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MEMORANDLY FOR: A Bovd, Profects Lesder, Midland SALY Repoct

FROM: G. Pirtle, SALP Coordinator, Division of Engineering
and Technical Inspection

SUBJECT: DLI! SALP IKPUTS FOR MIDLAND

B The enclosed correspondence contains all of the DLI1 faputs for the Xidland
SALP report except for the Meterials and Processes Sectim. N Osscieisen
i)l provide his section’s input ss & separate sddandus ©0 this memo. Doring
your review process, changes or prdiffeations to the iaputs 1oy b DeComsaTY.
Mr. J. Belanpger and 1 are acting as the DET1 SALP Coordinators. Tlease fevi
free to contacf us to assist Vou in resolving any issues that arise. If the
1esves are of a technical nature for 2 certain functional ares, we can advise
you of the DLI1 technical Tepresentative responsihle fex the input(sl.
Attachment A contains a SWwIary of DI1] inspection manhours in eath funcuicnal
area. nttachzent B contains dats pertaining to total mawhours and poncerpliance
for ¥4dland, as provided by Er. Terbling's section. DETI comments to clarify
some issues are also included in Attachzment B. 1 hope these attachrmentr are
of assistence to you in resclving gquestions that way arise.

A couple significant points should be noted. Two DEI1 sections provided Inputs
for the Quality Assurance funciional ares. Their recompended recings are
different. We have also recommended a “Below Average” raring for the Site
Prepavation and Foundations funccional area based upen the Civil Engineeriog
input. Finally, although the Electricsl functiona) ares is teted aversge, an
increased inspection effort vas recommended to confimm the effectiveness of
corrective actions.

3 Qs

G. Pirtle, SALP Cocrdinator
Division of Engineering wwd
Technical Inspecriom

Attachments: As stated

cc w/attachoents:
C. E. YNorelius

840815075
BaRe130a 0 840718
PDR

RICEB4-96
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5, Division of Engineering and Technical Inspection

.".‘ SALP Input for Midland

1. Quality Assurance:
A. Analysis? (Elecirical and Instrumentacion input)

3 Two inspection (74 hours) heve been performed during cthis evaluaticm period.
K Three violations weve fdencified. These violations were:

Y (1) Severity Level V violation (Criteries ¥) for failswre ta develop

< appropriate procedures to assure ¢hat Class 1E cable elnizus bewd
‘i radius criteris was not violated (2 examples).

(2) Severity Level ¥ violation {(Criteriae 112} lor Failvre 1o transs
late FSAR comxitments intc speciflicaticas, drawings, procedures <F
{nstructions in that there was no requirepencs that Class 1E impulse
lines and asmociated process syten instruments be identified in such
a wanner which distinctively identifies these itecs as being a part
of the protection systewm.

(3) Severity Level V yiolation (Criterson XV1) for fallure to agmute
that conditions sdverse (o quality are prowptly tdentified anc
corrected in that, as of May 22, 1981, corrective action had not
been taken in response to & Quality Assurance finding dated April 3,
1980, and licensee Avdit finding dated January 27, 1981, which identi-
fied the lack of approved procedures for the revork of items vhich
had been inspected and accepted by Qualicy Coatrol.

The first two items were tdentified during » routine safety inspection on
April 28-30 and May 1, 1981, and the last itex was idencified during &
tean ingpection on May 18-22, 1981. :

B. Ratiog:
'A/nnu-’ -
C. Comsents:

WWWMMW o
e _tivenessof corre sctions already initiated.

-

A. Analysis: (Civil Enginrering Input)

One routine inrpection (80-25; 80-26) has been performed during the evaly
stion period. No noncorpliances were fdencifled.

Ivo special inspections (80-32; 80-33 and F1-D1) regarding CPCn 30.54(0)
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Sumsary and Corments ﬂ'dlln&)

Six of the eight wioclstions o0 the master sheets for
functional ayep are addressed Im the DETT tague. 1ve of the »

are Severity Lovel IV however, the BI6TLY berl fres yew X
Severity Leve) Vs $or this functional avex. e swwter shees may be in
error,

area. The DETT inpurs address three Severity Leve) V wolations. Ove of
-be violations applies to Unie ) only, ome vicinioms ‘wpplies o Uanice 2
only, and the remaining violatfon applies co boeh wnics. The DET] inpur

The master sheet Sndicates 73 bours ang 71 homs inmpection effort for
Unites 1 and 2 i the Qusliry Assurance functiona) Ares. The 5T} impar
indfceres 149 houre inspeccion effort for each it o this functions)
area (112 hours Civi] Engineering and 37 hours for £lecerical ang inetru~

‘mentation). -

O ¢ hundred ten of the 212 hours cited on the master sheet for the Electrical
famctionsl ares are DETI howrs.
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responses were performed during the evaluation perivd. Two wmcorpliances

were identified. These were: e

()) Severity Level IV viclation for failure to take adequate corrective
action to prevent repetition of not identifyving design documents Yor
the remaining FSAR re-revievw packayes.

(2) Severity Level ¥ violation for falluce te have séegumie seil {wple-
menting procedures.

A special teas inspection (81-12) was perforned during the evaiuation

* period. Ome noncompliance was identified: Severiry Level IV wiclotion
for failure to take adequate corrective actlea regrrtiw Sberaiiied
adverse trends. For example, 22 instances of coustruction bypassing
QC hold points were included In the tremiing anziveis, but an adequate
soalysis to tdentify the rin cause was not perforwed. Subsequent to
the inspectors finding, OA issuved a stop vork ovder in this aren.

A management neeting between CPCe and the XBC wae held on March 13, 198),
to present the nex Midland Project QA tear. Actions taken and propused
to improve the QA proprar were also discussed,

B. Rating: -

Belov Average. Based upow all the effort put forth by CPCo. since the o
December 1979 order, the inspector was dissppointed to find that they
d1d rot have adequate scil implerenting testing procedures in place,
that the major FSAR re-reviex effort was not being accocplished accordiag

to procedures, and that they were not ¢ ing uate corrgctive action : ,
in their '.'.“;‘ ProRIAn. C;*'«/ﬁiyd—i(’»:,— a lA.‘/[L A QAAA Lot 2 J;]',,-:‘,\ y, d
; 4'0/§ = 3‘4‘ N /(A‘Asz“of&\z,{,?:u‘*_f_;’:.”— q//, bbin .7 _

< [y

c. C____t-ﬂll:

The inspection frequency for cthis area should be incressed to verify

corpliance with commitpents ¢ ussed during the March 1981 panagement :
nn%d‘t;— Corngaan av, l,’”e gy Saa. 0'6 ¢ >y e dMMIc’/
SArs 1( . ) :

2. Site Preparation and Foundatioms:
A. Analysis: (Civil Engineering Inpuc)

One routine inspection (81-09) has been periorwed Suring 1he wvaivat lon
period. One noncompliance has been fdentified: Severity level T vivisntiom
for {ailure to follow prucedures in the procurement of Nondward-Clvds

Consultants.

Two special inspections (80-32; 80-33 and 81-01) cvegarding CPCe SC.54(1)
responses were performéd during the evaluation periml. One nomcompllonce

and one deviation vere identified. These were: //Tg
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(1) Severity level 1I¥ vieolsieon {or failure co have adequate design
eom;ol measures with three exapples cited.

(2) Deviation for failure to provide a fulltime omeile gectechnical
engineer.

The licensee has tssued one 50.55(e) i» this ates: the bocated ¥aley
storage taok foundations cracks.

Ko significant events took place in this area driag 1ta wisluation perfod.
Nidland soils hearing prelizina.y work (§.e., dincovery, disposition, etc.d
was proceeding.

B. Rating:

Below Average. The inspectors vere disappointed to tind toat the licentee
did not have adequate o011 boring procedures in place prior 1v LOTmenteT
gent of work; that design {nterface problems still existed in Anm Ardor's
Bechtel office and that thete vasn't @ geotechnical enginecer onwite.

C. te:

o —

The inspection frequency should be increased proportional to the amount
and type of remedial soils wvork that CPCo begins.

Confainment Struciures:
A. Anplysis: (Civil Engineering 1nput)

One routine inspection (80-25; 80-26) has been perforsed during the evalv-
ation period. Ko items of noncompliance vere fdentified.

The licensee has issved rvo 50.55(e)'s in this ares. These wvere:

(1) The selsmic podel used for the auxillary building appesrs Lo be in-
correct.

(2) Major shear reenforcement around major containment penstrations
sppesrs to be insufficient. -

B. Resiap:
Average.
C. Comments:

Ko significant events ot sctivities took place in this ares during the
evalustion period. Inspection frequency for this activily s avewt wight.




__ Containment work is copplete.

Safety-Related Structurer:

No DETI inspections weve conducted during the SALY 11 ewsliwertion perivd for this
functional area. Therefore, the DETI input is "saa cdarrved ™

Piping and Hangers:

Ko DET1 inspections were comdwcled during the SALY 11 evalwatloa pericd for this

“functional area. Therefore, the DET1 input {s “not cbeerved.”

Safety-Related Components: .

Xo DET1 inspections were conducted during the SALF JI evaluaction perlod lor rhis
functional area. Therefore, the DETI isput 15 “not observed.”

Mlecinical
A. Analysis: (Electrical sml Inatrumentarion Input)

Three inspections (110 hwours) have been performed during this evaluation
period. Three violations were identified. These violatlons were:

(1) Severity Level V violation (Criterion X) for Lailure to assure that
activities affecting quality coeply with documented instructions,

*  procedures, design Jdocuments, and applicable codes and standards in
that the Quality Comtrol inspector failed to verify that electrical
cables are routed within the equipment without violating the 6 inch
winiwur separation requiresents between Class 1E and nom~Class 1E
cables (Unit 1 only).

(2) Severity Level V vivlmion (Critecion XV) for failure to establish
seasures to control materials parts, or components which do not con-
form to requirements Iln order to prevent their inadvertent wee ot
installation in thet the Inspectors idencified I4 instawvew {n which
cable trays were not installed in sccordsmew with separstion require-
mentn (barriers were not shown on dyawings) and bad not been ident!{fled
and controlled. Esch of the 14 cable trays had bevn Laspected by
Quality Control and relessed for cable installation and each tray con~
tained cable. )

(3) Severity Level ¥V violation (Criterion X) for failuxa to assure Chat
activities affecting quality comply with ducumeated lostroctioms,
procedures, design documents, and applicable codes and stondards (o
that the Quality Control inspector failed to verify that electrical
cables are routed within the equipoent without vivlating the sinimux
bend criteria of electrical cables. (Unit I owmiy.)

The [frnt two items vere identified during & routine sefery inspectios on
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April 28-30 and May 1, 1981, and the last itew was idestified during a
team inspection on May 18-22, 1981.

Rating:
Average.
Comments:

Recommend an increased inspection effort fn this sres to confirn the effec-

° tiveness of corrective actions aivesdy inmitisted. Iu generval, the licensve
has taken prospt and effective actiom to correct the wiolations f(dentified
by the RII] imspectors. The overall effectiveness and arxitvie of 1icensee’s
Quality Assurance persoanel im complying with EBL repulsiory Yeguirements
for the construction of nuclear power plants is vy good in that they
have establiched an effective weromd- Line™ inspection of theizr ronstiveivss
activicies.

8. Ingtrumentation: .

No DETI inspections wvere conducted during the SALP 11 evalustion period for
this functional area. Therefore, the DETI iaput is "mot ohserved.”

9. Fire Protection:

Ko DET! inspections were conducted during the SALP evaluation period for this
functional ares. Therefore, the DITI input is "not observed."

10. Preservice Inspection: .

No DETI inspections were comducted during the SALP 23 evaluation period fox
this fuoctional area. Therefore, the DEI1 input is "pot observed.”

11. Corrective Action and Reporting:

Bo DETI inspections were conducted during the SALP 11 eveluation period for this
functional ares. Therefore, the DETI input 1s “not oheetwed.”™

12. Procurement:

No DETI inspections were conducted during the SALP Il evaluation period for this
functional svea. Therefore, the DLI1 input is “set cheerved.”

13. Design and Design Changes:

Ko DETI inspections were conducted during the SALP 12 evedusriio eviod for this
functional ares. Therefore, the DETI input is “mor observed.”

14, Training:
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15.

functional ares. Therefore, the IET1 loapux 15 2ot observed.”

Plant Opsrations Preparaticos:

Ko DET1 inspe -t ons were conducted during the SALP 11 evaluariom peviond for
functional area. Therefcre, the DEI1 input is "ot shenrved.”

Fuel Loading Preparation:

Ko DETI inspections were comducted ducting the SALP 11 evaluation period for
functiona]l area. Therefore, the DETI inpur s "mor vhserved.”

‘Maintensnce: .

Ko DET] inspections wvere conducted during the SALP II evaluation period for
functional ares. Therefore, the DEI1 lnput 18 “not observed.”

Security and Safeguards: .

Ro DEII inspections were conducted during the SALP 11 evalnation perind for
functionsl area. Therefore,the DEI1 input is “not observed.”

Surveillance and Precperational Testing:

Ko DIT]l inspections were conducted during the SALP 1] evaluation period for
functional area. Therefore, the DETI input is "not observed.”

Emergency Planning:

Ko DLT1 inspections wvere conducted during the SALP 1] evaluation perind for
functional srea. Therefore, the DET] imput is “"pot observed.”

Audits, Revievs, and Commtzee Activities:

Ko DETI inmpections were conducted during the SALP 11 evaiuation period for
functions) ares. Therefore, the DEII input is “pot vhwerwed.”

Ko DET] inspection were conducted during the SALP I1J evaluatiom period fer this

this

this

this

this

this

this

this



DET1 IRVESTIGATION AND IRSPECTION
HAKHOURS FOK EACH PUNCTIONAL AREA
Midland)

-

»

Qualicy Assurance: Unic 1 - 169 howiw
Cnit 2 - 169 hours

Site Preparation and Foundations: TUnit 1 - 53 s
A Unic 2 - 5) bours

Containment Structure: Umit 1 - 25 hours
Unit 2 - 4 hours

cafety-Related Structures: 0 hours

Piping and Hangers: O hours

Safety-Related Compoments: 0 hours

Electrical: Unit } = 55 bours
Unit 2 = 55 hours

Inlttultﬂtlllo;: 0 hours

Fire Protection: 0 hours

Preservice Innpection: 0O hours

Corrective Actioms and Reportisg: O hours
Procurement: 0 howrs

Design and Design Changes: 0 hours
Training: O hours

Plant Operstions Prepsrations: 0O hours
Fuel Loading Preparation: € hours
Maintenance: 0O hours

Security and Safegusrda: 0 hours
Surveillance and Preoperational Testing: O hours
Emergency Planning: 0 hours

Audits, Reviews, and Committee Activizies: O bours

Mracitmant A
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MASTER SHEETS FOR INVEST IGATI(WE ASD
v INSPECTIOR BOURS AXD
{Hidland)

The first sheets of this atctachment contain deta obtained by Wr. Tembliog's
section in reference to total manhours ame noncompliances tor Widland., THhe
left hand margin has recomended ratinge for each Eamcriceal snee iw ebich Lhe
pivision of Engineering and Technical Isspection (DETLR provides wm inpwi.

The remaining page comtains unresolved itens poted betwwes (he master sheeLs
and DET] inputs or genersl commewis.

Attachment B
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OUTCOING TRAXSMISSION SERVICE IEQUESY

Date /C—/— 8/

Busher of rages /

To (Kame): VA cC oo

From: Q o &!2

SAREA~ 1] NPT

Description

Air Rights Blég

L/% Towers

H Street

ok

Prillizs Bidg = e

Silver Springs
(villste B123)

Landow Blég

Region 1
Region 11
Region IV

Region V

FOR W & DfC CZE
Systex & 373
Rapilsex

W EXT #727

3% EXT #7228

FI$

Coczzercial

Tise Started
Tioe Coxpleted

Trans. Time

Operster

Resicent at

nSaC

1770 )

(aztuai ¥:=s.)

|

Corporate Office
(1dentify recipient & {ax number)

Other T,
(Designate - include fax nucber)

Rev 1728/81
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KRR PEAFORWGICE EVALUATION
L

'

TizMity:  Midland Plant, Untts ) and 2 Praject Wamager: Darl Hood

Appratsal Perfod: Juiy 1, 1990 - June 30, V98)

1. Performance lements

!ﬂ! of Responsas and Submitials '

Responses and submitlils during this review peried hawe principall
regarded the sofls settlement Vssee, u:m»;’ seismis Iapwl, and
responses (0 Post-TMl requireseats (MRES-DID7). These meiters »
wive significam dnir changes, extensive soditional calcelatior
so1ls exploration and Jadorstory snalyses. Ouring the eoriier par
of this review period, replies 1o s1a77's request were not substar
tive and tended to argue the stafi's need for ot Informetion; o
the managenent appesl GeCTision or LAl position was takes, the
replies lended 1o become responsive. Newmer, tie gality of the n
tends o De acceptadle oace the meed 1s firmly established. Folle
» loag appes] t0 MER maningemeat, recewt respowses providing sofl
borings and Taborstory tests comply with the stef! request snd ary
of acceptable quality. Recent respomses establishing aew seiswic
design criteria for the site have been of nigh guality sace the st
position letter (K. Tedesco, October ), 1900) established the Aeec
Like many other plants, the resposses to post-THl requiresests at
this point in tine Jargely refTect plans and commitesnts with dets
Teft for & loter stage. In swmsery, while early responses during
report period were below sverage 1n responsiventss, the more reces
Tesponsas tend to be substantive and of acceptable gealiny. This
recogrizes, of course, that 1a severa) arves, desige wrogress does
st yét provide for substantive replies,

Efforts red to Dbtain an Acceptanie or Sebwittal
(1) Timeliness

It generslly takes more then the average time and offort to
ohtain 1o and substantive responses from tais applics
The propensity of this applicant to wiilize the hearing proce
ond INC mamagenewt dppesl process to resalve ¢f segreements re
that sdaitional time and effort be expended oy the staff in 3
fying the applicant that the staff's regeest or views are ade
based. [xampies during this report period ere discussed sbov
the staff request for soi) borisgs and the seed for selsamic ¢
resolution, Sech factors meke 1t difficult to salatain shed
for this application.

