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REQUE STE R

Scott J. Patterson
PART 1.-AGENCY RECORDS RELEASED OR NOT LOCATED (See checAed boxes)

No agency records subject to the request have been located.

N2 additional agency records subject to the request have been located.

Requested records are available through another public distribution program. See Comments section.

Agency records subject to the request that are 6dentified in Appendix (es) are already available for public inspection and copying at the
NRC Public Document Room,2120 L Street, N.W., Washington, DC.

'

Agency records subject to the request that are identified in Appendiates) M are being made available for public inspection a,d copying
XX st the NRC Public Document Room,2120 L Street, N.W., Washington, DC, in a folder under this FOI A number.

The nonproprietary version of the proposal (s) ' hat you agreed to accept in a telephone conversation with a fr4mber of my staff is now being made available
for public inspection and copying at the N RC r bbc Document Room,2120 L Street, N.W., Washington, DC, in a folder under this F OI A number.

Agency records 6ubject to the request that are identified in Appendim(es) may be inspected and copied at the NRC Local Public Document
Room identified in the Comments section,

Enclosed is $ formation on how you may obtain access to and the charges for copying records located at the NRC Public Document Room,2120 L Street,
N.W., Washington, DC.

Agency records subject to the request are enclosed.

Records subject to the request have been referred to another Federal as ncy(ies) for review and direct response to you.

Fees

You will be billed by the NRC for fees totahng $

You will receive a refund fro n the NRC in the amount of $

In view of N RC's response to this request, no further action is being taken un appeal letter dated . No.

PART 11. A-INFORMATION WITHHELD FROM PUBLIC DISCLOSURE

Certain information in the requested records is being withheld from public disclosure pursuant to the exempttons described in and for the reasons stated
XX in Part it, B, C, and D. Any released portions of the documents for which only part of the record is being withheld are being made available for public |

inspection and copying in the NRC Public Document Room,2120 L Street, N W., Washington, DC in a hider under this FOIA number.
'

COMMENTS

The NRC is Continuing to review records subject to your request. We will notify you
upon Completion of the review.
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INFORMATION ACT (FOlA) REQUEST FOlA - 95-262

DEC 0 S 1995(CONTINUATION)

| PART 11.5- APPLICASLE EXEMPTIONS

Records subject to r.no request thnt are described in the ercioned Appendix (es) are being withheld in theif entirety or b part under the
Exemption No.(s) and for the (=sents) given below pursuant to 5 U.S.C. SS2(b) and 10 CF R 9.17(a) of N RC regulations.

4

1. The withheld mformatson is property classifed pursuant to Executive Order,(Exemption 1)

I |2. The withheld mformaten relates so6ely to the entemal personnel rules and procedures of NRC. (Ememption 2),

3. The wethheld mformaton as specifically esempted from public dischsure by statute indicated. (Emempton 3)
. . . . . . .

Sections 141145 of the Atomic Energy Act, which prohibits the disclosure of Restricted Data or Formerfy Restricted Data (42 U.S.C. 21612165).

--

Section 147 of the Atomec Energy Act, which prohibits the disclosure of Unclassified Safeguards information (42 U.S.C. 2167),

4. The withhand mformaten is a trade secret or commercial or fmancial mformation that es bemg withheld for the ressords) Indecated. #aemption 4)

The informaten is considered to be confidential busmess (propnetaryl mformaten
_ - _ - -

The informaten is considered to be propretary enformanon pursuant to 10 CFR 2 7901dH11

-

The mformation was submstted and recewed in confidence pursuant to 10 CFR 2 790tdH2)

3. The withheld informaten consists of mteragency or mtraagency rec.ords that are not evadabie through discovery durmg fitigaten (Ezempton 6). Apphcable Prwilege:

Debberatwo Process. Disclosure of predeciseonal informaten would tend to chibit the open and frank enchange of soems essential to the deliberative process
XX where records are aitaheid m their entiretv. the f acts ara sa==tricab'v interiamed with the predecis onai en'ormation There a>so are no reasoaab'y searesabie f actual

portens because the reiests of the f acts wou6d permit en mdirect iriquiry into the predecas onal process of the agency

Attorney work product privnege sDocuments prepared by an attorney in contemplaison of litigation s
-

Attorney chent prwilege. (Confidential communicatens between an attorney and his/her chent.1

6. The withheld mformaten is esempted from .a >he disclosure because its disclosure wou*d result in a c6eariv unwarranted invasen of personal pnvecy (Emempton 6)

7. The withheid informaten consists of records compded for law enforcement purposes and is being withheld for the reasonis) endicated (Ememption 7)

Disclosure could reasonably be expected to mterfere with an enforcement proceedmg because it could reveal the scope, direction, and focus of
enforcement efforts, and thus could possitHy allow recipients to take action to shield potential wronqp$omg or a violation of NRC requirements

, from mvestigators. (E mempteon 7 ( A))

*
Disclosure would constiture en unwarranted invaeen of personal privacy. (Enemption 7(C))

"1.

The informahon consists of names of endividuais and other information the di6 closure of which could reasonab8v be ent. 21ed to reveal identsties of
g confidential sources. (Emempton 7 (D))

OTHER

, |
'

PART 11. C-DENYING OFFICIALS

Pursuant to 10 CFR 9.25(b) and or 9 25tc) of the U S Nuclear Regulatory Comm6ssion regulatrons, it has been determinert that the information withheld is esempt from pro-
ducten or disclosure. and that its production or d sciosu e is contrary to the pubac interest. The persons responsib6e for the denial are those officials identified below as denymgr

officials and the D: rector. Dwision of Fr'vedom of informaten and Pubhcations Services. Office of Adm.nistration, he any deme s that may be appealed to the E mecutive Directorn

for Operatens tEDO)

| DENYING DFFICIAL Ti f LE,OF F ICE RECORDS DENIED APPEL L ATE OF FICIAL

I Director, Office of = Su= c

|JamesLieberman EnforcemeBt Appendix N/l XX

|L.J. Callan
Regional Administrator Appendix N/2 XX
Reaion IV

I

I

l
| PART 11. D- APPEAL RIGHTS

The d$ mal by each denymg official identified in Part ll.C may be appesied to the Appellate Official identified there. Any such appeal must be made m writmo withm 30 days of receipt
of this response. Appeals must be addressed. es appropriate, to the Executive Director for Operations, to the Secretary of the Commission, or to the inspector General, U.S. Nuclear
Reguktory Commission, Washmaton, DC 20555, and should clearly state on the envelope and m the letter that it is en ''Appesi from en initial FOI A Decision."

NZC FORM 464 (Part 2) (191) U S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMIS$10N
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APPENDIX.N
DOCUMENTS BEING PLACED.IN THE PDR -i
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|~ NUMBER DATE DESCRIPTION |
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Re: FOIA-95-262

APPENDIX N
DOCUMENTS BEING RELEASED IN PART

NUMBER DATE DESCRIPTION

1. 10/17/94 Memorandum from Callan to Lieberman,
concerning recommended enforcement
action (1 page) with attachments (374

| pages total)
! -The 1 page memorarMum and attachments 1,

2, and 3 are being withheld
! Exemption 5 * '

Undated Attachment 1: Draft enforcement action
regarding NPPD concerning EAs 94-164,
165, and 166 (7 pages)
Exemption 5

Undated Attachment 2: Draft enforcement action
regarding NPPD concerening EAs 94-164,
165, and 166 (13

y pages)
| Exemption 5

Undated Attachment 3: Draft Commission Paper
concerning Civil Penalty to NPPD (2
pages)
Exemption 5

09/09/94 Attachment 4 (1): Letter transmitting
Inspection Report 50-298/94-19 (6
pages)

j
PDR Accession No. 9409160239

'

05/11/94 Attachment 4 (2): Licensee Event Report
50-298/94-006 (5 pages)
PDR Accession No. 9405160239,

I

10/12/93 Attachment 4 (3): Letter transmitting j
Inspection Report 50-298/93-17 (6

'

pages)
PDR Accession No. 9310200057

09/12/94 Attachment 4 (4): Cooper Nuclear Station
Bachup Data (6 pages)

Undated Attachment 4 (5): 28 assorted pages from
the Cooper Nuclear Station's Tech Specs,
updated SAR, and NUREG-800

|

|

!
,

1

l

l
_ _. -_

I
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! APPENDIX N
| DOCUMENTS BEING RELEASED IN PART

NUMBER DATE DFGCRIPTION
,

;

01/02/80 Attachment 4 (6): Letter transmitting
Show Cause Order (2 pages)
PDR Accession No. 8001170017

07/10/81 Attachment 4 (7): Letter transmitting |

Order (2 pages)
PDR Accession No. 8107290130

02/24/82 Attachment 4 (8): Letter concerning
NUREG-0737 issues (4 pages)
PDR Accession No. 8203160022

06/09/87 Attachment 4 (9): Letter concerning
,

Control Room Habitability (2 pages) l
'

PDR Acc ssion No. 8706120173

08/26/87 Attachment 4 (10): Letter concerning
Control Room Ventilation (9 pages)
PDR Accession No. 8709010108

Undated Attachment 4 (11): Unsigned copy of
Inspection Report' 50-298/94-14. The
signed version is in the PDR (21 pages)
PDR Accession No. 9409070043

08/27/93 Attachment 4 (12): Unsigned copy of
Inspection Report 50-298/93-99. The
signed version is in the PDR (2 pages) ]
PDR Accession No. 9309070112 j.

06/23/93 Attachment 4 (13): Unsigned copy of the
SALP Report. The signed version is in !&

|the PDR (31 pages)
PDR Accession No. 9306290092

07/05/94 Attachment 4 (14): Licensee Event Report
50-298/94-011 (5 pages) |

PDR Accession No. 9407130080

I06/22/94 Attachment 4 (15): Internal Cooper
Station memorandum regarding Local Leak

'

Rate Discrepancies (16 pages)

11/18/66 Attachment 4 (16): General Electric
Design Specifications (6 pages)
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APPENDIX N
DOCUMENTS BEING RELEASED IN PART

NUMBER DATE DESCRI* TION {
.

Undated ' Attachment 4 (17): 60 assorted pages |

fron the Cooper Nuclear Station's '

Technical Specifications

|'

02/14/73 Attachment 4 (18): 4 pages of the Cooper :

Nuclear Station Safety Evaluation j
!- t

09/10/75 Attachment 4 (19): 2 pages of a letter
! from NPPD to NRC regarding Compliance |

Requirements j
1|

| 08/05/75 Attachment 4 (20): 2 pages of a letter I
from NRC to NPPD regarding Compliance i

Requirements )
02/14/73 Attachment 4 (21): 4 pages of a Federal

Register Notice

| 02/17/77 Attachment 4 (22): Letter discussing .

compliance with 10 CFR Part 50, App J
(2 pages)
PDR Accession No. 8708180143

04/04/77 Attachment 4 (23): Letter discussing
compliance with 10 CFR Part 50, App J
(2 pages)
PDR Accession No. 8708180140

09/16/77 Attachment 4 (24): Letter discussing
compliance with 10 CFR Part 50, App J
(3'pages)
PDR Accession No. 8707160810

09/16/77 Attachment 4 (25): Safety Evaluation
!

concerning exceptions to 10 CFR Part 50, !
App J 12 pages) |
PDR Accession No. 8707160815 |

|

Undated Attachment 4 (26): 2 pages from the I
Cooper Nuclear Station's Tech Specs

10/30/78 Attachment 4 (27): Letter discussing I
'

compliance with 10 CFR Part 50, App J
(11 pages)
PDR Accession No. 7811020253.
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APPENDIX N !

DOCUMENTS BEING RELEASED IN PART

NUMBER DATE DESCRIPTION

Undated Attachment 4 (28s: 23 assorted pages
from the Cooper Nuclear Station's
Containment Penetration Checklist

Undated Attachment 4 (29): 26 assorted pages
from the Cooper Nuclear Station's
Contsinment Local Leak Rate Tests

Undated Attachment 4 (30): 21 assorted pages
from the Cooper Nuclear Station's
Updated Safety Analysis Report

09/09/94 Attachment 4 (31): Letter transmitting
Inspection Report 50-298/94-16 15
pages)
PDR Accession No. 9409150149

07/05/94 Attachment 4 (32): Licensee Event Report
50-298/94-009 (5 pages)
PDR Accession No. 9406290208

Undated Attachment 4 (33): 6 assorted pages from
the Cooper Nuclear Station's Tech Specs
and Updated Safety Analysis Report

2. 11/10/94 E-mail message from Harrell regarding
positions and addresses of Cooper
Nuclear Station Employees (1 page)
Exemption 6,

- _ _ _ _ _
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: MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKlUS
PHILADELPHI A ' COUN)ELons AT LAW WASHINGTON

1- NEW YOmx - 18 0 0 M ST R E E T, N. W. LOS ANGELES
'

MI AMI WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 HAmmiseUno
,

PalNCETON LONDON, T E La ronom s: I20214e7 7o00
.

o2USSELS FRANKFURTFAs (202: 46, 7:7e

TOKYO

June 9, 1995'

ERf1 DOM 0F INFORMAM:

l . ACT REQUEST

hord- 95- AkA
'

Carlton Kammerer
Director, Division of Freedom of [Md b - M -96~

Information & Publications Services
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission )
Office of Administration |
Mail Stop T6E4 |
Washington, D.C. 20555 |

1

Re: Freedom of Information Act Reauest
i

Dear Mr. Kammerer: I

Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. S 552(a) (3) and 10 CFR S 9.23 (b) , j
I request copies of any NRC documents to include, but not limited ;
to, notes, meeting minutes, transcripts, recordings, summaries, '

electronic messages (E-mail), drafts, reports, and memoranda that
contain factual information that formed the basis of, or relate
to, the following report.s or other documents regarding Nebraska
Public Power District's ("NPPD") Cooper. Nuclear Power Station
(Docket'No. 50-298): |

(1) NRC Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance
'("SALP") report issued to NPPD in June 1993 for the |
period January 19, 1992 to April 24, 1993; ]

(2) Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil
Penalties, dated March 30, 1993, regarding licensee
letter of December 1, 1992 to NRC that was inaccurate
and incomplete in material respects; j

(3) Notice of V:.olation and Proposed Imposition of Civil
Penalties, and Inspection Report No. 50-298/93-17,
dated October 12, 1993;

(4) NRC Operational Safety Team Inspection ("OSTI") Report
No. 50-298/93-202, dated December 28, 1993;

(5) Letter fz.om NRC to NPPD, dated January 25, 1994,
regarding declining trend in Cooper's performance;

QI t', r,anii_
,rw, - Nf " I V J
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MORGAN, LEWIS E BOCKlUS

Carlton Kammerer
June 9, 1995
Page 2 ;

I

(6) Confirmatory Action Letter (" CAL") issued to NPPD on ;

May 27, 1994;
!

