TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

CHATTANOOGA. TENNESSEE 37401
400 Chestnut Street Tower Il

All 5 pril 16, 1985
U.S. Nuclear Rega oie 'Commission

Region I

Attn:  Dr. J. Nelson Grace, Regional Adinistrator
101 Marietta Street, NW, Suite 2900

Atlanta, Georgia 30323

Dear Dr. Grace:

WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANr UITS 1 AND 2 - IESPa3E TO NRC IrEGIoN I
INSPECTIQJ REPORT 50-390/85-16 AND 50-391/85-15

This is in response to R. D. Walker's letter da.ed March 19, 1985
conoerning a previously identified deficiency that had not been
satisfactorily addressed, a new deficiency in our emergenoy preparedness

program, and other issues raised by the NRC-OIE Inspector. Enclosed is our
response to these matters.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please get in touch with
R. H. Shell at FTS 858-2688.

Very truly yours,

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUrHORITY

J. W. Hufham, Manager

Licensing and Regulations
Enolos re

cc (Enclosure):
Mr. James Taylor, Director
Office of Inspeotian and Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Ccomission
Washington, D.C. 20555
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ENCLOSURE

TVA RESPONSE TO NRC-O E
I NSPECTI ON REPORT
390/ 85-16 AND 391/85-15
WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT

Deficiency 390/85-16-01 and 391/ 85-15-01

The licensee's procedure (IP-5) for determining appropriate protective
action reconmendations during an enmergency was not consistent with
Federal guidance becauue of failure to specify sheltering as the

i nredi ate protective action associated with a General Emergency
declaration. In addition, the three protective action recomendations
contained in Attachment 1 (Rev. 3) to IP-5 were at variance with the four
reconmendations delineated in Figure 6, Rev. 6 ("Cperations Duty

Speci alist Incident Fornt), of the Radiological Energency Pl an.
[Reference: 10 CFR 50.47(b)(10), criterion 11.J.7 and Appendix 1 of
NUREG 0654, and |E Information Notice 83-28.]

Response

Attachment 1to IP-5 will be revi ed to include sheltering as an

imedi ate protective action reconmendation associated with a General
Emergency delcaration. Figure 6 to the Watts Bar Nuclear Plant REP will
be revised so as to be consistent with the protective action
recomrendations in |P-5 Attachment 1. These corrective actions will be
conpl eted before operation above 5% power.

Defici ency 390/ 84-22-27 and 391/84-17-27

a. (Open) Deficiency (DEF) [5] (390/84-22-27, 391/84-17-27): The
l'icensee's energency plan, inplenmenting instructions, and
i npl enenting procedures (IPs) nust provide an adequate emergency
classification and energency action level (EAL) scheme based upon
facility parameters as required by 10 CFR 50.47(b)(4); 10 CFR
50.47(d); and 10 CFR 50, Appendix E, Paragraph 1V.B, as defined by
the criteria in NUREG 0654, Appendix 1. O the three deficiency
el ements documented in paragraph 5.3 of the emergency pr epar edness
apprai sal report, the "NRC Review of EALs" and two of the three
exanpl es under "REP vs. NUREG 0654" were closed by NRC Report Nos.
50-390/84-71 and 50-391/84-47. That report lert open one item and
added el even new items under "REP vs. NUREG 0654". The referenced
report also introduced five new itens under "WON |P-1 vs.
NUREG 0654". The results of the inspector's review of those 17
items are summarized below in the same order as presented in the
above-referenced report. ..

(3) The EAL corresponding to REP IC-15 required declaration of an
NOUE for any condition which has the potential for escalating
into an NOUE. This wording, which has not been changed, is
overly restrictive and should be reviewed by the |icensee.
This portion of the deficiency remains open...



(7)

(20)

(21)

REP IC-13 EAL (Alert) was contingent upon the unit not being
ina stable condition, however, stability isnot a part of
the NUREG 0654 definition. The inspector reilewed the
licensee's response and understood the reasoning therefore.
However, the inspector found that the EAL, as structured, was
inconsi stent with the NUREG 0654 guideline. This portion of
the deficiency remains open...

