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Scott J. Patterson

PART I.-AGENCY RECORDS RELEASED OR NOT LOCATED /See checked bores)

No agency records subject to the request have been located.

No additional agency records subject to the request have been located

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

Agency records subject to the request that are identified in Append x(es) are already available for public inspection and copying st the
NRC Public Document Room, 2120 L Street, N W Washington, DC.
Agency records subject 1o the reguest that are identified in Appendixies) M are being made available for public inspection and copying

ot the NRC Public Document Room, 2120 L Street, N W., Washingten, DC, in & folder under this FO1A number

The nonproprietary version of the proposal(s) *hat you agreed 10 accept in a telephone conversation with a m._mber of my statf 1s now being made available
for public ingpection and copying at the NRC  .blic Document Room, 2120 L Street, N W  Washington, DC, in & folder under this F O1A number

Agency records subject to the request that are identified in Appendixles) ____________ may be inspected and copied a1 the NRC Local Public Document
Room identified in the Comments section,

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

Agency records subject 1o the request are enclosed

Records subject 10 the request have bee referred 10 another Federal ag ney (ies) for review and direct res;onse 10 yuu

Fees

You will be billed by the NRC for fees totaling $

You will receive a retund from the NRC in the amount of §

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

PART 11, A-INFORMATION WITHHELD FROM PUBLIC DISCLOSURE

XX

Certain information in the requested records is being withheld from public disclosure pursuant to the exempuions described in and for the reasons stated
inPart 11, 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 pubiic
inspection and copying in the NRC Public Document Room, 2120 L Street, N W Washington, DC in @ . slder 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.

~JSIGNATURE, DIRECTOR, DIVISION D€ ¥ nsfoTTor ANFORMATION AND PUBLICATIING SERVICES
, "
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[FOiIA NUMBER (5! DATE

RESPONSE TO FREEDOM OF
INFORMATION ACT (FOIA) REQUEST FOIA — 95.262 B0 06 1985
(CONTINUATION)

PART 4B -

Records subject to 'ne request th it are described in the enclosed Appendix (es) are being withheld in their entirety or i1 part under the
Exemption No. (s} and for the : wus~.(s) given below pursuant 1o 5 U.S.C. §62(b) and 10 CFR 9.17(a) of NRC regulstions.

1 The withheld information is properly classitied pursuant 10 Executive Order. (Exemption 1}

2 The withhelg information relates solely 1o the internal personnel rules and procedures of NRC  (Exemption 2

The withheid information 1s specifically exempted from pubhc disciasure by statute indicated. (Exemption 3)

Sections 141-14% of the Atomic Energy Act, which prohibits the disclosure of Restricted Deta or Formerly Restricted Duta (42 US.C 21612166}

Section 147 of the Atomic Energy Act, which prohibits the disclosure of Unciassitied Safeguards Information (42 US.C 2167).

4. The withhald information s a trade secre! or commercial or Binancial iINtormation that s being withheld for the reasonis) indicated. " wemption 4)

The mformation 18 considered 10 be confidental business (propretary ! nformation

The information 1s considered (0 be propretary information pursuant 10 10 CFR 2 780:d)1 1)

The mformation was submitted and received in conhidence pursuant to 10 CFR 2 790id12)

iy P DU———

5 The withheid information consists of interagency of intraagency 8Cords that are not avadable through dscovery dunng migaton (Exemption §). Applicabie Priviiege

e e - - ———

T Deliberative Process Disclosure of pradecisional mnloimation would 1end 1o mhbil the open and fank eachange of 1088S ESSENT@l 10 The GEIDEralve DIOLEsS
X X | Whare records ere withheid in ther entirety . the 1acts are nextricably ntertwned with the predecisonal nformation There aiso sre no reasonably segregable factual
portions because the relear? of the facts would permit an ndirect inquity 1I0to the predects onal process of the agency

- PP v —
Attorney work proguct prviege (Documents prepared by an attomey i Comtemplanon of gation

1 o

TAW-emm priviege (Confidential UNCations an antarney and hiy/her client |

XX'i The withhelg miormation s exempled Hom  he MISCIosure DECAUSE 15 ISCIOSUE wou'l resull I & Chearly unwar anted invason of personal privacy (Exemption 6)

11, —— e ——————————————. — ——e— — A S S o S P e e e OV
| I7 The withheld information consists of records compuied for law enforcement purposes and s beng withheig for the reasonis) indicated (Exemption 7)
S S gt LR R e A S et el A ————
1 Dsciosurs could ressonably be expected 1o interfere with an entorcement proceed:ng because 1t could reveal the scope diraction, and focus of
enforcement efforts, and thus coult Possibly allow recipents 10 take action 10 shield potent.s wrongdong or @ violation of NRC requirements
| from investigators. (Exemption 7 (A)) Sl e I e Ry PR i PETE AR ST
! Oisciosure would constitute an unwarranted nveson of persons privacy (Exemption 7{CH)
<+ pipa syt soaaiay i tvatoaiiitonsiieililhein asusssidteniiliom iRl niiinialgeiyirsieiis ot ___#
] The ntormation consists of NaMes of ndwviduas and othe: intormation the dclpsure of wheh could reasonatly be eaL. oted 1o fevedl entihes of
| contdental sources. (Exemption 7 (D)) !
STER - e R NS TP - Pa——— S S S T S S A N I =
PART Hi C - DENYING OFFICIALS i
Pursuam 10 10 CFR 8.25(b) ant or 8 26ic) of the US Nuciear Regulstory Commusson raguiations. (1 has been determined that the intormation withheld s exempt from pro
duction or duclosure, and that 15 Product ion O O s0I0surE 1§ CONTary 10 the pultic interest  The persons respossibie for the denal are those officais entitied below as denying
otficials and the Director Divwon of Frasdom of Informat:on and Publcations Services O ice of Administration (9 any denals 1hal may be appealed 1o the Exscutive Director
tor Operations (EDO) ]
DENYING OFFICIAL TITLE OFFICE RECORDS DENHD APPEI LATE OFFICIAL
IS s tabonen ot co o s I IR B Py et : - R » e g .
James Lieberman Wirgctar, BTTICE 97 Appendix N/1 ’ ;n)? A
| n X
e . Enforcement , | penar Wyt | ] e
ion ini r
L. J. Callan geg‘o al Administrato Appendix N/2 YX |
oot Region IV FRP GRSk i 4
e - - _— e “ 4+ +
- —— S 2 - -+ - - — - + +
1
e ——————— et it ._._,,‘___4._“ O S —— - - - - - g e — - N— - - 4 - e v
do 2 -
FART I D - APPEAL RIGHTS
- N N N S IS NGRS NNy, &~ AR o Aty At it S A . S tepne b il
The denial by sach denying official identified in Part 11.C may be appeaied 1o the Appetigte D%cial identified thers. Any such appeal must be made in writing within 30 days of receipt
of this response. Appesls must be sddressed as appropriate 1o the Executive Director tor Operations 1o the Secretary of the Commission, or 1o the Inspector Geners! U S Nuclesr
Ragulatory Commission, Washin~on, DC 20655, and shouid clearly state on the envelope and in the letter that it s an Appeal from an Initial FOIA Decision '

