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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Washington Nuclear Project-2
NRC Inspection Report 50-397/99-301,

NRC examiners evaluated the competency of 1 reactor operator and 10 senior operator
applicants for issuance of operating licenses at the Washington Nuclear Project-2 facility. The
licensee developed the initial license examinations using NUREG-1021, "Operator Licensing
Examination Standards for Power Reactors," Interim Revision 8. NRC examiners reviewed,
approved, and administered the examinations. The initial written examinations were
administered to all 11 applicants on March 5, 1999, by facility proctors in accordance with
instructions provided by the chief examiner. The NRC examiners administered the operating
tests on March 8 to 11, 1999.

~Oerations

The 11 initial license applicants passed the examination. Operators demonstrated good
communications practices, peer checks, and crew briefings. The licensee developed
good test material which was adequate for administration as submitted, with only one
post-examination change identified (Sections 04.1, 04.2).

Operators demonstrated weak key parameter monitoring related to reactor building
differential pressure during the dynamic scenarios. Two of the four crews examined
failed to recognize that reactor building differential pressure went positive and, thus,
missed an emergency operating procedure entry condition (Section 04.2 ).

The licensee submitted an acceptable examination for'administration, requiring only
enhancement suggestions. The final as-given examination met the requirements of
NUREG-1021 and was good quality (Section 05.1.2).
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Summa of Plant Status

The plant operated at essentially 100 percent, except for nightly power reductions to support
economic dispatch, for the duration of this inspection.

04 Operator Knowledge and Performance

04.1 Initial Written Examination

On March 5, 1999, the licensee proctored the administration of the written examination
approved by the NRC to one individual who had applied for a reactor operator license
and ten individuals who had applied for senior operator licenses. The licensee graded
the written examinations and performed a post-examination question analysis, which
was reviewed by the examiners.

b. Observations and Findin s

The minimum passing score was 80 percent. All applicants passed the written
examination. The reactor operator applicant scored a 89 percent. All senior operator
license applicants passed with scores ranging from 80 to 97 percent. The average
score overall was 89 percent.

The above grades reflected examination changes recommended by the licensee as a
result of post-examination question analysis were incorporated. The examiners
reviewed and accepted the recommendations based on the technical merits of each
recommendation. As a result of this analysis, one question (Reactor Operator 67,
Senior Reactor Operator 71) was changed to accept two answers because the wording
in the stem of the question did not provide sufficient information to eliminate the second
answer. The submitted comments and analysis are included as part of Attachment 2 to
this report. The licensee analysis also identified 16 other questions for which 30 percent
or more of the applicants gave an incorrect response. No generic knowledge area
weaknesses were identified. The licensee reviewed the missed questions with the
applicants to upgrade their knowledge in the appropriate areas.

Conclusions

All reactor operator and senior operator license applicants passed the written
examination.





Initial 0 eratin Test

Ins ection Sco e

The examiners administered the various portions of the operating test to the
11 applicants on March 8-11, 1999. Each applicant participated in 2 or 3 dynamic
simulator scenarios. Each applicant also received a walkthrough test, which consisted
of either 10 or 5 system tasks, depending on application type, with 2 followup questions
for each task. The applicants also received an operating test administrative portion
consisting of tasks or questions related to 5 subjects in 4 administrative areas.

Observations and Findin s

Allapplicants passed aII sections of the operating test. The applicants performed well,
with good communication practices, peer checks, and crew briefs. For example, during
the dynamic scenarios, the applicants consistently used three-way communications,
peer checking while operating control board components under normal plant conditions,
and kept the crews well informed through structured briefings. However, some
applicants exhibited slow control board awareness or failed to monitor key plant
parameters. For example, during the dynamic scenarios, some applicants failed to
recognize or monitor reactor building differential pressure. The examiners also
observed the validation crew, during the preparatory week, failure to monitor this key
parameter. The examiners noted that the only indication of reactor building differential
pressure was on two recorders on a back panel. When reactor building differential
pressure became positive, the operators were required to enter Emergency Operating
Procedure PPM 5.3.1,"Secondary Containment Control." While the temporary loss-of-
negative reactor building pressure did not adversely affect plant conditions, it did exhibit
weakness on the part of some board operators in control board awareness.

The examiners characterized this finding as a generic weakness because the parameter
was an entry condition into the emergency operating procedures, more than one
operating crew failed to recognize the condition, prior inspections have also identified
operator key parameter monitoring as an issue, and no annunciator or monitoring device
was present on the front panels, as was the case for all other emergency operating
procedures entry parameters (e.g., reactor pressure vessel level, drywell pressure and
others). Further, reactor building differential pressure was not displayed on the safety
parameter display system. While the applicants were knowledgeable of the parameter
and those conditions under which it could become positive, the poorly human-
engineered locations of the instrument makes it unacceptable for the function of rapidly
determining the safety status in a transient or emergency condition. As-specified in
NUREG-0696,"Functional Criteria for Emergency Response Facilities," the primary
function of the safety parameter display system was to help operating personnel in the
control room make quick assessments of plant safety status. The licensee entered this
item, (i.e., bringing the reactor building differential pressure indication forward to the
front panels), into their corrective action program and initiated Problem Event Report-
299-0529 on March 15, 1999. The licensee had also implemented corrective actions
related to operator key parameter monitoring and forwarded correspondence describing
their corrective actions in Letter G02-99-053 dated March 16, 1999.
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c. Conclusions

All applicants passed all sections of the operating test. Overall, the license applicants
demonstrated good performance and use of good communication practices and peer
checks. The examiners identified a generic weakness related to the monitoring of
reactor building differential pre'ssure.

05 Operator Training and Qualification

05.1 Initial Licensin Examination Develo ment

The licensee developed the initial licensing examination in accordance with guidance
provided in NUREG-1021.

05.1.1 Examination Outline

The licensee submitted the initial examination outline on November 8, 1998. The
examiners reviewed the submittal against the requirements of NUREG-1021.

b. Observations

The chief examiner provided enhancement suggestions related to examination integrity
and responsiveness to NUREG-1021 requirements, which were incorporated by the
licensee into the job performance measure and dynamic scenario outlines. For
example, the job performance measures did not include a job task to change system
state, such as raising level or lowering pressure, and the submitted scenario outlines
contained some items that were later determined to overlap with the certification
examination. These items were replaced. Additional enhancement suggestions were
made to the scenarios in order to add balance to the malfunctions so that one particular
applicant did not receive all the malfunctions.

Conclusions

The licensee submitted initial examination outlines that satisfied the requirements of
NUREG-1021. Enhancement suggestions were made to the outlines and the revised
outlines were submitted prior to the draft version of the examination submittal.

05.1.2 Examination Packa e

The licensee submitted the initial examination package on January 14, 1999. The chief
examiner reviewed the submittal against the requirements of NUREG-1021.

b. Observations and Findin s
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The licensee submitted 130 draft written examination questions, of which 70 were
designated as" common questions to both the reactor operator and senior operator
examinations. The chief examiner provided comments or questions on 16 of the
questions. Additionally, the licensee performed internal audits, which identified other
questions for revision. The majority of changes made to the questions were changes to
question stereos and answers for clarification. Although failure to make the above
changes would not have invalidated the written examinations, it would have degraded
their discriminatory value. The written examinations were adequate for administration.

The licensee submitted two sets of the administrative test, one for the reactor operator
applicant and one for the senior operator applicants. The examiners'eview indicated
that the administrative and walkthrough portions of the examination were acceptable for
administration.

The examiners reviewed the scenarios and found them of good quality. Some
.enhancement suggestions were made for balancing malfunctions between applicants
and to resolve any possible overlap with the certification examination.

As a result of the above comments, the licensee finalized and resubmitted the operating
portion of the examination on February 26, 1999. The revised examination materials
satisfied NUREG-1021 requirements and were of good quality.

c. Conclusion

The written and operating examinations were acceptable for administration. The
licensee made enhancement suggestion changes to the examination. The final as-
given examination met the requirements of NUREG-1021 and was considered good
quality.

1

05.1.3 Licensin Conditions

The chief examiner reviewed the final applications as submitted by the facility for the
~ license applicants against the requirements of NUREG-1021, Interim Revision 8.

b. Observations and Findin s

The chief examiner verified that the facility licensee properly identified the required five
significant reactivity manipulations on the applications. The chief examiner also verified
that the facility had properly documented these manipulations and that they were
significant in accordance with NRC Information Notice 97-67 and Section ES-202,
D.1.b(5), of NUREG 1021, Interim Revision 8.
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c. Conclusions

The facility's program was adequate to ensure that initial license applicants satisfied the
requirements for performance of significant reactivity manipulations

05.2 Simulation Facilit Performance

The examiners observed simulator performance with regard to fidelity during
examination validation and administration.

b. Observations and Findin s

The simulation facility supported examination administration well. However, on two
occasions during the dynamic scenarios, the simulator abruptly stopped functioning and
all annunciators and control board indications were lost. The examiners had the
simulator reset at the point just before the malfunction and continued with the scenario
to its conclusion without further problems. No simulator modeling problems were
identified. Discussions with the simulator technician indicated that the error was typical
of an equipment self-check trap in which some data was lost. The licensee had
scheduled a hardware and software upgrade of the simulator for spring 1999. The
upgraded system will eliminate such errors. A simulator fidelity report was not attached
to this report since the malfunction was not a modeling or fidelity problem, the problem
did not occur during the validation of the examination, and the simulator's computer

. hardware and software systems were being replaced immediately following the
examination period.

C. Conclusions

The simulator supported examination administration well with two noted exceptions.

V. Mana ement Meetin s

X1 Exit Meeting Summary

The inspectors presented the inspection results to members of the licensee
management at the conclusion of the inspection on March 11, 1999. The licensee
acknowledged the findings presented.

The licensee did not identify as proprietary any information or materials examined during
this inspection.
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WNP-2 Initial License Class - NRC Written Exam Analysis
for exam given on March 5, 1999

One RO and ten SRO applicants completed this exam. Allapplicants passed the exam

with a grade of80% or greater. Our exam analysis revealed 17 questions for which 30%

or greater of the students gave an incorrect response. Of these 17, only 1 question was

modified (SRO ¹71, RO ¹67). This modified question with recommendation and

clarification is attached.

For the remaining 16 questions, training willreview the questions with the students to

upgrade their knowledge in the appropriate areas.





Question 4 99066

72.7% Miss Rate

SRO-71

RO47

A. Correct An+vcr

B.,7
C.

D.

Recommendation

Clarifications

Accept A and B

Review with students.

B The stem of thc question did not adequately cxcludc thc assumption of
cause that some students made when answering this question.

