design project

An adequate independent design verification was not conducted for the
installation of a new core flux monitoring computer code BEACON  During inttial
operation of BEACON it was found that the code dia not compensate for a core
mid-plane offset created by a previous core modification. The engineer who
prepared the design was not aware of the core mid-plane offset and the
independent review of the new BEACON code did not identify this omission

Violation 2 with two examples

Technical Specification 6 8, Procedures and Progranis, parigraph € 8.1 requires in parn
that writter procedures recommended in Appandix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33 revision
2. February 1978, shall be established, implemented

Administrative Procedure No. 0006130, Condition Reports. revision 4 dated March 22
1996, Paragraph 8 1 1 A states in part that "Any individual who becomes aware of a
problem or discrepant condition  should initiate a CR  'f doubt exists, a CR form
should be initiated’

Engineering Quality Instruction (Ql) 3.7, Computer Software Control, revision 1 Secticn
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4. requires thai SQA1 software shall be validated and verified (V&V'ed) in accordance
with Section 5.6. Section 5.6 states that new software shall be V&V'ed rnor to use.
V&YV includes the use of test cases to ensure the new software produces correct results.
Item 4 of Section 5.6 states that technical adequacy shall be determined by comparing
the test case to resuits from alternative methods such as functionally equivalent and
previously validated software.

Contrary to the above,

On July 30, 1996, Instrument and Control technicians installing a plant Design
Change (PC/M 009-15) did not initiate a Condition Report when they became
aware of a discrepant condition concerning incorrectly marked cables. They
continued to install the modification and an error was made that resulted in
cross-wiring of the nuclear instrumentation system

BEACON was placed into service on Unit 1 without benchmarking against
IMPAX, functionally equivalent and previously validated software.

(NOTE TO PANEL: This could be ~onsidered another example of inadequte
PMT as identified in EA 95-182. &V is the post-mod acceptance test for
software )
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Immediate corrective actions: z},\,ﬁ VIO

Long term corrective actions to prevent recurrence: \

Discretion applied? Yes Reason why.

Civil Penalty:
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ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

NOTE: Complete the following information for each violation
ISSUE :

ITI. Documentation of Enforcement Panel/Caucus Consensus

A. Preliminary Severity Level (Prior to Application of any Discretion,
From Part 1)

B. Increase Severity Level based on Aggregation?

o

Increase Severity Level for Repeat Violations?

(Address rnm-nts of ROI 0903)
Increase Severity Level for Willfulness?

7 -7
SEVERITY LEVEL __ (/L SUPPLEMENT/SECTION __ _! . C,

Recommended Civil Penalty

Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary?

Revision to Draft NOV Required?

Formal Review by OE Required?

g.—-::m-ng-np

Special Action Items / Message to Licensee / Comments
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EICS ENFORCEMENT WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

EA NUMBER: ATTENDEES

FACILITY: __3f jdecat = frstiteo _ffgtn
Ol Lala

SBXCT:___ p/Z b lidhe

o PAMEL o PEC X CAXUS Vil

o OHER o OI BRIEF - Jalson
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INSPECTION END DATE:

PREPARED BY: DATE : /;//ojqb TIME: /£y

I.  EICS STAFF NOTFS:
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ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATICY OF UNDERSTANDING

I1. Civil Penalty Assessment

A.  First non-willful SL 111 violation in 2 years/2 inspections? YES or N0
Previous escalated cases:

B. Identification Credit? YES - NO - N/A
NRC identified?
Licensee identified?
Revealed through an event?*

Prior opportunities?

c. Corrective action credit? YES - NO - N/A
Immediate corrective actions:

Long term corrective actions to prevent recurrence:

D. Discretion applied? Yes or No: Reason why.




ISSUE :
I11.

o

D
E
F
G.
i
I
J

3

ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

NOTE: Complete the following information for each viclation

Documentation of Enforcement Panel/Caucus Consensus

Preliminary Severity Level (Prior to Application of any Discretion,
From Part 1)

Increase Severity Level based on Aggregation?

Increase Severity Level for Repeat Violations?

(Address requiresents of ROI 0903)
Increase Severity Level for Willfulness?

SEVERITY LEVEL SUPPLEMENT /SECTION

Recommended Civil Penalty

Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary?

Revision to Draft NOV Required?

Formal Review by OF Required?

Special Action Items / Message to Licensee / Comments
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EICS ENFORCEMENT WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

EA MUMBER: ATTERDEES
FACILITY: S/~ ,@4 Sl v tay. o Mo

SUBJECT: NI

o PAMEL X PEC o CAUCUS

o OTHER o OI BRI m_ff:uwwﬁv
In  Vhe /3 Stekm )(a.wﬁ t/’ AL

INSPECTION END DATE:

PREPARED BY: f)/?/l/dﬁw\. DATE: 4z /s-/7c TIME: & 4an

I. EICS STAFF
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ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

I1. Civi] Penalty Assesswent

A.  First non-willful SL III violation in 2 years/2 inspections? YES or NO
Previous escalated cases:

B. Identification Credit? YES - NO - N/A
NRC identified?
Licensee identified?
Revealed through an event?*

Prior opportunities?

C.  Corrective action credit? YES - NO - N/A
Immediate corrective actions:

Long term corrective actions to prevent recurrence:

D. Discretion arplied? Yes or No: Reason why.
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ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

NOTE: Complete the fallcuing information for each violation

Documentation of Enforcesent Panel/Caucus Consensus

Preliwminary Severity Level (Prior to Application of any Discretion,
From Part 1)

Increase Severity Level based on Aggregation?

Increase Severity Level for Repeat Violations?

{Address requirements of ROI 0903)
Increase Severity Level for Willfulness?

SEVERITY LEVEL SUPPLEMENT/SECTION

Recommended Civil Penalty

Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary?

Revision to Draft NOV Required?

Formal Review by OF Required?

Special Action Items / Message to Licensee / Comments
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EICS ENFORCEMENT WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

FICILITY:: N % a: % 4

o PANEL o PEC o CAUCUS % SE
# OTHER o OI BRIEF /A b«é//l Afre pec

M
INSPECTION END DATE: ___/2//g/9L _ G4-17
PREPARED bY : DATE: 12/0/96 TIME: /o A
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I.  EICS STAFF NOTES:

* VIA TELEPHORE



ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MCETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

I1. Civil Penalty Assessment
\' A. First non-willful SL IiI violation in 2 years/2 inspections? YES or NO

Previous cscalated cases:

B. Identification Credit? YES - NO - N/A

‘ NRC identified?
Licensee identified?
Revealed through an event?*
I
‘ Prior opportunities?

C. Corrective action credit? YES - NO - N/A

Imnediate corrective actions:

Long term corrective actions to prevent recurrence:

D. Discretion applied? Yes or No: Reason why.

B, Civii Penalty:

F. Recoemendat ior for predecisional enforcement conference:
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ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDINMG

NOTE: Complete the following information for each violation

Documentation of Enforcement Panel/Caucus Consensus

Preliminary Severity Level (Prior to Application of any Discretion,
From Part 1)

Increase Severity Level based on Aggregation?

Increase Severity Level for Repeat Violations?

(Address requirements of ROI 0903)
Increase Severity Level for Willfulness?

SEVERITY LEVEL SUPPLEMENT /SECTION

Recommended Civil Penalty B

Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary?

Revision to Draft NOV Required?

Formal Review by OE Required?