NRC FORM 464 (Part 2) (1 81) US NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION



Re: FOIA-95-262
APPENDIX N
DOCUNENTS BEING PLACED IN THE PDR
NUMBER DATE DESCRIPTION

Undated Employee/Position listing (1 page)



NUNBER

Re: FOIA-95-262

APPENDIX N

DOCUNENTS BEING RELEASED IN PART

DATE

10/717/94

Undated

Undated

Undated

095/09/94

05/11/94

10712793

09/712/94

Undated

DESCRIPTION

Memorandum from Callan to Lieberman,
concerning recommended enforcement
action (1 page) with attachments (374
pages total)

The 1 page memorervdum and attachments 1,
2, and 3 are being withheld

Exemption S

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

Exemption 5

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

pages)

Exemption 5

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

Exemption 5

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

PDR Accession No. 9409160239

Attachment 4 (2): Licensee Event Report
S50-298/94-006 (S5 pages)
PDR Acceszsion No. 9405160239

Attachment 4 (3): Letter transmitting
Inspection Report S0-298/93-17 (6
pages)

PDR Accession No. 9310200057

Attachment 4 (4): Cooper Nuclear Station
Bachup Data (6 pages)

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



NUMBER

Re: FOIA-95-262

APPENDIX N

DOCUMENTS BEING RELEASED IN PART

DATE

21/02/80

07/10/81

R2/24/82

06/09/87

@8/26/87

Undated

08/27/93

06/23/93

27/05/94

06/22/94

11/18/66

DFGUCRIPTION

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

Attachment 4 (7): Letter transmitting
Order (2 pages)
PDR Accession No. 8107290130

Attachment 4 (8): Letter concerning
NUREG-@737 issues (4 pages)
PDR Accession No. 8203160022

Attachment 4 (9): Letter concerning
Control Room Habitability (2 pages)
PDR Acce.ssion No. 8706120173

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

Attachment 4 (11): Unsigned copy of
Inspection Report 50-298/94-14. The
signed version is in the PDR (21 pages)
PDR Accession No. 94090700243

Attachment 4 (12): Unsigned copy of
Inspection Report 50-298/93-99. The
signed version is in the PDR (2 pages)
PDR Accession No. 9309072112

Attachment 4 (13): Unsigned copy of the
SALP Report. The signed version is8 1in
the PDR (31 pages)

PDR Accession No. 9306290092

Attachment 4 (14): Licensee Event Report
50-298/94-011 (5 pages)
PDR Accession No. 9407130080

Attachment 4 (15): Internal Cooper
Station memorandum regarding Local Leak
Rate Dimcrepancies (16 pages)

Attachment 4 (16): General E'ectric
Design Specifications (6 pages)



Re: FOIA-95-262

APPENDIX N

DOCUNENTS BEING RELEASED IN PART

DATE

Undated

@2/14/73

09/71@/75

@8/05/75

02/14/73

R2/17/77

@4/04/77

@89/16/77

©9/16/77

Undated

10/30/78

DESCRI *TION

Attachment 4 (17): 6@ assorted pages
fron the Cooper Nuclear Station’'s
Technical Specifications

Attachment 4 (18): 4 pages of the Cooper
Nuclear Station Safety Evaluation

Attachment 4 (19): 2 pages of a letter
from NPPD to NRC regarding Compliance
Requirements

Attachment 4 (28): 2 pagee of a letter
from NRC to NPPD regarding Compliance
Requirements

Attachment 4 (21): 4 pages of a Federal
Register Notice

Attachment 4 (22): Letter discussing
compliance with 10 CFR Part 50, App J
(2 pages)

PDR Accession No. 8708180143

Attachment 4 (23): Letter discussing
compliance with 1@ CFR Part 5@, App J
(2 pages)

PDR Accession No. 8708180140

Attachment 4 (24): Letter discussing
compliance with 1@ CFR Part 50, App J
(3 pages)

PDR Accession No. 8707160810

Attachment 4 (25): Safety Evaluation
concerning exceptions to 10 CFR Part 50,
App J 12 pages)

PDR Accession No. 8707160815

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

Attachment 4 (27): Letter discuesing
compliance with 1@ CFR Part 50, App J
(11 pages)

PDR Accession No. 7811020253



NUNBER

DOCUMENTS

DATE

Undated

Undated

Undated

RI/09/94

ndated

Re: FOIA-95-262

APPENDIX N
BEING RELEASED IN PART

DESCRIPTION

tachment 4 <8): £33 assorted pages
m the Cooper Nuclea: tation’s
ontainment Penetration Checklist

tachment 4 (29): 26 aesorted pages
om the Cooper Nuclear Station’s

ontainment Local Leak Rate Tests

L tachment 4 30): 21 assorted pages
]

fro tiie Cooper Nuclear Station's

Updated Lafety Analysis Report
Attachment 4 31): Letter transmitting
Inspection Report S0-298/94-16 &

pages

FDR A ession N 40915014

Attachment 4 iZ): Licensee Event Report
Q- 29¢& 14 -Q03 - ages

PDR Accession N 140625020t

Attachment 4 33/t b assorted pages from
the coper Nuclear Station’'s Tech Specs

F
Nu
E. »

d Updated Safety Analysis Report

malil message ifrom Harrell regarding
gitione and addresses of Dper
uclear Station Employees 1 page

emption ¢




PHILADELPMIA
NEW YORK
MiAMI
PRINCETON
BrussELS

Carlton Kammerer
Director,
Information & Publications Services

MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS
COUNJELORS AT LAW
IBOO M STREET, N. W,
waskingTOon, DC 20036

WASHMINGTON
LOoSs ANGELES
HARRISBURG

TELEPHONE (2021 487 2000 LonDON
Fax (202 4677176 FRANKFURT
Toxvo

June 9, 1995

_ ACT REQUEST
FoTA-95-26
Rec'd &-12-95

Division of Freedom of

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Administraticn

Mail Stop T6E4

Washington, D.C. 20555

Re: Freedom of Information Act Regquest

Dear Mr. Kammerer:

Pursuant to 5 U.8.C. § 552(a) (3) and 10 CFR § 9.23(b),

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 reports or other documents regarding Nebraska
Public Power District’s ("NPPD") Clooper Nuclear Power Station
(Docket No. 50-298):

(1)

- .

