
• December 22, 1983 • 

Docket No. 50-255 
LS05-83-12-034 

Mr. David J. VandeWalle 
Nuclear Licensing Administrative 
Consumers Power Company 
1945 West Parnall Road 
Jackson, Michigan 49201 

Dear Mr. VandeWalle: 

SUBJECT: SUPPLEMENT 1 TO NUREG-0737 - DETAILED CONTROL ROOM DESIGN REVIEW 
(DCRDR) - TMI ITEM I.D.1 

Re: Palisades Plant 

The NRC staff has reviewed the Program Plan for DCRDR that Consumers 

Power Company submitted by letters dated March 16, 1982 and June 7, 1983. 

Our comments on your Program Plan are given in the encl9sure to this letter 

We ask that you review the comments and contact us within thirty (30) days 

for a meeting in Bethesda to more fully discuss our comments. 

Enclosure: 
As stated 

cc w/enclosure: 
See next page 

VY!J1/ 
DL: ORB #5 DL :~JJK 
TWambach:cc DCrb~~tfi;ld 

Sincerely, 

Original signed by 

Thomas V. Wambach, Project Manager 
Operating Reactors Branch #5 
Division of Licensing 
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Mr. David J. VandeWalle 

cc 
M. I-. Miller, Esquire 
Isham, Lincoln & Beale 
Suite 4200 
One First National Plaza 
Chicago, Illinois 60670 

Mr. Paul A. Perry, Secretary 
Consumers Power Company 
212 West Michigan Avenue 
Jackson, Michigan 49201 

Judd L. Bacon, Esquire 
Consumers Power Company 
212 West Michioan Avenue 
Jackson, Michi~an 49201 

2 

JaFles G.. Keppler, Regional Administrator 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Reqion III 

·799 Roosevelt Road 
Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137 

Township Supervisor 
Covert Township 
Route 1, Box 10 
Van Buren County, Michigan 49043 

Office of the Governor 
Room 1 - Capitol Building 
Lansing, Michigan 48913 

Palisades Plant 
ATTN: Mr. Robert Montross 

Plant Manager 
Covert, Michigan 49043 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Federal Activities Branch 
Re9i on V Office 
ATtN: Regional Radiation Representative 
230 South Dearborn Street 
Chicaro, 1llirrois 60604 

Resident Inspector 
c Io u . s . ~rn c 
Palisades Plant 
Route ?, P. 0. Box 155 
Covert, Michiaen 49043 

December 22, 1983 

Lee E. Llaqer, P.E., Chief 
Environmental and Occupational 

Health Services Admini~tration 
Michigan Department of Public Health 
3500 N. Logan Street 
Post Office Box 30035 
Lansing, Michigan 48909 



l·IRC COMMENTS 

ON THE 

PALISADES PLANT DETAILED CONTROL ROOM DESIGN REVIEW PROGRAM PLAN SUBMITTAL 

. The staff has reviewed the Program Plan submitted by Consumers Power Company 

dated March 16, 1982 and June 7, 1983, concerning a detailed control room 

design review (DCRDR) of the Palisades Plant control room. The Program Plan 

was reviewed with reference to the requirements of Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737 

and the guidance contained in NUREGs 0700 and 0801. We urge the licensee to 

se:·iously consider the staff comments and suggestions provided below. 

:'">L1r;;0n factoi~s ev;>,luc:tion cf the design of the reriote shutdo\'m capabili~:y 

:1rnvi ded to rieet 10 r.FR Pa rt 50, Appendix A, GDC-19 and 10 CFR Pa rt 50, 

Appendix R is not specifically identified as a requirement in Supplement 1 

to NUREG-0737. Staff review of this issue is not complete. In th~ interim, 

we recommend that the scope of the DCRDR include a human factors evaluation 

of the ciesign of the remote shutdown capability. To the extent practical, 

without delaying completion of the DCRDR, it should also address ~ny control 

room modificatjons and additions (such a~ controls and displays for inadequate 

core cooling and reactor system vents) made or planned as a result of other 

post-TMI actions and the lessons learned from operating reactor events such 

as the Salem ATWS events. Generic implications of the Salen ATWS events are 

discussed in NUREG-1000 and required actions are described in Section 1.2, 

Po~t-Trip Review - Data and Information Capability, of the enclosure to 

Generic Letter 83-28. 

In addition to the general comments above, the staff feels that certain 

e1ements of the Program could be strengthened to further assure that the 
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NUREG-0737. Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737 outlines nine major elements of the 

DCRDR; specific staff comments have been organized around those nine 

elements. 