Special Action Items / Meisage to Licensee / Comments

o
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EICS ENFORCEMENT WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

EA NUMBER: 96— 457 ATTENDEES
FCILITY: T flicee Lok litbiresy
SUBJECT : VL Lersihgy i%uc
2 »e
o PAEL 0 PEC 0 CAUCUS _;2’2:—_
o OTHER o OI BRIEF Lt dedt
Cantegen
INSPECTION END DATE: /o/m/% /?4’/’/
PREPARED BY: St/ aflin_ DATE: _// Jof /96 TIME: _2 ' 20 P
EICS STAFF NOTES:
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* VIA TELEPHONE



)

ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

II.  Civil Penalty Assessment

A. WM‘W?@@
Previous escalated cases: N

5.  Identification Credit? (YES - MO - N/A
NRC {dentified?
Licensee identified? {iicrsik frumid 2

Revealed through an event?* 4,,,, 7 Am W,A_/ AT w»g
',Hf .“,‘(z'u.. / ,.4“44 f’/u 1tk ‘,1/ Lt Ctap DS ﬂ._ﬁ M

\(»—<
Prior oppoﬂ:mities? V"/ g/r/,«é«f ffa/,af},\ /71/

i LA/ ,f:- ‘((‘Y

AT i t/"‘(/mﬁ—« /}M»t‘«o—* b ﬂ,&“" ﬁ e ,,f‘.“ L CEe A«fc.
c. m.nmm_cmm?\ﬂis‘ NO - M/A Cpen iZean siiud Geasaans

Immediate corvi~tive actions: , o yataolet>

AL 8T 1T Cidhegh

Long term corrective actions to prevent recurrence:

D. Discretion applied? Yes or No:/ Reason why.

Yes
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EXFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEFTING MOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTAMUING

NOTE: Complete the following informat.on for each violation
1SSUE:

111. Docmentation of Enforcement Panel/Caucus Consensus
A. Preliminary Severity Level (Prior to Application of any Discretion,
ﬁ' ?ﬂ&

From Part 1)
B. Increase Severity Level based on Aggregation? Ao
Ly mnm mlwfg Repeat Viclations? No
D. Increase Severity Level for Willfulness? A
€. SEvereTy eveL (1L SUPPLEMENT /SECTION ...
F. Recomended Civil Penalty No oy
G. Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary? ¢S
H. Revision to Draft MOV Required? s
I. Formal Review by OF Required? No
J Special Action [tems / Message to Licensee / Comments
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ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

NOE>. Complete the following information for each violation

Doa-mt‘l}\of Enforcement Panel/Caucus Consensus

Preliminary chbrity Level (Prior to Application of any Discretion,
Fros Part 1)

Increase Severity Le(el based on Aggregation?

Increase Severity Leve\ for Repeat Violations?

(Address requirements of ROI 0'\03
Increase Severity Level fok_llmlfulmss?

SEVERITY LEVEL . SUPPLEMENT/SECTION

Recommended Civil Penalty \

Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary?

Revision to Draft NOV Required?

Formal Review by OFE Required?

Special Action Items / Message to Licensee / Comsents
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‘ EICS ENFORCEMENT WORKSHEET 9@ . é
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING *

EA NMBER: E-4 96 - 457 A
FACILITY: DT, lucg g?tm "Eg_
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o OMER o OI BRIEF Tl

A,
INSPECTION END DATE: (* VIA TELEPHONE)
PREPARED BY: LAy DATE: (2004, TIE: | 50

I.  EICS STAFF NOTES:
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ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UMDERSTANDING

NOTE: Compiete the following information for each violation

ISSUE :
ITI. De -« 7.ion of Enforcement Panel/Caucus Consensus
A. o0 ary Severity Level (Prior to Application of any Discretion,

e sart 1)

Increase Severity Level based on Aggregation?

Increase Severity Level for Repeat Violations?
(Address requirements of ROI 0903)

2]

Increase Severity Level for Willfulness?

SEVERITY LEVEL SUPPLEMENT /SECTION
Recommended Civil Penalty

Predecisiotial Enforcement Conference Necessary?
Revision to Draft NOV Required?

Formal Review by OE Required?

“ =~ =T ® Mmoo

Special Action Items / Message to Licensee / Comments
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QUALITY INSTRUCTION
CHANGE NOTICE (QICN)

APPROVAL

Chief - Engineering Assurance Date ______
Quality Assurance t (as req'd) N/A (see ** below) Date

VP - Nuc Engr and Lic (as req'd) Date
DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

This QICN adds additional Verification & Validation (VAV) guidance to ENG QI 3.1,
"Computer Software Control”. Section 5.8 of QI 3.7 requires that, as a minimum,
V&Y for revisions to pre-existing process software be done to the level of the
original :guipment. his QICN provides guidance for additional V&V tools that
may be used based on the critical nature of some process software.

REASON FOR/INTENT OF CHANGE

In December, 1995 a failure of & revision to the R-11/R-12 radiation monitor
firmware occurred. QI 3.7 requires that the V&V for revision be done to the
original level of equipment as a minimum. Therefore, a rigorous V&V had not been
performed on the revision. This QICN provides a ie erence to additional V&V
tools that may be used in similar instances.

" This QICN does not change the intent of the procedure. Therefore, QA
approval of this QICN is not required.

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
1. Insert this QICN in front of QI(s) 3.7

ATTACHMENTS
Mark-ups of ENG QI 3.7 Pages 8 an” 11 of 14 (2 pages).

o
‘ay\



QUALITY INSTRUCTION ENG-QI 3.7

@ REV.  1(QICN 7)
DATE  4/29/96
EPL NUCLEAR ENGINEERING Byfnay
COMPUTER SOFTWARE CONTROL PAGE 8 OF 14

5.6

process code. including ladder diagrams, ladder diagrams cross reference, and a
detail design description. The SDD shall be reviewed for adequacy and
feasibility (typically part of PC/M review process). The computer software being
developed shall receive at least one design review covering the complete design
as described in the SDD. The SDO shall be reviewed to ensure that it implements
the SRS, and approved. The majority of the SOD may be from pre-existing vendor
controlled documentation/spec sheet 1f it meets the criteria.

4) V&V shall be performed in accordance with Section 5.6.

5) User manuals (vendor manuals) shall be obtained or developed as required based
on the complexity of the software.

6) Process software errors or defects shall be screened for potential 10CFR2]
applicability/evaluation (see ENG QI 2.2).

7) Installation of new or revised process software must consider plant operation in
all q?des. as well as intermediate plant configurations during software
installation.

8) Modifications to process software shall be accomplished using the applicable PC/M
process. The 10CFR50.59 considerations shall be addressed as part of the PC/M.
A1l affected documentation required by Section 6.0 shall be revised as required
to reflect the software revision. See Section 5.6 for verification/validation
requirements for revised software.

9) Process software changes that affect control room indication shall be duplicated
in the contro! room simulator software.

Software Verification & Validation Plan and Report (SVVP and SVVR)

V&V of newly developed/revised computer software shall be completed prior tc use. See
section 5.8 for the requirements applicable to pre-existing software. V&V 1s a multi-
faceted process that may include preduct in-process reviews, product evaluation and
testing, process and product audits, process and algorithm analysis, anomaly detection
and resolution, as well as other associated activities V&V is modeled to follow the
guidance of IEEE Std 1012. "Software Verification and Validation Plans”. V&V planning
must take into consideration such project characteristics as software criticality
{including the software classification). safety and reliability requirements. scheduie.
resources, customer expectations, etc. Note that critical software as referred to in
the stanaard applies to safety related process and SOAl software only.

1) V&V results shall be reviewed by an independent individual other than the
developer of the software.



QUALITY INSTRUCTION ENG-QI 3.7

@ REV.  1(QICN 7)
DATE  4/29/96
NUCLEAR EMGINEERING
(effective)
COMPUTER SOFTWARE CONTROL PAGE 11 oF 14

5.8

5.9

Pre-ex1sting non-process computer software is defined as software which was placed into
a production environment prior to, and not modified since the implementation of FPL's
software QA program (before 1990). Pre-existing computer software (purchased.
develo or otherwise obtained) which falls under the scope of this procedure shall
be evaluated in order to Justify continued use. Although the specific requirements for
an SRS, SOD, SVVP, and SVVR need not be retrofitted to pre-existing software, periodic
validation testing and verification testing for revisions to the software must be
performed and controlled in accordance with this procedure. See Section 5.6. Form 136
(or equivalent) shall be prepared for all pre-existing computer software‘w1th1n the
scope of this procedure, and submitted to NIS for inclusion in the CSI. Revisions L
A;ummmmmmmnmmwmnmam\ (w

Revisions to pre-existing process software shall be purchased such that V&V is
performed to the level of the original aquipment, as a minimum. In Somé cases
Mtiw! vsv tctwmes y be warranted based on the critical nature of the process

software. tandard 10 2 can be used as a guide for additional V&v - to be
used in these mstanm Additional assurance of operation can also be obtained
by black box testing and/or site testing of f ons on training equipment .