= ]

(4)

(5)

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

Notice of Viclation and Propcsed Imposition of Civil
Penalties, dated March 30, 1993, regarding licensee
letter of December 1, 1992 to NRC that was inaccurate
and incompiete in material respects;

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

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

Letter from NRC to NPPD, dated January 25, 1994,
regardirg declining trend in Cooper’s performance;

%—‘



MORGAN, LEWIS & BocKIuS

Carlton Kammerer
June 9, 1995

Page 2
(6)

(7)
(8)
(%)
(10)

!

| (11)

)

| (12)
(13)
(14)
(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

Confirmatory Action Letter ("CAL") issued to NPPD on
May 27, 1994;

Confirmatory Action Letter issued to NPPD on June 16,
1994;

Letter from the NRC to NPPD, dated June 21, 1994,
regarding declining trend in Cooper’'s performance;

Confirmatory Action Letter issued to NPPD on July 1,
1994;

Letter from the NRC to NPPD, dated July 29, 1994,
formalizing plans to conduct a special evaluation of
Cooper Nuclear Station;

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

NRC Inspection Report 50-298/94-14, dated September 2,
1994;

NRC Inspection Report 50-298/94-19, dated September 9,
1994;

NRC Inspection Report 50-298/94-16, dated September 12,
1994;

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

Letter from the NRC to NPPD, dated November 29, 19954,
and the Special Evaluation Team ("SET") report
regarding interviews and inspections performed from May
to September 1994;

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

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) :



MORGAN, LEWI3 & Bockius

Carlton Kammerer
June 9, 1995
Page 3

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

(2) June 23, 1994 (Guy R. Horn, NPPD Vice President
nuclear, and Leonard J. Callan, NRC Region IV
Administrator) ;

(3) Week ending July 29, 1994 (NRC Headquarters meeting
with NPPD attended by Region IV representatives,
including Lezconard J. Callan, NRC Regicn 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 Coop~ar
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, 199%%4;

(3) NPPD’'s internal Diagnostic Self-Assegsment 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;




MORGAN, LEWIS & Bockius

Carlton Kammerer
June 9, 1995
Page 4

(6) Cooper Nuclear Station Performance Improvement Plan,
Phase 2/3, Revisicn 1, dated December 9, 1994; and

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

To the extent that the reguested 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 § 9.19(b).

I agree in advance to pay any fees associated with this
request up to $§ 500.00. I request that you notify me if the
costs will be more than $ 500.00. I can be reached by telephone
at (202) 467-7541. Thank you in advance for your assistance.

Sincerely,

G a

Scott J. Patterson
Legal Assistant

sjp



ITED sTATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMIssION ]Y )
REGION v q k{(}l

S1 AYAN PLAZA ORIVE, SUITE «0p
ARLINGTON TExas 760118064

Docket - 50-298
License: [DPR-46
EA 94.155

Nebraska Public Power District

-~ Guy R. Horn <1Ce President - Nuc lear
P.0. Box 499
Columpus . Nebraskga 28602-0499

SUBJECT:  MRC INSPEZTION REPORT 50-298/94-14

This refers to the “nspection Conducted by Ms P A Goldberg ang

Mr. C. J. Paulk of -N1s office. and Mr Cha. an NRC consultant. on June 13
througn August 12 .79, The 'nspection 1ncluded a review of activities
authorized for your Looper Nuclear Stat:on fasility. At the conclusion of the
'nspection, the finaings were d1SCussed w,th YOu and those members of your
staff 1dentifieg 1n -ne enclosed report

Areas examined during the nspection are gentified in the report. Within
these areas. the 'Nsbection consisteq of selective eéxaminations of procedures
and representat e FECOrds. interviews with personnel, ang observation of
activities in orogrsss.  The purpose of the 1NSpection was to determine

whether activitiac =stnorized by the r1cense were conducted safely and in
acCorcance with “RC “2Quirements

3aseq on the resuits af this nspection. two apparent violations were
igent1fied ang ire a2ing considered for escalated enforcement action 1n
accordance with tne General Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC
Enforcement ACtions tnforcement Policy). 10 CFR Part 2. Appendix (.
Accoraingly . o o122 of Yiolation 'S Dresent]y beIng 1ssued for these
nspection findings. Ple e be adviseg that the number angd cnaracter1zat10n
of zpparent /‘olations cescribed 1n the enclosed nspection report may change
as 3 result of Turtrze ARC review

The ipparent /1018T° 2ns are of concern secause 1t 'S apparent that the primary
containment .as ‘necaravle for an unaetermined period of time. Add1t10nally.
'L 1S ipparent tnat -T8re was a breaxcoan N vour design control program,
-dling Dack to mtial censtruction “A1CN you have had numerous opportunities
0 1gentify ang LCrrect. The apparent oreakdown 1n design control contributed

<0 the probiems 1550073180 with the ~"17ary containment ds well as other

FeCeNt oropieme 2712 3t the -SCPe" Yuclear Station.

N 2nTorcement =N7378NCe t0 discuss -7@S@ 3pparent violations has been

SCNeCL 8¢ ‘- BLIEvDE” 5 294 Tos -C1S10n to hold an enforcement \ ‘\
-NTeesnce s ‘L IS20 TNat tne R ~ae -etermined that 4 violation hag \ (}‘
CLr~ag . R T8Nt Acr- - - Taken The purposes of this r]



Nebraska Public Power District 2.

conference are to discuss 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 your
proposed corrective actions. [n addition, this is an opportunity for you to
provide any information concerning your perspectives on (1) the severity of
the violation(s). (2) the application of the factors that the NRC considers
when 1t determines the amount of a civil penalty that may be assessed in
accordance with Section VI .B.2 of the Enforcement PO]iC{. and (3) any other
application of the Enforcement Policy to this case. inc uding the exercise of
discretion 1n 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 1s required at this time.

This enforcement conference. which will also address issues nvolving the
control room filtration system (EA 94-164) and the electrical distribution
system (EA 94-166). w111 be open to public observation in accordance with the
Commission’'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
pg€11c 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 1ts 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 ~1th vou

Sincerely.

Thomas P Gwynn. Director
Division of Reactor Safety

Enclosures:
1. Appendix - HRC Inspection Report
- 50-298/94-14

2. Federal Register liotices

CC w/enclosures

Nebraska Public Power District

ATTN: G. D. satson. General Czunsel
P.0. Box <499

Columbus. Nebraska #8602-0499



Nebraska Public Power District -3-

Nebraska Public Power District

ATTN: Mr. John H. Mueller. Site Manager
P 0. Box 499

Columbus. Nebraska 68602-0499

Lincoln Electric System
ATTN: Mr. Ron Stoddard
11th and O Streets

Lincoln. Nebraska 68508

Nebraska Department of Environmental
Quality

ATTN: Randolph wood. Director

P 0. Box 98922

Lincoln. Nebraska o©8509-8922

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 Centenmal Mall. South

P 0. Box 95007

Lincoin, Nebraska 68509-5007

O;gartment of Natural Resources

ATIN: R. A. Kucera. Department Director
of Intergovernmental Cooperation

PO. Box 176

Jefferson City. Missourt 65102

Midwest Power

ATTN: Mr James C. Parker. Sr. Engineer
307 Aalnut Street

P 0. Box 637

Des Moines. Icwa 20303

Kansas Radiation Control Program Director



- Nebraska Public Power District -4.

