92070
PDR
a

U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION III

v

Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance

Northern States Power Company

PRAIRIE ISLAND, UNITS 1 AND 2
Docket Numbers 50-282 and 50-306
Report Numbers 50-282/81-26 and 50-306/81-28

Assessment Period
July 1, 1980, to June 30, 1981

May 1982

3160 810915
ZgéCK 05000263 |
. PDR_



CONTENTS

Page
Letter to Licensee from SALP Board Chairman iii
I. Introduction ....... et ettt e e 1
11. Criteria ........ e N et e 2
IIT. Summary of Results ........ ..o, et 3
Iv. Performance Analyses ..........cviivuvvnnn.. e e &
V. Supporting Data and Summaries ...... e et 12
A. Noncompliance Data ............... e eeeeee.. 12
B. Licensee Report¥bata .................. et 14
C. Licensee Activities ................. et . 14
D. Inspection Activities ......... ... ..., 14
E. Investigations and Allegations ......... e 14
F. Escalated Enforcement Action ..................... 15
G. Managemeﬁt Conferences ............. S 51
H. NRR Evaluation Summary .........ouueeeenvnnnnnnnns 15
.

ii



February 11, 1982

Docket No. 50-263
Docket No. 50-282
Docket No. 50-306

Northern States Power Company

ATIN: Mr. Dennis E. Gilberts
Senior Vice President
Power Supply

414 Nicollet Mall

Minneapolis, MN 55401

Gentlemen:

On October 8, 1981, we met with you to discuss the results of a Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) for Monticello Nuclear Plant and
Prairie Island, Units 1 and 2. At that time the NRC policy was to issue the
SALP Reports in conjunction with a national report. Under the direction of
the Commission that policy and SALP process have been changed. There will
be no national report.

Under the new SALP procedure, each licensee will have an opportunity to
review and comment on the assessments made in the SALP Report prior to
final issuance by the Regional Administrator. In certain cases the
licensee may be requested to respond to identified weaknesses. Any
responses or comments will be attached to the SALP Report and will be
addressed, where appropriate, in the cover letter issuing the report.

SALP assessment criteria have also been changed. The criteria are
oriented toward an absolute rather than comparative measurement of
licensee performance.

The enclosed regional SALP Reports for Monticello and Prairie Island have
been structured to reflect the new assessment criteria terminology. There
have been no substantial changes to the performance analyses in each func-
tional area presented to you in our meeting of October 8, 1981, except for
the ranking terminology of Categories 1, 2 and 3. Part II of the report
provides the definition of these categories.

Two potential problem areas were identified in the SALP Board's evaluation
of Monicello and Prairie Island. These are shown in Enclosure 1 to this
letter. However, no response to these items is required since they have
been adequately addressed in inspection reports.
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Northern States Power Company 2 February 11, 1982

If you desire to make comments concerning our evaluation of your facilities
they should be submitted to this office within twenty days of the date of
this letter. Otherwise, it will be assumed that you have no comments.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice,” Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the SALP
Reports and your comments, if any, will be placed in the NRC's Public Document
Room when the SALP Report is issued.

The comments requested by thié letter are not subject to the clearance
procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-5111.

1f you have any questions concerning the SALP Reports for Monticello or
Prairie Island, we will be happy to discuss them with you.

Sincerely

J. A. Hind, Director

Division of Emergency Preparedness
and Operational Support

Chairman, Region III SALP Board

Enclosures:
1. Potential Problem Areas
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ENCLOSURE 1
Potential Problem Areas Identified in the SALP Reports for Monticello
and Prairie Island.
Monticello

Functional Area: Personnel, Training and Plant Procedures.

The SALP Board identified a potential problem area in training.
Weaknessess were identified in the program designed to ensure personnel
were familiar with design changes and work control procedures.

Prairie Island

Functional Area: Design Changes and Modificationms.

The SALP Board findings indicate a need for improvement in scheduling,
controlling, and tracking the status of design change activities to
assure that system procedures and drawings reflect current status.




