OCT 4 1509

Memorandum For: Chalrman, U, 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washingten, D. C. 20555

From: NRC Staff Inspectors

Subject: Comanche Peak's Fuel Load Readiness and

the Systematic Assessment of Licensee
Performance (S8ALP)

This memorandum is to Inform the commission abou: the readiness to
load fuel at Comanche Peak, and the recent SALP avaluation process
and the proposed report. As NRC inspectors, it |s sur concern
that the pending SALP report is neither accurate nor complete
reflection of TU Electric's performance during this SALP period.

Ve believe that the Commission should be awvare of what we viev as
manipulation and the exclusion of factual iInformation. 1f such
information were properly considered and evaluated, it would
indicate a less than satisfactory performance rating in some
areas, & need for iIncreased attention and applicant action prior
to NRC approval to load fuel.

The SALP conclusion, which gives the applicant a rating of “2" in
every area and ldentifies no adverse performance trends |s
incorrect and invalid. Ten NRC managers made ujp the SALP Board.
Three were Reglion IV managers who had no direct and siginificant
invoelvement with the site. Two other board members were involved
with site matters but they administered their project management
and licensing duties from their White Flint offices. NRC Senior
Resident/ Resident and Consultants who were entirely knowledgeable
£ licensee performance had no vote on the board. All of the
recommendations for below average, corming from those who were knew
the real performance, were outvoted by managers on the SALP Board,
Aditionally, information and findings brought to the attention of
the SALP Board were deliberately excluded, giving a false
impression about the plant. For example,

1. The SALP Board did not adeguately consider the full
implications of certain ASME issues identified during-
reporting period by staff inspectors.

2. The SEALP Board did not adequately consider the inabllity
of the applicant to recognize conditions potentially or
actually adverse to quality as demonstrated by events
surrounding service water system and the auxilary
feedwater system (check valves and motors).

3. The SALP Board d4id not adequately consider the inability
of the applicant to identify and evaluate root causes of
of deficiencles and program fallures necessary for
effective corrective action.
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In order to provide the Commission evidence of some of the issues
that are not being properly considered, we are attaching example
pages from draft inspection reports and internal memes. Although
other areas were also improperly considered, we believe these
examples will support our concerns and provide the Commission a
chance to correct this situation,

Our greater concern, which is shared by many TU Electric's site
personnel is that Comanche Peak is simply not yet ready to load
fuel. 1In addition to the TU Electric's poor performance in some
areas, TU Electric has & large number of open and unrescolved items
and a large constructlion/engineering staff on site who are and
will continue working on Unit 1. This indictes they are not ready
to load fuel, Disregarding financial considerations, both the NRC
and TU Electric know that a realistic fuel loading date is about
eix months from now, If no additional major problems are found.

An additional considezation is TU Electric's excessive over
rellance on contract personnel. We are concerned that the
applicant's unrealistic schedule to load fuel in October 1989 will
compromise the agency's inspection efforts and the applicant's
progress since 1984.

Attachments:
(1) Pages of Draft Reports
(2) Memoranda

cc: COrimes, Director OSP
JTaylor, Deputy EDO
BCGarde, T:1. Carde Law VLffice



INSPECTION PLAN FOR COMANUME PEAK OPERATIONAL READINESS
ASEESSMENT (ORAT) INSPECTION

I. Objective

This inspection is being performed in accordence with draft Inspection Proce-
dure IP §3806, "Operational Resciness Assessnent Tean Inspections,* which s
included as Attachment 1. The objective of this inspection 15 to provide ¢
rajor input and besis for & NRC determination of the startup resdiness of the
Comenche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES). Operationa) readiness assess-
ents are required before issuance of the Tow-power license, and before
issvance of the full.power license or during power escaletion. The major focus
of the inspection will be the verification of an sppropriate operating attituce
well before fuel loading an¢ initial criticality, In addition, programs thet
control construction completion, procedurs) use and work assignments should
have been phased out or merged with opeiational control programs. The inspece
tion will also emphasize the effectiveness of nanapement oversight, correciive
action programs, root cause endlysis, and the resdiness to support operations,
At the conclusion of the inspection we wil) provide a recommendation on whether
the applicent can safely procesd to fue) Toading and low power testing,

I1. Background

The Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES) Units 1 and 2 are owned by
Texas Utilities Electric Company (TU Eltctric’ & subsidiary of Texas Utilities
Company (TUCo), Texas vaicigol Power Agency fNPA). end Tex-La Electric
Cooperative of Texas, Inc. (Tex«La). TMPA 15 in the process of transferring
their ownership interest te TU Electric and Tex-La is transfcrrin? their
ownership to TU Eleciric in the near future. The lead spplicant 1s TU Elec-
tric, which has been ocsignatcd Agent for CPSES by the owner-applicents. The
faciiity 15 & standerd 1160 MW Westinghouse four-loop pressurized weter reactor
with & steel 1ined, reinforced concrete containment. The units are located in
Glen Rose, Texas, approximetely 40 southwest of Fort Worth, Texas.

The applicant received a Construction Permit in Decewmber 1974 and had essen-
tially completed construction and preoperational testing and turned The systems
over to operational control in 1984. The original architect-engineer was Gibbs
and "1"f however, they were replaced by Stone and Webster after 1985. Ebasco
end Impell have also provided engineering support since 1965. 1In 1982 numerous
sdverse allegations were recefved, most of which concerned construction
adequacy and quality assurance. These 1srues have been subsequently referred
to as the “Walsh-Doyle® {ssues. Iun 1983 an NRC Construction Appraisal Team
confirmed these allegations and the ASLB determined that TU Electric was not in
accordance with Appendix B of 10 CFR 50.

The Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) assembled & Technica) Review
Team (TRT) onsite in 1984, The TRT included 50 technical experts from the NRC,
natienal laboratories, and consulting organizations. The TRT spent four months
investigating the allegations and documented their findings in five
Supplemental Sefety Evaluation Reports (SERs). In addition, numerous concerns
about the design and construction of the plant evulved through contentions
before the NRC's Atomic Safety Licensing Board (ASLB) and the Comanche Peak
Independent Assessment Program review conducted by Cygra Energy Services.
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In response to the concerns, the applicant implerented the Comenche Pest
Response Team (CPRY) in 1’0‘ to scdress al) relevant issues, existing and
future, This program fnvolved & re-verification of the design and
re-inspection of the construction of selected engineering disciplines., In 198%
the design review was initisted. Based on the extent of deficiencies identi-
fied, TU Electric developes the Corrective Action Program (CAP) in 1987 to
require a conplete design re-verific:tion; hardware validetion, including
hardware re-inspection and modifications; and design and "as-bJi1t* reconcilia-
tion in & bread number of areas. The development ang implementation of the CAP
for design and construction deficiencies typifies the aagressive and thorough
approach that TU Electric mansgement has cgplicd to safety issues., This
sttitude 1s regularly demonstrated by TU Electric managers, severa) of whom are
former NRC employees, but not dlways by the working staff,

In 1987, the KRC Offfce of Special Projects (0SP) was formed to ensure compre-
hensive and t.mely resolution of complex regulatory concerns with a strength.
ened and integrated staff organization and direct lines of manigement
responsibility and authority end appropriste high-leve! direction, This Office
wes incorporated into the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) fn Jenuary
1509 as the Associate Directorship of Special Projects and retains
responsibility for all licensing and inspection activities.

There has only been one recent escalated enforcement case completed, In
February 19689, the staff cited TU Electric with a Leve! 111 Viclation for
fatlure to submit a timely application for extension of the Unit ) construction
permit., The applicant had inadvertently &)lowed the originel permit to expire.

