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Docket No. 50-341

The Detroit Edison Company
ATTN: D. R. Gipson

Senior Vice President i

Nuclear Generation |
6400 North Dixie Highway i

'Newport, MI 48166
I

Dear Mr. Gtpson:

Enclosed for your review, is the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance
(SALP) 14 Report for the Fermi 2 Nuclear Power Plant, covering the period
July 1, 1992, through April 2, 1994. As discussed between you and Mr. Monte
Phillips of this office, a meeting to discuss this report with you and your
staff has been scheduled on June 1, 1994, at 10:30 a.m. The meeting will be
held at the Monroe County Courthouse, 106 E. First, Monroe, Michigan.

During this meeting you are encouraged to candidly discuss any comments you
may have regarding our report. While this meeting is considered a
presentation and discussion forum between Detroit Edison and the NRC, the
meeting will be opened to any other interested parties as observers.

In accordance with NRC policy, I have reviewed the recommendations resulting
from the SALP Board assessment and concur with their ratings. It is my view
that the conduct of nuclear activities in connection with the Fermi 2 facility
was acceptable.

The ratings represent a decline in performance from the previous assessment
period particularly for the area of Operations. This can be attributed to
failure to effectively correct adverse conditions resulting in repetitive
performance deficiencies. Causes for these deficiencies that were common to
multiple SALP functional areas included inadequate work controls, failure to
adequately communicate management expectations to workers, perceived schedular
pressures, and inadequate corrective actions. Another common theme concerned-
the dichotomy between routine operations and response to events. In the
latter case, the staff worked well as a team in responding to the events and !
restoring the plant; however, in the former case, interdepartmental
communications and attention to detail were often missing.

Performance in the area of Operations, which was rated a Category 3 was
disappointing. You were unable to sustain the improved performance noted in Ithe previous SALP period. Although your staff had identified that perceived i

schedule pressure was a causal factor in personnel errors, managers did little
to change it. This perceived pressure had caused plant staff to
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work ahead of approved work schedules in certain instances and authorize
initiation of work when plant conditions could not support completion of the
work. In one instance, this led to opening a pressurized system injuring 1
personnel. In addition, deficiencies were noted involving work controls,
communications of management expectations to workers, and inattention to
detail, especially during routine evolutions. Strengths were noted in your,

shutdown risk and operator training program but significant management
attention is needed to address weaknesses in this area.

,

The areas of Maintenance and Engineering each received Category 2 ratings, |
i

reflecting good performance. In the Maintenance area, while good teamwork and
communications were evident for high visibility activities, this was
frequently not the case for routine maintenance activities. In addition, the j
significance of personnel errors, inadequate work planning, and instances of '

recurring equipment problems reflected a weakness in developing effective
corrective actions for longstanding deficiencies.

In the Engineering area, performance declined during the first half of the
period; however, improvements were noted during the latter part of the
assessment period. Initiatives to improve performance included the
reorganization of engineering, the addition of an assistant vice president and
manager of the technical group, emphasis on improved teamwork, and thorough
response to the turbine-generator failure event. However, weaknesses were
noted relating to the understanding of plant design, interdepartmental
communications, engineering design activities, and operability assessments.

The area of Plant Support received a Category 1 rating, reflecting excellent
performance, which continued from the previous assessment period and was i

attributed to strong teamwork, management support, and the demonstration of !
ownership, especially in the area of radiation protection. This ownership
contributed to excellent radiological performance as evidenced by the low
three year collective dose average. As a result of maintaining'most areas of
the plant radiologically clean, the turbine failure event did not result in
any significant contamination of plant areas, despite the large volumes of
water that spread throughout the turbine and radwaste buildings and
facilities.

While your QA audit and overall self-assessment program was generally i
effective in identifying problems, corrective actions were frequently
inadequate. For example, while you effectively identified root causes a high
personnel error rate and inadequate work control practices. However, a common
theme among most of the SALP functional areas was a lack of effective
corrective actions for these deficiencies. In addition, on several occasions,
effective resolution of plant problems did not occur without the personal )
intervention of the plant manager into the specific technical details of the
problem. The best examples of this were involvement with the diesel driven ;

fire pump and turbine turning gear. )
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Toward the end of the assessment period, your staff developed several |

initiatives to improve performance. These included conducting a third party !

audit to evaluate ways to improve personnel performance, increasing management
involvement in plant activities, implementing a corrective action improvement
program, and strengthening management oversight with the appointment of two
assistant vice presidents. Implementation of these initiatives is too recent
for us to assess during this period. !