INTRODUCTION

The NRC has established a program for Systematic Assessment of
Licensee Performance (SALP). The SALP is an integrated NRC Staff
effort to collect available observations and data on & periodic
basis and evaluate licensee performance based upon these observa-
tions. SALP is supplemental to normal regulatory processes used

to ensure compliance to the rules and regulationms. SALP is intended
from a historical point to be sufficiently diagnostic to provide a
rational basis: (1) for allocating future NRC regulatory resources,
and (2) for providing meaningful guidance to licensee management to
promote quality and safety of plant construction and operation.

A NRC SALP Board composed of managers and inspectors who are knowl-
edgeable of the licensee activities, met on October 6, 1981 to review
the collection of performance observations and data to assess the
licensee performance in selected functional areas.

This SALP Report is the Board's assessment of the licensee safety
performance at Northern States Power Company, Prairie Island, Units
1 and 2, for the period July 1, %980 to June 30, 1981.

The results of the SALP Board assessments in the selected functional
areas were presented to the licensee at a meeting held October 8,
1981.



II.

CRITERIA

The licensee performance is assessed in selected functional areas
depending whether the facility is in a construction, pre-operational
or operating phase. Each functional area normally represents areas
significant to nuclear safety and the environment, and are normal
programmatic areas. Some functional areas may not be assessed because
of little or no licensee activities or lack of meaningful observations.
Special areas may be added to highlight significant observation.

One or more of the following evaluation criteria were used to assess
each functional area.

1. Management involvement in assuring quality

2. Approach to resolution of technical issues from safety standpoint

3. Responsiveness to NRC initiatives

4. Enforcement history

5. Reporting and analysis of ireportable events
6. Staff%ng (including management)

7. Training effectiveness and qualification.

However, the SALP Board is not limited to these criteria and others may
have been used where appropriate.

Based upon the SALP Board assessment each functional area evaluated is
classified into one of three performance categories. The definition
of these performance categories is:

Category 1. Reduced NRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee
management attention and involvement are aggressive and oriented
toward nuclear safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively
used such that a high level of performance with respect to operational
safety or construction is being achieved.

Category 2. NRC attention should be maintained at normal Ievels.
Licensee management attention and involvement are evident and are
concerned with nuclear safety; licensee resources are adequate and

are reasonably effective such that satisfactory performance with
respect to operational safety or construction is being achieved.
Category 3. Both NRC and licensee attention should be increased.
Licensee management attention or involvement is acceptable and considers
nuclear safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee resources appear
to be strained or not effectively used such that minimally satisfactory
performance with respect to operational safety or construction is being
achieved.




ITI. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Functional Area Assessment Category 1 Category 2 Category 3

1. Plant ORerations X

2. Refueling

Operations - X
3. Maintenance X
4, Surveillance & X

Inservice Testing

5. Personnel, Training,
& Plant Procedures X
6. Fire Protection X

& Housekeeping

7. Design Changes & X
Modifications s
8. Radiation Protection,
Radioactive Waste X
Management, &
Transportation
9. Environmental
Protection X
10. Emergency Preparedness X
11. Security & X
Safeguards
12. Audits, Reviews, ‘ X
& Committee
Activities
13. Administration, QA X

Records, & Procurement

14. Corrective Actions X
& Reporting




Iv.

PERFORMANCE ANALYSES

1. Plant Operations

a.

Analysis

During the evaluation period the NRC inspectors inspected
against the technical specifications and licensee procedures,
identifying only one minor Severity Level V violation in
connection with the Auxiliary Building Special Ventilation
Door controls on Unit 1.

The number and significance of LER's are minimal. The
Iicensee's handling of events such as steam generator tube
leaks and the cracked reactor coolant pump shaft are typical
of their alertness in detecting early signs of problems and
in taking conservative corrective action before reaching
regulatory limits and/or before equipment failure.

Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 1. This is based on the fact
that there are no significant unresolved regulatory issues

in this area, and the number and significance of items of
noncompliance are minimal. Their attitude toward safety is
positive - they take responsible corrective action, before
reaching regulatory limits that would force action. Strengths
are apparent in the attitudes of the operating staff, with
obvious pride in plant performance. This is also evident

from the low turnover of operating personnel, and from the
plant's operating history.

Board Recommendations

None.

2. Refueling Operations

a.

Analysis

During the evaluation period both units were inspected
against their technical specifications and their reload
submittals in the areas of preparation for refueling,
refueling activities, restart, and startup test results.
No items of noncompliance were identified and no LER's
indicative of problems in these areas were submitted.,

Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 1. Refueling outages were
well managed, with effective scheduling and communication
between groups.




c.

