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APPENDI X A

Problens |dentified in Review ng
the Division of Nuclear Power DPMs and OQAM

| n DPM N78A13, section V.F.5.a and b on page 53, are listed categories
of the RO and SRO qualification exanination. The itens |isted her e
are not consistent with the training presented. The areas included
intraining, such as mitigation of core damage, applicable sections

of the 10CFR and plant technical specification are not covered on
the requalification exanmination. One itemlisted on the RO requai
fication examination, itemMNo. 2, is not presented inthe |lecture

series.

The DPM N78A13 i s inadequate in that observation traini ng for person
nel with no previous training and experience is not addressed.

The DPH N78A13 provides no guidance for the onsite cold l'icense pro
gram in such areas as program preparation, required training, preferable
sequence, etc.

The DPM N78A13 does not provide guidance in that a method of selection
and certification of NSGPO and sinulator instructors i s not detail ed
or referenced.

A standard controlled nethod of docunentation and records st orage
of NSGPO, plant, and simulator traini Ng isnot provided or refer
enced. Standard forns as attachnents or appendices to the different
programs would hel p ensure docunentation conpl i ance.

The requirenent for inexperienced cold Iicense candidates to partic
pate in a supervised programat a research power reactor, during
which the individual performs 10 reactor startups, is not contained
i n DPH N78A13.

There isnot provided i n DPM N78A13 a program for training |icensed
Supervisors (SRGs). A programwas submitted to J. G Dewease on
February25, 1980 by J. S. O'son attacLhd to a memorandum (LS1
800225 806); apparently no action was taken to i npl ement .

There i sno guidance provided i n DPM N78AL3 as to the met hod of
adm ni stering and documenting cold and hot |icense certification
exam L. tions.

The "training plan for operators” is referenced in DPM N78A13. This
i'san uncontrolled docunent. The part which is referenced shoul d be
contained within the DPM

The NSGPO program i s contained in the portion of the DPH N78A13
identified as "Nonlicense Related Traini ng Programs."

Amajor portion of the subjects taught, such as health physics, heat
transfer, fluid flow, basic nuclear physics, thermodynanics, reactor

physics, and plant technol ogy are part of the Iicensed operator
training requirenents.



11,

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

The 500 hours in Appendix F of NUREG 0094 for hot |icense certifi
cation cannot be obtained without taking credit for part of the
NSGPO pr ogram

In the DPH N78A13, section V.F.3, the last paragraph, is a statement
concerning requalifying to return to license activities foll ow ng
absence of over four nonths. It appears to be inappropriately
located and is inconplete incontent. See OQAM part [Il, section
6.1, and 10CFR55.31.e

I'n DPM N78A13, section Il (page 8 through 14), "Introduction," the
change in name to Nuclear Qperator Training Program (NOTP) from
Nucl ear Steam Generating Plant Qperator (NSGPO program presents
sonewhat of a problemin that historically NSGPO has been used

and referenced inmany other documents inTVA, such as the oAM
the training plan for operators, DPMs N75A5, N75A8, and TVA

Nucl ear Program review dated May 1979 (Blue Book).

The change innane to NOTP could also indicate any one of several
different prograns, i.e., cold license program hot |icense program
requal i fication program refresher program observation program etc.
All are NOTPs. In any case, if the name is changed to NOTP, all ot her
docunments contai ni ng NSGPO shoul d be revi sed.

I'n DPH N78A13, section Il (page 8 through 14), the introduction
appears to be nore of a program description after the first par agr aph.
Vebster's definition of an introduction is that it is a formal pre
limnary statement or guide to the book. Synonyns are forward and
preface. Even as lenghty as it is, it isnot an introduction to

the entire program only the NOTP (NSGPO).

Section II1.A B, and C would probably be better placed under |V.A
Nucl ear Cperator Training Program

I'n DPH N78AL3, section |11.D.2.b is a repeat of [11.D.2 on page 13.

I 'n DPM N78A13, section |V.A'5 the reference shoul d be IV.C.7 instead
of Il1.C7.

I n DPM N78A13, section |V.A 5 indicates there are only oral and
written exaninations given at the end of student [I1, step 2.

This isnot consistent with what is indicated insection |11.B
(pages 20 and 21).

I n DPM N78A13, the introduction to section V should reference the

plant FSAR as containing the program and schedule for each nucl ear
pl ant (pages 36-40).

| nDPM N78A13, paragraph 6 of V.F.2 on page 50 isinconflict with
V.F.3, Control Manipulations on page 51. One isfrom 10CFRSS,

Appendi x A, and the other fromH R Denton's letter, to which
TVA i s now conmitted.

I'n DPM N78A13, paragraph | of V.F.3, on page 51, the starred (*) items
mentioned are marked with a + inthe |isting.
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21

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.
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| nDPM N78AL3, the last paragraph of section V. A on page 37, concerning
applicants for SRO licenses, there s an inconsistency with that pre
sented i nsection V.B.3 prerequisites for cold |icense program on

page 42. (ne appears to quote H. R Denton's letter of March 28,

1980 and the other ANS 3.1, March 13, 1981 draft.

| nDPH N78A13, several items of the requalification program descrip
tion, such as "Know edge of Facility Changes and Appl i cabl e Qperating
Experience," "Reviewof Abnornal Emergency and Security Procedures,"
and "Performance Eval uation by Supervisors,” are contained i n
section V.A (page 39), "Introduction,” and i nsection V.F.g (page
53), "Requalification Evaluation and Docunentation," but not in
V.F.2 (pages 50 and 51), "Requalification Program Descri ption."

The DPM N78A13 does not provi de gui delines on how the three nonths
onshift as an extra man onshift shoul d be conducted, eval uated, and
docunent ed.

The DPM N78A13 does not provide a method for the sel ection and
certification of NSGPQ plant Iicense training, or sinulator
instructors.

The DPM N78A13 shoul d reference any other DPM cont ai ni ng guidelines
for operator training, such as N79A39, "Review of Nuclear Plant Qperating
Experience."

The OQAM part IIl, section 6.1, paragraph 1.4.3.1.1 on page 8, pro
vides experience and educati onal requirements wh heid aot neet
current NRC requirements jnH. R Denton's March 28, 1980 letter as
inplenented i n DPH N78A13.

The OM part [Il, section 6.1, paragraph 1.4.5.1.2 note allows AUGs
to be assigned shift duties prior to receivi ng any plant systens
training. The only exception bej ng the lone responsiblity of the
radioactive waste area. ANSI N18.1-1971, paragraph 4.1, and
paragraph 1.5.3 of the OM states that nuclear power plant personnel
shall have that conbination of education, experience, health, and
skills comensurate with their |evel of responsibility which pro
vides reasonabl e assurance that decisions and actions during all
normal and abnormal conditions will be such that the plant is
operated i na safe and efficient manner.

ANSI 'N18.1-1971, paragraph 5.3, states, "Asuitable training program
shal | be established for managers, supervisor, professional s, " operators,
technicians, and repairnmen to properly prepare them for their assign
ment; and to neet the requirements established by the facility |icense."

I't was concluded by the NSRS that there was the possiblity of assign
ment of AUGs to activities affecting nuclear safety without proper
training if the guidelines of the note i nparagraph 1.4.5.1.2 were
followed. This item should be evaluated for jts inpact on nucl ear
safety and the note of paragraph 1.4.3.1.2 shoul d be deleted or
clarified more to linit AUO's responsibility until training on
plant systems s received.
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28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.
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The SON containnent spray down incident should be adequat e evi dence
of the need.

DPH N78A13 states that the operation section supervisor shall have an
SRO license. Paragraph 1.5.2 on page 13 of part [, section 6.1, of
the OQAM does not include the operation section supervi sor.

The OQAM part IIl, section 6.1, paragraphs 1.5.2.1 and 1.5.2.2 on
page 14, did not agree with DPM N78A13. They should be revised to
either reference DPH N78A13 or include heat transfer. fluid flow,
thernodynamics, control or nitigation of an accident inwhich the
reactor core is severely damaged and increased enphasis on pl ant
transients. Inaddition, there are no provisions in paragraph 1.5.2.1
(training of cold license candidate% for NRC exani nati on) for docu
mentation of training and other details of the program This para
graph of the OQAM shoul d be revised or partially deleted and reference
DPM N78A13.

I'nthe OQAM part I11, section 6.1, paragraph 1.5.2.3 on page 15
(hot license training) does not establish requirements of onsite
training program docunentation. DPM N78A13 did. _OQAM shoul d
reference DPM N78A13 or be revised to be consistent.

I'nthe OQAN, part II1l, section 6.1, paragraph 1.5.4 on page 16 (general
emol oyee training), does not establish documentation and recor dkeepi ng
for GET. Should reference DPM N79A7.

I nthe OQAN, part IIl, section 6.1, paragraph 1.5.5.1.1, pages 16,
17, ‘and 18 (retraining program), does not include requirements of
H R Denton's March 1980 letter as inplenented i n bPM N78AL3
dated August 21, 1981.

I'nthe OQAM part |11, section 6.1, paragraph 1 ,.1.1 allows a trainee
to mss 16 hours of classroom traini ng; it shouia also establish nunber
of hours of sinulator training that can be nissed each year, if any.

The Browns Ferry Technical Specificatitns comit the plant to
ANSI N18.1-1971 standards for traini ng. The itemlisted in the
OQAM, part 111, section 6.1, paragraph 1.5.5.1.1 for requalifica

tion training are those listed in 10CFRS5, Appendix A.  Paragraph
5.5.1 of ANSI N18.1-1971 lists the fol | ow ng.

o} Plant startup and shutdown procedur es.

S Normal plant operating conditions and procedur es.

0 Qperational [initations, precautions, and set points.

Emergency plans and security procedur es.

o

Abnormal - operating procedures.

0] Enmer gency shut down syst ens.



34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

Changes i nequi prent and operating procedur es.
General safety, first aid, and radiation safety.
Alarms and instrumentation signals.

Operation of selected auxiliary systems important
to overall plant safety.

It i sthe conclusion of NSRS that TVA is committed to both 10CFR55,
Appendix A and to ANSI N18.1-1971. Furthernore, DPH N78A13 establishes
additional criteria based on TVA's conitment to H. R Denton's

March 18, 1980 |etter.

Based on these facts, the DPM N78A13 and the 0QAM should be revised
to list all comitaents or the 0QAM, part I11, section 6.1, para
graph 1.5.5.1.1 revised to only reference the DPl N78A13. In
addition, the plant technical Specification at BFN shoul d be revised
to include TVA's comtment to H R. Denton's |etter. SQN has al ready
revised their technical specifications to include this conitnent to
H. R Denton's letter.

The OQAM part 111, section 6.1, paragraph 1.5.5.1.2 on page 18 did

not meet requirements of H. R. Denton's March 1980 letter in reference
to reactivity changes. DWMN78AI3 did. It should be revised or del eted
and DPH N78A13 ref erenced.

The OQAM part 111, section 6.1, paragraph 1.5.5.1.3 (requalification)
On page 19, did not conply with H R Denton's March 1980 |etter on

grade requirements. Pl N78A13 did. The O@M should be revised or
Dl "-?8A13 referenced.

The OQAM part 111, section 6.1, paragraph 1.5.5.1.3 on pages 19 and
20, lists enbers of the plant training reviewhboard but excludes
the plant training Shift Engineer (SE).  The DPM N78A13 and plant
standard practice BFA 75 at BF both listed the training SE as a

member of the review board. The W FSAR did not list the training
shift engineer.

The OQAM part 111, section 6.1, paragraph 1.55.1.5 on pages 21
and 22, the DPM N78A13 and the plant standard practice (SP) on
training did not agree in the area of how often facility design
changes, procedure changes, and |icense changes shall be distri
buted. ~The OQA indicates weekly. The SP states ;j)eriodi cal ly;"
the DPM N78A13 states, "shall be supplied periodically." The FSAR
al so states periodically. 1t isthe conclusion of the NSRS that
contradications exist and that a specific tine frame should be
established and be consistent inall docunents |jsted.

Inthe OQAH part 111, section 6.1, paragraph 2.1.1.5 on page 25, indi
cates that hot |icense training can be acconpl i shed without use of

the simlators. | nTVA's response to H. R Denton's March 1980 letter,
TVA committed to simulator training for both hot and cold |icense

training. This paragraph should be revised or deleted.
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40.

