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Nuclear Engineering and Operations
Skyway Tower
400 North Olive Street, L.D. 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

Centlenen:

SUBJECT: INITIAL SYST[MATIC ASSESSMENT Of LICENSEE PERf0RMANCE (SALP) REPORT

This forwards the initial SALP Report (50-445/92-99; 50-446/92-99) for the
Con,anche Peal Steam Electric Station (CPSES), Units 1 and 2. The SALP Board met
on March 4-5, 1992, to evaluate CPSES performance for the period February 3,
1991, through f ebruary 1,1992. The SALP board evaluated Unit 1 performance
based on the normal operational SALP functional areas. The board's evaluation
of Unit 2 perfonaance was based on the construction SALP functional areas
sproriately nodified to reflect the unique status of Unit 2. lhe perfonnance
analyses and resulting evaluations are documented in the enclosed initial SALP
report,

In accordance with NRC policy, I have reviewed the SALP Doard's assessment and
concur with their ratings as discussed below:

, Unit 1

Perfonnance in the functional area of Plant Operations was rated*

Category 2, which represents a decline f rom the previous rating of
Category 2 with an improving trend. Excellent operational programs have
been implemented and strong management support was eviden'. Operators
denonstrated excellent ability to respond to transientse However, the
perfonnance rating declined primarily due to a number of errors in system
configuration control and personnel errors resulting in reactor trips,
engineered safety feature actuations, and other plant transients. We
acknowledge that you have initiated corrective actions in this area and
strongly encourage that you carry this effort through to ensure
effectiveness of the actions and adequate root cause detennination.

Performance in the functional area of Radiological Controls was rated*

Category 1. compared to a previous rating of 2. The increased perfonnance
rating was attributed primacily to the excellent performance of the
radiation protection departnent during two outages in this assessment
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period as well as routine operations. Strong management involvement
continued to te evident, and the staf fing and training of the departcent
was considered a strength.

Perfonaance in the functional area of Maintenance / Surveillance was rated'

Category 2. The maintenance area was considered good with excellent
proglams, involved managererit , and knowledgeable craf tsmen, although
there were several instances of inattention to detail durIng maintenance
activities. In' proved maintenance in tne balance-of-plant was noteworthy,
and technical support of maintenance activities was excellent. The
surveillance area was noted for having a strong program and staff , but the
previous SALP board concerns regarding missed surveillances and errors
during the conduct of surveillance tests had not been ef fectively addressed
and corrected.

Performance in the funct',nal area of Emergency Preparedness was rated
Category 1. The emergency preparedness program and its irylementation
continued to improve this assessment period with no weaknesses identified
by !OtC during the annusi emergency exercise. Exce;!ent nanagement
support and a proactive approach to the resolution of issues was ev W M .

Performance in the functional area of Security was rated Category 1. 1.ie"

security program continued in the excellent nanner described in the .

'

previous SALP Report. Security systems were viewed as state-of-the art,
and the security f orce was considt. red professional and dedicated. The

Regulatory Effectiveness Review noted several strengths in the program und
confinned that safeguards reasures did not adversely af fect the safe
operation of the plent.

Performance in the functional area of Engineering / Technical Support was"
,

rated category 1, an increase f rom the previous rating of category e.
Ltrong management conr11tment to training and the improved success rate on
initial operator license examinations was noted this assessment period.
An excellent system engineering group was identificc? as a strength. Well
managed, comprehensive programs for motor-operated valves, preventing loss
of decay heat renoval, and fire protection and prevention also contributeo

'

to the improved rating in this area.

Performance in the functional area of Safety Assessment / Quality'

Verificatio1 was rated Category 1, an increase f rom the previous rating of
Category 2, with an improving trend. This rating was based on strong
management involvemnt in the quality assurance and self-assessment
functions. The corrective action program utilizirg the Operations
Notification and Evaluation forn was identified as a strength, although in
sore cases, corrective actions needed to be more offectively implemented.
The programs 10. incorporating industry experience and perfonning risk
assessn,ents of outage activities were considered noteworthy. Licensing
subnittals continued to require additional detail in the safety analysit,
ds Was dlso noted as a concern in the previous SALP report.
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Unit 2

Performance in the functional area of Cnnstruction Activities was rated*

Category 1. Management over< ight has been excellent since construction
activities were reinitiated i ! January 1991. Excellent coordination
between construction, engineering, startup, and quality organizations
resulted in consistently high quality perfomance. A multidisciplined
Configuration Managenent inspect.on determined that design and construction
a;tivities were being accomplis!.ed in accordance with design requirements.
The construction training program was considced superior. The quarterlyi

1

construction status meetings held witn the NRc have been beneficial, and it
is recommended that they continue.

Perfomante in the functional area of Engineering / Technical Support was
rated Category 1. The engineering and technical support organizations Ewere viewed as e strength, and an aggressive approach to problem solving
was noted. The strong program identified on Unit 1 for motor-operated
valves was evident on Unit 2 as well. The program for design basis
documentation was considered thorough and extensive. Your ability to
integrate multiple architect / engineering firms into a unified work group
with good coordination and comunication is to be commended.