(2) Eiffort

C Refer to 1tem 10 (1) above.

{3) Responsiveness to staff requests
Refer to ftem 1o
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B. Nurber aud Nature of Deficiency Reports DM" ‘

Thirteen (13) Construction Deficiency Reports (CIR's) reported pursuant to 10 CFR
50.55(e), were received by the regiomal office during the period of July 1, 1980
M?- 30, 1981. The nature of these reports covers a broad range of macerial
and construction problems as listed below: |

*1. HRigh Epergy Line Break Analysis (HELBA), steady state thrust forces
rather than transient peak thrust forces were used in the epergy bal-
soce techalques for the design of HELEA - ipe whip restraints.

2. Sway Strut Rod Bods Deficiency, ITT Grimnell supplied sway struts,
snubbers and shock suppressors have loose or totally discogaged rod
end bushings.

*3. Component Cooling Water (COW) Design, COW aystes susceptibilicy to
Loss of Coolant Accident (LOCA) induced failures.

4. Nuclear Steam Supply System (NSSS) asalysis, ancwalies identified io
the NS55 geismic and Loss of Coolant (LOCA) analysis of the primary
system.

5. Rasrgency Core Cooling Actuation System (ECCAS) vendor wiring in the
ECCAS cabinets 1045 and 2C45 was incousistent with redindast subsystem
wodules in the cabinets.

6 Low alloy quenched and tempered bolting 1§ inches and greatar in
support of safety related systems.

7. Underrated Terminal Strips om Limitorqua Operators.

*8. Seiswic model of Auxiliary Building has incorrect sssumption that comtrol

tower and main portion of Auxiliary Building are an integral unit between

elevation 614 and §59.
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Thirteen (1)) Comstrmction Deficiency Reporiz (C'R's) reported pursuant to 10 CFR

50.55(e), were received by the regional office during the period of July 1, 1980
sod Juoe 30, 1'&. The aature of these reports covers & broad range of material

and comstruction problems as listed below:

*1. Righ Evergy Line Break Analysis (MELBA), steady state thrust forces
rather than transient peak thrust forces were used in the energy bal-
ance techniques for the desiga of MELBA pipe vhip restraints.
2. Swmy Strut Rod Ends Deficiency, ITT Grinnell supplied sway struls,
soubbers and .M suppressors have loose or totally disengaged rod
end bushings.
' *). Compouent Cooling Water (CCW) Design, COW system susceptibility to
| Loss of Coolant Accident (LOCA) loduced failures.
4. Muclear Steam Supply System (MSSS) acalysis, acomalies identified in
the NS8S seismic and Loss of Coolant (LOCA) analysis of the primsery
system.
f 5. BEmergency Core Cooling Actuatiom System (ECCAS) vemdor viring in the
BCCAS cabinets 1C45 and 2CAS was {ncomaistent vith redundant subsystem
wodules Lo the cabloets.
6. Low alloy quenched and tempered bolting 1§ inches and greater in
support of safety related systems.
7. Underrate] Tormipal Scrips on Limitorque Operators. .
8. Seisalc model of Auxilisry Duilding has incorrect awswsption that control t

tower and wain portion of Auxiliary Buildicg are an flategral unit between

elevation 614 and 059,
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. The module inspection program for the B program is %m
© epproxcizxy 50% complete for both units.

The summary status is
as follows:

‘ Modules to
i Unit Modules Complete Modules Open be Opened
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- (}) R_s;;gor vessel survedillanca capsule holder tube. This item is

4 generic item regarding B&W designed specimen holders located

inside of the RPV. This item is considered closed with the
. understanding that the licensee i‘;’/s: y omc%{f 7
» experiances op‘sfw:i.s-B«snl"%u »

possible future problems.

(3) Contalnment building personnel airlocks weld gracking® A final

report had been received by RIII regarding the repairs to the
cracked welds. Followup by RIII disclosed that the welding

pcrfomcdﬂfailed to foﬁlow tn__prescribed instructions of the
L

controlling,mm'l'nis.hxis Lder.i‘ied as a noncompliance item in

a-recens inspection repors “W

Mwﬂ%&—bm&-&ndm
—detteT O TYES ponse- forethe=noncompl i ance~—tTenr—"

L‘/' Unit 2 concaimun: liner bulge. The design report, intended to: /‘,A,?A
be the tinal rcport was issued at a meeting held in Ann Arbo:/ig

La.u-g.f Junc 1977, “‘M’_W
This report is =@ under reviww—m“ ~~e—response—

The repair work was conghtcd W May 1978, however (/no.ﬂ
W

-ﬂ review hu*bun dewe by RIII”p. pcnding response from

C }) Seismic cable tra vcldin% A final report has been .
nccived,‘hriml review by RIII M Lo M‘/' W‘ .

(6) Undcrliud fillet welds on ITT-Grinnell safety related pipe hangers:
dou 1q,t:-thc‘. final-report has_ been. doMk igned=Hangere—_

gimoﬁ.ag—tm: owever, nor: é;;icw is
Mm “inal 4/@rm—e( eﬁé/)l /“M
,&e«. (2 Cln—eld Gl b i /'w,

(7)) Lnspectfare . ’&7

Other reportable deficiencies in various stages of corrective

action status by the licensee are as follows:
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Reactor coolant pump motor flanges Via g ??v:- e 1
. o
Reactor building spray piping supports \ ;T"; (' e} \
iy : N\
Design deficiency of the NI/RPS girounding A 4\

Piping small break analysis not conservative \ ' .

4

Class 1lE station battery racks = v

Settlement of diesel generator building

¢,

Components lack of qualification

oF ehectprial Conmchiois Insid junchy

(-.' - . it B & _-‘_ ‘
‘ reated -Provicu— 1l 2 et
' . “! ®
B. I:-l-{m 5 f‘%af l\-ewe b»c.«‘h.' e )zf'rV'CJ ZTE: HQ = -
> nanswered -ipquiries-addressed. to~IE:HQ-Te garding-componepts 1

wﬁ@hﬂn‘t‘é “a Wﬁufcgﬁw@cﬁ.ﬁs :

Failure to identify certain class 1E system components to
be covered by Consumers Power's QA manual letter Spessard
to Reinmuth April 28, 1978.

Classification of spent fuel poel liner pl'ago presently

classed as nonsafety related by Bechtel. Letter Danielson

to Reinmuth June 1, 1978, et g espredik e 4 , N,
g ¥ ..v";-'l'-~:\¥-- e

Apgaréngponconpliance-with—50+SS—a—(hizvagariing. Lolya 't Frall

tdenTFieatton of components (color coding of electrical -~

equipment and cables). Letter Spessard to Reinmuth
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wz 1 eff y«se gardin
due to of support_£rom IE:HQ xazﬁfiz—’ﬁxjfezﬁ
(}1) Unit 2 containment liner bulge design report and completion
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

The following was provided as guidance by the Commission in a memorandum,

dated October 20, 1981, for W. Dircks, Executive Director for Operations, from

S. Chilk, Secretary.

COMMISSION GUIDANCE FOR FUTURE CONDUCT OF

On September 22, 1981, the Commission was briefed on the results of the staff's

evaluation of licensee performance conducted under the program entitled

Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP).

briefed on the objectives underlying the program.

The Commission believes that those elements of the program directed toward

fulfilling the objectives--especially the objective of improving allocation of

inspection resources--should continue in the future. However, other aspects
of the program should be changed along the lines of modifications suggested

While it is understandable that the first assessment of

licensee performance reached back to two years ago, the
timeliness must improve. The staff should set as a target

that assessments for each operating and construction facility
will be completed annually. The individual facility assessments
should take place at a uniform rate throughout the year.

The assessments should be made at a regional level. Involvement
of NRC offices other than the Office of Inspection and Enforcement
should continue as part of the assessments. The headquarters
activity should be redirected to evaluating the policy, criteria,
and methodology for these assessments.

Assessment criteria should be established that do not depend on
looking at all plants to determine relative performance (e.g., an
average and levels around that average). The staff should be sure
that the new assessment criteria are widely published and well
understood. We and the licensees must know what it takes to fall
under the criteria and rise cut from under them. Also, those
doing the assessments should have recognized expertise in applying
the criteria.

The Commissicn also was



The staff should ensure the existence of a process for taking
licensee responses into account. Specifically, a licensee must
have the opportunity to comment on assessment results before they
are made final and the licensee is characterized, e.g., as needing
to improve performance.

== The adverse implications of ranking utilities can be avoided by
adopting three categories for the assessment. The first category
should identify those facilities for which more licensee and hence
more NRC attention is needed. The second category should identify
those facilities for which proper balance of licensee and NRC
attention has been achieved. The last category should identify
those facilities for which more than adequate attention by the
licensee is apparent and hence a reduction in NRC resources for
those facilities can be realized.

== Actions identified as needed are expected to be initiated immediately
following completion of the appraisal for a particular licensee.
Where these actions include changes in the amount of NRC inspection
resources devoted to a facility, criteria should be established
to govern such changes (e.g., how many and what type of inspections
should be added or subtracted).

The Commission understands that a draft Manual Chapter is currently in use for
the program. This Manual Chapter should be rewritten to reflect this Commision
guidance. Within the next month the revised Manual Chapter should be issued

by the EDO. In the meantime, the licensee assessments that are underway

should continue with the old guidance until the new Manual Chapter is issued.
New assessments should be started under the new guidance as soon as possible.

Without holding up issuance of the new Manual Chapter, but within the near
future, the public should be given an opportunity to evaluate and comment on
the assessment process that will ul%imately be used. In addition, as future
NRC assessment techniques are developed, the staff should devise ways to work
with the Institute for Nuclear Power Operations (INPQ). By doing so, NRC could
gain confidence in our own techniques and perhaps make use of NRC resources
more efficiently.

Concerning the current summary report prepared by the staff, the Commission
authorizes release of the report subject to the following conditions:

== this Commission guidance is displayed prominently on top of
the report.

==  the statement below is printed boldly on the cover of the report.
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COMMISSION STATEMENT

The Commission endorses the staff's factual findings in this report
concerning individual licensee operations. The Commission also
encourages licensees to make improvements in the areas of weakness
identified by the staff. However, in view of the long time span
during which individual plant evaluations were made, the Commission
does not believe that the relative rankings necessarily represent
current conditions. The Commission has prepared guidance for

the staff to govern the conduct of future assessments.
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FCREWORD

This report provides facility ratings for operating power reactor licensees
and construction permit holders as determined by the Systematic Assessment of
Licensee Performance (SALP) Review Group. Facilities have been rated as above
average, average, or below average.

Because the SALP process involves collection of data over an appraisal period
of at least one year, followed Dy an evaluation interval, much of the perform-
ance information from which this review was made is from one to one and a half
years sid. Weaknesses found during the appraisal pericd are in various stages
of correction by the licensees. This raport does not reflact such corrective
actions since they are dynamic and do not lend themselves to inclusion as a
specific interim appraisal update. The effect of corrective actious will be
reflected in the next SALP review. This appraisal deiay is an inherent feature
of SALP. Details concerning licensee corrective actions are available in
inspection reports and correspondence in individual facility docket files.

Any rating process that uses judgmental elaments is suscept.ble to challenge.
The facility ratings in this report are no exception. It is expected that
some will feel that certain elements of performance were not given adequate
emphasis and that others were overemphasized. Nevertheless, the facility
ratings represent the best collective judgment of senior NRC managers viewing
licensee nuclear safety performance from a national perspective. A rating of
bejow average does not mean that a facility was unsafe or that its operation
or canstruction should be stopped. The expected performance level for nuclear
facilities is high, as it should be. A rating of below average means that the
facility was not meeting the full measure of these high expectations and that,
~elative to the population of nuciear facilities, the facility's performance
was judged to be less desirable than most other facilities.

The overriding goal of SALP is improved performance of the industry as a whole
ang greater assurance to the public that nuclear power reactors are built and
operated safely. Areas of weakness ware identified at various facilities



during the SALP. These weaknesses were discussed with the respective licensee
management organizations and improvements in these areas are expected from
licensee corrective actions already taken or initiated. The regulatory process
has not historically made an effort to highlight good performance. Imperfec-
tions or perceived weaknesses are emphasized and reported more than positive
attributes. The NRC has focused, and continues to focus, its attention on
licensees warranting increased regulatory effort to ensure that their per-
formance is adequate.

The appraisal of licensee performance is a task from the "NRC Action Plan
Developed as a Result of the TMI-2 Accident" (NUREG-0660). The intent of the
appraisal and rating process is not to "label" licensees, developing a sense
of complacency for those rated above average or a sense of condemnation for
those rated below average. The intent is for the findings of the Review
Group be used for attaining a high level of performance by all Ticensees.

;2§ REVIEW GROUP
A i?ﬂhwion of Licensing, NRR

l’ﬁe Ni%on, ivzf::, AEOD
'?VL@4-<*Ji Q4£%/
Diision of Resident and

s H. Sniezek, Director
egional Reactor Inspection, IE

Nerman C. Moseley, Director, Division of Program :
Development and Appraisal, IE, Review Group Chairman

Report on Licensee Assessments prepared for the
SALP Review Group by R. H. Wessman, IE
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ABSTRACT

This is the first report concerning NRC's program entitled Systematic Assessment
of Licensee Performance (SALP). It provides facility ratings for operating power
reactor licensees and construction permit holders as determined by the NRC's

SALP Review Group. Facilities are rated as above average, average or below

average.
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NRC LICENSEE ASSESSMENTS

1.0 INTRODUCTION

A licensee appraisal program has been implemented in accordance with Task
1.B.2 of NUREG-0660, Volume 1, "NRC Action Plan Developed as a Result of the
TMI-2 Accident." The program itself is described in SECY 80-83 dated February
2, 1980 and the SALP Review Group Charter approved by the Executive Director
for Operations on August 25, 1980. Copies of these documents are attached.

This first report presents the findings of the SALP Review Group based on a
review of the licensee performance records. Among the records reviewed were

the licensee evaluations made by NRC Regional Offices for operating power
reactor facilities and power reactor racilities under construction. In this
report, an operating power reactor facility or a power reactor facility under
construction is referred to interchangeably as the "facility," the "licensee
facility," or the "licensee." The evaluation period for an individual facility
varied from twelve to eighteen months and generally fell between January 1, 1979
and December 31, 1980.

The regional licensee performance evaluations, in conjunction with other
‘nformation, provide the SALP Review Group with a systematic basis for deter-
mining the relative performance of licensees. The objectives of the SALP
rrogram are to:

Improve licensee performance.

Improve the NRC regulatory program.

Identify other-than-average licensee performance.

Provide a basis for management allocation of NRC resources.

Facility ratings of above average, average, or below average were assigned by

the SALP Review Group using the guidance provided below. Not all the indicated
attributes were necessarily present for a particular rating to apply. The
ratings used and their characteristics are as follows:
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1. Above Average--A combination of characteristics having positive or desir-
able qualities; displaying unusually good performance.

A facility is characterized as being above average if there is little
evidence of administrative, managerial, or material problems; if there
are a relatively low number of substantive construction or operational
events or items of noncompliance (when compared to others); and if there
are few (or no) substantial regulatory issues involving the facility.

breakdown in management controls, and a substantial fraction of the
significant activity areas reviewed are characterized as above average.

2. Average--A combination of characteristics having typical or represent-
ative gualities; displaying usual performance.

An average facility may or may not display evidence of administrative,
managerial or material problems, substantive construction or operational
events, significant items of noncompliance, or regulatory issues. If
such evidence does exist, the problem areas are such that they detract
little from the licensee's ability to meet nuclear safety requirements
and they exist in only a few of the activity areas. The facility's
performance is similar to the performance of a majority of facilities,
and a substantial fraction of the significant activity areas reviewed are
characterized as average.

|
|
l
There are few (if any) significant items of noncompliance, no significant ‘
|
|

3. Below Average--A combination of characteristics having negative or undesir-
able qualities; displaying less than desirable performance.

A facility is characterized as being below average if there exists evidence
of significant administrative, managerial, or material problems in several
activity areas; substantive construction or operational events (when
compared to others); significant items of noncompliance (when compared to
others); evidence of repeatad items of noncompliance; or several regulatory
issues and management contacts involving the licensee's performance. The
licensee may have had difficulty in its ability to meet requirements
important to nuclear safety. A substantial fraction of the significant
activity areas reviewed may be characterized as below average.
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A finding of below average does not imply that a facility must be shut down or
that construction of a facility must be interrupted. These ratings are on'y
relative. Simply stated, a below average facility displays negative char-
acteristics or undesirable qualities that are not typical of a majority of
facilities.