1. Qualifications and Structure of the DCRDR Review Team 

With the exception of Dr. Sheridan's, the resumes provided for the 

human factors review team do not illustrate previous human factors 

experience or training of the team members. The submittal 

indicates that four members of the team participated in a Consumers 

Pm'l'er human factors training seminar in January, 1982. Ho~\1ever,· 

participation of the other team members is not mentioned and the 

content of the training seminar is not described. Lacking this 

information, the staff is concerned that the DCRDR may not be 

conducted from an appropriate human factors perspective. The 

extent of Dr. Sheridan's involvement in the various phases of the· 

review is not sufficiently described for the staff to determine 

whether his contribution of time ~nd expertise is adequate to 

dismiss this concern. 

As part of the review of operating experience, operators will be 

interviev1ed -by personnel on the review team who are not members of 

Consumers Power Company. The staff endorses this approach which 

allows the operators to speak more openly about control room and 

plant operations problems. The staff's concern is related to the 
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team's training in interview techniques. Such training or 

experience is not evident in the, resumes and training on the topic 

is not described. 

2. Function and Task Analyses 

As stated in Supplement l of NUREG~0737, the control room design 

review should make use of function and task analyses 11 to identity 

control room operator tasks and information and control 

requirements during emergency operations. 11 Consumers Power has 

detined responsibilities (functions) of the control room operators 

at Palisades. These responsibilities involve a number of tasks 

which, in turn, involve a number of specific actions. In the 

Program Plan's Section IV.D Consumers Power indicates that these 

specific actions are being reviewed and that "this process 

establishes the display and control requirements for each general 

operator responsibility which may not be obvious from analysis 

of particular operating events or from existing plant procedures. 

These requirements are compared to the existing instrumentation." 

However, in Section IV.E of the Plan, Consumers Power states that 

"The plant's normal and emergency procedures define a set of 

control and display requirements ... [and] these control and display 

requirements are compared to existing instrumentation." The staff 

is unsure of whether the analyses described in Program Plan 

Sections IV.O and IV.E are separate, complementary reviews. 
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The description of the Function and Task Analyses is incomplet~ 

with regard to the methodology and the extraction of data for 

analyses. The use of walk throughs is a valuable method for 

gathering data such as traffic and search patterns, communication 

functions and for observing and consulting with the operator. 

However, the licensee 1 s plan does not include a description of how 

the licensee will systematically extract and analyze task data to 

identify information and control requirements. 

3. Control Room Inventory 

The objectives and proposed process for establishing a control room 

inventory as described in the Consumers Power submittal indicates 

that this element will be adequately accomplished. 

4. Control Room Survey 

Consumers Power shows a good understanding of the objectives of the 

control room survey. The human ertgineering guidelines prepared for 

the Palisades control room illustrate a commitment to a thorough 

review. The staff concurs that comparing the control room, as it 

will be with corrective actions implemented, to the guidance in 

Section 6 of NUREG-0700 will further ensure that human factors 

problems have not been overlooked. 
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The licensee's plan for conducting a control room survey includes 

collecting and recording data on copies of their guidelines and 

procedures rather than using checklists to systematize data 

gathering. It is not clear that the use of these guidelines as 

recording media enables notation for compliance, non-compliance, 

non-acceptability, references and comments. The plan does not 

call for the use of established human engineering discrepancy (HED) 

records which could provide detailed data during and after the 

review. The use of checklists and HED records would provide an 

effective method to reduce, store and access data in support of the 

control room review. 

5. Assessment of HEDs 

The assessment of HEDs is conducted by the review team with the 

consensus deciding action or non-action for correction. The 

consensus process has not been described in enough detail to assess 

its validity. Although the plan makes mention of a detailed 

assessment for certain items, the method or criteria for this is 

not discussed. 

6. Selection of Design Improvements 

The licensee has presented a Plan for the selection of a 

corrective action; hmvever, there is no mention of plant safety as 

a factor in their selection process. 
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7 & 8 Verification That Improvements Will Provide Necessary Correction 

and That Control Room Modifications Do Not Introduce New HEDs 

The process described for confirming that the operator 1s response 

has been improved and new problems have not been introduced is 

considered adequate by the staff. 

9. Coordination of DCRDR with Other Improvement Programs 

The licensee has committed to factor into the human factors review 

information from other improvement programs as it becomes 

available. The staff is concerned that the lack of a systematic~ 

accessible information management system for HED records will 

hinder the coordination effort. 

Conclusion: 

The Program Plan submitted by Consumers Power Company fulfills the NRC 

requirement for submittal of a DCRDR program plan. The staff has provided 

comments to aid the licensee in implementing the Palisades plant review. A 

letter from the licensee responding to these comments is not required. The 

staff does request that ~ meeting be held in Bethesda to discuss the staff 1s 

specific concerns and to afford the licensee an opportunity to more fully 

describe its control ~oom review process. No in-progress audit is planned at 

this time. However, based on the outcome of the meeting, the staff may 

either conduct an on-site, in-progress audit during March of 1984 or an 

on-site pre-implementation audit subsequent to receipt of the Palisades DCRDR 

Summary Report s chedu 1 ed for December i984. 
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