The answer is dependent upon thc type of failure tltat has caused thc
closure of the governor valves. The most probable cause is a trip of the
feed pump turbine. It could also be assumed that the governor valves
have closed without a turbine trip; for cxamplc, they may have been
driven closed duc to some type of failure in the Digital Feedwatcr
system.

Ifthe cause of the governor valve closure is duc to a fccd pump turbine
trip, thc RPV level transient to the alarm sctpoint (Level 4) willcause an
automatic rccirc runback to 30 Hz which willallow lcvcl restoration
before reaching Level 3, the 15 Hz runback setpoint. Rccirc willend up
at 30 Hz. (Answer B)

Ifthe cause of the governor valve closure is assumed to be other than a
trip of thc fccd pump turbine, recirc pumps willnot run back at the level
alarm setpoint. When level drops to Level 3, thc rccirc pumps willrun
back to 15 Hz. (Answer A)

Although thc assumptions for Answer Aare less likely, both scenarios
are credible and it is rccommcnded that both Answer A and B be
accepted as correct.





QUESTION 4 71

ex99066

WNP-Z SRO WRITTEN EXAMINATION
3-5-99

The plant is operating at 100% power when a failure causes the governor valves on RFW-DT-lAto go
closed.

Assuming RFW-P-1B continues to operate, which of the following is correct for these conditions?

The recirc pumps ....

A. end up at 15 Hz.

B. end up at 30 Hz.

C. are ofFwith Breakers RPT-3A and 3B open.

D. are oF with Breakers RPT-3A/3B arid 4A/4B open.





QUESTION P 67

cz99066

WNP-2 RO WRITTEN EXAMINATION
3-5-99

The plant is operating at 100% power when a failure causes the governor valves on RFW-DT-IAto go
closed.

Assuming RFW-P-1B continues to operate, which of the following is correct for these conditions?

The recirc pumps ....

A. end up at 15 Hz.

B. end up at 30 Hz.

C. are offwith Breakers RPT-3A and 38 open.

D. are offwith Breakers RPT-3A/3B arid 4A/4B open.
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! ggfl RgbC~ UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION IV

611 RYAN PLAZADRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON,TEXAS 76011~

JAN 28 2000

Mr. J. V. Parrish (Mail Drop 1023)
Chief Executive Officer
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

SUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 50-397/99-14

Dear Mr; Parrish:-

This refers to the inspection conducted on November 28, 1999, through January 8, 2000, at the
WNP-2 facility. The enclosed report presents the results of this inspection.

Based on the results of this inspection, the NRC has determined that one Severity Level IV
violation of NRC requirements occurred. The violation is being treated as a noncited violation,
consistent with Section VII.B.1.a of the NRC Enforcement Policy. The noncited violation is
described in the subject inspection report. If you contest the violation or severity level of the
noncited violation, you should provide a response within 30 days of the date of this inspection
report, with the basis for your denial, to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, ATTN:
Document Control Desk, Washington, DC 20555-0001, with copies to the Regional
Administrator, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region IV, 611 Ryan Plaza Drive,
Suite 400, Arlington, Texas 76011; the Director, Office of Enforcement, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001; and the NRC Resident Inspector at the
WNP-2 facility.

In accordance with 10 CFR'2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," a copy of this letter, its
enclosure, and your response, if requested, will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

Should you have any questions concerning this inspection, we will be pleased to discuss them
with you.

Sincerely,

Linda Joy Sm, hief .

Project Branch E
Division of Reactor Projects

Docket No.: 50-397
License No.: NPF-21

Enclosure:
NRC Inspection Report No. 50-397/99-14
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Rodney L. Webring (Mail Drop PE08)
Vice President, Operations Support/PIO
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Richland;.Washington 99352-0968

Greg O. Smith (Mail Drop 927M)
Vice President, Generation
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

D. W. Coleman (Mail Drop PE20)
Manager, Regulatory Affairs
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Albert E. Mouncer (Mail Drop 1396)
General Counsel
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Paul Inserra (Mail Drop PE20)
Manager, Licensing
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Thomas C. Poindexter, Esq.
Winston 8 Strawn
1400 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005-3502

Bob Nichols
State Liaison Officer
Executive Policy Division
Office of the Governor
P.O. Box 43113
Olympia, Washington 98504-3113
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' EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

WNP-2
NRC Inspection Report No. 50-397/99-14

This information covers a 6-week period of resident inspection.

~Oerattone

~ The conduct of operations was professional and safety conscious. Operators were
consistently knowledgeable of important plant issues and properly anticipated plant
operations. Equipment was properly aligned (Sections 01.1 and 02.1).

Maintenance
4 . ~

Maintenance activities were generally conducted in a thorough and professional manner
(Section M1.1).

Instrument and Controls technicians mistakenly initiated work on the Division II diesel
generator nonsafety-related bearing temperature switch when the maintenance was
specified for the Division I unit. The work package specified the correct diesel but the
job planner had inadvertently included a determination sheet for the Division II unit in the
work package. The craftsmen missed several opportunities to identify the problem and
other barriers were not effective at precluding the event. The operators'esponse to the
ensuing alarm was prompt and effective. The management response was immediate
and severa) additional work controls were implemented. Since the switch was
nonsafety-related,-no violation of NRC requirements occurred (Section M1.2) ~

Operations personnel identified that drywell identified leakage instrumentation was
inoperable between October 22 and 27, 1999, which resulted in a Technical
Specification Surveillance Requirement 3.4.5.1 violation. This Technical Specification
requires, in part, that identified leakage be monitored every 12 hours. Power was
secured to the leak rate instrument during the last refueling outage and the equipment
was not properly reset, following the power toss, because of inadequate restoration
procedures. This Severity level IV violation is being treated as a noncited violation,
consistent with Section VII.B.1.a of the NRC Enforcement Policy. The problem is in the
licensee's corrective action program as Problem Evaluation Request 299-2404
(Section M8.1).

~En ineerin

~ The inspector identified that the licensee failed to meet commitments made to support a
December 8, 1995, amendment request for Improved Technical Specification 3.6.1.3,
"Primary Containment Isolation Valves." Specifically, the licensee had committed to
include all containment isolation valves identified in the Final Safety Analysis Report
within a listing of valves subject to the Technical Specification controls. Contrary to the
commitment, however, the subject list was not updated to include all of the necessary
valves. In addition, one of the omitted containment isolation valves was stuck partially
open during this inspection period, but the penetration was subsequently isolated in
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response to the inspector's finding. Pending further review of problem significance and
the adequacy of the amendment request, this is an unresolved item (Section E2.1).

Planning and preparation for the year 2000 transition were thorough. No problems were
observed during the transition period (Section E8.1).

Administrative Thermolag corrective measures were completed consistent with the
commitments to the NRC (Section E8.2).

Plant Su ort

Emergency preparedness facilities were properly maintained and on-shift staffing was
consistent with the Emergency Plan (Section P2.1).

Protected area illumination levels, maintenance of the isolation zones around protective
area barriers, and security power supply equipment were properly maintained
(Section S2.1).

The feedwater heater bay nonessential fire protection system failed and resulted in

spraying water on components in the area. No safety-related equipment was affected.
'he operators'esponse was prompt and consistent with the requirements of the Fire
Protection Program (Section F8.1).



Report Details

Summa of Plant Status

At the beginning of the inspection period, the plant operated at 100 percent power, where it
remained for most of the inspection interval. On December 31, 1999, power was reduced to
80 percent, in anticipation of the year 2000 transition period. Power was returned to
100 percent early on January 1, 2000.

I. OPERATIONS

01 Conduct of Operations

01.1 General Comments 71707

Operators were knowledgeable of important plant parameters and problems and were
appropriately focused on safety.

02 Operational Status of Facilities and Equipment

02.1 En ineered Safe Feature S stem Walkdowns

a. Ins ection Sco e 71707

The inspector walked down accessible po5ions of the following safety-related systems:

High pressure core spray
Low pressure core spray
Residual heat removal, Trains A, B, and C
Reactor core isolation cooling
Divisions I, II, and III emergency diesel generators
Standby liquid control system

Observations and Findin s

The inspector found the systems properly aligned for the plant conditions and generally
in good material condition.

II. MAINTENANCE

M1 Conduct of Maintenance

M1.1 General Comments - Maintenance

a. Ins ection Sco e 61726 62707

The inspector inspected the following maintenance activities:
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Work Order Task 1006363, Reactor Vessel Level 8 Switch Replacement

Work Order Task SCR8, Division I Diesel Generator Bearing Temperature
Switch Replacement (event-related review)

b. Observations and Findin s

Maintenance was generally conducted in a thorough and professional manner.
Problems associated with craftsmen working on the wrong diesel generator bearing
temperature switch are discussed in Section M1.2.

M1.2 T chnicians Work on the Wron Diesel Generator Bearin Tem erature Switch

a. Ins ection Sco e 62707

On January 4, 2000, operators received an unexpected high bearing temperature alarm
for the Division II diesel generator and found that craftsmen were removing a switch on

the wrong diesel. The inspector reviewed the circumstances that led to the unexpected
alarm.

Observations and Findin s

The Instrument and Controls technicians were supposed to remove the bearing
temperature switch on the Division I diesel generator as part of planned maintenance.
However, they mistakenly worked on the Division II unit instead. The work caused an

unexpected control room alarm when one of the switch wires was cut. Several barriers
broke down leading to the event, including:

~ The work package indicated that the work applied to the Division I diesel
generator, but the job planner had inadvertently included a determination sheet
for the Division II switch in the work package. The independent reviewer did not
catch the problem.

The craft supervisor did not emphasize the location of the work during the prejob
briefing.

~ The craftsmen did not notice the discrepancy during review of the job package.

Operations personnel briefed the craft on the job location at two different times
before the job, but the craft apparently did not remember the job location when
the work started.

The operators'esponse to the event was prompt and effective. Work was stopped and
the switch was restored to service. The management response was prompt and
effective as well. New work briefing rules were immediately implemented, for all work,
to ensure that plant workers properly understand the scope and locations of their
respective job tasks. Since the circuit was nonsafety related, no violation of NRC
requirements occurred.
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c. Conclusions

Instrument and Controls technicians mistakenly initiated work on the Division II diesel
generator bearing temperature switch when the maintenance was specified for the
Division I unit. The work package specified the correct diesel but the job planner had
inadvertently included a determination sheet for the Division II unit in the work package.
The craftsmen missed several opportunities to identify the problem, and other barriers
were not effective at precluding the event. The operators'esponse to the ensuing
alarm was prompt and effective. The management response was immediate and
several additional,work controls were implemented. Since the switch was nonsafety
related, no.violation of NRC requirements occurred.

MS Miscellaneous Maintenance Issues (92902)

M8.1 Closed Licensee Event Re ort 50-397/99-002: Inadequate drywell identified leakage
surveillance because of inoperable equipment.