The SALP program is an evolving program and this is the first report providing
facility performance ratings. The Review Group found that, as with any new
program, changes are necessary to correct programmatic weaknesses. Regional
SALP Board evaluations were not all conducted in an identical fashion. Regional
SALP Board reports varied in scope and depth. Also, the evaluation process
itself involved elements of subjectivity. Steps have been taken to clarify
definitions and revise instructions governing the SALP process to provide a
more consistent approach in the future.

2.0 THE SALP EVALUATION PROCESS

This section describes the basic structure and methodology used by the NRC to
systematically assess facility performance. This assessment program was
applied to power reactor facilities with an operating license and power

reactor facilities under construction. Because the SALP process is a licensee
management assessment process, plants with multiple units were evaluated as a
single facility (unless the individual units at the same location were under
different management organizations). Construction and operating plant eval-
uations were separated. A licensee with several facilities received a separate
rating for each facility.

An evaluation of each licensee's performance was made by a Regional SALP Board

consisting of individuals who were involved in the inspection and licensing

activities of the licensee such as inspectors, regional managers, and NRR
project managers. The Regional SAILP Board reviewed licensee technical and
management performance and the quality of licensee safety actions.

The Regional SALP Board discussed areas of licensee activity judged as war-
ranting additional or reduced actions. Additional action included meetings
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with licensee management, inspection program increases, recommendations to the
licensee, or recommendations for NRC action. Reduced actions were generally a
reduction in the prescribed inspection program.

Since the Regional SALP Board review was based on historical perspective,
there was evidence of NRC action already taken to improve the licensee's
performance in an activity area where the finding was below average. A
finding of less acceptable performance than below average (i.e., issues were
of such a significant nature that they warranted concern over the safety of
continued operation or construction prior to their correction) dia not occur
during the SALP evaluation. Any time that significant issues requiring licensee
corrective action were identified, the NRC acted promptly to ensure such
action was taken. Licensee or NRC actions may not have been completed at the
time of a Regional SALP Board meeting, but the commitments or plans of action
were established.

Following the Regional SALP Board evaluation, NRC management met with the
corporate management of each facility that had been evaluated. This meeting
provided a forum for discussion of issues relating to the facility's per-
formance. These meetings were chaired by senior regional management. The
meeting discussion topics included the following items:

1. Performance evaluation--Summary of the performance evaluztions in each
functional area considered; indications of significant performance
trends; and capability and responsiveness of licensee personnel.

2. Enforcement history--Number, severity, and repetitive nature of items of
noncompliance; adequacy and timeliness of responses to items of noncom-
pliance; adequacy of corrective action and generic reviews; and indica-
tions of significant trends.

3. Reportable events--Significance and repetitive nature of reportable
operational events or construction deficiencies; nature of causally
Tinked events; adequacy and timeliness of the reports; adequacy of
corrective action and generic reviews; adequacy of the 'icensee's event
response system; and indications of significant trends and patterns.



4. Communications with NRC--Adequacy ~f bulletin responses and technical

correspondence with NRR and other NRC offices.

S. Inspection findings--Status of significant unresolved and open items, and
indications of significant trends.

6. Overall performance conclusion--Conclusion on facility performance.

At the meeting, the regional manager also identified those aspects of the
licensee's performance that needed improvements based on the NRC assessment.
Other matters were also discussed at the discretion of the regional manager.

A report documenting the NRC meeting with the licensee was sent to the licensee
and to the NRC Public Document Room.

The final step in the SALP process was the national overview and rating
provided by the SALP Review Group. The Regional SALP Board evaluation results
were forwarded to the SALP Review Group. Four senior NRC managers from NRR,
AEOD, and IE reviewed the Regional SALP Board evaluations and other records
and rated the licensee facilitiss as above average, average, or below average.

3.0 SALP REVIEW GROUP FUNCTIONS

The objectives of the SALP Review Group are to (1) identify unacceptable
elements of licensee performance by reviewing regional licensee ‘ppraisals;

(2) improve lic:nsee performance by recommending corrective action to the
Director, IE and/or the Director, NRR; and (3) overview the consistent appli-
cation of the SALP program. The Review Group's goal is to rate on a yearly
basis the performance of each operating power reactor facility or power reactor
‘acility under construction.

The responsibility for the final national ratings of facilities as either
above average, average, or below average is vested in the SALP Review Group.
The ratings for this first evaluation represent the best collective judgment
of the group and was based on review of the following information:
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The evaluation of licensee performance for each facility as prepared by
the NRC Regional SALP Board, which included the NRR Project Manager for
the facility evaluated.

Information gathered by the SALP Review Group staff.

Results of inspections performed by the IE Performance Appraisal Branch
and the Health Physics Appraisal Teams.

4. Consideration of the extent and nature of Construction Deficiency or
Licensee Event Reports, number and seriousness of items of noncompliance,
and number and severity of enforcement actions.

4.0 SALP REVIEW GROUP FACILITY RATINGS

This section provides the facility ratings made by the SALP Review Group. It
is presented in two parts. The first part provides rétings for operating
power reactor facilities, and the second part provides ratings for power
reactor facilities actively under construction.

For those licensee facilities rated as above average or below average, facility
performance elements leading to that rating are summarized. No summary of
performance elements is provided for licensee facilities rated as average.

The performance of an average facility was similar to the performance of a
majority of the facilities rated and lacked distinguishing characteristics

that warranted inclusion of a summary in this report. Additional information
regarding licensee assessments may be found in the public document room as

part of the IE report documenting the regiona! management meeting with the
licensee.

There are several reasons why summaries of licensee performance elements
differ for different facilities. First, the SALP Review Group received
significant input from the Regional SALP Board evaluation. The regional
reports varied in format, style, and characterizations applied to licensees,
since the agency directives were general in their requirements. For exampie,
one region used the term "unsatisfactory" to describe below average per-

formance. The terms "acceptable" and "adequate" were used interchangeably.



-7 =

Second, inspecticn and licensirg activities were not .he same for all licensees.
For example, not all facilities received the health physics appraisal or Per-
formance Appraisal Branch inspection during the evaluation period, and the
findings of these comprehensive team inspections may influence a facility SALP
evaluation. In addition, the evaluation periods were different for different
facilities.

4.1 Ratings for Operating Power Reactor Facilities

Table 1 provides the ratings for operating power reactor facilities. The
facilities in each rating category are listed alphabetically. Performance
elements for facilities rated as above average or below average are
summarized in Appendix A.

Two power reactor facilities with operating licenses were not evaluated.
Three Mile Island 2 was not evaluated because it was shut down for accident
recovery pursuant to an NRC Order. Humboldt Bay was not evaluated because
it has been shut down pursuant to an NRC Order since 1976.

4.2 Ratings for Power Reactor Facilities Under Construction

Table 2 provides the ratings for power reactor facilities under construc-
tion. The facilities in each rating category are listed 1lphabetically.
Performance elements for facilities rated as below average are summarized
in Appendix B.

The SALP Review Group found it difficult to rate power reactor facilities
under construction. These facilities were at varying stages of activity
and completion. The licensing and inspection activities varied with the
level of licensee activity. In a number of instances very little infor-
mation was available. The SALP Review Group did not find facilities
under construction with distinguishing characteristics that would permit
categorizing them as above average.

The SALP Review Group evaluated three facilities (Marble Hill, South Texas
Project, and WNP-2) where construction was not actively in progress during
the full extent of the evaluation period. Two of these facilities received
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a Regional SALP Board evaluatiun. The preponderance of information
available concerning these three facilities permitted the Review Group
to make its rating.




TABLE 1

RATINGS FOR OPERATING POWER REACTOR FACILITIES

Facility

Operating
Utility

Period of Regional
SALP Board Evaluation

Above Average Facilities

Cooper

Farley Unit 1
Urit 2

Fort Calhoun

Millstone 1 & 2

Oconee 1, 2 & 3
Point Beach 1 & 2

Prairie Island 1 & 2
Vermont Yankee

Yankee Rowe

Average Facilities

Big Rock Point
Calvert Cliffs 1 & 2

D. C. Conk 1 & 2

Oresden 1, 2 & 3
Duane Arnold

Ft. St. Vrain
Ginna
Haddam Neck

Match 1 & 2
Indian Point 3

Kewaunee

La Crosse
Maine Yankee

McGuire 1
Monticello

North Anna 1 & 2

Nebraska Public Power
District
Alabama Power Company

Omaha Public Power District

Northeast Nuclear Fnergy
Company

Juke Power Company

Wisconsin Electric Power
Company

Northern States Power
Company

Vermont Yankee Nuclear
Power Corporation

Yankee Atomic Electric
Company

Consumers Power Company

Baltimore Gas & Electric
Company

American Electric Power
Service Corporation

Commonwealth Edison Company

lowa Electric Light and
Power

Public Service Company
of Colorado

Rochuster Gas and Electric
Corporation

Connecticut Yankee Atomic
Power Company

Georgia Power Company

Power Authority of the
State of New York

Wisconsin Public Service
Corporation

Dairyland Power Cooperative

Maine Yankee Atomic Power
Company

Duke Power Company

Northern States Power
Company

Virginia Electric and
Power Company

1/1/79 8/6/80
S/1/79 4/30/80
4/1/79 3/30/80
1/1/79 6/30/80
1/1/79 7/1/80

5/1/79 - 4/30/80
11/1/79 - 10/31/80

9/1/79 - 8/31/80
$/1/79 - 5/1/80

5/1/79 - 5/1/80

9/1/79 - 9/30/80
10/1/79 - 9/30/80

10/1/79 - 9/30/80

7/1/79 - 6/30/80
9/1/79 - 8/31/80

10/1/79 - 10/1/80
/1/79 - 5/2/80
6/1/79 -~ 6/1/80

4/1/79 - 9/30/80
2/1/80 - 1/31/81

1/V/79 - 10/31/80

8/1/79 - 7/31/80
9/1/79 - 8/31/80

5/1/79 - 4/30/80
10/1/79 - 9/30/80

5/1/79 - 4/30/80




TABLE 1 (continued)

Operating Period of Regional
Facility Utility SALP Board Evaluation

Average Facilities (continued)

Peach Bottom 2 & 3 Philadelphia Electric 5/1/79 - 5/1/80
Company

Quad Cities 1 & 2 Commonwealth Edison 7/1/79 - 6/30/80
Company

H. B. Robinson 2 Carolina Power and 4/1/79 - 5/30/80
Light Company

San Onofre 1 Southern California 5/15/79 - 5/15/80
Edison Company

Sequoyah 1 Tennessee Valley 8/1/79 - 3/29/80
Authority

St. Lucie 1 Florida Power and 5/1/79 - 4/30/80
Light Company

Three Mile Island 1 Metropolitan Edison 4/1/80 - 3/31/81
Company

Trojan Portland General 9/1/79 - 8/31/80
Electric Company

Turkey Point 3 & 4 Florida Power and 5/1/79 - 6/30/80
Light Company

Zion 1 & 2 Commonwealth Edison 7/1/79 - 6/30/80

. Company

low Average Facilities

Arkansas 1 & 2 Arkansas Power and 1/1/79 - 8/19/80
Light Company

Beaver Valley 1 Duquesne Light Company 9/1/79 - 8/31/80

Browns Ferry 1, 24 3 Tennessee Valley 4/1/79 - 3/31/80
Authority

Brunswick 1 & 2 Cazol1nc Power and Light 4/1/79 - 3/31/80
ompany

Cyrstal River 3 Florida Power Corporation 5/1/79 - 4/30/80

Davis-Besse Toledo Edison Company 11/1/79 - 10/31/80

FitzPatrick Power Authority of the State 12/1/79 - 11/30/80
of New York

Indian Point 2 Consolidated Edison Company 1/1/80 - 12/31/80

Nine Mile Point 1 Niagara Mohawk Power 2/1/80 - 1/31/81
Corporation

Oyster Creek Jersey Central Power and 8/1/79 - 7/31/80
Light Company

Palisades Consumer Power Company 9/1/79 - 9/1/80

Pilgrim Boston Edison Company 1/1/80 - 12/31/80

Rancho Seco Sacramento Municipal 4/15/79 - 4/15/80
Utility District

Salem 1 & 2 Public Service Electric 9/1/79 - 8/31/80
and Gas Company

Surry 1 & 2 Virginia Electric and 5/1/79 - 4/30/80

Power Company




TABLE 2
RATINGS FOR POWER REACTOR FACILITIES UNDER CONSTRUCTION

Operating Period of Regional
Facility Utility SALP Board Evaluation
Average Facilities
Beaver Valley 2 Duquesne Light Company 3/1/80 - 2/28/81
Bellefonte 1 & 2 Tennessee Valley 4/1/79 - 6/30/80
: Authority
Braidwood 1 & 2 Commonwealth Edison Company 7/1/79 - 6/30/80
Byron 1 & 2 Commonwealth Edison Company 7/1/79 - 6/30/80
Callaway 1 & 2 Union Electric Company 7/1/79 - 6/30/80
Cherokee 1, 2 & 3 Duke Power Company 9/1/79 - 8/31/80
Clinton 1 & 2 I11inois Power Company 7/1/79 - 6/30/80
Commanche Peak 1 & 2 Texas Utilities Generating 8/1/79 - 7/31/80
Company
Diablo Canyen 1 & 2 Pacific Gas and Electric 7/1/79 - 12/31/80
Company
Fermi 2 Detroit Edison Company 7/1/79 - 6/30/80
Grand Gulf Mississippi Power and 9/1/79 - 8/31/80
Light Company
Hartsville Al, A2, B1, Tennessee Valley 4/1/79 - 6/30/80
& B2 Authority
Hope Creek 1 & 2 Public Service Electric 11/1/79 - 10/31/80
and Gas Company
LaSalle 1 & 2 Commonwealth Edison Company 7/1/79 - 6/30/80
Limerick 1 & 2 Philadelphia Electric 10/1/79 - 9/30/80
Company
McGuire 2 Duke Power Company 9/1/79 - 8/31/80
Millstone 3 Northeast Nuclear Energy 3/1/80 - 2/28/81
Company
Nine Mile Point 2 Niagara Mohawk Power 2/1/80 - 1/31/81
Corporation
Palo Verde 1, 2 & 3 Arizona Public Service 5/1/79 - 5/31/80
Company
Perry 1 4 2 , Cleveland Electric 7/1/79 - 6/30/80
I[1Tuminating Company
Phipps Bend 1 & 2 Tennessee Valley 4/1/79 - 6/30/80
Authority
River Bend 1 & 2 Gulf States Utilities 9/1/79 - 0/315’0
P bueie 2 D ehi " Wi/? - %/3/s0
San Onofre 2 & 3 S Wl e Ui - s
Edison Company
Seabrook 1 & 2 Public Service Company 1/1/80 -~ 12/31/80
of New Hampshire
Sequoyah 2 Tennessee Valley 8/1/79 -~ 7/31/80
Authority
Shearon Harris 1,2,3 4 4 Carolina Power and Light 9/1/79 - 8/31/80
Company
Shoreham Long Island Lighting 3/1/80 - 2/28/81
Company
St. Lucfe 2 Florida Power and Light 9/1/79 - 8/31/80

Company



Facility

TABLE 2 (continued)

Operating
Utility

Period of Regional
SALP Board Evaluation

Average Facilities (continued)

Summer
Susquehanna 1 & 2

Vogtlie 1 & 2
Waterford 3

Washington Nuclear
Projects 1/4
wWashington Nuclear
Projects 3/5
Wolf Creek

Yellow Creek 1 & 2

Below Average Facilities

Catawba 1 & 2
Marble Hill 1 & 2

Midland 1 & 2
South Texas Project 1 & 2

Washington Nuclear
Project 2
Watts Bar 1 & 2

Zimmer

South Carolina Electric
and Gas

Pennsyivania Power and
Light Company

Georgia Power Company

Louisiana Power and Light
Company

Washington Public Power
Supply System

wWashington Public Power
Supply System

Kansas Gas and Electric
Company

Tennessee Valley
Authority

Ouke Power Company
Public Service of
Indiana
Consumers Power
Company
Houston Lighting and Power

Hashin?ton Public Power
Supply System
Tennessee Valley

Authority
Cincinnati Gas and

E1 tric Company

9/1/79

1/1/80

5/1/79
8/1/79

5/29/79 ~

8/1/79 =
8/1/79
4/1/79

9/1/79 -
/179

/179
8/1/79
4/1/79
8/1/79 -

8/31/80
12/31/80

8/31/80
7/31/80

7/18/80
8/31/80
7/31/80
6/30/80

8/31/80
6/30/80

6/30/80
7/31/80
4/1/80

7/31/80

10/1/79 - 9/30/80




APPENDIX A

PERFORMANCE ELEMENT SUMMARIES FOR
OPERATING POWER REACTOR FACILITIES RATED ABOVE AVERAGE OR BELOW AVERAGE

INTRODUCTION

This appendix contains performance element summaries for operating power
reactor facilities rated above average (Part 1) or below average (Part 2) by
the SALP Review Group. The summaries are provided alphabetically by facility.
The evaluation periods are those used by the Regional SALP Board.