(7) Confirmatory Action Letter issued to NPPD on June 16, i

1994; ;

(8) Letter from the NRC to NPPD, dated June 21, 1994, |
'

regarding declining trend in Cooper's performance;

(9) Confirmatory Action Letter issued to NPPD on July 1, |
1994; j

|

(10) Letter from the NRC to NPPD, dated July 29, 1994,
formalizing plans to conduct a special evaluation of 1

Cooper Nuclear Station; i

(11) Confirmatory Action Letter issued to NPPD on August 3,
1994;

|

! (12) NRC Inspection Report 50-298/94-14, dated September 2, !
1994; .

i

(13) NRC Inspection Report 50-298/94-19, dated September 9, )

1994;
I

(14) NRC Inspection Report 50-298/94-16, dated September 12, |
1994;

(15) NRC Inspection Report 50-298/94-18, dated September 14,
1994;

(16) Letter from the NRC to NPPD, dated November 29, 1994,
and the Special Evaluation Team (" SET") report
regarding interviews and inspections performed from May

'

to September 1994;

(17) Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil
Penalties, dated December 12, 1994; and

(18) NRC letter to NPPD regarding declining trend in
Cooper's performance, dated February 1, 1995.

In addition, please provide any documents that contain
factual information that formed the basis of, or relate to,
statements made to NPPD officials during discussions between NRC
officials and NPPD on the following dates (a brief description of
the discussions and persons believed to be involved are indicated
in parentheses) :
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MORGAN, LEWIG E BOCKlUS ;

!

Carlton Kammerer
June 9, 1995
Page 3

(1) February 18, 1994 (Ronald W. Watkins, NPPD President
and CEO, and Leonard J. Callan, NRC Region IV
Administrator) ; l

l

(2) June 23, 1994 (Guy R. Horn, NPPD Vice President i

nuclear, and Leonard J. Callan, NRC Region IV i

Administrator); i

(3) Week ending July 29, 1994 (NRC Headquarters meeting I

with NPPD attended by Region IV representatives,
including Leonard J. Callan, NRC Region IV
Administrator) ; ;

|

|(4) September 1, 1994 (Public meeting of NPPD Board of
Directors attended by the Cooper Special Evaluation
Team Manager) ;

(5) November 8, 1994 (NRC public meeting held at the Cooper
Nuclear Station to discuss NPPD's work to resolve
issues necessary for restart of the Cooper plant);

(6) November 17, 1994 (NRC public exit meeting at which SET
results were presented by Ellis W. Merschoff, NRC SET
Manager, and the Executive Director For Operations,
James M. Taylor) ;

(7) Any enforcement conferences held between NPPD and the
NRC between January 1, 1992 and February 21, 1995; and

(8) All NRC restart panel meetings regarding Cooper.

Finally, I request any NRC documents that contain factual
information relating to the following NPPD documents, or any
versions of these documents:

(1) The Cooper Nuclear Station Near Term Integrated
Enhancement Program, dated May 20, 1994.

(2) NPPD draft Business Plan dated May 21, 1994;

(3) NPPD's internal Diagnostic Self-Assessment Team report
dated September 1, 1994;

(4) The Cooper Nuclear Station Startup Plan, Revision 1,
dated September 15, 1994; and

(5) Cooper Nuclear Station Performance Improvement Plan,
Phase 1, Revision 2, dated October 6, 1994;
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MORGAN, Lewis & SOCKlUS |
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!

Carlton Kammerer !

June 9, 1995 $
Page 4 !

;

(6) Cooper Nuclear Station Performance Improvement Plan, i

Phase 2/3, Revision 1, dated December 9, 1994;.and '

(7) Cooper Nuclear Station Startup and Power Ascension
Plan, Revision 3, dated January 31, 1995.

i

:

To the extent that the requested information is included in !
documents or records that contain the advice, opinions or
recommendations of NRC staff, please produce all factual

,

information that can be reasonably segregated, in accordance with
'

10 CFR S 9.19(b).
i

I agree in advance to pay any fees associated with this
request up to S 500.00. I. request that you notify me if the

1

costs will be more than $ 500.00. I can be reached by telephone '

at (202) 467-7541. Thank you in-advance for your assistance.
!

Sinc rely,

n m
Scott J. Patterson
Legal Assistant

!
- BjP

|
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
i
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?, - k 611 GYAN PLAZA DRsVE. SUITE 400
...... AR LINGTON, TEXAI 760118064-

-

Docket: 50-298
License: DPR-46
EA 94-165

,

Nebraska Public Power DistrictATTN:
P.O. Box 499 Guy R. Horn. ! ice President - Nuclear

Columous. Nebraska 68602-0499
SUBJECT:

NRC INSPECTION REPORT 50-298/94-14

Mr. C. J. Paulk of this office. and Mr. GThis refers to the nspection conducted by Ms. P. A. Goldberg and
througn August 12.

The inspection included a review of activities. Cha, an NRC consultant. on June 13authorized for your.'994
Cooper Nuclear Station fa:ility. i

inspection, the finoings were discussed with you and those mat the conclusion of thestaff 1dentified in the enclosed report. embers of your ,

Areas examined during the inspection are identified in ththese areas
and reoresen,tative recothe 10soection consisted of selective examinations of proc d

e report. Within

activities in progress.rds, interviews with personnel, and observation ofe ures
The purpose of the Inspection was to determinewhether activities iutnorized by the license were conducted s f laccorcance witn NRC ceou1rements. a e y and in

Based on the resuits of this inspection. two apparent violationsidentified ana are ceing considered for escalated enforcement action i
i

|
C

were

accordance with the ''3eneral Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRCEnforcement Actions" f Enforcement Policy).
n

Accoralngly. no not1:e of Violation is presently being i10 CFR Part 2. Append 1x C.
.

inspection ficcings.
ssued for these

of apparent violaticns cescribed in the enclosed inspection report may chPier e be advised that the number and characterizationas a result of furtrec NRC review. ange

The deparent v1oiat :ns are of concern cecause it is
containment <.as inccerable for an uncetermined period of timeapparent that the primar1t is 5pparent that .nere was a breaKccwn i Additionato icentify anc ccrrect. dating DaCk to initial CCDstruCtlon e,n1Cn you have hadn your design control program,lly.y

.

to the prcDiems isscciateo with tne cr1 mary containmentThe apoarent areaKdown in design control contributednumerous opportunities
recent OrCDie",s '*ert',f'eo at the C0CDer Nuclear Station,. as well as other
a
n enforcenent c:nf

scneculec f r ::eneerence to discuss :rese apparent violations has been::nre ence :: oe .'6. 1994
'e :ecisicn to hold an enforcem:ccur e: ;c ~M

--

+3n : rat tne 'A'
as cetermined that a violation has

ent
c : :ement act ''' ~

\j 7 h
1:

.1 ne taten The purposes of this i ;\

k-.q uwkn
/.cv

.
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Nebraska Public Power District -2-
'

;

conference are to di5 cuss the apparent violations. their causes and safety
significance: to provide you the opportunity to point out any errors in our
inspection report; and to provide an opportunity for you to present yourproposed corrective actions. In addition. this is an opportunity'for you to

,

provide any information concerning your perspectives on (1) the severity of ,

i

the violation (s). (2) the application of the factors that the NRC considers
when it determines the amount of a civil penalty that may be assessed in
accordance with Section VI.B.2 of the Enforcement Policy, and (3) any other

| application of the Enforcement Policy to this case. including the exercise of
discretion in accordance with Section VII. You will be advised by separate

| correspondence of the results of our deliberations on this matter. No
response regarding these apparent violations is required at this-time.

,

This enforcement conference, which will also address issues involving the
'

control room filtration system (EA 94-164) and the electrical distribution
! system (EA 94-166), will be open to public observation in accordance with the

Comission's continuing trial program as discussed in the enclosed Federal
Register Notices (Enclosure 2). Although not required, we encourage you to
provide your comments on how you believe holding this conference open to

;

public observation affected your presentation and your communications with the
,

NRC.

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

Should you have any questions concerning this inspection, we will be pleased
to discuss them alth you.

Sincerely.
;

Thomas P. Gwynn. Director
Division of Reactor Safety

Enclosures:
1. Appendix - HRC Inspection Report

~50-298/94-14
2. Federal Register Notices

cc w/ enclosures:
Nebraska Public Pc'.ser District
ATTN: G. D. ..'atson. General Ccunsel
P.O. Box 499
Columbus. Nebraska 68602-0499
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! Nebraska Public Power District
.

.

ATTN: Mr. John H. Mueller. Site Manager j
.P.O. Box 499 q
Columbus. Nebraska 68602-0499

L Lincoln Electric System
:ATTN: Mr. Ron Stoddard

lith and 0 Streets |

| Lincoln. Nebraska 68508 '

? Nebraska Department of Environmental :Quality
ATTN: Randolph Wood. Director ,

3
P.O. Box 98922 |
Lincoln. Nebraska 68509-8922 1

1

Nemaha County Board of Commissioners !
ATTN: Larry Bohlken. Chairman '

Nemaha County Courthouse
1824 N Street !

Auburn. Nebraska 68305

Nebraska Department of Health
ATTN: Harold Borchert. Director '

Division of Radiological Health
301 Centennial Mall. South
P.O. Box 95007
Lincoln. Nebraska 68509-5007

! Department of Natural Resources
ATTN: R. A. Kucera. Department Director

of Intergovernmental Cooperation
| P.O. Box 176
| Jefferson City. Missourl 65102

Midwest Power
ATTN: Mr. James C. Parker Sr. Engineer
907 Walnut Street
P.O. Box 657
Des Moines. Icwa 50303

|
Kansas Radiation Control Program Director

,

|
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APPENDIX
.

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION IV <

,

Inspection Report: 50-298/94-14 i.

:EA No. 94-165

License: DPR-46
;

Licensee:
Nebraska Public Power DistrictP.O. Box 499
Columbus. Nebraska

Facility Name: Cooper Nuclear Station

Inspection At:
Brownville. Nebraska

Inspection Conducted: June 13 through August 12. 1994
i

Inspectors:
Division of Reactor SafetyP. A. Goldberg Reactor Inspector. Engineering Branch

C. J. Paulk. Reactor Inspector Engineering Branch
Division of Reactor Safety

Accompanied By: G. Cha. Consultant

Approved:

i. r. .sesterman. Chief. tngineering Branch
Division of Reactor Safety Date

~

Inscection Summarv

Areas Insoected:
Reactive. announced inspection of the licensee *s actions

concerning containment penetration problems found as the result of reviews andinspections performed by the licensee.

operated valves ano switch calibration for drywell instrumentation wereIn addition. issues related to motor-reviewed.

! Results:

As a result cf corrective actions for a previously identifieo violation
, .
!

the licensee ..as reviewing the Cesign function of all piping and
souipment pressure parts to determine if they were properly classified.

.

'

his effort e.as scheduled te ce :cmoleted in October 1994 and will be.valuateo cur:r.g followup of E-f:rcement Action 93-137 (Section 2.1).;

l

!

Q yLa w > n "'

.aviriff O f L ) m
:
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The licensee prepared 15 design change packages to bring the containment. '

penetrations into compliance with the draft General Design Criteria.
Criterion 53. July 1967, as stated in Appendix F to the Updated Safety
Analysis Report. and 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix J. Seven of these design
change packages were reviewed and no concerns were identified
(Section 2.1.1).

,

,

During the inspection the inspectors found that Flow Diagram No. 2028..

which depicted 80 safety-related components, was not accurate since it
failed to include some safety-related components. The failure to
include containment isolation valves on the drawing and the failure to
identify the drawing as safety-related was identified as an apparent
violation of 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix B. Criterion III (Section 9.1.2).

The licensee cetermined that the containment isolation valves in
.

54 penetrations had not haa Type C local leak rate tests performed on 68
|

,

of the components passing through the penetrations. The systems i

associated with these valves were classified as nonessential. However.
the containment isolation valves were re@ ired to function to prevent
the release of the post-accident containment atmosphere. The failure to
perform Type C local leak rate tests was identified as an apparent
violation of Technical Specification 4.7. A.2.f.1 (Section 2.1.3).

The total leakage of the local leak rate tests performed on components !
.

previously not tested exceeded the Technical Specification limit for :

leakage to ensure containment integrity. This was identified as an :apparent violation of Technical Specification 4.7. A.2.f.1. 1(Section 2.1.3).
I

The licensee identified a number of examples where penetrations were.

found to lack redundant containment isolation. The failure to have !redundant containment isolation barriers was identified as an apparent !nolation of 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix B. Criterion III (Section 2.1.4).
l

The licensee identified approximately 300 examples of c onents
.

associated with containment penetrations which were not assified as |essential. he failure to design. fabricate. and erect the containment
|' solation barriers to quality standards that reflected the importance of

.he safety function was identifiec as an apparent violation of 10 CFR
3 art 50. Acpenaix B. Criterion III (Section 2.1.5). j

he licensee cetermined that CCntainment Isolation Valve RHR MOV M027B |
.

- -

..as not capacie of passing its local leak rate test. The licensee
:ecided to move the primary ccntainment 1 solation function from the
'eaking valve :o another valve. This change was accomplished by use of

I
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a safety evaluation that was performed in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59.
It was concluded'that the licensee's change of primary containment!

isolation boundary was adequately justified, and appropriate p
controls were identified (Section 2.2).

,

rocedural
,

During a review of the licensee's actions concerning the lack of
.

cleanliness inside motor-operated valve limit switch compartments
was found that the licensee had not entered the recommended correc itactions into the corrective action tracking system. tive
because of the lengthy amount of time allowed topass before theThis was a concern
corrective actions were due which increased the caances for similar

'

events to occur (Section 2.2).

pressure switches was identified as an apparent violation ofThe failure to perform local isak rate testing for several instrument
e

;

Technical Specification 4. 7. A.2. f.1 (Section 2.3). |

Unresolved Item 298/9403-01,
.

valves for containment isciation. was closed.cencerning ten valves used as single manual
,

example of an apparent violatien of 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix 8. isolation valves without a seccnd barrier were identified as another
These ten single

Criterion III (Section 2.4).
:

Summary of Insoection Findinos: ,

3

Example 1 of apparent Violation 298/9414-01 was identified
!

.

(Section 2.1.2).

Example 2 of apparent Violation 298/9414-01 was identified
.

(Sections 2.1.4 and 2.4).

Example 3 of apparent Violaticn
.

(Section 2.1.5). 298/9414-01 was identified
i
'

Example 1 of apparent Violation
.

(Section 2..'.3). 298/9414-02 was identified

Example 2 of apparent violaticn
.

(Section 2.1.3). 298/9414-02 was identified i

Example 3 of apparent Violaticn
.

(Section 2.3). 298/9414-02 was identified
!

Inspect 1cn Followup Item 298/9;.'J-03 was opened (Section 2.2 2)
.

i

;Unresolved : tem
. ..

298/9403-01 e.as closed (Section 2.4). i

attachments- !

attacnment
Tersons Ccntacte: 3ca E<1t veeting

.
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- DETAILS !

1 PLANT STATUS -

During this inspection period. Cooper Nuclear Station was shutdown.