There have been slightly over 1000 allegations recefved by the staff concerning
Comanche Feak. A1) of the allegations received prior to formation of 0SP have
been closed. Of the remaining, approximately 13 remain open.

In July 1988, TU Electric reached an agreement with the remaining intervenor
(1.e., Citizens Associated for Sound Energy) and the ASLE hearings were
Jismissed., As a result, Mc. Juanita E111s, became a member of the Operations
Re ‘few Committee and TU Electric compensated CASE for previous expenses. In
August 1988, & new group, the Citizens for Fair Utility Regulation (CFUR), and
an individual, Mr. Joseph Macktal, are attempting to gain status as
intervenors.

The extensive corrective action effort to correct the numerous design and
construction deficifencies has been uncerway at CPSES over the past severa)
years, This yrogram has resulted in a si2n1ficant number of modifications to
bring the plants into conformance with NRC requirements. In March 1988, the
applicant touporaril{ suspended work on Unit 2 to concentrate resources on
Unit 1 completion. The applicant is currently nearing completion of the
corrective actions and has committeo to re-perform greater than 90 percent of
the preoperational tests as the Prestart Test Program, Hot functiona) testing
(HFT) and integrated leak rate testing on Unit 1 was completed in July (Unit ]
previously uncerwent WFT in 1985).

The &pplicant has committed to bo?iu & two-week operational readiness period
following completion of construction :nd testing. The project status report
currently shows a fuel load readiness Cate and the beginning of this “quiet
time" on October 2, 1989. The applicant is running abuut two-weeks behind



schedule; therefore, the ear)fest they should be ready for licensee issuance s
guring the second week of our inspection.

111, Inspection Plan
A. Objectives

The inspection has three major opjectives:

(1) Indepencently assess the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSES)
power ascension, operations, and operations support programmatic and
steffing readiness for operations.

(2) Monitor dafly activities in the areas of o?crot1ons. testing, maintenance,
engineering and technica) support, and quality sssurance in order to
assess whether the applicant 1s ready to operste the facility safely.

(3) Eveluate the status of the prestart testing program to deternine whether
testing has been essentially completed and that outstending construction
deficiencies will not acversely affect the safe operation of the plant.

B. Scope

The emphasize of the inspection will be \n independent assessment of the
effectiveness of managenent oversight, co. rective action prograns, root cause
andlysis, and the readiness to support operations. The inspection will verify
that the agp!iccnt has established an appropriaste operating stt!iude wel)
before fuel loading.

in order to focus the inspection effort, we will 1imit our detailed review of
sefety-related activities, system alignments, material condition, surveillance
testing, and operational procedures to the following systems:

1) High Pressure Injection,
¢) Decay Heat Removal,

(3) Auxiliary Feedwater.

(4) Diese) Generators,

(§) Station Batteries.

This inspection plan hss been developed to address the applicant's operational
readiness in tiw six functional areas. A detailed evaluation criteria for each
of the arees is provided in Apgondix A. Any suggested changes should be
provided to the team leader. The functiona) areas are:

1) Plant Operations,

¢) Surveillence and Testing.

3) Facility Management Organization,

4) Power Ascension Test Program (PATP).
}5 Maintenance.

€) Engineering and Technical Support.

C. Team Members

In orcer to accomplish this inspection, the team will Le divided into two
sections -- operations and operationa) support. The operations section will




focus on cperations department activities and control room observations .nd the
operations support section will focus on the system walkdowns and the opera-
tional readiness and support of the remaining departments. Continuous contro)
room coverage 15 antic.pated for at least 72-hours (Tuesday through Saturcay)
of the first week onsite). In addition, the operations support section -11{
Eorforn we lkdowns of the selected systems during the same time period. On
unday (October 22) the entire team will reconvene to determine the direction
of the remainder of the inspection. The team members are )isted below.

Chris A, VanDenburgh - Team Leader « NRR - (30)) 492-0965 PR
Dwight D. Chamberlain - Asst. Team Leader - Region 1V - (B17) B60-8249 = 2 = .

Operations Section
J:z R. Ball - Discipline Lead - NRR - (301) 492-0962

Jackie E. Bess - Region 1V/STP-SR] « (512) 972-2507

Larry R, Veeder - Prisuta-Beckman Associates, Inc, - (412) 872-91%7
Robert L. Lewis - Prisuta-Beckman Atsociates, Inc. - (412) 872-9187
Bruce W, Deist - Consulting Services - (301) 972-1973

Operations Support Section

Thomas 0. Mckernon « Discipline Lead - Region IV/DRS « (817) B60-8153
Doneld C. Kosloff - Region I1l1/Davis-Besse - (319) 898-2765

Donald A. Beckman - Prisuta-Beckman Associates, Inc. ~ (412) 872-91587
Gary G. Rhoads - Prisuta-Beckmen Associates, Inc, - (412) 872-9187
Paul E. Marmon - Region 11/Sequoyah-Rl « (615) 842-8001

Jﬂ N/CPM

D. Team Assignments

The inspection report is required to be issued within 45 days of the end of the
inspection. To simplify the development uf the report, | have assigned the
following topics for development and documentation. These assignments have
been made based on my understanding of each inspector's experience and backe
ground and | have attempted to evenly distribute the workload. If any addi-
tional topics are fdentified (either before or during the inspection) 1 will
meke the required changes. These asiignments are not final and any questions
or suggestions should be fdentified as soon as possible,

An inspection report outline will be provided during the inspection which will
be similar to the topics identified in Appendix A,

Operations Operations Support
Ball - Shift Professionalism McKernon « Facility Management
Procedure Adherance Outstanding Construction
Deficiencies
Harmon « Post Trip Review Process kosloff « Power Ascention Program
Shift Communications Surveillance and Testing
Shift Routine;Turnovers MTE Control



Bess - Operability Determinations Beckmar « Maintenance

Response to Annunciators House keeping
Off-norma 1 Conditions Room and Areés Turnovers
Station Vital Drawings

Veeder « Equipment Out-of-Service Rhoads - Engineering & Tech. Support

System Status Control § Logs 50,50 Safety Reviews

LCO Trecking Technica) Specificetions
Lewis «  Operating Procedures Johnson « Self-Assessmeni Progrem

Abnorma ) Procedures System Valve Lineups

Event Reporting Lessons Learned Programs

Defst - Organfzotion & Staffing
Staff Stability and Experience
Operator Training

Attachments 2 and 3 contain background informatios on the fact1ity provided by
NRR's Specfal Project's Division and current orgenization chart, In addition,
! have included o copy of the Shoreham ORAT lnspection Report (50-322/85-80)
which will be the mode) for our inspection report. Also included are copies of
the inspection report for the Augmented Inspection Team (50-445/89-30;
50-846/89-30) and resultant Information Notice 69-62 conducted following recent
problems with lor'-ucracr check valves at Conanche Peak. This inspection
\dentified several weaknesses with the cperation of the fecility. These
concerns were communicated to the applicant and are included as Attachment 4.
And finally, 1 have included copies of recent inspections (50-445/69-58;
50-446/89-58 and 50-445/89-43; 50-446/89-43) concerning the implementation of
the emergency plan which fdentified several problems concerning the knowlege
level of the operators. 1 will be forwarding system descriptions and selected
plant procedures after | complete the pre-inspection visit during the first
week of October. In the meantime, please fauiliarize yourself with information
provided and communicate any suggestions for organizing our task directly to
“.

1v. Inspection Schedule

nspection Preparation

Sept. 25 Recefve ORAT inspection planner.