At the SALP Meeting you should be prepared to discuss our assessments and
plans to improve performance at the Fermi 2 facility. Additionally, you are i

requested to respond in writing within 30 days after the meeting, specifically ]
PJdressing corrective actions planned to improve your performance in the area ;

of Operations.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of federal Regulations, a copy of this letter, the SALP report,
and your response, will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room.

Should you have any questions concerning the SALP report, we would be pleased l
to discuss them with you.

Sincerely,
.i

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY tiUSERT J. M!LLER I

John B. Martin
Regional Administrator

Enclosure: SALP 14 Report
No. 50-341/94001
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insufficient to reduce the personnel error rate. In addition, on several
occasions, effective resolution of plant problems did not occur without the
personal intervention of the plant manager into the specific technical details !

of the problem. The best examples of this were involvement with the diesel
driven fire pump and turbine turning gear.

|

Toward the end of the assessment period, your staff developed several I
initiatives to improve performance. These included conducting 7 third party i

audit to evaluate ways to improve personnel performance, incr% sing management ;

involvement in plant activities, implementing a corrective action improvement I

program, and strengthening manaoement oversight with the appointment of two I
assistant vice presidents. Implementation of these initiatives is too recent I
to lend itself to evaluation for this assessment period.

At the SALP Meeting you should be prepared to discuss our assessments and
plans to improve performance at the Fermi 2 facility. The meeting is intended
to provide a candid dialogue in which we may discuss any comments you may have
regarding our assessments. Additionally, you are requested to respond in
writing within 30 days after the meeting, specifically addressing corrective ;

actions planned to improve your performance.
'In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2,

Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter, the SALP report,
and your response, will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room.

Should you have any questions concerning the SALP report, we would be pleased
to discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

John B. Martin
Regional Administrator

Enclosure: SALP 14 Report
No. 50-341/94001

R kl RIII RIII RIII NRR*

Q k ,II -htppys-
bkiw ips M.McB Greenman Crlenjak Axelson Marsh

;/ /q
RIII RIII RIII

Pirok Miller JMartin

* Concurrence by telephone



. -. - .. . = .

MM 1813g;
The Detroit Edison Company 3

.

Toward the end of the assessment period, your staff developed several
initiatives to improve performance. These included conducting a third party
audit to evaluate ways to improve personnel performance, increasing management
involvement in plant activities, implementing a corrective action improvement
program, and strengthening management oversight with the appointment of two
assistant vice presidents. Implementation of these initiatives is too recent
for us to assess during this period.

* At the SALP Meeting you should be prepared to discuss our assessments and
plans to improve performance at the Fermi 2 facility. Additionally, you are
requested to respond in writing within 30 days after the meeting, specifically
addressing corrective actions planned to improve your performance in the area
of Operations.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter, the SALP report,
and your response, will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room.

Should you have any questions concerning the SALP report, we would be pleased,

to discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

John B. Martin
Regional Administrator

Enclosure: SALP 14 Report i

No. 50-341/94001
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Distribution:

cc w/ enclosure:
John A. Tibai, Principal

Compliance Engineer
P. A. Marquardt, Corporate

Legal Department
OC/LFDCB
Resident Inspector, RIII
James R. Padgett, Michigan Public

Service Commission
Michigan Department of

Public Health
Monroe County Office of

Civil Preparedness
Fermi, LPM, NRR
E. G. Greenman, RIII
S. Stein (SRS)
INP0

The Chairman
Commissioner Rogers
Commissioner Remick
Commissioner de Planque
OEDO
Director, NRR
Associate Director for Projects, NRR
Director, Office of Enforcement
Associate Director for Inspection and

Licensee Performance, NRR
SALP Program Manager, DRIL, NRR (2 copies)
F. R. Allenspach, NRR
L. B Marsh, Director, Project Directorate III-1, NRR
DRP Division Directors, All Regions
C. D. Pederson, RIII
L. Cox, RIII
TSS, RIII
RIII Files
RIII PRR

bcc: PUBLIC (IE 40)
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Docket No. 50-341

The Detroit Edison Company
ATTN: D. R. Gipson

Senior Vice President
Nuclear Generation

6400 North Dixie Highway
Newport, MI 48166

Dear Mr. Gipson:

Enclosed for your review, is the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance
(SALP) 14 Report for the Fermi 2 Nuclear Power Plant, covering the period

1July 1, 1992, through April 2, 1994. As discussed between you and Mr. Monte i

Phillips of this office, a meeting to discuss this report with you and your !staff has been scheduled on June 1, 1994, at 10:30 a.m. The meeting will be !

held at the Monroe County Courthouse, 106 E. First, Monroe, Michigan.