2 ENGINEERING (37550 and 92903)

This inspection was conducted to review Cooper Nuclear Station's actions
!concerning problems found with containment penetrations. In addition.

licensee's actions concerning dirty torque switches on motor-operated valves
>

,

and time-delay relays for the emergency diesel generators were reviewed. 3

>

[he inspectors reviewed the licensing basis for the Cooper Nuclear Station in'
!

order to evaluate the problems associated with the containment penetrationsaga1nst the appropriate criteria. The inspectors found that the licensee was
.

'

comitted to the draft " General Design Criteria for Nuclear Power Plant
Construction Permits." issued in July 1967.

This commitment was documented in
,the Updated Safety Analysis Report (USAR). Appendix F. The licensee was ;

evaluated and licensed to the draft General Design Criteria. July 1971. and 10
CFR Part 50. Appendix J. as stated in Sections 3.1 and 6.2.3. respectively of

e

'

" Safety Evaluation by the Directorate of Licensing U. S. Atomic Energy RCommission in the Matter of Nebraska Public Power District. Cooper Nuclear i

Station. Nemaha County. Nebraska. Docket No. 50-298." dated February 14. 1973.
The inspectors also found that the licensee. acknowledged the applicability of
the draft General Design Criterit in the draft design criteria document
prepared for the containment systems.

With regard to the applicability of 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix 8. to Cooper
Nuclear Station. 10 CFR 50.54(a)(1) requires, that each plant licensed subject
to the quality assurance criteria in Appendix B shall implement pursuant to
10 CFR 50.34(b)(6)(ii) the quality assurance program described or referenced
in the safety analysis report. The final 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix B. rule was
issued on June 27, 1970, and the operating license for Cooper Nuclear Station ,

was issued on January 18. 1974

On the basis of the above, the inspectors reviewed tile containment penetration
issues against the craft General Design Criteria. July 1967. as described in
the USAR. Appendix F: 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix B: 10 CFR Part 50. Aapendix J:
and, applicable licensee procedures. tesign specifications, and TecinicalSpeci fications.

2.1 Containment enetrations

The licensee precared Scecial Procecure 94-202. dated May
,

17. 1994.
" Containment 'e.alsco'..n." to insoect eacn primary containment penetration and
the piping to tne cutboaro centainment 1 solation barrier. The purpose of the
insoection .vas a s.:ocort ceveicoment of :ne containment design criteria

_
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document:
to comply with a commitment made in response to a violation in NRC

,

Inspection Report 50-298/93-17.
to support the upgrade of the licensee's program for primary reactorto review all containment penetrations; and

!

containment leakage testing in accordance with 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix J.
,

>

The inspectors reviewed Special Procedure 94-202 and found that licenseeinspection of each primary containment penetration, and components which were'

in the containment isolation system, was required.
in support of the preparation of as-built drawings. This inspection was also !

that the procedure was adequate. The inspectors concluded

containment penetrations inspected. had been incorrectly classifiedDuring the inspections. the licensee determined that 46. of the 255 primary
nonessential at the time of plant construction and were not contained in the'inservice inspection program. In accition:

;

The licensee cetermined that a number of penetrations had not had localleak rate tests performed in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR
.

Part 50. Appendix J.

of the primary containment in accordance with draft General DesignA number of penetrations did not have two containment barriers outside
.

Criteria. Criterion 53. July 1971.

boundary were classified as nonessential.A number of instrument lines and valves within the. containment pressure
.

294 welds in tr.e containment 1 solation barriers were found to either
.

never have cao nondestructive examinations performed or the
qualificaticn records could not be located.

Many penetrations .ere improperly classified during the construction of theplant. 1

The inspectors attempted to cetermine how such a problem occurred i

While no definite answer was provided. the licensee stated that the architect.

engineer apparently had missed a note in the General Electric design
specification whicn resulted in the in:oroper classification of containmentpenetrations and associated components.

,

were designed. facr'cated installed. and tested in accordance withThe inspectors fouco that equipment and components classified as essential
!

i

USAS B31.7-1969. ":uclear Power Ploing."
Equipment and components classifiedas nonessential ..ere desi

,

with USAS B31.1.0-;?67. "gned. fabricated. installed. and tested in accordancePower Piping.'

On the Dasis of these codes the arcnitect engineer designed the equipment andcomponents. The ir:nitect engineer.
owever, apparently missed a note inGeneral Electric :esign Scecif1 cation 22A1153. " Codes and Industrial



- - . - -- -- - --- . -- . . - - - . - . - .

..

.

-6-,

Standard " Revision-1. Note 3 of five, to this specification, stated that
"[p]iping which [was] an integral part of the primary containment for !isolation purposes, shall have at least the same quality ano levels of !

assurance as the primary containment."

In Appendix A of the Updated Safety Analysis Report, the licensee provided I
definitions for the class 1fication of piping and equipment pressure parts. )
Class C was assigned for "[p]iping and equipment pressure parts . . . for a !
high integrity system." such as the containment vessel. To meet this !classification. the licensee applied the requirements of USAS 831.7-1%9 for '

Class Il piping. Therefore. the penetration piping and equipment pressure
parts should have been designed. fabricated. installed, and inspected l

|

accordingly. l

As a result of corrective actions for a previously identified violation, the
licensee was reviewing the design function of all piping and equipment
pressure parts to cetermine if they were properly classified. This effort was
scheduled to be comoleted in October 1994 and will be evaluated during ifollowup of Escalated Action 93-137 for violations cited in NRC
Report 50-298/93-17

The inspectors observed 17 liquid penetrant tests of welds that were
ioriginally designea. fabricated, installed and tested in accordance with j

USAS B31.1.0-1967 rather than USAS B31.7-1969. The inspectors observed one
jweld that exhibited indication of weld slag. The licensee rejected that weld.

Subsequently, the hcensee chipped the weld slag off and retested the weld
satisfactorily.

The licensee ccmpie:ed the liquid penetrant testing on 260 welds that had been
improperly classified without identifying any other weld that was
questionable. The inspectort concluded that the licensee had aerformed
testing in accordance with USAS B31.7-1969 for the welds that 1ad no
documentation of sucn inspection during the construction of the plant.

2.1.1 Design Modifications

To address the concerns identified Dy the licensee's inspections of primary
containment penetrations. design changes were prepared. The inspectors ;

reviewed the 7 des 1cn change packages discussed in the following sections. !out of a total of '.5 which the licensee was preparing to bring the !
-

penetrations into ::mpliance with the draft General Design Criteria.
Criterlon 53. as s:ated in the USAR. Appendix F. and 10 CFR Part 50.
Appendix J. Cur'rg the licensee's verification and validation of the draft
design criteria cc:ument for the primary containment. the identification of ;

problems led to a ::mplete scrutiny of all penetrations (approximately 300). l
As a result of tr,e ''censee's efforts. 99 penetrations were identified with
problems ctr,er :ran classification. S e problems were categorized into 11
types. ..n1cr range: frcm missing caos to 1racecuate design.

|

.-
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2.1 1.1 Design Change 94-212 Torus Penetration X-218 Modification
|

Penetration X-218. as-found. consisted of a ball valve on the torus shell witheight thermocouples routed through it. A sealant of unknown composition
filled the void and acted as a containment barrier. The thermocouples were
installed under Design Change 76-17. Revision 2, but were never placed inservice. The design change was law: volded because there were no provisions
to calibrate the temperature elements and the equipment was abandoned inplace. The penetration was not local leak rate testable, and was not on thelocal leak rate test list.

.

The design change consisted of removing all thermocouple hardware and the ball
valve. and installing a 5.08 cm (2 in) socket welded cap, which would function
as a primary containment boundary. hence the penetration would be restored toits original design. The design change was classified as essential and
Seismic Class IS. The 5.08 cm (2 in) socket welded cap was purchased asessential material.

The applicable design code for fabrication and 1nstallation was
'

USAS B31.7-1969. .; eld integrity was cnecked by 100 percent liquid penetrant
nondestructive examination and pneumatically tested to 1.25 of design

i

The results of the liquid penetrant tests were discussed inpressure.
Section 2.1 of this report.

The inspectors did not identify any concerns with this design change,

2.1.1.2 Design Change 94-212A Electrical Penetrations X-209A through D
Modi fications

Design Change 94-212A consisted of two parts: the first part, associated with
Penetrations X-209A and X-209C. involved modifying the two thermocou)le
penetrations to permit periodic local leak rate testing as required ]y
10 CFR Part 50. Appendix J: and the second part, associated with
Penetrations X-2093 and X2090. involved permanently capping the two ;

penetrations.

The inspectors did not identify any concerns with this modification. The
inspectors reviewed Design Change 94-212A in its entirety, verified the design
changes during the walkdown, and concluded that it was acceptable.

2.1'.1.3 Design Change 94-2128 Penetrations X-43 and X-44 Testable Flanges

This design cnange replaced two flanged piping joints near Penetrations X-43
and X-44 with flanges incorporating a testable. double o-ring design. The new
design permittea 7.ese joints, wnicn v.ere part of the primary containment
boundary. to ce ceriodically tested in accordance with 10 CFR Part 50.2 pendix J.0
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.The design change was classified essential and Seismic Class 15. All pressure
retaining material was procured essential. The inspectors did not identify I

any concerns with this modification.

2.1.1.4 Design Change 94-212D Penetration X-21 and X-22 Upgrade
|

The purpose of Design Change 94-2120 was to enhance the isolation capacity for |both the service air and instrument air headers. upstream of Penetrations X-21
i

and X-22. respectively. Additionally. the modification provided test
connections for periodically performing local leak rate tests of the
containment isolation valves in accordance with 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix J
requirements.

The inspectors did not identify any concerns with this modification, l

2.1.1.5 Design Change 94-212E Primary Containment Integrity Issues

Des 1gn Change 94-212E consisted of three parts. The first part removed
Swagelok caps and installed valves and caps at ten test connections for
instruments which were in direct communication with primary containment. The
ten test connections were PC-PT-182. -4B2. -582. -1A1. -4A1 -5A1. -2104A.
-2104B: and PC-PI-2104AG. -21048G. Also. at PC-DPT-3A1. Drain Valve PC-V-243
was missing and was reinstalled. The second part of the modification removed
unnecessary tees located in instrument lines which communicated directly with
primary containment and replaced them with unions elbows or installed welded
caps. The third part of the modification cu; and capped 14 instrument lines
which penetrated primary containment and had previously been spared out. The
valves were removed and welded caps installed on the lines at the
penetrations.

The inspectors cid not identify any concerns with this modification.

2.1.1.6 Design Change 94-212H Post Accident Sampling System Modifications and i
Penetration X-51F Upgrade j

The purpose of Design Change 94-212H was to replace the existing nonessential |

post-accident samoling system Containment Atmosphere Sample Isolation |
Valve PAS-A0V-3AV e.ith two cualified 1.27 cm (0.5 in) air-operated valves. '

PC-A0V-247AV ano PC-ADV-248AV. at Penetration X-51F. In addition. test Iconnections witn caoped manual valves . vere provided.
|

The inspectors 21d not identify any concerns with this modification.

2.1.1.7 Mainterarce hork Requests 94-2978 and 94-3116

These maintenance c.ork requests installed caps and plugs to provide the second
barrier for ccrtav ment 1 solation. During the licensee's inspections,
numerous vents. :rr ns. and test connections. naving direct access to the
primary contav"er:. c.ere founc :o lac ( a sec:na barrier. These were
1 dent 1 fled anc - :a: or aiug e.as acceo cecenalng on the installation.
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The inspectors reviewed Maintenance Work Requests
,

concluded that both were acceptable. 94-2978 and 94 3116 and-

2.1.2 Drawing Control

that some of the containment isolation valves identified on the pe tDuring a review of the penetration walkdown packages, the ins)ectors n t d
drawings, and existing in the plant. were not included on Flow Diagr

oe
ne ration i

No. 2028. " Reactor Building and Drywell Equipment Orain System " R
safety-related drawing list in accordance with Cooper Nuclear StationThe inspectors found that Flow Diagram No. 2028 was not included on th

am

evision N27. !

,

Engineering Procecure 3.8. " Drawing Control Procedure." Revision 7
e

1;

inspectors concluced that the drawing was- inaccurately classified asThe

of the problems associated with classification of components as discussed in
.

Section 2.1, above. a result !
'

i-

Revision 7. defined a safety-related drawing as "a drawing or schCooper Nuclear Station Engineering Procedure 3.8. " Drawing Control Pro d
describing the features, characteristics. design or location of saf t

ce ure."
ematic

components, systems. or structures." e y related
added to the safety-related drawing ' list. drawing or port 1:n of a new drawing, classified as safety-relatedThe procedure also stated that any newwould be

1

response to the insoectors' finding.During the inspection. the licensee initiated Condition Report
I,

94 0309 in
The condition report stated that thesubject drawing dec1cted a total of 80 safety-related components, but was not

-

included on the safety-related drawing list.

components that e.ere not included on the safety-related drawing listreport. the licensee identified an additional 13 drawings with safetyIn response to this condition-related,

i

Additionally. Draft General Design' Criteria. Criterion 1
.

;

accordance with a
,

. July 1967

components of the station which [had] a vital role in the prevention orccendix F to the USAR. stated that ". . . those sys. in!

tems and

mitigation of ccnsequences of accidents affecting the public health and saf t[were) designed anc constructed to high quality standards
1 -

'

| ey ;
!

"

The inspectors . '

valves were asso:c r.t1fied five missing valves on Flow Diagram 2028.
ce

;
:

For Penetration .( '3.an unlabeled vent 1 solation valve downstreamated with Penetrations X-18. X-30E. X-30F, X-33E. and X-33F.
I These

Valve RW-254 was :t on the drawing.
.

of

detection air-coersted valve, was not shown.the manual contatement 1 solation valve for the air-to-vessel flange lFor Penetration X-30E. Valve NBI-502.eak off
Valve MS-900, the anual containment ' solation vahe for the air toFor Penetration X-30F,vessel head vent .as not snown.

solation valve for the air to-vessel flange leak offFor Penetration X-33E. Valve MS-501. the
-reactor. -

manual containmen:

detection air.cre 5:ed valve. was not shown.
Valve MS-899. :re 3nuai containmer.t 1 solation valve for the air toFor Penetration X-33F.head vent. was r : 'nown. - -vessel
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Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50. Criterion III. requires that "[m]easures shall '

be established to assure that , the design basis . . . are correctlytranslated into drawings . These measures shall include provisions i.

to assure that appropriate quality standards are specified and included in i

; design documents and that deviations from such standards are controlled." ;
i

|
| The inspectors identified the licensee's failure to properly classify drawings i'

as safety-related and the failure to include safety-related components on the 1

drawing as Example 1 of an ap
!- Criterion III (298/9414-01). parent violation of 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix B.

; 2.1.3 Local Leak Rate Tests
{

The licensee determined that the containment isolation valves in
54 penetrations did not have Type C local leak rate tests performed on 68 of
the components passing through the penetrations. The systems associated with

. these valves were classified as nonessential since they did not have to'

function post-accident.