Oct. 2 Provide comments to team leader by COB.
Oct. 10 Receive pre-inspection review material,
B. Inspection

Oct. 1% Arrival at motel.

Oct. 16 (8:00 am) Arrive onsite at Comanche Peek - Badging, entrance and
site orfentation,

Oct, 17.2% Perform system walkdowns, monitor contro) room activities,
review procedures, and conduct interviews.
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Oct. 26 (1:00 pm) Co?:uct NRC management briefing and practice applicant
exit,

Cet, 27 (8:00 am) Conduct exit,

C. Inspection Report Preparation

Oct. 30 (8:00 am) Arrive at NRC White Flint Offices.
Oct. 30 « Nov, 3 Entire team complete and approve draft inspection report,

Nov, 6 Submit draft inspection report to technical editurs.

Nov. 14 Submit draft inspection report to Section Chief.

Nov, 21 Submit draft inspection report to Branch Chief.

Nov, 2% Submit draft inspection report to Division Director.

Dec. 6 Submit approved inspection repc * to Projects Division.

Dec. 1) Issue inspection report 45 da; - from inspection exit
meeting,

V. Travel Itinerary

Reservations for fourteen single rooms at the governument rate have been made in
My naie 4t the Plantation Inn in Granbury, Texas, for Cctober 15 - November 3.
Directions to the CPSES are fncluced as Attachment 5, Please call (817)
673-8846 by September 4 to individually confirm and guarantee your reservation,
! plan to arrive at the motel on October 10 at approximately 6:00 pm, The
entire team will meet on October 16 at 7:00 am in the hote! Tobby. 1
anticipate departing the site un October 27 at approximately noon, therefore
your departure reservations should be made accordingly.

¥e will begin work on the inspection report on the Monday (October 30) follow-
in, the conclusion of the inspection., The entire team will participate in this
effort, Plesse plan on beginning work at the NRC White Flint offices at
6:00 am on October 30. The draft inspection report will be completed by COB
November 3 and the inspection report will be fssued within 45 days of the
conclusion of the inspection,
P

Reservations for ten single rooms at the government rate have been made for
October 2§ - November 10 under & group reservation (i.e., NRC Group-
VerDenburgh) at the Guest Quarters Inn located at 7335 Wisconsin Avenue,
Bethesda, MD, 20814. The mote] is within one block of the Bethesca station of
the Metrc Red Line. Please call 424-2900 or (301) 961-6400 by October 16 to
individually confirm and guarantee your reservation. Plesse inform me of your
8ravc\ ftinerary for both trips, including rental cars plans, before COB

ctober 10.

V1. Inspection Routine

Normal working hours will be 8:0C AM to 5:00 PM while onsite, including the
first Saturday (October 4). A11 NRC employees should arrange to suspend their




compressed and flexible time work schedules for the duration of the inspection,
Overtime will be approved on a case besis by the team leader.

Tesm meetings will be held deily at 8:00 an. Al teem merber's cbservetions
will be provided on Appendix B in sufficient oetail to support thetr observe.
tions ang conclusfons. The team leader will meet with the applicant dety
follovin? the team meeting, The status of outstand!ns toncerns and sigrificant
o?scrvatdons developed from the previous day's Appendix B forms will be
discussed,

The inspection will be effectively over by noon on October 26. A1} further
team efforts will be devoted to preparing ©.r the NRC menagement briefing and
the exit meeting with the Yicensee. The inspection repert number 1s
50-445/69200. NRC personne) should charge their time to the following:

Docket Number 50448
Inspection Report Nunber 89200
Inspection Procedure (1¢) 93806
Inspection Procedure Elememt (1PE) OA
Item of Major Interest (IM]) 10K]

Please contact me at (301) 492-0965 upon receipt of your review materials and
for confirmation of assignments,

Chris A, VenDenburgh, Team Leader
Special Inspection Branch
Division of Reactor Inspection
and Safeguargs
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachments:
1) Dreft Inspection Procedure 1P 93806
¢) Comarche Peak Background Information
3) Comarche Pesk Organizational Chart
&) NRC Concerns Regarding Operations Response to Check Velve Failures

§) Meps to CPSES



APPENDIX A
OPERATIONAL READINESS ASSESSMENY EVALUAT]ON CRITERIA

Plant Operations

Operations organization and staffing

Staff stability and morale

Operations experience and training (including remote shutdown training)

Oparat1n’ shift professionsa)ism

Methods for operability determination

Post-trip review process

Lessons learned (root ceuse) programs

Performance of safety evaluations

Event reporting

Response to annunciators and of f-normal conditions

Nuisance alarm and indication controls

Shift routine and turnover

Equipment out-uf-service controls

System status control end logs

Operating and emergency operating procedures

Procedure adherence

Verification of system line-ups (including use of local valve position
indications)

Housekeeping and material contro)

Communications with other departments

Surveillance and Tcsting

Organizatiovn end staffing
Qualifications and training

Interface between operations and startup testing organizations
Completion of prestart (precperational) testing

Observations of surveillance performance

Technical Specification technica) sdequacy

Technical Specification surveillance LCO tracking and contro)
Performance of 10 CFR 50.59 safety reviews

Calibration of installed and portable measuring and test equipment
Surveillance procedure review

Surveillance training of operators

Management and quality assurance overview

Facility Management Q:gonigotign

Organization and staffing

Qualifications and trainin?

banagement oversight activities and goals

bpplicant's operativnal readiness assessments (internal and external)
Onsite safety review committee

Lessons learned from previous new plant operating experience

Root cause and corrective action programs



r nsion 7 Program (PATP

PATP organization and staffing
Quelifications and training
Approval for pleteau changes
Quality assurance controls for PATP
Staffing prerequisites for testing
’rogran chenge controls

Test status ang scheduling

Maintenance

Maintenance orgenization and staffing

Qualifications and training

Construction deficiency “punchelist® items

Maintenance work observation

Material condition and labeling of systems and components
Predictive maintenance programs

Post-maintenance tosting

bork planning and prioritization

Parts and material control

;nglnoerigg and Technical Support

Engineering organization ¢no staffing
Qualifications and tratning

System engineering

Vendor manue! control

Review of generic communications
Modification controls

Configurstion controls

Temporary modifications



APPENDIX B

Subject : bservation No. :
l!vi!im :
References :
\ ion :
iiﬂhifig!ng!:

Required Action! :
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PCEB
INSPECTION PROCEDURE 93806

OPERATIONAL READINESS ASSESSMENT TEAM INSPECTIONS
PROGRAM APPLICABILITY: 2514

9380€-01 INSPECTION OBJECTIVE

The objective of this procedure is to provide guidence on conducting
Operational Readiness Assessment Team (ORAT) 1nspections for new plants,
Results from these {nspections will provide a mejor input and basis for a NRC
determination of startup readiness.

93806-02 INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS

02.01 Inspection Planning. Conduct of Operational Readiness Assessments is
required de%oro Tssuence of the low-power license, before issuance of the
full-power license, or during power escalatiorn. The inspection schedule and
scope are to bs teilored to the individua) plant circumstances. The
inspection should concentrate on perceiverd weaknesses and areas important to
plant operations which have not yet been sufficiently reviewed. Attachment 1}
pro ides an outline of the aress that may be covered during assessment of the
reaciness for power operition,

02.02 Plant Inspection, The following specific ftems, in addition to those
1isted Tn Itt.cﬁﬁ%n! ;. should be considered during ORAT {inspections:

8. Focus the inspection on safety-significent activities such as fue)
Toading, reactor startup, heatup/cooldown, and surveillances. Direct
observations of activities are preferred and should be supplemented by
personnel interviews and document reviews. Systems should be selected
for walkdown and inspection on the basis of their potentia) to cause
challenges to safety systems. (7he results of similar unit design or
generic probabilistic risk assessment studies should be used, 1f
available.)

b. Evaluate licensee management transitional controls. Construction
deficiency "punch® 11st dtems transferred to the operations
organization for completion are either subfect to contractor
disposition or are converted to maintenance work order ftems. These
items constitute incomplete construction phase work for which
management controls are required to ensure readiness for operation,

LR Issue Date: XX/XX/XX



Eveluate management oversight of ond involvement 1n defly work anc
preparation activities, eview licersee performance fin conducting
preventive maintenance activities and controls over deferred
preventive maintenance.