Board Recommendations

This area is a candidate for reduced inspection effort.

3. Maintenance

8.

Analysis

During the evaluation period this area was inspected against
technical specifications and licensee procedures and no non-
compliance or significant area of concern were identified.

Individual performance of maintenance technicians is above
average. This was demonstrated by the high output effort to
complete scheduled safety related maintenance. This con-
tinued maintenance effort was also evident in the increases
in overall plant operability. The maintenance supervisory
staff is very radiation exposure conscious, contributing to
the ALARA program by planning and cooperation with radiation
protection personnel to minimize exposures.

The preventive maintenance program continues to be effec-
tive in minimizing equipment failures. Effective scheduling
has been successful in allowing maximum productivity during
scheduled refueling and maintenance outages. This is re-
flected in shorter than average refueling outage and high
availability.

Collection and storage of maintenance history and records

is one area that appeared to need some additional attention.
This has been discussed with the plant staff, and progress
in the area of records control has been noted.

Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 1.

Board Recommendations

This area is a minimum inspection program candidate.

4, Surveillance and Inservice Testing

a.

Analysis

During the evealuation period inspections against the
technical specifications were conducted. This included
inspection of containment integrated leak rate testing
and instrument calibration. One minor Level VI violation
applicable to both units was identified related to the
documentation of the "as found" condition for test equip-
ment being calibrated. Evaluation of LER's revealed no
significant weaknesses in this area.




5.

Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 1. The attention to schedules
and the professional attitude of the staff results in an
effective surveillance program.

Board Recommendations

This area is a minimum inspection program candidate.

Personnel, Training, and Plant Procedures

During the evaluation period inspections in this area against
the licensee's administrative procedures and technical
specifications included monitoring training sessions, and
reviewing plant operating procedures, special orders, and
administrative procedures as they are issued. No items

of noncompliance or weaknesses were identified.

The licensee has established a training department report-
ing directly to the corporate General Manager, Headquarters
Nuclear Services. This has relieved plant management from
the added administrative workload of supporting the increas-
ing training requirements. This area has not been inspected
since the change in organization. The licensee has purchased
a reactor simulator to be located on the site for operator

The licensee is rated Category 2. Both the management and
plant staff have positive attitudes in these areas. Personnel
turnover is minimal, maintaining a stable well trained staff.
Controls for issue and revision of procedures are effective
and sufficiently flexible to assure timely response to change.

a. Analysis
training.
b. Conclusion
c. Board Recommendations
None.
Fire Protection and Housekeeping
a. Analysis

During the evaluation period inspections were conducted
against 10 CFR 50, Appendix R, technical specifications,
and the implementing procedures. No items of noncompliance
or significant weaknesses were identified. The fire pro-
tection training program is being revised and will be re-
viewed later.



b. Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 1. Plant management is very
supportive of the fire protection program and its implementa-
tion. The plant is clean and well maintained.

c. Board Recommendations
None.
7. Design Changes and Modifications
a. Analysis

During the evaluation period, inspection of these activities
against the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59, technical specifica-
tions, and the quality assurance plan was conducted. One
minor Severity Level VI violation was identified related to
the control of design changes. Additionally, observations
have indicated a need for improvement in scheduling, con-
trolling and tracking of status of design change activities

to assure that systems, procedures, and drawings reflect
current status. o

b. Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 2.

c. Board Recommendations
None.
8. Radiation Protection, Radioactive Waste Management, and
Transportation
a. Analysis

During the evaluation period, no items of noncompliance
were identified by NRC inspectors. Two minor transpor-
tation noncompliances were identified by a State of
Washington inspector-at the Richland, Washington, low-
level waste burial site.

All significant problems and noncompliances identified
during the HP Appraisal have been corrected. Licensee
management, both plant and corporate, are responsive to
health physics program needs and exhibit a generally
positive radiation safety attitude. This responsiveness
was reflected in the low number of significant findings
(two) in the Health Physics Appraisal and the thorough-
ness and timeliness of the licensee's corrective actions
for these and other Region III concerns.