41.

42.

The OQAI, part 11, section 6.1, paragraph 2.1.2 on pages 25 and
16, described training and experience requirements for reactor
operators that did not meet requirenents i nH. R Denton's March
1980 letter as inplenented jnpP  N78AL3.  This par agraph shoul d
be revised or partially deleted and DPM N78A13 referenced.

The 0QAM, part 111, section 6.1, nor the DPM N78A13 provided forms
for training documentation. Al forms used for training documents
tion should be attachments tq or appendi ces to the prograns for which
they provide a method of trai ning documentation. Changes or deletions
of the documentation forms should be control | ed. The 0QAJ provi des
forms i nnunerous ot her areas, so as to have a consistent way to do
business within the division. There shoul d be division direction
provided inthe area of traini Ng docunentation. |t was the concl usi on
of NM that if forms are provided for | required documentation gng
instructions are followed i n ysi Ng these forms, NUC PR should never

be cited for nonconpliance jnthis ar ea.

The OQAM part |11, section g 1, paragraph 3,1, Replacenent Trajni ng,
on page 28 should reference DPM N78A13 and DPM N75AS instead of the
training plan for operators which is an uncontrolled document. Al
of TVA's basic training plans for reactor operators should be con
tained i ncontrolled documents. The training plaa for operators

I snot a controlled docunent. | QCFRSQ, 50, Appendix B, Criterion v,
states, "Activities affecting quality s'all pe prescribed by docu
mented instructions, procedures, or dra%.ngs of a type appropriate
to the circumstances and shall pe accomp ished in accordance with
the instructions, procedures, or drawings."  Criterion V| on
document control states, "Measures shal | be established to control
the issuance of docunents which prescribe all activities affecting
quality. These changes are reviewed for adequacy and approved for
rel ease by authorized personnel and are distributed to and used at
location where the prescribed activity isperforned. The traini ng
plan for operators does not meet Criterion VI,

DPH N78A13 or the OQAM shoul d contain the outline for operator training
and reference pPI! N75AS for the NSGPO det ail s.

The DPIM N7AI 3 did not provide guidance in the area of auxili ary
operator training. This isa new position recently established in
NUC PR The task anal ysis used to wite the job description shoul d
have been used to deternine the nini mm training requirenment for

the position. The NSRS could find no evidence of any divisiog.-Ievel
gui dance i nwhat nini num traj ni g for the position should be established.
ANSI- N18.1-1971, paragraph 4.1 and paragraph 1.5.3 of the OQAM st at es
that nuclear power plant personnel shall" have the combination of educa
tion, exBer!ence, heal th, “and skills conensurate with their level of
responsibility which provides reasonabl e assurance that decisions and
actions during normal and abnormal conditions will be such that the
plant isoperated i na safe and efficient manner.  Also see ANS|

N8. 1-1971, paragraph s. 3,



Barrier Summary Note: The six projects require approxi mately 75 barriers
to be installed. NRC comitment date for all barriers js January 1, 1982.
As of Decenmber 16, 1981, 5 barriers remained to be installed. NUC PR

had increased manpower and schedul ed work hours on the 6 proj ects.
Significant items: evaluation by plant personnel of appropriate actlLons
concerning conflicting regulatory requirements for barrier installation and
plant safety, e.g., the welding of barriers incontrolled areas where the
environnent potentially contains explosive gases.

13. Provide Rusco access control systemwith a tanper indication - Wrk in
progress, conpletion due Decenber 17, 1981. NRC comnhit ment January 1,
1982.

14. Install 24-hour battery backup to perimeter alarm system - Work
conplete. NRC commitnent January 1, 1982.

15. Install 24-hour batter backup to Wells Fargo system - Wrk conpl et e.
NRC comi tnent February 1, 1982.

16.  Install door/gate equipped with intrusion detection and access control

equi pment to intake structure - Wrk inprogress, conpl etion due
March 15, 1982. NRC commit nent April 1, 1982.

17 Install E-field over east portal - Wrk inprogress, conmpl etion due
December 23, 1981. NRC conunitnent January 1, 1982. Post modification

testing problens.

18. Alarm System for main vehicle gate - Wrk in progress, conpletion due
December 22, 1981. NRC comunitment January 1, 1982. CEDC to coordinate

vendor assistauce during installation.

19. Rusco access control system (electirc lock controls) - Wrk in
progress, conpletion due Decenber 22, 1981. NRC cofmitment January 1,
1982. No significant itens.

20. E-Filed (intrusion detection device) inprovements - Test ] ng and scoping
schedul ed to start week of November 16, 1981 to deternine necessary

improvements. hRC confitnment January 1, 1982. | mprovenents are
designed to ensure that system operations are in accordance with NRC
gui del i nes.
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Memorandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
GNS '82 0329 050

To H. J. Geen, Director of Nuclear Power, 1750 CST2-C

FROM H. N. Culver, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, 249A HBB-K

DATE March 29, 1982

SUBJECT: SEQUOYAH NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1 AND 2 - NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF REVIEW
REPORT NO R-82-01- SON

Attached is the NSRS report of a routine review conducted at SQN during
the period February 2-5, 1982 regarding followup of previously identified
NSRS items and review of activities related to the unit 2 startup test
program The report is the result of our planned onsite visit interval to
monitor the unit 2 startup test program from January 4 through March 5,
1982 as described in nmy nenorandum to you dated December 24, 1981 (GNS
811224 050).

Qur reviewresulted in closure of six previously identified itens (R-80-05
SON-08, R-81-01-SQ\W 01, R-81-05-SQ\03, R-81-07-SQ\W05, R-81-12-SQ\ 01,

and R-81-24-SQN-01), and identified two new concerns R-82-01-SQN-01 and
-02 requiring action by NUC PR for resolution. You are requested to

i nform NSRS of your plans and schedule for inplenmentation of our recom
mendations for these items by April 30, 1982. In your response, you are
al so requested to provide your anticipated action in resolving NSRS item
R-81-27-SQN-03.  Though this item was identified initially in NSRS report
No. R-81-27-SQN dated Decenber 29, 1981 (GNS 811230 056) as an enhancenent
and. required no response from NUC PR, it is not evident that appropriate
action will be taken during or following the unit 2 startup test program
in order to resolve this issue. Therefore, to ensure that consistency
exists between what was approvedby NRCNRR in modifying the unit 2 initial
startup test program, the operating license conditions of 2.C.(3), and that
defined in section 14 of the SQN FSAR you are requested to indicate your
intended action at this tine.

The details of all itens raised or closed out are provided in section |V
of the attached report and correspond to applicable recomrendations in
section |1.

[f you have any questions regarding this report, please contact R C. Sauer
at extension 4815 i n Knoxville.

H. N. Cul ver

RCS: LM

Attachment

cc (Attachment):
A. W Crevasse, 401 UBB-C of T)( 6
HMEDS, 100 UB-K
F. A Szczepanski, 417 UBB-C

Buy 'l .S. Savi ng. Bonds R'gularly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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- SCOPE

This was-a routine review of site activities to review the results of
selected unit 2 startup tests and preoperational tests perforded after
criticality and to review corrective action taken on previously idnoti
fied NSRS itens.

I'1. CONCLUSI ONS AND RECOMVENDATI ONS

- The followin paragraphs contain the conclusions followed by recom
mendations if applicable. An "E" or "R" in brackets has been placed
at--the end of each recommendation. The *(R) indicates that NSRS has
concl uded the recommendation is based on a regulatory requirenent or a
TVA commitnment. The (El indicates NSRS has determined that the recom
mendation has no firm regulatory basis. It is considered an enhancement
and is based on subjective judgment..

A R-82-01-SQN-01, Unrevi ewed Safety Questi on Determination
Required on SU-7.3.1 Procedural Coutrols

Procedural controls utilized in SU-7.3.1 for determining unit 1
and unit 2 boron endpoints for various rtid configurations conflict
with the testing nethod described in sectioj 14lof the SQN FSAR

Recommendat i on

Tie ON plant staff shoul d document a -10CFR50.59 review of the
testing method used in SU-7.3.1 and.eval uate R-82-OII-SQN-02 to
preclude future oversights or intyaoplete. reviews. (See section
IV.C.2.a for details.) R)

B. R 82-01-SQN-02, Need to Provide .tiiis Nuclear Safety
Evaluation Criteria in Evdudin g USQDs

A possibility exists whereby subjects o. the ncclearsafety
discipline may be mssed or overlooked in perform ng. | OCFR50. 59
reviews.

Recommendat i on

SNUC PR should develop.minimun nucl ear safety review criteria
questions to aid PORC in considerin-g al % ptentialsafetv impacts
when USQDs are evaluated for locally proposed chanieg.in the
facility, PORC-approved procedures, spec-il tists, .br experinents
intended to be conducted, or for changes to the lic naed technical
specifications. (See section IV.C. 2. b-.nd Attachinmests A an'd B.:for
details and exanpl e safety review questioag..) [ "

C Onsite Tracki ng of NSRS Concerns

:The SON conpliance staff aCreed to-taki potitive actio-to "
-rack NSRS items for resolution, A sumazy of-all opy items
-from previous NSRS review reports except for NsRS special



reviews (e.g., public safety and training) has been provided
to facilitate the conpliance staff's tracking effort. (See
section 17.A for details.)

D. Review of Preoperational Tests Performed After Criticality

Preoperational test packages conpleted4fot tests performed after

criticality were determined to be tomplete, understandable, and--

traceable. (See section IV.B for details.)

E. Startup Test Results Review

Observation of controls associated with startup testing and

test result package preparti-ons indicated that these activities
were in.place, functioning, and adequately managed. -See-e°
sections IV.C.1, .2, and 14-.fodetails.)

STATUS OF PREVI QUSLY | DENTI FI ED | TEMS
The following is a coucise listinglLof anl| previoudy. identified NSRS

itenms that required NUC PR resolution. At-t hstshat h is review
there were 21 total Open items. As azresult-of--this -evtiew six of

these items were closed. The status of each itmaem noted beforee-;
the item number. . - --

A.  (Open) :-80-.05-SQN-03, Nitrogen Cdver.Cas on Prinmazy
Cont ai nment El ectrical Penetrations

See section IV.A.1 for details.

B. (Open) R-80-05-SQN-05,- Additional Operator Training
for Hydrogen Control

See section IV.A 2 for details.

C. (Open) R-80-05-SQN-07, Potential Design and Installation
Probl ems Associated with flexible Metal Conduit'

See section IV.A 3 for details.

D. (Cosed) R-80-05-4QN-08, Environnental Qualification and
Isolation for 'he Primary Containment Vacuum Breakers
and- Associiteh Isolation Valves

Conpl etion of ECN L-5009 adequately resolved the NSR8 concerns
on these components. See section IV.A 4 for details.

E. (Open) R-80-05-SQ\-11, Siltation and G am Buildup in
Systens Wilizing R ver Vater

See section IV.A'5 for details.



(Cosed) R-81-01-SQN-01., Inadequate Document Control
Uili;ed to Resol Ve Staftup Test Deficiencies or Procedure
Conflicts Encountered

Vestinghouse analysis of the unit 1 SU-7.3.2 conpleted startup
test data sufficiently-addr:ssed the remaining NSRS concern
identified on this item NS RS-considers this item resolved.
See sectionl V. A.6 for details.

(Open) P.081-05-SQH-01i RHR and Letdowc Isolation

See section IV.A 7 for details.

(Open) R-81' 0S-SQN-02, Personnel and L'gs
- See section IV.A 8 for details.

(Jlosed) R-81-05SQ\-03, Data Available

-$ | AetA-has committed to NRC to establish a Technical Support
Ci-nter-(TSC); improved-data aquisition methods are expected and
-will be evaluated further by NSRS after final TSC installation.

Therefore, this itemwas considered sufficiently resolved to close
it out. See section V.A9 for details.

(Open) R-81-07-SQN-01, Enpl oyee Concern No. 79-12-01,
Required Materialrnot in Sequoyah FSAR - Safety Concern
on ERCW Punping Station

See section |V.A 10 for details.

(Open) R-81-07-SQN-02, Lack of Maintenance |nstructions

See section IV.A 11 for details.