Performance in the functional area of Safety Assessnent/ Quality
Verification was rated Category 1. Ar, excellent program exists for the
identificatien, documentation, and correction of nonconfoming or deficient
conditions. Excellent preparhtion went inte comieted FSAR change
a:ckages. The prugrcm for handling external information was viewed as a
s*rength. Your Integrated Design Assessmeni. and Conssruction Assessment
Team efforts were further indications of superior management oversight of
construction.

hrformanco in The funct!onal area of Preoperational Testug was rated*

Category 2. The general implementation and execution of turnover and
testing activities were good. However, notable weaknesses in the
preparation and review of preoperational test procedures were identified
end extensive corrective actions were necessary. Test activities were well
ccr trolled and personnel were found to be knowledgeable of test
requirements and procedures. A clo n working relaticnship between
construction and startup was seen as a positive factor in tne successful
implementation of the preoperational test program.

Overall, performance at Comanche Peak was excellent, with numerous strengths and
some weaknesses in specific areas noted. Strong management oversight and
involvement was a common thread through all functional areas. Strong programs
to control activi'Mes were evident in all functional areas, but weaknesses in
implementation at the working level were noted in the operations and
surseillance areas ard in the develupment of preoperational test procedures.
Well qualified staffs were found in all areas, and the performance level of
system engineers and maintenence craftsmen was considered high. Most areas of
concern from the previous SALP report, such as initial operator licensing,
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plant labeling, secondary plant condition, self-identification of problem
areas, and root cause ar.alyses were addressed and either fully corrected or
much improved.

Areas requiring additional management attention include the root cause
determination and correction of operator performance errcrs, the elimination of
missed and 1mproperly t erformed surveillance tests, the upgraded preoperational
test preparation and review process, the implementation of corrective actions
and the level of detail in licensing submittals.

On the basis of the SALP Board's assessnent and the consideration of Unit 2
activities for 1992, the length of the SALP period will be approximately
12 nonths. Accordingly, the next SALP period <ill be from February 2,1992, to
February 6,1993.

A management meeting has been scheduled with you and your staff at the CPSES
training building auditorium on April 21,1992, at 9 a.m. to review the results
of the SALP Board. Within 20 days of this management meeting, you may provide
comments on and amplification of, es appropriate, the initial SALP report.

Your written comments, a summary of our meeting, and the results of my
consideration of your comments will be issued as an appendix to the enclosed
initial SALP report and will constitute the final-SALP report.

Since rely ,

Original signed by
John M. Montgnmery

Robert D. Martin
Regional Administrator

Enclosu re:
Appendix - Initial SALP Report

50-445/92-99; 50-446/92-99

cc w/ enclosure:
TV Electric ,

ATTN: Roger D. Walker, Manager
Nuclear Licensing

Skyway Tower
400 North Olive Street, L.B. 81
Dallas, Texas 75201

Juanita Ellis
President - CASE
1426 South Polk Street
Dallas, Texas 75224
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GDS Associates, Inc.
Suite 720
1850 Parkway Place

- Marietta, Georgia 30067-8257

TU Electric
Bethesda Licensing
3 Metro Center, Suite 610
Bethesda, Paryland 20814

Jorden Schulte, and Burchette
ATTN: William A. Burchette, Esq.
Counsel for Tex-La Electric

Cooperative of Texas
1025 Thomas Jefferson St., N.W.
Washington, u.C. 20u07

Newman & Holtzinger, P.C.
ATTN: Jack R. Newman, Esq.
1615 L. Street, N.W.
Suite 1000
Washington, D.C. 20036

Texas Department of Labor & Standards
ATTN: G. R. Bynog, Program Manager /

Chief Inspector
Boiler Division
P.O. Box 12157, Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

i Honorable Dale McPherson
County Judge!

P.O. Box 851-
Glen Rose, Texas 76043

| Texas Radiation Control Program Director
I 1100 West 49th Street

Austin, Texas 78756

| Owen L. Thero, President
Quality Technology Company
Lakeview Mobile Home Park, Lot 35
4793 E. Loop 820 South
Fort Worth, Texas 76119

|
Texas Public Utility Corrmissian

!

| AlTN: Mr. Chet Oberg
| 7800 Shoal Creek Blvd.

Suite 400N
Austin, Texas 78757-1024
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bec distrib, by RIV:
R. D. Martin Resident inspector (2)
DRP(2) DRS

Section Chief (DRP/B) Project Engineer (DRP/B)
DRSS-RPEPS Lisa Shea, RM/ALF
MIS System RSTS Operator
The Chairman (MS: 16-G-IS) Records Center, INPO
Ccanissioner Rogers (MS: 16-G-15) G. F. Sanborn, E0
Conaissioner Curtiss (MS: 16-G-15) RIV Files
Commissioner Remick (MS: 16-G-15) RRis at all sites
Commissioner de Planque (MS: 16-G-15) L. J. Callan, D:DRSS
J. M, Taylor, EDO (MS: 17-G-21) J. P. Jaudon, DRSS
J. M. Montgomery B. Murray, DRSS
J. T. Gilliland, PA0 C. L. Cain, DRSS
C. A. Hackney Chief, TSS
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II. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

A. Overview

During this assessment period, the licensee completed its first fuel cycle and
refueling outage for Unit 1. Construction of Unit 2, which resumed in January
1991, was nearly completed during this assessment period. Several systems were
turned over to the startup organization and preoperational testing on selected
systems and components was initiated.

