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Docket No. 50-302
License No. DPR-72

Florida Power Corporation

Mr. P. M. Beard, Jr. (NA2I)
Sr. VP, Nuclear Operations
ATTN: Mgr., Nuclear Licensing
15760 West Power Line Street
Crystal River, FL 34428-6708

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: MEETING SUMMARY - SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE
(SALP), CRYSTAL RIVER UNIT 3

This refers to the meeting conducted at our request at your Crystal River
nuclear plant on April 13, 1994. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
the SALP report which was forwarded to you on April 1, 1994,

It is our opinion that this meeting was beneficial to us in aiding our
understanding of your ongoing programs and activities at Crystal River.

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

Sincerely.
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Jon R. Johnson, Acting Director
Division of Reactor Projects

Enclosures:
1. List of Attendees
2. NRC Handout

ce w/encls:

Gary L. Boldt, Vice President
Nuciear Production (SA2C)
Florida Power Corporation
15760 West Power Line Street
Crystal River, FL 34428-6708

cc w/encls cont'd: (See Page 2)
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cc w/ancls cont’'d:

B. J. Hickle, Director

Nuclear Plant Operations (NA2C)
Florida Power Corporation

15760 West Power Line Street
Crysta! River, FL 34428-6708

R. C. Widell, Director (NA2I)
Nuclear Operations Site Support
Florida Power Corporation

15760 West Power Line Street
Crystal River, FL 34428-6708

Gerald A. Williams
Corporate Counse!

Florida Power Corporation
MAC - A5A

P. 0. Box 14042

St. Petersburg, FL 33733

Attorney General

Department of Legal Affairs
The Capitol

Tallahassee, FL 32304

Bill Passetti

Office of Radiation Control

Department of Health and
Rehabilitative Services

1317 Winewood Boulevard

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0700

Joe Myers, Director

Division of Emergency Preparedness
Department of Community Affairs
2740 Centerview Drive

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100

Chairmin

Board of County Commissioners
Citrus County

117 N. Apopka Avenue
Inverness, FL 36250

Robert B. Borsum

B&W Nuclear Technologies

1700 Rockville Pike, Suite 525
Rockville, MD 20852-1631

bce w/encls: (See page 3)
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Florida Power Corporation

bce w/encls:

K. Landis, RII

L. Raghavan, NRR
Document Control Desk

NRC Resident Inspector

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
6745 N. Tallahassee Road

Crystal River, FL 34428
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LIST OF ATTENDEES

iuciear Requiatory Commission Attendees

tbneter, Regional Administrator, Region II (RI
Johnson, Acting Director, Division of Reactor Safety, RII
H. Berkow, Director, Project Directorate [1-2, Office of Nuclear Reactor

Regulation (NRR)

1)

J

Butcher, Senior Resident Inspector., Crystal River
Raghavan, Project Manager, Crystal River
Cooper, Resident Inspector, Crystal River
' R. Trojanowski, Regional State Liaison Officer, RI1I
l ; » lark, Public Affairs Officer. RII
icensee Attendees

A. Keesler, President & “£0
Beard, Senior Vice President, Nuclear Operations

B. Hickle, Director, Nuclear Plant Operations

¥ MeKe

Kee, Director, Quality Programs
fanguay, Director Muclear Operations Engineering and Projects
and others

Hampton, Emergency Planner, State Division of Emergency Preparedness

w. Hunt, Deputy Sheriff, Citrus County Sheriff's Department

Or. L. Jerrett, Chief, Radiological Control, Department of Health &
Rehabilitative Services

H. Keaton, Chief, Environmental Laboratory, Radiation Control, Department
Health & Rehabilitative Services
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ENCLOSURE 2

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY

COMMISSION

CRYSTAL RIVER UNIT 3
August 23, 1992 through February 19, 1994

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF
LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

(SALP)

MEETING
April 13, 1994



NEW SALP PROCESS

Region Based
‘nspection

REGIONAL
Ucensing ADMINISTRATOR SALP

Special
initiatives




CRYSTAL RIVER UNIT 3

SALP BOARD MEMBERS

Jon R. Johnson

Albert F. Gibson

Herbert N. Berkow

J. Philip Stohr

Acting Director (Chairperson)
Division of Reactor Projects
Region II

Director, Division of Reactor Safety
Region I

Director, Project Directorate I1-2
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Director, Division of Radiation Safety and
Safeguards, Region 11