(Qpen) R-81-07-SQN-03, Lack of Managenent Control of
Surveillance Program

See section IV.A 12 for details.
(Open) R-81-07-SQ\N-04, Inaccure e Organization Representation
See section IV.A 13 for details.

(Closed) R-81-07-SQN-05, Lack of Management Control in
the Area of Nuclear Operator Training Program

NSRS special review R-81-31-NPS had just recently been con
cl uded whose purpose was to eval uate the adequacy of the
Nucl ear Cperator Training Program This itemwas to be
reeval uated during that review. For tracking sinplicity
and because of its reevaluation, this item is being closed
out at this time. See section IV.A.14 for details.



(Open) R-81-07-SQN-06, Errors and Inconsistencies in
Sequoyah Nuclear Plant Instructions

See section IV.A 15 for details.

P. (A osed) R-81-12-SQN-01, ERCWFlow and Suction Temperature
Concer ns
Corrective action taken by NUC PR on SI-3 was considered
sufficiently responsive to close this itemout. See section
IV.A 16 for details.

Q (Closed) R-81-24-SQN-01, Inadequate Procedural Controls
in Installing the Unit 2 Online Reactivity Conputer
Corrective action identified and taken in CAR 21-81-122 was
considered sufficiently responsive to close this item out.
See section IV.A 17 for details.

R. (Qpen) R-81-24-SQN-02, Inadequate Trip Switch Identification
Utilized in TI-67
See section IV.A 18 for details.

S. (Open) R-81-27-SQN-01, Need to ldentify at Affected
Procedural Points that a Test Deficiency had been Witten
Against it
See section IV.A 19 for details.

T. (Qpen) R-81-27-SQN-02, Need for Identifying a Data Reviewer
When Conpl eting Supportive Data Sheets Used for Acceptance
Testing or for Operational Limtations
See section IV.A 20 for details.

U. (Open) R-81-27-SQ\-03, Revision of SOQN FSAR Section 14
to Reflect Accurately the Unit 1-Unit 2 Startup Programs
See section IV.A 21 for details.

V. DETAILS
A Previously Identified Qpen Itemns

This section of the report lists all previously identified NSRS
itenms that were still open (unresolved) at the beginning of this
review. Twenty-one itens were included in thiL. -tegory. Six of
these open itens are being closed as a result ot this review

The remaining 15 itenms were not evaluated during this review,
thus no new information is available. The itens are listed here
for the convenience of the Conpliance Section. After this report,
a tracking systemshould be established at t-te site, and this
repetition should not be required. The wording isnostly taken
fromthe earlier NSRS reports where the itens are still open.



R-80- 05- SQ\N- 03, Nitrogen Cover Gas on Primary Contai nment
El ectrical Penetrations -

The NSRS recommended that NUC PR

a. Ensure that each electrical penetration is pressurized
with nitrogen to 15 psif.

b. Assign responitbility and prepare procedures that
address how the penetrations and manifold systemwill
be periodically inspe-ted for |eaks.

c. Revise SI-157 to reflcct how local leak rate testing of
el ectrical penetrations will be inpacted by the nitrogen
mani fold system

d. Determine whether or not these findings are reportable
to NRC.

This item remins open.

R-80- 05- SQN- 05, Additional Opezjtor Training for Hydrogen
Control

NUC PR's response to NSRS on this matter should be revised
to specify how NUC PR plans to nodify the generic hydrogen
control procedures being devel oped by the Westinghouse Oaners'

Goup for dry containments to ac.:nut for the SQN ice condenser
cont ai nment desi gn.

This item remins open.

R-80-05- SON-07, Potential Design and Installation Problens
Associ ated with Flexible Mtal Conduit

NSRS nmust further review this item before reconnendati ons or
a status can be provided. The res-,its of the revieww |l be
reported in a subsequent report or ceports.

From NSRS report R-81-12-SQN the followi ng was reported:

"NSRS di scussed flex hose and flexible metal conduit instal
[ation practices and procedures with outage and plant staff
personnel. Only three flex hoses have been installed by

NUC PR, and the revised G 40was followed since there was

no NUC PR procedure. Discussions with outage and plant staff
personnel revealed that they agreed with the NSRS reviewer

on the need for awitten NUC PR instruction. Consequently,
NSRS recommended that an instruction for the installation of
flex hose be witten by NUC PR using the guidelines presented
inGA4.



MEAI -6, 'Installation of Conduit and Junction Boxes,' revision
0, Novenber 8, 1979, a NUC PR procedure that addressed flexible
nmetal conduit installation nethods, has been reviewed by NSRS.
I't was found to contain mpst of the guidelines set forth in
General Construction Specification G40, except for details

on the nininumbending radius allowed for various sizes of
flexible nmetal conduit. Consequently, NSRS recomrends that

NUC PR revise MEAI-6 to include the mi ni mum bending radius
criteria listed in G40. This is necessary to ensure adequate
seismc installation.

This item remins open.

R- 80- 05- SQ\N- 08, Environmental Qualification and |solation
for the Primary Containment Vacuum Breakers and Associ at ed
I sol ation Val ves

The NSRS recomrended that NUC PR shoul d:

a. Expedite the inplenentation of ECN L-5049 to correct
the potential solenoid environmental qualification
problens and the redundant control air supply problem
B
b. Ensure that TVA's final containnent isolation require
nments in light of TM address the isolation requirenents
for these valves.

ECN L-5049 was conpleted on August 18, 1981. This item
i s consi dered cl osed.

R-80-05-SQN-11, Siltation and CamBuildup in Systens
Uilizing River Water

NSRS recommended that NUC PR shoul d:

a. Expedite the conpletion and inplenmentation of their
proposed heat exchanger performance and preventive
mai nt enance prograns for heat exchangers that use river
wat er .

b. Expedite the devel opment of a schedule for the tinely
i mpl enentation of the ERCW pi pi ng changeout authorized
by ECN L-5009.

From R-81-12- SQN, NSRS recommended that NUC PR shoul d:

c. Conplete S| 668.1 which addresses the inspection of
ERCW pi ping for corrosion products and clam accunul ati on.

d. Determine if procedures will be witten to address the
use of flow and tenperature neasurenents instead of
visual inspection as a method of detecting clans.
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e. Conpl ete devel opment nf their preventive maintenance
program fox SQN.

SI-668.1 has been conpleted. This closes our part C. O her
parts of this itemremain open until further review i s possible.

R-81-01- SON-01, Inadequate Document Control UWilized
to Resolve Startup Test Deficiencies or Procedural
Conflicts Encountered

Nei ther table 7 of SU-7.3.2 nor test deficiency No. 1-7.3.2-4
accounted for a -15.6 percent difference between the neasured
and predicted powers of fuel assembly M7. The allowed
difference was 115 percent.

West i nghouse has anal yzed the data and determined that the
test was adequate. Though SQN failed to specifically identify
fuel assembly M7 in the test results package as not neeting
test acceptance criteria, NSRS considers the Westinghouse

eval uation adequate to resolve this issue.

This itemis closed.
R-81-05- SQ\N-01, RHR and Letdown Isolation

The NSRS reconmends that the EOs should be updated to
address LOCAs while on RHR cooling. In particular, the
isolation of letdown and RHR hot leg suction fromthe RCS
shoul d be acconplished to prevent additional draining of the
RCS and possible cavitation of the RHR punps. Since the
operators failed to recognize the need to do this, we also
recommend additional operator training on LOCAs while on RHR
cool i ng.

From R-81-12-SQN the follow ng was reported:

"During this review period the NSRS reviewer discussed

NUC PR's response with the SQN Operator Training Uficer.
The operators had received training on the event imediately
after the spray event during their weekly onsite training
sessions. The NUC PR report was discussed indepth. In
addition, during the second week of the requalification
program all of the operators received additional classroom
instruction and simulator training on the event. Finally,
plant procedures are being revised to specify the required
operator actions during a LOCA while on RHR cooling."

This itemremins open pending conpletion of plant procedure
revi si ons.

R-81-05- SQN- 02, Personnel Statements and Lois

SSRS recommds training for the Operations personnel and
shift technical advisors (STAs) on preparation of detailed
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logs and statenecnts, cspcially those involving an accident
or incident. Also, we recommend that someone with operations
know edge and authority read each statenent and ask for nore
detail where required before the personnel |eave the plant
site after an event. Mreover, NUC PR shoul d consi der

assi gning someone the responsibility of maintaining a log
when an event occurs.

From R-81-12-SQN the followi ng was reported:

“In NUC PR's response it was stated that 'the Plant Superin
tendent and Assistant Plant Superintendent of Qperations
discussed in detail the spray event with the appropriate
Operations personnel and requested additional infornation
and clarification before they left the plant follow ng the
event.' It isobvious, as stated in our previous report on
this item that all of the information was not includrd in
the statements. Discussions with the supervisor of the
conpliance staff confirnmed this. Consequently, NSRS reiterates
the need to use good managenent practices and sound judgnent
to ensure accurate records of an event. This is essential
to mnimze the inpact of review audit groups on the plant
staff and especially to be able to recreate the sequence of
events after an accident."

This item remins open.
R-81-05-SQ\-03, Data Availability

NSRS recommends that NUC PR shoul d ensure that all two-pen
strip chart recorders which record two different paraneters
be equipped with two different colors of ink to enable the
reading of the chart. This itemappears to no longer be a
problemand i s closed.

NSRS al so recommended that NUC PR investigate other data
acquisition nethods that are superior to strip chart recorders.
NUC PR plans to depend on the equipnent provided as part of
the TSC design, which had not been finalized. Since TVA has
comtted to the NRC to establish a TSC this item is considered
closed. The NSRS will evaluate the final installation of the
TSC.

R-81-07-SQN-A, Enpl oyee Concern No. 79-12-01, Required
Material Not in Sequoyah FSAR - Safety Concern on ERCW
GPupinl Station

NSRS recomended that EN DES amend the SQN FSAR as pre
viously requested and as committed to by EE OES. Since the
barge collision analysis had been completed and since the
other recommendations identified in the NSRS reprt had been
addressel in draft FSAR amendments, NSRSfelt that completioo
of the item would nut impact unit 2 fuel load and the# fore
implementation should be completed in a timely manner.
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From R-81-12-SQN the follow ng was reported.

"NSRS concurs with the response to our recommendations and
with the draft FSAR sections. However, this item remains

open pending issuance of amendments 68 and 69 for the SON
FSAR."

This item remains open pending further NSRS review.
R-81-07-SQN-02, Lack of Maintenance Instructions

The ISRS recomended that an instruction or group of instruc
tions be witten by NUC PR for repair and/or replacenent of
the incore and excore flux nonitoring detectors.

From R-81-12-SQN the following was reported:

‘NUC PR's response to our recommendation i s acceptable. NSRS
plans to review the procedures (IN-92-SRPC, IRIC, and PRIC)
when they are received and the newy witten SI-671 during a
later review period."

This item remains open pending NSRS review.

R-81-07-SQN-03, Lack of Management Control of Surveillance
Program

Ths NSRS recommended that:

a. NUC PR review SQA 61 and correct it to include all
Techni cal Specification surveillance requirenents.

b. NUC PR assign responsibility for maintaining SQA
41 as a current document in a written program.

C. NUC PR address the NSRS's concerns listed in
section V.B.3 of NSRS report R-81-07-SON.

d. NUC PR reconsider the appropriateness of using SQA 41,
a document not reviewed by PORC, as the primary
basis for scheduling surveillances.

From R-81-12-SQN the following was reported:

"NUC PR's response to our recomendations did no, address the
proble we identified. We recommended that NUC PR assign
responsibility for stntaining SQA 41 as a current document.
MUC PR responded that the QA staff periodically updated SQA 41.
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During our initial review the QA supervisor stated that he
did not have responsibility for updating or ensuring correct
ness of SQA 41 after the first review which followed issuance
of the unit 1 license and Technical Specifications. Conversa
tions with other section supervisors revealed that they felt
no responsibility for ensuring correctness of the entire
surveillance requirements lilting in SQA 41. Consequently,
NSRS does not feel that this item is resolved. Further
discussions with the plant staff will be held during a |ater
NSRS review. This item remains open.

NSRS also reco-mended that SQA 41 be reviewed and corrected

to include all Technical Specification surveillance require
ments. This has been done. This part of the item is considered
cl osed.