Containment isolation valves however, were required to function to prevent
the release of the post-accident containment atmosphere. Containment
isolation valves. as defined in 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix J would be "any ii

valve which [was] relied upon to perform a containment isolation functior." |

! Type C tests were required for containment isolation valves that " provide [d] a l

direct connection between the inside and outside of the primary containment
'

( under normal operation .: [were] required to close automatically uponreceipt of a containment isolation signal .: and [were] required tooperate intermittently under post-accident conditions."

In accordance with draft General Design Criteria. Criterion 57. July 1%7. as
stated in Appena1x F'to the USAR. the licensee was required to demonstrate the"

functional performance of containment system isolation valves and
monitoring valve leakage."

Technical Specification 4.7. A.2.f.1 required that " local leak rate
tests (LLRT's) shall be performed on the primary containment testable
penetrations and 1 solation valves

! The inspectors icentified the failure to perform local leak rate tests as!

Example 1 of an aoparent violation of Technical Specification 4.7.A.2.f.1
(298/9414-02).,

The licensee had begun performing local leak rate tests on the identified'

The nsoectors attempted to review the results of this testing.components.

The licensee had 90; developed a running total of the results of the as-found
.

tests to determir.e the status of the primary containment and its ability toperform as designea. The inspectors were informed that one penetration
(X-22). on June 23. ;994. W in excess of 17 scmh (600 scfh) leakage. This
significantly excesced Technical Soec1fication 4.7. A.2.f.1 leakage limit of
0.60 La (5 37 s =n .189.6 scfh)),

;
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The total leakage of the local leak rate tests being performed on containment
isolation components not previously tested, with three remaining to be tested.'

was in excess of 17.66 scmh (623.57 scfh).
'

This value did not include any
leakage from those components previously tested, nor did it reflect the actual
leakage through genetration X-22. which was listed only as greater than

.

.17 scmh (600 scfh).
.

As noted above. Technical Specification 4.7.A.2.f.1
established the limit for local leak rates to be 5.37 scmh (189.60 scfh).This limit was established to ensure containment integrity.

The licensee had initiated a licensee event report on July 5. 1994, to address
the identification of penetrations that had not been tested as required by !

10 CFR Part 50. Accendix J.
addressed.1n a sucolement to the report.The licensee stated that the causes would be

i

|
'

On the basis of tre test results for the newly tested components, the
inspectors concluced that the licensee had exceeded the Technical .
Specification limit for leakage to ensure containment integrity for an
extended period without taking the required corrective actions.
is identified as Example 2 of an apparent violation of Technical As such. this
Specification 4.U.2.f.1 (298/9414-02).

2.1.4 Redundant :ontainment Isolation Barriers

The licensee inspected approximately 300 penetrations during the performanceof Special Procecure 94-202.
lack redundant ccntainment barriers.A number of those penetrations were found to

The licensee identified some penetrations with both isolation valves locatedoutside the primary containment.
However, between the containment wall and

the first isolaticn valve outside containment. there existed a single vent,drain or test ccrnection valve.
Penetrations X-21. <-22. and X-L'. Examples of this type of single barrier were |

.

i

Some penetrations ere identified by the licensee with only a single isolation.

valve outside of ::ntainment.
examples. Penetrations X-29E. X-30E/F and X-33E/F were

Penetrations X-215 and X-209A/B/C/D had thermocouple wires routed in pipingthrough the penetrations.
incapable of clos eg. with an unidentified sealant that could not beOn the outside of containment was an open valve.

!

determined to be :ualified.
unqualified barr'er These penetrations were determined to have an

Appendix B to 10 ::R Part 50. Criterion III. requires that "[m]easures shall
be established tc 3ssure that
translated into s:e:1f1 cations the design basis . . . are correctly

These measures shall include provisions
to assure that 3:: corlate quality standards are specified and included indesign cocuments i

that cev1ations from sucn standards are controlled."

_ _
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Additionally, in accordance with draft General Design Criteria. Criterion 53.
July 1967. as stated in Appendix F to the USAR. "[a]Il lines which penetrate
the primary containment and which communicate with the reactor vessel or the
primary containment free space [were) provided with at least two isolation
valves (or equivalent) in series." ,

i

The inspectors identified the failure to have redundant barriers as Example 2 '

of an apparent violation of 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix B. Criterion III
!(298/9414-01).
|

2.1.5 Classification of Primary Containment Isolation Barriers
;

I
! The licensee identified that approximately 300 examples of components !'

associated with containment penetrations were not classified as essential.
|Draft General Design Criteria. Criterion 1. July 1967, as stated in Appendix F !to the USAR. required " those systems and con.ponents of the station which I

[had] a vital role in the prevention or mitigation of consequences of
accidents affecting the public health and safety [were] designed and
constructed to hign quality standards "

..

General Electric Design Specification No. 22A1153. " Codes and Industrial !

i

Standard." Revision 1. states, in Note 3 of the Appendix, that "[p]iping. I

which is an integral part of the primary containment for isolation purposes.
shall have at least the same quality and levels of assurance as the primary
containment."

In addition.10 CFR Part 50. Appendix B. Criterion III. recuires that
"[m]easures shall ce established to assure that . . . the cesign basis . .
are correctly translated into specifications These measures shall 1

3

..

include provisions to assure that appropriate quality standards are specified
and included in cesign documents and that deviations from such standards are
controlled."

The licensee concluded that those components not classified as essential were
.

designed. fabricated, and erected to qual.ty standards that did not reflect
the importance of :he safety function to be performed in accordance with

!

;

10 CFR Part 50. ;ccendix B. Criterlon III: General Electric Design
Specification No. 22A1153. Revision 1: or Appendix F to the USAR.

The failure to design. fabricate and erect the containment isolation barriers ;

to quality stanoarcs that reflected the 1mportance of the safety function was !
1 dent 1fied as Exarcie 3 of an apparent violation of 10 CFR Part 50.
Appendix B. Criter on III (298/9414-01). 1

i

2.1.6 Ccntainmen: :enetration Inspections

The inspectors re. e.ved a number of crimary containment penetrations
previously inspec:ec by the licensee. For those penetrations, the inspectors
concluded tnat :re censee's inscection nad ceen accurate and the marked-up
drawings reflecte: me actual condition in tre plant.

I
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2.2 Motor-Ocerated Valve Issues

On December 20. 1993. as documented in NRC Inspection Report 50-298/93-29.
Valve HPCI-MOV-M017 failed to stroke. The licensee formed a problemresolution team to investigate that failure. The team issued a report on
January 7.1994 that documented the team's findings. Those findings were
that the failure was the result of fiberglass fragments between the limitswitch contacts. The team presented this report as the response to
Nonconformance Report 93-270 in order to recommend corrective actions.

On March 14. 1994 as documented in NRC Inspection Report 50-298/94-09.
excessive leakage vas noted during the venting of piping between.

Valves RHR-MOV LO25A and -M027A. In this instance, the licensee determined
that the problem ..as related to foreign material deposited on the valve seat
after maintenance that breached the residual heat removal system boundary. '

i

On May 27. 1994. :he licensee reported that Valve MOV-M016 was found i

" partially deenergized" after attempting to close the valve. The licensee's
)

investigation led to the identification of " particles" stuck between the !

contacts of the torque switch.

On June 20. 1994. :he licensee reported that Valve RHR-MOV-M027B was not
capable of passin'; its local leak rate test.
the licensee had not determined a root cause for the failure.At the time of this inspection.I

The licensee ihad decided to move the primary containment isolation function from !

Valves RHR-MOV-M025A(8) and -M027A(B) to Valves RHR-CV-26CV(27CV).
RHR-MOV-M0274A(B). and -M025A(B). The licensee performed this change by use
of a safety evaluation that was performed in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59,
2.2.1 Safety Evaiaation Review

The inspectors reviewed the safety evaluation and found that the evaluation
4

was thorough and :n accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59. The
inspectors noted that. In order to accomplish this change the licensee had to
change operating procedures to prevent the opening of either RHR-MOV-M0274
valve and to ensure that the motor operator will remain deenergized when the
reactor coolant temoerature was above 100 C (212*F). Another change to the
procedures was inat shutdown cooling could only be initiated when the reactor
pressure was less : nan 344.7 kPa (50 psig). The inspectors concluded that the
licensee's change of primary containment isolation boundary was adequately
justified. and appropriate procedural controls were identified.

2.2.2 Limit Swit:n Compartment Cleanliness

During review of re 11censee's actions related to the lack of cleanliness
inside the limit Iwitch compartments. the inspectors found that the licensee
had Droposed a C r oletion date of September 1994 for the corrective actionsrelated to the 's- .re of Valve @CI-MOV-M017 The licensee had not enteredthe corrective Sr os nto its tracking syste''i.



.
.

..

.

-

14

This was a concern to the inspectors for two reasons. The lengthy amount of
time allowed to pass before the corrective actions were due increased the
chances for similar events to occur. In this case, a similar event did occur
when Valve MOV-M016 failed to operate properly. The other concern was the
failure to timely incorporate t1e corrective actions into the tracking system
to assure that management is provided with an appropriate status of corrective
actions. The licensee had indicated that the failure to track was a backlogproblem because of an administrative overload. In each case, a condition

-report had been issued and initial corrective action initiated. The
inspectors were concerned that the licensee would have failed to perform these
corrective actions without the NRC inspection into the motor-operated valve
issues.

The licensee did form a conditior. resolu'.1on team to review the failure ofValve MOV-H016. This team had not issued its report, therefore, the
inspectors did not review the licensee's actions for that failure. The review
of the licensee's actions is considered to be an inspection followup item,

(298/9414-03).

2.2.3 Analysis of Other Valve Concerns

The failures of Valves RHR-MOV-M027A(B) presented other concerns. One concern
was related to the control of foreign materials when systems were breached.
The inspectors noted that corrective actions had not been approved for the
March event when weld slag was determined to be the cause of the problem.
When questioned by the inspectors. the responsible engineer stated that this
issue had been given lower priority and. in essence, that there was a lack of
personnel to ensure the corrective action process was timely. Another concern
was that the licensee had not considered any interim actions to prevent
foreign material to get into systems other than a memorandum to maintenance
personnel informing them of recent problems and instructing them to be
careful.

The inspectors concluded that management attention was warranted in the areas
|of foreign material exclusion and the corrective action programs. The
|corrective action program was considered to warrant the attention because of

the fact that it nao been implemented only recently and the inspectors noted
these concerns.

2.3 Switch Calibration

The licensee identified that several instrument pressure switches in
|Racks 25-5 and -6. subject to drywell pressure, were isolated during the

performance of 9 e containment integrated leak rate tests performed in
i

accordance with the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code. The licensee stated
that these int,truments were isolated because the licensee's staff thought the
test pressure (acoroximately 400 kPa (58 psi)) would damage the instruments.
Local leak rate testing had not been oerformed in lieu of opening the valves
to the racks durir integrated leak rate testing. On July 8. 1994
Surveillance Proce;ure 6.3.1.1.2. Revision 0. " Primary Containment Instrument;'

_ - _ _ _
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these pressure switches. Local Leak Rate Tests." was issued to initiate local leak rate testi
PC-PS-101A. B. C. and 0:The pressure switches on Racks 25-5 and -6 include:PC-PS-12A B. C. and 0: ng for.

PC-PS-16: and PC-PT-512A and B. PC-PS-119A. B. C

containment isolation, and emergency core cooling system initiation uponThe pressure switches perform scr. and D:am,

receiving a drywell pressure signal of 13.7 kPa (2 psig) or greatelicensee contacted the instrument r. The
could withstand the test pressure. vendor and was notifted that the instruments

but should be calibrated after the test toensure there was no shift in the operating characteristics of the instru
The licensee stated that these instruments would be calibrated aftsubjected to the pressure of the containment integrated leak rate test

ments.
er being

failure to perform local leak rate tests is identified as Exam lThe-

apparent violation of Technical Specification 4.7. A.2.f.1 (298/9414 02)
,

.

p e 3 of an

2.4 (Closed) Unresolved Item 50-299/9403-01-
-

.

Containment Isolation Use of Sinale Manual Valve for~
NRC Inspection Report 50-298/94-03
January 2 through February 12. 1994 summarized the inspection

conducted during
Unresolved Item (298/9403-01) manual valve for containment isolation, which was determined to bThe report discussed the use of a single

pending additional NRC review e an
question were all manual operated vents drains, or test connectionsThe valves inof ten valves were affected.

.

: a total

During this inspection. the inspectors determined that the ten validentified in the earlier inspection, had been modified by means ofmaintenance work recuest.
ves,

or plug. which actea as a second barrier for containment isolationThe modification consisted of adding either a cap
a

design philosophy ..as consistent with draft General Design CritThisstated in Appendix F to the USAR.
.

eria 53. as
requests were classified essential. and their certification and trace biliAll material used in the maintenance workwere available.

a ty

The licensee submitted its response to NRC Inspection Report 50 298letter dated May 3'. 1994

reconstituting the :esign basis for the primary containment systThe response stated that the licensee wa/94-03 by
. -

evaluate the issue althin that task.
s

em and would

and control of manual primary containment isolation valvesit was pursuing efforts to resolve NRC concerns involving the identifiIn addition. the licensee advised thatcationappropriatel

combination.y the acministrative control of the valve and cap /plugThe ~ censee stated that it planned to complete this effort b
, or more

August 1994
!

y

In addition to the .en valves identified in Unresolved Itemadditional manual .ents. drains and test valves were capped or plugged in298/9403 01
accordance with Ma Mtenance Work Pequest

-
,

This was discussec as a part of the cesign changes in Secti94-2978 and its supplement 94 3116report. -
.

on 2.1.1 of this

\ .
.

.

_ _ _ _ _
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In accordance with draft General Design Criteria. Criterion 53. July 1967, as
stated in Appendix F to the USAR. "[a]ll lines which penetrate the primary
containment and which comunicate with the reactor vessel or the primary
containment free space [were] provided with at least two isolation valves (or
equivalent) in series."

The ten _ single isolation valves without a second barrier were identified as
Example 2 of the apparent violation of 10 CFR Part 50. A
Criterion III. identified in Section 2.1.4 (298/9414-01)ppendix B.

.

:

,

__

.
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ATTACHMENT

1 PERSONSCONTAC[ED )r

1.1 Licensee Personnel

*R. Gardner. Plant Manager
*R. Godle
*G. Horn.y, Manager. Nuclear Licensing and Safety !

Vice President. Nuclear
*J.Lynch Manager. Engineering *S. Jobe. Acting Senior Nuclear Division Manager. Safety Assessment

i
'

*E. Mace. Senior Manager. Site support t

*J. Mueller. Site Manager
1

*R.Wilbur. Division Manager *J.Sayer. Technical Assistant to Plant Manager ;

*V. Wolstenholm. Division Manager. Quality Assurance
'

1.2 Other Personnel
i

*J.Parker. Midwest Power"H. Berchert. Director. Division of Radiological Health. State of Nebraska
i

*R. Stoddard Lincoln Electric System*W. Turnbull.-Midwest Power -

1.3 NRC Personnel i

*L. Callan. Regional Administrator. Region IV*A. Beach. Director. Division of Reactor Projects
\
.l

.

