
a

~pit REoiy

0
ss *

s 0
a

++*dr+

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

SAFETY FVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR RFGULATION

PENNSYLVANIA POWER 5 LIGHT COMPANY

SUSQUEHANNA STEAM ELECTRIC STATION UNITS I AND 2

DOCKET NOS. 50-387 AND 50-388

1.0 Task Analysis

The purpose of the DCRDR task analysis, as stated in NUREG-0737, Supplement
I, is "to identify control room operator tasks and information and control
requirements during emergency operations." These requirements are then to
be compared with a control room inventory of existing instrumentation to
identify missing or inadequate instruments or controls.

In describing your task analysis methodology, the SSES DCRDR Supplemental
Summary Report dated March I, 1985, adequately addressed the steps necessary
to identify the characteristics of displays and controls such as:

Information - parameter type, range, setpoints, resolution,
accuracy, response speed, units, need for trending

Control — discrete vs. continuous, manual vs. automatic, rate,
ga>n, response, transfer function, frequency of use

However in your letter of November 27, 1985, it appears that PP8L is not
intending to meet this commitment. Since the task analysis process was
not accomplished at Susquehanna for three of the functions identified below,
the validation of the task analysis product cannot be accomplished in
that the product does not clearly exist. In this case, the,.plant specific
procedures were developed on the basis of the as-built control room, and
not on the basis of what information and control capability was required to
accomplish the emergency function, which would have, been the product of a

task analysis (November 27, 1985 letter, page 2).

Therefore, based on our review of your November 27, 1985 submittal, the staff,
concludes that the task analysis process has not been satisfactorily
accomplished for the following BWROG REV3 ERGs: I

Reactivity Control
Secondary Containment Control
Radioactivity Release Control

The staff believes that PPRL has not provided adequate justification for
the staff to determine that PP8L should be relieved of the Supplement I
requirement to conduct a task analysis to identify control room operator

'asksand information and control requirements for the emergency functions
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of Reactivity Control, Secondary Containment Control, and Radioactivity Release
Control as committed to in the DCRDR Supplemental Summary Report dated March
1, 1985.

2.0 Color Convention

The staff believes that color coding is overused in the SSES control rooms,
that the convention used is incompatible with population stereotypes, and
that color meanings are inconsistent and in some cases, conflictinq.

The staff is concerned when a green color is used to indicate a status or
condition that is contrary to a color convention which is compatible with
population stereotypes. The use of unconventional and inconsistent color
coding in the control room could cause operator errors leadinq to the
improper operation of safety systems, or other undesirable plant conditions.
Such a situation should be avoided. Based on this, the staff recommends
PPSL reevaluate its color coding convention and submit proposed improvements
to the system.

3.0 Lack of Bulb Test Capability

The lack of bulb (lamp) test capability, where a single lamp is used to
indicate two (2) states (e.q., Go-Unlit, No-Go-Lit) is a poor design with
respect to the application of good human factors principles, and could lead
to plant trips or other upset conditions. This was evident in the Loss of
T ill Transformer Event at SSES on December 2, 1985. Burned out bulbs, and
other indicating light component failures in the feedwater control signal
failure lights, are believed to have misled the operators into not resetting
interlocks and taking manual control to prevent a reactor trip on at least
one unit. In this case, a burned-out indicating lamp was detrimental to
plant operations; and the operator was not fully aware of plant status related
to lit and unlit indicating lamps because these lamps are not "testable"
and not "normally lit." The lamp condition or status and, thus, the status
of the function they are identifying are not known.

Although relamping on a one time basis and the addition of long-life indi-
cating bulbs temporarily improves the situation, a longer term solution is
necessary. In your LER NO. 85-034-00 dated December 31, 1985, you stated
that "A study is currently being conducted to identify critical control
room lights that are not normally lit. The results of this study will be
used to develop methods to test these critical lights." Staff urges the
licensee complete this study and submit the results of the study and pro-
posed actions for testing the lamps for review. This information should be
submitted in accordance with a schedule negotiated with the NRC licensing
project manager.
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4.0 Fire Panel Access (HED No. 295)

The HED describing limited physical and visual access to controls and their
labels under Panel Box 2021 on Panel 650 was noted by PPEL during its control
room survey. The NRC DCRDR audit team agreed with the PPSL finding and with
the PPEL request for lighting to overcome the visual access problem.

In your letter of November 27, 1985, you state that, "there are no opera-
tional requirements for the .use of the switches in question by the control
room operators during normal or emergency operations." If this is the case,
then staff requests answers to the following questions:

1. Who uses the subject switches?

2. When and why are the switches used?

.3. Is there any safety significance if the switches are incorrectly
actuated? t

'xcept for the four open issues described above, the staff concurs with the
PPSL schedule to complete correction of all outstanding HEDs by. the end of
the Unit 2 first refueling outage currently planned for December 1986. The
schedule for resolution of the four open issues should be negotiated on an
individual basis.