On October 27, Operations personnel questioned a discrepancy between the indicated
identified drywell leakage rate and results from an alternate method (bucket test) and, in
the process, identified that drywell identified leakage rate instrumentation was
inoperable October 22-27, 1999. Following the discovery, the licensee verified, through
alternate means, that total leakage did not exceed the Technical Specification (TS) limit
of 25 gpm. Total leakage was believed to be less than 2 gpm during the subject period.

The licensee identified the cause of the instrument failure. Power was lost to the signal
converter of the leak rate instrument during planned Refueling Outage R14
maintenance, at which time the converter automatically secured. It was necessary to
manually switch converter power back on following the maintenance, but this
requirement was not included in the restoration procedures. Planned corrective
measures included revising restoration procedures and improving communications
between project engineers and procedure authors. The planned measures were
acceptable.

The failure to adequately complete the drywell identified leakage between October 22
and 27 was a violation of TS Surveillance Requirement 3.4.5.1. This TS requires that
identified leakage be monitored every 12 hours. The surveillance was inadequate
because equipment, relied on for the surveillance data, was inoperable at the time. This
Severity Level IV violation is being treated as a noncited violation, consistent with
Section VII.B.1.a of the NRC Enforcement Policy. The problem is in the licensee's
corrective action program as Problem Evaluation Request 299-2404 (50-397/9901 4-01).





III. ENGINEERING

E2 Engineering Support of Facilities and Equipment

E2.1 Prima Containment Isolation Valves

a. Ins ection Sco e 37551

During a routine tour, the inspector noticed that containment isolation Valve Pl-VX-269
was tagged as stuck partially open, but the licensee did not have the penetration
isolated. The inspector reviewed the licensee's justification for the condition.

b. Observations and Findin s

The licensee stated that the affected penetration was not required to be isolated
because TS 3.6.1.3, "Primary Containment Isolation Valves," did not apply to
containment isolation Valve Pl-VX-269. The valve was not identified in Licensee
Controlled Specification (LCS) Table 1.6.1.3-1, which contained a listing of containment
isolation valves for which TS 3.6.1.3 applied. This valve was in a containment
hydrogen/oxygen monitoring instrument line and was normally open during accident
conditions. The valve was not credited to close during any design basis accident.

The inspector identified that LCS Table 1.6.1.3-1 was not complete in that it did not
contain all containment isolation valves. This condition was contrary to statements
made in the licensee's Improved TS submittal for TS 3.6.1.3. Specifically, the licensee's
December 8, 1995, letter to the NRC stated, in part,

The list of primary containment isolation valves are proposed to be
relocated to the Licensee Controlled Specifications Manual consistent
with Generic Letter 91-08 ["Removal of Component Lists From Technical
Specifications"].

Generic Letter 91-08, specifies, in part: .

The list of containment isolation valves in the TS may not include all
valves that are classified as containment isolation valves by the plant
licensing basis. Generally, the FSAR [Final Safety Analysis Report]
identifies those valves that are classified as containment isolation valves.
With this TS change, the LCO [LimitingConditions for Operation],
remedial actions, and surveillance requirements willapply to all valves
that are classified as containment isolation valves by the plant licensing
basis...

This can be accomplished by incorporating in such a procedure the list
that identifies all the components for which the TS requirements apply...
lf a specification is revised such that the scope of those components to
which it applies is increased, the additional components shall be added to
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the TS list when it is incorporated in a plant procedure. Likewise, any list
of TS components in existing procedures shall also be updated...

NOTE: The removal of the valve list from the TS to the LCS is
equivalent to moving the list to a plant procedure.

When the licensee relocated the listing of containment isolation valves from the TS to
the LCS, the listing was not updated to include all containment isolation valves.
Therefore the licensee's actions were not consistent with the recommendations of
Generic Letter 91-08.

In.addition. to the above, the NRC had apparently based the TS 3.6.1.3 approval, in part,
on the inclusion of all containment isolation valves within the LCS table. The NRC
Safety Evaluation Reporf for Amendment 149, dated March 4, 1997, stated:

Table 3.6.3-1 identified in CTS [current Technical Specification] 3.6.1.2.b
lists all primary containment... isolation valves . ~ . Thus, it is removed
from the TS consistent with Generic Letter 91-08 and placed in the
Licensee Controlled Specifications...

In response to the inspector's finding, the licensee isolated the penetration associated
with Valve Pl-VX-269 and initiated plans to update LCS Table 1.6.1.3-1 to include all
containment isolation valves. This issue is considered an unresolved item pending
further evaluation of the problem scope and the adequacy of the licensee's TS
amendment request (50-397/9901 4-02).

C. Conclusions

The inspector identified that the licensee failed to meet commitments made to'support a
December 8, 1995, amendment request for Improved TS 3.6.1.3, "Primary Containment
Isolation Valves." Specifically, the licensee had committed to include all containment
isolation valves identified in the FSAR within a listing of valves subject to the TS
controls. Contrary to the commitment, however, the subject list was not updated to
include all of the necessary valves. In addition, one of the omitted containment isolation
valves was stuck partially open during this inspection period, but the penetration was
subsequently isolated in response to the inspector's finding., Pending further review of
problem significance and the adequacy of the amendment request, this is an unresolved
item.

ES Miscellaneous Engineering Issues (37551)

E8.1 Year 2000 Transition

The inspector, observed the year 2000 transition from the WNP-2 control room. Based
on the plant response, the inspector concluded that planning and preparation for the
year 2000 transition were thorough. No problems were observed during the transition
pel'Iod.



-6-

E8.2 ~Thermola

During this inspection period, the licensee informed the inspector that all remaining
Thermolag administrative commitments were completed. The licensee had completed
all physical Thermolag work prior to exiting from Refueling Outage R14 and had
committed to complete all remaining administrative tasks prior to January 1, 2000.

IV. PLANT SUPPORT

P2 Status of Emergency Preparedness Facilities, Equipment, and Resources

P2.1 General Comments 71750

During routine plant tours, the inspector verified that the emergency preparedness
facilities were properly maintained and that the licensee maintained at least the
minimum staffing required by their Emergency Plan. The inspector also verified that the .
licensee maintained adequate personnel in the area, throughout the holiday period, to
respond to an event. No problems were found.

S2 Status of Security Facilities and Equipment

S2.1 General Comments 71750

During routine tours, the inspector observed protected area illumination levels,
maintenance of the isolation zones around protective area barriers, and the status of
security power supply equipment. No problems were observed.

FS Miscellaneous Fire Protection Issues

F8.1 Inadvertent Initiation of Fire S rinkler S stem 71750

On December 14, 1999, operators received indication of a fire sprinkler system initiation
on the 471'levation of the turbine building (the feedwater heater bay). An equipment
operator subsequently reported that no fire was in the area but water was spraying from
one location on the sprinkler header and was falling on some equipment. The sprinkler
system was isolated.

The licensee verified that no safety-related equipment was in the area. The fire
protection system was left in a nonfunctional condition, but plans were established to
repair the fitting at the first reasonable opportunity (the repair requires a downpower to
limitworker dose). The inspector verified that, since the system was nonessential, the
Fire Protection Program did not limit the out-of-service time and did not require
compensatory measures. The licensee's actions and plans were acceptable.
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V. MANAGEMENTMEETINGS

X1 Exit Meeting Summary

The inspector presented the inspection results to members of licensee management on
January 6, 2000. The licensee acknowledged the findings presented. The inspector
asked the licensee whether any materials examined during the inspection should be
considered proprietary. No proprietary information was Identified.



ATTACHMENT

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

PARTIALLIST OF PERSONS CONTACTED

Licensee

J. V. Parrish, Chief Executive Officer
D. K. Atkinson, Engineering Manager
I. M. Borland, Radiation Protection Manager
S. A. Boynton, Quality Assurance Manager
J. W. Dabney, Outage Manager
P. J. Inserra, Licensing Manager
D. W. Martin, Security Manager
W. S. Oxenford, Operations Manager
D. J. Poirier, Maintenance Manager
G. O. Smith, Vice President - Generation/Nuclear Plant General Manager

.
'. L. Webring, Vice President - Operations Support

IP 37551:
IP 61726:
IP 62707:
IP 71707:
IP 71750:
IP 92902:

INSPECTION PROCEDURES USED

Onsite Engineering
Surveillance Observations
Maintenance Observations
Plant Operations
Plant Support
Maintenance Followup

ITEMS OPENED AND CLOSED

~Oened

50-397/99014-02 URI

0 ened and Closed

Failure to meet commitment associated with containment
isolation valve TS (Section E2.1)

50-397/99014-01 NCV Inadequate identified leak rate surveillance because of
inoperable equipment (Section M8.1)

Closed

50-397/99-002 LER Inadequate identified leak rate surveillance because of
inoperable equipment (Section M8.1)
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LIST OF ACRONYMS USED

CFR
CTS
FSAR
gpm
LCO
LCS
LER
NCV
NRC
TS
URI

Code of Federal Regulations
current Technical Specification
Final Safety Analysis Report
gallons per minute
limiting conditions for operation
Licensee Controlled Specifications
licensee event report
noncited violation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

.. Technical Specification
unresolved item
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011-8004

FEB I 8 5

Mr. J. V. Parrish (Mail Drop 1023)
Chief Executive Officer
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

SUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT 50-397/99-13

Dear Mr. Parrish:
I

Thank you for your letter of February 2, 2000, in response to our December 22, 1999,

letter and Notice of Violation concerning a violation of Criterion XVI. We have reviewed your

reply and find it responsive to the concerns raised in our Notice of Violation. We will review the

implementation of your corrective actions during a future inspection to determine that full

compliance has been achieved and will be maintained.

Sincerely,

Lin a Joy Smit, Chief
Project Branch E
Division of Reactor Projects

Docket No.: 50-397
License No.: NPF-21

CC:

Chairman
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172
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Energy Northwest

Rodney L. Webring (Mail Drop PE08)
Vice President, Operations Support/PIO
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Greg O. Smith (Mail Drop 927M)
Vice President, Generation
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

D. W. Coleman (Mail Drop PE20)
Manager, Regulatory Affairs
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Albert E. Mouncer (Mail Drop 1396)
General Counsel
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Paul Inserra (Mail Drop PE20)
Manager, Licensing
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Thomas C. Poindexter, Esq.
Winston 8 Strawn
1400 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005-3502

Bob Nichols
State Liaison Officer
Executive Policy Division
Office of the Governor
P.O. Box 43113
Olympia, Washington 98504-3113
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EAIERGY
NORTH WEST

PO. Box 968 a Richland, Washington 99352-0968

February 2, 2000
G02-00-021

Docket No. 50-397

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555

Gentlemen:

FEB t O ae

REGION IV

Subject: WNP-2, OPERATING LICENSE NPF-21
NRC INSPECTION RFW)RT 99-13,
RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Reference: Letter dated December 22, 1999, LJ Smith (NRC) to JV Parrish (Energy Northwest),
"NRC Inspection Report No. 50-397/99-13 and Notice of Violation"

Energy Northwest's response to the referenced Notice of Violation, pursuant to the provisions of
Section 2.201, Title 10, Code ofFederal Regulations, is enclosed in the attachment.