€. Review the licensee's program for operating experierce feedback and
verify implementation, Assess whether controls exist that continually
implement lessons learned and that research the safety significance of
problems that have developed during the startup of similarly desi ned
plents., Select and review, in detatl, several operational probd)ems
experienced by the )icensee during the preoperatiors) or startup test
phase and assess whether the problem was fully reviewes and understoos
prior to further testing. Determine f the 1icensee has reviewed
NUREG-1275 and applied lessons Tearned. Evaluste whether procedura)
problems related to operations are being effectively fcentified ane
expeditiously corrected.

0. Exemine the licensee's se)f-assessment cepability os 1t relates to
readiness for operation, includin the root couse analysis process,
the corrective action program, and the trending and generic applice-
bility review of self-1dentitied problems. Determine the ddequacy of
the deficiency reporting system, including thresholds, ang evaluste
the effectiveness of prioritizetion of the identified problems.
Review the root cause elysis <raining program, Assess the
involvement of OA and engineering {n problem resolution.

e. Determine whether operator trafning, dincluding simulator usage,
inciudes beginning-of-1ife core characteristics and system response.
Through operator interviews, contro) room observations, and the review
of alarm response procedures, determine whether shift personnel are
prepared to respond to abnormal plant conditions, instrumentation and
control setpoint and display snomalies, end the potential for a high
number of challenges to safety systems during testing,

f. Evaluste whether there 15 any change in the Quelity Assurance (QA)
program effectiveness due te the differences in the QA organizatiore
interactions with other station departments ynder operational controls
versus what existed when under construction controls. Verify whether
program requirements exist for quality assurance/quality contro)
(QA/0C) personnel to be present curing back shifts, and assess
adeouvacy.

9. Determine whether the 1icensee has iriplemented an effective Technica)
Specification Appraisal process. Verify that plant procedures
sccurately reflect the applicable Technica) Specification sections,
Verify the adequacy of administrative controls to complement startup
testing activities under Technical Specification constraints, es
opposed to the latitude for “troubleshocting” problems that exist
under preoperational testing controls.

h. Determine whether the licensee has implemented an effective program

to review and focus attention on balance-of-plant (BOP) operations to
reduce the frequency and severity of plant transients,

Issue Date: XX/XX/XX « 2. 93806



1. Evaluste the adequacy of Vicensee plans to resolve meterial and
personnel access and work contro) problems once the radiolo feally
controlled areas (RCAs) and protected/vital sreas are established.

J.  Eveluate the status of contro) room annunciators, alarms, and
recorders. Verify the adequacy of the 1icensee's methodology for
compensatory measures for those indicetions not operating properly.

k. Eveluate the licensee's program to review and evaluste the impact of
the mainienance work request backlog on operations) readiness,
including the =ollective impact on safety system ovailability and
operability. Determine {f safety-related work 1s being accomp!ished
:{ :w:ns) other than the written administrative controls (e.g., “shop

ckets").

1. Review the qualifications an¢ commercial operating experience of key
managers and operators and whether organizational responsibilities ang
interfaces exist to support an operating unit, Determine whether the
licensee has staffed the orgenization to levels which are capable of
successfully operating and supporting the unit,

m. Review the startup testing schedule and stetus of completion to ensure
that the startup tnting committed to in the final safety enalysis
report (FSAR) 1s, or wil) be, actually performed. If tests are de-
leted or modified, ensure that an sdequate 10 CFR 50.59 review was
performed and forwarded to NRC for review,

n. Review the method for keepiig track of entry into and exit from
Technica) Specification action statements. Ensure that the operators
are aware of all action statements fin effect and their cumulative
implications.

Twenty-four-hour inspection coverage of shift operations is necessary at
various times durin? the startup sequence. Such coverage 1s routinely
provided during initial criticality and other periods of s.artup testing b
regionsl/resident personnel 1n the corcurt of the NRC Inspection Manua
Chapter 2514 {nspection program, Judgment must be exercised in balancing
such benefits against the requirement for additiona) inspection resources to
conduct around-the-clock shift coverage.

02.03 Menagement Meetings. Frequent NR( management meetings with licensees
are recommende efore and after the ORAT d{nspection to maximize the
effectiveness of the Operationa) Readiness Review process, Throughout the
first few months of initia) commercia) operation, the NRC should review with
the plant management and staff the root ceuses of all reportable events and
planned 1icensee corrective actions at such periodic meetings., The ORAT exit
meeting should emphasize the continuing nature of the NRC readiness review
process.

93806-03 INSPECTION GUIDANCE

03.01 General Guidance. Previous NRC evaluations and Office for Analysis
and Eveluation of Operatfona’i Data (AEOD) studies have shown that effective
mansgement of the transition from construstion to operations and of the
feedback of operating experience from other plants (and similar plants) can

93806 -3 Issue Date: XX/XX/XX



significantly erhance edrly performance. This inspection procedure provides
general guidance on the scope, content, problem dress, and verifications
relevent to the conduct of ORAT {nspections.

ORAT inspections will emphasize the effectiveness of management oversight,
corrective action programs, root cause andlysis, and the readiness to support
operations. The following major points should be assessed: the establisgh.
ment of » basic framework of management programs to support the operation of
the unit; the establishment and implementation of & program to gether ang
apply lessons learned from industry experience; the ability of the management
team to establish & proper working atmosphere in which to operate the unit;
the involvement of doth site and corporate engineering in the operation of
the unit; and the depth of QA in.olvement in plent operations and problems.
For new plants 1t 1s essentia) that the licensee 1dentify lessons learned
from previous new plant operating experience and communicate these lessons to
the senfor management of the new plant. New plants that have come on line
have shown significant improvement after establishing effective root cause
analysis and corrective action programs, Effective station goels and actions
that result from self-assessment demonstrate the readiness of the plant for
sefe operatior and the readiness of 1ts personnel for the conduct of the
plant's safe operation.

However, one common element supports al) Operationa) Readiness Reviews,
Including ORAT verification activities, and that is the fundamental need for
the establishment of an appropriate operating attitude well before inftial
criticality. Programs that contro) construction completion should be phated
out or merged with operationa) control programs in orcder to minimize the
confusion associated with duplicate systems of controliing work, The same is
8lso true for procedural use and personnel work assignments, Operational
controls should be implemented a3 early &s possible to allow for personnel
acclimation and training,

It 1s also important that such operational controls, particularly in the
areas of maintenance anc modifications, be consistent with both the original
bases of the plant design and the good work practices used during plant
construction,

The plenning for this irspection is an important element. Selection of the
inspection team 1s a very important function during the planning phase,
Operating experience of team members should be a primary consideration for
selection, especially for the control room observations. The use of resident
inspectors from similar sites and experienced regional/Nuclear Reactor
Regulation inspectors should be emphasized. The inclusion of a licensing
examiner may also be beneficial in evaluating operational readiness.
Cousideration should also be given to including a team member with expertise
in management and organizational theory and/or human factors engineering, 1f
applicable to the inspection scope. The size of the team will vary depending
on the scope and duration of the inspection.