*C. Hackney. State Liaison Officer *P.Goldberg, Reactor Inspector. Engi.?eering Branch i
1

*P.
Harrell Chief. Reactor Projects Branch C i

*R. Kopriva. Senior Resident Inspector 1
*W. Walker Resident Inspector i

personnel during this inspection period.In addition to the personnel listed above, the inspectors contacted other

* Denotes personnel that attended the exit meeting on August 12, 1994.2 EXIT MEETING

An exit meeting was conducted on August12. 1994
scope and findings of the inspection were reviewed. During this meeting, the

.

the inspection findings documented in this report.identify as The licensee acknowledged

inspectors. proprietary any information provided to, or reviewed byThe licensee did not, the

i

|

|

|

l

- _-
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June 23, 1993
Docket: 50-298
License.: OPR-46

Nebraska Public Power District
ATTN: Guy R. Horn. Nuclear Power

Group Manager
P.O. Box 499
Columbus. Nebraska 68602-0499

SUBJECT: INITIAL SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE (SALP) REPORT

This forwards the initial SALP report (50-298/93-99) for the Cooper Nuclear
Station. The SALP Board met on May 20 and June 15. 1993. to evaluate the
licensee's performance for the period January 19, 1992, through April 24.
1993. The performance analyses and resulting evaluations are documented in
the enclosed initial SALP report.

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

Overall. licensee perfcrmance declined in several functional areas from the :

previous SALP evaluation. A large number of equipment problems occurred
during the latter part of this appraisal period that were caused, in part, by
the failure of licensee employees to aggressively pursue the root cause of

.

potentially significant equipment problems and to assume effective ownership I

of systems and comoonents. The problems were also caused by the willingness i
of licensee personnel to live with problems rather than thoroughly evaluate |
degraded or potentially degraded equipment issues. The Cooper Nuclear Station |staff appears to be satisfied with working around these problems and, as a !

result. the licensee's problem resolution process and corrective action
;

systems have been weak. Many of these equipment problems were long-standing. |and the failure to self-identify and correct the problems are viewed as i

demonstrated fundamental weaknesses in the oversight and self-assessment
functions. These concerns were most evident in the areas of
Maintenance / Surveillance and Safety Assessment /0uality Verification and. as a
result. these areas were assigned a rating of Category 3.

In Engineering / Technical Support, significant oeaknesses were observed in
problem resolution Dy the site engineering group. The board was concerned
with the examples of insufficient rigor applied to the evaluation and
resolution of identified problems. The evaluations relied heavily on verbal
information and there was lack of formality in the approach to the resolution
of these oroblems an1ch contr1butea to escalated enforcement actions. The
board assigned a rating of Category 2 ecause af the performance of the i g
corocrate engineer 1rg group and the morovements in operations training. i

N
I (1
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Performance in the functional area of Operations was mixed and assigned arating of Category 2. Routine operations remained strong, but there was a
lack of a questioning attitude on the part of the operating staff for some ;engineering operability. determinations. This lack of a questioning attitude
may have contributed to some of the plant problems identified during this ,

The relationship between the operations and training' staffs hasperiod. *

improved but requires some additional attention.

In Radiological Controls, performance has improved. The radiological controls
staff has made major strides in improving the overall program. The board was
concerned, however, with the apparent lack of aggressiveness in identifyingradiological performance weaknesses. Nevertheless. Overall performance was
assigned a rating of Category 2 and was assigned an improving trend.

Recurring problems in the areas of offs 1te notification, emergency assessment.
iand decisionmaking tended to offset the improvements noted in the area of-Emergency Preparedness. The failures to follow up on previously identified
'

'

findings and the addithnal violations indicated a need for increased
management attention. This area was assigned a rating of Category 2 with adeclining trend.

:

The area of Security continues to be a strength and was assigned a rating of ICategory 1.

On the basis of the SALP Board's assessment, the length of the SALP periodwill be approximately 15 months. Accordingly, the next SALP period will befrom April 25. 1993. to July 30. 1994. i

A management meeting has been scheduled with you and your staff to review the ';

results of the initial SALP report. The meeting will be open to the public
and held at the Cooper Nuclear Station security building auditorium on July 9.1993 at 10 a.m. .sithin 20 days of this management meeting, you may provide
coments on and amplification of. as appropriate, other aspects of the initialSALP report. i

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

Sincerely.

James L. Milhoan
Regional Administrator

I
J__ -.
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Enclosure: i

Initial SALP Report '

i 50-298/93-99

cc w/ enclosure: ;
Nebraska'Public Power District '

.

ATTN: G. D. Watson. General Counsel
P.O. Box 499

| Columbus. Nebraska 68602-0499
1

Cooper Nuclear Station
ATTN: John M. Meacham. Site Manager '

P.O. Box 98-
; Brownville. Nebraska 68321

Nebraska Department of Environmental
| Control
'

ATTN: Randolph Wood. Director
P.O. Box 98922|

[ Lincoln Nebraska 68509-8922

Nemaha County Board of Commissioners
ATTN: Richard Moody. Chairman
Nemaha County Courthouse

: 1824 N Street
! Auburn. Nebraska 68305 ',

Nebraska Department of Health
(ATTN: Harold Borchert. Director

Division of Radiological Health
301 Centennial Mall. South
P.O. Box 95007 ;

; Lincoln Nebraska 68509-5007 )
i

! Kansas Radiation Control Program Director

|

|

.

'

.
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bcc to DMB.(IE40) i

bec distrib. by RIV: '

J. L. Milhoan Resident Inspector-
|DRP.

Section Chief (DRP/C)Lisa Shea RM/ALF. MS: MNBB 4503 MIS System
DRSS-FIPS

Section Chief (DRP/TSS)Project Engineer-(DRP/C) RIV FileSenior Resident Inspector - River Bend C. A. Hackney. RSLO iSenior Reside 7t Inspector - Fort Calhoun J. T. Gilliland. PA0The Chairman (MS: 16-G-15) Records Center. INPOConnissioner Rogers (MS: 16-G-15) G. F. Sanborn. EO !
Commissioner Curtiss (MS: 16-G-15) C. J. Gordon

. Commissioner Remick (MS: 16-G-15) RRIs at all sites iCommissioner-de Planque (MS: 16-G-15) L. J. Callan. D:DRSSJ. M. Taylor. EDO (MS: 17-G-21) D. D. Chamberlain. DRSSJ. M. Montgomery B. Murray. DRSS
J. Roe. NRR (MS: 13-E-4) D:DRP

'

!T. Chan. NRR (MS: 7-E-23)
4. Rood. NRR (MS: 13-H-3)

-

1

l

|

RIV:DRP/C* C:CRP/C* NRR NRR D:DRSS* D:DRS*EECollins:df JEGagliardo HRood JRoe LJCallan SJCollins6. 193 6/ /93 6/ 93 6/ /93 6/ /93 6/ /93
3:DRP DRA RA
1BBeach JMMontcomerv JLMilhoan
6 93 6e 93

'
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INITIAL SALP REPORT
i

| U.S. NUCLEAR REGUI.ATORY CGPAISSION
REGION IV

1
.

;

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE
-

INSPECTION REPORT

50-298/93-99

NEBRASKA PUBLIC POWER DISTRICT

COOPER NUCLEAR STATION

January 19, 1992, through April 24, 1993
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j I. INTRODUCTION -

The Systematic Assessment of Licensee.Perfor"iance (SALP) program is an:'
; integrated.NRC staff effort to collect available observations and data on a '

| periodic basis and to evaluate licensee performance based upon this
i information. The program is supplemental to normal regulatory processes used

to ensure compliance with NRC rules and regulations. It is intended to be l
sufficiently diagnostic to provide a rational basis for allocating NRC

!, resources and to provide meaningful feedback to licensee management regarding.
the NRC's assessment of their facility's performance in each functional area.

An NRC SALP Board, composed of the staff members listed below, met on May 20
i and June 15. 1993. to review the observations and data on performance and to '

. assess licensee performance in accordance with NRC Manual Chapter 0516.- |
" Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance."

.. This report is the NRC's assessment of the licensee's safety performance'at ' i'

Cooper Nuclear Station for the period January 19. 1992, through April 24 |
! 1993.

|
I The SALP Board for Cooper Nuclear Station was composed of-

1,

Chairman i

A. B. Beach. Director. Division of Reactor Projects (DRP). Region IV

Members |

|J. W. Roe. Director. Division of Reactor Projects III/IV/V. Office of
iNuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR)

S.~J. Collins. Director. Division of Reactor Safety (DRS) Region-IV
L.-J. Callan. Director. Division of Radiation Safety and

Safeguards (DRS R. Region IV
J. E. Gagliardo. 1ef. Project Section C. DRP. Region IV
H. Rood. Project Manager. Cooper Nuclear Station. NRR
.R. A. Kopriva. Senior Resident Inspector. Cooper Nuclear Station. DRP.

Region IV

The following personnel also participated in or observed the SALP Board
meeting:

J. L. Pellet. Chief. Operations Section. DRS. Region IV
T. F. Westerman. Chief. Engineering Section. DRS. Region IV
P. H. Harrell. Chief. Technical Suoport Staff. DRP. Region IV
I. Barnes. Chief. Technical Assistant. DRS. Region IV !

,

B. Murray. Chief. Facilities Inspection Programs Section. DRSS. Region IV
D. B. Spitzberg. Emergency Preparedness Analyst. DRSS. Region IV

'C. J. Paulk. Reactor Inspector. DRS. Region IV 1
E. E. Collins. Project Engineer. Project Section C. DRP. Region IV '

.4. C. Walker. Res1 cent Inspector. CooDer Nuclear Station. DRP Region IV

I

_
j
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II. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Overview

Performance in the area of plant operations was mixed. The plant operations
staff performed its duties in a conservative manner during routine operations.
Command, control, and communications within operating crews and within the
operations department has improved but remains inconsistent. Management
attention and oversight of routine plant operations was evident. There hasbeen a lack of a questionin
operability determinations.g attitude by the plant operations personnel of

The relationship between operations and trainingimproved:
however. the operations department appeared to not totally support

and reinforce the training department's formal training program. The
emergency and abnormal operating procedures still exhibited some weaknesses.

In radiological controls. management provided strong smport. External
radiation exposure controls were implemented effectively. Excellent programswere maintained in the radiation protection area. One enforcement action
involved numerous operators and an operations supervisor that showed a lack of
respect for the special work permit process. The licensee effectively
implemented planning and preparation for the 1993 refueling outage. Excellentcoordination existed between the radiation protection department and other
departments and a strong as-low-as-reasonably-achievable (ALARA) program wasmaintained. Management has not been aggressive in identifying radiologicalperformance weaknesses.

In maintenance and surveillance the licensee's preplanning and work practices
|were coordinated and well controlled, and their work item tracking system wasexcellent. The performance of maintenance activities was mixed. although

communications and supervisory overs 1gnt were good. !

Maintenance of motor-
coerated valves was generally good, but there were weaknesses noted with the !

installation of terminal lugs.
Weaknesses were found in the licensee's

'

maintenance of the reactor building and safety-related check valves. Severallicensee event reports were submitted during the appraisal period because ofimproper maintenance.
surveillance activities were controlled and explicit. Program procedures for control and scheduling of

Weaknesses were found
n the adequacy of technical justifications to verify the operability of

eculpment when Technical Specification testing acceptance criteria had notteen met.
' solation valves. secondary contairment 1 solation valves and manual valvesWeaknesses were also seen in the licensee's testing of the pressure!

needed for safe shutdown of the plant.

:n emergency preparedness. improvements were observed in certain important:erformance areas. Recurring proolems were noted. however in the areas of
offsite notifications and emergency assessment and decision making. These
arcolem areas. comoineo with certain ' allures to promptly followup on findings
Sffecting emergency creoarecness. Sno the v1olations which were identified.
mc1cate a need for 1rcreased management attention in this program area

.

;
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Performance in the security area continues to be excellent. The program was
effectively managed by personnel within the security department. Upper
management provided strong support for the security program. Excellent
programs were noted in the areas of testing. maintenance. staffing, audits,
and the response to audit findings.

In engineering and technical support. performance was good. The interface
between corporate engineering and site engineering was effective. The overall
process to control projects and design modification activities appeared to be
very effective. The temporary modification process was found to be well
implemented. Configuration management was found to be effective. The
licensee's plant procedures were generally well controlled and technically
adequate to perform the desired actions. Improvements were seen in training:
however. licensed operator training continued to need management attention and
priority. Significant weaknesses were observed in problem resolution, and
several examples of a lack of rigorous problem resolution were seen. Examples
of over-reliance on verbal information ano informality were seen which
directly contributed to escalated enforcement actions.

In safety assessment and quality verification the licensee implemented an
effective operability determination and evaluation process and deficiency
report process. While some problems were effectively resolved, others were
not, continuing to show significant weaknesses in the licensee's approach to
the resolution of issues. The causes for ineffective problem resolution
included informality. apparent unquestioning deferment of corrective actions
for generic problems the absence of corrective action for those instances
where explicit regulatory requirements did not exist. and poor personnel
performance in bringing deficiencies to management's attention. The licensee
has planned or 1mplemented extensive initiatives to improve performance in
problem resolution, however, the effectiveness of the licensee's initiatives
to address personnel performance and personnel attitudes remains to be seen.
The licensee's oversight and self-assessment activities were not always
acceptable and will require additional management attention to assure that
these activities provide management with the critical insights into the
performance of the plant and the operating staff.

Rating Last Period Rating This Period
Functional Area (07/16/90 to 01/18/92) (01/19/92 to 04/24/93)

Plant Operations 2 2
Radiological Controls 2 2*
Maintenance / Surveillance 1 3
Emergency Preparedness 2 2**
Security . 1

'
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Engineering / Technical 2 2
'

Support
Safety Assessment / 2 3-Quality Verification .

;

*I Improving Trend'- Licensee performance was determined to be improvingduring this assessment period. Continuation of the trend may result in a
.'change in the performance rating.

**0 Declining Trend - Licensee performance was determined to be declining
during this assessment period and the licensee had not taken meaningful steps-to address this pattern. Continuation of the trend may result in a change intM performance rating. ,

III. CRITERIA

The evaluation criteria, category definitions. and SALP process methodology Ithat were used..as applicable, to assess each functional area are described in !detail in NRC Manual Chapter 0516. dated September 28. 1990. This chapter is
available in the Public Document Room files. Therefore. these criteria are
not repeated here but will be presented in detail at the public meeting to be

!held with licensee management.

IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

A. Plant Ooerations 1

1. Analysis

This functional area consists primarily of the control and execution of
activities directly related to operating the plant.

Evaluation of this functional area was based on routine inspections performedby the resident inspectors. The Region based inspections included two
operator examinations two Emergency Plan inspections. one plant procedures

!
'

inspection. and one unannounced folicwup inspection to observe licensed
coerators' conouct during in-house recualification examinations.