The reference was received by Energy Northwest after the holidays. Extension of the date for this
response was agreed upon in a telephone discussion between LJ Smith (NRC Branch Chief) and PJ
Inserra (WNP-2 Licensing Manager).

Should you have any questions or desire additional information regarding this matter, please call me
or PJ Inserra at (509) 377-4147.

Respectfully,

RL ebring
Vice President, Operations Support/PIO
Mail Drop PE08

Attachment

cc: EW Merschoff - NRC RIV
JS Cushing - NRC NRR
Sr. Resident Inspector —NRC/927N

TC Poindexter - Winston &Strawn
DLWilliams - BPA/1399
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Attachment
Page 1 of 3

TATEMENT F VIOLATI N

In a letter dated June 1, 1998, the NRC informed the licensee that the reactor core isolation cooling
system was inappropriately downgraded to nonsafety status in 1985 and that the condition
constituted an unreviewed safety question pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59. The*problem was a
nonconformance and a condition adverse to quality

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVIstates, in part, that: "Measures shall be established to
assure that conditions adverse to quality, such as... nonconformances are promptly...
corrected."

Contrary to the above, as of October 15, 1999, the inspector identified that the licensee had not
taken measures to assure that a condition adverse to quality was promptly corrected. The
unreviewed safety question described above was not properly addmsed, in that the reactor core
isolation cooling system keepfill pump and barometric condenser level switch were not upgraded to
safety-related status, and the justification for maintaining the nonsafety status was inadequate

This is a Severity Level IVviolation (Supplement 1) (50-397/99013-01).

P N ET VI LATI N

Energy Northwest accepts this violation.

A NF RVI LATI N

During the recent safe.'y classification upgrade effort for the Reactor Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC)
System, the RCIC keepfill pump was not upgraded to have an "active" safety-related classification
because of reliance on an inadequate engineering analyses (as documented in Techmcal Memo
2071, dated October 6, 1994). Energy Northwest agrees with the staff's assessment that the
technical memo did not appropriately consider all of the guidance provided by EPRI NP-6766,
Volume 5, Part 1, "Water Hammer Prevention, Mitigation, and Accomodation," July 1992. The
RCIC keepfill pump is currently classified as safety-related "passive" in that it maintains pressure
integrity to prevent piping leakage or rupture.

We also agree with the staff that the calculation used to support the non-safety-related classification
of the RCIC barometric condenser level switch did not conservatively consider all probable sources
of leakage into the RCIC pump room.

In both cases the cause is determined to be the use of inadequate or incomplete design inputs and
analysis methods.

The NRC inspector has characterized this issue as a weakness in our effort to upgrade the RCIC
system to safety-related in response to a 1998 finding that RCIC had been inappropriately
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Attachment
Page 2 of 3

downgiaded. The approach used during the upgrade effort was to evaluate the classification of
every component in the system and where independent technical justification for the classification
existed (i.e. the justification was not based on the non-safety-related classification of the system
overall) the component classification was maintained. A detailed review of the technical
justification was not performed to ensure that all assumptions were thorough, accurate, and

complete. This was considered an appropriate approach to that effort since the intent was to reverse
the downgrade performed in 1985. Those components that already had an independent technical
justification with respect to their classification or qualification were assumed to be correctly
dispositioned and as such were not systematically verified.

Accordingly, the cause of this issue is not related to the upgrade effort, but to the preparation of the
analyses in question. In both cases the cause is determined to be use of inadequate or incomplete
design inputs and analysis methods as outlined by the NRC inspector in the Notice of Violation.

RRECTIVE PS TAKENAND TS A HIE

A Follow-up Assessment of Operability was performed for the RCIC keepfill pump. It was
concluded that the keepfill pump is "operable but non-conforming" to safety-related "active"
classification standards. The RCIC system is also operable, and is not affected by the present safety
classification of the keepfill pump. The RCIC keepfill pump is currently considered as a required
support function component for RCIC system operability.

The calculation used to support the non-safety-related classification of the RCIC barometric
condenser level switch was revised to include expected leakage into the RCIC pump room from
other sources. The level switch can still remain classified as non-safety-related because the revised
leakage into the RCIC pump room stiH does not impact RCIC system operability.

RRECTIVE TEP THATWILLBETAKENTOAVID THER VI LATI NS

The classification of the RCIC keepfill pump will be re-evaluated to determine the appropriate
safety classification. Accordingly, a new Component Classification Evaluation Record (CCER)
willbe developed to reflect this analysis.

A representative sample of RCIC components that are currently classified as non-safety-related or
safety-related "passive" willhave their'CCER documents reviewed to ensure that the classification
is appropriate. This review willbe completed by April30, 2000.
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DATEWHEN L MPLIA E WILLBE A HIEVED

Regarding the RCIC barometric condenser level switch, full compliance was confirmed on January
27, 2000 when the revised engineering calculation 'substantiated that the failure of the level switch
would not impact RCIC system operability. Therefore, the non-safety-related classification of this
component was appropriate.

The RCIC keep fill pump classification will be finalized by March 31, 2000, including the
development of a new CCER and identification of follow-on actions resulting from any permanent
change in safety classification.
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PO. Box 968 a Richland, Washington 99352-0968

February 2, 2000
G02-00-021

Docket No. 50-397

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control

Desk'ashington,D.C. 20555

Gentlemen:

Subject: WNP-2, OPERATING LICENSE NPF-21
NRC INSPECTION REPORT 99-13,
RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Reference: Letter dated December 22, 1999, LJ Smith (NRC) to JV Parrish (Energy Northwest),
"NRC Inspection Report No. 50-397/99-13 and Notice of Violation"

~

~

~ Energy Northwest's response to the referenced Notice of Violation, pursuant to the provisions of
Section 2.201, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, is enclosed in the attachment.

The reference was received by Energy Northwest after the holidays. Extension of the date. for this

response was agreed upon in a telephone discussion between LJ Smith (NRC Branch Chief) and PJ

Inserra (WNP-2 Licensing Manager).

Should you have any questions or desire additional information regarding this matter, please call me

or PJ Inserra at (509) 377-4147.

Respectfully,

RL ebring
Vice President, Operations Support/PIO
Mail Drop PE08

Attachment

cc: EW Merschoff - NRC RIV
JS Cushing - NRC NRR
Sr. Resident Inspector —NRC/927N

TC Poindexter - Winston & Strawn
DLWilliams - BPA/1399

0094z 'sV2 ~L: ~=(
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RESTATEMENT OF VIOLATION

In a letter dated June 1, 1998, the NRC informed the licensee that the reactor core isolation cooling
system was inappropriately downgraded to nonsafety status in 1985 and that the condition
constituted an unreviewed safety question pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59. The problem was a

'onconformance and a condition adverse to quality

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVIstates, in part, that: "Measures shall be established to
assure that conditions adverse to quality, such as... nonconformances are promptly .. ~

corrected."

Contrary to the above, as of October 15, 1999, the inspector identified that the licensee had not
taken measures to assure that a condition adverse to quality was promptly corrected. The
unreviewed safety question described above was not properly addressed, in that the reactor core
isolation cooling system keepfill pump and barometric condenser level switch were not upgraded to
safety-related status, and the justification for maintaining the nonsafety status was inadequate

This is a Severity Level IVviolation (Supplement 1) (50-397/99013-01).

RESP N ET VI LATION

Energy Northwest accepts this violation.

REA N FOR VIOLATION

During the recent safe.y classification upgrade effort for the Reactor Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC)
System, the RCIC keepfill pump was not upgraded to have an "active" safety-related classification
because of reliance oa an inadequate engineering analyses (as documented in Technical Memo
2071, dated October 6, 1994). Energy Northwest agrees with the staffs assessment that the
technical memo did not appropriately consider all of the guidance provided by EPRI NP-6766,
Volume 5, Part 1, "Water Hammer Prevention, Mitigation, and Accomodation," July 1992. The
RCIC keepfill pump is currently classified as safety-related "passive" in that it maintains pressure
integrity to prevent piping leakage or rupture.

~ We also agree with the staff that the catculation used to support the non-safety-related classification
of the RCIC barometric condenser level switch did not conservatively consider all probable sources
of leakage into the RC[C pump room.

In both cases the cause is determined to be the use of inadequate or incomplete design inputs and
analysis methods.

The NRC inspector has characterized this issue as a weakness in our effort to upgrade the RCIC
system to safety-related in response to a 1998 finding that RCIC had been inappropriately
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downgraded. The approach used during the upgrade effort was to evaluate the classification of
every component in the system and where independent technical justification for the classification
existed (i.e. the justification was not based on the non-safety-related classification of the system
overall) the component classification was maintained. A detailed review of the technical
justification was not performed to ensure that all assumptions were thorough, accurate, and

complete. This was considered an appropriate approach to that effort since the intent was to reverse
the downgrade performed in 1985. Those components that already had an independent technical
justification with respect to their classification or qualification were assumed to be correctly
dispositioned and as such were not systematically verified.

I

Accordingly, the cause of this issue is not related to the upgrade effort, but to the preparation of the
analyses in question. In both cases the cause is determined to be use of inadequate or incomplete
design inputs and analysis methods as outlined by the NRC inspector in the Notice of Violation.

C RRE STEPS TAKENAND RES TS ACHIEVED

A Follow-up Assessment of Operability was performed for the RCIC keepfill pump. It was
concluded that the keepfill pump is "operable but non-conforming" to safety-related "active"
classification standards. The RCIC system is also operable, and is not affected by the present safety
classification of the keepfill pump. The RCIC keepfill pump is currently considered as a required
support function component for RCIC system operability.

The calculation used to support the non-safety-related classification of the RCIC barometric
condenser level switch was revised to include expected leakage into the RCIC pump room from
other sources. The level switch can still remain classified as non-safety-related because the revised
leakage into the RCIC pump room stin does not impact RCIC system operability.

RRE TEPS THATWILLBE TAKENTO AVOIDFURTHER VI LATI N

The classification of the RCIC keepfill pump will be re-evaluated to determine the appropriate
safety classification. Accordingly, a new'Component Classification Evaluation Record (CCER)
willbe developed to reflect this analysis.

