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,
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;
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DOCKET NOS. 50-266 AND 50-301
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1. INTRODUCTION

Item.I.D.1' " Control Room Design Reviews," of Task I.D. " Control Room-
Design,"ofthe"NRCActionPlanDeveloped.asaResultoftheTMI-2 Accident,"
(NUREG-0660--Reference 1) states that operating reactor licensees and .

applicants for operating licenses will be required to perform a Detailed :
Control Room Design Review (DCRDR) to identify and_ correct design discrepancies. '

The objective, as stated in NUREG-0660, is to improve the ability of- nuclear .i
power plant control room operators to prevent accidents or to cope with.them. ;
Supplement I to NUREG-0737 confirmed and clarified the DCRDR requirements in. '

NUREG-0660. In accordance with Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737 each applicant or
licensee is required to conduct its DCRDR on a schedule neg,otiated with the

,

| Nuclear Regulatory Commission'(NRC). ,

r

By letter dated July 31, 1984, the Wisconsin Electric Power Company (WEPCO)
submitted to the NRO its Program Plan (Reference 2) for a DCRDR of the-Point- m
Point Beach Nuclear Power Plant,' Units 1 and 2. The results of the NRC's !
review of the Program Plan and the need for an inprogress audit were. conveyed
to the licensee by letter dated January 22,.1985(Reference 3). The staff a
conducted this audit between December 2 and 6, 1985, and the audit report was

~

forwarded to the licensee on March 12,1986-(Reference 4)..

2. EVALUATION

The staff evaluation of the Point Beach DCRDR is consistent'with Section 18.1,).'[
"ControlRoom," Revision 0ofNUREG-0800,"StandardReviewPlan,"(Reference 5

This evaluation addresses DCRDR requirements as they are identified in
~

I
Supplement I to NUREG-0737-(Reference 6). The evaluation is based on the-

..

following:-
,

.

'

The licensee's Summary Report dated March 31.1987(Reference 7)."

' The pre-implementation audit conducted by the staff and its consult-
,

antsfromScienceApplicationInternationalCorporation(SAIC)on
November 30 and December 1, 1987.

* The licensee's letter of March 29, 1988, responding to the pre--

implementationauditfindings(Reference.8).

>

a

:

9005170132 900511 &
PDR ADOCK 05000266
P PDC g -i

. . . - - .:. - - - . . . - - . . - . . . . . . .x.



-
-

.

I.. '-

p . ;

i.

2~ i
'

,,

Thetechnicalevaluationreport(TER)fortheDCRDRwaspreparedby.SAICand |
*

1s attached to this SER. The NRC agrees with technical positions and j
conclusions presented in the TER.

1. Establishment of a Qualified Multidisciplinary Review Team

Based on an evaluation of the licensee's Summary Report and discus-
'

;

sions during the pre-implementation audit the staff concludes that
the licensee has a qualified multidiscip1Inary review team and has ;
satisfied this requirement of. Supplement I to NUREG-0737. A

2. - Function and Task Analysis to Identify Cont'rol Room Operators Tasks {
and Information and Control Requirements During Emergency Operations j

- Through review of the results 'of the function and task analysis 1 :

given in the licensee's Summary Report and discussions during the i,

i pre-implementation audit, the staff concludes that the function and
i task analysis is acceptable and the-licensee has satisfied this :

requirement of Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737. j
3. Comparison of Display and Control Requirements With a Control Room-

| Inventory

i

From information provided in the licensee's Summary Report and discus- ;
sions during the pre-implementation audit, the staff finds that the
information, control, and display requirements have been compared-
with the controls and displays available. The staff concludes that :
the licensee has satisfied this requirement of. Supplement 1 to r
NUREG-0737.

4. Control Room Survey to Identify Deviations From Accepted Human |
Factors Principles

},

C

Based on review of the licensee's Summary Report and discussions during *

the pre-implementation audit, the staff finds that the licensee has iconducted an acceptable control room survey that identifies deviations
from accepted human factors principles. The staff concludes that the '

control room survey is acceptable and.the: licensee has satisfied this
; requirement of Supplement I to NUREG-0737.