Areas of weakness were identified at various facilities during the SALP. These
weaknesses were discussed with the respective licensee management organizations
and improvements in these areas are expected from licensee corrective acticns
already taken or initiated.

PART 1 - ABOVE AVERAGE OPERATING POWER REACTOR FACILITIES

Cooper Evaluation Period: 1/1/79 - 8/6/30
Looper 2

Cooper was assessed to be a well-managed facility. The licensee l‘emonstrated
an excellent record of refueling outage management. The total number of items
of noncompliance identified at Cooper was relatively low wher compared with
other operating reactor facilities Due to the low incidence of items of
noncompliance, [E reduced the frequency of inspection effort in three areas
(surveillance, training, and design changes). The licensee’'s management was
characterized as normally taking action that assured long-‘term resoiution to
problems.

Farley 1 & 2 Cvaluation Periods Unit 1 -~ 5/1/79 - 4/30/80
Unit 2 - 4/1/79 - 3/30/80

The Farley facility was assessed as having weli-managed site and corporate
organizations and a positive approach toward nuclear safety The total number

of items of noncompliance fdentified at Farley was relatively low when compared




with other operating reactor facilities. The health physics appraisal inspec-
tion revealed Lhat Farley had an above average radiation protection program.

The licensee was particularly thorough and responsive to the requirements for
hanger and snubber inspections pursuant to IE Bulletin 79-14. Although the
licensee displayed weaknesses in the implementation of certain quality assurance
program requirements, it was responsive in taking effective corrective action
during the evaluation period.

Fort Calhoun Evaluation Period: 1/1/79 - 6/30/80

Fort Calhoun was assessed to be a well-managed facility with the senior licensee
management and corporate engineering staff actively involved in the plant
activities. The licensee was responsive to NRC requests and displayed a parti-
cularly positive attitude toward safety requirements. The total number of items
of noncompliance identified at Fort Calhoun was relatively low when compared
with other operating reactor facilities. Due to the low incidence of items

of noncompliarce, IE reduced the frequency of inspection effort in four areas

of licensee activity (maintenance, surveillance, design changes, and committee
activities). The licensee maintained good communications with the NRC and
between the various plant and corporate staff organizations. Licensee manage-
ment stressed the need for high performance, timely identification and
resolution of problems, and the retention of a technically competent staff

and operating organization.

Millstone 1 & 2 luation Period: 7/1/79 - 7

The Millstone facility was assessed to be well run with particularly competent
and responsive management. The health physics appraisal inspect.on revealed
that the utility had a strong commitment to radiation protection. The quality
assurance program was better than the quality assurance program at most other
operating reactors. The licensme was very responsive in upgrading its security
program to meat NRC requirements. The total number of ftems of noncompliance
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identified at Miilstone was relatively low when compared with other operating
reactor facilities. The licensee displayed weakness only in the area of
personne! adherence to procedures. However, the licensee was responsive to
NRC concerns in this area.

Oconee 1, 2 & 3 Evaluation Period: 5/1/79 - 4/30/80

Oconee was assessed to have particularly competent site and corporate organ-
izations. The licensee maintained good communications with the NRC. he
total number of items of noncompliance identified at Oconee was relatively low
when compared with other operating reactor facilities. The health physics
appraisal inspection revealed that the licensee's radiation protection program
was better than most licensees Facility management was unusually responsive
to NRC requirements, findings of noncompliance, and information requests.

Although the licensee displayed weaknesses in personnel adherence to operating

and administrative procedures, the licensee was responsive to NRC concerns in
this area.

Point Beach 1 & 2 Evaluation Period: 11/1/79 - 10/31/80

Point Beach was assessed to be well managed and to be backed by an unusually
competent corporate organization. Areas of above average performance included
operations, radiation protection, and emergency planning. The total number of
items of noncompliance at Point Beach was relatively low when compared with other
operating reactor facilities. The licensee was particularly responsive in

taking corrective action to issues involving personnel error. The health

physics appraisal inspection found the licensee's radiation protection program

to be better than most licensees inspected. The licensee's management posi-
tively and vigorously addressed the need for high performance and resolution

of problems.
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Prairie Island 1 & 2 Evaluation Period: 9/1/79 - 8/31/80

Prairie Island management was assessed as having a high level of competence
and experience. Areas of above average performance included operations,
radiation protection, and environmental protection. The facility management
positively and vigorously addressed the need for high performance and resol-
ution of problems. Licensere technical responses to NRR requests were above
average and indicated a highly competent licensing and plant staff. The
health physics appraisal inspection found the licensee's radiation protection
program to bc better than most licensees inspected. The total number of items
of noncompliance identified at Prairie Island was relatively low when compared
with other operating reactor facilities. The licensee had mora items of
noncompliance in the security area than some licensees considercd to be above
average, but the licensee's corrective actions and improved performance trend
during the evaluation period demonstrated strong management attention to this
area.

Vermont Yankee valuation Period: 5/1/79 - 5/1/80

Vermont Yankee was assessed to have technically competent and responsive site
and corporate management organizations. The licensee was responsive tc regu-
latory issues and was attentive to anticipating problems. The total number of
items of noncompliance identified at Verwont Yankee was relatively low when
compared with other operating reactor facilities. The licensee received one
noncompliance of the "violation" category, but it involved an isolated incident
and did not reveal an overall breakdown in management controls. This incident
concerned a package of low specific-activity material released to the carrier
with a radfation level that exceeded the allowable limit.




Yankee Rowe Evaluation Period: 5/1/79 - 5/1/80

Yankee Rowe was assessed to be a well-managed facility. The experience leve)

of the licensee staff, combined with strong administrative controls, resulted in
a low number of personnel errors. The total number of items of noncompliance
identified at Yankee Rowe was relatively low when compared with other operating
reactor facilities. Yankee Rowe displayed no evidence of any programmatic
weaknesses. The licensee has demonstrated a high degree of responsiveness to
NRC safety concerns.

PART 2 - BELOW AVERAGE OPERATING POWER REACTOR FACILITIES

Arkansas Nuclear One Units 1 & 2 Evaluation Period: 1/1/79 - 8/19/80

The Arkansas Nuclear One facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in the
areas of training, security, reporting, and quality control.

Portions of the licensee's training plan were not implemented and portions of

the requalification training program were not accomplished. Several items of
noncompliance were identified, a civil penalty was subsequently levied, and
licensee management meetings were held to correct training weaknesses. Numerous
noncompliances were identified in the security area. There were weaknesses in
the training of security personnel and other members of the plant staff regarding
security requirements. Instances were identified in which licensee audits of
security programs were not sufficient to identify discrepancies. The licensee
hired a new security contractor in mid-1980. The reporting area was characterized
by several licensee event reports that were late or incomplete. Quality

control weaknesses precluded the licensee from identifying and correcting some
discrepancies that were subsequently identified by the NRC.

Arkansas Nuclear One recefved a relatively large number of items of noncom-
pliance when compared with other facilities. A performance appraisal team
inspection identified several areas of licensee activity needing improved




management controls. The licensee had weaknesses in the staff support
of licensing activities. Since early 1980, changes in the utility's
licensing organization resulted in significant improvements in this area.

Beaver Valley 1 Evaluation Period: 9/1/79 - 8/31/80

The Beaver Valley 1 facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in nine functional
areas. These areas were plant operations, maintenance, surveillance, quality
assurance, comaittee activities, fire protection, design changes and modifica-
tions, security, and management controls.

A low corporate engineering staff manning level led to a lack of design control
over some contractor activities. The onsite safety review committee was over-
burdened and some reviews were inadequate. Management control probiems involved
control of routine activities, resolution of technical and regulatory concerns,
correction of deficient areas, implementation of security plan requirements,

and scheduling of required surveillance activities.

Beaver Valley Unit 1 received a relatively large number of items of noncom
pliance, including escalated enforcement action, when compared with other
facilities. There were frequent meetings and contacts with this licensee
regarding the conduct of safety-related activities. Many items of noncom=
pliance concerned personnel errors, indicated instances of insufficient
training, and rcvcalog instances of poor supervision cf personnel. The
licensee experienced difficulties in meeting some technical commitments to NRR
and lacked an adequate technizal support staff,

Browns Ferry 1, 2, & 3 Evaluation Period: 4/1/79¥ - 3/31/80

The Browns Ferry facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in the areas of
radiation protection, reporting, and management control.



Radiation protection weaknesses were characterized by numerous noncompliances,

weaknesses in exposure controls, and instances when licensee personnel failed
to follow procedures. Reporting weaknesses were characterized by instances of
licensee event reports that were incomplete and failed to consider implications
in other areas. Management control weaknesses contributed to a loss of Unit 3
primary containment integrity on December 6-9, 1979, while the reactor was at
power. This violation of technical specifications resulted in escalated
enforcement action. Management control weaknesses also included instances

of missed surveillances, procedure adherence errors, and misoriented fuel
assemblies that were not discovered during post-refue’ing core load
verifications.

frowns Ferry received an average number of items of noncompliance when compared
with other facilities. However, the licensee's below average performance in
areas where the facility received many items of noncompliance was considered
to be an important contributor to the overall below average performance rating.

Brunswick 1 & 2 Evaluation Period: 4/1/79 - 3/3i/80

The Brunswick facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in the areas of radia-
tion control, contamination control, and environmental protection.

The inadequate management control over radiation exposure and contamination
resulted in unmonitored and uncontrolled release of airborne radioactive
material. Management control weaknesses also resulted in the improper release
of licensed material to a sanitary landfill and local salvage dealer. Brunswick
management control weaknesses were characterized by numerous noncompliances
concerning the quality assurance program (some of which were repetitive),
problems in supervisory overview and the conduct of committee activities, and
instances of activities conducted without procedures. The IE performance
aporaisal team found significant weaknesses in areas involving management
overview, training, and corrective actions.
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Brunswick received an average number of items of noncompliance. However, an
Immediate Action Letter was issued concerning inadvertent release of radio-
activity to unrestricted areas.

Crystal River 3 Evaluation Period: 5/1/79 - 4/30/80

The Crystal River 3 facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in four functional
areas. These areas were emergency planning, plant operations, training, and
radiation protection.

The licensee had problems meeting the requirements of its emergency plan.
These problems have been resolved by the implementation of the new emergency
plan. The plant operations area was characterized by numerous items of non-
compliance and instances where operators failed to adhere to plant procedures,
conducted activities without procedures, or changed procedures without con-
ducting the required reviews. Training program weaknesses contributed to
personnel errors and items of noncompliance. Required training activities
were not completed on several occasions. The radiation protection area was
characterized by numerous items of noncompliance, weaknesses in the exposure
and contamination control programs, and inadequate control over liquid and
solid radioactive waste.

Crystal River 3 received a relatively large number of items of noncompliance,
including escalated enfarcement action, when compared with other facilities.
During the evaluation period, the licensee initiated organizational and staffing
changes to provide a higher level of management attention and a greater resource
allocation to deal with identified problem areas.

Davis-Besse Evaluation Period: 11/1/79 - 10/31/

The Davis-Besse facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in the areas of
security and plant operations.



The security area was characterized by numerous items of noncompliance
resulting in several enforcement conferences between the NRC and licensee
management. Weaknesses in both corporate and site security management
control contributed to difficulties in the maintenance cf security-related
equipment. Performance in the area of plant operations was variable with
some evidence of improvement near the end of the evaluation period. Plant
operations during the evaluation period were characterized by instances of
personnel errors and failure to follow procedures, sta"fing problems,
repetitive equipment problems, and problems in managing facility changes
and modifications. This resulted in a series of management level meetings
between the NRC and the licensee. Some of the problem areas identified
prior to the evaluation period were still in the process of being corrected
by the licensee. Instances were identified where nonlicensed members of the
plant staff had insufficient training. The licensee's program to upgrade
the experience level of nonlicensed members of the shift operating crews
was confirmed by an NRC Order.

Although responsive to most NRC concerns, the licensee responses to IE Bulletin
80-06 (Engineered Safety Feature Reset Controls) and to Three Mile Island -
Lessons Learned - Category A items indicated a problem in management coord-
ination and attention. The responses were either incomplete or not compre-
hensive; tnerefore requiring revisions or submittal of additional information.

Davis-Besse received a relatively large number of noncompliances when compared
to other facilities. The majority of the noncompliances were in the security

area. The licensee also received a civil penalty as a result of an individual
overexposure that occurred in April 1980.

A performance appraisal team inspection, completed in November 1980 but covering
the evaluation period, revealed average and above average performance in sev~
eral areas, especially training. The inspection revealed a significant weak-
ness only in the area of procurement of safely-related components.
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FitzPatrick Evaluation Period: 12/1/79 - 11/30/80

The FitzPatrick facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in eight functional
areas. These areas were fire protection, design changes and modifications,
radiation protection, emergency preparedness, radioactive waste management,
transportation, security and safeguards, and management controls.

The fire protection area was characterized by several items of noncompliance
and a failure to meet housekeeping commitments. There were instances where

the licensee had not made program revisions to the design change and modifi-
cation area in accordance with commitments to the NRC. Weaknesses in radiation
protection, emergency preparedness, and radioactive waste management were
identified during routine NRC inspection efforts and during the health physics
appraisal inspection. In these areas there were instances of weaknesses in
procedures, inadequate training, and personnel errors. The NRC issued an
Immediate Action Letter to confirm the )icensee's commitments to recolve
weaknesses identified during the health physics appraisal. Weaknesses in
security and safeguards identified during NRC inspections precipitated esca-
lated enforcement action by the NRC, including a civi) penalty and an Immediate
Action Letter.

FitzPatrick received a relatively large number of items of noncomp | fance,
including escalated enforcement action, when compared with other facilities.
During the evaluation period, the licensee's corporate management organization
was strengthened by a management reorganization and by the addition of personne!
to the corporate sta’f.

fan Poin Evaluation Perfod: 1/1/80 - 12/31/80

The Indian Point 2 facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in five functional
areas. These areas were plant operations, maintenance, reporting, committoe
activities, and management controls.
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Most of the Indian Point 2 weaknesses were linked to the containment flooding
incident that occurred P:tober 17, 1980. The NRC investigation of this event
revealed eleven ‘tems ¢ nouncompliance »nd resulted in escalated enforcement
action. The glar. operations srea was characterized by instances where the
licensee made inprop«, assignments >f supervisory personnel and failed to
follow procedures. Review of the maintenance area revealed instances where

the licensee fai’(d > determine ~he causes of repeated equipment malfunctions
and instances of incomplete maintenance actions. The licensee failed to submit
several reguired reports to tne NRC. The licensee's Station Nuclear Safety
Committee railed to sake revieys of several safety-related events and activities
it involved the potential existence of an unreviewed safety question, as de-
firgd In 10 CFR 50.59(e). Further indigations of weaknesses in the management
cuntrals area were identified as s result of the health physics appraisal and
the licunsee's approval of a pro:efure which disabled the automatic start
feature of che conta‘nment sprgy system.

Indian %9int 2 received a relstively large number of ftems of noncompliance,
including esca ateu snforcement action, when compared with other facilities.

Nine Mi)e Pofut ] fvalyation Perfod: 2/1/80 - 1/31/81

The Nine Milg voint | facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in four functional
areas. These areas we,e: radiation protection, emergency preparedness, radio-
ictive waste managsment, and management controls.

The radiation pvotection area was characterized by ftems of noncomp!iance and
Inadequacies in major greas of the [icersee’s health physics program. Escalated
enforcement action was taken to assura licensee corrective actions. The

licensee had significanc weaknesses in the areas of emergency preparedness and
radioactive waste management. An !nadpquate installation prevented full com-
pliance witi, 'he requirements fov an increased range radiation monitor pursuant
te the short tem requirements of the TML Lessons Learned. Licensee manage-

ment falled Yo properly identify, corvect and report this inadequate installation




which resulted in escalated enforcement action by the NRC. Subsequently, the
licensee made significant changes in the management controls concerning radiation
protection, emergency preparedness, and radioactive waste management.

Nine Mile Point 1 received a relatively large number of items of noncomp | iance,
including escalated enforcement action, when compared with other facilities.

Oyster Creek Evaluation Period: 8/1/79 - 7/31/80

The Oyster Creek facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in the areas of
radiation protection and radicactive waste management.

Problems with implementation of radiation protection and radioactive waste
programs resulted in identification of numerous items of noncomp | iance,

including escalated enforcement action. The licensee's use of health physics
technicians not fully meeting the requirements of ANSI N18.1-1971 resulted

in the issuance of an NRC Order modifying the facility license to correct this
inadequacy. The plant review committee failed to require audits of the health
physics area and portions of the plant staff training program. There were
instances where the licensee failed to meet commitments made to the NRC. There
were instances where licensee personnel failed to adhere to procedures, resulting
in several items of noncomp!iance.

Early in the assessment period, the [E Performance Appraisal Team rated seven
of fifteen designated areas as below average (then defined as poor). These
areas were fire protection, training, fnservice inspection and testing, main-
tenance, QA audits, radiation protection, and radicactive waste management.
Similar inadequacies, with improvement noted, were fdentified later during the
assessment period by the health physics appraisal team inspection and during
routine Reqional inspections.
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Oyster Creek received a relatively large number of items of noncompliance,
including escalated enforcewent action, when compared with other facilities.
The licensee initiated organizational changes to provide direct management
attention and resource allocation to identified problem areas.