E-Ma11 report to D Sullivan (DJS)
bec to DMB (IE01)
bcc distrib. by RIV

L. J. Callan Resident [nspector

Branch Chief (DRP/C) Leah Tremper. OC/LFDCB. MS: MNBB 4503
MIS System DRSS-FIPB

Branch Chief (DRP/TSS) Project Engineer (DRP/C)

RIV File Senior Resident Inspector - River Bend
Senior Resident [nspector - Fort Calhoun

G. F. Sanborn. £0 F. R Huey. WCFO EC

W. L. Brown. RC J. Lieberman, OE. MS: 7-H-5

T. F. Westerman P Goldberg

C. Paulk A Howel!

RIV RI* RIV:RI* C.EB* D:DRS* EQ* D:DRP*
I PAGoldberg | CJPaulk TFaesterman | TPGwynn GFSanborn | ABBeach | TPGwynn

08/08/94 08/05. 24 | 08/18/94 08/23/94 | 09/01/94
reviousiy concurreq




APPENDIX
U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION v
Inspection Report - 50-298/94-14
EA No.. 94-165
License: DPR-46
Licensee: Nebraska Public Power District
P.0. Box 499
Columbus . Nebraska
Facility Name: Cooper Nuclear Station
Inspection At: Broanville. Nebraska
Inspection Conducted. June 13 through August 12. 1994

Inspectors: p A Goldberg. Reactor Inspector, Engineering Branch
Division of Reactor Safety

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

Accompanied By: G Cha. Consultant

Approved:

I F. sesterman. Lhief, tngineering Branch Date
Division of Reactor Safety

Inspg;;1gn Summary

a:ggs_;gﬁng:;gg* “2active. announced 'nspection of the lcensee’s actiong
concerning containment penetration proclems found as the result of reviews and
'nspections perforreqg Dy the licensee n addition. 1Ssues related to motor-
operated valves ang switch calibration for rywell Instrumentation were
reviewed .

Resylts

. A$ & result of corrective actions for a wreviously identifieq violation,
the licensee .35 FEViewIng the zesign function of al) pPipIng and
sQuIpment pressure parts L0 cetermine 1f they were properly classified.
“h1s effort .as scheduled tc oe zompleted 1n October 1994 and wil] be
evaluateg Sur'ng followup of £~7ircement Action 93-137 (Section 2.1).
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The licensee prepared 15 design change packages to bring the containment

penetrations into compliance with the draft ral 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 1dentified
(Section 2.1.1)

Ouring the 1nspection. the inspectors found that Flow Diagram No. 2028.
wnich depicted 80 safety-related components. was not accurate since 1t
failed to include some safety-related components. The failure to
include containment isolation valves on the drawing and the failure to
1dent1fy the drawing as safety-related was 1dent1fied as an apparent
v1olation of 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix B. Criterion [II (Section ?.1.2).

The licensee cetermined that the containment isolation valves in

54 penetrations had not had Type C local leak rate tests performed on 68
of the components oass1n? through the penetrations. The systems
associated ~1th these valves were classified as nonessential. However
the containment 1solation valves were reduired to function to prevent
the release of the post-accident containmen: atmosphere. The failure to
perform Type C local leak rate tests was 1dent1fied as an apparent
/1olation of Technical Specification 47 A2 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 1imt for
'eakage to ensure containment integrity. This was identified as an
apparent vioiation of Technical Specification 4 7 A2.f 1.

'Section 2.1.3)

“he licensee 'dentified a number of examples where penetrations were
found to Tack redundant containment isolation. The failure to have
redundant containment 1solation barriers was identified as an apparent
nolation of 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix B. Criterion [I1 (Section 2.1.4).

The Ticensee 1dentified approximately 300 examples of components
associated with containment penetrations which were not classified as
sssential. "ne fairlure to design, fabricate. and erect the containment
"solation bar~1ers to quality standards that reflected the 1mportance of
“he safety function was 1dentified as an apparent violation of 10 CFR
“art 50. Appengix 8. Criterion [I1 (Section 2.1.5)

“he licensee cetermined that Ccntainment Isolation Valve RHR-MOV-M0278
#@s not capapie of passing 1ts local leak rate test. The licensee
-eC1ded to move the primary ccintainment 1solation function from the
23k1ng valve to another valve. This change was accomplished by use of



It was concluded that the 11censee s change of primary containment '
150lation boundary was adequately 3u§§1f1ed. and appropriate procedura)

Dur1n? d review of the licensee s actions concerning the lack of
cleanliness insige motor-operated valve limit switch Compartments, it
was found that the licensee had not entered the recommended corrective
actions into the corrective action tracking system. This was a concern
because of the 'engthy amount of time dllowed to R:ss before the
corrective actions were due WNich 1ncreased the ¢ nces for similar
events to occur (Section 2.2)

The fa1lure to perform local a3k rate testing for several instrument
?reSSure SWitChes was ident)fieq dS an apparent violation of
echmical Specification 4 7AZ f1 (Section 2.3)

Unresolved [tem 298/9403-01 . concerning ten valves used as single manua)
valves for containment i1sclation. was closed. These ten single
'solation valves without a SeCond barrier were dentified as another
éxample of in apparent violation of 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix B,
Criterion III (Section 2.4),

&Iﬂﬂlﬁ! of |n§Qgg;19n Fan1ng§:

Example | of apparent Violation 298/9414-0] was identified
(Section 2.1 2)

Example 2 of apparent Violation 298/9414-01 was 1dentified
(Sections 2.1 4 and 2.4)

Exampie 3 of apparent Violation 298/9414-01 was 1dentifieq
(Section 2.1 3)

Example | of éoparent Viglation 298/9414.02 was 1dentified
(Section 2 ! 3)

Example 2 of apparent /1olatice 298/9414-02 was 1dent1fied
(Section 2.: 3)

Example 3 of ipparent /1o0latice 298/9414-02 was 1dentified
(Section 2.2)

inspection *oTlowup [tem 298/8<14-03 was opened (Section 2.2.2).
Jnresoiveg “<am 298/9403-01 wa: 2losea (Section 2.4).

~ttachment - “srsons -CNTACTEZ :ng Cxye “eeting



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 contairment penetrations. [n addition,
licensee s actions concerning dirty torque switches on motor-operated valves
énd time-delay relays for the emergency diesel generators were reviewed.

The 1nspectors reviewed the 11censing basis for the Cooper Nuclear Station in
order to evaluate the problems associated with the containment penetrations
against the appropriate criteria. The inspectors found that the licensee was
commtted to the draft “General Design Criteria for Nuclear Power Plant
Construction Permits.” 1ssued in July 1967  This commitment was documented in
the Updated Safety Analysis Report (USAR). Appendix F. The licensee was
evaluated and Ticensed to the draft Genera) Design Criteria, July 1971. and 10
CFR Part 50. Appendix J. as stated in Sections 3 1 and 6.2.3. respectively, of
"Safety Evaluation by the Directorate of Licensing U. S. Atomic Energy
Commssion in the Matter of Nebraska Public Power District, Cooper Nuclear
Station. Nemaha County. Nebraska. Docket No. 50-298." dated February 14, 1973,
The 1nspectors also found that the 1icensee ackrowiedgeq the applicability of
the draft General Design Criterii in the draft design criteria document
prepared for the containment systems .