REP 1C-9 EAL (SAE) was identical to the IC11A EAL (Aert):
"Notification by fuel handling SRO of dropped or damaged fuel
assenbly as indicated by AO-29". The licensee indicated a
change would be made to insert the word "spent" in the EAL
column of IC-9 (SAE) between the words "damaged" and "fuel".
This would differentiate 1C-9 (SAE) from IC-11A (Alert) and
bring the 1G9 wording into agreement with the wording inthe
IP-1 "Fuel Handling Incident" section. Pending such a
change, this portion of the deficiency remains open...

REP IC-11 EAL (SAE) required a semcolon before "based" to
ensure the correct meaning. The |icensee agreed to correct
the anbiguity. This portion of the deficiency isclosed...

WON | P-2 "Annunciators, Instruments and Controls" section
(Alert): The qualification, "...with unit not instable
condition". was inconsistent with NUREG 0654 Alert |C 14.
See subitem (7)above. This portion of the deficiency
remains open...

VBN |P-1, page 29, "Failed Fuel Monitor": The block for
Alert contained the words: "1 X 105 cpm Increase". The
block for NOUE contained the words: "2 X 104 cpm
Increase". The licensee agreed to clarify these statenents

to include a reference to the period of time over which the
stated increase occurs.

WON- REP Section 5.2.1, EAL for IC3(b); and Section 5.2.2,

.EAL for I1CG1(b): The inspector noted that these EALs did not

agree with the corresponding page i nVBN [P-1 (page 29).

VBN |P-1, "Annunciators, Instruments and Controls" section:
The SAE EAL contained three elenents. The first element was

gated by "and" to the second, and the second was gated by
vor" to" the third. 1t was not clear whether the EAL
intended: 1 "and" (2 "or" 3?], or (I "and" 2) "gor" 3. The
licensee agreed~to clarify this matter. Additionally, the
wording used inthe blocks for this IP-I section was not
consistent with the | Cand EAL col utmar descriptions inthe
WBN-REI' relating to the loss of alarms/annunciators under
IC-12 (NOUE), IC13 (Alert), and ICG11 (SAE).

The current status of the conponents of 0.L3s deficiency (390/84-22-27,
391/ 84-17-27) i ssummarized as follows:

Subitenms closed: (1)

(14),

(16).

(2. (4, (5, (8, (8, (9, (10, (12), (13),
(17), (18)



Subitens left open: (3), (7), (11), (15)

New open subltems:  (19), (20), (21)

Response

(3) The subject wording inthe REP has been deleted by REP Revision 12
dated April 1, 1985.

(7) The requirenent that the unit not be ina stable condition was
renoved from REP 1C-13 EAL (Alert) by Revision 12 to the REP.

(11) REP 1C9 EAL (SAE) has been revised as indicated.. This was
included i nREP revision 12,

(13) REP revision 12 has corrected the anbiguity.

(15) Revision 4 to IP-1 will delete the qualification, o .
41. with the unit not in stable condition". This revision will be

conpleted prior to operation above 5% power.
(19) Revision 4 to IP-l will add the words, "within 30 mnutes".

(20) The subject EALs have been changed, by REP revision 12, to agree
with WBN IP-1 (page 29).

(21) The subject wording inlIP-1 wll be clarified by revision 4 to
IP-1. 1CG13 (Alert) and I1CG11 (SAE) were changed by REP revision
12 IGil (NOUE) will be revised ina future revision to the REP.

Fol | owup Item 390/85-16-02 and 391/85-15-02

. .the inspector found that REV. 9 of Al-10.1 changed the REP training
requirement for the Assistant Shift Engineer (ASE) position fromREP 1to
REP 2, suggesting that the ASE was not intended to be backup to the Shift
Engineer (SE) as interimSED. Further investigation of the WBN REP/IPD
revealed this to be the case, notwithstanding that Chapter 6 of the
Technical Specifications specified a requirenent that the ASE be
qualified inall respects to substitute for the SE inthe absence of the
latter fromthe Control Room Licensee representatives agreed to change,
by April 1, 1985, Sections 3.1.1 and 4.1 of the WBN-REP to designate the
ASE as interim SED inthe event of the SE's unavailability. Concomtant
training requirements would also be changed. This conmtment received
concurrence from plant nanagement during the exit neeting.