Palisades Evaluation Period: 9/1/79 - 9/1/80

The Palisades facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in the areas of plant
operations, surveillance, and radiation protection.

Performance in the area of plant operations was characterized by personnel

errors and failure to follow proceduras. Repetitive instances of system
misaligmments impaired ECCS equipment operability and containment integrity.

The licensee had numerous problems with defactive plant operating procedures.
There ware instances where the licansce had difficulty in completing adequate
corrective action for identified discrepancies. Weaknesses in the surveillance
area were characterized Ly instances of defective procedures and personnel errors.

In the radia’'on protaction area, there were items of noncompliance regarding
personne] overexposure and inadequate controls over release of radiocactive
materiais. In addition, the health physics appraisal team inspection found
Palisades radiation protection programs to be below average. There were
weaknesses in training and steffing, exposure control, procedure and QA
program implementation, and instrumentation availability.

Palisades received a relatively large number of items of noncompliance when
compared with other facilities. Escalated enforcement action was taken on
several occasions. The licensee initiated corrective action prior to and
during the evaluation period to improve performance.



Pilgrim Evaluation Period: 1/1/80 - 12/31/80

The Pilgrim facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in five functional
areas. These areas were: refueling, reporting, radiation protection, emergency
preparedness, and management controls.

Weaknesses in refueling activities were characterized by several items of
noncompliance, including escalated enforcement, concerning movement of fuel
without secondary containment integrity and inadequate corrective actions for
identified procedure discrepancies. The licensee had cases of inadequate and
incomplete Licensee Event Reports and responses to IE bulletins. The radiation
protection program was characterized by numerous icems of noncompliance and
program weaknesses, many of which were identified during the health physics
appraisal team inspection. Escalated enforcement was taken to correct iden-
tified weaknesses and inadequacies in several emergency response procedures.
Licensee management control weaknesses were indicated hy inadequate evaluation
of several events to prevent recurrence, instances of inadequate corrective
actions, and instances of inadequate implementation of commitments made to the
NRC.

Although Pilgrim received an average number of items of noncompliance, there
were instances in which escalated enforcement action was taken to assure
corrective action by the licensee. In September 1980 the licensee imple-
mented major organization and personnel changes as a response to NRC concerns.

Rancho Seco Evaluation Period: 4/15/7° - 4/15/80

The Rancho Seco facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in the runctional
areas of quality assurance audits, quality control inspections, training, and
operations.
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of audits not performed, inadequate response to audit findings, and audits
lacking sufficient depth and scope. Quality control inspections ware insuf-
ficient to assure control over some safety-related maintenance activities.
Training requirements were not fully implemented for nonlicensed personnel.
Operations area weaknesses were characterized by instances of failure to align
systems or components proper'y, and personnel errors. Escalated enforcement
action was taken to assure licensee corrective action following the discovery
of an emergency core cooling system misalignment following maintenance.

Although Rancho Seco received an average number of items of noncompliance,
management control weaknesses were identified in several areas of licensed
activity. The Performance Appraisal Branch inspection identified seven, out
of eleven, areas of management activity that had significant weaknesses.

|
|
Weaknesses in the area of quality assurance audits were indicated by instances

These areas were committee activities, quality assurance audits, design
changes and modifications, maintenance, corrictive action system, nonlicensed
personnel training, and fire prevention.

| Salem 1 & 2 Evaluation Period: 9/1/79 - 8/31/80

The Salem facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in four functional areas.
These areas were plant operations, reporting, security and safeguards, and
management controls.

Weaknesses in plant operations were characterized by instances of failure to
operate in accordance with plant procedures and instances of violation of
Technical Specification limitations. There were repeated cases where the
licensee failed to complete required surveillance tests. Licensee reports

were late, inaccurate, or incomplete on several occasions. There were

problems in maintaining security controls between Unit 1, which was operating
and Unit 2, which was still under construction and subject to different security



requirements than an operating facility. Although the station staff demon-
strated an ability to identify problems and propose solutions, there were
instances where corporate management did not provide a timely response.

Salem received a relatively large number of items of noncompliance, including
escalated enforcement action, when compared with other facilities. The licensee
has taken or initiated corrective action for identified items of noncomp|iance.

Surry 1 &2 Evaluation Period: 5/1/79 - 4/30/80

The Surry facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in the areas of plant
operations, radiation protection, and quality assurance.

Weaknesses in the operations area were characterized by repetitive instances
of failure to follow procedures, improper system lineups or tagging errors,
and unapproved use of temporary hoses or jumpers. The licensee experienced
difficulty in responding to unplanned maintenance problems, failed to take
corrective actions in response to several recurring problems, and did not
adequately test equipment following maintenance on several occasions. Weak-
nesses in the radiation protection area were indicated by numerous radiation
protection items of noncompliance and escalated enforcement action concerning
inadequate radiological surveillance on a radioactive waste shipment. Quality
assurance weaknesses were characterized by instances of longstanding and un-
corrected design problems in plant systems, instances where the licensee used
unqualified parts in safety-related maintenance, and several procedures that
were not properly revised following technical specification revisions.

Although the facility received an average number of items of noncompliance,

there was one instance where escalated enforcement action was taken to assure
corrective acticn by the licensee.
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APPENDIX B

PERFORMANCE ELEMENT SUMMARIES FOR POWER REACTOR
FACILITIES UNDER CONSTRUCTION RATED BELOW AVERAGE

INTRODUCTION

This appendix contains performance element summaries for power reactor facili-
ties under construction rated below average by the SALP Review Group. No
reactors under construction were rated above average. The summaries are
provided alphabetically by facility. The evaluation periods are those used by
the Regional SALP Board.

Areas of weakness were identified at various facilities during the SALP.
These weaknesses were discussed with the respective licensee management
organizations and improvements in these areas are expected from licensee
corrective actions already taken or initiated.

Catawba 1 & 2 Evaluation Period: 9/1/79 - 8/31/80

The Catawba facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in the area of quality
assurace, including management and training.

Quality assurance weaknesses were characterized by instances of inadequate
design reviews, procedures not issued, specifications and commitments not
translated into procedures, and audit programs not established. There were
numerous items of noncompliance involving failure to follow procedures for
activities involving welding, concrete placement, design, quality control
inspections, records control, and electrical eyuipment installation

Catawba received a relatively large number of items of noncompliance when
compared with other power reactor facilities under construction. Most of
these items of noncompliance were attributed to weakness in the licensee's
quality assurance and management overview process.




Marble Hi1l 1 & 2 Evaluation Period: 7/1/79 - 6/30/80

Although construction at the Marble Hill facility was shut down by the NRC for
most of the evaluation period, the licensee's activities prior to and during

the early part of the evaluation period displayed evidence of project engineering,

quality assurance, and construction management weaknesses.

The Ticensee had not sufficiently implemented quality assurance and management
controls. There were ineffective controls over civil and mechanical construc-
tion as well as stored equipment and components. Quality control inspections
by contractor personnel were not perfo.med effectively. Conditions adverse to
quality were not corrected prior to concrete placement. Corrective actions
were not taken for discrepancies.

Marble Hill received a relatively large number of items of noncompliance when
compared with other powar reactor facilities under construction. There were
instances where the licensee required escalated NRC enforcement action, fre-
quent management contacts, and stop »ork orders to assure compiiance with NRC
requirements. An Order suspending all safety-related work was issued in
August 1979, because of NRC concerns over the adequacy of the licensee's
quality assurance program and controls over construction activities. Licensee
actions were taken during the evaluation period to obtain NRC approval of the
resumption of safety-related work. These included staffing and organizational
changes, quality assurance program deveiopment, and the identification and
resolution of problems. Incremental resumption of safety-related construction,
subject to the approval of the NRC, commenced subsequent to the evaluation
period.

Midland 1 & 2 Evaluation Period: 7/1/79 - 6/30/80

The Midland facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in three functional
areas. These areas were quality assurance (including management and training),
substructures and foundations, and safety-related components.




In the area of quality assurance there were numerous items of noncompliance,
instances of unqualified QC inspectors, and instances of inadequate control

of contractor activities. Earlier quality assurance problems associated with
materials and placement of soils and backfills were identified during the
evaluation period. The licensee was slow in responding to NRC concerns
regarding soil placement. An NRC Order modifying the construction permit

was issued to assure corrective action to the soil problems. Major defi-
ciencies were identified in quality assurance controls over the installation

of safety-related heating, ventilating, and air-conditioning components. These
deficiencies resulted in the issuance of an NRC stop work order and the imposi-
tion of civil penalties to assure corrective action. Technical responses to NRR
were occasionally inadequate but have showr improvement during the evaluation
period.

Midland received a relatively iarge number of items of noncompliance when
compared with other power reactor facilities under construction. During the
evaluation the licensee initiated action that allowed a reorganization to be
implemented in August 1980.

South Texas Project 1 & 2 Evaluation Period: 8/1/79 - 7/31/80

The South Texas Project facility displayed evidence of management weaknesses

in the areas of gquality assurance and overall construction management. A
Regional SALP Board review and licensee meeting was not held as part of the
South Texas Project evaluation. The Review Group examined investigation and
inspection reports, and other data relevant to the evaluation period, in rating
the South Texas Project facility.

The licensee had not sufficiently implemented gquality assurance and management
controls. Personnel training regarding quality assurance was inadcquate. Con-
struction pressures thwarted quality control functions. There were threats,
harassment, and intimidation of quality control inspectors, and the licensee
(who was knowledgeable of these problems) failed to take effective corrective
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action. There were numercus instances of failure to follow procedures in the
areas of document control, material storage, concrete placement, and welding.
Audit and surveillance programs were improperly implemented.

The lTicensee had a breakdown in the implementation of the quality assurance
program and management controls for safety-related concrete pours and safety-
related welding. Extensive NRC investigation of licensee activities resuited
in numerous items of noncompliance, escalated enforcement, frequent management
contacts, and an NRC Show Cause Order to assure compliance with NRC require-
ments. Irncremental resumption of safety-related concrete placement and welding
has been subject to the approval of the NRC.

Washington Nuclear Project No. 2 Evaluation Period: 4/1/79 - 4/1/80

The Washington Nuclear Project No. 2 (WNP-2) facility displayed evidence of
weaknesses in six functional areas. These areas were quality assurance (in-
cluding management and training), safety-related structures, piping and hangers,
electrical equipment, electrical (tray and wire), and instrumentation.

The area of quality assurance was characterized by ineffective program imple~
mentation and inadequate control of contractor activities. There were numerous
items of noncompliance involving procedure and drawing adherence, control of
special processes, and maintenance of quality assurance records. The licensee
had extensive difficulties in the installation of safety-related pipe whip '
restraints, and in the erection and welding of the sacrificial shield wall.

The NRC required the licensee to stop work related to these two areas of
construction and took escalated enforcement action.

WNP-2 received a large number of items of noncompliance when compared with
other power reactor facilites under construction. Licensee submittals to NRR
displayed technical weaknesses and the licensee was not responsive to NRC
technical requests on various occasions. The licensee received extensive NRC
action (including escalated enforcement, frequent management contacts, and
stop-work orders) to assure compliance with NRC requirements.




areas were quality assurance (including management and training), and piping
and hangers.

Qua'ity assurance, management, and training weaknesses were characterized by
numerous items of noncompliance and significant weaknesses in quality assurance
program implementation. There were many instances where licensee personnel
failed to adhere tc procedures. There were instances where the licensee was
unsuccessful in achieving adequate corrective action to identified discrepancies.
The quality assurance organization and application of quality assurance was
fragmented. Difficulties in the installation of pipe hangers were characterized
by instances of hangers in the wrong location, use of the wrong types of
hangers, anchor bolt problems, and the use of incorrect materials. Additionally,
there were weaknesses in communications between various organizations within

the Tennessee Valley Authority.

Watts Bar received a relatively large number of items of noncompliance when
compared with other power reactor facilities under construction. There were
several management contacts between the NRC and licensee management to assure
problems were corrected. Organizational changes were made in the quality
assurance area subscguent to the Regional SALP review period.

Limmer Evaluation Period: 10/1/79 - 9/30/80

The Zimmer facility displayed evidence of weaknesses in the areas of quality
assurance management, piping and hanger supports, and training.

The licensee had not adequately implemented quality assurance and management
controls. There were numerous items of noncompliance involving gquality assur-
ance criteria. There were instances where identification of problems and
corrective actions were inadequate. The quality assurance organization lacked
aggressive and effective management. There were numerous instances of rejected
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Watts Bar 1 & 2 Evaluation Period: 8/1/79 - 7/31/80
The Watts Bar faciiity displayed evidence of weaknesses in two areas. These
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work and continuing problems with the quality assurance aspects of piping and
hanger supports installation. There were items of noncompliance involving pro-
cedure adherence and welding. The training area was characterized by inadequate
staff, procedures that were not fully implemented, and lack of BWR operational
experience in the training group.

Zimmer received a relatively large number of items of noncompliance, when
compared with other power reactor facilities under construction.
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SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSZE PERFORMANCE

The purpose of this paper is to inform the Commission regarding
the status of efforts by the Office of Inspection arnd Enforce-
ment in the evaluation of licensee perfarmance.

In Cctober 1578, IE submitted SECY 78-354 “Licensee Regulatory
Performance Evaluation,” which requested, and subseguently
cbtained, Commission approval for a two-ye2r trial program for
evaluating licensee regulatory perfcrmance. “"Regulatory
performance” was defined as the licensee's ability to meet
regulatory requirements and to avoid reportatie events.

SECY 78-534 indicated that an "“intagrated methodology” ‘would be
developed that incorporated selectad aspects of the three
previously considered methods (Statistical, Trend Analysis, and
Regional Survey) that were described in the paper. The objec~:
tives of this methocology were acefined as:

Identification of factors that lead t2 different levels of
regulatory performance;

Effective and efficient use of NRC inspection resources;
and

Evaluation of various aspects of the NRC inspection
program.

The trial orogram was developed, but was never implemented
cecause 37 tne Three Mile Islang (TMI) Accigent.

A program for the comorenensive overview ¢f Ticensee 2erformance
has been inciuced as Task 1.8.2 in the "Action Plans for
implementing Recommencations of the “resicent's Commissicn ang
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Other Studies of TMI-2 Accident" (NUREG-0660). This program is

described in the enclosed paper and is entitled “Systematic

g:t;ssnent of Licensee Performance" (SALP). The objectives of
are:

. Identification of unacceptable licensee performance;
. Improvement of licensee performance;
& Improvement of IE Inspection Program;

. Providing a basis for NRC management's allocation of
resources; and

Achieving regional consistency by appraising licensee
performance from a national perspective.

The SALP Program has been developed fur power reactor licensees,
?gt may, with medifications, be applicable to major materials
censees.

As was the case with the Licensee Regulatory Performance
Evaluation, the SALP Program is designed to identify licensees
whose regulatory performance warrants increased emphasis in
licensing and inspection activities. If such licensees are
fdentified, appropriate action will be initiated to upgrade the
licensee performance; a major thrust of the SALP. The method-
ology has five (5) basic features:

k. Evaluation of licensee performance by a board of regional
inspectors, regional supervisors, and the NRR Project
Manager (NMSS Project Manager for Materials licensees);

. Determination by regional management of the action
necassary to upgrade performance;

. Holding annual meetings with 1icensee management to
discuss the regional evaluations and planned actions;

’ Review of the evaluations of licensee performance and
planned corrective action by a SALP Review Group, composed
of senior NRC sanagement personnel, with inputs from the
regional evaluations, NRR appraisals, and the aporaisals
of other NRC offices (i.e., AEQD, PAB, etc.); and

Recommendations by the SALP Review Group to the appropriate
NRC office director for major enforcement sanctions,
license modifications, or increased (or decreased) inspec~
tion emphasis (frequency or scope) as warranted by the
licensee evaluations.




Coordination:

Enclosure:

Selected portions of the three previously considered methods of
performance appraisal have been incorporated into the regional
evaluations of licensee performance. An [E Manual Chapter (MC)
defining the program for the regional evaluation of licensee
performance is currently being reviewed by the regicns. This
MC will be issued in March 1980.

Regional evaluations will begin in April 1980 and will be
completed in June 1980. The composition of the SALP Review
Group, the procedures for Review Group operation, and details
of the evaluations by the officas providing input to the Review
Group, will be finalized by June 1980. The initial evaluations
of the SALP Review Group will be completed in December 1980.

The Offices of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Management and
Program Analysis, Analysis and Evaluation of Operational Data,
and Standards Development concur. The Office of Nuclear
Material Safety and Safeguards has no objection to the proposed
program for reactor licensees.

The Executive Legal Director has no legal objections.

Victor Stello,

Director

Office of Inspection
and Enforcement

“Systematic Assessment of
Licensee Perforuance"

This paper is scheduled for consideration at an open meeting on February 14,

1980.



SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF
LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

INTRODUCTION

This paper describes the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance
(SALP) which is a refinement of a program previously referred to as the
“Integrated Approach" to Licensee Regulatory Performance Evaluation
(LRPE). SALP, like LRPE, is defined as an evaluation of the ability of a
licensee to meet regulatory requirements and to avoid significant events
that appear to de directly under the control of the licensee.