41th regard to the applicability of 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix B, to Cooper
Nuclear Station, .0 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)(11) the quality assurance program described or referenced
'n the safety analvsis report. The final 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix B. rule was
15sued on June 27. 1970. and the operating license for Cooper Nuclear Station
was 15sued on January 18. 1974

On the basis of the above. the INSpectors reviewed tile containment penetration
1Ssues against the craft General Desian Criteria, July 1967. as described in
the USAR. Appendix 7: 10 CFR Part =) -ppendix B: 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix J:
and. applicable i1censee procedures ies1gn specifications. and Technical
Specifications

2.1 (ontainment Sanstrations

The licensee precared Special Procecure 24-202. dated May 17. 1994,
"Containment .alccosn.” to 1nspect zach primary containment penetration and
the pipIng to tn2 cutboard contairmert 1solation barrier. The purpose of the
'NSDECTION ~as T c.pport cevelopment of *ne cantainment design criteria
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document: to comply with a commitment. made 1n response to d violation in NRC
Inspection Report 50-298/93-17. to review all containment penetrations: and.
L0 support the upgrade of the Ticensee s program for pr1marg reactor
containment leakage testing 1n accordance with 10 CFR Part 50

The inspectors reviewed Special Procedure 94-202 and found that licensee
nspection of each primary containment penetration, and components which were
'n the containment :solation system. was required. This Inspection was also
N support of the preparation of as-Du1lt drawings. The nspectors concuded
that the procedure was adequate.

Ouring the 1nspections. the licensee determined that 46. of the 255 primary
containment penetrations nspected. had been incorrectly classified
nonessential at the time of plant construction and were not contained in the
nservice nspection program  In adaition:

. The licensee jetermined that a number of penetrations had not had local
leak rate tests performed 1n accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR
Part 50. Appendix J.

of the primary containment 1n accordance with draft General Design
Criteria. Criterion 53 July 1971,

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

v 294 welds 1n -re containment 1solation barriers were found to either
néver nave rag nondestructive examinations performed or the
qualification recoras could not be located.

Many penetrations .ere mproperiy classified auring the construction of the
plant. The 1nspectors attempted to cetermine how Such a problem occurred.
while no definite answer Was provided. the licensee stated that the architect
engineer apparent!. nad missed a note n the General Electric design
specification whicn resultad in the 1nproper classification of containment
penetrations and :sscciated component s

The nspectors fourg that equipment zng components classified as essential
were des1gned. fadbr-cated. nstalled. zng tested 1n accordance with ‘
USAS B31.7-1969. ““.uclear Power Piping. Equipment and components classified

as nonessential .ere gesigned. fabricated. ‘nstalled, and tested in accordance
with USAS 831.1.0-:367. “Power Piping.

On the basis of -~sce codes. the architect engineer designed the equipment and
components. The sTintect engineer “owever apparently missed a note n

General Electr: #£7gn Specrfication z281133 . "Codes and Industrial
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Standard.” Revision-1. Note 3 of five. to this specification. stated that
“{pliping. which [was] an integral part of the primary containment for
1solation purposes. shall have at least the same quality ana levels of
assurance as the primary containment. ”

In Appendix A of the Updated Safety Analysis Report. the licensee provided
definmitions for the classification 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 B31.7-1969 for
Class II piping. Therefore. the penetration p1p1n? and equipment pressure
parts should have teen designed. fabricated. installed. and inspected
accordingly .

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 catermine 1f they were properl{ classified. This effort was
scheduled to be completed in October 1994 and will be evaluated during
followup of Escalated Action 93-137 for violations cited in NRC

Report 50-298/93-1°

The 1nspectors observed 17 liquid penetrant tests of welds that were
or;gwnally gesignea. fabricated. installed, and tested in accordance with

USAS B31.1 0-1967 rather than USAS B31.7-1969 The 1inspectors observed one
weld that exhibited 1ndication of weld slag. The licensee rejected that weld.
Subseguent1y the "1censee chipped the weld slag off and retested the weld
satisfactorily.

The Ticensee ccmpizted the 1iquid penetrant testing on 260 welds that had been
improperly classif-ed without i1dentifying any other weld that was
questionaple. Tne inspectors concluded that the licensee had performed
testing 1n accordance with USAS B31.7-1969 for the welds that had no
documentation of sucn inspection during the construction of the plant.

2.1.1 Design Modifications

To address the corcerns identified Dy the licensee's inspections of primary
containment penetrztions. design changes were prepared. The inspectors
reviewed the 7 desion change packages. discussed n the following sections.

out of a total of 12 which the licensee was preparing to bring the
penetrations 1nto :ampliance with the draft General Design Criteria,

Criterion 33, a5 c:zted 1n the USAR. Zppendix F, and 10 CFR Part 50.
Appendix J  Cur'r: the licensee s .eri1fication and validation of the draft
design criteria cciument for the primary containment. the identification of
problems '2d to : :implete scrutiny of all penetrations (approximately 300).
A5 @ result o “ne 'censee ¢ efforts. 99 penetrations were identified with
problems otrer trg- classification “-e problems were categorized into 11

types. .-mLr rancss from mSsing C20s S0 1nacequate design



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 with
eight thermocouples routed through 1t. A sealant of unknown composition
filled the vo1d and acted as a containment barrier. The thermocouples were
installed under Design Change 76-17. Revision 2. but were never placed in
service. The design change was laie: voided because there were no provisions
to calibrate the temperature elements and the equipment was abandoned in
place. The penetration was not local leak rate testable. and was not on the
local leak rate test list.

The design change consisted of removing all thermocouple hardware and the ball
valve. and installing a 5.08 cm (2 1n) socket welded cap. which would function
as a primary containment boundary. hence the ?enetration would be restored to
1ts or1ginal design. The design change was classified as essential and
Seismc Class IS The 5.08 cm (2 1n) socket welded cap was purchased as
essential material

The applicable design code for fabrication and 'nstallation was

USAS B31.7-1969. .eld integrity was checked by 100 percent liquid penetrant
nondestructive examination and pneumatically tested to 1.25 of design
pressure. The resuits of the liguid penetrant tests were discussed in
Section 2.1 of this report.

The 1nspectors did not ident1fy any concerns with this design change.

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

Design Change 94-Z12A consisted of two parts: the first part, associated with
Penetrations X-209A and X-205C. 1nvolved modi fying the two thermocouple
penetrations to permit periodic local leak rate testing as required

0 CFR Part 50. ‘ppendix J: and. the second part, associated with

Penetrations x-2098 and X209D. 1nvolved permanently capping the two
penetrations

"he 1nspectors d1d not 1dent1fy any concerns with this modification. The

'nspectors reviewed Design Change 94-212A 1n its entirety. verified the design
changes during the walkdown. and conciuded that 1t was acceptable.

2.1.1.3 Design Cnange 94-2128 Penetrations (-43 and X-44 Testable Flanges

This design crange replaced two flanged pi1ping joints near Penetrations X-43
and X-44 with langes incorporating a testaple double o-ring design. The new
JeS1gn permtt2g Ihese JOINTS. wNICh were part of the primary containment
ooundary. to r2 c2riogically tested ir zccordance with 10 CFR Part 50,
~ppendix J



The design change was classified essential and Seismic Class IS. All pressure
retaining material was procured essential. The inspectors did not identify
any concerns with this modification.