Finally, NSRS recormended that NUC PR should reconsider the
appropri ateness of using SQA 41, a docunent not reviewed by
PORC, as the primary basis for scheduling surveillances.

This reconmendation still applies after conversations wth
plant staff. Presently the plant staff is using this docunment
to schedule surveillance testing, as required in Sl-1. NUC PR

should realize the potential problems of using an unapproved
document, especially one that is not controlled for revisions
to the Technical Specifications surveillance requirements."”

This item remains open.

R-81-07- SQN-04, Inaccurate Organization Representation

NSRS recoimended that:

a The SQN FSAR, N OQAN, DPN No. N74A20, and the SON
Technical Specifications be revised by NUC PR to be
consistent and to depict the current plant organization.

b. NUC PR delete table 13.1-1 of the QN FASR, if
possible, or change it to list those individuals, and
their qualifications, who presently hold positions as
key staff specialists.

C. Section 13.1.3.1 of the SQN FSAR and N-OQAM, part 111,
section 6.1, he revised by NUC PR to require 10 years
of responsible power plant experience for the Assistant
Pl ant Supertntent -t.

Froe R-81-12-SQN the following was reported.

"Th sitemremin open pending issuance of the revision to
chapter 13 of the SQN FSAR and of the revised DPn No. N74A20."

Rt41-07SQ-05S, Lack of ftan ent Co3ntrol ia the Area
of  Wucemr QOperator Tralt i'tPr4g.r

NSRS reconMand«ed t he
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a. NUC PR revise the N-OQAM and DPI1 No. N78A13 immediately
to detail the operator training program

b. SN and Power Operations Training Center (POTC) revise
their procedures to conply with the revised N OQAM and
DPH No. N78A13.

This itemisbeing closed out inthis report since this issue
has been investigated nore thoroughly in NSRS special review
report R-81-31-NPS involving the Nuclear Operator Training
Program.

R-81-07-SQN-06, Errors and Inconsistencies in siuoyah
Nucl ear Plant Instructions

The NSRS recommended that:

a. SQN procedures and instructions be reviewed in depth
as time pernmits to assure that up-to-date and accurate
gui dance is provided to plant personnel in atinmely
manner .

b. The conmments in section V.B.6 of NSRS report R-81-07-SQN
be -:-!lluated by MUC PR and incorporated, as determined to
be appropriate, into the applicable instructions in a
timely manner.

From R-81-12-SON the follow ng was reported:

"NSRS pointed out that if we could find so many problens w:h
a few plant procedures in such a brief review period, then
the plant staff should make an honest effort to review and
revise all plant procedures ina tinely fashion. NUC PR s
response indicated that Al -% should take care of our concern.
NSRS i s aware of the requirenents for procedure preparation,
review, and approval as stated in Al-14. However, we feel
t.hat it is not being adequately inplemented. Consequently,
our previous recommendations still apply. NSRS will discuss
this with plant staff during a subsequent review"

This item remains open.

B-81-12- SQ\N- 01, ERCWFl ow and Suction Tenperature Concerns

The NSRS recommended that NUC PR

a Incorporate the resolution of the ERCW flow deficien
cies tc the electrical board rooms and the main control
roomair conditioning in the unit 1 test data package

for preoperational test TVA-18C

b. Revise Surveillance Instruction SI-3, step 3.1.S, to
state clearly where the KRCV suction tenperature will
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be taken daily to conply with Technical Specification
surveillance requirenent 4.7.5.b.

SI-3 has been rewritten to define the method of taking water
temperature. This item is closed.

R-81-24-SQN-01, Inadequate PLocedural Controls in
Installing the Unit 2 Online Reactivity Computer

The bistables of the power range channel used to input the
reactor flux level to the reactivity conputer for unit 2
startup testing activities were not tripped when the ch. 'nel
was removed from service. The cause of this deficiency was
either failure to follow rie procedure (TI-67) being used
to trip the inoperable power range channel or having an
inaccurate procedural step NOTE in the reactivity computer
setup procedure (TI1-25).

NSRS reconmended that NUC PR rermove the possibility of ever
reusing the incorrect guidance given in Technical Instruc
tion TI-25 for the remaining unit 2 law-power physics startup
test prograa. for subsequent startups zfter refueling opera
tions, or to mslead WBN should they use SQN's procedure in
devel oping their own startup test instauctions by revi:ing
T1-25 to delete steps 2.2, 2.3, 24, 7.4, 7.5, and 7.6 of
paragraph 4.B. Deletion of these steps would also make TI-25
compatible with TI-67, referenced for performance in TI-25,
which completes the same required action for the affected power
range channel.

CAR 21-81-122 was issued and corrective action has been
taken. A permanent revision to TI-25 has been authorized.
This item is closed.

R-81-24-SQN-02, Inadequate Trip Switch ldentification
Utilized in TI-67

The trip switch identification nonenclature in TI-67 is not
consistent with current plant switch identification practices.
NSRS found cases where the plant unique identification for
trip switches was not being utilized necessitating review of
instrument tabulations to correlate vendor-supplied component
identification to the corresponding plant swtch designation.

The NSRS recommends that the SQN plant staff evaluate TI-67
and other applicable procedures for switch/component identi
fication consistency and usefulaess to the plant employee
utilizing this information.

This item remains open.
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R-81-27-SQ\W 01, Kred to Identify jt Aff-cted Procedural
nats that NTest Deficiency htd been Witten Agai nst
It

Cosnl eted procedural steps or ajt4 sheets are not ide-tified
with a unique test deficiency nunber to indicate a Lcst
-deficiency had been witten against them thereby closing what
appears to be an open | oop.

ASPS recomended that NV' PR eval uate establishing a
policy to a anotate .est data sheets and proced ral steps
with the unire teit deficiency nunmer at the point a lis
crepent condi. on isidentified.

Thi: item renains open

R-811 27- SQN-02, heed for ldentifying a Data Reviewer
when Conpleti-n Supportive Data Sheets Used for
Acceptance Testing or for Oper2tional Limtations

Cal cul ations, hand-plotted data, etc., !ised to support
acceptance tests or to provide operational linitation, such
as generation of rod withdrawal curves when the noderator
tenpcrature coefficient has been deternined to be positive,
do not reflect directly that the data was reviewed by an

i ndependent sour ce.

NSRS recomendeu that the SQN plant staff evaluate requir
ing supportive data that aids in meeting acceptance criteria
or provides operational limtations to undergo the sane
programand reviewer signature requirements as normal test
instruction datn sheets.

This item remains open.

R-81-27-SQ\-03, Revision of SQN FSAR Section 14 to
Reflect Accurately the Unit 1-Unit 2 Startup Programs

NRC apparently had mi stakenly amended the SQN FSAR prior to
Licensing's approval of TVA's recomended FSAR revi sions.

NSRS reconended that NUC PR revise the SON FSAR to
accurately reflect the unit 1-unit 2 Startup Test Prograns
as described in NSRS report R-81-27-SQN, section IV.B.2.c.

This item remains open.

Review of Preoperational Tests Performed After Criticality

The unit 2 preoperational tests reviewed for this evaluation were
in various stages of conpletion. Sone had data partially taken
and others had been conpleted, reviewed, and were ready for trans
mttal to EN DES. The tests were reviewed for conpliance with the
Section Instruction Letters, Standard Practices, and the OQAM



The follow ng pceoperational tests were reviewed:

W10.1 Automatic Aeactor Coztrcl System kO witten 3/1/9l,
approved for use 8/24/81

W 10. 2 Automatic Steam Generator Level Control, RO
witten 7/13/81, approved for use 9/21/81

WQL0. 5 Dynanic Automatic Steam Dunp Control, RO witten
3/ 15/ 80, approved for use 11/17/80

WIl.7 Calibration of Steaim and Feedwater Flow |Instrunments,
RO, witten 6/1/78, approved for use 7/25/79

W11.10 Adjustnment of Reactor and Turbine Control System RO
witten 6/11/78, approved for use 7/25/79

No items of nuclear safety concern were noted in this review
Startup Test Results Review
1. Results Revi ew

Six conpleted startup test packages for unit 2 were reviewed
by the NSRS reviewer to ascertain whether uniformecriteria
are being applied for evaluation of conpleted startup tests
to assure their technical and adm nistrative adequacy. Each
procedure was reviewed to verify that:

a. Each test had been conpleted and performed at the power
| evel described in section 14 of the Sequoyah FSAR as
required by unit 2 operating license conditions 2.C. (3).a,
c, and d.

b. Each procedure change was approved and inplenented as
required by SQA-44, sectiun 5.0, and Al-4, sections VI,
VII, and XII.

C. Each test change had been conpleted if it entailed
specific action.

d. Procedure changes made did not change the basic objec
tives of the test or other test conditions specified in
section 14 of the Sequoyah FSAR as required by unit 2
operating license condition 2.C (3).h.

e. Al test deficiencies had been identified and resol ved
and that resolution had been accepted by appropriate
managenent as required by section 9.0 of SQA-44.

f. Al outstanding test exceptions had been eval uated for
safety and design significance prior to continuation of
the startup program



g. Retest requirenents had been conpleted if required for
resolution of the test deficiency.

h.  Management review and evaluation of the test results
and acknow edgement that the testing acconplished had
denonstrated system desipn requirenents.

i. The neasured test results were conpared with established
acceptance criteria.

J . Data sheets had been conpleted and reviewed and that
all data recorded, where required, were within the
criteria set by the test or linits specified by the
technical specifications.

k. Those personnel charged with the responsibility for
review and acceptance of the test results had docu
mented their review and acceptance of the test package
as required by SQA-44, section 10.0.

The following startup tests were reviewed:

*SU-7.2 Initial Criticality, R8, approved for use 11/2/81,
results approved 1/6/82

*SU-7.3.1 Nuclear Design Check Test: Boron Endpoint Deter
mnation and |sothermal Tenperature Coefficient
Measurenent, RS, approved for use 11/2/81, results
approved 1/6/82

511-7.4 Rod and Boron Wrth Measurement During Boron Dilu
tion, R7, approved for use 11/2/81, results approved
1/ 6/ 82

511-7.5 Rod and Boron Wrth Measurenent During Boron Addition
R7, approved for use 11/2/81, results approved 1/6/82

SU-7.7 M ni num Shut down Verification, R5, approved for use
9/19/81, results approved 1/6/82

SU-8.5.5 Low Power NIS Calibration, R4, approved for use
11/4/81, results approved 11/30/81

*These tests were reeval uated because of their being inthe
review sta,- at the time NSRS first reviewed the, as identified
I NNSRS review report R-81-27-SQN dated Decenber 29, 1981.

2. Probl ens and Concerns

The comments resulting from the NSRS review were provided to
the Reactor Engineer as the reviews were conpleted. Correc

tions and actions taken by the Results Staff on the comments
were also reviewed during this period. The more significant
areas of concern are discussed bel ow.



R-82-01-SOQN-01, Unreviewed Safety Question Determnation
Required on SU-7.3.1 Procedural Controls

As required by OLOCFRS0.59. paragraph (a)(l), |icensees
are allowed to make changes to the facility, its procedures,
and ot her operations as described in the Safety Analysis
Report (SAR) without' prfor NRC approval, provided the
proposed change does not involve a change in the technica
specifications incorporated inthe license or that an
"unreviewed safety question" does not exist. The
criteria for determning whether an "unrevi ewed safety
question” exists are defined in paragraph (a)(2) of
10CFR50.59. Essentially, the |anguage of the guidance
provides that any proposed change to a systemor proce
dure as described or discussed in the SAR either by

text or drawing, should be reviewed by the licensee to
determne whether it involves an "unreviewed safety
question" prior to performance of that change.

Table 14.1-2.a of the Sequoyah FSAR summarizes the test
prerequi sites, test objectives, testing nethod, and
acceptance criteria for the tests which are to be per
formed during the initial operating phase of the SQN
unit 2 plant frominitial core loading to rated power
operati on.