Software Configuration Requirements

Process software configuration is controlled via the PC/M process

Non-process software configuration control shall be maintained via the CSI in
accordance with Section 5.10. Newly developed. purchased. or revised software shall
be identified to NIS via Form 136 (or equivalent). Additional guidance on software
configuration control is provided in lower tier NIS working procedures.

Revisions to software may be required for the following reasons:
discrepancies noted during validation
discovery of softwarz errors
modifications or revisions in software requirements

The following steps are to be followed in performing software revisions:

1) All software revision/modification to be performed by NIS shall be initiated by
an RFS. Detzils and guidance on the RFS process are provided in lower tier NIS
working procedures .

2) Revisions to computer software shall be verified and processed in
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QUALITY INSTRUCTION ENG-QI 3.7
2 =
NUCLEAR ENGINEERING DATE 7/5/95 (effective)
COMPUTER SOFTWARE CONTROL PAGE 1 OF 14
1.0  APPROVAL
Approved by: Date:
2.0 3SCOPE

This instruction applies to all computer software that falls under the FPL
Quality Assurance program. Specifically. this instruction applies to:

Software which 1s used to support design, testing, acceptance, or
operation of Safety Related or Quality Related 1tems

Software which i1s used to verify compliance with Technical Specifications

Software which 1s used to determine/document compliance with Regulations |

3.0 PURPOSE
The purpose of this instruction is to provide requirements and guidance for

computer software control, including software develupment, procurement,
verification and validation, maintenance. and configuration management .

4.0 ACCOUNTABILITIES
4.1 The Manager - Nuclear Information Services (NIS) is accountable for:

ensuring implementation of an overall computer software control
program (excluding process software)

approving the purchase of computer software and related
documentation (excluding process software)

4.2 The PSL and PTN Engineering Managers are accountable for ensuring that
process software meets the requirements of this procedure

NOTE: Process scftware 1s defined as software which directly controls the
functional aspects (actuation/regulating/monitoring) of plant |
equipment

4.3 Managers are accountable for ensuring compliance with this instruction and
maintaining adequate interface with NIS and user groups

4.4 Supervisors are accountable for approving software related activities and
documentation as required by this instruction, and ensuring that




FPL

QUALITY INSTRUCTION ENG-QI 3.7

REV. 1
NUCLEAR ENGINEERING DATE  7/5/95 (effective)
COMPUTER SOFTWARE CONTROL PAGE 2 OF 14

appropriate personnel receive training commensurate with the requirements
of this instruction.

4.5 Engineers and Analysts are accountable for complying with the requirements
of this instruction for software related activities and documentation.
5.0  INSTRUCTIONS
5.1 Software Control Process
Overall software control requires adequate control mechanisms in each of
the following phases of the typical software life cycle:
Requirement - Phase
Design Phase
Test Phase
Installation and Checkout Phase
Operation and Maintenance Phase
Retirement Phase
All software (exciudirq process software) procurement. development. and
modification shall be coordinated with Nuclear Information Services (NIS).
Regardless of the nature or application, all non-process software within
the scope of this instruction falls under the general responsibility of
NIS for screening, approval. access control, integration into existing
networks/platforms. and incorporation into the Computer Software Index
(CSI).  Much of the detailed guidance for NIS support and processing is
contained in lower tier NIS working procedures. The following sections
provide control requirements and methods to address the software life
cycle phases above.
5.2 Software Categories

The two basic software categories are process and non-process. Process
software is software used in an automated process control system designed
to actuate, regulate, and/or monitor plant systems subsystems or
components on a real-time basis. Process software is classified and
controlled under the PC/M process (See Section 5.5) -

Non-process software 1s software used in the performance of calculations.
data bases, indices. work flow processes etc. Non-process software is
further broken down into four categories as listed below Non-process
software requirements are detailed in Section 5 4.
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5.3

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

20ftware Quality Assurance Level 1 (SQAL)

Includes software which provides unique technical capabilities that
are unavailable via alternate methods. Also includes complex
databases such as expert systems that alter safety related data
without verification. SQAl software is treated 1ike a "black box"
and the output cannot be readily independently verified.

Examples: LOCADOSE. Finite Element Analysis Programs
Software Quality Assurance Level 2 (SQA2)

Calculational software nused as a convenience and time saving tool.
The software results are owwa®nable through alternative (but more
time consuming) methods. This software category includes programs
that perform simple or complex arithmetic operations and
mathematical functions (e.g.. solving of boolean algebra,
statistical analysis, trigonometric functions). The output/: *sults
from SQA2 software can be obtained through alternate metnods
including bounding analysis, and alternate calculation.

Examples: CAFTA, PIPE-FLO

Software Quality Assurance Level 3 (SQA3)

Software used to automate business processes, develop and maintain
data bases. Safety related data contained in a SQA3 data base is
not modified by the database software.

Examples: Pas.port. Request Processing System

Software Quality Assurance Level 4 (SQA4)

Widely available commercial sof:ware used to produce spreadsheets.
gdata bases. word processing, or to perform arithmetic functions.
Based on widespread usage and acceptance. use of this software is
analogous to other software tools such as Fortran, DOS. Basic. etc.

Examples: Excel, Access. WP

General Non-Process Software Requirements

1)

Requests for new computer software shall be prepared using Form 135
(or equivalent) and submitted to NIS. After NIS processing. the
requester shall be informed of whether the request was approved or
rejected. Requests for software modification/development shall be
prepared using a Request for Service (RFS) and submitted to NIS or
via an equivalent on-line system. Guidance for RFS processing 1s
provided in lower tier NIS working procedures
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2)

3)

4)

&)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

NIS should install PC software on the requestor 's/developer’'s Local
Area Network (LAN) Server or workstation. Otherwise, NIS shall
distribute a "working” copy of PC software to requestors/deveiopers
who shall in turn submit Form 136 to NIS as input to the CSI.

Access to computer software shall be controlled to ensure protection
against unauthorized access. Network/mainframe software control
shall include log-on passwords. Additional guidance on software
security 1s provided in lower tier NIS working procedures.

Technical assistance, for users  experiencing software
problems/anomalies, can be requested from NIS using Form 138 or
equivalent (e.g.. an RFS or Form 135).

Computer software shall be handled under the same Problem Reporting,
Non-Conformance, Corrective Action, and Substantial Safety Hazard
requirements as hardware, using the applicable instructions.

A1l users shall comply with software license agreements related to
their specific software, including terms and conditions pertaining
to duplication, disclosure, and confidentiality.

Sofiware users shall be trained as necessary on computer software.
The necessity and extent of training 1s at the discretion of
immediate supe-vision and department management .

Retirement of computer software from the production environment
shall be indicated to NIS via Form 136 (or equivalent),

NIS personnel receiving notification from Computer Operations (CPQ)
of a significant proposed system change shall assess the impact of
the change on their application(s) and respond as requested by CPO.

A1l production software and data shall have current backups. When
possible, these backups shall be physically separate from the
production software and data.

Pre-existing software is exempt from certain requirements (see
Section 5.8).

A Computer Software Index (CSI) shall be maintained by NIS and
include a listing of all software within the scope of this
instruction, excluding process software (see Section 5.10),

A package which includes all documents applicable to the software
shall be assembled and retained as specified in Section 6.0.