PERFORMANCE CATEGORY RATINGS

Category 1. Licensee attention and involvement have been properly
focused on safety and resulted in a superior levei of
performance. Licensee programs and procedures have
provided effective controls. The licensee's
self-assessment efforts have been effective in the
identification of emergent issues. Corrective actions
are technically sound, comprehensive, and thorough.
Recurring problems are eliminated, and resolution of
issues is timely. Root cause analyses are thorough.

Category 2. Licensee attention and involvement are normally well
focused and resulted in a good level of safety
performance. Licensee programs and procedures
normally provide the necessary control of activities, but
deficiencies may exist. The licensee's
self-assessments are normally good, although issues
may escape identification. Corrective actions are
usually effective, although some may not be complete.
Root cause analyses are normaily thorough.

Category 3. Licensee attention and involvement have resuited in an
acceptable level of safety performance. However,
licensee performance may exhibit one or more of the
following characteristics. Licensee programs and
procedures have not provided sufficient control of
activities in important areas. The licensee's
self-assessment efforts may not occur until after a
notential problem becomes apparent. A clear
understanding of the safety implications of significant
issues may not have been demonstrated. Numerous
minor issues combine to indicate that the licensee’'s
corrective action is not thorough. Root cause analyses
do not probe deep enough, resulting in the incomplete
resolution of issues. Because the margin to
unacceptable performance in importam aspects is
small, increased NRC and licensee attention is required.




CRYSTAL RIVER UNIT 3
~ SALP RATING SUMMARY

FUNCTIONAL RATING RATING

AREA LAST PERIOD = THIS PERIOD
PLANT OPERATIONS AR R
MAINTENANCE 2 2
ENGINEERING 2| 1
PLANT SUPPORT NA | 1
EMERGENCY 1
PREPAREDNESS
RADIOLOGICAL 1D |
CONTROLS
SECURITY 1 |
SAFETY ASSESSMENT/ 2

QUALITY VERIFICATION




CRYSTAL RIVER SALP MEETING

OPERATIONS

CATEGORY: 2

STRENGTHS:

IMPROVED SUPPORT FOR PLANT OPERATIONS

PROCEDURE UPGRADES IN RESPONSE TO
LESSONS LEARNED

EQUIPMENT ENHANCEMENTS TO IMPROVE
PLANT PERFORMANCE

IMPROVED OPERATOR PERFORMANCE DURING
THE LATER PART OF THIS ASSESSMENT PERIOD

CHALLENGES:

SUSTAINING IMPROVEMENT IN OPERATOR
ATTENTION TO DETAIL

PROCEDURE ADEQUACY

MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT AND QUALITY
VERIFICATION PROGRAMS



CRYSTAL RIVER SALP MEETING

MAINTENANCE
CATEGORY: 2
STRENGTHS:
e COMPUTERIZED WORK CONTROL SYSTEM
e EFFECTIVE SELF-ASSESSMENTS

e IN-SERVICE INSPECTION AND EROSION-
CORROSION

CHALLENGES:
e EQUIPMENT PERFORMANCE

e MAINTENANCE WORK PRACTICES



CRYSTAL RIVER SALP MEETING

ENGINEERING

CATEGORY: 1
STRENGTHS:
¢ SYSTEM ENGINEER PROGRAM

e SELF-IDENTIFICATION AND CORRECTION OF
DESIGN DErICIENCIES

® STRONG MANAGEMENT SUPPORT

CHALLENGE:

¢ QUALITY OF LICENSING SUBMITTALS



CRYSTAL RIVER SALP MEETING

PLANT SUPPORT

CATEGORY: 1

STRENGTHS:

COLLECTIVE DOSE CONTROL AND REDUCTION

EFFLUENT CONTROL AND ENVIRONMENTAL
MONITORING

PERSONNEL PERFORMANCE DURING SECURITY,
FIRE PROTECTION, AND EMERGENCY
PREPAREDMESS EVENTS

WELL MAINTAINED SUPPORT EQUIPMENT AND
FACILITIES FOR SECURITY, EMERGENCY
PREPAREDNESS, AND FIRE PROTECTION

KNOWLEDGEABLE AND PROFESSIONAL STAFFS

AUDIT PROGRAMS

CHALLENGE:

HOUSEKEEPING
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Docket No. 50-302
License No. DPR-72

Florida Power Corporation

Mr. P. M. Beard Jr.