A representative sample of RCIC components that are currently classified as non-safety-related or
safety-related "passive" willhave their CCER documents reviewed to ensure that the classification
is appropriate. This review willbe completed by April30, 2000.
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DATEWHEN F L OMPLIANCEWILLBE ACHIEVED

Regarding the RCIC barometric condenser level switch, full compliance was confirmed on January

27, 2000 when the revised engineering calculation substantiated that the failure of the level switch

would not impact RCIC system operability. Therefore, the non-safety-related classification of this

component was appropriate.

The RCIC keep fill pump classification will be finalized by March 31, 2000, including the

development of a new CCER and identification of follow-on actions resulting from any permanent

change in safety classification.
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REGION IV

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON,TEXAS 760114064

December 22, 1999

EA 99-317

Mr. J. V. Parrish (Mail Drop 1023)
Chief Executive Officer
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

SUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 50-397/99-13 AND NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Dear Mr. Parrish:

This refers to the inspection conducted on October 17 through November 27, 1999, at the
WNP-2 facility. The enclosed report presents the results of this inspection.

Based on the results of this inspection, the NRC has determined that one violation of NRC
requirements occurred. The violation is cited in the enclosed Notice of Violation (Notice) and
the circumstances surrounding it are described in detail in the subject inspection report. This
violation is being cited, in accordance with the guidance in our Enforcement Policy, because we
have determined that you failed to adequately restore compliance for a June 1998 violation
within a reasonable time following the enforcement action. We also noted that the
noncompliance would likely have continued absent NRC involvement.

Specifically, in June 1998, you received a Severity Level III violation (EA 97-573) for
inappropriately downgrading the reactor core isolation cooling (RCIC) system to nonsafety
status via the 10 CFR 50.59 process. You took corrective action to upgrade the system, but
after inadequate engineering analyses, your staff left two system components in a nonsafety-
related status. These components were the RCIC system keepfill pump and the RCIC
barometric condenser level switch. The supporting engineering work was flawed and provided
inadequate justification for the continued nonsafety-related component status. This resulted in
a continuing violation of 10 CFR 50.59. We have identified your failure to restore compliance to
10 CFR 50.59 as a violation of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,.Criterion XVI, "Corrective Action."

You are required to respond to this letter and should follow the instructions specified in the
enclosed Notice when preparing your response. The NRC will use your response, in part, to
determine whether further enforcement action is necessary to ensure compliance with
regulatory requirements.
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In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," a copy of this letter, its
enclosures, and your. response will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

Sincerely,

Docket No.: 50-397
License No.: NPF-21

Linda Joy Smit, Chief
Project Branch E
Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosures:
Notice of Violation

2. NRC Inspection Report No.
50-397/99-13

cc w/enclosures:
Chairman
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172

Rodney L. Webring (Mail Drop PE08)
Vice President, Operations Support/PIO
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Greg O. Smith (Mail Drop 927M)
Vice President, Generation
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Albert E. Mouncer (Mail Drop 1396)
General Counsel
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968
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Energy No'rthwest

Paul lnserra (Mail Drop PE20)
Manager, Licensing
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Thomas C. Poindexter, Esq.
Winston 5 Strawn
1400 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005-3502

Bob Nichols
State Liaison Officer
Executive Policy Division
Office of the Governor
P.O. Box 43113
Olympia, Washington 98504-3113
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E-Mail report to D. Lange (DJL)
E-Mail report to NRR Event Tracking System {IPAS)
E-Mail report to Document Control Desk (DOCDESK)
E-Mail report to J. D. Wilcox (JDW)
E-Mail report to Frank Talbot (FXT)

bcc to DCD (IE01)
bcc distrib. by RIV:
Regional Administrator
DRP Director
DRS Director
Branch Chief (DRP/E)
Branch Chief (DRP/TSS)
G. Sanborn, Director/ACES
T. Reis, OE
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Resident Inspector
RIV File
RITS Coordinator
Senior Project Inspector (DRP/E)
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ENCLOSURE 1

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Energy Northwest
WNP-2

Docket No.: 50-397
License No.: NPF-21

EA 99-317

During an NRC inspection conducted on October 17 through November 27, 1999, a violation of
NRC requirements was identified. In accordance with the "General Statement of Policy and
Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions," NUREG-1600, the violation is listed below:

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVIstates, in part, that: "Measures shall be
established to assure that conditions adverse to quality, such as... nonconformances
are promptly... corrected."

In a letter dated June 1, 1998, the NRC informed the licensee that the reactor core
isolation cooling system was inappropriately downgraded to nonsafety status in 1985
and that the condition constituted an unreviewed safety question pursuant to
10 CFR 50.59. The problem was a nonconformance and a condition adverse to quality.

Contrary to the above, as of October 15, 1999, the inspector identified, that the licensee
had not taken measures to assure that a condition adverse to quality was promptly
corrected. The unreviewed safety question described above was not properly
addressed, in that the reactor core isolation cooling system keepfill pump and
barometric condenser level switch were not upgraded to safety-related status, and the
justification for maintaining the nonsafety status was inadequate.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement 1) (50-397/99013-01)

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Energy Northwest is hereby required to submit a
written statement or explanation to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, ATTN: Document
Control Desk, Washington, DC 20555, with a copy to the Regional Administrator, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Region IV, 611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 400, Arlington, Texas 76011
and a copy to the NRC Resident Inspector at the WNP-2 facility, within 30 days of the date of
the letter transmitting this Notice of Violation (Notice). This reply should be clearly marked as a
"Reply to a Notice of Violation" and should include for each violation: (1) the reason for the
violation, or, if contested, the basis for disputing the violation or severity level, (2) the corrective
steps that have been taken and the results achieved, (3) the corrective steps that will be taken
to avoid further violations, and (4) the date when full compliance will be achieved. Your
response may reference or include previous docketed correspondence, if the correspondence
adequately addresses the required response. If an adequate reply is not received within the
time specified in this Notice, an order or a Demand for Information may be issued as to why the
license should not be modified, suspended, or revoked, or why such other action as may be
proper should not be taken. Where good cause is shown, consideration will be given to
extending the response time.



If you contest this enforcement action, you should also provide a copy of your response, with
the basis for your denial, to the Director, Office of Enforcement, United States Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001.

Because your response will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room (PDR), to the extent
possible, it should not include any personal privacy, proprietary, or safeguards information so
that it can be placed in the PDR without redaction. If personal privacy or proprietary information
is necessary to provide an acceptable response, then please provide a bracketed copy of your
response that identifies the information that should be protected and a redacted copy of your
response that deletes such information. If you request withholding of such material, you must
specifically identify the portions of your response that you seek to have withheld and provide in
detail the bases for your claim of withholding (e.g., explain why the disclosure of information will
create an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy or provide the information required by
10 CFR 2.790(b) to support a request for withholding confidential commercial or financial
information). If safeguards information is necessary to provide an acceptable response, please
provide the level of protection described in 10 CFR 73.21.

In accordance with 10 CFR 19.11, you may be required to post this Notice within 2 working
days.

Dated this 22nd day of December 1999



ENCLOSURE 2

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV

Docket No.:

License No.:

Report No.:

Licensee:

Facility:

Location:

Dates:

Inspectors:

50-397

NPF-21

50-397/99-13

Energy Northwest

WNP-2

Richland, Washington

October 17 through November 27, 1999

G. D. Repfogle, Senior Resident Inspector
G. A. Pick, Senior Project Engineer
P. A. Goldberg, Reactor Inspector

Accompanied By: L. M. Willoughby, Project Engineer

pp rove y Linda Joy Smith, Chief, Project Branch E, Division of Reactor Projects

ATTACHMENT: Supplemental Information



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

WNP-2
NRC Inspection Report No. 50-397/99-13

This information covers a 6-week period of resident inspection.

~Oerations

The conduct of operations was professional and safety conscious. The coordination
and control of the plant startup was generally good. Operators were consistently
knowledgeable of important plant issues and properly anticipated plant operations
(Section 01.1).

Maintenance

Maintenance and surveillance activities were conducted in a thorough and professional
manner. Three maintenance and two surveillance activities were observed
(Sections 02.1 and M1.1).

Enrnineering

The licensee failed to restore compliance within a reasonable time frame after a
violation of 10 CFR 50.59 was identified. In 1998, the NRC identified that the licensee
inappropriately downgraded the reactor core isolation cooling (RCIC) system to
nonsafety status via the 10 CFR 50.59 process. The licensee took corrective action to
upgrade the system, but left some of the system in a nonsafety-status based on
inadequate engineering analysis. Specifically, the RCIC system keepfill pump and
barometric condenser level switch were maintained as nonsafety components based on
inadequate water hammer and flooding calculations, respectively. This resulted in a
continuing violation of 10 CFR 50.59. These inadequate corrective measures were cited
as a violation of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, "Corrective Action" (Section
E1.1).

The inspectors identified that reactor building flooding protection was not consistent with
Final Safety Analysis Report commitments. The Final Safety Analysis Report states that
all reactor building pump enclosure rooms are watertight, but the RCIC and the control
rod drive pump rooms were connected via an unisolable equipment drain line. Further,
this condition was not consistent with the licensee's flooding analysis, which assumed
that flooding could not occur in both rooms simultaneously. The licensee maintained
that even with the unisolable connection, safe shutdown could be achieved for design
basis floods in these rooms. Pending further review of the licensee's revised flooding
analysis and risk evaluation to determine the safety significance of the design
deficiency, this is an unresolved item (Section E1.2).

Thermolag-related corrective measures were completed consistent with commitments to
the NRC (Section E8.2).



-3-

During routine plant tours the inspectors verified that the emergency preparedness
facilities were properly maintained and'on-shift staffing was consistent with the
Emergency Plan. No problems were found (Section P2.1).

During routine tours, the inspector observed protected area illumination levels,
maintenance of the isolation zones around protective area barriers, and the status of
security power supply equipment. No problems were observed (Section S2.1).



Re ort Details

Summa of Plant Status

At the beginning of the inspection period, the plant was shut down for Refueling Outage R14.
On October 22, the plant entered Mode 2 and achieved criticality. The plant transitioned to
Mode 1 and synchronized to the grid on October 24; on October 28, 100 percent power was
achieved. The plant essentially maintained 100 percent power for the remainder of the
inspection period.

I. 0 erations

01 'onduct of Operations

01.1 General Comments 71707

The inspectors used Inspection Procedure 71707 to conduct frequent reviews of
ongoing plant operations. Operators were generally knowledgeable of important plant
parameters and problems and were appropriately focused on safety. The plant startup
on October 22 was conducted in a thorough and methodical manner.

02 Operational Status of Facilities and Equipment

02.1 En ineered Safe Feature S stem Walkdowns

a. Ins ection Sco e 71707 71750

The inspectors walked down accessible portions of the following safety-related systems:

High pressure core spray
Low pressure core spray
Residual heat removal, Trains A, B, and C
RCIC
Division I, II, and III emergency diesel generators
Standby service water system, Trains A, B, and C

b. Observations and Findin s

The systems were found to be properly aligned for the plant conditions and generally in
good material condition. The 6-month detailed walkdown, specified by Inspection
Procedure 71707, was performed this period on the RCIC system and is discussed in
Section 02.2.