The SALP Program was developed for power reactor facilities in operation

and construction, and is based on cartain aspects of previously conducted
NRC studies, with the methods substantially moa fied. The SALP Program,

with sodifications, may be applicable to major fuel facilities and major

by-product licensed facilities.

The requirements for 1icensee performance appraisal were first established
in NUREG-0397, "Revised Inspection Program for Nuclear Power Plants",
which includes a natisna) performance appraisal capability that provides
the following elesents:

- Evaluation of the perforzance of NRC licensees from a national per-
spective;

- * Evaluation of the effectiveness of the NRC inspection program; and
- Confirmation of the objectivity of NRC inspectors.

Uuring October 1978, IE submitted SECY 78-554, "Licensee Regulatory
Performance Evaluation”, to the Commission. As described in SECY 78-554,
the objectives of LRPE were as follows:

- Identification of factors that lead to different levels of regulatory
performance;

. Effective and efficient use ‘of NRC resources; and
- Evaluation of various aspects of the NRC inspection prograa.

SECY 78-554 described three methods (Statistical Method, Trend Analysis
Method, and Regional Survey Method) of licensee performance appraisal
which had been studied by NRC. It also proposed the implementation of a
trial program which was referred to as the “integrated approach” wethod-
ology to Licensee Regulatory Performance Evaluation (LRPE). This method-
ology was to be used to evaluate operating reactor licensees using 1978-
1979 data. The trial program was developed, but its implementation was
interrupted by the Three Mile Island Accident.

As a result of the investigative studies of the Three Mile Island Accident,
a program for the comprehensive evaluation of licensee performance has
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been included as Task [.B.2 in the "Action Plan for Implementing
Recommendations of the President's Commission and Other Studies of TMI-2
Accident” (NUREG-0660). The program ov*lined by Task I1.B.2 is a refine-
sent of the LRPE methodology. This program which is the subject of this
paper has been entitled the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance
(SALP) to coincide with the recommendations of the Kemeny Report. The
objectives of SALP have been defined as:

- Identification of unacceptable licensee performance;

- Inprovement of licensee performance;

- Improvement of IE Inspection Program;

- Providing a basis for NRC management's allocation of resources; and

- Achieving regional consistency by appraising licensee performance
from a national perspective.

These chjectives will be accomplished through the performance of periodic
evajuations cf licensees by IE and NRR. The evaluations will be reviewed
By a SALP Review Group of senior management personne] from NRC offices.
The results of the evaluations, the reviews by the SALP Review Group, and
the plans for appropriate action by NRC will be documented and distributed
to the appropriate office director, ts the licensees, and to the Public
Document Rooms. In addition, the regional offices will hold annual
sanagement meetings with each of the evaluated licensees to discuss the
results of the evaluations.

The appropriatea action to upgrade licensee performance will be initiated
by the regional offices as a result of the evaluations and may include
enforcament action, or increased inspection frequency and scope.

INTEGRATED ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

a. Program Inouts

Several groups within the NRC will provide inputs o SALP as
follows:

(1) The IE regional office will perform an evaluation of the
performance of each licensee semiannually. This evaluation
will be used to determine the need for an increase or decrease
fn the frequency and scope of regulatory activities. The
region will document the results of the evaluation and their
plans for action, and forward this Jocumentation to the SALP
Review Group.

(2) NRR Project Managers will participate in the regicnal
evaluations discussed in (1) above. The NRR Project Managers
and technical support program personnel will also provide input



to the SALP Review Group. In addition, NRR will perform an
indepeident study of the management capabilities and overal]
training of licensee employees. The results of this study will
be submitted to the SALP Review Group for consideration during
their initial evaluations.

The IE Performance Appraisal Branch will perform Management
Appraisal (MA) and Program Appraisal (PA) inspections at licensee
facilities. The reports of their inspections will contain an
appraisal of licansse management which will be forwarded to the
SALP? Review Group. A1l licensees will not receive these inspec-
tions during the first two years of this program. However, it

is expected that the number of licensees inspected will be
sufficient to verify regional consistancy.

(4) Other NRC Offices (such as AEN0D, etc) may provide input to the
SALP Review Group as appraisal methodologies are developed with
proven correlation to the safety of operations.

The regional evaluation discussed in (1) above will utilize
appropriate portions of the three previously developed methods of
performanca evaluation. The details of the above evaluation/appraisal
techniques will be discussed in Section 3 of this paper.

Review of Evaluation Results

Review of NRC evaluation results and the appropriate plans for
upgrading performance will be conducted by the SALP Review Group
consisting of senior managers froam the NRC offices appointed by the
Executive Director for Operations. The Review Group will provide an
overview function of the evaluations and render an assessaent of the
safety adequacy of each facility and the adequacy of upgrading
plans. BSased on the findings, the Review Group is specifically
charged to recomsend major enforcement sanctions or license modifi-
cations to appropriate office directors. The Review Group will alse
confirm the consistency of regfonal evaluations and the regional
implementaticn of NRC inspection programs.

The SALP Review Group, in addition to receiving inputs from regional
evaluations, will receive i~pute from NRR, IE Headquarters, and from
other NRC offices as appropriate. The Review Group will convene at
least once every six (6) months and review the evaluations of the
licensees that are classified as needing "increased inspection
scope/frequency.® The remaining licensee evaluations will be eval-
uyated once every twelve (12) months.

Feedback of Evaluation Results

The primary cbjectives of SALP are to identify unacceptable elements
of licensee performance and to subsequently improve (upgrade) licensee
performance. The former objective is achieved by the regional




evaluations and the reviews by the SALP Review Group, but to improve
perforzance the results of these evaluations must be communicated to
NRC msanagement. The results of the regional evaluations and the
recomeended plan for the appropriate corrective action is forwarded
to the Regional Director for review and approval. The results af

the SALP Review Group are forwarded to the appropriate office director
indicating a concurrence with the proposed regional action or recom~
mending additional or aitarnate action.

NRC offices prviding evaluation information will document the
results of their evaluations with distribution to the licensee, POR,
and to the SALP Raview Group. In addition, the region will submit
an interoffice »emorandum detailing the future plans for action by
the region to correct the deficiencies identified during the
evaluation.

The Review Group will issue a report at the conclusion of their
periodic reviews to document the extent of their concurrence with
the regional evaluations and proposed actions, or their recommendz~-
tions for additional or alternate action.

Annual meetings will be conducted by regfonal management with the
managements of the licensees evaluated by this program. These
meetings will be utilized to discuss the results o! the licensee
performance evaluations and the NRC's general plan of action for
correcting derriciencies.

3. METHOCOLCGIES

Regional Evaluation

Each region wil! perform a detailed evaluation of their power reactor
licensees seafannually. The evaluations will be performed by a

board of the inspectors (including the resident inspector) and
supervisors invoived in the inspection program for that licensee.

The board will 21so include the NRR Project Manager for the facility.
The board will consider the enforcement actions, deficiency/event
reports, tachnical and management performance, and safety attitudes
of the licensee. The evaluations will also be based on the observa~
tions of the board members and their judgments of the licensee's
performince. The evaluation will be the board's consensus of
licensee performance; however, dissenting opinfons with substantive
cooments will be included and transmitted to the SALP Review Group
for concurrent evaluati-n. A number of functional areas will be
evaluated by the board and a classification of “increase,” “decrease,"
or "no-change" in the frequency and scope of inspection effort will
be assigned for each functional area. The board will also provide

an overall evaluation of the licensee and a detailed plan of the

appropriate actions to upgrade performance.




The evaluation of each functional area wi'l include the following
considerations:

Adequacy of administrative controls;

. Adequacy of supervisory review in the functional area;

. Adequacy of training and qualification of personnel;

. Adequacy of documentation and records control systeas;

. Overall effectiveness in complying with NRC requirements;
Attitude in assuring safe operations; and

Significant performance deviations or trends noted from
previous evaluations.

The board's evaluation of the licensee's enforcement history in each
functional area will include identified items of noncompliance and
escalated enforcement actions. A statistical analysis will not be
performed on noncompliance data; but an indepth analysis of indicated
trends and sanction points will be determined and will be considered
in the evaluation.

The board's review of deficiency/event reports will consider the
number, significance and repetitive nature of the non-routine events
or construction deficiencies in each functional area. The board
will previde an indepth analysis of these reports to identify adverse
trends (causally-linked events) which indicate insufficient attention
to the correction of the events or insufficient capabilities of
licensee management in the functional areas. This analysis is
similar to that developed in the Trend Analysis Method described in
SECY 78-354.

The NRR Project Manager will provide input on the lTicensee's
performance in those functidnal areas in which he is knowledgeable.

A manual chaster is being developed that specifies the functional
areas to be svaluated and the methodology for performing the evalua-
tions.

This evaluation differs from the Regional Survey Method performed by
the Hays Associates (referenced in SECY 78-554) in that it is a
structured evaluation which represents the consensus of regional
personnel and is supportable by inspection results and event reports
as opposed to the Hays questionnaire which contained anonymous
unsupportad ocpinions.



c.

Evaluations by NRR

NRR project managers and NRR technical support prograr
will perform an evaluation of each power reactor licer
and will submit the evaluation to the SALP Review Grot

in their review.

developed.

The details of this evaluation are

In addition, the NRR QA Branch and selected contractor
acceptance criteria to describe the capabilities (numt
kinds of pecple, background, experience, training, etc

1icensee management.

This program is Task I.B.1 in NL

They will subsequentiy evaluate all licensees against
Deficiencies identified in this study will be discusse

Ticensee and will be documented in a report.
this effor* in the spring of 1980.

NRR plar
The results of thi

study will be provided to the SALP Review Group for th

evaluations.

Performance Appraisal Branch (PAB) Inspections

Management Appraisal (MA) Inspections will be performe

on selected licensees in each Region.

The objectives

inspections are to provide a national perspective of |
performance; to identify performance traits that licen
in common; and to confirw inspector objectivity.

The MA irspections are conducted at the licensee's cor
and at the reactor site with emphasis on evaluating th
of the licensee's manzgeme . in controlling licensed a
in providing technical support to ensure compliance wi

requiresents and safety of operations.

Results of the

will be furnished to the the SALP Review Group.

The technique for appraising licensee management perfo
discussed in detail in the PAB annual report for FY 79
the MA inspection involves an appraisal of the license:

of functional areas.

The appraisals in these function

based cn a mangement control system which should conta
following features: .

wWritten policies and procedures

Adequacy of the program to cover current requirem

guidance

Qualification and training of personnel implement

program

> Awareness by the personne! implementing the progr:

responsibilities
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Implementation of the program

IE Program ppraisal (PA) laspections will also be conducted. These
inspections are primarily designed to determine IE program effective-
ness; however, information from these inspections will be provided
to the SALP Review Group when the inspection results indicate a
licensee performance problem or a significant program weakness.

Manual chapters are being developed specifying the methodologies of
the MA and PA inspections and appraisals.



Attachment 2
SALP REVIEW GROUP
CHARTER

1. Objectives

The program for the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP)
will evaluate the ability of power reactor licensees to meet their regula-
tory requirements and to avoid fignificant events. The SALP Program with
modifications, may be applicable to major fuel facilities and major
by-product licensed facilities.

The primary objectives of the SALP Review Group are to identify unacceptable
elements of licensee* performance by reviewing licensee appraisals; to
improve licensee performance by recommending corrective action to the
Director, IE and/or the Director, NRR; and to overview the consistent
application of the SALP program throughout the regional offices.

2. Responsibilities and Authorities

The Review Group receives the evaluations and appraisals submitted by *“he
Regional offices, NRR, PAB, and any other related evaluations. The
Review Group staff will do a preliminary assessment of the evaluations/
appraisals to assure that the documents are complete and that evaluations/
appraisals which identify significant problems are immediately distributed
to each of the Review Group members. If any of the members fae! that the
identified {ssues require immediate corrective action, they will recommend
to the Review Groyp Chairman that the Group meet immediately to review

the issue. For-those licensees that do not have issues requiring immediate
action, the Review Group rtaff will assemble a package containing all
appraisals and evaluations for that licensee in preparation for the Rev.ew
Group's periodic review.

The review Group wil! generally review the appraisals/evaluations for all
of the licensees in a given region as a unit. The Review Group may visit
a given site or Region or may request the presence of the appropriate
Regional Director or staff to clarify any questions regarding the
licensee's performance and the region’'s plans for corrective action.

The appraisal/evaluation packages will be distributed to the Review Group
members prior to their meeting to enable a timely review by the members
before the packages are discussed in a meeting.

The Review Group will also svaluate the consistency of the appraisals

from region to region. The PAB inspection resuits will assist the review
Group in calibrating or normalizing the regional appraisals.

*pApplicants in the case of power reactor under construction.



Composition

The Review Group shall consist of four members of senior NRC management
appointed by the EDO. The Chairman of the Review Group shall be a senior
manager from OIE. The three remaining positions shall be filled by a
senior manager from the Office of NRR, IE, and AEQD.

A.

Use of Alternates

Alternates will be appointed in writing to perform the duties of a
regular member in his absence; however, the alternate shall be a
member of senior management and shall be given appropriate notifica-
tion of this assignment.

Consultants

The Review Group may require the attendance of regional and
headquarters personnel to provide clarification of issues under
discussion. These personnel shall not be included in the final
decision making process of the Review Group.

Secretary

A full time technical secretary will report to the Review Group
Chairman and have the following responc bilities:

Maintain the Review Group records

Arrange- for Review Group meetings and site and region visits,
as necessary.

Take and distribute meeting minutes.

Assist assigned technical staff in their activities

Route SALP correspondence to Review Group members

Prepare and distribute correspondence and other information,
énc}uﬁng review schedules, as directed by the Review Group
hairman.

The secretary shall not take part in the decision making process of
the Review Group. This i< intended to be a training rather than a
permanent assignment; it is intended to provide needed assistance to
the SALP Review Group and an opportunity to the assigned individual
to receive on-the-job training in an important NRC program ana to
boraden his or her perspective of the Commission's overall mission.
Since it is more an NRC than an individual Office program; individual
0f7ices, on rotating bases, will be asked by the EDO to detail an
appropriate GG-9 to 12 level individual to the Review Group Chairman
for a period of about one year.

Review Group Staff

The Review Group shall have an assigned staff of two experienced
professionals, one from IE and the other detailed from NRR to [E.
Both will report to the Review Group Chairman and will provide
assistance to the Review Group including the preliminary screening




of the appraisals/evaluations to determine if immediate review/action
is required by the Review Group. It is intended that these full-time
postions not be permanent assignments but that competent individuals
be rotated into them for about an eighteen month period.

Meeting Frequency

The Review Group shall convene periodically as necessary to review
regional appraisals. Meeting frequency will be no less than every two
months.

MT\-

A quorum shall consist of three (3) members including the Chairman. No
more than one alternate may be used to constitute a quorum. Each member
of the Review Group, including the Chairman, shall have equal responsi-
bility and authority with regard to decisions of the Review Group. A tie
decision by the Review Group shall be reported as such to the appropriate
Office Directors. A dissenting member is free to express his position
with regard to a Review Group decision or recommendation. The dissenting
opinion should be provided in writing as a supplement to the meeting
minutes and should specify the reason for the member's dissent.

Meeting Records

Meeting minutes shall be taken and shall include the exten® of the Review
Group's concurrence with the ap' aisals and evaluations and the regional
action plans. The Review Group's recommendations for additional or
alternate action will also be digcussed when appropriate. The meeting
minutes will be distributed to the Director, [E; Director, NRR; and the
applicable Regional Director. :
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Docket No. 50-329 b i Mo
- T “‘. 4 .’." P . 79
Decket No. 50-330 3. iareissz PR3 . i -
S hiomey C#CY 2 Grouting om Sess/
= ’ - §.\
Consumers Power Company ’ TC&ﬂ)ﬂJ_Ia,w,,ﬁ Sels

ATTN: Mr., James W. Cook

Vice President

Midland Project
1945 West Parnall Road
Jackson, MI 49201
Gentlemen:
During our inspection cf December 20-22, 1982, our inspector was
requested to review and authorize 46 prioritized separate work
activities in accordance with the NRC/CPCo Work Authorization Procedure
of August 12, 1982. During this review of the initial ten items, our
inspector concluded that he was being asked: (a) to review drawings
and procedures which personnel had not previously looked at before

giving to him, let slonéchviewed for adequacy; (b) to review revisions

of drawings that personnel knew were being revised; (c) to review

drawings which apparently were not ready for construction to begin 5
i
because all the details were not worked out yet: and (d) to approve Y 5 o
' .‘\\.:‘} I\M\’
activities on the premise that the inspector's concerns will be f‘ b
>

incorporated during the construction of the activity.
These conclusions were based upon reviewing the following activities:
a. SWPS deep-seated benchmalrs - DA-ring C-2004, Revision 1

(1) The strap spacing for holding the benchmark riser pipe$
rigid during underpinning was not on the
drawing. Subsequently, Bechtel Field Engineering
indicated that revision 2 of the drawing was mmhtm:) tESHEJ

A

our which' pickeff this up.



bt S G s oA A ERI N Sty

(2) Four out of the six benchmarks appeared to be loacted
in the permanent underpinning wall. Personnel were asked
if any thought went into protecting the riser pipes
either during installation or while actually digging the
underpinning walls. The cognizant field engineer

stated, "I have no idea."

(3) The top locations (elevations) of the benchmarks

were not ﬂtparly delineated on the drawing.