5. Assessment of Human Engineering Discrepancies (HEDs) to Deterniine f
Whicn are Significant and 5nould be Corrected

j

Based on review of information presented in the licensee's submittals I
(Summary Report and the letter of March 29.-1988) and discussions- '

during the pre-implementation audit, the staff finds that the licensee '

has assessed the deviations from accepted human factors principles '

existing in the' control room. The staff concludes that the licensee ,

has satisfied this-requirement of Supplement I tc~NUREG-0737..

:

L

$

I

,|. , - . _ . ,n... , , , , .- , . ~ , . . , . , , --,,a , , ,a , ,



'
..

.

-3-
'

. .

*

6. Selection of Design Improvements

As a result of the pre-implementation audit, the NRC staff concluded
that the licensee had not met the requirement of Supplement 1 to
NUREG-0737 concerning the selection of design improvements. By
letter dated February 24, 1988,~the staff requested that the licensee
(a) provide information on any changes regarding safety-significant-
HEDs since the Sunnary Report was issued.. (b) indicate what actions will
be taken to resolve several "pending" HEDs, and (c) verify that cor-
rective actions for all safety-significant-NEDs will be completed by
1990.; The' licensee responded to this request by letter dated March 29,
1988. In Attachment I to the letter, the. licensee documented changes
toallHEDs(exceptthoseclassifiedas"pending")thathadoccurred
since the Summary Report was submitted to the NRC. The staff. reviewed
these changes and finds the information to satisfactorily address all
issues.

Attachment.2 to the letter of March 29.-1988, proposed resolutions for:
the following "pending" HEDs: 329.-497, 540 608.-634, 647, and 809.
The' staff has reviewed the licensee's respons,es to each "pending" HED
and is satisfied with all proposed resolutions and commitments.

In the letter of March 29, 1988, the licensee committed to correct all
safety-significant HEDs by the end of 1990. The staff finds this-
commitment to be fully ' satisfactory.

Based on discussions during the preimplementation audit and review
of the licensee's submittal, the staff, finds that the modifications
to correct safety-significant HEDs have been implemented'or are plan-
ned on an acceptable schedule. Based on the licensee's commitments
and completed actions, the staff concludes that the licensee ~ meets
this requirement of Supplement I to NUREG-0737.

7. Verification That Selected Improvements Will Provide' the Necessary
Correctio_n

The staff find: that the licensee has an acceptable process for
verifying that its proposed improvements will actually correct the
HEDs. The staff concludes that the licensee'has satisfied this
requirement of. Supplement I to NUREG-0737.

8. Verification That Selected Design Improvements Will Not Introtiuce New
HEDs

The staff finds that the licensee's proposed or implemented design.
modifications have been or will be verified to provide the necessary
corrections without introducing new HEDs. Therefore, the staff' con--
cludes that the licensee's verification process is acceptable and>
meets'this requirement of Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737.
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9. Coordination of Control Room Improvements With Changes From Other !
| Programs Such as the Safety Parameter Display System. Operator !

Training. Regulatory Guide 1.97 Instrumentation and Upgraded ;

| Energency Operating Procedures |'

!

Based on review of the licensee's Summary Report and discussions ;,

I during.the pre-implementation audit, the staff' finds that the '

L licensee has coordinated the DCROR with other improvement programs '

i. and has satisfied this requirement of Supplement-1 to NUREG-0737.- 4

3. CONCLUSIONS

L The staff has reviewed.WEPCO's response to the. requirements of the Detailed
Control Room Design Review as stated in Supplement I to NUREG-0737. Based
on this review, tile staff therefore concludes = that-the licensee has~ -!
satisfied the requirements of each of the nine criteria of Supplement I to '

NUREG-0737.

Principal Contributor: G. West

Date: May 11, 1990
-
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Attachment: Technical Evaluation Report :
SAIC-87/3112
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