The crevious SALP report (NRC Inspection Report 50-298/92-99) noted that
management's attention and oversight was not always conservative: procedures
were not always used properly: and that s1gnificant weaknesses were identified
in the command, control, and communications activities when the operating
staff was presentea with simulated nonroutine emergency events.

Command control. and communications within operating crews and within the
coerations department has improved but remains inconsistent. A training guideand an operations 21rective have oeen issuea 'n this area. However formal
trair1ng to 1mplement the guice ana ::1rective rad not been provided and none
of :ne on-snift seervisors cuestiorea snort'f after its 1ssuance were awareof :ne operations :1rective. 'danagement excec:at1ons and reinforcement of ,

-
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!
training in these areas is an ongoing challenge. For example ~ operations I,

.

management was not expeditiously informed by a shift crew (by written or oral |
comunications) that a problem with the control room annunciator computer j
resulted in 60 annunciators being in an alarmed condition. Control room '

logbook entries for the event were also unclear.
1

i

The last SALP report cited weaknesses in event diagnosis and implementing |

emergency and abnormal. procedures effectively. During this SALP period, these !

problems. appear to have been effectively addressed as indicated by improved.. ;

diagnosis and procedure use during operator license. and requalification 1
examinations and emergency preparedness exercises and inspections. The last' i

.SALP also described concerns related to emergency and abnormal procedure. '
-

validity. During this SALP period the licensee was cited for the failure to .{
incorporate changes reflecting plant modifications into the emergency support 1
procedures in a timely fashion. This could have resulted in the procedures !
being unusable during certain accident sequences involving tie release or'

potential release of radioactive material. This Indicates the procedure
1mplementation continues to be of concern..although for reasons different than'

described in the previous SALP.

The enforcement history in this functional. area involved the failure to
incorporate changes into the emergency support procedures and the failure to
follow procedures. which resulted in a loss of shutdown cooling. The
procedure violations were not repetitive of those addressed in the previous

' SALP report but are indicative of the fact that procedure implementation
continues to be of concern.

Th11e the' licensee nas implemented significant effort to formalize and
'

document the evaluation of. the immeciate impact of deficiencies on the
operability of systems. there has been a lack of a questioning' attitude by
plant operations of operability determinations prepared by engineering.
Examples included the operability determinations that were prepared to address
a temporary strainer in the suction of the reactor core isolation cooling-
system, leaking shutdown cooling suction valves pressurizing the low pressure
residual heat removal system, and part1culate contamination in emergency
diesel generator fuel oil above the limits specified by the station
procedures. In eacn case, the conclus1on of operability was accepted without
cnallenge. The operability determination for the temporary strainer contained
assessments that the strainer could be back-flushed, but the physical
configuration precluded back flusning and no procedures existed telling
operators how to perform the evolution. For the leaking valves. a vent path
was established to bleed.the pressure. but no limits were specified
identifying how mucn leakage woulo De considered unacceptable, and no
evaluation of the containment 1 solation function was made. For the high
particulate the ccndition was accepteo without an evaluation of the impact of
the ceficiency on tne fuel delivery system and the operability of the
emergency diesel generator. The accettance of these operability
:eterminations witr apparent weacresses snows an absence of a questioning
attituce ano a lacs of cwnersnio :v ciant ::erations.

.-- - - - - ,. -. . . . . . .
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Management attention and oversight of routine plant operations was evident.
Senior site management routinely toured the control room on a daily basis and,
during major evolutions and/or plant changes. management personnel were
present in the control room, providing on overview of the activities.

Management's actions in response to operational events were usually
appropriate. On two occurrences the licensee elected to shut down the plant
to implement corrective actions (replace batteries in April 1992 and repair
the motive power to the low pressure coolant injection valies in September
1992). The licensee also made a decision to reduce reactor power after the
design basis reconstitution group identified a problem with the control power
for some emergency core cooling system valves.

The plant operations staff performed its duties in a conservative manner
during daily, routine. steady-state power operations: reactor startups: and
plant shutdowns. Few plant operational problems or perturbations were
experienced during the reporting period, and the actions taken by the ;
operators in response to a feedwater transient and reactor recirculation pump <

trip were accurate and timely. There were no automatic plant trips during
this assessment period.

Observed communications between operating staff and other departments during
the performance of maintenance and surveillance activities have im3 roved from
those observed in the previous SALP period. Managements * efforts ,1ad been
successful in reducing the number of illuminated annunciators on the main
control room boards during steady-state operations.

The relationship between operations and training improved. However, the
operations department appeared to not totally support and reinforce the
training department's formal program. Instances were noted where more iemphasis was given to on-crew input into training content than to that |

prescribed by the formal training program. This may account for the
differences identified in crew performance. Some cross-crew normalization
progress has been made by rotating operators into the training department:
however. the full benefit of the program has not been realized.

The licensee's operations staff was a very experienced and knowledgeable group
of licensed senior reactor and reactor operators. During this assessment jperiod. the licensed operator staffing remained adequate to maintain a six-
snift rotation of operating crews.

Housekeeping In the plant was good. *dost of the areas have been painted and
have been provided adequate lighting. Labeling has been completed for most
components throughout the plant and fcund to be of a quality to support
component manipulations by plant Dersonnel. There remain some less-trafficked
areas in the plant. which are not uo o the housekeeping equivalence exhibited
by the majority of the plant areas.

:n summary. overail cerformance n re area cf olant operations was mixed.-

re plant coerations staff cerfce'"ec s cut:es in a conservative manner

I
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during routine operations. Command. control, and connunications within
operating crews and within the operations department has improved but remains

,

inconsistent. Management attention and oversight of routine plant operations
was evident. Although different, the emergency and abnormal operating
procedures still exhibited some concerns identified in the previous SALP
report. There has been a lack of a cuestioning attitude by plant operationsof operability determinations. The relationship between operations and
training improved, however, the operations department appeared to not totally
support and reinforce the training department's formal training program.

2. Performance Ratina

The licensee is considered to be in Performance Category 2 in this functional
area.

3. Recommendations

a. NRC Actions
:

1

Review the licensee's actions and training with respect to operator
communications during nonroutine operating activities. Review the licensee'sactions to enhance their operability determination process.

P

b. Licensee Actions '

!

Licensee management needs to take appropriate measures to assure that the !long- term issue of operator connunications during nonroutine operating !
activities has been included in the training process for all operators. The
licensee should implement an effective process for the evaluation of deficient ;

!conditions that impact the safe operation of the facility.
!

B. Radioloaical Controls

1. Analysis

This functional area consists primarily of activities related to radiation
protection. radioactive waste management, radioloaical effluent control and
monitoring, water chemistry controls. radiological environmental monitoring.and transportation of radioactive materials.

This area was inspected seven times by Region-based radiation specialist
inspectors and on a continuing basis oy the resident inspectors.

4

During the previous assessment perioc. concerns were identified involving the
implementation of the radiological protection program during outages and
routine day-to-day activities. During this assessment period, the licensee
1moroved implementation of the radiciogical Drotection program during routine.
cay-to-day activities but still excertenceo some problems during outages whenactivity levels were nigh.
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Enforcement was taken when several plant operators did not follow the
requirements of a special work permit requirement. This example was of |

!

particular concern because numerous operators and an operations supervisorwere involved. !This event reflected a lack of respect for the special work
permit process as an essential part of the radiation protection program.

Senior management's. support for the radiation protection program. and the
;
'

radiological protection management's oversight of day to-day activities wasexcellent. Strong programs had been developed and were maintained in the .

areas of control of radioactive materials and contamination. surveys. i
monitoring, and radiation instrument calibration.

,

Management has not been aggressive in identifying radiological performance i

weaknesses.
five radiological safety incident reports.During this assessment period. the licensee generated only

j

Given the number of plant areas
!

1

that are contaminated and the magnitude of work performed. the absence of
incident reports reflects a site attitude of not documenting, and consequently I

l

not aggressively pursuing radiological problems.
t

Communications among the rad 1ation protection department and other departments
were instrumental in the progress made to reduce the number of contaminatedareas within the radiological controlled area. The licensee 31anned to |1mplement a program for controlling radiation exposures, whic1 included a new

.

radiological support system that used a state-of-the-art computer-based
'

electronic dosimetry system and access control system.

The licensee effectively implemented planning and preparation for the 1993refueling outage.
The strengths of this program included an inventory of

radiation protection supplies and equipment. coordination between the ,

radiation protection department and other departments, and an appropriate i

numoer of contract radiation protection personnel to provide the required
radiation protection coverage of outage activities.

The contract technicians
were brought on site several weeks prior to the outage to receive training.

|

External radiation exposure controls were implemented effectively by
monitoring whole body exposures using thermoluminescent dosimeters, self-
reading dos 1 meters, radiation surveys rad 1ation work permits. and ;

acministrative dose limits.
procerly posted and controlled. Radiation areas and high radiation areas were
ennanced guidance to workers and make them easier to understand.Special work permits were improved to provide)

Isolatedexamples were noted of workers not following all of the instructions ofspecial work permits.
control program. The licensee had implemented a good internal exposure

The licensee had implemented an excellent ALARA program. The radiological
;

crotection department was proactive in the area of ALARA briefings which were
:cnoucted prior to the performance of :omplex maintenance and operational

Ne 2LARA prejoo :riefings . sere thorcugn ana . sell organizedict1 ntles and/or .snen the ootentlai 'cr nign rad 1ation exposure was present.
. , addressed all

woortant issues, ano emonas12eo gccc aciotegical protection practices.

.-. . ._. _
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Prior to the 1993 refueling outage. the plant utilized a " soft" shutdown,
which provided good control of crud bursts and improved reactor water cleanup,
reducing external exposure. The ALARA suggestion program received an increase
in ALARA suggestions and was given excellent support from management and
workers from other departments. ALARA personnel performed daily reviews of
the doses accrued by jobs during the 1993 refueling outage and made frequent
tours of the drywell to observe work activities. Person-rem exposures and
personnel contamination events were maintained below outage goals.

The licensee's liculd and gaseous radioactive waste effluent program, water
chemistry and radiochemistry programs, and radiological environmental
monitoring program were effective and well managed. The sampling results from
all these programs Compared well with NRC independent measurements.

The solid radwaste and radioactive materials transportation programs included
excellent procedures for the preparation and shipment of radioactive waste and
other radioactive materials. The licensee's performance of characterizing.
classifying, and preparing radioactive waste for shipment and burial during
this assessment period was excellent. Radioactive materials and waste
shipments were made without incident or problems.

Staffing was maintained at appropriate levels in the radiological controls
areas. The various departments in the radiological controls areas had
experienced a very low turnover of technical personnel. The radiation
protection staff was supplemented with contract radiation protection
technicians during outages, but reliance was not placed on contractor
personnel during normal operating periods.

Accrealted training and qualification programs were established and being
implemented for personnel in this functional area. The radiological controls
area personnel were well tralned and qualified. Training instructors were
well cualified. Coordination existed between the training department and the
various departments that received training in this functional area. Thelicensee's overall training efforts were excellent.

The cuality assurance audits and surve111ances performed in the radiological
controls area identified pertinent finalngs. and the corrective actions for
the fina1ngs were timely and comprenensive. The audit teams included
cuallf1ed auditors and technical specialists ano were knowledgeable of the
applicable requirements to be reviewea in specific program areas. A self-
assessment of the radiation protection program. Including source term
reduction work control, communications. radiation protection during outages. {RARA. 3nd train 1rg. was performed, anc the assessment identified several
recommencations for orogram 1morevement.

In st,mmary management providea strcng support for the radiological controls
External raalation exoosure ::ntrois ..ere implemented effectively.area.

.

Exce;'ent crograms ere maintainea m :ne 3:1ation protection area. One.

enforcement acticn nvolvec severs; :: erst:q ind an operations supervisor
tnat Ecwed a :act :f respect S- r e ::ec 3 aort permit process. The

|

)
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licensee effectively implemented planning and preparation for the 1993 I

refueling outage.
Excellent coordination existed between the radiation

protection department and other departments, and a strong ALARA program wasmaintained. Management has not been aggressive in identifying radiological |performance weaknesses.

2. Performance Ratino
i

The licensee is considered to be in Performance Category 2 in this functional i
area with an improving trend. |

!

3. Recommendations

a. NRC Actions

None !

1
i

b. Licensee Actions I

The licensee needs to implement measures to assure that the facility staff is
more aggressive in the pursuit of issues which are to be documented in the
radiological safety incident report process established by site procedures.
C. Maintenance / Surveillance

1. Analysis

This functional area consists of activities associated with the predictive. )preventive. and corrective maintenance of plant structures, systems and
This area also includes the conduct of surveillance testing.

components. i

iinservice testing and inspection activities.
'

NRC inspection efforts consisted of routine inspections by the resident
inspectors and five inspcctions performed by region-based inspectors. In thelast SALP report. no recommendations were made for the overall program !

!improvement.

During this assessment period, maintenance work practices were performed in e
coordinated controlled manner. One exception to procedure compliance was
coserved during emergency diesel generator maintenance where workers did not
cbtain a system engineer inspection as required by the work package. ,

The
licensee continued to have an excellent work 1 tem tracking system, which is
effective in assuring that work in progress is properly documented and work
needing to be performed is prioritized appropriately.

he licensee's performance in implementation of maintenance activities was
Preplanning of maintenance activities and attention to detail by

11xec.

aintenance oersonnel were good witn good cc munication between maintenancerersonnel in tne field anc other crgan1:aticrs Supervisory personnel
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presence was noted during complex activities and periodically during theperformance of more routine efforts.

Maintenance of motor-operated valves was generally good. Some weaknesses wereseen, however. in the maintenance of motor-operated valves. Discrepancies
involving improper terminal lug installations and evidence of corrosion and
dirt in the limit switch compartment for environmentally qualified
motor-operated valves were not identified or corrected by maintenancepersonnel.

In mid-1992, the licensee initiated the development of a formal check valve
program based on NRC and industry recommendations. A significant weakness
existed, however In the licensee's check valve maintenance and testingactivities. While many check valves were tested in the inservice testin
program and others were inspected by the preventive maintenance program g
reactor coolant pressure isolation cneck valves were neither disassembled for i

inspection nor leak rate tested. The licensee's maintenance and testing
activities did not ensure that these valves were capable of performing thesafety-related pressure isolation function. At the end of the assessment
period, the licensee was implementing plans to perform leak rate testing of !

;

these check valves.

During the refueling outage, testing of the secondary containment showed that !

,

the licensee had not effectively tested or maintained secondary containment. !The secondary containment integrity test did not effectively address adjacent
|building status and this masked identification of a significant deficiency. iAlso. features such as secondary containment isolation valve timing were noteffectively tested. The licensee hao not effectivel

which were worn from use during the coerating cycle,y maintained door seals, degrading the secondaryjcontainment. At the end of the assessment period the licensee was
1molementing corrective actions to aoaress these deficiencies. j

!