User manuals/documentation should specify and describe required
data. input, options, 1imitations, and other key information. Error
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5.4

1)

2)

messages should be identified with required response actions.

A Software Requirements Specification (SRS) shall be prepared which
identi1fies and describes the function, performance. constraints,
attributes, external interfaces, and user documentation requirements

of the computer software. SRS reguirgggn%; should be capable of

being object1vely verified. S be reyleugq_;g_gnggg%

adequacy 3 teasibi1fy, and__approved. The procuremen
plica

gocument s , 1f"§p ble. may constitute the majority of the SRS if
they meet the criteria.

A Software Design Description (SDD) shall be prepared which
identifies and describes the functions, components, and
subcomponents of the software design., specific hardware
requirements, 1nterfa s, data sources, and how the SRS reguirements
will be implemented. {_The computer software being developed shall
receive at least one‘a-51gn review covering the complete design as
described in the SDD™) The SDD shgll be reviewed to ensure that it
implements the SRS, dnd approved.”| The majority of the SDD may be
from pre-existing vendor controlléd documentation/spec sheet if it
meets the criteria

V&V shall be performed in accordance with Section 5.6. The V&V for
purchased SQAl1 should be performed by the vendor when feasible. If
the vendor is unable perform the V&V, then it may be performed by
FPL. A1l discrepancies revealed during validation/verification of
the software shall be resolved by the vendor prior to delivery/use
of the computer software unless otherwise stated by the procurement
documentation.

[f possible, SQAl software should be purchased as PC-1 from a
qualified vendor. If necessary, software which is not developed
under an approved nuclear QA program may be purchased for SQAl
applications as PC-2. The required validation and verification
activities shall be performed in accordance with Section 5.6. FPL
assumes 10CFR21 responsibility for dedicated software.

The vendor shall be required in the purchase order to notify QA of
any problems/errors subsequently revealed in the supplied software

If the software vendor 1s unable to support error notification, FPL
shall perform a documented evaluation to determine the appropriate
compensatory measures to be taken. The evaluation shall consider:
(1) the degree of FPL and industry experience with the software, (2)
t.2 level of testing and benchmarking that the application has and
will received. (3) the extent to which the software is being
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5)

3)

1)

3)

modified or has been modified. Compensatory measures may include
additional benchmarking and testing.

The purchase order shall require the vendor for purchased software
to provide User Documentation as required based on the complexity of
the software.

Disposition of software error notices shall include a review for
potential 10CFR21 applicability/evaluation (see IP 801/803 and ENG
alr 2.2).

Requirements 1 through 3 for SQA1 software shall also be required
for SQAZ software. However, the documentation of these requirements
is not required to be as rigorous as for SQA1 software. SQA2
software 1s not considered critical software as described in IEEE
Std 1012 and has fewer mandatory aspects to the V&V.

Software error notification, if received, should be reviewed for
putential applicability and appropriate action. However, because
the output from SQA2 software used in safety or quality related
applications 1s 1ndependentl{ verified, any errors that may be
discovered would not be capable of resulting in substantial safety
hazard. Therefore part 21 applicability has been generically
screened out for SQAZ software.

SQA2 software shall be procured as PC-3 as a minimum. Vendor error
notification 1s not required. but will be reviewed 1f provided.

Requirements 1 through 3 for SQA1 software shall also be required
for SOA3 software. However. the documentation of these requirements
1s not required to be as rigorous as for SQAl software. SQA3
software 1s not considered critical software as described in IEEE
Std 1012 and has fewer mandatory aspects to the V&V.

Software error notification., if received, should be reviewed for
potential applicability and appropriate action. However. because
the data from SQA3 software is controlled under the QA program and
the software does not modify the data. any software errors would not
be capable of resulting in substantial safety hazard. Therefore.
pa;i 21 appiicability has been generically screened out for SQA3
software.

SQA3 software shall be procured as PC-3 as a minimum. Vendor error
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2)
Note:

notification is not required, but will be reviewed if provided.

The acceptability of SQA4 software 1s based on uni.ersal commercial
acceptance and extensive use by a large and diverse population.
There are no additional requirements on this software, so lqng as
its use is within the normal intended bounds for the application.

SQA4 software is commercially available and should be procured PC-4.

Although software categorized as SQA4 does not require any
additional controls under this instruction., the specific usage may
fall under another aspect of the FPL QA program.

(a) For example, spreadsheet applications used in design are
subject to the design input and verification requirements of
QI 1.7,

(b) Other applications created using SQA4 software shall be
controlled as SQAl. SQAZ or SQA3 software as appropriate.

Process Software Requirements

Process software shall meet the applicable general requirements of this

instruction, as well as the following specific requirements.

1)

2)

3)

The implementation of process software shall be considered a PC/M in
accordance with the requirements of ENG QI 1.0. The requirements of
this instruction are 1in ion to the requirements of the
applicable PC/M process ( or MEP) Additional required
documentation shall be attached to, or referenced in, the PC/M.

A Software Requirements Specification (SRS) shall be prepared which
identifies and describes the function. performance, constraints,
attributes, external interfaces. and user manual requirements of the
computer software. SRS requirements should be capable of being
objectively verified. The SRS shall be reviewed to ensure adequacy
and feasibility. and approved. The procurement documents, if

applicable, may constitute the majority of the SRS if they meet the
criteria.

A Software Design Description (SDD) shall be prepared which
1dentifies and describes the functions, components. and
subcomponents of the software design, specific hardware
requirements, interfaces. data sources. and how the SRS requirements
will be implemented. The SDD shall include Detail Logic Diagrams
(DLD) or other documentation as appropriate to the proposed
software. The SOD shall also include the information necessary to
represent the translation of the design requirements to the actual
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—

process code, including ladder diagrams, ladder diagrams Cross
reference, and a detail design description. The SDD shall be
reviewed for adequacy and feasibility (typically part of PC/M review
process). The computer software being developed shall receive at
least one design review covering the complete design as described in
the SDD. The SDD shall be reviewed to ensure that 1t implements the
SRS. and approved. The majority of the SDD may be from pre-existing
vendor controlled documentation/spec sheet if 1t meets the criteria.

4) V&V shall be performed 1n accordance with Section 5.6.

5) User manuals (vendor manuals) shall be obtained or developed as
required based on the complexity of the software.

6) Process software errors or defects shall be screened for potential
10CFR21 applicability/evaluation (see ENG QI 2.2).

7) Installation of new or revised process software must consider plant
operation in all modes, as well as intermediate plant configurations
during software installation.

8) Modifications to process software shall be accomplished uswn? the
applicable PC/M process. The 10CFR50.59 considerations shall be
addressed as part of the PC/M. All affected documentation required
by Section 6.0 shall be revised as required to reflect the software
revision. See Section 5.6 for verification/validation requirements
for revised software.

9) Process software changes that affect control room indicaticn shall
be duplicated in the control room simulator software.

ftwar if ion P1 R VVP

V&V of newly developed/revised computer software shall be completed prior
to use. V&V 1s a multi-faceted process that may include product in-
process reviews, product evaluation and testing, process and product
audits, process and algorithm analysis, anomaly detection and resolution,
as well ds other associated activities. V&V is modeled to follow the
guidance of IEEE Std 1012, "Software Verification and Validation Plans".
V&V planning must take into consideration such project characteristics as
software criticality (including the software classification), safety and
reliability requirements, schedule, resources. customer expectations. etc.
Note that critical software as referred to in the standard applies to
safety related process and SQAl software only.

1) V&V results shall be reviewed by an independent individual other
than the developer of the software.
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3)

V&V shall include a review of the SRS, and SDD and preparation of a
Software Validation and Verification Plan (SVVP), and test procedure
(STP). and Software Validation and Verification Report (SVVR):. or
equivalents: to ensure that all requirements and referenced
standards have been satisfied.