Using this table, the testing nmethod identified in
perfornming the boron endpoint determ nation specifies
that the endpoint measurement isto be conducted by
partially inserting the controlling bank, then quickly
pulling and reinserting it with no boron adjustnent
being made. The procedural controls of startup test
SU-7.3.1 allows the option that the controlling bank

may initially be either partially inserted or w thdrawn.
Partially withdrawn is contrary to the FSAR test nethod
NSRS review of the conpleted SU-7.3.1 results reveal ed
the manner in which the critical boron concentration was
determ ned for shutdown bank D and all control banks at
O steps was through quick insertion, not withdrawal. A
sinilar conparison was made to unit 1 and boron endpoints
for control bank D at O steps and control banks D, C,
and B at O steps were also found to be acconplished

t hrough quick insertion.

NSRS does not have a technical concern in the manner in
whi ch these endpoints were deternined, nor does the
testing method used invalidate the data obtained, the
test results, or alter the intent of the test. The
NSRS concern is administrative since SQN did not ensure
that the intended testing nmethod conpared to that which
was described in the FSAR  Sequoyah Nucl ear Pl ant

staff should therefore document a 10CFR50.59 review

for the method of testing performed in deternining the
unit 1 and 2 critical boron concentrations for various
rod configurations and evaluate NSRS item R-82-01- SQ\- 02



inensuring that all plant, conponent, or system changes
and all proposed, issued, or revised procedures do not
conflict with criteria described in the FSAR

R-82-01-SQ\N-02, Need to Privide M nimm Nucl ear Safety
Review Criteria in Evaluating USQDs

p
The Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion requires through
OL0CFR50.59 that hol ders of |icenses authorizing opera
tion of a nuclear power facility are to maintain witten
safety evaluation records which provide the basis for
the determ nation that a proposed change in the facility,
its procedures, or tests or experiments that it intends
to conduct does not involve an unreviewed safety question.
If an unreviewed safety question is involved, NRC approval
isrequired prior to physical inplementation of the change.

NSRS review of SQN Standard Practice SQA-119, "Unreviewed
Saf ety Question Determination (USQD)," indicates the
instruction does not provide any guidance as to what

m ni mum nucl ear safety review criteria (factors which

i mpact safety significance) should be eval uated, nor

does it describe how the justification should be com

pl eted when answering the three NRC mandated questions
deem ng whether or not a proposed change, test, or
experiment involves an unreviewed safety question.

NSRS did not find, nor did it |look foe, cases whereby
subjects of the nuclear safety discipline were m ssed

or overlooked. (However, this is the second tinL NSRS
has determned that a USQD was overlooked in the t.vision
of a startup test described in the SQN FSAR  The case
previous to the one described in section IV.C.2.a of this
report was NSRS item R-80-20-SQ\N-01 presented in NSRS
report R-80-20-SQN dated January 14, 1981 (GNS 810115
154)]. The NSRS concern here is directed only at
ensuring that the preparer of a USQD eval uation has at

| east some mininum nucl ear safety review criteria
questions to be answered so that potential safety

i mpacts are not overlooked or mssed during |ocal USQD
eval uati ons.

As exanpl es of ensuring conpleteness in USQD eval uations,
NSRS has provided attachments Aand B. Attachnent A
was provided to broaden the condensed questions asked

in OLOCFR50.59 and attachnent B was added to provide a
typi cal nuclear safety review factor checklist in
resolving this concern. These attachnents are being
made availabl, for review and use in the NUC PR quality
program if/as NUC PR determnes to be appropriate.



Ooservation of Unit 2 Startup Test Activities

On February 5, 1982 the NSRS reviewers witnessed portions of
startup test SU-9.1, "10% Load Swi ng Test," conducted at 30 per
cent reactor power. The observers verified that the proper
revision of the procedure was in use, that all tenporary changes
had been conplied with, all prerequisites had been signed as

bei ng acconplished, shift manning was proper and in accordance
with the procedure and |icense conditions, that procedural steps
were being properly signed off as they were acconplished, and that
the transient test equipnent required by the procedure was in use,
calibrated, and started via a central controlling el enent.

I n addi tion, NSRS observed test personnel briefing of operations
personnel to acquaint themon expected plant response to the
transient and allowable actions they could take without invalidat
ing the test results. Further, data acquisition, personnel
coordination, and test result determnations nade as to whether
or not the test procedure acceptance criteria had b'en net were
al so observed.

No mej or problens or deficiencies were noted.

V. PERSONNEL CONTACTED

VI

*A. M Carver, Sequoyah Conpliance Staff

W M Halley, Supervisor, Preoperational Test Section
M R Harding, Supervisor, Conpliance Staff

*T. L. Howard, Quality yssurance Staff

R W Fortenberry, Reactor Engineer

+J. M MGiff, Assistant Plant Superintendent, H&S Goup

M A. Skarzinski, Assistant Supervisor, Preoperational Test
Section

*Present at exit neeting, February 5, 1982
+Senior station representative at exit meeting

DOCUMENTS REVI EWED ( REFERENCES)

A

U.S. NRC Regul atory Quide 1.68, "Preoperational and Initial
Startup Test Program for Water Cool ed Power Reactors," Novenber
1973

Sequoyah Nuclear Plant, "Final Safety Analysis Report"

Facility Operating License DPR-79, Sequoyah Nucl ear Pl ant

Sequoyah Nuclear Plant - Standard Practice SQA-44, "Plant Startup
Test Progrant

Sequoyah Nucl ear Plant - Standard Practice SQA-119, "Unrevi ewed
Safety Question Deternmnation"



Sequoyah Nuclear Plant - Administrative Instruction Al-4, "Plant
I nstructions Docunent Control"

Sequoyah Nuclear Plant - Adninistrative Instruction Al-7,
"Recorder Charts and Quality Assurance Records"

Division of Nuclear Power, "Operat'ional Quality Assurance Manual"



ATTACI HENT A

NUCLEAR SAFETY EVALUATI ON CHECKLI ST

Proposed Change
1. Facility Affected Unit(s)

2. Systenm Structure/ Conponent/Instruction Name

3. Description of change (include TACF, Instruction, or STEAR
Nunmber and Revi si on)

10CFR50. 59 Appl i cability

Does the proposed change represent:

1.  Yes No A change to the plant as described in the FSAR?
2. Yes No A change to procedures described in the FSAR?
3. Yes No A test or experiment not described in the FSAR?
4.  Yes No A change to the Technical Specifications

(Appendi x A of the operating |icense)?

If the answer to any question in section Bis "yes," a safety
evaluation is required. Conplete section C. Awitten justification
basis for all answers in section C nust be provided on page 3 of

this checklist.

Safety Eval uation

1. Yes No W11 the probability of an accident previously
evaluated in the FSAR be increased?

2. Yes No W1l the consequences of an accident previously
evaluated in the FSAR be increased?

3. Yes No hay the possibility of an accident which is

different than any already evaluated in the
FSAR be created?
4.  Yes No WIl the probability of a malfunction of
equi pment inportant to safety previously
evaluated in the FSAR be increased?
5.  Yes No WI1 the consequences of a malfunction
of equipment inportant to safety different
than any already evaluated in the FSAR be
i ncreased?
6. Yes No May the possibility of a malfunction of
equi pnent inportant to safety different
fromany already evaluated inthe FSAR be created?
7.  Yes No WIIl the margin of safety as defined in the basis
to any Technical Specificaton be reduced?



NUCLEAR SAFETY EVALUATI ON CHECKLI ST

The follow ng provides justification for answers given in section Cof the
safety eval uation:

tired by/Date
Revi ewed by/ Dat e



If the answer to any of the above questions is "yes," an
unrevi ewed safety question may be involved and NRC approval
may be required prior to physical inplenentation of the change.

Prepared by/Date
Revi ewed by/ Date

PORC concurs with the above eval uation.
PORC Chai r man/ Dat e

Pl ant Superintendent concurs with the above evaluation.

Pl ant Superintendent/ Date



Facility

ATTACIIHENT B

M NI MUM NUCLEAR SAFETY REVI EW CRI TERI A QUESTI ONS

TO BE ANSWERED

Affected Unit(s)

Syst eni Struct ure/ Conponent/Instruction Name

Prepared by/ Date
Description of Change (Include TACF

Nurmber and Revi si on)

1.

Eval uation Constraints

I N DETERM NING | F AN UNREVI ENED SAFETY QUESTI ON EXI STS

Revi ewed by/ Dat e

Instruction, or STEAR

The safety eval uation may be based on engineering judgments
to the extent deenmed necessary to the individuals involved

in the review, but questions which result in jignificant

doubt nust always be resolved with nuclear safety as the only

consi derati on.

Consi deration of plant capacity factor,

econoni cs,

and the

effects of plant unavailability are not to be taken into
account when performing a safety eval uati on.

B. Saf ety Review Questions

Coul d the Proposed Change Affect:

The basic function or performance
requirenent of a safety structure,
system or conponent?

Primary/ secondary contai nnent or
system design conditions of pressure,
tenperature, atmospheric/fluid
chemistry or power availability?

Loadi ng constraints designed for
seisnmic, wind, thernmal, and
dynam ¢ conditions?

Environmental conditions considered
for safety grade equi pnent such

as pressure, tenperature, fluid

or vapor spray, humdity,
corrosiveness, elevation, wnd
direction, floods, and radiologica
exposure duration?

Yes/ No

Comment



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Coul d the Proposed Change Affect: Yes/ No

Environnental conditions for
habitability of the control room
or other |ocations?

Contai nment of radioactive materials
fromreaching the environment, either
onsite or offsite?

Material requirenents for conpati
bility, center of gravity, and
protective covering?

Mechani cal requirenments to guard
agai nst excessive vibration,
stress, shock, or reactionary
forces on seismic category | or
(L) equipnent?

Structural requirements on equi pnent
foundations and supports?

Hydraulic requirements for safety
equi pment such as pump net positive
suction head, allowable pressure
drops, allowable fluid velocities,
peak pressure, mninum allowed
bypass flow, etc.?

Electrical power requirenents
including sources of alternate

or auxiliary power, [oading
capacity, voltage, raceway require
nents, insulation durability and
nmotor rotation and cooling needs?

Chem stry requirenents, including
accident and poitaccident sanpling?

Layo*utand arrangenent requirenents
such &2 nechanical, electrical,

and conduit connections and
mounting details?

Instrumentation, control, and alarm
requirenents necessary for the safe
shutdown of the plant?

Conmment



15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

If the answer to anv of the habove nuestions is "ves."

Coul d the Proposed Change Affect: Yes/ No
Pl ant security?
Plant or systemtransients?

Al'ter any TVA responses to NRC
questions made?

Redundancy, diversity, and
separation requirements of
structures, systems, or
conponent s?

The operator's ability to mtigate
an accident or to increase the
possibility of operator error?

A system not described in the FSAR
but has been designated as a
safety-related systen?

O her ?

Comment

an unrevi ewed
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[."NITI"D STATES GOVERNMENT

Jet orandum TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
TO : G. H. Kinmons, Manager of Engineering Design and Construction, W12A9 C-K
FROM H. N. Culver, Chief, Nuclear Safety Review Staff, 249A NBB-K

DATE January 27, 1981

SUBJECT: DIFFERING STAFF OPI NI ONS - NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF INVESTIGATION

REPORT NO. |-80-14-NPS

REFERENCES: 1. Menorandum R. F. Keck to S. Duhan, dated
August 15, 1980, "Quality Assurance Eval uation
QAE 80- 1- Procurenent Control Activities
(QAM 800421 001)" (HPP 800815 027)

2. Menorandum W P. Kelleghamto S. Duhan, dated
Septenber 24, 1980, "Phipps Bend Nucl ear Pl ant
Quality Assurance Eval uation QAE 80-1"

(PBN 800923 024)

Attached is the NSRS report of the findings resulti ng from our
investigation into the two EXPRESSIONS OF STAFF VIEWS as noted above.
The enpl oyee concerns involving the disposition of audit findi ngs
detailed i n CEDC QA Managenent Eval uation Report QAE 80-1 and the |ack
of EN DES procurement controls to effectively control the quality of
material purchased by TVA were found valid in the major areas concerned.

Our recommendations, as stated in Section V of this report, show
twenty-one (21) open itens requiring action by OEDC for resolution. W
have not established a resolution date for the recommended actions;
however, we feel that these items should be resolved in a tinmely manner.

You are requested to informNSRS of your plans and schedule for

i npl ementing the recormendations presented in the report by
February 27, 1981L. If you have any questions, we will be glad to
discuss themwith you.