During this assessment period, safety-related systems were declared inoperable l
'

and licensee event reports were 1ssued as a result of ineffective, or lack of.
maintenance on plant equipment. The nstances involved: (1) the clogging of
a steam trap, due to a lack of preventive maintenance, that raised questions

1

'

about the operability of the reactor core isolation cooling system.
(2) inoperability of a damper in the control room heating and ventilation
system because the linkage was not routinely lubricated. (3) failure of a
motor-operated valve to operate due :3 a stripped stem nut on the valve which
.vas not detected because of the lack Of appropriate acceptance criteria in the

i
'

maintenance work procedure, and (4) '311ure of a battery charger to operate
croperly due to a lack of prevent 1ve ~aintenance.

he systems engineering organization aas involved in maintenance and
surveillance activities. The overs,gnt proviced by the engineers helped to :

ensure that the maintenance and surve'llance activities were acceptably
molementec. However. the issues T50sseo 'n the four preceding paragraphs

moicate srortccmings in orogram tec~cai :efinition and technical resolut1cr9 : cent 1 fled problems.
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Early in the assessment period a significant weakness was found in the
licensee's surveillance test program involving the station batteries. The
program allowed that safety-related equipment could be considered operablewithout an adequate technical Justification when Technical Specification testacceptance criteria were not met. Following identification of this issue, the
licensee effectively implemented corrective actions to ensure that Technical
Specification test acceptance criteria reflected actual operability criteria
and that test discrepancies were formally evaluated and approved.

Program procedures for control and scheduling of surveillance activities werecontrolled and explicit. There were very few missed or overdue surveillance
The surveillance schedule consistently reflected planning and assignedtests.

Procedures for conducting surveillances were well written andpriorities.
easy to follow.

Personnel conducting surveillances were qualified. Senior technicians and
senior operations personnel provided oversight and guidance to trainees while
conducting on-the-job training. During surveillance performance. the
licensee's staff continued to demonstrate good communication and coordination.

The performance of nondestructive examinations in the inservice inspection
program was observed to be good. The nondestructive examinations were
performed by contract personnel that were well qualified for the specific

The repair and replacement program was effectively implemented by
processes.

well-documented work packages and the performance of work activities was
observed to be good.

The scope of the inservice inspection program did not include all
safety-related heat removal systems. such as the service water and reactor
equipment cooling system. These systems consequently have not received all
the inspection activities specified by the Technical Specifications, includingpressure testing. The licensee's third party review of the inservice
inspection program did not Identif
the inservice inspection program. y these systems as needing to be included in

The licensee's testing did not include periodic verification of many manual
valves that were specified to be operated using emergency operating
procedures or would need to be operated in other emergency conditions. One
example was the emergency diesel generator fuel oil storage tank cross-connect/alve.

A weakness was seen in the 11censee's primary containment leak rate testing
The licensee had tested 26 containment 1 solation valves with test

program.

pressure applied in a direction opposite to containment pressure without an
adeouate basis that the test results .vould be equivalent or conservative.
Licensee testing with the test pressure applieo in the direction of accident
cressure demonstrated, for some valves, that the testing was nonconservative.
At tne end of the assessment perloo. :ne licensee was implementing corrective
actions to eitner test the vaives ~ :ne :trec:1cn of accident pressure ortrovice an aceouate ;ustificat1:n 23- estm n the reverse d1rection was

__
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equivalent. The licensee also did not verify that instrumentation cabinets'
that would be exposed to primary containment pressure after the accident were
tested. The hydrogen / oxygen analyzers were not tested at accident pressure.

In summary. the licensee's prealanning and work practices were coordinated andwell controlled, and their wor ( ttem tracking system was excellent. The
performance of maintenance activities was mixed although communications and
supervisory oversight were good. Maintenance of motor-operated valves was
enerally good but weaknesses were noted with the installation of terminal

!

.ags. Weaknesses were found in the licensee's maintenance of the reactor
building and safety-related check valves. Several licensee event reports were
submitted during the appraisal period because of improper maintenance.
Program procedures for control and scheduling of surveillance activities were
controlled and explicit. Weaknesses were founu in the adequacy of technical
justifications to verify the operability of equipment when testing acceptance
criteria had not been met Weaknesses were also seen in the licensee's
testing of the pressure isolation valves, secondary containment isolation
valves, and manual valves needed for. safe shutdown of the plant.

2. Performance Ratina

The licensee is considered to be in Performance Category 3 in this functional
area.

3. Recommendations
i

a. NRC Actions |

The NRC should conduct inspection activities with the focus of assessing the
technical adequacy of activities and the appropriate scope of activities and
to review maintenance and surveillance program identification and resolution

!of conditions adverse to quality,

b. Licensee Actions

The licensee should review the scope and depth of maintenance / surveillance
activities to make sure that the maintenance and surveillance programs for
safety-related equipment are adequate to assure that the equipment can and
will continue to perform its safety functions. The licensee should also
increase the emphasis on oversight by plant management and systems engineering
to provide an increased level of technical support to the maintenance and
surveillance activities at the plant. Management should provide additional
emphasis on generation of thorough and deta11ed maintenance and surveillance
procedures, and on the need for maintenance / surveillance personnel to
carefully follow the procedures.

D. Emeraency Preoaredness

1. Analysis
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This functional area includes activities related to the establishment and
implementation of the emergency plan and implementing procedures, onsite and
offsite plan development and coordination, support and training of emergency
response organizations. licensee performance during exercises and actual
events that test the emergency plans, and interactions with onsite and offsite
emergency response organizations during planned exercises and actual events.

The previous SALP report noted a Performance Category 2 in the emergencypreparedness area.
The report recommended licensee action to implement

proactive corrective actions for identified weaknesses and to enhance itsself-assessment capabilities.

Evaluation of this functional area was based on the results of two inspections
conducted by the regional emergency preparedness analyst and observations bythe resident inspectors.

The two inspections included evaluation of the 1992
emergency exercise and an operational status inspection which included a
regional inspection initiative to evaluate the knowledge and performance ofduties of emergency response personnel.

During the assessment period, there were six emergency declarations associated
with actual events. all at the Unusual Event classification level.Five of
Technical Specifications.the declarations were made following initiation of a shutdown required by

The sixth declaration was made following a minorearthquake detected onsite.

During two of these events, the licensee experienced some difficulties in
implementing portions of the emergency plan and implementing procedures .
Specifically. following one event there was a delay in event classification,
which indicated a weakness in the decisionmaking process. In addition, a
violation was cited for the licensee's failure to complete notifications to
offsite authorities in a timely manner following the declaration of this
offsite organization was untimely.Following a subsequent Unusual Event declaration, notification of one
event.

above and in1tlated corrective action.The licensee identified the problems noted
In one instance. however. the

11censee's process of investigating, formulating, and documenting the neededcorrective action was slow.

The 1992 exercise resulted in five NRC identified weaknesses.The weaknessesinvolved:
(1) weak analysis and tecnnical assessment of plant conditions.(2)

failure to take steps to ensure nabitability of the Technical Support
Center / Operational Support Center. (3) failure to detect and classify General
Emergency conditions promptly. (4) failure to make the offsite notification of
the General Emergency in a timely manner. and (5) use of multiple dose
assessment programs for decisionmaking purposes without clear guidance onreconciling conflicting results. The weakness concerning analysis and
technical assessment of plant conditions was found to be a repeat of a similar
.veakness identified during the orevious exercise.
NRC noted licensee 1mprovements in several areas from the performance inDuring the exercise theprevious exercises.

Most notable were 'morovements in the performance of
control room operators. tracking of resconse teams. and the licensee's self-

__ ._
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critique process. The 1992 exercise was not evaluated by FEMA. however, the
licensee demonstrated an excellent working relationship during the exercise
with the state response organizations that participated.

j As a result of the 1992 exercise weaknesses and the previously mentioned
: findings related to actual event declarations, a management meeting was held ;

with the licensee to discuss NRC concerns in emergency preparedness. '

.

The operational status inspection found that emergency response facilities had
been well maintained. A good program of emergency response training had been i

administered and a good number of trained personnel had been assigned to the !;

emergency response organization. Quality assurance audits of emergency !

preparedness were of good scope and depth. During emergency preparedness
walkthroughs, operating crews performed well and demonstrated an improved
knowledge and performance of duties in all areas found to be weak in recent !

inspections. )
|

Two violations were identified during the operational status inspection. One |
violation was for failure to conduct required tests of the pagers used to |
notify members of the emergency response organization. The second violation '

was identified for failure to conduct a drill critique and for failure to
follow up as required on drill weaknesses. A noncited violation was
1dentified and corrected by the licensee for failure to submit to NRC one
emergency plan implementing procedure revision within the required time frame.

In response to NRC recommendations from the previous SALP report. the licensee
formed an emergency preparedness task force to review and recomend actions in
areas such as emergency preparedness program effectiveness, the emergency
plan. command and control of the emergencv response organization, emergency
preparedness training, exercises and drills, and other programmatic areas.
The task force report was issued midway through the SALP period. Substantive
recommendations and initiatives were made by the task force. Additional
corrective actions and improvement initiatives were presented during the
October 1992 emergency preparedness management meeting with the licensee.
Many of the corrective actions and improvement initiatives arising from these
efforts were scheduled for completion beyond this SALP period. Therefore the
overall effectiveness of these actions had not been evaluated by the NRC.
Despite these self-assessments and licensee identified recommendations.
however, the NRC continued to identify instances where the licensee was
neither aggressive nor proactive in response to some emergency preparedness
findings during the SALP period.

In summary. during the SALP period. 1morovements were observed in certain
performance areas mportant to emergency preparedness. Recurring problems
were noted. however. in the areas of offsite notifications and emergency
assessment and decisionmaking. These problem areas, combined with certain
failures to promptly follow up on findings affecting emergency preparedness, |

and the violations .vnicn were 1centified. naicate a need for increased
management attent :n in this program area
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2. Performance Ratina

The licensee is considered to be in Performance Category 2 in this area witha declining trend.
,

,

3. Recommendations

a. NRC Actions

Conduct an assessment to verify that the recurring problems of offsite
notifications, emergency assessments and decisionmaking have been corrected
b. Licensee Actions

.

notification. . emergency assessments, and decisionmaking have been correctedLicensee needs to take actions to assure that the recurring issues in offsite'

E. Security .

!1. Analysis

the plant. including all aspects of access control, securitThis functional area consists of activities associated with the security of
,

checks. safeguards information protection. and fitness-for y backgroundcontrols.

security inspections performed by regional inspectors and observations madeEvaluation of this functional area was based on the results of twoduty activities andby the resident inspectors.
-

Category 1 and did not include any specific recommendations.The previous SALP. report identified the security area as a Performance
Two violations of program requirements were identified during the SALP periodinvolving the failure to maintain control of a visitor and t
change locks after termination of security guards for cause.he failure to
management took prompt and effective action to correct the violations.Licensee

1dentify the root causes, and strengthen procedures to prevent recurrence.
The security program was effectively managed.
management personnel maintained an excellent knowledge of current industryPlant and corporate security!

trends by being actively involved in industry groups.

excellent understanding of nuclear plant security objectives.the staff were well trained and qualified security professionals with anSecurity management and
The security system received excellent maintenance support .

Instrumentation fand controls technicians were provideo to promptly repair or replace any
security equipment that required corrective maintenance.
by security officers on compensatory costs.normally completeo in a timely manner .vnich. in turn, reduced the time spent

Repairs were

We support and cooperation
amon9 security, plant maintenance. ano the Instrumentation and Controls group

i.
,

i
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was excellent and there was strong evidence of management's_ comitment to
maintain a high quality and effective security program.

i
An excellent. security reporting program had been implemented. .The security-
event reports and reporting procedures were well understood by security ji

supervisors and consistent with NRC requirements. The security staff- ;
conducted excellent analyses of security events, identifying trends and ideveloping sound resolutions to problems.

' The security _ organization was staffed with an appropriate number of personnel
to ensure that the security program was properly implemented.

t
-

The security tral _ning program was administered by a well ' qualified full-time jstaff. The program was consistent with the requirements of: the NRC-approved '

Security Force Training and Qualification Plan. Personnel training records
,

I

were current and well maintained. Personnel were knowled
-respons1bilities and performed their cuties competently. geable of theirHowever, the

|, training section did not have any. training aids available for hands-on typeL training. in the early part of the SALP period. For examples there were no;
simulated weapons or explosive devices to use during training on x-ray-l' equipment or during bomb search tactics. The video film library, at the time.

;
'

was limited to three or four recently. acquired films. The licensed developed
| some additional training aids toward the end of the SALP period. However, the
! -lack of training aids detracted from an excellent training program.

The submitted revisions to the Security Plan. the Security Contingency Plan,
and the Security Training and Qualification Plan under the provisions of

|| '10 CFR Section 50,54(p) were technically sound and reflected well-developedpolicies and procedures. Security personnel involved in maintaining|

plans current were knowledgeable of NRC requirements and objectives. program _

'

'

.
.

i
. A comprehensive annual audit of the security program was conducted by the !

licensee's quality assurance group. The audit team included an auditor with ;
nuclear security experience from another power reactor utility. The audit wasperformance-based and very well documented. The security department
1mplemented prompt and effective actions in response to the audit findings.

InLsummary, the licensee continues to maintain an excellent security program.
The program was effectively managed by personnel within the security~

department. Upper management provided strong support for the~ securityprogram. Excellent programs were noted in the areas of testing, maintenance,
staffing. audits, and the response to audit findings.

2 .- Performance Pattna

The licensee is rated as Category ' m this functional area..

| 3. Recommendations

None.

|

. - -. . - . -- . .. . --.
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F. Enoineerino/Techniel Sggr1

1. Analysis
'

|

This functional area consists of technical and engineering support for all
It includes all licensee activities associated with the !

! plant activities.

design of plant modifications: engineering and technical support for
.

)
operations: outages.. maintenance. testing surveillance, and procurement
activities: and training and configuration management.,

|

NRC inspection efforts consisted of routine inspections by the resident I

inspectors. four region-based inspections, and one structural audit team |
The inspection effort included team inspections to assess the.

inspection.
1

motor-operated valve Generic Letter 89-10 program and engineering and |
technical support functions. Additionally, two sets of licensed operator {

,

examinations were administered at Cooper Nuclear Station. i
j

The previous SALP report recommended that licensee management should implement !

actions to correct the ongoing concerns ident1 fled with the licensed operator |
'training program.

During this assessment. improvements were seen in training:
however. licensed operator training continued to need management attention and
priority. as previously discussed in the Operations functional area.

During this assessment period, a review of design modification activities wasperformed.
The overall process to control projects and design modification

. activities appeared to be very effective, with a small backlog of work.
Procedures to control design changes and modifications were found to be
comprehensive and well written as were the plant modification packages. A
great deal of conservative engineering effort was usually incorporated intothe modification process.

The temporary modification process was found to be well implemented, and
temporary modifications were not left in place over six months. Particularstrengths were noted in the weekly audit performed by senior licensed
operators and the use and control of temporary modification tags.