Unit 1_

Licensee performance in plant operations during the first operational cycle and
subsequent refueling was generally considered good despite several operational
events. Strong management involvement in support of operations was evident.
Direct observation of performance indicated the licensee was able to perform
complex evolutions in a safe, coordinated, and controlled manner. Programs and
procedures which support operations were considered strong. Performance was
diminished by personnel errors, which led to reactor trips, engineered safety
features actuations, safety-related equipment damage, plant transients and
safety system misalignments. The radiological protection program was a noted
strength, particularly _the support and oversight provided during two outages
as well as routine operations, which enabled the licensee to maintain personnel
exposures below established goals. Performance in the area of maintenance e s
considered good but weaknesses were identified with respect to inattention to
detail during maintenance activities. Strengths were identified with respect
to maintenance training, craft knowledge, and welding activities. The
surveillance test and calibration programs were found to be generally effective
with strengths noted in their implementation, but the licensee continued to
experience missed and improperly performed surveillances. The licensee's
implementation of the emergency preparedness program was superior, and no
weaknesses were identified by NRC-during the most recent annual exercise.
Similarly, the licensee's security program was considered exceptional. The
program had excellent management support, equipment was state-of-the-art, and
the security force was found to be well trained, professional, and dedicated.
Engineering and Technical Support for operations was excellent, with particular
strengths noted in the programs developed for system engineering, preventing
loss of decay heat removal, maintenance of motor-operated valves, and fire
protection and prevention. Safety Assessment and Quality Veritication programs
were notably strong with only isolated exceptions. Licensing submittals
continued to require additional detail in the safety analysis as was also
noted as a concern in the previous SALP report.

Unit 2

Licensee performance since the reinitiation of construction in January 1991
has been excellent, with extensive management and quality oversight observed.
Construction activities were managed in a superior manner, and the
coordination between the construction, engineering, startup, and quality
organizations has been excellent. The initial training program to
indoctrinate construction personnel was considered a strength. Control of

... - _
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Systematic Assecsment of Licensee Performance (SALP) is an integrated staff
effort to collect available observations and data on a periodic basis and to
evaluate licensee perfonuance based upon this information. The program is
supplenental to normcl regulatory processes used to ensure compliance with NRC
rules and regulations, it is intended to be sufficiently diagnostic to provide
a rational basis for allocating NRC resources and to provide meaningful
feedback to licensee's management regarding the NRC's assessment of their
facility's perfonnance. in each functional area.

,

An NRC SALP Board, composed of the staff members listed below, met March 4-5,
1992, to review the observations and data on performance and to assess licensee
performance in accordance with Chapter NRC-0516. " Systematic Assessment of
Licensee Performance."

This report is the NRC's assessment of the licensee's safety performance at
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station (CPSE5) for the period February 3,1991,
through February 1,1992.

The SALP Board for Conanthe Peak Steam Electric Station was composed of:

Chairman

T. P. Gwynn, Deputy Director, Division of Reactor Projects (DRP), Region IV

Members

D. D. Chamberlain, Deputy Director, Division of Reactor Safety (DRS), Region IV
J. P. Jaudon Deputy Director, Division of Radiation Safety and

Safeguards (DRSS), Region IV
S. C. Black, Director, Projer.t Directorate IV-2, Office of Nuclear Reactor

Regulation (NRR)
W. L. Forney, Deputy Director, DRP, Region Ill _

/L. A. Yandell, Chief, Project Section B, DRP, Region IV
W. D. Johnson, Senior Resident inspecto;*, Unit 1 DRP, Region IV
D. N. Graves, Senior Resident Inspector Unit 2, DRP, Region IV
T. A. Bergman, Acting Project Manager, Unit 1, NRR
M. B. Fields, Project Manager, Unit 2, NRR

The following Region IV personnel also participated in the SALP Board meeting:

J. M. Montgomery, Deputy Regional Administrator
'T. Reis. Project Engineer, DRP

C. E. Johnson, Project Engineer, DRP
R. M. Latta, Resident Inspector, Unit 2, DRP
G. E. Werner, Resident Inspector (Trainee), Unit 1, DRP
B. Murray, Chief, Facilities Inspection Program Section DRSS
J. E. Gagliardo, Chief, Test Programs Section, DRS
T. F. Stetka, Chief, Operational Programs Section. DRS
1. Barnes, Chief, Materials and Quality Programs Section, DRS
J. L. Pellet, Chief. Operator Licensing Section, DRS
C. J. Paulk, Reactor Inspector, DRS
A. B. Earnest, Physical Security Specialist, DRSS
L. T. Ricketson, Senior Radiation Specialist, DRSS
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