Senior Vice President, Nuclear Operations

ATTN: Manager, Nuclear Operations Licensing, NA2I
15760 West Power Line Street

Crystal River, FL 34428-6708

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE (SALP)
(NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 50-302/94-02)

The NRC Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) has been
completed for Crystal River Unit 3. The facility was evaluated for the period
of August 23, 1992, through February 19, 1994, The results of the evaluation
are documented in the enclosed SALP report. This SALP report will be
discussed with you at a public meeting to be held on April 13, 1994, in the
Crystal River Site Administration Building auditorium, beginning at 1:00 p.m.

The SALP was condurted under the revised SALP process that was implemented by
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission on July 19, 1993. The revised process

assesses four functional areas: Plant Operations, Maintenance, Engineering,
and Plant Support.

The assessment recognizes continued improvement in performance in the
Engineering area from the previous assessment and rated this area as superior.
The new composite functional area of Plant Support, which is an integrated
assessment of several areas, was also rated as superior performance which is
essentially a continuation of the previous performance. The performance in
these areas is indicative of excellent management invoivement, attention tec
detail, and a focus on excellence in these areas.

Although some gains in performance have been noted in the areas of operations
and maintenance, both of which are assessed as good, they were incrementally
less than the other areas and indicate a need for an enhanced management
oversight in these areas. The assessment was positive in the impiementation
of self assessment and corrective action which is also an improvement in
overall quality of station operations.

In accordance with Section 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.
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No reply to this letter is required; however, should you have any questions or
comments, [ would be pleased to discuss them with vou.

Sincerely,

Regional Administrator

Enclosure:
SALP Report

cc w/encl:

Gary L. Boldt, Vice President
Nuclear Production (SA2C)
Florida Power Corporation
15760 West Power Line Street
Crystal River, FL 34428-6708

B. J. Hickle, Director

Nuclear Plant Operations (NA2C)
Florida Power Corporation

15760 West Power Line Street
Crystal River, FL 34428-6708

R. C. Widell, Director (NA2I)
Nuclear Operations Site Support
Florida Power Corporation

15760 West Power Line Street
Crystal River, FL 34428-6708

Gerald A. Williams
Corporate Counse!

Florida Power Corporation
MAC - ASA

P. 0. Box 14042

St. Petersburg, FL 33733

Attorney General

Department of Legal Affairs
The Capitol

Tallahassee, FL 32304

cc w/encl cont’'d: (See page 3)
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SALP REPORT - CRYSTAL RIVER UNIT 3
§0-302/94-02

BACKGROUND

The SALP Board convened on March 10, 1994, to assess the nuclear safety
performance of Crystal River Unit 3 for the period of August 23, 1992,
through February 19, 1994, The Board was conducted per NRC Management
Directive 8.6, "Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance." Board
members were Jon R. Johnson (Board Chairperson, Acting Director,
Division of Reactor Projects, NRC Region II (RIl); Albert F. Gibson,
Diractor, Division of Reactor Safety, NRC RII; J. Philip Stohr
Director, Division of Radiation Safety and Safeguards, NRC RII; and
Herbert N. Berkow, Director, Project Directorate I11-2, NRC Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation. This assessment was reviewed and approved
by Stewart D. Ebneter, Regional Administrator, NRC RII.

PLANT OPERATIONS

Overall plant operational performance during this assessment period has
been very good. The station operations staff, as well as the supporting
personnel, have demonstrated good teamwork with a good focus on
operational safety and plant improvements. There were very few
transients and no plant trips caused by personnel error.

Improved support for piant operations was indicated by several actions.
Implementation of the shift manager program has resulted in allowing the
shift supervisor to concentrate on operational issues while being
relieved of maintenance planning and scheduling. Operators were
provided with hand-held computers which has resulted in better plant
parameter trending and immediate feedback on any out-of-normal readings.
In addition, an operations manager personally monitored licensed
operator performance during the first day of simulator training, giving
prompt feedback to operating crews.