The Software Validation and Verification Plan (SVVP) shall describe
the methods/tests which will be used to verify the computer
software, the method/frequency of periodic follow-up validation,
test documentation required, and acceptance criteria (input data vs
expected results). The SVVP shall specify any validation
(benchmarking) to be performed on a periodic basis. (Note:Process
software is controlled via the plant’'s maintenance program and
appropriate validation is performed to ensure accurate operation of
safety related functions.) Validation ensures that the software,
operating system, and hardware are collectively working correctly
and producing valid results. The frequency of periodic validation
(benchmarking) should be determined from the frequency of use of the
software, since the purpose of the validation is to ensure accurate
operation on a continuing basis. For example, 1f a particular
program 1s used once every 6 months, validation could be performed
prior to each use. However, if a program is used 3 times a day.
validation prior to each use is clearly not warranted. and a weekly
or monthly schedule may be more appropriate. The determined
frequency of validation (based on the above and/or vendor
recommendations) shall be specified on Form 136 (or equivalent) and
shall be maintained in the CSI for non-process software. In
addition to Per1od1c validation, specific validation shall be
performed following any significant change in hardware (including
configuration of CPU), operating system. or program.

Test1n? shall be conducted per a Software Test Procedure (STP) or
equivalent in a controlled manner such that there is minimal risk of
losing data, damaging files, etc. The test scenario and environment
shall be functionally equivalent to the working environment to
ensure a representative test. The STP shall include a description
of the test(s) to be conducted, test methods to be used.
documentation to be generated, range of input parameters and their
expected output, criteria for acceptance, and identification of
support software/haraware to be used. The STP shall be included in
the SVWP. Testing shall ensure that the software, operating system,
and hardware are collectively working correctly and producing valid
results. The results of the testing and associated documentation
shall be placed in a SVVR or other QA record documentation.

Testing shall ensure adherence to requirements and ensure that the
software produces correct results for the test cases. To evaluate
technical adequacy, the test case shall be compared to results from
alternative methods such as:
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hand calculations

functionally equivalent and previously validated software
- experiment and test results

standard problems with known solutions

confirmed published data and correlations

5)  The Software Validation and Verification Report (SVVR) shall be
prepared to summarize and document validation and verification
results.

6) Separate SVVP and SVVR documents are not required if the
requirements are enveloped by a single document .

10CFR30.29 Requirements

New non-process software or changes to non-process software (purchased or |
developed) which fall within the scope of this procedure shall be reviewed
for 10CFR50.59 applicability. This shall be accomplished by screening the
software using the following screening questions. The determination of
this screening shall be specified on Form 136 (or equivalent) and shall be
maintained in the CSI. Guidance on 10CFR50.59 Generic Exclusion shall be
provided in lower tier NIS working Procedures.

Does the new addition of/change in software represent a change to
the facility as described in the SAR?

Does the new addition of/change in snftware represent a change to
procedures described in the SAR?

Is the new addition of/change in software associated with a test or
experiment not described in the SAR?

Could the new addition of/change in software affect nuclear safety
in a way not previously evaluated in the SAR?

Does the new addition of/change in software require a change to the
Technical Specifications?

[f the answer to any of the above screening questions i1s "YES"., then a
10CFR50.59 evaluation shall be prepared to support the new software
addition or software change. If required. the 10CFR50.59 evaluation shall
be performed in accordanc? with ENG Qls 2.0 and 2.1.
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Pre-existing non-process computer software is defined as software which
was placed into a production environment prior to, and not modified since
the implementation of FPL's software QA program (before 1990). Pre-
existing computer software (purchased. developed, or otherwise obtained)
which falls under the scope of this procedure shall be evaluated in order
to justify contirued use. Although the specific requirements for an SRS,
500, SvvP, ard S/VR need not be retrofitted to pre-existing software,
periodic validaticn testing and verification testing for revisions to the
software must be performed and controlled in accordance with this
procedure. See Section 5.6. Form 136 (or equivalent) shall be prepared
for all pre-existing computer software within the scope of this procedure.
and submitted to NIS for inclusion in the CSI.

Revisions to pre-existing process software shall be purchased such that
V&V is performed to the level of the original equipment. as a minimum.

fi ir
Process software configuration is controlled via the PC/M process.

Non-process software configuration control shall be maintained via the CSI
in accordance with Section 5.10. Newly developed, purchased. or revised
software shall be 1dentified te NIS via Form 136 (or equivalent).
Additional guidance on software configuration control is provided in Tower
tier NIS working procedures.

Revisions to software may be required for the following reasons:

discrepancies noted during validation
discovery of software errors
modifications or revisions in software requirements

The following steps are to be followed in performing software revisions:

1) A1l software revision/modification to be performed by NIS shall be
initiated by an RFS. Details and guidance on the RFS process are
provided in lower tier NIS working procedures.

2) Revisions to computer software shall be verified and processed in
accordance with the requirements of this instruction pertaining to
newly purchased/developed software (See Sections 5.4 and 5.5).

3) A1l affected documentation required by Section 6.0 shall be revised
as required to reflect the software revision. All superseded
documentation shall be retained and traceable to the specific
software revision/version.
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5.10

6.0

Einergency maintenance of software (limited to loss of functionality
or system availability) shall be initiated with NIS personnel, with
follow-up documentation requirements defined in lower tier NIS
working procedures. Verbal initiation shall be acceptable for
emergency maintenance.

Changes to data required by mathematical modeling applications to
perform correctiy shall be controlled via an approved Nuclear
Quality Assurance Program (Vendor or FPL). Validation of changes
shall be performed in accordance with an SVVP or equivalent (see
Section 5.6). Validations of this nature may be performed as part
of the SVVP for the respective software application.

Computer Software Index (CS1)

NIS shall maintain and distribute the CSI. which 1s a compilation of
inputs from Forms 135, 136. and all SVVRs. Non-process software which
falls under this instruction shall be listed in the CSI. Additional
guidance on the CSI is provided in lower tier NIS working procedures.
Information contained in the CSI includes:

Software Name
Version/Revision
Revision Status

QAP Applicable
Non-process Software Category (SQA1/2/3/4)
Program Language
Host System
Operating System
Description

Manual Revision
Software Developer
Custodian

liser Contact
Validation Frequency
Validation Date

RECORDS

The following documents (as applicable) shall be submitted to Juno Document
Control and retained as QA records in accordance with QI 3.0:

Form 135

Form 136

Software Procurement Documentation

Software Requirements Specification (SRS) and review(s)
Software Design Description (SDD) and review(s)
Software Validation and Verification Plan (SVVP)
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Software Validation and Verification Report (SVVR)
Testing Procedure/Software Test Plan (STP)

User Manuals

10CFR50.59 Anplicability Review

10CFR21 (SSH) Applicability Review

Production Release Forms

Revision Documentation

Software Problem/Error Documentation (Form 138)
Request for Service (RFS)

Training Documentation

The documents referred to above should be assembled/stored as an overall package
(1.e., all documents pertaining to a specific software version should be
traceable and preferably filed together). Note that for process software,
documentation required above may be submitted to Site Document Control as an
attachment to the PC/M. A copy of Forms 135, 126, 138. and all SVVRs shall also
be submitted to NIS.

Archived magnetic media shall be maintained in designated storage facilities to
protect against inadvertent damage. System software shall be used to manage
archived magnetic media on the Mainframe. Master PC software/controlled data
diskettes shall be retained in a controlled manner (traceable to the CSI) by NIS.