The licensee's ALARA program appears effective. This is
reflected in the personal radiation exposures, which were
lower than average for Region III pressurized water reactors
during this period.

Although radioactive waste activities were not inspected by
FRPS during this period, review of licensee event reports
did not identify any unplanned releases or significant
problems. The licensee's liquid and airborne radioactive
effluents were low compared to most Region III pressurized
water reactors during this period.

The Confirmatory Measurements sample comparison yielded
all agreements out of 12 comparisons. The licensee's
performance of quality control of analytical measurements
involving radiological and nonradiological analysis of
reactor coolant, training of chemistry personnel, and
performance checks of counting equipment appear to be
adequate. The licensee conducts its own cross check
program with a contractor. The licensee has developed

a good training and retraining program which is outlined
in Section Work Instructions. No problems were observed
during sample collection or analysis for the split between
the licensee and NRC for comparative purposes.

Conclusion
The licensee is rated Category 1.

Board Recommendations

This area is a candidate for reduced inspection frequency.

Environmental Protection

a.

Analysis

Inspection against technical specifications identified
no items of noncompliance or deviations.

The licensee maintained a technically adequate quality
assurance program for the radiological environmental mon-
itoring program. No technical problems were observed

during a tour of the radiological air monitoring stations.

The licensee is to conduct an audit of the REMP contractor
in 1981. No audit has been done since June, 1977. The
licensee provides periodic training to sample collection
personnel to assure samples are obtained in accordance with
sampling procedures. The licensee maintains a schedule to
assure samples are collected and analyzed in a timely manner.




10.

11.

b.

c.

Conclusion
The licensee is rated Category 2.

Board Recommendations

None.

Emergency Preparedness

a.

Analysis

There were no noncompliances issued in this area. However,
the licensee failed to meet the July 1, 1981, date for the

early warning system. Failure to meet the new February 1,

1982, date will result in enforcement action.

Routine region based inspections were suspended in this

area to conduct nationwide appraisals of the new emergency
preparedness plans submitted under changes to 10 CFR 50,
Appendix E. The resident inspectors reviewed the licensee's
conformance to the requirements in their present Emergency
Plan as part of their normal inspection routine. The
inspectors also witnessed several drills including the state
wide drill conducted by FEMA.

Conclusion
The licensee is rated Category 2.

Board Recommendations

None.

Security and Safeguards

a.

Analysis

The licensee has a strong security program and receives
effective management support. The Security Director provides
strong supervision and management of the security program.
The licensee's management has been cooperative and responsive
to NRC requests. There are no significant changes from the
previous SALP Report. The major security task facing the
licensee is effective implementation of the Security Force
Training and Qualification plan. -

Inspections of the implementation of the security plan
identified four minor noncompliance items. These involved
vital area access control and screening of personnel, none
of which indicated a breakdown of management control.



12.

13.

b. Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 2.

c. Board Recommendations

None.

Audits, Reviews, and Committee Activities

a. Analysis

The committee activities are conscientiously carried out.
Committee recommendations are safety conscious and tech-
nically sound, examples of which are the recommendations
and actions taken following the detection of steam genera-
tor support bolt failures and the primary coolant pump
shaft crack.

Inspections against the technical specifications and the
quality assurance plan identified one minor Severity
Level VI violation related to audit activities.

b. Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 1.

c. Board Recommendations

None.

Administration, Quality Assurance Records, and Procurement

a. Analysis

Considerable effort has been extended toward full imple-
mentation of the quality assurance plan in accordance
with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B. Progress has been noted in the
areas of records management and controls. Completion of

a vault for permanent record storage is expected within

a short time.

Inspection against the quality assurance plan and the
technical specifications identified two minor items of
noncompliance: failures to meet record storage require-
ments; and receipt storage and handling requirements..

b. Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 2.

10




14.

Cc.

Board Recommendations

None.

Corrective Actions and Reporting

a.

Analysis

The licensee has been timely in reporting items required
by 10 CFR 50.72 and their technical specifications and in
responding to notifications of violations and bulletins.
Corrective actions have been initiated with appropriate
priorities for items of safety significance.

The licensee's positive attitude toward safety is evident
in the corrective actions taken. He is alert to early
indictions of problems and takes action usually before
reaching regulatory limits.

NRR's evaluation of the licensee's submittals and reporting
of information is excellent.