I nspector Fol | owup Item (390/85-16-02, 391/85-15-02): Formal inclusion
of ASE in line of succession for SED position.

REP revision 12, dated April 1, 1985, included changes to sections 4.1
anid 3.1.1, which state, "The Shift Engineer, or the Designated Assistant
Shift Engineer, when acting as Shift Engineer, isdesignated the Site
Emergency Director and acts for himuntil relieved by the Plant
Superintendent or his alternate."”



I naddition revision 13 to Al 2.1, dated March 8, 1985, revised section
3.2, "Designated ASE Responsibilities and Authority" to state that the

designated ASE, "Serves as Site Emergency Director inorder to
acconmodat e unexpected absence of the SE as described inthe mininum

shift crew conposition of the Tech Specs"

Finally Al 10,1 revision 10, dated March 3, 1985, changed the REP
training requirements such that the SE and ASE positions will recieve the
same REP training.

I nconpl ete Area

|'tem 390/ 94-22-22 and 391/ 84-17-22 _
(Open) 1 A[10] (390/84-22-22, 391/84-17-22): Damage control/corrective

actions; mnaintenance equipnment and supplies. This item included seven
numbered inspector comments. . .

During the current visit, the inspector conducteo a walk-through,
concentrating on the seven areas previously noted. The comments which
fol low are nunbered i ncorrespondence with the seven appraisal findings
inthis area:

(1) The reference to disabled/removed interlocks on the fire hose
isolation stop valves inthe appraisal report was erroneous. The
itens referenced are actually flanged pins designed to act as a
valve stemriser linmting stop. Al stations checked had them in
place. H sever, some were |oose and had possibly noved from the

set posit~on. Al such settings should be rechecked and securely
tightened. ..

(4) There was no energency |ocker dedicated to the OSC.  Discussion
wWith licensee representatives indicated that the proxinmity of the
OSC to storerooms and the warehouse made a dedicated energency
| ocker unnecessary. Nevertheless, the convenience and reliability

of a dedicated |ocker would appear to be well worth the cost and
effort involved.

(5) The fact that only one fire rescue suit was contained i nan
enmergency equi pment |ocker (Control Roonm) inplied its use without
a backup man. This should be reviewed to confirmthat this isthe
intent. The reason for the fire suits was not known to the Fire
Protection Engineer nor has any training been provided.

(6) Equi pment  |ockers should be reviewed to deternmine if requirements
exist for additional equipment such as:

steam suit

hi gh-di el ectric floor mats

basic electrical test equi pment
fuse pullers

cable/bolt cutters

basic radiation nonitoring equi pment

The licensee has not responded to this finding. ..



*I nsummary, subitems (1), (4), (5, and (6)of this inconplete area remain
open pending receipt of the |icensee's witten response and adequate
resolution of the matters i nquestion.

Response

(1)  Mintenance request MR 520618 was issued on 4/1/85 to check and
tighten the valve stops.

(4) W do not feel that any advantage woul d be gained bY stocking the
OSC with energency cabinets. Al materials and tools needed by
OSC teams are readily available intheir work areas. First aid
fire fighting equipment, SCBAs and other equipnent that may be
needed during an emergency are readily available and inclose
proxinity. Inaddition as previously stated the Power Stores
storeroom i salso inclose proximty to the OSC areas.

(5) The fire rescue suits will be renoved from the emergency equi pnent
cabi nets.

(6) W do not feel that there isany need or requirenent to add such
things as steam suits and high-dielectric floor mats to energency
equi pment cabinets. W will consider revising the equipnent |ists
for the energency cabinets to include a circuit tester, a fuse
pul ler and a cable/bolt cutter.

Radi ation nonitoring equiFnent will not be added to enErgencY
cabinets.  Any needed Health Physics nonitoring equi pment will

al ways be available fromthe Health Physics lab. |ssuance of this
equi pment from a central location isessential to maintaining
proper control over calibration, testing and record keeping