2.1.1.4 Design Change 94-2120 Penetration X-21 and X-22 Upgrade

The purpose of Design Change 94-212D was to enhance the isolation capacity for
both the service air and instrument air headers. upstream of Penetrations X-21
and X-22. respectively. Additionally. the modification provided test
connections for periodically performing local leak rate tests of the
containment 1solation valves 1n accordance with 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix J
requirements.

Tne inspectors d1d not 1dentify any concerns with. this modification.
2.1.1.5 Design Change 94-212E Primary Containment Integrity Issues

Des1gn Change 24-212E consisted of three parts. The first part removed
Swagelok caps and 'nstalled valves and caps at ten test connections for
Instruments wnich were 1n direct communication with primary containment. The
ten test connections were PC-PT-1B2, -4B2, -5B2. -1A1. -4Al, -5Al1. -2104A.
-21048: and PC-2[-2104AG. -2104BG. Also. at PC-DPT-3Al1, Drain Valve PC-V-243
was m1ssing and was reinstalled. The second part of the modification removed
unnecessary tees located in instrument 1ines 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 1ines
which penetrited primary containment and nad previously been spared out. The
valves were removed and welded caps installed on the 1ines at the
penetrations.

The 1nspectors c1d not 1dent1fy any concerns with this modification.

-

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

The purpose of Desian Change 94-212H was to replace the existing nonessential
post-accident simpiing system Containment Atmosphere Sample Isolation

Valve PAS-ADV-ZV .1th two cuaiified 1.27 cm (0.5 in) air-operated valves.,
PC-AQV-247AV ang FC-AOV-24BAV. at Penetration X-51F. In addition. test
connections witn capped manual valves were provided.

The 1nspectors :1ad 7ot identify any concerns with this modification.

2.1.1.7 Maintzrance sork Requests 94-2978 and 94-3116

These maintenancs .ork requests installed caps and plugs to provide the second
barrier for ccriai“ment 1soiation. Curing the licensee’'s inspections.
numerous vents Z>ri'ns. and Test connections. naving direct access to the
primary conta'~ ~er:. .ere Toung 0 '&Ck 3 tecong barrier. These were

1dentified anc : il Or Diug -a% 30083 zzpending on the installation.



The 1nspectors réeviewed Maintenance work Requests 94-297g and 94-3116 and
concluded that both were acceptable.

2.1.2 Drawing Control

Quring a review of the panetration wa 1 kdown packages, the ins tors noted
that some of tne containment 1solation valves 1dentified on t penetration
drawings. and €xisting in the plant. were nOt 1ncluded on Flow D1agram

No. 2028. "Reactor Bulldlng and Drywel] Equipment Drain System, " Revision N27
The 1nspectors found that Flow Oragram No. 2028 was not included on the
safety-relateqd draasing list 1n accordance with Cooper Nuclear Station
Enq1neer1ng Procecure 3.8 ‘Orawing Contro] Procedure * Revision 7.

nspectors concluged that the drawing was 'naccurately classifieg as a result
of the problems assocrated with classification of components as discussed in
Section 2.1, above

Cooper Nuclear Starion Engineering Procedure 3.8, "Orawing Control Procedure , *
Revision 7. defines 3 safety-related drawing as "a drawing or schematic
describing the feztures Characteristics. design or location of safety-relateqd
comonents. systems. or structures. “ The procedure also stateg that any new
drawing. or portizn of 4 Neéw drawing. classified as safety-related would be
added to the safez/-relateg drawing list

Ouring the INSpection. the licensee initiated Condition Report 94-0309 in
response to the inspectors finding. The condition report stated that the
subject drawing dsoicted a total of g safety-related components. but was not
Included on the safety-related arawing list.~ In response to this condition
report. the licensze 'gent1fied an additiona] 13 drawings, with safety-related
components . that .zee not ncluded on the safety-related drawing list’

Additionally. Dra<- seneral Oesign Criteria. Criterion |, July 1967, in
accordance with Zocendix £ L0 the USAR, stated that “. those systems and
components of the :ration which [had) a vita) role in the prevention or
mtigation of Conszquences of accidents affecting the public health ang safety
[were) designed zng constructed to high quality standards . = *

The 1nspectors "2entified five MiSsing valves on Flow D1agram 2028 These
valves were ass50C"zzed with Penetrations X-18, X-30fF. x-38F.

For Penetration £-23. an unlabeled vent 1solation vaive downstream of
Valve RW-254 was “Z1 On the drawing for Penetration X-30E. Valve NBI-502,
the manual conta:~ment 1solation valve for the air-to-vessel flange leak off
Jetection a1r-operited valve ~@s NOt shown. For Penetration X-30F

valve MS-300. tha “3nual containment 'solation valye tor the air-to-reactor
vessel head ven: .is not shown. For “enetration X-33E. Valve MS-501. the
manual containme~- solation valve for the air-to-vessel flange leak off
detection aIr-cie-iled valve. was not shown. For Penetration Y-33F

/alve MS-899 ="€ T3nual containme;t 'solation valve for the air-to-vessel
Nead vent, .gs ~-- -
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Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50. Criterion [I1. requires that “[m)easures shall
be established to assure that . .  the design basis . . . are correctly
translated into . . . drawings . . . These measures shall inciude provisions
to assure that appropriate Quality standards are specified and included in
gesign documents and that deviations from such standards are controlled."

The inspectors identified the licensee's failure to properly classify drawings
as safety-related and the failure to 1nclude safety-related components on the
drawing as Example 1 of an apparent violation of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B,
Criterion 111 (298/9414-01).

2.1.3 Local Leak Rate Tests

The Ticensee determined that the containment 1solation valves in

54 penetrations di1d 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
1solation valves. as defined in 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix J. would be “any
valve which [was) relied upon to perform a containment isolation functio "
Type C tests were required for containment 1solation valves that "provide(d] a
direct connection between the inside and outside of the primary containment
under normal operation - [were] required to close automatically upon
receipt of a containment isolation signal . = . and [were] required to
operate intermittently under post-accident conditions. ®

In accordance with draft General Design Criteria. Criterion 57. July 1967, as
stated 1n Appendix F to the USAR. the licensee was required to demonstrate the
1, functional cerformance of containment system isolation valves and
monitoring valve "=ikage."

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 “solation valves :

The inspectors 1centified the farlure to perform local leak rate tests as
Example 1 of an aoparent violation of Technical Specification 47 A2.f.1
(298/9414-02) .

The Ticensee had becun performing local leak rate tests on the identified
components. Tne "nspectors attempted to review the results of this testing.
The Ticensee haa 7ot developed a running total of the results of the as-found
tests to determire <he status of the primary containment and its ability to
perform as desicnza  The 1nspectors were 1nformed that one penetration
(X-22) on June 23 .994 na¢ ,n axcess of !7 scmh (600 scfh) leakage. This
significantly excszced Technical Specification 4 7 A2 f1 leakage Timit of
060 La (5 37 scmn  189.6 scfh))



3 iy

The total leakage of the local leak rate tests being performed on containment
1solation components not previously tested, with three remaining to be tested.
was 1n 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 .enetration X-22 which was listed only as greater than

17 scmh (600 scfh)  As noted above. Technical Specification 47 A2 f.1
established the 1imit for local leak rates to be 5.37 scmh (189.60 scfh).