REFERENCES, DEFINITIONS, AND ABBREVIATIONS
7.1 References

1) NUREG/CR-4640, Handbook of Software Quality Assurance Techniques
Applicable to the Nuclear Industry

2) ANST/ASME NQA-2a-90, Part 2.7, Quality Assurance Requirements of
Computer Software for Nuclear Facility Applications

~3
ro

Qefinitions

See Glossary
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7.3  Abbreviations

CPO - Computer Operations

CSI - Computer Software Index

LAN - Local Area Network

NIS - Nuclear Information Services

PC/M - Plant Change/Modification

POM - Production Data Modification

QAP - Quality Assurance Program

RFS - Request for Service

SRR - Software Requirements Review

SRS - Software Requirements Specification

SOD - Software Design Description

SOR - Software Design Review

STP - Software Test Plan

SVVP - Software Validation and Verification Plan
SVVR - Software Validation and Verification Report




APPARENT VIOLATIONS PREDECISIONAL
VIOLATION A

10 CFR 73.55(7) requires that licensee s shall establish an access
authorization system to 1imit unescorted access to vital areas during non-
e::rgency conditions to individuals who require access in order to perform
their duties.

The licensee's Physical Security Plan (PSP). Revision 48. dated 2/23/96
states, "Only those individuals with identified need for access and having
appropriate authorization. shall be granted unescorted Vital Area access.”

From July 28, 1996 to September 19, 1996 an individual whose employment
terminated on July 28, 1996. had unescorted access to protected and vital
areas without appropriate authorization. In addition. on August 7. August 9:
and Aug*st 15, 1996, that individual entered the protected area and had access
to vital areas.

Also, five other individuals had unescorted access to the protected and vital
areas after they were terminated from the period of July 27 to September 19.
1996, without appropriate authorization. However. those individuals did not
access the protected or vital areas.

NOTE: The apparent violations discussed in this enforcement conference are
subject to further review and are subject to change prior to any
resulting enforcement decision.



APPARENT VIOLATICNS PREDECISTONAL
VIOLATION B

10 CFR 73, Appendix G. states that an actual entry of an unauthorized person
Into a protected area or vital area be reported within one hour of discovery.

10 CFR 73, Appendix G, states that any failure, degradation. or discovered
vulnerability in a safeguards system that could have allowed unauthorized or
undetected access to a protected area or a vital area had comperisatory
measures not been established. be recorded within 24 hours of discovery in the
safeguards event log.

On October 9, 1996, the licensee discovered that an individual had been
terminated on July 28. 1996. and had entered the protected area on five
different occasions, yet failed to make a report within the one hour
timeframe. In addition. on September 19, 1996, the licensee discovered three
individuals who had previously been terminated on July 27. July 28. and August
24 1996 that had access to the protected area and failed to report that
discovery in the safeguards event log.

NOTE: The apparent violation discussed in this enforcement conference are
subject to further review and are subject to change prior to any
resulting enforcement decision.



APPARENT VIOLATION B PREDECISIONAL

As of August 19. 1996. Technical Specification (TS) 6.8.1.e required that
written procedures be established. implemented. and maintained covering
Emergency Plan 1mplementation. (The subject TS was deleted with NPC approval
effective August 20, 1996. but these examples of inadequate EPIPs existed in
thep:g:$ foyn prior to August 20, 1996 as when identified during the

ns on.

Procedures covering Emergency Plan implementation were not adequately
establizhed, implemented, and maintained with respect to the following aspects
of the Emergency Plan:

a. recovery activities. as discussed conceptually in REP Section 5.4

b description and delineation of the licensee s emergency response
orgenization (ERQ) and the detailed means for notifying ERO members in
an emergency, as discussed generally in REP Section 2.

C. relocation of the 0SC 1f rejuired by radiological or other adverse
conditions during an emergency. as referenced in REP Section 2.4.4

NOTE: The apparent violations discussed i1n this enforcement conference are
subject to further review and are subject to change prior to any
resuiting enforcement decision.



APPARENT VIOLATION C PREDECTSTONAL

10 CFR 50.S4i3) ~equires that nuclear power plant licensees follow and
maintain in effect emergency plans which meet the planning standards of
10 CFR 50.47(b) and the reguirements in Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.

REP Section 7.2.1, "Objective.”. stated the “~1lowing: "The primary ol ectives
of emergency response training are as follows: 1. Familiarize appropriate
individuals with Emergency Plan and related implementing procedures. 2.
Instruct individuals in their specifiz duties to ensure effective and
expeditious action during an emergency. 3. Periodically present significant
changes 1n the scope or content of the Emergency Plan. 4. Provide refresher
training to ensure tnat personnel are familiar with their duties and
responsibilities.” REP Section 7.2.2. "Training of On-Site Emcrgency Response
Orcanization [ERO) Personnel”. states. "The training prograw for members of
the on-site emergency response osrganization will include practical drills as
appropriate and participation in exercises, in wh'ch each individual
demonstrates an ability to perform assigned emergency functions... rFor
emp'oyees with specific assignments or authorities Aﬁ.ﬂ:ﬂ?ﬁﬁ&

*ggmg, initial training and annua! retraining programs will be provided.
raining must be current to be matntained on the site Emergency Team Roster.”
REP Section 7.2.2 states. "The Plant Training Manager will ensure that on-site
Emergency Response Organization personnel are infurmed of relevant ctianges in

the Emergency Plan and Emergency Plan Implemeniing Procedures [EPIPs].”

a. In 1994, the licensee failed to provide initial training or annual
retraining for 17 positions (approximately 92 individuals) 1dentified as
part of the on-site response organization. I~ (995, the lice ,:¢ failed
to provide 1mitial training or annual retraiming for 8 pasitions
(approximately 54 individuals) identified as part of the on-site
response organizat:on.

b The licersee < tra1n1n? program failed to incliude initial training or
annual retraining on all procedures required to be implemented by ERO
vorsonnel 1n several 1dencified positions. Examples: EPIP 3100027E.
"Re-entry” - Emergency Coordinator. Radiation Team Leader. QSC
Supervisor . Re-entry (eam Supervisor. Re-entry Team Member . 0SC Status
Board Keeper, and C5C Dose Recorder cPIP 3100026E. "Criteria for and
Conduct of Evacuation” - Emergency Coordinator. Assembiy Areg
Supervisor. and TSC Security Supervisor. EPIP 3100035E. "Off-site
Radiation Monitoring” - Radiation Team Leader and 1SC Supervisor.

The Plant Training Manager failed to ensure that ERO personnel in
several identified positions were informed of relevant changes 1n
procedures. Example  EPIP 3100026E. “Criteria for and Conduct of
Evacuations” .

g For the calendar year 1995, the licensee failed to remove from the
emergency rest.onse organization two individuals who had not completed
retraining as required, and whose qualifications had expired 1n 1994,
ihe licensee also failed to remove six 1ndividuals from the emergency
team roster effective October 6. 1996, who had nol remained qualified to
f111 response team requiraments as a result of allowing their respirator
gualifications to lapse.



APPARENT VIOLATIONS PREDECISIONAL
VIOLATION A

10 CFR 50, Appendix B. Criterion IIl. Design Control. requires. in part that
measures be e¢stablished to ensure that the design basis 15 correctly
transi.ted into drawings and that design control measures provide for
verifying the adequaC{ of the cesign by individuals other than those who
performed the original design.

FPL Topical Quality Assurance Report., TOR 3.0, Revision 11. "Design Control.”
Section 3.2.4, "De<ian Verification " stated, in part. "Design control
measures shall be established to independently verify design 1nput. .Design
verification snall be performed by techmically qualified individuals - aroups
other than those who performed the ~esign.

Ergineering Quality Instructions (QI) 1.7. Design Input/Verification. dated

ufy 5. 1335. states n part that "Design verification 1s the process
whereby a competent individual. who has remained independent of the design
process. reviews the design inputs., ... and gesign output to verify design
adequacy. This 1ndependent review 1s provided to minimize the likelihood of
design errors in i1tems that are important tr wuclear safety "

1) On July 30. 1996. 1t was discovered that a design change (PC/M 009-195)
to 1nstall new nuciear instrumentation system drawers did not receive an
independent design verification by a competent individual independent of
the design process. Design change PC/M 009-195 was completed by a lead
desyaner and a lead engineer This design chan?e was 1ndependently
ver1fied Ly a second designer who had no special knowledge of the
aesign. The design was then approved by the lead engineer whom was not
ndependent of the design process.