. N. Culver

RCS:NJT
Attachment

Buy LUS. Savings Bonds Rrgularly on thr Payroll Savings Plan
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
NUCLEAR SAFETY REVIEW STAFF

EMPLOYEE CONCERN - CASE NO 1-80-14-NPS

Subject: Tennessee Valley Authority
O fice of Engineering Design and Construction

Qual ity Assurance Eval uation Report QAE 80-1
Differing Staff Qpinion

Period of *
I nvestigation: Septenber 4, 1980 - Novenber 3, 1980

I nvestigator:
Robert C. Sauer Date

Approved by:
Date
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Differing Staff Opinions

On August 12, 1980, the Nuclear Safety Review Staff (NSRS) received' .
designated copy of a semoraudum (HPP 800815 027) written-by Richard F, (
Keck of EN DES to his former supervisor, Stanley Duhan of the OEDC
Quality Compliance Section. The designate, copy of the Aemo'ndur-was
went to the NSRS staff under the provisions of Section Il of.-th'TVA .
Code, EXPRESSION OF STAFF VIEWS (Attachment A), in which Hr. kerk-felt i
that further pursuit of his concern with his managenent for resol ution
woul d have been ineffective. A conplete statement of 9r. Keckja.
concern i s provided inAppendix Ato this report.

Siilerly,-on Septeuber 26, 1980, the NSRS staff received a second
memorandum (PBN 800923 024) as an EXPRESSION OF STAFF VIEWS on the

sam subject from Mr. Joseph E. Rose of CONST written through his o
supervisor Mr. William P. Kelleghan, the Project Manager at the Phipj~.
Bend Nuclear Plant construction site, with his concurrence. A complete
statement of Messrs. Rose/Kelleghan's concern i s provided in Appendi x.
B to this report.

Messrs. Keck and-ose/Kelleghan enoranda were written respoases to. ;\ '.a
verbal request made by M. Duhan for their concurrehce with a proposedr-i
aenorandum (see either Appendix A or B) anticipated to be issued by -

E -C Beasley, Quality Assurance Maniger, CEUC, on the disposition of

the findings presented inQuality Assurance Evaluation report QAE (1
(QAM800421 001). Both Mr.-eck and Mr. Rose along with three other
individuals (Messrs. H. Guity,L. G.-rebert and team leader S. Duhan) L
participated as senbers of the subject eval uation which had been |
initiated tb evaluate the adeguary add the effectiveness of the WIDES >
Quality Engineering Branch (QEB) in controlling the quality of nuclear
safety-related materials purchased by TVA. The proposed Beisley
memorandum provided a judgment as to whether any or all of the
thirty-three identified evaluation findings should be considered
deficiencies and whether any had sufficient substance to warrant being
consi dered significant when-reviewed for significance in accordance :
vith OEDC Quality Administrative Intruction QAl-4.0. This action was
prompted partially by an enforcement action taken earlier by the NRC
as a result of an inspection of OEDC conducted in.Xnoxville, during
the week of.July 7-11, 1980 (reference B).

I n Sumar4y, Mr. Keck's concerns were:

A. The CGEDC QA staff should have considered the majority of-the
items identified inQAE 80-1 as deficiencies instead of the aour
presented particularly i& light of the EN DVMB responset made-to'
t:hose itens.

B. The CEDC QAStaff should have considered significant those iteds
and the responses to themwhich indicated a failure of Q88 to
understand their QA function or which indicated '.B |acked the
resources to effectively carry out their QA functian.
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C. OEDC manaieenta’ attitude that items concertaig management

*etlbods and procedures have only a seconodry impact on quality
as' LA error.

A sumary oi:H- Ruse/Kellgbac' s cocerns are:

A..  Enginineer Designo | acks the organixational' and enforcement
structure to effectively:

1. Evaluate and recommend prospective suppliers. .
2 Adequately specify and provide enforceable gality
requtrements.in the contracts language. .
3. Pkrovide adequate vendor surveiillane during the:fbrication
< phase of the contract to.effectively identify end handle
S problems enco~atered during fabrication.

B~ When viewed -collectively, idividual fildiegs of QAE 80-1
--indicate EN DS iApetfectivenesa i- the conctre of the quality of
ateuiat purheied by-TVA is significant.

cyeofrt e Inveatigation

the investigaton involved bacjround research of Ef-DES procurement
control-procedures; eview of the QAE 80-1. report ftudings *ad
asoociat.ed uupportive ocuisemts; informal perisonel iutervieva to
ascertaio the intet, meaning and support of the repeot findiads,
recmreudatioas and retultant reoponwes, to deteoriae wkether any of
e evaluation report findiogs should be cousidered deficiencies;
4 h' ther any of the evaluation report fiingsv ave sigificant-wen
coisidered idaividua.lytor collectively; whethec OE)C QA. mNessement'
methoddof baudlins its differing stff a views was adequate; whether
"those evaluation ter abers careurrig with the Beasley memo
4nders4ood the intent of thair -concutrece; and to detertie whet her
th dissenting evaluatoes ha6d-siicitent basis for their concerom

ill. Backgrotud _.n .- Report - a a noO

Originally, Quality Assurance Report QAE Q-1 begaoas an OUdC QA
anagement Audit, K80-2. This audit involPed a review of E~ DES QBD
i n the area of vendor surveillance to assure that the portion of the
OEDC QA program iplemented by QA was-functiriofat’ ffectively, The
Siudit. was to run from January 15,-190, through February 6, 1980, and
entails4 inspection visits of the Philadel phia . Cegie8ifit~e four
vendor facilities and the QEB Knoxville Office. Lster, the cudit was
S*panded to coye: the Chicaao RatioiTal Office and the bristol and
. ileaukee Suboffices. This added-two 4oitiooal wka onto the initial
propored audit conpletion dtat ad thpdtit was redesignated sa
0803S. Due to the scope aadmturs of t hqreview O DC uatar anmt felt
hat an in-depth look at the progra .could not be acccMljthed wt hin
the time constrsintt allotted. 0IBDC 4A mw menttahere* pog departd

from the concept off h audit and deai atea-this review ase a "evatuitiao.”

Nageaeot Audits NO-2 and r80-3 weret eneancel | ed and QAZ 80-1
instituted at the.first eercise under this wit revtie coftcpt.
Inspection of-the Milvaukee suboffice was «rar detated as part of the



revision. Wth this revised format OEDC managenent felt the auditors
could therefore performa nore localized review of all aspects of the
Procurenent Program and equate the findings to enconpass QEB i ngeneral .
Reconmendat i ons on probl emor potential probl emareas would then be
made to division managenent for action.

The final evaluation report, QAE 80-1, was issued on April 21, 1980.

EN DES subsequently responded to the findings and recommendations on

Hay 30, 1980 (reference E) aud June 25, 1980 (reference F). The

EN DES responses were considered by the NSRS investigator to be vague

and i nsone cases poor choices of words nay have been used. This may

be due inpart to the lack of details supporting the ORDC recomendati ons.
CEDC QA's rebuttal to the EN DES responses was then curtailed by

H. Beasley inan-effort to:

A. Restrain the two divisions from bickering.

B. Identify as deficiencies only those evaluation findings that had
sufficient supportive documentation to substantiate the deficiency
classification.

C. Delete those items considered contrary to managenent's chartered
responsibilities.

This action was also pronpted by a recent NRC inspection finding which
identified that OEDC QA was not documenting its audit findi ngs as
deficiencies and reviewing themfor significance.

The proposed Beasl ey nenorandum identified four items as bej ng
deficient, none of which were considered significant. In addition,
the memo negated any further correspondence on the remaini ng 29 itens.
This draft was sent, to the eval uation team menbers for their review
and tacit approval. Three nmenbers concurred with Hr. Beasl ey’ s
intention of not requiring additiocal response on the remining itens,
two did not. The Beasley memp was subsequently issued over the
protests of the two dissenting team nenbers on August 28, 1980 (QAM
800829 001). This action effectively neutralized the majority of the
results of the audit teamup to that point. No action was taken on
H. Keck's witten concern and his dissenting opinion was issued with
the report for information only. Hr. Rose's dissenting opi ni on,
though expressed verbally at the tine of the neno's issuance, was
subsequently expressed formally ina menorandumissued through his
supervisor on September 24, 1980. |Vshould be noted that, at the
tine of the Beasley nenmorandum only those team menbers not under his
direct supervision dissented.

Shortly after transmittal of the Beasley mem the NSRS staff formal |y
began investigation into the two concerns.



IV. Sunmary and Concl usi ons

QAE 80-1 was conducted at the request of OEDC management duging.t he.
period January 15 through March 3, 1980, to eval uate prorurenent.
control activities of EN DES Knoxville, QEB Philadephia and ChJi cago
Regional Offices, and the Bristol Suboffice. The eval uation report
was issued on April 21, 1980, identifying 33 items which required EN
DES management review and action.

Subsequent to the report issuance, OEDC QA reevaluated thetir

conclusions and recommendations to determine if any should have been
docunented as deficiencies. This action was prompted as a resul t-of

an NRC inspection finding of OEDC QA conducted during the yeek of July
7-11, 1980. The finding cited CEDC QA for failure to properly identify
and handle its audit deficiencies. The reevaluation resulted in four
findings being identified as deficiencies, none of which a' re considered
significant. The other 29 findings were considered suggestive itea

to inprove EN DES efficiency and therefore would.requTi2 no further
response.

The two employee concerns which came about as a r~tult 00 the OEDC QA_
reevaluation have been reviewed and.eviluated by the NSRS staff. To
ensure adequate independent review of the concerns and fWirness in the
resultant findings, the following constraints were applied:

a.  The OEDC QA recrmendatioos and EN DES responies were to be
investigated without influence from the ORDC QAVrebuttal.
identified in Mr. Keck's concern (see Appendix A). -

b. Items, if determined deficient to same required qsality or
el enent; would be identifed as such to OSPC QA aat ageunt for
their reevaluation and dgeel) ation for'sigaificance.

C. The review was to earompass only the Ratirial audited by 0-C 4A,
on file in EN DES repositories or the MEDS systen, and infora
tion obtained through personnel im views. lie on site review of
the evaluated regional offices, Brisol suboffice, or vendor
facilities would be performed. If a sparate, rekated ites
devel oped, it was to be reviewed to a concl usion.

d. Haterials reviewed were limited to on or before Novenber 5, 1980.

The detailed results of this review have been presented in Attachaent B
numbered in accordance witrh tti section |V numbers identified in the
QAE 80-1 report. Due to the depth of the OODC QA evaluation, the
details of the attacmhet have been liited to only identifyita the
OEDC QA recommendations, the resultaint V; DES responsei, and theb888
evaluations.  background ,nformation le~ding up to each identified
OEDC QA finding can be found in the OIDC QA report (QA0 800421 001).

A sumary brief of Attachment | and thd (AE 80-1 background details
have been provided in Table 1. A sumary of all items considered open
or deficient by this investiation isnrovided in Table 6. These
itens sbil remain open until a response or co'rective action is
provided by AtC.



The SRSinvetigtors review of the 33 QAE 80-1 evaluation findings
anid recomendations identified 11 additional deficient items to the
four previously identified by OEDC QA management, making atotal of 15
deficiencies which should have been reported to appropriate EN DES
management for their review and resolution. Six of the 15 deficiencies
are considered by NSRS to be of sufficient substance that OEDC QA
managenent will be requested to reevaluate them for significance
Further, of the 11 additional deficiencies addressed i nthis report
two were discovered by the NSRS investigator to be outside the
apparent boundaries of the OEDC QA evaluation. These items possibly
woul d have been recognized by the CEDC QA staff had the depth of the
eval uation been expanded. Inaddition, five of the 33 QAE 80-1
findings were found to be simlar by subject and were therefore
coalesced to form two separate items; both subsequently were
determined to be deficient. Finally, of the remaining 16 CEDC QA
-findingsconsidered by NSRS not to be deficient, one itemwas
considered by the NSRS investigator to be editorial, olLe redundant
with another, seven to be suggestive or reenphasizing current EN DES
policy, and seven appeared to be deficient to some stated requirenent
but lacked sufficient supporting detail to be included i nthe deficient
item category or used to provide additional exanples of previously
identified deficiencies. The last seven were therefore concluded t o
be suggesti ve.