This 1imit was established to ensure containment integrity.

The Ticensee had 'mitiated a licersee event report on July 5. 1994, to address
the identification of penetrations that had not been tested as required by

10 CFR Part 50 ZAopendix J The licensee stated that the causes would be
addressed 1n 3 sucolement to the report .

On the basis of tre test results for the newly tested components, the
1nspectors concluced that the licensee had exceeded the Technical
Specification 1imit for leakage to ensure containment integrity for an
extended period without taking the required corrective actions. As such, this
15 1dent1fied as Z«ample 2 of an apparent violation of Technical

Specification 4 7 2 2 f | (298/9414-02)

2.1.4 Redundant -ontainment Isolation Barriers

The licensee 1nspected approximately 300 penetrations during the performance
of Special Proceaure 94-202 A number of those penetrations were found to
lack redundant ccntainment barriers.

The licensee 1dent:fied some penetrations with both isolation valves located
outside the primar. containment . However. between the containment wall and
the first 1solatizn valve outside containment. there existed a singie vent,
drain. or test ccrrection valve Examples of this type of single barrier were
Penetrations X-2i .22 and X-.".

Some penetrations .ere identified Oy the Ticensee with only a single isolation
valve outside of --ntainment. Penetrations X-29F . X-30E/F and X-33E/F were
examples

Penetrations X-21% znd X-209A/B/C/D had thermocouple wires routed in piping
through the penet-:tions. On the outside of containment was an open valve,
1ncapable of clos'ra. with an umaentified sealant that could not be
determined to be :.alified These penecrations were determined to have an
unqualified barr+z-

Appendix B to 10 172 Part 30 iritemon [1]. requires that “[m]easures shall
De established = ::sure that the design basis . . . are correctly
transiated into s-z21fications These measures shall include provisions
L0 assure that :z:z-~oriate Quaiity standards ire spec1fied and 1ncluded in

cesign documents :-5 that “BV13T10ns “rom such 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]l11 lines which penetrate
the primary containment and which communicate with the reactor vesse! or the
primary containment free space [were] provided with at least two isolation
valves (or equivalent) 1n series.”

The 1nspectors identified the failure to have redundant barriers as Example 2
o;ggngzgga8§nt violation of 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix B. Criterion 11l
(298/ -01).

2.1.5 Classification of Primary Containment Isolation Barriers

The 1:censee 1dent1fied that approximately 300 exam?les of components
assocrated 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 connonents of the station which
(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 Cesign Specification No. 22A1153. "Codes and Industrial
Standard." Revision 1. states. in Note 3 of the Appendix. that “[pJiping,
which 1s 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 aadition. 10 CFR Part 50. Appendix B. Criterion III. requires that
"[m]easures shall e established to assure that . . . the design basis .

are correctly transiated into specifications . . . These measures shall
Include provisions 0 assure that appropriate quality standards are specified
and 1”%}“060 N cesign documents and that deviations from such standards are
controiled.”

The 1icensee conciuded that those components not classified as essential were
designed. fabricsted. and erected to qual.iy standards that did not reflect
the 1mportance of <ne safety function to be performed in accordance with

10 CFR Part 50. ~ocendix B. Criterion [II. General Electric Design
Specification No. 22A1153. Revision 1. or Appendix F to the USAR.

The failure to des'an. fabricate and erect the containment 1solation barriers
to quality stancarcs that reflected the 1mportance of the safety function was
1dent1fied as Exarcie 3 of an apparent violation of 10 CFR Part 50

Appendix B. Critzrton III (298/9414-01)

2.1.6 Containmen: “enetration Inspections

The 1nspectors rz, 2xed a number of crimary containment penetrations
previcusly inspecszz by the licensee. For those penetrations, the inspectors
concluged that <~z "censee' S I1NSDECT on nad been accurate and the marked-up
drawings reflectzZ ~ne actual condition 1n tne nlant.
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2.2 Motor-Qperated Valve [ssues

On December 20. 1993. as documented in NRC inspection Report 50-298/93-29
Valve HPCI-MOV-MO17 failed to stroke. The Ticensee formed a problem
resolution team to investigate that farlure. 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 limit
SWitch contacts. The team presented this report as the response to
Nonconformance Report 93-270 1n order to recommend corrective actions.

On March 14, 1994 as documented i1n NRC Inspection Report 50-298/94-09
excessive 1eakage was noted during the venting of piping between

Valves RHR-MOV-i 0254 and -MO27A. In this instance. the licensee determined
that the problem .as related to foreign mater1al deposited on the valve seat
after maintenance that breached the residual heat removal system boundary.

On May 27, 1994 :ne licensee reported that Valve MOV-MO16 was found
‘partially deenergized" after attempting to close the valve. The Ticensee's
Investigation led to the 1dentification of ‘particles” stuck between the
contacts of the torque switch.

On June 20. 1994 -he 1icensee reported that Valve RHR-MOV-MO27B was not
capable of passinz 1ts local leak rate test. At the time of this inspection,
the licensee had not determined a root Cause for the failure. The licensee
had decided to move the primary containment isolation function from

Valves RHR-MOV-MOZ3A(B) and -MO27A(B) to Valves RHR-CV-26CV(27CV).
RHR-MOV-MO274A(B) and -MO25A(B). The l1censee performed this change by use
of a safety evaluation that was performed 1n accordance with 10 CFR 50.59.

2.2.1 Safety Evaiuation Review

The 1nspectors raviewed the safet) evaluation and found that the evaluation
was thorough and ‘n accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59. The

‘NSpectors 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 tzmperature was above 100°C (212°F) . Another change to the
procedures was trat shutdown cooling could only be 1nitiated when the reactor

pressure was less than 344 7 kPa (50 ps19).  The 1nspectors concluded that the

licensee s change of primary containment 150lation boundary was adequately
Justified. and appropriate procedural controls were 1dentified.