2) On July 30. 1996. 1t was discovered that an independent design review ({
was not conuucted for the 1nstallation of a new core flux monitoring ~ -
computer code BEACON. Ouring 1nitial operation of BEACON it was found | ¢/ <
that the code did not cempensate for a core mid-plane offset created by |
@ previous core modification. The engineer who prepared the design was
not aware of the core mid-plane offset and the lack of an independent /
reviev of the new BEACON code did not prov.de the opportunity to A
1gent1fy this omission Y

NOTE: The apparent violations discussed 1n this enforcement conference are )
subject to further review and are subject to change prior to any

resulting enforcement decision.



APPARENT DEVIATION PREDECISIONAL

Amendment Nos. 147 and 86 to the operating licenses for Units 1 and 2.
respectively. were approved by the NRC on August 20. 1996. and consisted of
changes to the TS in response to the licensee s application dated August 16,
1995, Among numerous changes in these amer~ments were the deletion (for both
Units 1 and 2) of the previous TS 6.8.1.¢ and TS 6.8.1.e. whicn formerly
specified that “Written procedures shall be established, implemented and
maintained” to cover “Security Plan implementation” and "Cmergency Plan
implementation”. respectively. In Attachment 2. “Safety Analysis”, to the
August 15, 1995 application. the licensee stated (in the introduction to the
section addressing modifications to TS 6.5 1.6.1. 6.5.1.6.). 6.8.1.d. and

6 8.1.e) that the "selected Technical Specifications are being relocated to
the Emergency Plan or Security Plan as appropriate. Relocating these
requirements to the appropriate plan will ensure the control of future changes
are under the requirements of 10 CFR 50.54, 10 CFR 73.55 and 10 CFR 73.56."
The NRC's referenced approval of the subject application statec that the
"11censee proposes to relocate these review requirements and their
implementing procedures to the St. Lucie Security and Emergency Plans...”

The licensee failed to relocate the requirements formerly found 1n TS 6.8.1.d
and 6.8.1.e to che Security Plan or Emer y Plan. as applicable. 1in
accordance with the commtment to the NRC contained in the licensee s
anplicatiorn dated August 16, 1995

NOTE: The apparent violations discussed i1n this enforcement conference are
subject to further review and are subject to change prior to any
resulting enforcement decision



VIOLATION 8 PREDECISIONAL

Technical Specification 6.8. Procedures and Programs. paragraph 6.8.1
requires. 1n part, that written procedures recommended 1n /ppendix A of
neq?latory Guide 1.33 revision 2, February 1978, shall be established and
1mpiemented.

Engineering Quality Instruction (QI) 3.7. Computer Software Control, Revision

1. Section 5.4. requires that SOAl software shall be validated and verified Y
(V&V'ed) in accordance with Section 5.6 of QI 3.7. Section 5.6 statesﬁ%hatvxLz””
new software shall be V&V ed prior to use. The V&V process inCludes the use ,,ﬁdlf’
of test cases to ensure the new software produces correct results. Item 4 of
Section 5.6 states that technical adeguacy shall be determined by comparirg
the test case to results from alternative methods such as functionally
equivalent and previously validated software.

' ¢ ‘Av("‘ (4 i

During the Unit 1 Cycle 14 outage. BEACON core monitoring system was placed
1nto service on Unit 1 without any benchmarking against IMPAX, the on-line
core performance monitoring code BEACON was replacing. Instead. BEACON was
installed on Unit 2 and benchmarked against CECORE. the core monitoring system
installed nn Unit 2. which did not require any modifications to accommodate
the core midpliane offset.

NOTE: The apparent violations discussed in this enforcement conference are
subject to further review and are subject to change prior To any
resulting enforcement decision.



VIOLATION C PREDECISIONAL

Technical Specification 6.8, Procezdures and Programs. paragraph 6.8 1.
requires 1n part that written procedures recommended 1n Appendix A of
Reg?latorzdﬁu\de 1.33 revision 2, February 1978, shall be established and
mp iemented.

Administrative Procedure No. 0006130, Condition Reports. Revision 4. dated
March 22, 1996, Par. 8.1.1 A states in pert that "Any individual who becomes
aware of acgroblen or discrepant condition ... should initiate a CR. If doubt
ex1sts, a form should be 1nitiated”.

On July 30. 1996, Instrument and Control technicians insta!ling Modification
PC/M 009-195 did not initiate a Condition Report when they became aware of a
discrepant condition when markings for electrical terminal connectors differed
from existing cable markings. The failure to resolve the discrepant condition
resulted in incorrectly 1nstalling two excore nuclear instrumentation system
detectors.

NOTE: The apparent violatiors discussed 1n this enforcement conference are
subject to further review and are subject to change prior to any
resulting enforcement decision.



ENCLOSURE 4

EICS ENFORCEMENT WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

(To be Completed by EICS per ROI 0912)
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ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF UNDERSTANDING

(To be Completed by EICS per ROI 0912)

IT. Civil Penalty Assessment
A.  FEirst non-willfyl SL 1II violation in 2 vears/2 inspections? YES or NO

Previcus escalated cases:

B. Identification Credit? YIS - NO - N/A
NRC identified?
Licensee identified?
Revealed through an event?*

Prior opportunities?

C. Corrective action credit? YES - NO - N/A
Immediate corrective actions:

Long term corrective actions to prevent recurrence:

D. Discretion applied? Yes or No: Reason why.

E. Civil Penalty:

Recommendation for predecisional enforcement conference:
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ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET
EICS MEETING NOTES AND DOCUMENTATION OF LINDERSTANDING

(To be Completed by EICS per ROl 0912)

NOTE: Complete the following information for each violation
ISSUE :
II1. Documentation of Enforcement Panel/Caucus Consensus

A. Preliminary Severity Level (Prior to Application of any Discretion,
From Part [)

B. Increase Severity Level based on Aggregation?
C. Increase Severity Level for Repeat Violations?
(Address requirements of ROI 0903)

Increase Severity Level for Willfulness?

SEVERITY LEVEL '4' SUPPLEMENT /SECTION
Recommended Civil Penalty

Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary?

= B mom 9

Revision to Draft NOV Required?

I. Formal Review by OE Required?

J special Action Items / Message to Licensee / Comments

%W‘% l»]lu»(m /'M‘m;f ‘f’h«}
ﬁw:; wva A SL
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ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET

PRE/UBRICATION OF VALVES PRIOR TO ASME SECTION XI TESTING

PREPARED BY:Joel T. Munday DATE: July 11, 1996
NOTE.  The Section Chief of the responsible Divisien 1s responsible for preparaticn of this EAW and its
distribution to attendees prior to an Enforcement Panel. The Section Chief snali also be responsible for

providing the meeting location and telephone bridge number to attendees via e-mail [ENF GRP, CFE, OEMAIL,
JXL, JRC, SHL. LFD, appropriate RI! DRP, DRS, appropriate NRR, NMSS]. A Notice of Viplation (without
“botlerplate’) which includes the recommended severity level for the violation 1s requirec. Copies of
applicable Technical Specifications or !icense conditions cited in the Notice or cther reference matarial
needed to evaluate the proposed enforcement action are reguired o be encloseo

This Notice has been reviewed by the Branch Chief or Division Director and
each violation includes the appropriate level of specificity as to how and
when the requirement was violated.