02.2 RCIC S stem Walkdown

a. Ins ection Sco e 71707

The inspectors verified the system lineup for the RCIC system in accordance with plant
procedures. Additionally, the inspectors reviewed corrective maintenance performed on



-2-

RCIC system components and evaluated inservice test data on selected RCIC system
valves and the pump. The RCIC system was one of the more risk-important systems at
WNP-2.

b. Observations and Findin s

During the system walkdown, the inspectors identified no concerns with the material
condition of RCIC components and found excellent housekeeping in the RCIC pump
room. The inspectors found a couple of valves with missing labels, and the licensee
initiated label requests.

The inspectors reviewed Procedures OSP.-RCIC/IST-Q701, "RCIC Operability Test,"
Revision 10, and OSP-RCIC/IST-Q702, "RCIC Valve Operability Test," Revision 6, for
the pump and selected valves, respectively. The inspectors found that the licensee had
established appropriate test acceptance criteria for the safety functions of the valves
and the pump. The inspectors noted that the components had met all of their
acceptance criteria. From review of the maintenance history, the inspectors identified
no significant trend or component degradation.

c. Conclusions

The inspectors identified no concerns with the testing, maintenance, material condition,
or standby lineup of the RCIC system.

08 Miscellaneous Operations Issues (92901)

08.1 Closed Ins ection Followu Item 50-397/98005-06: weakness in operator
requaiification training program. This item was initiated to ensure NRC review of the
discrepancy between licensed operator requalification training and actual response in
the control room during events. Specifically, during requalification training the licensee
used three personnel in the simulator throughout the scenario; however, during actual
events and exercises, only two operators were available since the third operator delays
entry into the control room because of other duties in the operations support center.

During this inspection, the inspectors confirmed that the licensee had initiated Problem
Evaluation Request 298-0348 to document this discrepancy. The licensee performed
training during Requalification Cycle 98-04 that included practicing with less than the full
control room complement and starting a scenario with the shift technical advisor absent.
In addition, in June 1999, the NRC evaluated corrective actions and activities related to
operator control board awareness and critical parameter identification and trending. The
inspectors concluded, at that time, that the deficiencies were being addressed. The
inspectors found these actions to be sufficient.
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M1 Conduct of Maintenance

M1.1 General Comments - Maintenance

a. Ins ection Sco e 61726 62707

The inspectors inspected the following maintenance and surveillance activities:

Procedure OSP-ELEC-S703, "HPCS Diesel Generator Semi-Annual Operability
Test," Revision 9

Procedure ISP-APRM-S303, "APRM Channel C Modes 1 and 2 Channel Check,"
Revision 5

Work Order 01002552, Vibration and Motor Current Signature Analysis for
Diesel Generator 3 Fans

Work Order 01002551, Diesel Generator Lube Oil Pump Vibration Analysis

Work Order MVB3, Reactor Recirculation System Sensing Line Weld Repair

b. Observations and Findin s

The inspectors identified no concerns during implementation of the above activities.

III. ENGINEERING

E1 Conduct of Engineering

E1.1 RCIC S stem Com onent Evaluations

a. Ins ection Sco e 37551

During discussions with plant personnel, the inspectors were informed that certain RCIC
system components were not upgraded to safety status with the remainder of the
system. The inspector reviewed the licensee's justification for maintaining the RCIC
keepfill pump and barometric condenser in a nonsafety status.

b. Observations and Findin s

In 1997, an NRC engineering team identified that in 1985 the RCIC system had been
downgraded to a nonsafety-related status in apparent violation of 10 CFR 50.59 (NRC
Inspection Report 50-397/97-13). In Enforcement Action (EA) 97-573, dated June 1,

1998, the NRC subsequently concluded that the licensee was in violation of
10 CFR 50.59. The licensee had failed to perform an adequate safety evaluation, when
the RCIC system was downgraded from a safety-related system to a nonsafety-related

system without NRC approval, and as a result, they had failed to identify that this
downgrade constituted an unreviewed safety question. The licensee was required to



upgrade the system or seek NRC approval for the downgrade. The licensee chose to

upgrade the system, but left some of the system in a nonsafety status based on
engineering analysis.

During this inspection period, the inspector identified two instances where the licensee
provided inadequate justification for maintaining the nonsafety-related status of RCIC
components (the RCIC keepfill pump and the RCIC barometric condenser level switch).

RCIC Keepfill Pump: On October 27, 1997, during the upgrade process, the licensee
utilized Technical Memo (TM) 2071 (dated October 6, 1994) to justify maintaining the
nonsafety status of the RCIC keepfill pump. The keepfill pump maintains the RCIC
injection pathway full of water during periods when the RCIC is not injecting, including
during RCIC safety operation. Failure of the pump would result in a water hammer on
the RCIC system.

TM 2071 was based on guidance provided in Electric Power Research
Institute (EPRI) NP-6766, Volume 5, Part 1, "Water Hammer Prevention, Mitigation, and
Accommodation," July 1992. The TM concluded that a water hammer event would
result in a stress less than the ASME limits for a faulted condition on RCIC Valve 65
seismic supports. The calculation determined that the impact force was 5372 pounds
and the faulted limit was 5897 pounds (about 500 pounds of margin was still available).
Based on the calculation, the licensee concluded that damage was acceptable and the
status of the pump could remain nonsafety. No 10 CFR 50.59 evaluation was
performed.

The inspector reviewed TM 2071 and the guidance provided in EPRI NP-6766. The
inspector concluded that TM 2071 was inadequate and did not ap,'opriately consider all
of the guidance provided by EPRI NP-6766'. The inspector concluded that the licensee
did not have appropriate justification for maintaining the RCIC keepfill pump in a
nonsafety status. Specific problems related to TM 2071 included:

Only one water hammer was assumed in the calculation. During a design basis
accident, the RCIC system is required to start and stop repeatedly, so multiple
water hammers should have been assumed.

The use of the ASME faulted load limits (which assume some, but limited,
component damage) was inappropriate for this application. The faulted load
limits were intended for a 1-time occurrence only. With multiple water hammers,
the faulted load limits do not apply.

Other water hammer mechanisms were neglected and should have been
evaluated. For example, potential water hammers in pipe elbows and in
horizontal piping runs should have been considered.

The effects of the subsequent pressure pulse through the system was not
considered. Following the water hammer, a sizable pressure pulse is reflected
back through piping and'components.'his pressure pulse, on its own, can
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cause damage to plant components, especially sensitive instruments such as
flow meters.

The licensee agreed with the inspector's assessment and also noted that the
conclusions derived by TM 2071 were inconsistent with the WNP-2 informal "no water-
hammer" policy.

The RCIC keepfill pump contained some parts that were not safety grade and was not
being tested per the licensee's ASME inservice testing program, as required for safety-
related pumps. The licensee evaluated these deficiencies and determined that the
RCIC keepfill pump was operable but nonconforming. The pump remained reliable for
the inspection period and the inspector had no operability concerns. The licensee
planned to either provide appropriate justification for the nonsafety status or upgrade the
pump to meet safety-related requirements. The issue was entered into the licensee's
corrective action program as Problem Evaluation Request 299-2257.

Barometric Condenser Level Switch: The RCIC barometric condenser level switch
trips on high barometric condenser level to operate the barometric condenser pump.
Failure of the switch, during RCIC operation, would result in overfilling the barometric
condenser during RCIC operation, lifting the condenser relief valve and spilling
condensate into the RCIC pump room. The licensee completed calculation
EQ-02-97-01, dated August 20, 1997, and determined that flooding during the 5-hour
expected system response time would not affect RCIC operability. The licensee took
credit for the equipment drain piping between the RCIC and control rod drive (CRD)
pump rooms, which minimized the maximum level derived in the calculation. The
flooding rate was 16 gpm from the barometric condenser alone, and the maximum water
level was found to be 2.4 inches. RCIC would be rendered inoperable at a level of
6 inches.

The inspector reviewed the calculation and found it inadequate. Specifically, the
calculation only assumed leakage from the barometric condenser and neglected normal
leakage from other sources. The RCIC room normally drained to the equipment drain
system Sump 5, in the CRD pump room, and there was no isolation mechanism
between the rooms. Further, leakage from a substantial number of components in the
reactor building also drained to equipment drain system Sump 5, including
drywell-identified leakage. Leakage from drywell-identified leakage, alone, was
permitted by Technical Specifications to reach up to 25 gpm.

The licensee agreed with the inspector's observations and initiated Problem Evaluation
Request 299-2516 to address the problem.

NRC Assessment: The continued failure to perform an adequate safety evaluation for
a RCIC System component downgrade as required by 10 CFR 50.59 was determined to
be a violation of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, "Corrective Action,"
(50-397/99013-01). This criterion requires the licensee to take prompt corrective
measures in response to conditions adverse to quality, including nonconformances.
The inappropriate RCIC safety classification, identified in 1998, was a nonconformance
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and the licensee had iriadequate justification to support the continued nonsafety status
of the RCIC keepfill pump and the barometric condenser level switch.

C. Conclusions

The licensee failed to restore compliance within a reasonable time frame after a
violation of 10 CFR 50.59 was identified. In 1998, the NRC identified that the licensee
inappropriately downgraded the reactor core isolation cooling (RCIC) system to
nonsafety status via the 10 CFR 50.59 process. The licensee took corrective action to
upgrade the system, but left some of the system in nonsafety status based on
inadequate engineering analysis. Specifically, the RCIC system keepfill pump and
barometric condenser level switch were maintained as nonsafety components based on
inadequate water hammer and flooding calculations, respectively. This resulted in a
continuing violation of 10 CFR 50.59. These inadequate corrective measures were cited
as a violation of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, "Corrective Action."

E1.2 Reactor Buildin Flood Protection

During review of plant documents, the inspector observed that an unisolable equipment
drain line connected the RCIC and CRD pump rooms. The rooms share a common
sump, located in the control rod drive room. The inspector checked the adequacy of
this configuration against the licensee's Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR)
commitments with respect to flood protection.

b.. Observations and Findin s

The inspector observed that the equipment drain line was depicted in FSAR
Figure 9.3-9, which was referenced by the FSAR system description. However, the
inspector identified that the design and configuration of the unisolable 3-inch diameter
equipment drain line was not consistent with commitments for flooding protection which
were also contained in the FSAR. The WNP-2 FSAR has the following statements:

The primary or safety-related functions fulfilledby the reactor
building include the capability to withstand the effects of flooding
from internal sources... The pump enclosure rooms in the
reactor building basement are made water resistant between and,
including the top of the foundation mat at elevation 422... and
elevation 468... (Section 3.4.1.5.2).