03.02 Specific Guidance

8. Insgection Requirement 02.01. The scheduling of the ORAT inspection
sha e Dbased upon tne previous licensee experience and operating
history as may Le applied to the specific plant. An inspection of the
first nuclear unit for a utility may require more lead time before the
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pro{octed fuel load date than 1s needed for inspections of subsequent
nuclear units, The timing of the fnspection must be well coordinated
with other NRC and thirgd party inspection activities, such as:

(1) Inspection Procedure $4300 status report requirements,

(2) Issuance of the proof and revies copy of the Technica)
Specifications.

(3) Regfonal Office conduct of & team inspection for a Technica)
;g;gification Review 1n eccordance with Inspection Procecure
1.

(4) Conduct of the INPO Preoperationa) Assistance visit at the site.

(5) Conduct of utility self-assessment activities end availability
of the resulting report(s).

Prior licensing and plant restart experience 1indicates that ORATY
inspections can be optimally conducted about 3 months before issuance
of the initial licerse. In the case of full-power operation for a new
plant, another evaluation should be conducted 3 to 6 months after
rec:ipt‘ of the full-power license to observe actua) operationa)
activities.

The aress of review should also be based on the previous €xperience
of the licensee. For example, the inspection plan for the thir: unit
in a three-unit station will differ considerably from the inspection
plan for the station's first unit.

Inspection Requirement 02.02. For newly licensed plants, the status
of the operational preparedness phase of the Preoperational Testing
Program (NRC Inspection Manual Chapter 2513, Appendix B) should be
reviewed to determine which inspections sre incomplete and whether
problems have been {dentified in the aress previously 1inspected.
The NRC Inspection Manual Chapter 2513 Program Inspection Procedures
that are incomplete or that resulted in identification of probdlems
can be utilized to cevelop aress for review during the operational
readiness team inspection, Current procedures exist in the following
inspection areas, s listed in the NRC Inspection Manual Chapter 2513,
Appendix B:

(1) Operations

(2) Maintenance

(3) Fuel Receipt and Storage

(4) Fire Protection

(5) Surveillance ;

(6) Plant Water Chemistry Controls

(7) Radiologice! Controls
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(&) Security and Safeguards
(9) Quality Assurance

The operations phase ‘nspection program (NRC Inspection Manua) Chapter
2515) #1so contains inspection procedures that can be used to develop
sreas for further review of operations) resciness. The following
represent current, appiicable procedures listed under the respective
inspection functiona) aress that they support: '

(1) Plant Operatiors

42700 Plant Procedures

RAINA Fire Protection/Prevention Program
71707 Operationz) Safety Verification
71710 ESF System Walkdown

(2) Maintenance/Surveillance

61700 Surveillance Procedures and Records

61726 Monthly Survefllance Observation

61728 Surveillance Testing and Calibration Control
Program

62700 Maintenance Program Implementation
62702 Maintenance Program

62703 Monthly Maintenance Observations
62704 Instrument Maintenance

62705 Electrical Maintenance

(3) Engineering and Technical Support

37700 Design. Design Changes, and Modifications
37701 Facility Modifications
72701 Modification Testing

(4) Safety Assessment/Quality Verification

35701 QA Program - Annual Review

40500 Evaluation of Licensee Self-Assessment
Cepability

$2720 Corrective Action

(5) Security

81XxX Physfcal Security (81000 series procedures)
81018 Security Plan and Implementing Procecures
81020 Management Effectiveness - Security Programs
8107X Access Control (81070 series procedures?
81088 Communications

(6) Emergency Preparedness

82701 Cperatfonal Status of the Emergency
Preparedness Program
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(7) Rediation Controls

83750 Occupationa) Exposure, Shipping, and Transportatior,

84750 Radioactive Waste Systems; Water Chemistr i Confirma.
tory Measurements ang Radiological nvironmenta)
Monitoring

€. Inspection Reouirement 02.03. The scope of the ORAT inspection must
Be ;101510 enough to accommodate both the unique plant design ang
the plant inspection “istory, including systematic assessment of
1icensee performance (S .P). Thus, departures from standard nuclear
steam supply system (NSSS) designs and virst-of-a-kind plant features
may provide aress for specific review at o new plant, Both the ARC
Open Items List and the licensee's internal "punch® Yists should be
reviewed for planning input and to fdentify areas in which work may
not be completed before criticality 1s achieved. Also, the results of
past NRC team {nspections at the plant should be considered not only
to understand past problem areas, but also to review the effectiveness
of licensee corrective action progiams. The licensee's responsiveness
to previously 1dentified problems and 1ssues provides one indicator of
the licensee's progress toward developing a proper operating attitude
and ensuring a high degree of resdiness for conducting criticality and
power operations.

Just as the scope of any Operaticng) Readiness Review must Dbe
flexible, so must the ORAT inspeciion be adaptable to changes in
direction and emphasis. Frequent team meetings are essential not only
to identify any generic problems or concerns that may exist in the
different inspection areas, but also to redirect inspection resources
away from areas in which no problems are evident. Identification of
scceptable areas should be made to allow the inspectors the latitude
and time to thoroughly 1{nvestigate the causes of identified
problems. The ORAT inspection should be flexibly structured to adapt
to the necessary changes in direction and scope that occur through
the use of performance-based inspection technigues,

93806-04 RESOURCE ESTIMATE

This inspection 1s estimated to require 560 direct 1nspection hours of
regional and headquarters resources. Actual f1nspections at a specific
plant may require substantially more or fewer resources, depending on the
inspection scope.

93806-0% REFERENCES

NUREG-1275, "Operating Experience Feedback Report - New Plants," July 1987
NUREG/CR-5151, *Performance-Based Inspections,” June 1988

NRC Inspection Manyal Chapters 2513 and 2515

Memorandum, J. Sniezek to Regional Administrators, dated Apri) 23, 1087
(NUDOCS 68863/046).

END
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Attachment )
OPERATIONAL READINESS REVIEWS
24 Plant Operations

System Status Contrn) and Logs

Organization and Staffing

Shift Routine and Turnover

Tratning

Response to annunciators and Off-norma) Conditions
Housekeeping ¢nd Material Condition

Control Room Decorum

Reportability Requirements and Implementation
Communications with Interfacing Departments
Fitness for Dut{ Program

Overtine Controls

Procedure Adequacy/Adherence

oW =

FROmYTOYTmOO
o . . B

1. Maintenance/Surveillance

o

Maintenance Management and Organization
Observation of Work Activities

Temporary Modifications

Preventive Maintenance Program

Failure Trending and Predictive Maintenance
Post-Maintenance Testing

Work Planning and Prioritization Processes
Training

Communications with Interfacing Departments
Rework Identification and Control
Implementation of TS Surveillance Requirements
Observation of Surveillance Activities
Procedure Adequacy/Adherence

ErxCG—~TOOMMTMmMOO™

I11. Engineering and Technical Support

Modification Controls

Support to Operations and Maintenance
Configuration Controils

Interface with ALARA Program

Licensing Activities and Technical Specifications
Management

MmMOOm »
s

v, Safety Assessment/Quality Verivication

Management Oversight Activities and Goals
Self-Assessment Capabilities (PORC, SORC, 1SEG)
Quality Assurance/Quality Control Involvement
Corrective Action Programs

Post-Trip Review Process

Operating Experience Feedback

Independent Verification Policies

Licensee Readiness Assessment

TOMMOODD>
<
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v, Rediation Protection

B
. =« o

MO MmO
o

Health Physics Organization and Staffing
Rediologica) Controls

Effluent/Neste Controls

ALARA

Materials and Contamination Contro)
Surveys and Monitoring

Respiratory Protection

Training

vl. Security

52

TMmMOoOO™

Organization and Staffing
Security Plen Implementation
Access Controls

Alarm Response
Communications

Training

VIl. Emergency Preparedness

A.
B.

c.
D.
E.