Enhancements to alarm respense procedures were made, reflecting good
lessons learned from previous audits and inspections. As examples,
alarm response procedures were completely reformatted and expanded to
provide more response details. Administrative controls for reduced
reactor coolant inventory were conservative, and hurricane preparation

checklists were upgraded in response to Hurricane Andrew lessons
learned.

Plant equipment enhancements resulted in improved plant operational
safety performance. Retubing part of the main condenser has improved
secondary chemistry, and installation of a backup 230 KV transformer has
improved the reiiability of offsite power to safety system loads.

Weaknesses were noted in performance uf routine operator equipment

lineups. Several valve and electrical component mispositicning events
indicate a need for improved independent verification or quality

YT T3
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assurance checks. The licensee’s management has recognized these
deficiencies in performance and has met with and discussed these
performance probiems with station staff. There were fewer operational
errors during the Tatter part of the assessment period, as shown by
Operations Department trending, but additional improvement is needed.
Coordination and communications between the control room and field
activities has improved.

Two significant performance deficiencies in the latter part of the
assessment period indicated i need to improve management oversight and
quality verification programs. Inadequate management oversight and
verification of the Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs) Development
Program resulted in lack of clear acceptance criteria and
responsibilities for documenting deviations from procedure development
guidance. Significant shortcomings were seen in the 10 CFR 50.59 safety
evaluations associated with the EOPs. These evaluations lacked specific
details and were considered insufficient to demonstrate that there was
no unreviewed safety guestion. Furthermore, locally posted procedures
for manual operation of a decay heat removal valve were inadequate and
led to an over-cooling transient. Replacement procedures were still
inadequate until pointed out during a subsequent NRC inspection,
indicating ineffective quality verification performance.

The Operations Department has established a well-functioning six-shift
operating organization and operations support staff. The operations
technical assistant job has been reformatted from a 24-hour shift to
three eight-hour shifts to match those of the operators and the newly
assigned shift manager. Although overall administration of licensed
operating shifts was good, weak areas were noted when operator medical
status changed, and when documenting details of remedial training.

Plant operations management has taken several steps to improve
day-to-day as well as long-term performance. This has been demonstrated
by a strong management oversight and focus on safety during review of
plans for on-line maintenance of safety systems. In addition, more
comprehensive performance elements and standards have been drafted for

operations shift supervisors to improve communication of plant
management expectations.

The Plant Operations area is rated Category 2.
MAINTENANCE

Performance in the area of maintenance and surveillance of plant
structures, systems and components remained good. Strengths included
the process for controlling maintenance work, self-assessments, and
implementation of in-service inspection, in-service testing and
erosion/corrosion programs. A challenge in the area of equipment
performance continued from the previous SALP period. Poor maintenance
and surveillance work practices were also a challenge.

The Computerized Maintenance Activity Control System was a strength.
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This system provided a process for efficiently identifying,
prioritizing, planning, scheduling, and documenting maintenance and
testing activities. Access to the system through computer terminals was
available to all plant empioyees for requesting maintenance or accessing

data. The system wis used to effectively manage the backlog of open
maintenance work requests.

Effective self-assessments assisted management in strengthening
maintenance performance. The Maintenance Department conducted a
comprehensive three-phase assessment of work controls, pianning,
scheduling and the conduct of maintenance. Program improvements were
made based upon the results of this assessment. An audit of mid-cycle
outage maintenance activities by the Site Quality Programs Staff
identified performance problems and provided recommendations for

improvement. Steps were taken to improve performance in areas where
problems were found.

tffective in-service inspection, in-service testing and
ergsion/corrosion programs were implemented. Effective in-service
inspection and testing were the resuit of good procedures implemented by
qualified personnel. The program for predicting piping degradation due

to erosion/corrosion was improved to meet the latest industry standards
and practices.