From the results evaluated and presented i nAttachnent Bof this
report and through background review, the NSRS investigator has drawn
the fol lowi ng concl usions

A.  The enployee concerns were considered valid based on discovery by
the NSRS investigator that:

1. Alarge nunber of the findings identified i nthe QAE 90-1
report could be found deficient to some stated requirenent
or policy, contrary to the four identified by OEDC QA
managenent .

2. ENDES appears to be yielding to the pressures of costs and
schedul es hy:

a. ldentifying and using these terms as excuses for not
perfornming its QA rebponuibilities as evidenced in
their responses to the evaluation report findings

b. Inposing travel restrictions on its QC inspection
per sonnel

C. Delaying fornulation of a formal training program

Its inability to effect corrective action i nresolving
identified deficiencies.

3. ENDES does lack the organizational structure to adequately:

a. Evaluate and recormend prospective suppliers
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b. Specify and provide enforceable quality requirenments
within the |anguage of its contracts.

C. Provide vendor surveillance during material fabrication
to effectively assure that quality requirements are
satisfied.

d. Assure that all EN DES docunents, such as purchase
requisitions, are reviewed for interface conpatibility
by all EN DES organi zations affected by, or concerned
wi th, the docunent.

e. Identify to its personnel their functions, assignments,
and responsibilities.

f. Reviewand revise current regulatory comitments nmade
to NRC inorder to keep TVA at the forefront of safety
i nthe nuclear industry.

EN DES appears to have a nmisunderstanding as to what its QA
responsibilities are when it considers among ot her things,
that:

a. Plant surveys are not recognized as QA surveys.

b.  Conparison of hardware to drawings isan inspection and
surveillance function, but not one of QA

C. Inspection reports are trip reports.

d. Responses to identified audit u ficiencies are not
binding to the 30-day response request.

e. Costs and schedul es are acceptabl e excuses for not
i mpl ementing action.

Col lectively, fromthe investigators' review, EN DES appears
to be ineffective in controlling the quality of material
bei ng purchased by TVA, especially in STiRIDE contracts

At the time of the Beasley menorandum only those members not
under his direct supervision dissented. The reasons for why
the others did not dissent can be attributed to any or all of
the follow ng:

1.

The know edge of the EM US responses was not provided
when the proposed Beasley mmorsndum was submitted for
concurrence.

Awar eness that Nessrs. Rose and Kock dissented and were
planning to take formal action to voice their dissent.

The belief that the remaining evaluition rnport findings,
not already identified by OW QA nanagenent as deficiencies,
| acked sufficient substantiating details to warrant their



upgrade to deficiency status and could be investigated to a
greater degree during a subsequent audit.

4, Limted participation inthe review necessitated allow ng
the decisions to identify any or all of the evaluation
report findings as deficiencies, up to the other eval uation
t eam menbers.

Few of the reviews stated by EN DES to be conpleted by July,
1980, inresponse to the QAE 80-1 evaluation findings, have been
conpleted in accordance with the time frane specified. Sone
responses are still pending.

CEDC QA managenment's nethods of handling its differing staff's
views i s considered inadequate.

The NSRS investigator does not consider the OEDC QA managenent
decision to include its dissenting staffs' views (whether the
concerned individual ispart of the CEDC QA staff or on tenporary
loan to performor assist in an audit) with nenoranda it issues
to activities outside its own organization to be a final, just
solution inresolving the concern. As identified i na nmenorandum
prepared by M. WIlis on this subject (reference NN), resolution
of employee concerns may require one or sore reviews by the
affected organization prior to elevating the concern to the next
hi gher level of managenent for review. Should the concerned
enpLoyee desire an entirely independent evaluation of his concern
or feel that further pursuit of the concern with his respective
managedent woul d be ineffective, the Nuclear Safety Review Staff

i savailable and chartered to handle such concerns. The specific
nechani cs for handling differing staff views should be established
i neach organization's adm nistrative procedures and made known
to each of its staff enployees.

Contrary to M. WIIlis" memorandum as of Novenber 5, 1980, no

CEDC QA procedure could be identified to handl e these concerns.
This itemi s considered a deficiency (1-80-14-NPS-18).

I naddition, the NSRS investigator considers the two enpl oyee
concerns woul d have been partially resolved prior to the issuance
of the Beasley enorandumhad the ODC QA staff been follow ng
the guidelines provided i nthe CEDC Quality Assurance Pro8rm
Requirenents Manual (PIM. Quality Adninistrative Instruction
OEDC- QAI -4, "Determning, Reporting, and Correcting Conditions
Adverse to Quality," sestion 4 provides instructions inthe
manner i nwhich conditiocs adverse to quality, such as
deficiencies, are handled. Step 4.D identifies that each
condition adverse to quality Is to be evaluated by the reporting
organi zation for significance and those determined to be
significant are to be reported to appropriate levels of
managenent and to LN MU for review of potential reportability to
MRC. ~ Those deternined to be nonsignificant are to be reviewed by
the appropriate QA organization or another organitatioo Ji gndet
of the reporting organization and where deemed necessary upgraded
to significant. The upgraded condition is then handled identically



to the significant condition. Once the determination was made
that the four deficient item were nonsignificant, the OIDC QA
oanager should have submitted the item to a separate QA or
independent review organisation for verifying the oonsignificance
of the items.

Contrary to the requirement specified in the PRM, the four
evaluation deficiencies addressed in the Beasey mmorandum as
being nonsignificant were not reviewed by any designated QA
organization or other review organisation such as the Nuclear
Safety Review Staff, for an independent evaluation for
signficance. This item is considered a significant deficiency by
the Nuclear Safety Review Staff since no objective evidence can
be found to demonstrate that such a review has ever been
performed or requested. OEDC should take prompt and necessary
corrective action to resolve this deficiency (1-80-14-PS-19).

The OEDC definition of significance is considered inadequate.

The ISRS investigator considers the 0BDC determiation for
significance provided in step 4.C of OEDC Quality Adinitstrative
Instruction ODC-QAI-4 to be inaadequate since: (1) the criteria
defining the existence of a significant condition utilizes the
same supportive adjective significant and (2) significance as
defined in this section has the appearance of cost value or
manpower implications rather than that of operational safety.
ODC therefore needs to review its definition (1-80-14-MPS-20) to
consider the following types of situations:

1. Any condition which if remained uncorrected could have
affected adversely the safety of nuclear power plaat
operations at aLy time throusout the expected lifetiom of
the plant.

2. Any condition which is considered to be prompt reportable to
the NC vithin 24 hours from the tie of discovery of the
deficient ites.

3. Any coedition disovered in the construction or operational
phases of a nuclear facility or activity or a basic conpoannt
supplied for such facility or activity which fails to comply
with the rules, regulations, and requirements of the WC
relatiag to a substastial safety hasard or is kamw to
contain a defect.

4. Any adverse condition which has occurred with such fregency
that it indicates past corrective action has been neffective.

S.  Any coeditieo which negates the effectiveoas of design or
quality asuraoce controls.

Upon revision or review of this definition, OAC QA nasasget
should reevaluate the folloul g deficiestaes for sgltficauce:
Attachment | item IV.A.3, IV.A4, IV.I.1, IV.S.2.b. IV.8.2.c.



SIV.B. 3. a, IV.B.3.b and IV.C.S.c and the item previously

V.

identified inparagraph IV.E. In addition, OEDC QA management
shoul d review the items collectively, as an apparent breakdown in
the EN DES procurement control prograa appears evident
(1-80-14-NPS-21). This review my require a reaudit of EM DES to
identify the cause and effect and to determine the extent of the
corrective action required.

F. The method of conducting OEDC QA evaluations is not supported by
procedure.

As required by ANSI  $452-1971, Section 6, "Instructions, Pro
cedures, and Drawings" activities affecting quality are to be
described by documented instructions, procedures, or draw ngs of
a type appropriate to the circumstances and shall be accomplished
i naccordance with these instructions, procedures, or draw ngs.
The instructions are also to include qualitative sad quantitative
criteria, as appropriate, for deternmining satisfactory work
perforance and quality conpliance.

Contrary to the above, the OEDC QA division does not have a
procedure for conducting quality assurance eval uations or the
methods necessary to handl e deficiencies incurred duri ng the
evaluation. This itemis considered a deficiency requiring OEDC
QA management resolution (-80-14- NPS-22).

G OEDC QA audit and eval uation reports are considered vague aad
lack supporting detail.

From review of the OA 80-1 evaluation report and ot her OKDC QA
masaement audit reports ingeneral, the NSRS investigator con
siders the reportsto be |acking sufficient detail to deternioe
what records, both satisfactory and deficient, were reviewed aad
what general jreas were found deficient. The general |y deficient
areas should thea be supported by specific cases of socomplisace,
**e., istctioo reprt contest was found deficient as evidenced
by . . ., rathert focusiag on one specific item eg., of
the 2500 inspectioe reports reviewed, 42 percent had oesi soes in
the report headin.  Specific focusing tends to correct oel y the
deficient ite rather than the general problem (see Attachmest |
ite 1V.8.2.b for addatioal details).

The NS investigator considers the lack of supporti  itaorma
tioa in the QAE 80-1 evaluatioe report content misled 0DC QA
management in its determiasties of which report iedings, if any,
should be considered deficient.

tecowndatioes

The followita rece-medatsnes are provided to resolve the coeclusios
stated it Secties | Vand the ope ad doticiest item discussed i s
Attachaest | (smamrid is Table, ). The Nulcer Safety IRview Staff
realises that due to termisatilo of data review as tvnber 5. 190,
and providing a prelinsiary draft release of t hs report as



December 12, 1980, to verify correctness of the information supportign
the conclusions sad recomeadations, that corrective action may have
already been taken on several of these items.

1. E0l U-QU should take appropriate action to easure specific
actions required by its adeiaistrative instructions such as Q(b
field office monthly meetings, are cooducted as required by
procedure (see Attachenat 3, item IV.A.l.b for details).

2. B DBS needs to review its metbod of issuing or revising
piocedures/smauls to ensure that each design document contains
the minaim identification inforumtioo required by U DilS*E
1.28. (See Attachment B, item IV.A.I.C for details.)

3. El DS needs to revise purchase requisition preparatioe proceduer
EN DIU-1  5.01 and/or contract leauase to include provisions for
the followiag:

a Assurance that all £ DS organizations affected by, or
concerned with, purchase requisitions review the documet
for techLical/physicall/isterface compatability.

b. Addition of Eaforceet Provisions:

(1) Allowace of TVA inspectors to perform ildepeodent
material examisation and request product retests if
eceassary.

(2) Requirement for minim quantities or percentages for
shi pment .

(3) Specificatieo that mterial released without a waiver
or release feom will be sent back to the supplier at
the supplier's expense.

C. Detailing applicable codes, staudards, or other requiremts
clearly it the | anoage of the contract specifications.

d. Initiating preaward activities with prospective suppliers.
(See Attachment I. item IV.A.3 and 1V.5.3* for details)

4. 1X 8 seeds to complete its mapower evaluatioe for activities
assigned to the Philadelphia and ther regional office. origiaally
scheduled to be celetod July 21, 1i . (See Attachent . Ite
IV.A3 for details.)

S. N OCSoQA and OK QA seed to establish a tickler" systoo to
easre audit report Iseuaces andaedited orgnistione respeoses

are itsed/received is a timely NaOer (oee Attaceat |. item
IV.A.4 for details).

6. Il 0Bt aeeds to establiu a procedure to quality, certify, sl d/or
rece~tity 0C perseoel eagd to special proce"s activities
other Ithea M (see Attachent , itmIV.l.I for details).



10.

11

12.

13.

14.

EN DES needs to conplete its proposed corrective action to
deficiency No. 3, OEOC QA Management Audit 179-12, of conducting
procedure training on QEb-EP 24.56 at all its field offices. The
need to issue an inspection report for each visit to a supplier's
facility, in addition to completing all specified administrative
requiresents such as filling out inspection report beadings sad
release foru spaces, should also be emphasized (see Attachent 3,
item 1V.B.2.6 for details).

Inspection Procedure DI.1, paragraph 3 of the TVA Inspection
Manual needs to be revised to al' v addition of hold points to
the affirmatioa letter other than those specified in the
procurement contract only if approval for the additional bold
points has been obtained between the vendor and the originating
organization (see Attachment B, item IV.B.2.c for details).