(4) There was no provision on the drawing to ensure that
during coring of the bottom SWPS slabs the hole would..
not blow in, i.e., remove underlying soil from the
structure. Personnel indicated that they were planning
to install a standpipe before coring all the way through

the floor, but no actual details had been worked oﬁt to

date.

(5) Four of the benchmarks were to be read off the floor of
the pumphouse. The inspector was informed that the next
revision of the drawing would illustrate all readings ond wad‘ Le read

.F‘P the walls of the pump structure.

b. SWPS construction dewatering - Drawing C-1320, Revision I,

C-1320-1, Revision 1 and C-1321, Revision 0;



. (1)

(2)

(3)

c. SWPS

(1)

-

The drawings illustrated two gradations of filter sand

to be used in the dewatering well construction. However,
they did not indicate which filter sand gradation went

into which well.

There was no method specified to install the.filter sand

in the smaller interior dewatering wells.

Notes on the drawings 1nd1cate&to install a standpipe
before coring all the way through the bottom slab to
balance the hydraulic pressure. However, the noteg-dﬁl
not indicate that to balance t‘b hydf;ulic pressure, a
column of water inside the standpipe greater than the

water level outside the structure must be maintained.
to CWIS hydraulic seal - Drawing C-2038, Revision 0

The drawing indicatea that installation is "Q".

However, there ?a handwritten note on the drawing
contrary to this indicating that only the inspection

of the work be "Q". The inspector requested to see

an official FCN, DCN, FCR, etc. that changes the drawing,

not an informal note.




d. FIVy four poingt jacking - Drawing C~-1494, Revision 2

(1) Notes on the drawing indicatednot to exceed 1820 kips
for each unit, they also 1ndicatq§that if shims at any
location become loose, further jacking shall stop and the
- the RSE notified. They go on to say that shim tightness
shall be checked to determine whether shims come loose
or not during jacking. The notes fail to document the
main purpose of the proof load test; to determine if the
as-built temporary supports can support the entire weight
of the FIVP. 1If liftoff of all four corners does not

-

occur, we have no assurance that we are supporting the [

.
-~

entire_wcight of the FIVP.

In summary, the NRC will not continue to serve as a consultant to CPCo
management. Remaining work activities will be reviewed and approved by
CPCo management prior to issuance to the NRC for authorizatiom. It is

your responsibility to ensure that in the future all information provided

to the NRC is complete and reviewed.

R. F. Warnick, Acting Director
Office of ‘pecial Cases

Landsman/ls Gardner Shafer Warnick
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14A.1.29 GASECUS WASTE MANAGEMENT STYSTSM
Purpose

To demonstTats the cperability of the gasecus wasts
management systam.

2. Prerequisites

2.1

2.2

2.3
2.4

2.5

Canstructicon activitELs completa ocn items to be
tastad

Appropriate system instsumentaticn calilrated and
cperaticnal

Appropriate power scurces available

Scurte of cooling watar available for regquired
compconerts

Contzol logic and alarm circuitry functicnal checks
complete

- Test Method

3.1
3.2

3.3

3.5

Demcunstrate gasecus vaste management flowpaths.

Demcnstrats proper cperation' and capacity of the air
compressors and the gasecus waste system L

TestT the isclaticn valves between the nitrogen gas
supply header and the radwasts gas tanks as follows:

a. TRe Two isoclation valves ‘iz =:e flowpath t
e radwaste gas surge tank will be
demcastratad to respond to the proper
actnating logic and to close as designed.

See

b. DemcnstTate that the manual valves in the
flowpaths to the radwaste gas decay tanks
and the radwaste gas compressors are
Capable of isclating this flowpath.

Cemcnstrate the proper cperationm of the radwastes gas
compresscor interlock.

CeacnstTa“a the proper cperaticn of the combustible
gas analysis system.

4. Acssptance Critaria

~<specitey-

Revisicsn 21

14A.1-30 /79

21



MIDLAND 1&2-FSAR

i. Purpese

To demonstrate proper cperation of the hydrogen acnitoring

|
|
l14a.1.28 mmmzmsmm. SYSTEM |
\
m.mwwwmm.mn‘-m :

purge systam. '
2. Prerequisitas ﬁ
3.3 Constxuction activities complets on items to be
tasted
2.2 Appropriata system inst-umentation calibrated and
operatiocnal

3.3 Appropriate powver scurces available

2.4 Control logic and alarm circuitry functicnmal checks
completa

e Test Method

3.1 c: cperaticn of the hydrogem purge

3.2 Demonstrats hydrogen purge flowpath.
- 3.3 Demcnstrate proper cperaticn of the hydrogen
reconbiner

3.4 Demonstrate proper cperatiocn of the hydrogen
monitoring system. )

3.5 Demcnstrats redundance and electrical independencs. |
Acceptance Critaria b,

4/ The containment combustible gas control system cperatas as
specified in Subsection 6.2.5.

3.6 o€ FTPRICABUE SPRTEMS | DEAIoSTRATY TDRorsa
' Sy JewmPos RESPony S& ’ocoauz-/) oE T

02 S/imuerrED ESFIS SigayAres,

5.7 “Dawessrirery rekr PRoseR oPEwerios o5
THE Lo T AT AT HAE CONTROL TySTE ?“"“’j

POINT = LDt LoD 37 it 2y FRVIRITDE Ay
TEsST™ 2o crs — ol B AT CONTD, PV oak T
et r. Ll » cg,v‘b'v-/c:‘«/.: ’

Ravisicn 20
14A.1-29 4/7°
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MAR 191879 '—/
Post Office Box 2167

lELD QUALITY ASSURANC, Migland, Michigan 48640
MIDLAND, MICHIGAN March 14. 1979

Consumers Power Company
P.0. Box 1963
Midland, MI 48640

Attention: J.L. Corley

Job 7220 Midland Project

CPCo NCRs M=01-4-5-009
M-01-4-9-018
M=01-4-9-026

LAD: 743 Action Item: 580/596/613

Dear Mr. Corley:

The subject NCRs concern cable installed over the sharp edges of tray
sections and wire ways. To resclve these concerns the following actions
were taken:

1) The four sections of cable tray referenced in the subject NCR
M=01-4-9-009 where tray edge guards were not installed have been
corrected. These guards that were installed when cable was pulled,
however, were apparently removed subsequent to cable pulling.

Cable tray sections identified in CPCo NCRs M=01-4-8-016 and
M=01-4-9-026 will be corrected by 3/16/73.

2). Field supervision has been directed to caution personnel as to the
requirements for the guards and that prior authorization is required
for their removel.

3) A1l Electrical Quality Control Engineers have received additional train-
ing (documented in QCFM-5777, dated 2/26/79) in cable installation,
emphasizing the use of edge protectors in tray or over other sharp edges
whenever it is being pulled out of the raceway. The QCEs were instructed
to add E-42 sheet 2 (7) as inspection criteria for activity 2.5 until it
is incorporated into Rev. 4 of PQCI E-4.0.

Thic letter is considered to be a complete response to the s bject NCR. If
further assistance and/or clarification is necessary, pleas¢ contact the writer.

Vory;truly yours,

\ .}-k\ A \—w\l u:,\,\
L. A. Dreisbach
Project Quality Assurance Engineer
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Paragraph 7, E-42 Sheet 2, Rev 7 requires protection be provided
where a cuole presses against sharp edges.
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LADreisbach

Contrary to the above, eleven cab

les including 1AB2311C erouss over

the top of tray section 1AKAQ7

going to 1AXKACS and over JAKAU3

going to lAJMO9 and eleven cables including 1AB43092C cross over
the top of tray section 1AJBO7 going to lAJBO8 and over 1AJBO7
going to lAJCOL wirhout being protected from sharp edges of the
tray asoction,
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GSKeeley
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JMilandin

Provide protection between cables and tray sections in four areas
noted above.
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It is recommended that electricians iavolved in cable installation be made aware of
requirement to protect cables where contact is made or could be made with sharp edges.

It - is further recommended that Bech.el QC revise PQCI E-4.0, Activity 2.5 to iaclude
as an inspection criteria E-42, sh.u: 2 (7). .
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Paragraph 7, 2;62 Sheet 2, Rev 7 requires protection bLe
provided where a cable presses against sharp edges.

of cable tray section 2AFB09 going ianto 2AWW021 withoutl
being protected f{rom sharp edges of the tray section. .
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Provide protection between cables and tray sections as
noted above.
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It is recommended that the Electrical Superintenuent diregt the Foremen to install
cable tray softener as the cables are being routed to provide protection \hila the
cable is being installed as well as after installation.

« . It is further recommended that Bechtel 0OC conduct 2 training class for all inspectors
and that shnt 2(7) of E-42 be immediately inclwied i~ Accivi:y 2.5 of PQCI E-4.0.
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T, MATTOCHR QC INSTRUCTION o,
~

RCC

ATl QTARITY COITTRAL INFTRECTION PP
’:l“) ,') 1. PHOJECT QC INSTHRUCTION NO.
ek et 7220
et | 7220/E-4.0
; - o ":; I T T T T T R S TR T ST N ST T e TS T T T T T T T L == ;._.-....... v.’....‘__"=.."- - - g
ACY ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION INSFECTION INSP sSuPPLEL:
NO, crRiTEmiA ACT. CODE
2.5 | Verify that the cable is protected from physical damage whenever E-42 1(V)
1it is pulied out of the raceway and that the area of cable Sh.12(5)
contact with conduit ends is adequately protected by padding, Sh.10(15)
insulated bushing, end bells or similiar devices.
2.6 | Verify that the cable is installed in the correct vias as Cable Card I(V)

specified on the scheme cable card (i.e. hlghllght each pulled
via on front of card).




ULARITY COITRGD IHSTIUCHION

JOB NO, _7220

ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION

E-4.0

e R B R T ) T e e e L i TR i e et s 1. MASTEN OC INSTHUCTION NC.

Y.
INLPECTYION

2. PROJECT OC INSTRNUCTION NO.

722045—4.0

6.
NS

7
SUPPLECMIENTA

specxfied on the scheme cable card (i.e. hlghl*ght each puiled
via on front of card).

%A )

CMITEMIA ACY CODE nrcono
2.5 | Verify that the cable is protected from physical damage whenever E-42 I(V)
Zﬁ& it is pulled out of the raceway and that the area of cable Sh.12(5)
contact with conduit ends is adequately protected by padding, Sh.10(15)
insulated bushing, end bells or similiar devices. Sh. 2 (7)
2.6 | Verify that the cable is installed in the correct vias as Cable Card I(v)
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Mounting heights or elevaticns of raceways a: indicated
on the plans pertain te the bettem unlesaz etherwise noted.

1o

5. All hardware for hangers and supperts feor raceways shall
be galvanized or cadmium plated. oo

7 6. In general, for conduits and tray, bolted type supports
shall be used. When welding is necessary the finished
weld and uncovered metal -shall be painted with zinc rich
paint as pretectien against cerrosion. Teuch up materials
used inside reactor building shall be Ameron's Dimecote
No. 6, Amerom'E-Z or equal-color gray. &

s express oumnmt‘
mn":&nwwmm

1 At any point where a cable presses against sharp edges of
an opening, protection to the cahle shall be provided
between the cable and the-edge.

‘

Wall and floor penetrations for conduit and cable tray
are not indicated on the drawings. : - .

———

9. Installation of the conduit system for the nuclear instru-
mentation system will be as follows: a pull box sized per
Drawing E46 shall be installed in the conduit systea at
‘éach interval where A + B =- 100 where "A" is 1/3 of the.
total number of degrees of the conduit bends and "B" is the
total length of running feet since the last pull fox.

are merely loaned and on the borrower”

nd private use permitied by any written
o
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-."'.E; =7 The touch up coating repéir of welded .areas may be ;!one \
.1?55 by the same individual doing the welding operation except
-3 in the containment building, which must be done per
_'!Ef 4. Specification A-41(Q).
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PROSECTS Ap/cw supsecTs piscusszsp Midland Project Inspection of 8/21-8/23/79 Re: Color Coding of

Electrical Cable

SIMVARY OF COIVERSATION My Maxwell was called 8/28/79 to provide him further information regarding a

L
1
{

consition he found while on an inspection tour August 21-23, 1979 at the Midland Nuclear Site.

A green safety related cable that had been inspected and accepted for proper

termination was found with red marker tags at each end. These termination inspections had

occurred a month apart and been pe_formed by the same inspector.

An investigation was initiated to answer the following questions:

1. Why or how did the mismarking occur?

2. How manv of the same tvpe problems exist?

3. Are the instructions clear enough so that people who are responsible for

terminations are aware of the requirements?

4. Does the inspector have a vision problem?

5. What are the inspector's qualifications and experience?

6. What about other inspections performed by this inspector?

7. Was. this an isolated condit on?

The investigation produced the following:

1. The cable number is composed of a coded scheme. Each character has a

sionificant meaning (described in Drawing 7220 E-28). The first character in the code is the

unit numher, ie. Unit 1 or Unit 2 or common "0". The second character designates the safety

channel, ie, A, B, C, D, E, N. The third character is the voltage rating of the cable, ie,

A= 600 - 18000 volt system; B = 200 - 600 volt system; C = Communication; D = DC, etc.
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It is possible thqt the clerk making up the marker tag interposed the second and third
character and instead of using the second character to make up the colored tag from, the
clerk used the third. '

For example, if the cable #2BA0610A was mkstaken for 2AB0610A then a green cable would en
up with a red narking on both ends.

Prior to the NRC inspection, 104 CPCo QA overinspections were performed and no similar
problems were found.

After the NRC inspection, Bechtel QC performed the following reinspections:

a. Twenty-five (25) reinspections of terminations that had been inspected (by the
inspector making the error) during the same time period that the first error was
made. No similar errors found.

b. Twenty-five (25) reinspections of terminations that had been inspected (by the
inspector making the error) during the same time period that the second error
was made. No similar errors found.

¢. Twenty-five (25) reinspections of terminatfons that had been inspected by the
inspector making the error) recently. No similar errors found.

d. One hundred (100) random reinspections of terminations made by other inspectors.
No similar errors found. '

CPCo QA inspected 400 terminations for the color problem. Bechtel Field Engineering
checked all tags (approximately 7000 cable ends) that have been made up and not yet
installed. No color problem was found.

Six hundred seventy five (675) cable terminations out of a total of 20,000 (1200 Q)
terminations were reinspected and no similar problem was detected.

Also, of approximately 27,000 individual cable tags (either installed or to be installed)

7,675 were checked which constitutes approximately 25% and no color errors were detected.

A review of the Quality Control Instruction, Field Instruction and the engineering require
ments was madc apd it was decided to change each of these to make the color coding more cl

The inspector passed his vision test prior to the missed inspection and, after the discove
of the error by the NRC inspector, vision was not contributory to the problem.

The inspector had worked for Daniels prior to coming to work for Bechtel. He worked as an
assistant field engineer for Dezaniels where he was iavolved in safety related cable color
coding of a slightly different style. He was trained by Bechtel and certified as a Level
I inspector to ANSI 45.2.6. He had worked two weeks after certification prior to making
the first error.

Twenty (20) complete reinspections were performed of previously inspected installations th
had been inspected by the inspector making the error and no further problems were found.

Investigation of the physical conditions of the cable installations revealed that the
correct cable was routed to the correct terminals as required by Engineering Drawings and,
therefore, no problem existed relative to plant safety.
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CPCo has determined that this is an isolated problem relating to the mismarking of one cable
involving one inspector making two identical inspection misses on an item that has no adverse
safety impact.