Separation of redundant features is the basic design criteria
utilized to protect SSCs [structure, system, and components]
important to safety from the dynamic effects of postulated pipe
ruptures... The emergency core cooling pumps, as well as the
three RHR [residual heat removalj and the RCIC pump, are
located in individual water resistant compartments
(Section 3.6.1.5.2).
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To accommodate the safety-related systems, equipment and
components housed therein, the reactor building is functionally
designed and arranged to provide the following structural
facilities:... At the foundation mat level, flood walls are provided
to enclose rooms and isolate such equipment as RHR pumps,
core spray pumps. and CRD pumps. Each room is water
resistant for protection against flooding from internal sources
(Section 3.8.4.1.1).

The inspector found that the CRD and RCIC rooms were not individual water resistant
rooms, but were connected together through an unisolable 3-inch equipment drain line
that runs between the two rooms.

The above commitments were made, in part, to demonstrate compliance with
10 CFR Part 50, Appendix A, General Design Criterion 4, which requires, in part, that
equipment important to safety be protected from flooding. The rooms provide
separation, which was one of the acceptable methods that may be utilized to meet
General Design Criterion 4. The licensee had not demonstrated compliance with their
commitment to this criterion prior to the close of the inspection.

Furthermore, Calculation 5.51.055, "Flooding Analysis," neglected the equipment drain
line piping run and assumed that each room can flood separately but not at the same
time. As such, the analysis was inadequate.

By following NRC flooding-related guidance, the licensee believed that a less
conservative but acceptable evaluation would demonstrate that most of the emergency
core cooling system trains would remain functional during and following a flood in the .

CRD or RCIC rooms and that safe shutdown during these design basis floods could be
achieved.

Finally, since the RCIC and CRD pump rooms were not watertight, this condition
'ncreasedthe probability that a flood in the CRD room would damage the RCIC system,

a system important to safety. Accordingly, the inspector was concerned that the
condition may be an unreviewed safety question. The licensee stated that they did not
believe the condition was an unreviewed safety question but had not completed the
safety evaluation at the close of the inspection.

The inspector found that the licensee had an existing plant tracking item that pertained
to verification of flood protection design basis information. The tracking item was
initiated following a reactor building flood in June 1998. The licensee believed that this
initiative may have identified this problem given enough time. However, the inspector
also observed that the item had been deferred three different times since being initiated
and was not currently scheduled to be completed until March 2000. Furthermore, very
little effort was expended toward the completion of this item. Considering the safety
significance of the June 1998 flooding event, the licensee's actions toward completing
this particular corrective action item were not commensurate with the safety
significance.
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The licensee initiated Problem Evaluation Request 299-2499 to address the inspector's
concerns. This issue is considered an unresolved item pending further NRC review of
the licensee's revised analysis, their safety evaluation, and appropriate consideration of
the risk impact, as necessary to determine the potential safety consequences of this
design deficiency (50-397/99013-02).

Conclusions

The inspectors identified that reactor building flooding protection was not consistent with
FSAR commitments. The FSAR states that all reactor building pump enclosure rooms
are watertight, but the reactor core isolation cooling and the control rod drive pump
rooms were connected via an unisolable equipment drain line. Further, this condition
was not consistent with the licensee's flooding analysis, which assumed that flooding
could not occur in both rooms simultaneously. The licensee maintained that even with
the unisolable connection, safe shutdown could be achieved for design basis floods in
these rooms. Pending further review of the licensee's revised flooding analysis and risk
evaluation to determine the safety significance of the design deficiency, this is an
unresolved item.

Miscellaneous Engineering Issues (92903)

Closed Licensee Event Re orts 50-397/98-006-00 and -01: Discrepancies found in
low voltage bus calculations during review of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix R calculations.
The licensee discovered discrepancies in the low voltage bus calculations during a
review of the 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix R calculations for high impedance faults.

The inspectors reviewed Calculation Modification Record CMR-98-0164, dated April 22,
1999, which was prepared to incorporate changes to Section 1D, "High Impedance Fault
Analysis," of the Appendix R postfire safe shutdown calculation. The calculation results
disclosed that deficiencies resulted from underestimated or omitted loads that could
contribute to the total high impedance fault load on a postfire safe shutdown bus not
included in the original calculation. The licensee had revised the calculation methods,
which had revealed this problem.

To correct the problem that was revealed through the use of the new methodology, the
licensee revised procedures to require operators to monitor safe shutdown buses and/or
remove nonsafe shutdown loads in the event that certain buses became overloaded
because of fire-induced faults. The inspectors reviewed Procedures 4.12.4.1, "Fire,"
Revision 19, and 4.12.1.1, "Control Room Evacuation and Remote Cooldown,"
Revision 29, and verified that the licensee had incorporated the necessary operator
actions. The corrective measures were consistent with guidance provided in Generic
Letter 86-10, "Implementation of Fire Protection Requirements," dated April 24, 1986.

Thermola Work: The licensee completed Thermolag replacement work consistent with
their commitments to the NRC.
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IV. Plant Su ort

P2 Status of Emergency Preparedness Facilities, Equipment and Resources

P2.1 General Comments 71750

During routine plant tours, the inspectors verified that the emergency preparedness
facilities were properly maintained and that the licensee maintained at least the
minimum staffing required by their Emergency Plan. No problems were found.

S2 Status of Security Facilities and Equipment

S2.1 General Comments 71750

During routine tours, the inspector observed protected area illumination levels,
maintenance of the isolation zones around protective area barriers, and the status of
security power supply equipment. No problems were observed.

V. Mana ement Meetin s

X1 Exit Meeting Summary

The inspectors presented the ihspection results to members of licensee management on
November 30, 1999. The licensee acknowledged the findings presented. The inspectors
asked the licensee whether any materials examined during the inspection should be considered
proprietary. No proprietary information was identified.
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ATTACHMENT

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

PARTIALLIST OF PERSONS CONTACTED

Licensee

J. V. Parrish, Chief Executive Officer
D. K. Atkinson, Engineering Manager
I. M. Borland, Radiation Protection Manager
S. A. Boynton, Quality Assurance Manager-
J. W. Dabney, Outage Manager
P. J. Inserra, Licensing Manager
D. W. Martin, Security Manager
W. S. Oxenford, Operations Manager
D. J. Poirier, Maintenance Manager
G. O. Smith, Vice President - Generation/Nuclear Plant General Manager
R. L. Webring, Vice President - Operations Support

INSPECTION PROCEDURES USED

IP 37551:
IP 61726:
IP 62707:
IP 71707:
IP 71750:
IP 92901:
IP 92903:

Onsite Engineering
Surveillance Observations
Maintenance Observations
Plant. Operations
Plant Support
Operations Followup
Engineering Followup

ITEMS OPENED AND CLOSED

~Oened

50-397/99013-01 VIO

50-397/99013-02 URI

Closed

50-39?/98005-06 IF I

50-397/98-006-00
50-397/98-006-01 LER

Inadequate corrective actions to address prior RCIC
unreviewed safety question (Section E1.1).

Failure to meet FSAR commitments for flood protection
(Section E1.2).

Weakness in operator requalification program
(Section 08.1).

Discrepancies found in low voltage bus calculations
(Section E8.1).
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LIST OF ACRONYMS USED

ASME
CFR
CRD
EPRI
FSAR
gpm
IFI
LER
NRC
PDR
RCIC
TM
URI
VIO

American Society of Mechanical Engineers
Code of Federal Regulations
control rod drive
Electric Power Research Institute
Final Safety Analysis Report
gallons per minute
inspector foIIowup item
licensee event report
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
public document room
reactor core isolation cooling
technical memo
unresolved item
violation
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON, TEXAS 76011-8064

December 2, 1999

Mr. J. V. Parrish (Mail Drop 1023)
Chief Executive Officer
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

SUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT 50-397/99-12

Dear Mr. Parrish:

This refers to NRC Inspection Report 50-397/99-12 dated November 15, 1999. Our staff has
determined that after mailing, an error was identified in the report. Please insert the enclosure
to this letter as a replacement for the first page of the Attachment to NRC Inspection Report
50-397/99-12.

ln accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," a copy of this letter will be
placed in the NRC Public Document Room {PDR).

Should you have any questions concerning this inspection, we will be pleased to discuss them .

with you.

Sincerely,

Gail M. Good, Chief
Plant Support Branch
Division of Reactor Safety

Docket No.: 50-397
License No.: NPF-21

Enclosure:
Page 1 of Attachment to
NRC Inspection Report 50-397/99-12
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cc w/Attachment:
Chairman
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172

Rodney L. Webring (Mail Drop PE08)
Vice President, Operations Support/PIO
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Greg O. Smith (Mail Drop 927M)
Vice President, Generation
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

D. W. Coleman (Mail Drop PE20)
Manager, Regulatory Affairs
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Albert E. Mouncer (Mail Drop 1396)
General Counsel
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Paul Inserra (Mail Drop PE20)
Manager, Licensing
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Thomas C. Poindexter, Esq.
Winston & Strawn
1400 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005-3502

Bob Nichols
State Liaison Officer
Executive Policy Division
Office of the Governor
P.O. Box 43113
Olympia, Washington 98504-3113
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50-397/99-01-01 IFI Relocation of Armed Response Personnel (Section S8.1)
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WNP-2 Physical Security Plan, Revision 40.

Security Plan Implementing Procedure SEC-01, "Sergeant and Lieutenant Duties," Revision 2,
dated August 3, 1999.

Security Plan Implementing Procedure SEC-02, "Central and Secondary Alarm Stations,"
Revision 2, dated May 11, 1999.
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION IV

611 RYAN PLAZA DRIVE, SUITE 400
ARLINGTON,TEXAS 76011-8064

November 15, 1999

Mr. J. V. Parrish (Mail Drop 1023)
Chief Executive Officer
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

SUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT 50-397/99-12

Dear Mr. Parrish:

From October 25-28, 1999, an NRC inspection was conducted at your Washington Nuclear
Project-2 reactor facility. The enclosed r'eport presents the scope and results of that inspection

Areas examined during this inspection included portions of your physical security program. We
determined that those areas inspected were being effectively implemented.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," a copy of this letter and its

enclosure will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room (PDR)."

Should you have any questions or comments concerning this inspection, we will be pleased to
discuss them with you.

+ ('~q~S4~
Gail M. Good, Chief,
Plant Support Branch
Division of Reactor Safety

Docket No.: 50-397
License No.: NPF-21

Enclosure:
NRC Inspection Report No.