EX DES engineering procedure EN DESEP 5.43 and TVA Inspectio
Manual paragraph 5.2.2, Section C, needs to be revised to require
waiver authorization to undergo the sae degree of control *awas
utilized in the preparation of the procurement document, that is,
approval by the originating organization and coacurred in by QA
(see Attachant 8, item 1V.8.2.c for details).

Ei DES needs to establish a procedure to conduct preavard
activities in order to ensure an understanding is reached between
TVA and the supplier as to the planning, manufacturing techniques,
tests, inspections, and processes that are to be employed by the
supplier to meet the procurement contract requirements (see
Attachrat 5, item I1V.B.3.b for details).

OIDC needs to review IKC Regulatory Guide Commitmets ende in
TVA-TItS1, paragraph 17.1A.2.1.1 by reference to Table 17.1A-4,
to determine if current revisions of the regulatory documents ca
be implemnted. (See Attachment A, item IV.&.4.a for details.)

EL OES engieering procedure N DESEP 5.34 *eed* to be revised
to identify to suppliers that failure to respond to audit fiediags
withis the tie frame requested by the audit report is as item of
noacompliace (see Attachmet 5, item IV.l.4.b.1 for details).

TVA Inspection Manual, paragraph 2.3, sectioa C, needs to be
revised to recognite that a plant survey is a quality assurance
activity aad to recognize QC is a part of quality assurance (see
Attachaet 8. ite IV.B.Sa for details).

Technical tEgineers and U OS personewl should be laforld to
notify Qe-lIKNovile whseever interfacing with a vedor, such as
through meetais. audits, visits or telecas resulting is contract
proble reseoltoeas or decisioas which my affect contract
requirmets, ilspectioa or testing, so that the branch field
offices csa be ade aware of this actioe. El 0 personnel

shuld also be istructed is tU ‘'esponsibilities applicable to
and espected of thm as dtaaled it QS-iA Il (see Attacmst I.
ites IV.CI.C, IV.C 2 and IV.C.Sb for details).



16.

17.

1s.

19.

EN S should take action to essure the granting of waivers and
changes to contracts, their specifications, dravinga, and other
supportive decuments are mde through appropriate charnels and
uoderg the sam degree of control a was utilized in the
preparation of the demeat and are distributed appropriately to
all participating orgatizatioas. easures to ascertain that
proper decumets are beiag used 8ad assurance that distribution
lists are curret should also be reviewed (see Attachimet 3,

iter IV.B.2.c and IV.C.Sc for details).

OROC eeds to establish a procedure to handle differing staff
views (ee IV.D for details).

OEC (a seeds to request amother designated QA or indepeadent
review orgaaization to review deficiencies it had previousy
identified as osignaificant for significance as required by ODC
procedure (see IV.D for details).

ODC seeds to clarify its definition of sipificaat deficiencies
contaied ith OC Q5-4, (see IV.E. for details).

Basanl the findings presented in this investigatiso and after
revisi8o of the ODC determiatieo for significace, OEDC QA
should reevalate the following MSS evaluated deficiencies for
significasce:

a Field Office Mapeoer Imadequcies (Attachmat 3, 1V.A.3)

b. Failureto issue adit reports sad respond to ideatified
aodit deficiecies in a timely mmer (Attachmet 5, 1V.A.4)

C. Failure to have a Qualification Procedu. fo. personael

eagaged is special proccesses other than PW(Attachmat 5,
Iv.B.1'

d. luspection Report Coatent ladequacies (Attachmet 3, 1V.S.2.b)
e. Lack of Waier Release Controls (Attachmet 3, 1V.D.2.c)

f. Lack of nlterface Controls in design docmeat review
(Attachmet , 19.1.3.%)

o} Lack of premaard activities in evaluatig supplier
perforwce (Attachmaet 5, 1V.B.3.b)

h. Lack of deoemet controls in Field Inspection Program
(Attacmaat I, I1V.C.S.c)

i. Lack of as iadependent review of noasigaificant ODC QA
audit deficieacies (V.D)

nl addition to the items noted, the eatire QAE 80-1 evaluation
report should be reviewed collectively for sitaticance as ao
apparent breakdoU i the EN DS procaremet control program
appears evident (see IV.t for details).



VI

VI,

20. OEDC QA needs to establish a procedure on the nethod of
conducting quality assurance evaluations and handling its
associ ated deficiencies (see IV.F for details).

21.  CEDC (A needs to reevaluate the EN DES procurement control
program by performing an in-depth audit of the areas eval uated
in the QAE 80-1 report and those more specifically identified
in V.19 above (see IV.E for details).

Personnel Cont act ed

E. G Beasley, CEDC QA

M D. Conner, EN DES-(FEB

R A. Costner, Jr., EN DES QAB

S. Duhan, OCEDC QA

N. Quity, CEDC QA

L. G Rebert, OEDC QA

R F. Keck, EN DES-HPP

J. P. Knight, OEDC QA

J. F. Levis, EN PES-qEB

(&

. W Nabee, EN DES- GEB

J. L. Parris, EN DES-QEB
P. A. Schrandt, EN DES QEB
Def i nitions

CQther terms and their defintions are contained i nANSI N45.2.10-1973,
"Qual ity Assurance Terns and Definitions." Those defined here are
pertinent to this report and are to be used as an aid to the reader.

Certification (Personnel) - The action of determning, verifying,
or attesting inwiting to the qualifications of personnel (reference
ANSI N45. 2. 6-1973).

Condi tions Adverse to Quality - Conditions such as failures,
mal functions, deficiencies, deviations, defective material and
equi pment, and nonconformances (10 CFR part 50, Appendix B,
criterion Xvi).



Deficiency - Lackini insone required quality or el ement (reference EN
DES-EP 1.26).

Desi gat ed Representative - An individual or organization authorized
by the Purchaser to performfunctions inthe procurenent process
(reference ANSI 145.2.13-1976).

Designated Reviewer - The contract engineering branch chi ef (or his
appoi nted representative) designates the group or person responsibl e
for the review. The reviewer nust be soneone other than the preparer,
but isnot required to be in the preparer's group. The reviewer then
performs an "independent review' of the conplete requisition package;
when certain it neets all applicable regulatory requirenents, design
basis, and other requirements needed to assure ade uate quality are
included or referenced and verifies the technical adequacy of the
specification he signs the requisiton at "Revieve.:by" (reference EN
DES-EP 5.01).

Element (ENDES) - Any engineering branch (civil, electrical,
etc.) or design project group.

Examination - An el enent of inspection consisting of investi gation of
materials, components, supplies, or services to determine conformance
to those specified &quirements which can be deternined by such
investigation. Ezxamination i s usually nondestructive and incl udes
smple physical manipulation, gauging, and measurement (referenc- ANS
N45. 2. 10- 1973) .

Experience Clause - Terminology included inthe requisition's Speci al
Conditions that requires a supplier to verify his capability to suppl y
products that are sinilar to products required by TVA specifically:

a.  The supplier must have designed or built the products, preferably
bot h.

b.  The product nust have operated well.

c. The product nust be close enough in capacity, characteristics,
and type to demonstrate an ability to neet TVA's needs.
(Reference EN DES-EP 5.23.)

Findi - Documentation of a program deficiency (reference EN DES-EP
1.29).

Hol d Points - Those points established during the material fabrication
process which allows quality control inspectors the opportunity to

W tness or inspect quality achieving (ed)processes to assure conpl i ance
with contract requirements.

I ndependent Review - A review that is considered to be sufficientl y
i ndepedentif th designer isnot under the direct technical or
admini strative supervision of the engineer perforning the desi gn
review, for the work under consideration. A aesi gner's iinediate
supervisor does not have sufficient independence to perform an



i ndependent design review. The inmmediate technical supervisor my
participate inthose reviews but may not be the sole reviewer and may
not lead a review teamwhere independent review is required of a
design for which he was the immediate supervisor (reference EN DES-EP
5.01).

Indoctrination As to the technical objectives of the project; the
codes and standards that are to be used; and the quality assurance
elements that are to be enpl oyed

Inspection A phase of quality control which by neans of examination
observation, or neasurement determnes the conformance of materials,
supplies, conponents, parts, appurtenances, systens, processes, or
structures to predetermined quality requirements (reference ANS

N45. 2. 6-1973).

(bj ective Evidence Any statement of fact, information, or record,
either quantitative or qualitative, pertaining to the quality of an
itemor service based on observations, measurements, or tests which
can be verified (reference EN DES-EP 5. 34).

Plant Capability Survey - A study that may be conducted either
informally or formally tc determine such items as the bidder's
experience, adequacy of facilities, personnel qualifications, and
financial status (reference EN DES-EP 5.01)

Program Deficiency - Failure to devel op, docunent, or inplenent
effectively any applicable element of the QA program as required by
various regulations, codes, standards, the OEDC QA Program Requirenents
Manual (PM), and procedures (reference EN DES-EP 1.29).

Postaward Meeting - A formal meeting convened after the award of a
contract to discuss general and specific contract requirements and
pronote nutual understanding between the contractor and all TVA
organizations interfacing with the contractor. Such aneeting is
often convened to clarify cost, scheduling, technical, document
subnittal, quality assurance, or admnistrative requirements of the
contract, and lines of communication (reference EN DES-EP 5.59)

Procedure - A document that specifies or describes how an activity is
to be performed. It may include nethods to be enployed, equipment or
materials to be used, and sequence of operations (reference IN DES EP
1.26).

Procurenent Docunent - Purchase requisitions, purchase orders, draw ngs
contracts, specifications, or instructions used to define requirenments

for purchase (reference ANSI N45.2.13-1976).

Proficiency Testint - Tests devised for determining thu capability and
proficiency of personnel who perform a specific action

Purchaser - The organization responsible for establishnent of procure
ment requirenments and for issuance, administration, or both, of pro
curenent documents (reference ANSI N45.2.13-1976).



Purchase Requisition - A document conpl eted by a contract engineering

branch that defines the requirements of the procurement request and
additional requirements necessary for the Divison of Purchasing (PURCE)

to procure materials, equipment, components, or systems and the services
of an erecting engineer needed for a TVA project.

Information supporting a purchase requisition my be received from
sources either internal or external to the contract engineering branch
and may be one or nore of the follow ng:

a. Bills of material

b.  Equipnent/val ve data sheets

c. Conpleted Procurenent Request form

d.  Procurement schedules

e. Special requests (reference EN DES-EP 5.01)

Quality Assurance - All those planned or systemmatic actions necessary
to provide adequate confidence that an itemor a facility will perform
satisfactorily in service (reference ANSI N45.2-1971).

Quality Assurance Program Survey - An eval uation of a supplier's
capabi lity to performunder the QA program required by the Invitation
tolid conducted at his facility prior to award of contract (reference
EN DES-EP 5.01).

Quality Assurance Records - Those records which furnish docunent ary
evidence of the quality of items and of activities affecting quality
(reference ANSI N45.2.13-1976).

Qualification - The characteristics or abilities gai ned through
training or experience or both that enable an individual to performa
required function (reference ANSI N45.2.6- 1973).

Quality Control Those quality assurance actions which provi de a neans
to control and nmeasure the characteristics of an item process, or

facility to established requirements (reference ANSI N45.2- 1971).
STRIDE General Electric Conpany (GE) Standard Reactor Island Desi gn

STRIDE Procurement Packhae - A collection of drawings, speci fications,
lists, and other docunents supplied under STRIDE for TVA s procur enent
of reactor island equi pment or materials (reference EN DES-EP 5. 18) .

STRIDE Vendor A vendor, under contract to TVA who uses GE's STRIDE
procurement documents to manufacture or supply equi pnent for the
reactor island portion of the nuclear plant (reference EN DES-EP 5. 18).

Supplier Any individual or organization who furnishes itens or
services to a procurement document. |t includes the terns Vendor,
Seller, Contractor, Subcontractor, Fabricator, Consultant, and subtier
level s (reference ANSI N45.2.13-1976).



VT,

Surveillance - The physical presence to nonitor by observation the
designated activites to assure that they are perfornmed in a specified
manner (reference ANSI N45.2.13-1976).

Testing - The deternination or verification of the capability of an
itemtc neet specified requirements by subjecting the itemto a set

of physical, chemical, environnental, or operating conditions (reference
ANSI N45. 2. 6-1973).
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