Conclusion
The licensee is rated Category 1.

Board Recommendations

None.
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V. SUPPORTING DATA AND SUMMARIES

A, Noncompliance Data

Facility Name: Prairie Island, Unit 1 Docket No. 50-282
Inspections No. 80-11 through No. 80-21
No. 81-01 through No. 81-13

Noncompliances and Deviations ?}

. Severity Levels Categories
Functional Area Assessment I II II1 IV \'/ VI Viol. 1Infr. Def. Dev.

Plant Operations 1
Refueling Operations
Maintenance
Surveillance &
Inservice Testing Q1)
5. Personnel, Training,
- & Plant Procedures
6. Fire Protection
& Housekeeping
7. Design Changes & -
Modifications (1)
8. Radiation Protection,
Radioactive Waste Man-

W N

agement, & Transportation (2)2
9. Environmental Protection
10. Emergency Preparedness
11. Security & Safeguards (1 ) (1)

12. Audits, Reviews, &
Committee Activities
13. Administration, QA

Records, & Procurement : (1 (2
14. Corrective Actions
and Reporting (1)
TOTALS 1+(2)*(5) () (1

Parenthesis show noncompliances applicable to both units.
Two noncompliances issued by Region V for waste shipments. Not included
in Region III totals.

14(2) indicates that there were a total of three noncompliance with two
of them applicable to both units.
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Facility Name: Prairie Island, Unit 2 Docket No. 50-306
Inspections No. 80-12 through 80-21
No. 81-01 through 81-15

|
Noncompliances and Deviations !

Severity Levels Categories
Functional Area Assessment I II 111 1V 'V VI Viol. Infr. Def. Dev.

Plant Operations
Refueling Operations
Maintenance
Surveillance &
Inservice Testing (1)
Personnel, Training,
& Plant Procedures
6. Fire Protection
& Housekeeping
7. Design Changes &
Modifications (1)
8. Radiation Protection,
Radioactive Waste
Management, & Trans- Y
portation ’ (2)2
9. Environmental Protection
10. Emergency Preparedness
11. Security & Safeguards 1+(1)3 (1) (1)
12. Audits, Reviews, &
Committee Activities
13. Administration, QA
Records, & Procurement
14. Corrective Actions
and Reporting : 1) (2 (1

£ W N -

wn

TOTALS 14(2)  (5) (1) (1)

Parenthesis show noncompliances applicable to both units.

Two noncompliances issued by Region V for waste shipments. Not included
in Region III totals.

1+(1) indicates that there were a total of two noncompliances with one
of them applicable to both units.

13




Licensee Report Data

1. Licensee Event Reports: LER's No. 80-20 through No. 81-08

Licensee Approximate Cause Code Assignments:

Number LER's
SALP 1 : SALP 2
Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 1 Unit 2
Personnel Error 6 3 5 4
Design, Mfg., Constr/lnstall 3 1 1 -
External - - 0 1
Defective Procedures 2 0 0 1
Component Failure 9 5 6 7
Other _8 1 3 1
Total Number 28 10 15 14

LER Conclusions:
The total number of QER'S was less than average for this
vintage plant and Technical Specifications. No significant
trends were noted. Discussion of the more significant LER's
is covered under the functional areas in the performance
analyses section (Part IV).

2. Part 21 Reports:

None.

Licensee Activities

No significant activities.

Inspection Activities

No special inspection activities.

Investigation and Allegations

An investigation into an operator who appeared to an inspector
to be sleeping did not substantiate the allegation and confirmed
that the technical specification minimum staffing requirements
were met even if the operator had been proven to be inattentive.

-
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Escalated Enforcement Action

1. Civil Penalties:

None.

2. Orders (Enforcement):

None

3. Immediate Action Letters (IALs):

None

Management Conferences

November 21, 1980, Cycle 1 SALP, Inspection Report No. 80-22

NRR Evaluation Summary

NRR overall rating of the licensee was above average. This
rating was based upon the ‘quality and timeliness of responses
and submittals to NRR. The licensee exhibited the qualities of
a well managed and staffed licensing organization. The staff
appeared to have a good working knowledge of the regulationms,
guides and standards and a good understanding of technical and
regulatory issues. There were no significant outstanding
regulatory issues.
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