Some improvement in equipment performance was evident, but equipment
failures remained a challenge. The performance of safety-related
equipment was good, as evidenced by good availability of these systems
and an 1mproving trend for unplanned safety system actuations; however,
preventable equipment failures adversely affected plant performance.
For example, deficiencies in preventive maintenance contributed to two
reactor trips and degradation of an emergency feedwater pump governor.
In addition, offsite power was degraded on two occasions due to water
intrusion through damaged cable jackets in the switchyard. Adequate
corrective action in response to the first intrusion could have
prevented the second occurrence. In addition, approximately twenty
power reductions were required to repair leaking condenser tubes. The
licensee initiated actions to improve performance in these areas,

including strengthening the preventive maintenance program and retubing
condenser waterboxes.

Poor work practices during some maintenance and surveillance activities
resulted in degradation of plant systems. For example, use of an
incorrect procedure for battery maintenance in the switchyard resulted
in loss of power to an engineered safeguards bus, improper rigging of a
tank caused several hundred gallons of a sodium hydroxide solution to be
spilled in the turbine buildirg, and one train of control room
ventilation was inoperable because a damper was erroneously left in the
closed position following maintenance. In addition, several examples of

failure to follow procedures occurred during the fifth containment
tendon surveillance test.

The maintenance area is rated Category 2.



ENGINEERING

Overall, performance in this area was superior and Engineering made
significant positive contributions to Crystal River Unit 3 performance.
Engineering performance during the latter part of the period continued
to improve. Strengths during this period included the performance of the
system engineers, self-identification and effective resolution of
earlier design deficiencies, and strong management support for
engineering activities. The quality of licensing submittals was
identified as a challenge.

The system engineer program has improved significantly since the last
SALP evaluation, as has the Nuclear Plant Technical Support Group
performance. The System Engineers have taken ownership of the plant
systems, providing excellent support to operations and maintenance. The
use of the System Engineers as System Outage Managers, responsible for
planning and coordinating outage activities on their assigned systems,
has proven to be very effective. System Engineers have become an
integral part of the work control process. Several instances of
aggressive in-depth involvement in root cause determinations during the
period were noteworthy. These included the role of the feedwater pump
governor in a late 1¢32 plant trip, assessment of reactor building
concrete spalling, and identification, evaluation and corrective actions
associated with chloride stress corrosion on a core flood tank fiil
l1ine. The engineering staff issued several excellent reports on plant
systems status and problems, a notable improvement since the last
evaluation period.

One significant lapse during this period involved the failure to perform
an independent evaluation and engineering assessment of degraded bonnet
studs on a spent fuel system valve because of perceived pressure to
satisfy scheduling goals.

Engineering was successful in self-identification of and effective
corrective action for old design deficiencias, some existing since
original construction. This enhanced capability is attributed to the
strong Configuration Management and Electrical Calculation Enhancement
Programs (ECEP), more comprehensive fiald walkdowns by engineering
personnel and a generally heightened sensitivity to identifying such
deficiencies. Examples of old design deficiencies identified during
this period included inadequate boric acid pump overload protection
devices, low control device input voltage for two of four High Pressure
Injection (HPI) valves which might have resulted in failure to function
under some DBA conditions, possible inability of an HPI vaive to operate
under degraded voltage conditions, a failure to include sufficient
instrument error in the operating limits of the core flood tank, and a
control circuit for a letdown isolation valve which did not meet the
electrical isolation criteria. Once identified, these deficiencies were
efrectively assessed and corrected and, where appropriate, the licensee
took steps to preclude similar future deficiencies.
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Continued strong management support for engineering activities was
evident during this period. The Configuration Management Program and
expansion of the ECEP, coupied with several significant upgrades
(calculational models, BEST transformer, new batteries), resulted in
major improvements to the electrical distribution system. Successful
completion and issuance of the totally new Improved Technical
Specifications, the first in the nation, were largely due to the
Ticensee’s continued management support of this long and compiex project
and its proactive role as the lead Babcock and Wilcox plant. In
response to findings of an earlier inspection, the licensee developed
and is implementing enhanced electrical cable separation criteria which
will contribute to improve safety. Finally, the licensee showed good
engineering initiative in removing and examining several steam generator
tubes during the last outage and identifying pitting-type degradation.