During this meeting you are encouraged to candidly discuss any comments you
may have regarding our report. While this meeting is considered a
presentation and discussion forum between Detroit Edison and the NRC, the
meeting will be opened to any other interested parties as observers. i

in accordance with NRC policy, I have reviewed the recommendations resulting
from the SALP Board assessment and concur with their ratings. It is my view

1

that the conduct of nuclear activities in connection with the Fermi 2 facility |was acceptable.
!

The ratings represent a decline in performance from the previous assessment
,period particularly for the area of Operations. This can be attributed to !

failure to effectively correct adverse conditions resulting in repetitive
performance deficiencies. Causes for these deficiencies that were common to
multiple SALP functional areas included inadequate work controls, failure to
adequately communicate management expectations to workers, perceived schedular
pressures, and inadequate corrective actions. Another common theme concerned
the dichotomy between routine operations and response to events. In the
latter case, the staff worked well as a team in responding to the events and
restoring the plant; however, in the former case, interdepartmental
communications and attention to detail were often missing.

Performance in the area of Operations, which was rated a Category 3 was
disappointing. You were unable to sustain the improved performance noted in
the previous SALP period. Although your staff had identified that perceived i

,

schedule pressure was a causal factor in persor.nel errors, managers did little !to change it. This perceived pressure had caused plant staff to i
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work ahead of approved work schedules in certain instances and authorize
initiation of work when plant conditions could not support completion of the
work. In one instance, this led to opening a pressurized system injuring
personnel. In addition, deficiencies were noted involving work controls,
communications of management expectations to workers, and inattention to
detail, especially during routine evolutions. Strengths were noted in your
shutdown risk and operator training program but significant management
attention is needed to address weaknesses in this area.

The areas of Maintenance and Engineering each received Category 2 ratings,
reflecting good performance. In the Maintenance area, while good teamwork and
communications were evident for high visibility activities, this was
frequently not the case for routine maintenance activities. In addition, the
significance of personnel errors, inadequate work planning, and instances of
recurring equipment problems reflected a weakness in developing effective
corrective actions for longstanding deficiencies.

In the Engineering area, performance declined during the first half of the
period; however, improvements were noted during the latter part of the
assessment period. Initiatives to improve performance included the
reorganization of engineering, the addition of an assistant vice president and
manager of the technical group, emphasis on improved teamwork, and thorough
response to the turbine-generator failure event. However, weaknesses were
noted relating to the understanding of plant design, interdepartmental
communications, engineering design activities, and operability assessments.

The area of Plant Support received a Category I rating, reflecting excellent
performance, which continued from the previous assessment period and was
attributed to strong teamwork, management' support, and the demonstration of
ownership, especially in the area of radiation protection. This ownership
contributed to excellent radiological performance as evidenced by the low
three year collective dose average. As a result of maintaining most areas of
the plant radiologically clean, the turbine failure event did not result in
any significant contamination of plant areas, despite the large volumes of
water that spread throughout the turbine and radwaste buildings and
facilities.

While your QA audit and overall self-assessment program was generally
effective in identifying problems, corrective actions were frequently
inadequate. For example, while you effectively identified root causes a high
personnel error rate and inadequate work control practices. However, a common-
theme among most of the SALP functional areas was a lack of effective
corrective actions for these deficiencies. In addition, on several occasions,
effective resolution of plant problems did not occur without the personal
intervention of the plant manager into the specific technical details of the
problem. The best examples of this were involvement with the diesel ' driven
fire pump and turbine turning gear.
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Toward the end of the assessment period, your staff developed several
initiatives to improve performance. These included conducting a third party
audit to evaluate ways to improve personnel performance, increasing. management
involvement in plant activities, implementing a corrective action improvement-
program, and strengthening management oversight with the appointment of two
assistant vice presidents. Implementation of these initiatives is too recent
for us to assess during this period.

At the SALP Meeting you should be prepared to discuss our assessments and
plans to improve performance at the Fermi 2 facility. Additionally, you are
requested to respond in writing within 30 days after the meeting, specifically
addressing corrective actions planned to improve your performance in the area
of Operations,

in accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter, the SALP report, ;

and your response, will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room.

Should you have any questions concerning the SALP report, we would be pleased
to discuss them with you.

Sincerely, .

[Jo
-

B. Martin
Regional Administrator

Enclosure: SALP 14 Report
i
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