50-397/99-12
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Vice President, Generation
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D. W. Coleman (Mail Drop PE20).
Manager, Regulatory Affairs
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Albert E. Mouncer (Mail Drop 1396)
General Counsel
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P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Paul Inserra (Mail Drop PE20)
Manager, Licensing
Energy Northwest
P.O. Box 968
Richland, Washington 99352-0968

Perry D. Robinson, Esq.
Winston & Strawn
1400 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005-3502

Bob Nichols
Executive Policy Division
Office of the Governor
P.O. Box 43113
Olympia, Washington 98504-3113
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Washington Nuclear Project-2
NRC Inspection Report 50-397/99-12

This routine, announced inspection focused on specific areas of the licensee's physical security
program. These areas included review of alarm stations, communications, testing and
maintenance, protected area detection aids, protected area assessment aids, vehicle barrier
system, staffing levels, and corrective actions..

The security program continues to be implemented in a very effective and performance-
based manner. The alarm stations were redundant and well protected. Alarm station
operators were alert and well trained. Very good radio and telephone communication
systems were maintained. A sufficient number of portable radios were available for
members of the security organization. An'excellent testing and maintenance program
was conducted and documented. Timely repair of security equipment resulted in a low
number of compensatory postings. Very good protected area barriers and detection
systems were maintained. During performance testing of the detection system at the
protected area, all attempts to intrude into the protected area were detected.
Assessment aids provided a complete assessment of the perimeter detection zones. An
excellent vehicle barrier system was in place that was routinely inspected and effectively
maintained. Changes to security programs and plans were reported to the NRC within
the required time. Implementing procedures met the performance requirements in the
physical security plan. Security program management was effective (Sections S1.1,
S1.2, S2.1, S2.2, S2.3, S2.4, S3.1, and S6.1)
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Re ort Details

IV. Plant Su ort

S1 Conduct of Security and Safeguards Activities

S1.1 Alarm stations

a. Ins ection Sco e 81700-02.01

The alarm stations were inspected to determine compliance with the requirements of the
security plan. The areas inspected included the requirements and capabilities of the
alarm stations, redundancy and diversity of stations, protection of the alarm stations,
and systems security.

b. Observations and Findin s

knowledg cab

c. Conclusions

The inspector verified the redundancy and diversity of the alarm stations. Action by one
alarm station operator could not reduce the effectiveness of the security systems without
the knowledge of the other alarm station operators. The central alarm station and
secondary alarm station were bullet resistant. The inspector interviewed several of the
alarm station operators and determined that they were properly trained and

le of their duties.

The alarm stations were redundant and well protected. Alarm station operators were
alert and well trained.

S1.2 Communications

a. Ins ection Sco e 81700-02.01

The communication capabilities were inspected to determine compliance with the
requirements of the security plan. The areas inspected included the operability of radio
and telephone systems and the capability to effectively communicate with the local law
enforcement agencies through both of the systems.

Observations and Findin s

The inspector verified that the licensee had very good radio and telephone systems
capable of meeting all communication requirements of the security organization. The
licensee maintained a sufficient number of portable radios for use by members of the
security organization. The licensee also had a maintenance program to insure that the
batteries for the portable radios remained at maximum operating power.



Conclusions

Very good radio and telephone communication systems were maintained. A sufficient
number of portable radios was available for members of the security organization.,

S2 Status of Security Facilities and Equipment

S2.1 Testin and Maintenance

a.
P

Ins ection Sco e 81700-02.02

The inspector reviewed selected portions of the testing and maintenance program to
determine compliance with the requirements of the security plan.

b. Observations and Findin s

Through interviews with security officers and supervisors and a review of records, the
inspector determined that repairs to security equipment were completed in a timely
manner. The timely response to repair detection aids, access control equipment, vital
area portals, alarm station equipment, and closed-circuit television cameras resulted in an
extremely low number of compensatory postings.

The inspector determined through interviews and a review of records that proper tests
were conducted on the following: closed-circuit television cameras alarm status checks,
alarm station monitors, metal and explosive detectors, X-ray machines, alarm station
equipment, protected area lighting, protected area fence, perimeter microwave zones,
and protected and vital area po'rtals.

Conclusions

An excellent testing and maintenance program was conducted and documented. Timely
repair of security equipment resulted in a low number of compensatory postings.

S2.2 Protected Area Barrier and Detection Aids

Ins ection Sco e 81700-02.02

The inspector reviewed the protected area barriers and detection aids to determine
compliance with the requirements of the physical security plan. The areas inspected
included the features of the protected area barriers and the design and capabilities of
the detection aids system.

Observations and Findin s

The inspector conducted a walkdown inspection of the protected area barriers and
determined that the barriers were installed and maintained as described in the physical
security plan. Additionally, the inspector determined that the protected area barriers
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provided penetration resistance to both forced and surreptitious entry and was adequate
to ensure delay of a potential adversary.

The inspector observed the licensee's test of the perimeter microwave system at
selected locations around the protected area. The detection system was well designed
and maintained. All attempts to i'ntrude into the protected area were detected. The
licensee's tests were performance based (walking, rolling, crawling, simulated jumping,
and,running) to ensure that system failures were discovered and corrected. Additionally,
the inspector verified that all alarms annunciated in the continuously manned security
alarm stations.

Conclusions

Very good protected area barriers and detection systems were maintained. During
performance testing of the detection system at the protected area, all attempts to intrude
into the protected area were detected.

Assessment Aids

Ins ection Sco e 81700-02.02

The inspector reviewed the assessment aids to determine compliance with the physical
security plan. The areas inspected included the closed-circuit television monitors
located in the alarm stations.

Observations and Findin s

The inspector observed the assessment aids during the hours of daylight on October 26,
1999, and during the hours of darkness on October 28, 1999, and determined that the
assessment aids system was good. The inspector verified through observation that the
fixed closed-circuit television cameras were positioned to ensure proper coverage of the
perimeter security alarm zones. The inspector determined through interviews that
licensee technicians provided excellent service support.

Conclusions

Assessment aids provided a complete assessment of the perimeter detection zones.

Vehicle Barrier S stem

Ins ection Sco e 81700-02.02

The vehicle barrier system was inspected to determine compliance with the
requirements of 10 CFR 73.55 (c)(7) - (8) and the physical security plan.

Observations and Findin s

The inspector determined by observation and discussion with the security staff that the
vehicle barrier was installed and maintained in accordance with the licensee's physical
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security plan. The barrier was inspected frequently by security patrols, and a procedure
was in place to insure that identified discrepancies were properly compensated for and
corrective actions implemented in a timely manner.

C. Conclusions
I

An excellent vehicle barrier system was in place that was routinely inspected and
effectively maintained.

S3 Security and Safeguards Procedures and Documentation

S3.1 Securi Pro ram Plans and Procedures

a. Ins ection Sco e 81700-02.03

The physical security plan and the implementing procedures were inspected to
determine compliance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(p) and the physical
security plan.

Observations and Findin s

The inspector determined that previous plan changes were reported to the NRC within
the required time frame, and changes submitted did not reduce the effectiveness of the
plan. The inspector reviewed implementing procedures for adequacy, ensured that the
licensee maintained an effective management system for the development and
administration of procedures, and verified that changes to the procedures did not reduce
the effectiveness of the licensee's security program.

c. Conclusions

Changes to security programs and plans were reported to the NRC within the required
time frame. Implementing procedures met the performance requirements in the
physical security plan.

S6 Security Organization and Administration

S6.1 Mana ement Effective'ness

a. Ins ection Sco e 81700-02.06

The effectiveness and adequacy of security program management were evaluated.

b. Discussion

The security program was managed by a well trained and highly qualified security staff.
The quality of the facilities and equipment demonstrated management support of the
security program. The security program continues to be implemented in a very effective
and performance-based manner.
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c. Conclusion

Security, program management was effective.

SS Miscellaneous Security and Safeguards issues (92904)

S8.1 Closed Ins ectionFollowu Item397/9901-01: RelocationofArmedRes onse
Personnel .

During a previous security inspection, the inspector determined that the licensee was
relocating armed response personnel from designated response positions to other
locations to compensate for degraded security equipment. This practice may have
invalidated the licensee's response time to both the responders'ontingency weapons
and to plant equipment target sets.

During this inspection, the inspector determined that the licensee had implemented an
effective change to its response positions. The licensee now continuously maintains a
defensive posture that denies an adversary access into the vital areas. The licensee's
Denial Plan Guide, Revision 2, dated April 19, 1999, was reviewed and it designated
specific positions that must be continuously posted at all times. The inspector also
determined from discussions with security force members that training had been
conducted on the new tactical deployment.

V. Mana ement Meetin s

X1 Exit Meeting Summary

The inspector presented the inspection results to members of licensee management at the
conclusion of the inspection on October 28, 1999. The licensee acknowledged the findings
presented. No propriety information was identified.





ATIACHMENT

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

PARTIALLIST OF PERSONS. CONTACTED

Licensee

J. Fisher, Security Lieutenant
M Gilley, Security Compliance Specialist
R. Givin, Supervisor, Security Force
J. Gloyn, Security Supervisor, Fitness for Duty/Access Authorization
V. Harris, Assistant Manager, Maintenance
P. Inserra, Manager, Licensing
D. Martin, Manager, Security Programs
S. Oxenford, Manager, Operations
C. Peterson, Safeguards Specialist
R. Webring, Vice President, Operations Support
R. Yule, Security Sergeant

INSPECTION PROCEDURES USED

IP 81700 Physical Security Program for Power Reactors
IP 92904 Followup - Plant Support

~Oened

None.

ITEMS OPENED, CLOSED AND DISCUSSED

Closed

50-397/99-01 IFI Relocation of Armed Response Personnel (Section S8.1)

LIST OF LICENSEE DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

WNP-2 Physical Security Plan, Revision 40.

Security Plan Implementing Procedure SEC-01, "Sergeant and Lieutenant Duties, Revision 2,
dated August 3, 1999.

Security Plan Implementing Procedure SEC-02, "Central and Secondary Alarm Stations,
Revision 2, dated May 11, 1999.
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Security Plan Implementing Procedure SEC-09, "Intrusion Detection System Alarms,
Annunciators, Operability Tests, Inspection and Maintenance Records, Revision 1, dated
March 2, 1998.

Security Plan Implementing Procedure SEC-10, "Special Purpose Detectors, Operability Test,
Inspection and Maintenance Records," Revision 1, dated October 23, 1998.

Denial Plan Guide, Revision 2, dated April 19, 1999.

Security Plan Implementing Procedure SEC-03, "Response Team Leader, Owner Controlled
Area Mobile Patrol, Mobile and Walking Patrols," Revision 2, July 15, 1999.

'esponseForce Drill records from January through September 1999.

Testing and Maintenance Records for the Metal Detectors, Explosive Detectors, X-Ray
Machines, and Protected and Vital Area Detection and Assessment Aids.
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