Signature

Facility: St. Lucie

Unit(s): 1, 2

Docket Nos: 50-335, 50-389

License Nos: DPR-67, NPF-16

Inspection Report No: 50-335,389/96-11
Inspection Dates: July 7 - August 3, 1996
Lead Inspector: Mark Miller

1. Brief Summary of Inspection Findings:

An NRC inspector identified, through document review, that the Unit |
containment spray flow control valve, 1-FCV-07-1A, was being
preconditioned prior to being tested. Specifically, prior to the
pertormance of the surveillance which verifies proper stroke-time of the
valve, lubrication was applied to the valve stem. Further inspection
identified that three other containment spray valves were also
prelubricated prior to being stroke-time tested.

The licensee had noted in a QA assessment that this practice was
occurring, however, it was not highlighted as significant nor was a ST)R
written to document its occurrence. The QA assessment indicated that
there did not appear to be a correlaticn between frequency of
lubrication and test performance. However, when informed by the
inspector that this practice could resuit in not obtaining true as-found
data and would not provide reliable trend information, the licensee
agreed and revised the appropriate procedures to delete the practice.
Violation 335/95-15-05 was issued documenting the fact that a STAR was
not initiated as required by plant procedures. Corrective actions for
this violation included documenting the event in STAR 951048 as well as
revising “«e applicable procedures to remove the practice of

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, OE



prelubricating other valves prior to surveillance testing. In addition,
STAR 951063 was written to review other test and surveillance procedures
to determine if similar conditions existed elsewhere. One additional
valve was identified that might be impacted by this practice and that
problem was also corrected. The licensee stated, in response to STAR
951063, that ine PMs which lubricated the valves were performed along
with the stroke-time surveillance because the surveillance was required
as a PMT following the PM. By schedulin? the PM to be performed prior
to the surveillance the number of surveillances performed weuld be
reduced. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI, requires, in part, that
testing required to demonstrate that sy:tems and components will perform
natisfactorily in service shall be performed under suitable
environment:] conditions. Prelubrication of valves prior to performing
stroke-time tests violates this requirement and negates the vailidity of
the test in assessing the operational readiness of the valve.

Proposed NOV

10 CFR 50, Appencix B, Criteriun XI, requires, in part, that a
test program shall be established to assure that all testing
required to demonstrate that systems and components will perform
satisfactorily in service is identified and performed in
accordance with written test procedures. Test procedures shall
include provisions for assuring that the test is performed under
suitable environmertal conditions.

Contrary to the above, Administrative Procedures, AP-1-0010125A,
revision 39 for Unit | and AP-2-0010125A, revisiun 43 for Unit 2,
did not ensure that the procedures w-re performed under suitable
environmental conditions. Specifically, the two aformentioned
procedures directed that valves 1-FCV-07-1A, 1-FCV-Q7-1B, 2-FCV-
07-1A, and 2-FCV-07-1B be lubricated prior to being tested. This
practice negated the ability to assess the operational readiness
of the valves.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Suppiement I).

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, OE



Analysis of Root Cause:

It appears that the surveillance procedures were revised in
September, 1994 to include lubricating the valves prior to
performance. The licensee’s response to STAX 951063 indicated
that this was done as a means of reducing the number of
surveillances required to be performed. The licensee did not
consider the effect this practice would have on the validity of
the as-found data. This decision appears to have been a result of
poor engineering judgement.

for Severity Level (Safety Significance):

Severity Level IV: Supplement [.D.3 which states, "A failure to
meet requlatory requirements that have more than minor safety or
environmental significance.”

Identify Previous Escalated Action Within 2 Years or 2 Inspections?

EA 96-040, 1/22/96, Level I1] Base CP: Overdilution Event
EA 95-180, 8/4/95, Level III] Base CP: Inoperable PORVs

Identification Credit? [enter ves or No) No

Consider following and discuss if applicable below:

O Licensee-identified _ Revealed through event Z NRC-identified
J Mixed identification ~ Missed opportunities

Enter date Licensee was aware of issues requiring corrective action:

september, 1996 when questioned by NRC inspector

Explain application of identified credit, who and how identified and
consideration of missed opportunities:

Although identified in a licensee QA assessment report, the
licensee did not realize the significance until identified by NRC.

Co=rective Action Credit?
Brief summary of corrective actions:

Upon identification that this practice wa: unacceptable, the
applicable procedures were revised to delete the practice. Other
plant systems and procedures were reviewed to determine extent cf
condition with only one additional case being identified This
example was also corrected.

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, OE




10.

11.

Explain application of corrective action credit:

Corrective actions were completed quicklv and included a generic
review of other systems, both by the engineering staff and QA.

candidate For Discretion? [%ee attached 1ist] [tnter ves or no). No.

Explain basis for discretion consideration:

Is A Predecisional Enforcement Conference Necessary?
[Enter Yes or Noj No.

Why: There is no additional information needed by the NRC and the
licensee has corrected the condition.

If yes, should OFE or OGC attend? [Enter Yes or No]:
Should conference be closed? [Enter Yes or Noj:

Non-Routine Issues/Additional Information:

This Action is Consistent With the Following Action (or Enforcement
Guidance) Previously Issued: (£1Cs to provige] (7 inconsistent. include ]

Basis for Inconsistency With Previously Issued Actions (Guidance)

Regulatory Message:

The licensee needs to consider all impacts that a procedurs change could
have on a system prior to making the change. Additionally, stress the
importance of as found trending of equipment performance.

PROPNSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - #OT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APTROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, OE



12. Recommended Enforcement Action:
Level IV violation.

13.  This Case Meets the Criteria for a Delegated Case. [fiCs - Enter Yes or No]

14. Should This Action Be Sent to OE For Full Review? [£i(s - inter Yes or No)

If yes why:

15. Regional Counse’l Review [fiC5 to cotain)
No Legal Objection Dated:

16, Exempt from Timeliness: [:ic:)
Basis for Exemption:

Enforcement Coordinator:
DATE:

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, OE
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ENFORCEMENT ACTION WORKSHEET - ISSUES TO CONSIDER FOR DISCRETION

Problems categorized at Severity Level I or II.

Case involves overexposure or release of radiological material in excess
of NRC reoirements.

Case involves particularly poor licensee performance.

Case (may) involve willfulness. Information should be included to
address whether or not the region has had discussions with Ol regarding
the case, whether or not the matter has been formally referred to 0OI,
and whether or not O] intends to initiate an investigation. A
description, as applicable, of the facts and circumstances that address
the aspects of negliyence, careless disregard, willfulness, and/or
management involvement should also be included.

Current violation is directly repetitive of an earlier violation.

Fxcessive duration of a problem resulted in a substantial increase in
risk.

Licensee made a conscious decision to be in noncompliance in order to
obtain an economic benefit.

Cases involves the Toss of a source. (Note whether the licensee self-
identified and reported ‘*he loss to the NRC.)

Licensee’s sustained performance has been particularly good.

Discretion should be exercised by escalating or mitigating to ensure
that the proposed civil penalty reflects the NRC's corcern regarding the
violation at issue and that it conveys the appropriate message to the
licensee. Explain.

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THé DIRECTOR, OE



Enclosure 3

REFERENCE DOCUMENT CHECKLIST

[X] NRC Inspection Report or other documentation of the case:
NRC Inspection Report Nos.: 50-335,389/96-11
[X ] Licensee reports: STAR 951048, STAR 951063

[ ] Applicable Tech Specs along with bases:
[ ] Applicable license conditiors

[X] Applicable licensee procedures or extracts

AP-1-0010125A; AP-2-001012A

[ ] Copy of discrepant licensee documentation referred to in citations such
as NCR, inspection record, or test results

[ ] Extracts of pertinent FSAR or Undated FSAR sections for citations
involving 10 CFR 50.59 or systems operability

[ ] Referenced ORDERS or Confirmation of Action Letters
[ ] Current SALP report summary and applicable report sections
[X] Other miscellaneous documents (List):

TIA 96-007 - Acceptability of Lubricating Valves Prior to Surveillance
Testing

PROPOSED ENFORCEMENT ACT.ON - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE
WITHOUT THE APPROVAL OF THE DIRECTOR, OE
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