., NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION |

REPORT NO
DOCKET NO.
LICENST NO., DPR-35

LICENSEE: Boston bBdison Company
RFD #1 Rocky Hill Road

Plymouth, Massachusetts 02360
l Al ll 'i\ i‘l;;'.'t n \,“\ }{..‘,\! P\"\r‘vt'r ‘\!.2”-’\!‘
INSPECTION AT: lvmouth. Massachusetts

INSPECTION DATES: January 11 - 14, 1993

ACCOMPANIED BY: A, Burritt, Operations En

g10CCI

LEAD OPERATOR: , N AY

S\sco, Operations Engineer Date

APPROVED BY:

Richard J. Conte; Chiet Date
BWR Section, Operations Branch

Division of Reactor Satety

INSPECTION SUMMARY: Inspection conducted January 11

50-293/93-01)

AREAS INSPECTED: A regional imtiative saf

icensee’s EOQOPs usin

ety inspection was conducted of the
g Inspection Procedure 42001 to include an assessment of the technical

adequacy of the EOPs; the EOP review, revision, and approval process; the QA involvement

in the EOP program; the operator training in EOPs. Further, plant housekeeping was
assessed with particular focus on the back panels in the main control room

RESULTS: Based on this sampling review, the EOPs are generally technically acourate and
are written and formatted in accordance with licensee's procedures. The ease of use and
review of the engineering calculations that support the EOPs 1s a strength of the licensee s
EOP progran he licensee's controls to ensure significant plant problems are made known
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to the operating staff in a timely manner were weak. The review, revision and approval
process for BOP Support procedures was weak in that they are not reviewed and approved in
the same manner as the EOPs. These weak areas were left unresolved (section 3),

The inspector determined that QA auditors routine'y perform independent, indepth reviews of
the EOP program. The lessons plans used to instruct plant operators in the use of the EOPs
are well written and are consistent with the PSTG and EOPs. The EOPs are useable by the
operating crew and the crew understands how to perform the EOPs.

The licensee took prompt corrective actions to improve housekeeping in the back panels of
the main control room.



DETAILS

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

This regional initiative safety inspection reviewed for adequacy the facility's emergency
operating procedures (EOPs) and supporting development documentation, implementing
procedures, and training. The requirements for the inspector and related guidance can be
found in NRC Inspection Manual Procedure (IP 42001). This IP was developed as a result
of special inspections conducted to verify completion of a TMI-2 Accident task action item
(TAP) No. 1.C.1, *Guidance for the Evaluation and Deveiopment of Procedures for
Transients and Accidents” (NUREG-0737 and Supplement 1),

20 TECHNICAL ADEQUACY OF EOPS
Scope

The scope of the inspection was to deterniine that the EOPs are consistent with the NRC
endorsed accident mitigation strategies. In addition, the inspection was to determine if the
licensee has rocedural controls in place to maintain the technical basis, format, verification
and validation of the EOPs,

The inspector reviewed the licensee's current Plant Specific Technical Guidelines (PSTGs)
which are used to develop the EOPs,

Findings

The inspector determired the PSTG to be complete, well documented, and generally
technically accurate. The inspector reviewed selected engineering calculations which are
used as the bases of various setpoints within the EOPs. The inspector determined the
engineering calculations to be consistent with the PSTG. The engineering calculations are
contained within a single document which makes for ease of use and review. The PSTG and
supporting calculations are controlled by procedure 6.08, "Maintaining The Plani Specific
Technical Guidelines For EOPs. "

The inspector reviewed the EOPs and determined the procedures are consistent with the
PSTG and engineering calculations except as described in section 3.0 of this report. The
EOPs are controlied by procedures 1.3.4-13, "EOP Verification Program," and 1.3.4-14,
"HOP Validation Program.”

The inspector determined the EOPs are written and formatted in accordance with procedure
1.3,4-10 "Writers Guide For Emergency Operating Procedures.”
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" he review, revision and approval process for EOP support procedures is not at the level as
iaat of the BOPs. Licensee representatives agreed to review this area. This area is an

| nresolved pending completion of licensee action as noted above and subsequent NRC staff
review (293/93-01-02).

Conclusion

The licensee's controls to ensure significant plant problems are made known to the operating
staff in a timely manner is weak. The review, revision and approval process for EOP
Support procedures was weak in that they are not reviewed and approved in the same manner
as the BOPs,

4.0  QUALITY ASSURANCE INVOLVEMENT IN THE EOF PROGRAM
Scope
The scope of the inspection was to verify that the licensee conducts independent quality

assurance (QA) audits of the EOP program. The inspector reviewed two QA audit reports
and conducted an interview with a Senior QA staff auditor.

Findings

The QA audits that have been conducted were in-depth reviews of the licensee's program.
This was particularly evident as noted above by the calculation error identified in Audit No.
92-80. In addition, future QA audits are scheduled as a routine QA activity. From a review
of these records and interviews, the inspector determined that the QA involvement in the
EOP program is a strength of the licensee’s program,

Conclusion

The inspector determined that QA auditors perform independent, in depth reviews of the
EOP program. These reviews are scheduled to continue on a routine basis.

£0 PLANT OPERATOR TRAINING
Scope
The scope of the inspection was to verify, primarily based on performance in the simulator,

that the control room staff understands how to implement the EOPs and are aware of recent
changes to the procedures.




Findings

The inspector reviewed lesson plans used to instruct the plant c-erating staff in the use of
EOPs, The inspector determined that the lesson plans were well written and technically
consistent with the PSTG and the EOPs.

The inspector conducted two operating scenarios using the plant referenced simulator, A
plant operating crew, in their training cycle, demonstrated their abilities io carry out the
procedural requirements of the EOPs during plant upset conditions. Following each
scenario, the inspector conducted in depth discussions with the operating crew,

Based on interviews conducted and observed performance of the selected operating crew, the
inspector determined the crew understands how to perform the EOP.. The inspector also
determined that the crew was knowledgeable in the requirement to secure the HPCI system at
a suppression chamber water level of 95 ft,

Conclusion

The lessons plans used to instruct plant operators in the use of the EOPs are well written and
are consistent with the PSTG and EOPs. The EOPs are useable by the operating crew and
the crew understands how to perform the EOPs. Also, the crew is aware of recent changes
tn the BEOPs.

6.0  OTHER OBSERVATIONS

The inspector conducted a walkthrough inspection of the back panels in the main control
room. The inspector determined that housekeeping was poor in the panels inspected. The
floor areas inside the back panels contained miscelianeous small nuts, screws, and discarded
instrument brackets, The licensee took prompt corrective actions to improve housekeeping in
the back panels of the main control room.

7.0 EXIT MEETING
An exit meeting was conducted at the Chiltonville Training Center on January 11, 1993,
The inspector discussed the findings of the inspection with those individuals identified below.
The licensee committed to reviewing the EOP support procedure issues and control those
procedures as EOPs.
The following personnel were contacted during the inspection.

Boston Edison Company

*E. S. Kraft, Jr. Vice -President, Nuclear Operations
*L. Schmeling Plant Manager



Boston Edison Company