Emergency Plan and Implementing Procedures

Emergency Facilities, Equipment, Instrumentetion,

and Supplies
Organization and Management Control
Training

Independent Reviews/Audit
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON
NCHE PEAK STEAM TR]

TATION (CP

Utiifty: Texas Utilities Electric Company (97.8% Ownership)
(TU Electric/Applicant or Applicants)

Location: 40 miles SW of Ft. Worth, Texas
Somervell County, Texas

Docket No.:

CP lssved:

Low Power License:

Full Power License:
Initial Criticality:
Elec. Energ. 15t Gener:
Commercial Operation:
Reactor Type:
Containment Type:

Power Level:
Architect/Engineer:

NSSS Vendor:

Constructor:

Turbine Supplier:
Condenser Cooling Method:
Condenser Cooling Water:

Licensing Project Manager:

NRC Responsible Office:

CPPD Pryjects:

Unit 1 Unit 2
50-445 50-446
12/19/74 12/19/74
Est. 10/89 Not Scheduled
B2 \t/eq .
br Weq .
PWR Same
Steel-11ined, Same
reinforced concrete
3411 MWT; 1159 MWE Same
Original - Gibbs & Nil) Same

Current - Reverification
and redesign effort by
Stone and Webster, Ebasco,

and Impell

Mestinghouse Same
Brown & Root Same
Allis-Chalmers Same
Circulating wWater System Same
Squaw Creek Reservoir Same

(see Projects group below)

(492-0722

Comanche Peak Project Division, OSP
Christopher Grimes, Director
(492-3299)

“Phit4p-Mekee—beputy—Director—
s3I

Assistant Director for Projects
James Wilson, Assistant Director
(492-3306)

Melinda Malloy, LPM
(492-0738)

Mel Fields, LPM
(492-0765)

Abaciasnt 2
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CPPD Technical Review:

CPPD Inspections:

Section Chiefs:

Senfor Resident Inspectors

Resident Inspectors:

Region 1V, Arlington TX:

Assistant Director for Technical Progra
James fyons. iisisfcni U!roc!cr -
(492-3308)

Assistant Director for Inspection Programs
Roécri Wernick, Assistant ;'Bincfor"' e
(817) 897-1500 CP Site

Herbert Livermore (817) 8971500
Joel Wiebe (817) 897-1500

1 —Shonnen—Raiiiipr—{Construetton (69w 50—
mm (Operations) (817) 8971500

Michae! Runyan (C/S)
Steven Bitter (Ops)

817) 897-1500
817) 897-1500

Elec) (817) 897-1500
Responsible for Operator Licensing Activities,

Emergency Planring Activities, and Radiation
Safety and Safeguards Inspections

Robert Latta

Robert Martin, Regional Administrator
(8-728-8225)

John Montgomery, Deputy Regfonal Administrator
(8-728-8226)
v Director
Division of Reactor Safety
(8-728-8183)

A. Bi11 Beach, Director
Division of Radiation Safety and Safeguards
(8-728-8248)

William Fisher, Chief
Nuclear Materials Safety Branch
(8-728-8215)

Blaine Murray, Chief
Reactor Pro?rams Branch
(8-728-8126

Donald Driskill, Director
Office of Investigations Field Office
(8-728-8110)
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TU Electri rJor Man nt P nnel 1135, Tex

Jerry S. Farrington, Chatrman of The Board -~
Chief Executive, Texes Utflities Co.

Erle A. Nye, President, Texas Utilities Co.
and Chairman and Chief Executive, Texas
Utilities Electric Company

William G, Counsil, Vice Chairman
TU Electric

Michael D. Spence, President
TU Electric Generating Division

TU Electric Corporate Management Personnel {Si;g}

Willtam J, Cahi1), Executive Vice President,
Nuclear

H. D. (Buz) Bruner, Senior Vice President
Nuclear Engineering and Operations

R. A, Werner, Manager
Safeteam

TU Electric Management Personnel - Operation

A. B, Scott, Jr., Vice President
Nuclear Operations

J. J. Kelley, Jr., Plant Marager

J. V. Donahuve, Operations

B. W. Wieland, Maintenance

6. J. Laughlin, Instrumentation an¢ Controls
M. R, Blevins, Plant Support

M. J. Riggs, Plant Evaluation

J. S. McMahon, Training

T. L. Goscin, Administrative Services
B. T. Lancaster, Plant Services

R. Daly, Startup

D. L. Davis, Results Engineering

S. L. Ell{s, Test

D. W. Stonestreet, Outage Planning
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L. D. Nece, Vice President

J. W. Beck, Vice President,
Nuclear Engineering

J. B. George, Vice President,
Support

R. C. Walker, Manager
Nuclear Licensing

J. F. Streeter, Director
Quality Assurznce

A. Husain, Director
Reactor Engineering

0. W. Lowe, Director
Engineering

T. G. Tyler, Director
Projects

D. M. Reynerson, Director
Construction

W. R. Deatherage, Director
Engineering Administration

J. W. Muffett, Manager of Engineering (CECO)
J. E. Krechtine, Director
Technical Interface

Workforce As of April 8, 1989:

Organization Onsite Total
Eng. & Eng. Admin. 2351 2508
Construction 3654 3684
Projects 604 619
Operations 1686 1700
Nv.lear Engineering 739 841
Support Services 275 2n
NEO Administration B8 88

TOTAL 9375 9684
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R r r
SROs Operating 19 ROs Operating 24
Staff 24 Staff 1
Tota) B 5 Tota! ey . |
15 SROs and 10 ROs are required to operate Unit 1
Work Shifts

6 Shift Manning Cycle
3 shifts working
1 shift in tratning
2 shifte extra and off

As reflected in current proposed Technical Specifications
each shift will be comprised of the following staff:

For one unit operation:

Shift Supervisor (SRO)
1 Assistant Shift Supervisor (SRO)
2 Reactor Operators
§ Auxiliary Operators
Shift Technical Advisor (SRO/STA)

For two unit operation:

Shif{ Supervisor (SRO)
2 Assistant Shift Supervisors (SRO)
4 Reactor Operators
10 Auxiliary Operators
Shift Technical Advisor (SRO/STA)



- Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station «6 -

B r rator Ex Admini he Region

Date of Pum?:r of

miifm e Dy
RO 0 0 0

06/06/88 SRO 7 5 2
RO 6 3 3

12/15/87 SRO 0 0 0
RO 5 3 2

07/13/87 SRO 8 7 1
RO [} 4 0

09/23/86 $RO 5 3 2
RO 7 6 1

04/01/85 SRO 2 F4 0
RO 5 4 1

09/11/84 SRO 5 4 1
RO 17 8 )

04/03/864 SRO 12 7 s
RO 13 8 5

07/18/83 SRC 29 23 6
RO 10 3 7

Totals 136 81 45

Requalification Exams Administered by the Region
Date of Number of
Exam Applicants Passed Failed

09/23/86 SRO 14 10 4
RO 3 4

04/01/85 SRO 7 4 3
RO 3 2 i

Totals 3l 19 14 4

Next Examination Scheduled for: July 3-7, 1989 Requalification Exams

Number of Applicants: SRO 8
RO 4
Total 12

" Th1s was a retake exam including the "Administrative Topics® and “"Control Room
Systems/Facility Walkthrough" sections of the operrting esam.
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Allegations (continued)

The staff has received 45 allegations since the formation of OSP,

As of May 15, 1989, 10 allegations remain open. A1l of the allegations
have been reviewed by the CPPD Allegation Review Committee to es-
tablish the nocossor{ follow-up action required for closeout. Al
totaled, approximately 130 allegers have reported concerns about
Comanche Peak.