A significant challenge identified in this evaluation area, which
continued from previous SALP periods. invoived the quality of licensing
submittals. While most licensing submittals were acceptable, some
positions and proposed actions did not provide adequate technical
justification or sufficient information for the staff to make the
required safety and no-significant-hazards determinations. Licensing
issues sometimes required excessively prolonged and repetitive
interactions to make them acceptabie for closure. Examples of such
issues which were active during this evaluation period included
Intermediate Building high-energy line break, steam generator tube
pitting-type degradation acceptance criteria, individual plant

examination for external events (IPEEE), and seismic adequacy of
equipment.

The Engineering area is rated Category 1.

V.  PLANT SUPPORT

This functional area addresses all activities related to the plant
support functions, including radiological controls, chemistry, emergency
preparedness, security, fire protection, and housekeeping.

The overall radiological controls area was effectively implemented
during the assessment period. The ALARA program and associated
initiatives (e.g., mockups, temporary shielding, and chemical
decontamination) were effective in controlling exposures for both nigh
dose tasks as well as routine operations. Collective doses were

424 man-rem and 61.7 man-rem for 1992 and 1993, respectively, and were
commensurate with the work performed. In addition, the increased use of
engineering controls and decreased respirator usage limited total
effective dose equivalent with no corresponding increase in internal
exposures or personnel contamination events. The radiological controls
staff was knowledgeable and professional, and the newly implemented
training initiatives, such as the computer-based general employee
training, were considered a strength to the program. During the period,
the area of audits continued to be a program strength with additional
improvements achieved in the depth and quality of the overall seilf-
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assessment program. This program resulted in licensee identification of
multiple examples of failure to follow radiation protection procedures
as well as some continued problems with the ability to control
radioactive material outside the radiologically controliled areas. The

licensee’s efforts in identifying and correcting these deficiencies were
generally considered positive.

In the radiological effluents and radioactive waste areas, licensee
initiatives resulted in a reduction of radicactive effluent releases as
well as solid radioactive waste volumes in 1993. The environmental
monitoring program was well executed, and the acquired data correlated
well with effluent monitoring data (less than one percent of Technical
Specification limits). Primary and secondary chemistry parameters were
maintained well below Technical Specification 1imits with good fuel
performance during the peried. The quality of measurements was
maintained during the period with independent measurements and cross-
checks, conducted to assess the quality of radiological measurements,
comparing well with the known values.

The emergency preparedness program continuea to be effectively
implemented. Training programs continued to be strong, as demonstrated
by successful emergency response organization responses during the 1992
and 1994 exercises. DOuring the 1994 exercise, weaknesses identified
during the previous exercise were appropriately corrected: however, a
new weakness was identified as the timely accountability of onsite
personnel was not adequately demonstrated. The licensee’s
classification and response to several actual events (all at the
Notification of Unusual Event level) during the period were considered a
strength. Coordination with and support of State and local response
organizations was good. The audits and exercise critiques in this area
were thorough and probing, and corrective actions were effected in a
timely manner. Emergency response facilities and equipment were well
maintained; however, the program for assuring the operability of the

Technical Support Center emergency ventilation system was fourd to be
deficient.

The physical security program continued to be effectively implemented.
Management support for the program was strong, as evidenced by upgrades
in detection equipment and training. The low turnover rate in security
personnel and a strong training program resulted in a know’edgeable
staff who performed well during drills and exercises as well as their
routine duties. There was good adherence to security procedures.

Audits of the program were comprehensive and resulted in program
improvements. Overall, maintenance and testing of security systems were
considered excellent; however, continuing problems with vital area doors
were experienced throughout the period. Licensee actions on resolving
the human error and mechanical failures related to the door problems
were progressing appropriately at the end of the period. Late in the
assessment period, the Operational Safeguards Readiness Evaluation
identified several areas for security program improvement.

The fire protection program was properly maintained during the
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assessment period. Fire brigade staffing consistently met reguiatory
requirements, and supporting equipment, controls and fire barriers were
maintained operable,

Overall, housekeeping practices were adeguate during the period. A
material upgrade program was implemented in various areas of the
Auxiliary Building during the period. This refinishing project was
considered a positive initiative to improve overall housekeeping as well
as the maintenance of decontaminated surfaces.

The Plant Support area was rated Category 1.