In a subsequent Telecon 8/29/79 between GFMaxwell and PRKyner,yMr Maxwell stated that he would
carry this item as an unresolved item instead of an infraction, provided that a 100% reinspec-
tion will be performed for correct color coding for every termination that this inspector
accepted. This was agreed to by CPCo. e
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. MASTER GC IKRSTNUCTION NO. nev
y QUALITY CONTROL E5vRUETION F-5.0 . X
8 53 7 rROINCT QC INSTHUCTION KO nEV
. JOBND, 7320 . . - 7220-E=5.0 L
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a L INErECTION INuP SUPFLEMENTARNY
::'0' ACTIVITY DESLIIPTIION CRITEMIA ACT. CODE ncconn
INAL INEPECTION ACTIVITIES .
3.9 Perify the correct assembly of speclal terminations, (i.e., multi-pin connect- FPE-7.000 I(V)
pr= triax and coux pluge, stresc zores). Also, verify thar the application of 7.0
irsalutlu warerials over bare lugs or splice slezeves is in accordance with thd
pPagineering reéquirenents,
3.10 perify that permanent cable markers of the approved type, carrying the corcect | E-47(5.1.2) I(V)
££§X rable Ib, sad correct color strip for that redundant chanacl hes hecn properly | FPE-,.000
installed on the cable close to the end of outer jacket with the cable identity| 5.1
-asily Jdiscernible.
3.11 Perify ithat the cable or jumper is supported using approved cable ties and the | FPE-7.000 6.8 I(V)
hinimuna installed cable bend radius is net violated, FPE-4.000C 6.7
E-42 Sh,7 (4hn)
3J.12 Revicw all Discrepancy Reports to assure that the roquived carvections have beeh NONE
tompleted by rework without violating any of the original design documents in
iccordance with SF/P3F G-6,1, Resord the total number of Discrepancy Repert
sages on the IR,
3.13 Levicw the licred "Open NCR's" fu Act/Task 1.3, and assure that they no longer | NORE R
kifect the scoped worlk as shoewn in Block 6 of the IR. -
.
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A Hil QUALITY CONTROL ITISTRY O E-5.0
gt‘c j . 1. PNOJECT QC INSTRUCTION NO, ‘\.7
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FINAL INSPECTION ACTIVITIES
9 | Verify the correct assembly of special terminations. (i.e., mﬁlti-pin connectory FPE-7.000 I(v)
N\ | triax and coax plugs, stress cones). Also, verify that the application of 7.0

insulating materials over bare lugs or splice sleeves is in accordance with the

engineering requirements.
10-Ve;:fylgh:t pegmanent cab}e ?arte;? gf thehapproved type, carrying the correct | Fpg-7.000 ’ 1(v)
3\ | cable ave been proper nstalled on the cab! Y ‘

Jjacket with the cag%e %deﬁ‘1ty easily discéini%]es SINNe. T Theined of veter 6.1 f |
W 11| Verify that the cable or jumper is supported using approved cable ti:s and the | FPE-7.000 6.6] I(V)
A\ |minimum installed cable bend radius is not violated. FPE-4.000 6.7

; E-42 Sh.7 (4h)

12| Review all Discrepancy Reports to assure that the required corrections have been
4\ |completed by rework without violating any of the original design documents in NONE -

accordance with SF/PSP G-6.1. Record the total number of Discrepancy Report

pages on the IR. '
y 13| Review the 1isted "Open NCR's" in Act/Task 1.3, and assure that they no longer NONE TN
A |affect the scoped work as shown in Block 6 of the IR. '
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PURPOSE

Rev. 5-
Page 1
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This document provides the techniques and requirements for the
termination of all scheduled electrical cables.

" sTruch,

» g ’ g : | S ‘

The contents of this procedure will discuss personnel responsi- g;éagg

bilities, types of tools to be used, techniques for various types =3

of connections. It applies to all schedule power, control, and ”“zg

instrument cables installed at the Midland Power Plant, Units 1 & 2. pxwrs

Ty

REFERENCE ==
FIE-1.300 Electrical Fi:1ld Construction personnel and Q.C.

Coordination. § Lf=“=3

FIG-6.121 Calibration-Electrical termination tool. S

FPE-1.000 Raceway, cable and termination documentation control g -8

procedure. CoTiay

sy

-« [ A4,

RESPONSTBILITIES -\mw}’

4.1 The electrical superintendent is responsible for insuring that C’ ec

the procedure is implemented. f‘Yﬁﬂk

4.2

4.3

[‘-
The electrical superintendent is respounsible for providing tooling
described in this procedure. The electrical superintendent shall
further coordinate the calibration of crimping tools as necessary.

The electrical termination engineer shall be responsible for insuring
that sufficient termination material is available for continuity of
work and shall verify the tcrminations during or after completion to
insure compliance with this procedure.

5.1

TERMINATION CARDS AND CALIBRATION TOOLS

Termination cards will be issued to a termination foreman as
required.

At the time of connection, the ‘temporary cable marker shall be re-
moved and the permanent color-ceded cable marker, for color-coded
cables, shall be attached to the cable at the point of the outer
jacket removal. Only one color band on the marker is -required to
be visible. The marker shall be placed in a position to be clearly
visible. Non-Q cable markers do mot require color cod;ng

v e s

Upon completion of the termination and prior to returning the termi-
nation card control the craftsman shall sign his name to the card

and write down the number of the calibrated tool used if applicable.

Information: Oaly

.' t ..‘
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1.0 PURPOSE

This document provides the techniques and requirements for
the termination of all scheduled electrical cables.

2.0 SCOPE

The coutents of this procedure will discuss pe-~sonnel respon-

sibilities, t, pes of tools to be used, techniques for various
types of connections.

Exish 1y

It epplies to all scheduled power, con- inslev skl
trol, anod instrument cables installed at the Midland Power
Plant, Units 1 and 2. O?cv 4 in volie
- REN
3.0 REFERENCE -
FIE-1.300 Electriczl Field Construction personnel ":g
and Q.C. Coordination " =2
FIG-6.121 (Calibration-Electrical termination tool.
FPE-1.000

Raceway, Cable and termination Documentation
control procedure.
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4.0 RESPONSIBILITIES o Did ‘&_3
- - ¢=1
- 4.1 The electrical superintandent is responsible for BT i;;
insuring that the procadure is implemented. 3 ‘ 2};
: - . =1
. 3 +A
o - 4.2 The electrical superintendent is responsible for pro- 5 ~1 Eiﬂ
- viding tooling describad in this preccedure. The Lt .
electrical superintendeat shall further coordinate C s ¥
the calibration of crimsing tcols as necessary. o TE;
o
4.3 The electrical zormination engineer shall be responsible 5;37:;
for insuring tha: suvfficient rermination material is Broscme f
available for ccntinuity of work and shall verify the

terminations during or after ccmpletion to insure
compliance with this srccedure.

5.0 TERMINATION CARDS AND CALIBRATION TOOLS

5.1 Termination cards will be issued to a termination
foreman as required.

.At the time of connection, the temporary cable marker
shall be removed and the perzanent cable marker attached

to t'e cable at the point of the outer jacket removal,
and in a position where it is clearly visible.

Upon completion of the termination and prior to returning
the termination card to card control the craftsman shall

sign his name to the card and write down the number of
the calibrated tcol used if applicable.
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I returned Mr Williams 12:00 phone call in wkick be stated it was urgent that I call him

back within the next 15 minutes. I placed a conference call such that Site QA could

participate and I also asked N Razapujam to join us.
¥

Mr Williams painted a picture wherein if the KRC had not come to the site Wednesday

we would have been deficient in having identified ell the actions necessary to be

put in place prior to the start of the borings. It is their perception that CPCo

vy

vas ready to go Wedresday if they (NRC) hadn't been there and there would have Deen

problems. '

I resvondeéd that such a scenario vas absolutely incorrect. Consumers Fover recog-

nizes the need to start the berings as soon 2s possible in order to support both

Consumers and NRC's interests in having the results available for the soils hearing

hirt +hat ys fully recnrmize the necessity to accomplish the borings under an

avmeaneiste QA praceam,  MWr manarement is fullvy survortive of the conservative

nmmmanah +'hat OA h., been takine to assure that all elements are in place, and they

panry= yith nat etamtine~ anv horin~e intil we (DA) sav wve are ready. We had just

wnreived the Aetailed nraresures (for which most of the comments were renerated) at

the ~ama *ima ae MNP had shpn Aannarranity $a Tanle At thew and +here wns no wvav '-'C}"k

0 Jd2
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" _uld have started until those procedures were reviewed and approved by QA. I

Mtated that I felt the characterization that vork would have started prior to our
/being completely ready was an inaccurate perception on NRC's part.

3. Mr Spessard then stated that his feelings echo Mr Williams. They don't share tle
view that all the technical requirements would have been identified by CPCo. Trey
boped that whatever work we perform will be doane in conformance with procedures
and will be under control. It is their belief that if we had started work withcut
Mr Landsman's input, we would have been found in noncompliance.

A discussion was then held concerning when we would be starting work and how we could
give the NRC 12-24 hours notification. The final conclusion was that we would only
have to notify (by telerhone) Mr Williams when we did start the borings.

WRB/1lr : 3

CC: JWCook
RCBaumen
MADietrich
R
GSKeeley
BWMergugli
DBMiller
NRamanulam
DMIurnbull
File: 0.4.9.20
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DATE: JUNE 22, 1983

RE: FINAL REPORT ON CABLE REINSPECTION

Distributicr:

WRBird, P-14-418A

Bruce Burgess -USNRC

-Ron Cook = USNRC

MLCurland - Midland

MADietrich - Bechtel-Midland

BTFoote - Bechtel-Midland

WJFriedrich - Midland

Ron Gardner - USNRC ' i ompasp )
RCHellar - Bechtel-AA

John Milandin - Midland e
DBMiller - Midland
John Rutgers - Midland
DATaggart - Midland
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acl Bechte! Associates Professional Corporation

Inter-office Memorandum

043842

To J.A. Rutgers Date September 30, 1981
Subject Midland Plant Units 1 and 2 From L.H. Curtis
Bechtel Job 7220
MPOAD Technical Reviews of Engineering
Copies 1o D. Anderson N. Eidsmoe At Ann Arbor
K. Bailey E. HRughes
P. Corcoran E. Rumbaugh
M. Dietrich

During the September 28, 1981 weekly Group Supervisor meeting,
the the Croup Supervisors a azain _requested that something be Jdone

to limit _the amount of technical and administrative reviews

(i.e., non—QA program) being performed by Midland Project C Qunlity
mrmco Department (MPQAD) personnei.

Frequently, specifications and other engineering documents are_
delayed unnecunrily. and considerable engineering manhours and
senior pccplc s _time are are spent tuolvin; nit-picking .g.q;ments
}run HPQAD. on wvhat we believe are other thm Qunlit'y h-urmg____zf#_
, progran elmnts. There seems to be g% AL hEw
— et “rather than whether or not we are follc ng FOPS.

I agreed with the Group Supervisors that I would take the matter up
wvith you, as we have been unsuccessful at the working level in getting
this problem under control. I believe that a project policy statement
must be made on this matter. Please advise me on this subject.

0{ g.. Curtis

LBC/db

Written Response Requested: Ko
Com Use: N/A



FINAL REPORT ON CABLE REINSPECTION

As of October 1982, approximately 1524 Class IE electrical cables had been
overinspected by MPQAD for all activities on PQCI/PIPRs except those requiring
In-Process Inspection. In October 1982, the company decided to reinspect all
remaining Class IE Cables for all inspection activities on PQCI/PIPRs except
those that require In-Process Inspection. An ancnymous allegation, as expressed
in a TV interview viewed by MPQAD personnel, was also taken into account in the
planned reinspection. Additional inspection criteria relating to cable coding
were added. All personnel assigned to participate in the reinspection received
documented training on the additional reinspection criteria relating to cable
coding (Enclosure 1). Also, a special team reinspected the 1534 cables, pre-
viously overinspected, for cable co?ing problems. This reinspection and the re-
inspection of the balance of the cables on the coding question went beyond the
_scope of the allegation (Improper Substitution).

A el

There are 9,092 Class IE cables installed including 405 cables that are deleted-
but-installed. Of this total, 1,534 were overinspected prior to 10/20/82 and
later reinspected for coding problems, 7,558 were fully reinspected after 10/20/82.
Drawing E-37(Q) Revision 63 indicates there are 893 Class IE cables remaining

to be installed.

_"'“"3522“;§5béc will consist of three parts. Part I will address all cables in-
spected after 10/20/82 as a full scope reinspection and will contain all non-
conforming conditicns found, except those pertaining to cable code or deficiencies
in the temporary or permanent installed tags. Part II will address only the
cable code nonconformances and deficiencies found in all 9,092 Class IE cables
installed. Part III contains Project Engineering's planned disposition of all

nonconforming conditions concerned with cable routing and cable code deficiencies.

PART I

——During the period 10/20/82 - 5/19/83, a team, under the direction of Danny Cochran,
performed full scope reinspections of 7,558 Class IE cables that had not beer
overinspected prior to 10/20/82. This reinspection resulted in Nonconformance

Reports summarized below (excluding cable code and permanent or temporary cable

marker nonconformances reported under Purt II):




NCR_NUMBER NO. OF CABLES
M01-9-2-162 19
MO1-9-2-193 479
MO1-9-2-1647 12
MO1-9-2-148 3
xo1-9-z-1534 26
MO1-9-2-170 36
5
MO1-9-3-134 1
M01-9-3-021 129
M01-9-3-093 121
M01-9-3-107 26
M01-9-3-081 26
MO1-9-3-096 1
M01-9-3-148 1
M01-9-3-120 3
MO1-9-3-109 11
MO1-9-3-142 1
MO1-9-3-155 12

NONCONFCRMING CONDITION

Cables not routed in accordance with Design
Drawing E-37(Q).

Cables not routed in accordance with Design
Drawing E-37(Q).

Cables not routed in accordance with Design
Drawing E-37(Q).

Cables not routed in accordance with Design
Drawing E-37(Q).

Cables not routed in accordance with Design
Drawing E-37(Q).

Cables not routed in accordance with Design
Drawing E-37(Q).

Cables exceed maximum airlined distance allowed
by Drawing E-42(Q).

FCR E-3148 incorporated into Design Prawing
E-37(Q) and shows 1 via numbered incorrectly.

Raceway sections not identified and marked as
required by Drawing E-42(Q).

\

Cables exceed maximum airlined distance allowed
by Drawing E-42(Q).

Cables not protected by conduit bushings as
required by Drawing E-42(Q)

Cables do not meet separation requirements of
Drawing E-47(Q).

Cable does not meet separation requirements
of Drawing E-47(Q).

Cable identified with two Safety Channel Colors

contrary to the requirements of FIE-3.500.

Condition of flexible conduits does nout meet the
requirements of Drawing E-42(Q).

Cables are not procected as required by

-FIE-4.100 and Drawing E-42(Q).

Cable is not protected as required by
Drawing E-42(Q).

Cables are not supported properly by Kellems
Grips as required by Drawing E-42(Q).



NCR NUMBER NO. OF CABLES NONCONFORMING CONDITION

MO1-9-3-118 1 Cable violates minimum bend radius requirements
of FPE-4.000.
M01-9-3-119 1 Cable violates minimum bend radius requirements

of FPE-4.000.

M01-9-2-157 1 Cable violates requirements of Drawing E-28.
There are two cables with the same scheme number.

M01-9-3-039 1 Cable violates requirements of Drawing E-28.

There are two cables with the same scheme number.

PART II

During the period 10/20/82 - 5/19/83, all 9,092 Class IE cables, including 405
cables that are delted-but-installed, were checked for correct cable code per
Design Dvoawing E-37(Q). This inspection resulted in the Nonconformance Reports

summarized below:

NCR NUMBER NO. OF CABLES NONCONFORMING CONDITION

M01-9-2~145 4 Cables installed are Code BOl (No. 14 AWG/3
Conductor). Drawiang E-37(Q) requires Code BO3
(No. 10AW/3 Conductor).

M01-9-3-039 1 Cable installed is Code B2l (No. 14 AWG/2
Conductor). Drawing E-37(Q) requires Code B24
" (No. 14 AWG/5 Conductor).

MO1-9-3-133 _ 1 Cable installed is Code B25 (No. 14 AWG/7
Conductor). Drawing E-37(Q) requires Code B26
(No. 14 AWG/9 Conductor).

MO1-9-2-184 1 Cable installed is Code B21 (No. 14 AWG/2
Conductor). Drawing E-37(Q) requires Code B3l
(No. 10 AWG/2 Conductor).

M01-9-2-190 1 Cable installed is Code I07 (No. 16 w/Twst Shld
Pr). Drawing E-37(Q) requires Code IOl (No. 14
w/Twst Shld Pr).

MO1-9-3-149 1 Cable installed is Code B28/104 (No. 14 AWG
w/Shld/6 Conductor). Drawing E-37(Q) requires
Code B25 (No. l4 AWG/7 Conductor).

M01-9-3-022 154 Installed cables are not permanently marked at
each ead with correct information required by
Drawing E-47(Q).



NONCONFORMING CONDITION

NCR NUMBER

MO1-9-2-156 3 Cable has a permanent color-codad cable marker |
with a green banu on it. FPE-7.000 staces
that for this identified cable, the band should
be red.

M01-9-2-159 2 Cables are installed properly, but the permanent
cable markers were switched. This indicates
wrong cable codes and termination violations.

PART III

Enclosure #2 addresses all NCRs generated that involve cable routing or cable
code nonconforming conditions and indicates the expected disposition that will
be provided in detail, with justification, for each NCR.

|
Enclosure #3 addresses all NCRs and provides information on how Project |
|

Engineering will justify each nonconforming condition. _

Enclosure #4 addresses cnly those NCRs that are shown on Enclosure #3 as "Unique

Case" with no potential generic concern.

ELJones
6/22/83



INSTALL PRIOR TO PUL 7

TEMPORARY

INSTALL AT TIME OF TERMINATION

PERMANENT

T inom 1/105‘ ‘°7— 23
24p23190 cu533

SCHLHE CAULE HO

\ fixkBesros ARewie T GooV e [0AWE:

rmuzﬂog’ 102823
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\

For all cable inspections and over-
{nspections accomplished prior to
10/20/82 the PQCI requirements were
satisfied by checking the temporary
Lags installed prior to the cable
pull for:

From and to locations
Cable Scheme Number
Cable Code

T \‘\“ i
\\"\\

For all cable velnspections accomplished
after 10/20/82 and with a speclal Leam
checking cable code only for all cables
overinspected prior to 10/20/82. The
cable Jacket information was couwpared

to cable information in Drawing E-38)

as well as the temporary tags lnstalled)
was used to determine:

From and to locatlions
Cable Scheme Humber
Cable Code

CODE CONT
813 '
033 2

C - CABLE

DESCRIPYION

600V CONTRUL CABLE, 4/C ¥ 10AWG
CAN BE USED 1M CLASS 1€ APPLICATIONS

DWG. E-38

/# ppnsor>nE
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