The interface between corporate engineering and site engineering appearedeffective. There was a very stable engineering staff with a low turnover
Good morale was observed. and staffing levels appeared consistent withrate.

the workload. Engineering personnel were qualified and trained and theirrespons1bilities oefined. Of particular note was the emphasis on
certification of system engineers as snift technical advisors. Engineering
appeared to have good credibility ano working relationships within the1 1censee's organization.

Ccnf1guration management was found to De effective. Although the licensee's
:esign basis reconstitution crocess .sas founo to be somewhat delayed. issues;. nave ceen ment 1fleo Dy this orogram ..n cn were promptly addressed.

!
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The scope of the licensee's program to test motor-operated valves was
consistent with Generic Letter 89-10 and was managed by knowledgeablepersonnel. During NRC reviews, a number of weaknesses were identified
including calculations, use of design basis parameters, and testing.
Additionally. the licensee had addressed the recommendation of Generic
Letter 89-10 to evaluate and trend motor-operated valve failures but had notyet implemented the procedures. Inspectors observed the conditions of the
valves to be very good. Overall, the licensee's motor-operated valve testingwas good.

In the area of engineering. the licensee's plant procedures were generally
well controlled and technically adequate to perform the desired actions.
Examples of weakne.sses in procedure support were noted, including a lack of
independent verification of a calculation. providing timely procedure change
information to plant operators and a lack of information in relay maintenanceprocedures. In one case, support procedures were known to be in error and
timely corrective action had not been performed to correct the errors.

The licensee's program for the training of candidates for an oMrating licensewas determined to be adequate. One weakness was observed in t1e origin of-learning objectives.

Actions to strengthen this program continued with the reallocation of
resources to training, but at a slow rate. Enlarging the training staff
through direct hiring and implementation of the program to bring in licensed
operators from the operations department had a positive affect on the
operations department's acceptance to training. Some improvement was noted in
the formal communication process between the operations and trainingdepartment management staffs.

Significant weaknesses were observed in problem resolution. One cause for
ineffective problem resolution was informality and this has manifested itself
as a tendency to rely on verbal information over documentation or plantrecords. Plant engineers relied on verbal information from maintenance
personnel. without verification. that no temporary strainers existed in the
system, in deference to the information that was on approved drawings that
showed that strainers were installed. This ve-bal information was found laterto be in error. Plant engineers also relled an verbal information regarding
the existence of documentation that temporary 5 trainers had been removed
during preoperational or startup testing, even though the documentation that
the engineer reviewed indicated the exact opposite. This was presented to the
NRC as justification that temporary stralners had been removed and was later
found to be incorrect; temporary strainers were, in fact. in the system.

Informality was also seen in the licensee's resolution of a secondary
containment integrity test failure as discussed in maintenance and
surve11'ance. A lack of rigorous resolution of a high particulate
concentrations in tne oiesel fuei 011 ano 'eaking shutdown cooling suction {
isolation valves aas also seen. The secer.cary containment was declared i

operaole without a good uncerstanoing of tre causes for the test failure and
'
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without action to prevent recurrence.
The licensee subsequently found that a t

and the radwaste building. loop seal was missing causing a 10-inch flow path between the reactor buildingi
'

Overall. the performance in this functional area was mixed.
between corporate engineering and site engineering was effective.The interface

The overallprocess to control projects and design modification activities ap3 eared to bevery effective.
The temporary modification process was found to Oe wellimplemented.

Configuration management was found to be effective.
adequate to perform the desired actions. licensee's plant procedures were generally well controlled and technically

The

Improvements were seen in. training:
however. licensed operator training continued to need management attention andpriority.

Significant weaknesses were observed in problem.resolutio
several examples of a lack of rigorous problem resolution were seen.n and
of over-reliance on verbal information and informality were seen whichExamples

directly contributed to escalated enforcement actions.
2. Performance Ratina

The licensee is considered to be in Performance Category 2 in this functionalarea.

3. Recomendations

a. NRC Actions

None,

b. Licensee Actions

The licensee needs to resolve plant problems by correcting the root cause
with the objective of closing the issue with finality, rather than by using a,

quick fix approach to mitigate the immediate symptoms.
The licensee shouldput more thoroughness. formality. and attention to careful documentation intothe process.

engineering function more emphasis with more responsibility and authority forThe licensee should also give management oversight and/or systemreviewing all aspects of a problem.

G. Safety Assessment /0uality Veri fication

1. Analysis

This functional area includes all licensee review activities associated withthe implementation of licensee safety policies. including licensee activities
related to amencment, exemption. and relief recuests and other regulatoryinitiatives.

In addition. It includes licensee activities related to theresolution of safety 1ssues, safety committees
and the effectiveness of the verification func:'on in identifying andself assessment activities,
cotential proolems. ano in monitoring the ove 4 correcting substancard or anomaicus cerformance. 'n identifying precursors of

cerformance of the plant.

_ _ _ _ _ _ .



..

.
-

i

21.

NRC inspection efforts in this area consisted of the core inspection program. |regional initiative inspections, and NRR program reviews. The previous SALP
i

report identified a high threshold for initiating nonconformance reports and {that the licensee was not proactive in identifying potential safety issues in '

this area. During this assessment period, the licensee expanded the
corrective action program to capture those deficient conditions that did not
rise to the threshold of a nonconformance report. The programatic features
appeared to be an improvement in that additional items were captured for !

,

resolution that would not have been documented under the previous program.

Problem resolution, however, continued to show significant weaknesses. While
some problems were effectively resolved from a safety perspective, others were
not addressed or evaluated with sufficient rigor to assure that potential
safety issues were clearly brought to management's attention and subjected to
the comprehensive corrective action which would correct the root cause and
prevent recurrence of the problem.

Examples of effective problem resolution were the items identified from the
licensee's design basis reconstitution efforts such as a single failure

.

i

I
vulnerability in the emergency core cooling systems and the vulnerability of
safety-related switchgear to missiles. In these examples. the licensee's
understanding of the safety implications of the vulnerabilities was good, and
the licensee implemented effective compensatory / corrective actions to resolve
the problems.

Problems which were not adequately resolved included copper contamination in !station batteries. temporary startup stra1ners in safety-related systems, '

repetitive feedwater check valve leak rate test failures, primary coolant
system relief valve drift problems. Informal documentation of deficiencies in
emergency condensate storage tank inspections, emergency diesel fuel oil high
particulate, leaking shutdown cooling suction valves, reactor building
surveillance test failures and. emergency operating support procedures with
previously identified deficiencies that were not corrected.

The apparent causes for ineffective or protracted problem resolutions
included: (1) apparently unquestioning deferment of corrective actions until
the " generic" or " industry" problems have been solved: (2) reluctance to take
corrective action in those cases where explicit regulatory requirements did
not exist: and (3) reluctance by working-level personnel to bring problems to
the attention of plant management.

The licensee's protracted resolution of feedwater check valves that failed
local leak rate testing repetitively and the absence of action to prevent
recurrence or to mit1 gate the primary coolant system relief valve setpoint
drift are examples of a willingness to defer corrective action until generic
issues are resolvea. The licensee's operability conclusion for emergency
diesel fuel oil h1gn particulate and their ineffective initial corrective
actions for leaking snutdown cooiing suction 1 solation valves are examples of
a reluctance to tace corractive action without exDlicit regulatory
ecuirements. The emergency c:naensate storage tank coating blistering which
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I
'

was found during an-inspection but not documented in the work package, was an
example of the type of problem not brought to management's attention. ;

|

Plant management has shown the ability and desire to effectively resolve l

issues once they are made aware of the deficiencies. However, management I

!

continues to be, for the most part, reactive in identifying deficientconditions. Historically, the licensee had established a performance
indicator which placed an upper limit on the number of open corrective actiondocuments.

This was viewed as a reward for a low number of corrective actionsystem documents and may have discouraged the documentation of deficientconditions.
linked to reportability and/or operability.The initiation of nonconformance reports, historically, has beenThis fostered the practice of
documenting only reportable conditions in the corrective action systems rather
than documenting deficient conditions and then giving them the appropriatereview for reportability. Deficiencies identified when equipment was not
operable, or not required to be operable. were not likely to be captured bythe licensee's corrective action systems.

The licensee's initiatives in
implementing a deficiency report process, while very positive, have not yet
corrected the attitudes that remain from the historical approach to corrective

t

action systems.

!At the end of the assessment period, the licensee had taken corrective actions
to improve performance in resolving problems, many of which had not yet beenimplemented.

The licensee ~s programmatic initiatives appear sound; however.
the effectiveness of the licensee's corrective actions to address personnel :

.erformance and personnel attitudes have not yet been evaluated.
,

|
i

Licensee efforts have also been expended to develop and implement formal
operability determination and evaluation processes. These efforts were
initiated in response to an operability determination which did not receive
approval from the Station Operations Review Committee as required. The
licensee had generally been effective in evaluating the immediate impact of
deficient conditions on the operability of safety-related equipment, but the
immediate conclusion of operability may have encouraged delay of prudent
corrective actions in some cases. Also, some operability determinations
contained weaknesses as discussed in plant operations.

!

The licensee's performance of oversight and critical self-assessment
activities were marginally satisfactory. The Station Operations Review
Committee and the Safety Review and Audit Board met frequently to evaluate
emerging safety issues and to review other 1ssues required by their chartersand the Technical Specifications. The oversight activities of these
committees had not been effective in identifying the numerous problems which
were found by the NRC inspectors in the special strainer inspection and in thecorrective action inspection.

Although the Quality assurance department 1ssued quarterly trend reports that
contained a comprenensive como11ation of activities. the reports did not
mghlight proolems cr provide any assessment cr recommendations as a result of'noicateo trends. The auott and surve'llance 3Ctivltles of the quality
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assurance department had not been effective in providing effective oversight
of site activities to provide early identification of many of the issues that
were identified in the special inspection on strainers and the corrective
action inspection.

Station performance indicators had received limited distribution and did not
!

contain an assessment of the indicators or draw conclusions that would have |been of benefit to management in their oversight of site activities.

The licensee's system for identifying and evaluating internal and external
operational experience and events had been effective as a management tool.
The Document and Event Review Committee actions to identify training work
requests for improving training effectiveness based on operational experiences
was a strength.

During the assessment period, the NRR staff reviewed a -large number of license
amendment requests and the safety analyses performed b
Generally the licensee's submittals were acceptable. y and for the licensee.The number of licensing ;
actions and activities appears to be appropriate for a plant of Cooper Nuclear
Station's vintage. Overall. the licensee's performance for this element of~
this functional area is average and could be improved by increased attention
to timeliness, accuracy, and completeness. The licensee's performance has
been good, however, when it focussed its resources on an issue. An exam 31e of '

this is the well-thought-out comments the licensee submitted regarding t1e
staff's draft position on the generic dedication issues that resulted from the
pilot inspections.

In summary. the facility has generally been operated in a safe manner. While
some problems were effectively resolved. Others were not, continuing to show
significant weaknesses in the licensee's approach to the resolution of issues.
The causes for ineffective problem resolution included informality, deferment
of corrective actions for' generic problems. the absence of corrective action
for those instances where explicit regulatory requirements did not exist, and
poor personnel performance in bringing deficiencies to management's attention
The licensee has planned or implemented extensive initiatives to improve
performance in problem resolution, however. the effectiveness of the
licensee's initiatives to address personnel performance and personnel
attitudes remains to be seen. The licensee's oversight and self-assessment
activities were not always acceptable and will require additional management
attention to assure that these activities provide management with the critical
insights into the performance of the plant and the operating staff.

2. Performance Ra. 31

The licensee is considered to be in Performance Category 3 in this functional
area.

|

|

1
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3. Recommendations -

a. NRC Actions

Review the licensee's actions to enhance their process for performing critical
self-assessments of their performance and providing more depth to their icorrective action processes.

b. Licensee Actions

Licensee management needs to perform a critical assessment of their corrective
action processes in light of the problems identified by the NRC and correct
the process to assure that the process is meeting licensee and NRC
expectations.

V. SUPPORTING DATA'AND SUMMARIES

A. Malor Licensee Activities
!

1. Maior Outaaes

On February 10. 1992. the plant was shut down to replace degraded 250-voltbattery cells. The plant was returned to full power on February 15.
.

On April 19. 1992, the plant was shut down to replace additional cells in
250-volt batteries. The plant was returned to full power on April 27. ,

!

On July 30, 1992, the licensee imposed a restriction of 90 percent power to
assure emergency core cooling capability because of a single failure :
vulnerability. On September 11. 1992, the plant was shut down to implement a
modification to eliminate the single failure vulnerability. The plant was i

returned to full power on September 15.
1

On October 1. 1992, the licensee experienced a recirculation pump trip ar.d i
ioperated in single loop at 50 percent power. The plant was returned to fullpower on October 5.

On January 24. 1993, the licensee reached the all-rods-out condition and began $end-of-cycle coast down. On March 5. 1993, the plant was shut down frcm about
80 percent power to begin the refueling outage. At the end of the assessment
period, the plant was in the refueling outage with the core off-loaded.
2. License Amendments

Eleven licensing amendments were issued during this assessment period,
t

3. Maior Modifications

During the current refueling outage. the licensee planned to: (1) install a
narcened wet well .ent at Cooper Nuclear Staticn in response to Generic

- _
,

1



. _ __.. _ .. .. _

l* i

|: *
i

so

25-.
,

,

t

Letter 89-16. (2) remove the rod sequence control system from the plant, and
(3) remove the main steam line radiation monitor scram and containmentisolation function from the plant,!

: ,

>

B. Direct Insoection and Review Activities
!

NRC inspection activity during the assessment period included 40 inspections.|

Approximately 5190 direct inspection hours were expended, which did not ;

include operator licensing examinations or contractor hours.

i

i

I

|
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failure of the main steamlines outside the containment or the'

I
turbine-condenser and because of the conservative nature of the

g staff's analysis of the dose consequences. yellowing our review-

and approval of the improved MSLN surveillance test program,

the appropriate portions of that test program will be included

in the Technical Specifications. *
,

,

6.~2. 3 taakane Testina Prorram

_ The primary conc =1-at and c:aponents vetch will be subjected __ ..

to containment cast conditions were designed so that periodic inte-

grated laakage race testing can be conducted at peak calculated

Iaccident, pressure and reduced pressures. 'Je have reviewed the pro-_

*

posed test procedures for determination of the primary containment"
.

--

!
overall leakage, as well as penetration and isolation valve leakage, !,

for both preservice and inservice containannt laakage tests.

G Penetrations, including personnel and equipment hatches. and
_1 O

airlocks, and isolation valves, have generally been designed with the |

3 capability of being individually leak tested at peak calculated acci-

. c dent pressure. Large hatches have been strengthened structurally to

E. satain the pressures of isdividual leak tests. Systems designed

prior to the implementation of Appendiz J, such as the control rod
~~

drive penetrations and stadby 11guLd control system, do not have

. design provisions for individual laak tests; however, the normal

factional casting of these systems ensure their operability and

thence the necessary cont =1-at integrity.

6-

E-