Emergency Preparedness

The staff documented 1ts review of Revision 8 (FSAR Amendment 45) to the
Emergency Plan 1n SSER 6 (11/84). On the basis of a review of the
Applicant's Emergency Plan against the (1) Planning Standards of

10 CFR 50.47(b), (2) requirements of Appendix E to 10 CFR S0, and

(3) guidance criteria 1n NUREG-0654, Revision 1 (11/80), "Criteria for
Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and
Praparedness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants (chulatory Guide 1.101,
Revision 2), the staff concluded that the Emergency Plan for CPSES

Units 1 and 2 provides an adequate planning basis for an acceptable state
of emergency preparedness and meets th~ requirements of Appendix E to

10 CFR 50. The Applicant provided Pevision § to the Emergency Plan 1in
FSAR Amendment 58 (6/86) and with Revision 10 (8/88), the Plan was
separated from the FSAR and will be maintained as an independent report.
The staff's review of the changes to the Plan was completed in February 1989
and aftirmed the staff's prior conclusions on the plan's acceptability,

In addition to the Emergency Plan review, the staff completed an appraisal
(September 6 through October 7, 1983) of the Applicant's implemented
emergency preparedness program (Inspection Reports 50-445/83-33 and
50-446/83-17 dated February 8, 1984). Also, the Applicant's performance
was observed during a full-participation exercise (December 12-15, 1983)
with participation by the applicant, the State of Texas, and Hood anc
Somervell Counties (Inspection Reports 50-445/83-46 and 50-446/83-21
dated January 23, 1984).

By memorandum cated November 29, 1984, FEMA provided fingings based on
the review of the original and revised offsite Emergency Plans and the
results of the December 14, 1983, full-participation exercise. FEMA
determined that:

offsite radfological emergency plans and preparedness for the
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station have been determined to

be adequate. Consequently, there is reasonable assurance that
appropriate measures can be taken offsite to protect the health
and safety of the public living in the vicinity of the Comanche
Peak Steam Electric Station.
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Plant Simylator

The simulator was operational in 1985 and 1s Comanche Peak Plant
specific. It 1s loceted 1n the Nuclear Operations Support Facility
on-site and the vendor 1s Singer-Link,

Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP

The SALP process was suspended in February 1985, because of the TRT and
Region 1V special attention. The SALP process was resumed by the NRC for
the period September 1, 1587 through August 31, 1988, The final SALP report
(see Attachment 3), Inspection Report 50-445/87-40 and 50-446/87-31, was
issued on December 9, 1988.

Overall, the recent SALP concluded that, while there have been some
deficiencies in the complete implementation of Comanche Peak programs, TU
Electric has established a solid foundation for excelient performance.

Escalated Enforcement Actions

On February 28, 1989, the staff cited TU Electric with a Level 11l Violation
(EA-88-278) fer fatlure to submit a timely application for extension of

the Unit 1 construction permit., No civil penalty was imposed in consideration
of the applicant's extensive corrective action programs, the age of the
violation, and overall safety significarce of the violation,

Investigation/Allegations Status

0l Investigations

0] has issued 14 investigation reports, 29 inquiries and 5 assists
to Regfon IV, Areas include welding, QC, electrical, inspections,
intimidation, procedures, management, NCRs, coaiings, pipe hangers,
firings, falsification of records, and construction practices.
OSP/CPPD has referred § requests for investigation to CI. Ol
currently has 1 open investigation,

Allegations

Slightly over 1,000 allegations have been received by the staff on
Comanche Peak. The evaluations of the majority of them
(approximately 600) were documented by the NRC's Technical Review
Team in SSERs 7-11 in the following areas: electrical/testing,
civil, protective coatings, mechanical, and QA/QC. Approximately
200 allegations (received after the SSEks mentiored abuve were
issued, but before September 15, 1985) in the areas of electrical,
civil, mechanical, and QA/QC have been evaluated and documentec.

The QA/QC allegations were closed out in inspection reports, and the
electrical, civil, and mechanical allegations are addressed in SSERs
14-20. From September 15, 1985 unti] the formation of the Office of
Special Projects (OSP) in February 1987, Region IV processed cons-
truction and QA/QC-related allegations; 14 allegations were received
during this time period. A1l of the allegations received prior to the
formation of OSP have been closed.
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The staff has reviewed the FEMA findings and determined that they support
the staff's recommendation that there 1s an adequate state of onsite and
offsite emergency plonnin? and preparedness for full-power 1icensing for
the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station,

In a subsequent letter dsted July 15, 1985, FEMA transmitted 1ts findings
and determination in accordance with the FEMA ryle (44 CFR 350). FEMA
determined that:

the Texas State and local plens and preparedness for the Comanche
Peak Steam Electric Station are acequate to protect the health and
safety of the public in that there 1s reasonable assurance that the
sppropriate protective measures can be taken offsite in the event

of a radiological emergency. The adequacy of the public alert and
notification system has also been verified by FEMA in accordance
with the criteria in FEMA rule 44 LFR 350; Appendix 3 of KUREG-0654/
FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1; and the "Standarg Guide for the Evaluation of
Alert and Notification Systems for Nuclear Power Plants" (FEMA-43).

Further, consistant with the Commission's Statement of Policy rega=ding
arrangements for offsite cmcrgoncy medical services, the Applicant, by
letter dated February 20, 1986, confirmed that the Emergency Plans of the
involved offsite response jurisdictions contain ¢ 11st of medical service
facilities. The existence of such a 11st in the pertinent plans has also
been confirmed by FEMA, Further, the Applicant has committed to fully
comply with the Commission's final response to the Court's remand.

The last full-participetion exercise was conducted in November 1984, A
full-participation emergency exercise s scheduled for July 25-26, 1989.

In a letter to FEMA cated March 24, 1989, NRC requested FEMA to (1) provide
1ts evaluation of the upcoming 1989 full-participation exercise, (2) confirm
that any revisions to the State and loca) plans since 19584 have not degraded
the effectiveness of those plans, and (3) confirm that the emergency plans of
the involved emergency response jurisdictions meet current regulatory re-
quirements and guidance.

Emergency Response Facilities

The Applicant's Emergency Plan and Emergency Response Facilities (ERFs)
provide for a Technical Support Center ?TSC which is separate from the
Control Room but located adjacent to and above it. The TSC has the
capability to display and transmit data and data summaries describing
plant status to the Control Room and the Emergency Operations Facility
(EOF). There s space in the TSC for management anc technical personnel
to perform their functions. The radiological habitability of the TSC is
the same as the Control Room and communications are provided between the
Contro! Room, the Operational Support Center (0SC), the EOF, the NRC, and
other offsite agencies. The use of semi-portable continuous monitoring
instrumentation 1s available to determine dose rate and radioactivity
levels in the TSC.

The TSC appeers to be cepable of supporting reactor control functions,
evaluating and diagnosing plant conditions, and serving as the main
communications 1ink between the Control Room, the 0SC, the EOF, and the
NRC. The TSC can carry out the EOF functions until the EOF {s staffed.
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Emergency Response Facilities (continued)

The Comanche Peak OSC 1s presently located in the Maintenance Building
and provides a place where ogorntions support personnel can assemble and
report 1n an emergency as wel! as receive instructions from the operating
staff. with Revision 10 to the Plan, the OSC 1s being relocated to the
Radiation Control Access Office; the Maintenance Building will serve as
an alternate 0SC. The OSC has communications with the Control Room, the
TSC, and the EOF.

The EOF 15 attachad to tne Nuclear Operations Support Center which is
Tocated within 1.2 miles from the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station and
has & Protection Factor of greater than 15. An alternate EQOF 1s provided
in Granbury (10 miies). There 1s space in the EOF fcr management and
technicel personne! to perform their functions. There are communications
1inks between the EOF and the Control Room, the TSC, the OSC, the NRC, an¢
other offsite agencies. The EOF appears to be capable of coordinating all
the Applicant's onsite and offsite activities for reactor emergency
situations.

In SSER 3 (3/83) and 6 (11/84), the staff concluded that the Applicant's
emergency facilities and equipment are adequate to meet the requirements
of 10 CFR 50.47 and Appendix E to 10 CFR 50 on ar interim basis, subject
to an onsite post-implementation review. This onsite post-implementation
review will also be used to determine the adequacy of the final ERFs in
lc;gzd;;g; with the requirements and procedures given in Supplement 1 of
“U . -

Significant Licensee Accomplishments

The development and implerentation of the Corrective Action Program (CAP)
for design and construction deficiencies typifies the aggressive and
thorough approach that TU Electric management appiies to safety issues.
TU Electric's commitment to excellence 1s evident in their improvements
to the security systems and emergency preparedness faciifties. This
commitment 1s regularly demonstrated by TU Electric managers, several of
whom are former NRC employees, but not always by the working staff,

Plant Status

Schedule

In March 1989, the Applicant formally announced that the current schedule
for Unit 1 fuel loading is “"three months behind [our] ... mid-1989 schedule”
which was announced in March 1988. Based on current construction activity
schedules, TU Electric estimates that Unit 1 will be ready to load fuel in
October 1989, Unit 2 construction was suspended in March 1988, TU
Electric estimates that the Unit 2 fuel load date will be approximately

two years after Unit 1 fuel load.
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Plant Status (continued)
Hearing Status

Comanche Peak has been 8 heavily contested proceeding since 1981. On
July 1, 1988 the Applicant, intervenor (Citizens Association for Sounc
Encreys. and the NRC staff filed a Joint Motion for dismissal of the
proceedings besed on a Joint Stipula*ion describing the terms of a
settiement agreement under which CASE President. Ms. Juanita Ellis, would
become 3 member of the Operations Review Committae and TU Electric
would compensate whistleblowers. The Joint Motion applied to the
admitted contentions in both the OL an: Unit 1 construction permit
amendment (CPA) proceedings. At a specia) prehearing conference on
July 13, 1988, the ASLB 1ssued a Memorandum and Order dismissing the
proceedings.

On August 11, 1988, the Citizens for Fatr Ut11it, Regulation (CFUR)
filed, with the ASLB, a Request for Hearing and ‘otition for Leave to
Intervene in both the OL and CPA proceedings in place of CASE. That
petition was denied by the Commission in CLI-88-12. Mr. Joseph Mackta)
filed & motion on December 30, 1988 requesting the Commission to recon-
sider CL1-88-12, and CFUR petitioned the U. S. Court of Appeals for the
Fifth Circuit in New Orleans on February 15, 1589 to review the decision,
0n January 19, 1989 Mr. Macktal filed a motion before the U, S. Court of
Appeals for the D. C. Circuit to overturn CLI-88-12, which the Commission
has moved that the Court d'‘smiss. His December 30, 1988 motion was denied
by the Commission on April 20, 1985 (CLI-BS-06).

AEOD Anzlysis of Operational Data

N/A
NRR Operating Reactor Assessment
N/A

Public Issues

Except for the safety issues associsted with the hearings, public
sentiment in the Dallas and Fort Worth area, as reflected {n newspaper

articles, editorials and television news, 1s principally concerned with
the plant's cost wncreases and the state's energy balance.

50-446787-31
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DRAFT

DRAFTY
DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFY
ORAFT
DRAFY
DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFTY
ORAFY
DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFT
CRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFY
DRAFY
DRAFT
DRAFY
DRAFT
ORAFT
DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFT
DRAFT

Resumes of the key TU Electric/CPSES personnel 1n the following

order:

Lerry 6. Darnes

John W. Deck

Michae! R, Bleving
Dudley M. Bozemsn

M. D. Bruner
Williem 0. Canil, Jr,
Richard Daly, Jr.
Dcug L. Davis

David E. Deviney
Joseph W. Donahue
Stephen L. ElV4s

Jos B. George
Phil11p E. Melstead
Chuck Hogg

Ausaf Kusain

Jomes J. Kelley, Jr.
Jotin E. Krechting

. Bobby T. Lancaster

G. Joy Laughlin
Owen ¥W. .owe

David R. Moore
James W. Muffett
Robert J. Prince

Michael J. Riggs
Eric J. Schaitt
Austin B. Scott
Peter B. Stevens

CPSES/FSAR

Shift Operations Manager

Vice President, Nuclear Engineering
Nenager of Nuclear Operations Support
Chemistry and Environmenta) Merager
Senfor Vice President

Executive Vice President, Nucleor
Manager, Startup

Mansger, Technical Support

Deputy Director, Quality Assurence
Manager, Operations

Performance and Test Manager

Vice President, Support

Kenager, Quality Contro)

Chief Engineer

Pirector, Reactor Engineering
Plant Manager

Director, Technica) Interface
Manager, Plant Support

Instrument and Controls Nanager
Director of Design Engineering and
Configuration Contro)

Manager, Work Contro)

Manager of Engineering (CECO)
Assistant Rediation Protection
Hanager

Flant Evalcation Manager

Radiation Protection Manager

Vice Fresident, Nuclesr Operations
Manager of Operations Support
Engincering Group

13.1A-1 Oraft Version






1.

2.

3.

8.
9.
10.
1.

12.

13.

14,

15,

16.

Operstors and startup fatlure to follow procedures.
Valving errors to start the 2 beckfiow events,
PT-0102, PT-3701, and PT6403

Operators' lack of sensftivity to the position of valves,
Changing the AFW valves out of the proper order of sequence.

Operators' failure to reco nize the significance of the
checkvalve backleakege dur ng the precursor event,

Operators' faflure to make Sure supervision was aware of the
3 check valves that had sfgnificant backleakage (precursor event),

Supervisors' failure to stay informed of plant evolutions and

problems (the system flushing to solve the chemistry problem and

the RHR valving problem during the remote shutdown test. If checkvalve
had failed, 1t would have put RCS water to the RWST,)

Failure to accurately and ddequately document the extent of o problem,
(The precursor event Work Request said *repair check valve leakage.")
No TOR on RHR event. No TOR on PT 4401 and QA person doing surveillance
did not issue a surveillance deficiency,

Weakness in the documentation of equipment problems 4n the shift log.
Failure to recognize fnoperable equipment.

Failure to recognize and document equipment out-of-service.

Lack of adequate communications between the operating shifts.

Weakness 1n the exchange of fnformation at shift turnover,
(Precursor event and April 23 event)

Supervision/Management review of problems documented on work
requests. (Precursor event)

Failure of persons with knowledge of the precursor check valve
problems to raise the information to management,

The slowness and lack of direction initially demonstrated by TUE
following the April 23 event.

The perception that "Projects and the Schedule" were driving
decisions at the time of the precursor event and the start of HrT.

The perception that the Operations staff are not in control of the plant,
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