2.2.2 Lymt Switcn Compartment Cleanliness

Quring revies of <=2 licensee s actions related to the lack of cleanliness
nside the imt :.i1tch compartments. the nspectors found that the licensee
Nad proposed a C:=2 2tion date of September 1994 for the corrective actions
related to the “z- .re 3f valve HPCI-M0V-M017  The licensee had not entered

- - - e ITA 1PE Tramuvsam » cram
the corrective - S ALY 'S L73CKING SySTE



This was a concern to the 1nspectors for two reasons The lengthy amount of
time allowed to pass before the corrective actions were due increased the
chances for simlar events to occur. In this case. a similar event did occur
when Valve MOV-MO16 failed to operate properly. The other concern was the
failure to timely incorporate the corrective actions into the tracking system
to assure that management is provided with an appropriate status of corrective
actions. The licensee had ndicated that the failure to track was a backlog
problem because of an administrative overload. In each case. a condition
report had Deer 1ssued and initial corrective action initiated. The
Inspectors were concerned that the licensee would have failed to perform these
corrective actions without the NRC inspection 1nto the motor-operated valve
155Ues

The licensee did form a conditior resolu*ion team to review the failure of
Valve MOV-MO16. This team had not 1ssued 1ts 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-MO27A(B) presented other concerns. One concern
was related to the control nf foreign materials when systems were breached

The 1nspectors noted that corrective actions nad not been approved for the
March event when weld slag was determined to be the cause of the problem

when questioned by the 1nspectors. the responsible engineer stated that this

1ssue had been given |ower priority and. n essence, that there was a lack of

sure the corrective action process was timely. Another concern
was that the 1icensee had not considered any interim actions to prevent
foreign mater1al to get into systems other than a memorandum to maintenance
personnel informing them of recent problems and Instructing them to be

careful

personne! to ens

The inspectors concluded that management attention was warranted in the areas
of foreign mater1al exclusion and the corrective action programs. The
corrective action program was considered to warrant the attention because of
the fact that 1t r2a been implemented only recently and the inspectors noted
these concerns

1tch Calibration
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Local es

SUS.” was 1ssueq to 'ntiate local leak rate testing for
these pressure Switches. The pressure switches on Racks 25.5 and -6 include
PC-PS-12A. B. ¢ 3nd D: PC-PS-101A 8. C. and D: PC-PS-119A B C. and D:
PC-PS-16: and PC-PT-512A and B. The pressure switches perform scram
containment 1s0lation and emergency core cooling System ImMtiation upon
FeCceIving a drywe pressure signal of 13 7 kPa (2
l1censee contacted the

PS1Q) or greater The
was notified that the nstruments
sure. but should be Calibrated after the test to
n the operating Characteristics of the nstruments
these instrument« would be Calibrated arter being
ure of the containment 'ntegrated leak rate test. The
3 -d! leak rate testc e

failure to perform OC -€3LS 15 1dentified as Example 3 of an
apparent eC1T1cation 4.7

0 : 7A.2.1.1 (298/9414-02)
2.4 (C] [tem 50.2

nstrument vendor and
racet nre
ensure there was no shift
The licensee stateg that

subjected to the prec
je Lhe pres

™oL

could withstand the

re

=t 1 A ¢
aL il

#0360 Unresolved [tem 50.298 2403 -( Se of Single Manual valve for
L0ntainment :0'at1or
M_-
NRC Inspection "eport 50-298/94-03 summarized the nspection Conducted dur1n?
January 2 throuat February 12 1994 The report discussed the use of a single
manual valve for ontainment 1solation whn1ch was dgetermined to be an
Jnresolved Item (298,94 4 Ppending additional NRC review The valves in
question were all ménual operated ventse rains, or test connections: a total
Of ten valves were iffected

€ Inspectors Jetermined that the ten valves
dentified 1n the =ar €r inspection. hagd oeen modi fied Dy means of a
maintenance wor Juest The modi fication consisted of adding either 3 cap
Or plug. which iCT20 35 a second oarrier for -Ontainment 1solation This
9€519n ph1losophy .as Nsistent with draft seneral Design Criteria 53 as
stated 1n Appendix ; 0 the USA A1l material used 1n the maintenance work
"eéquests were clase r1ed essentia and their certification and traceabllwty
were availat e
The licensee supmi+ ®d 115 response to NRC Inspection Report 50-298/94-03 Dy
etter dated May 494 'he response stated that the licensee was
reconstituting the dn Das1s for the primary containment system and would
evaluate the 1S5ue .1thin that task [n addition the licensee advised that
Was pUrsuing er<srt L0 resolve NRC oncerns 'nvolving the 1gentification
and control of manya] Orimary containment lation valves, or more
appropriately the =-=mir SLrative control of the valve ang Cap/plug
Omb1natior The "‘censee stated that 1t ¢ aNNéd to complete this effort by
J:JE: ..‘:‘4
N addition t - entified ir resolved [tem 298/9403-01
Jd1tior na > Grains and test valye were capped or plugged in
rdance with Ma "ténance work “equest 94-2978 and 1S supplement 94-3116
wads discyu - rt of ¢ 3N Changes 1n Section 2.1.1 of this




AT

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 communicate with the reactor vessel or the primary
containment free space [were] provided with at least two isolation valves (or

equivalent) 1n series.”

The ten single 1solation valves without a second barrier were identified as
Example 2 of the apparent violation of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B,
Criterion [II. 1dent1fied 1n Section 2.1.4 (298/9414-01)



*R. Gardner. Plant Manager

*R. Godley, Manager. Nuclear Licensing and Safety

*G. Horn. Vice President. Nuclear

*S. Jobe, Acting Senior Nuclear Division Manager Safety Assessment
*J. Lynch, Manager . Engwneering

*E. Mace. Senior Manager. Site Support

*J. Mueller. Site Manager

*J. Sa{er. Technical Assistant to Plant Manager

*R. Wilbur, Division Manager

*V. Wolstenholm. Division Manager. Quality Assurance

1.2 Qther Personne]

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

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

1.3 NRC Personne]

*A. Beach, Director Division of Reactor Projects
*L. Callan, Reg1onal Administrator. Region IV

*P. Goldberg, Reactor [nspector, Eng1.'eering Branch
*C. Hackne{. State Liaison Officer

*P. Harrell, Chief Reactor Projects Branch ¢

*R. Kopriva, Senior Res1dent Inspector

*W. Walker. Resident Inspector

In addition to the personnel listed above. the 1nspectors contacted other
bersonnel during this Inspection period.

* Denotes personnel that attended the Ex1t meeting on August 12. 1994

2 EXIT MEETING

An exit meeting was conducted on August 12. 1994 During this meeting, the
>COope and findings of the INSPECLion were reviewed. The licensee acknow]

ne 1nspection findings documenteq -n this report. The licensee dig not
denti1fy as proprietary any information provided to, or reviewed by, the
rs.
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June 23, 1993
Docket: 50-298
License: DPR-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 1nitial SALP report 50-298/93-99) for the C r 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 1nitial SALP report.

[n accordance with NRC policy. | have reviewed the SALP Board's assessment and
concur with th2ir ratings, as discussed below:

Overall. licensee perfirmance declined 'n 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 farlure of licensee employees to aggressively pursue the root cause of
potent1ally significant equipment problems and to assume effective ownership
of systems and components. The problems were also caused by the willingness
of Ticensee personne! to live with problems rather than thoroughly evaluate
degraded or potentiaily 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
demonstrated fundamental weaknesses 1n tne oversight and self-assessment
functions. These concerns were most evident 'n the areas of
Maintenance/Surveillance and Safety Assessment/Quality Verification and. as a
resuit. these areas were assigned a rat'ng of Category 3.

In Engineering/Technical Support. sigm ficant seaknesses were observed in
problem resolution Dy the site engineering group. The board was concerned
~1th the examples of insufficient rigor 3pplied to the evaluation and
resoiution of 1dent1fied prublems. “ne svaiuations relied heavily on verbal
information and tnere was lack of formality 1n the approach to the resolution
of these probiems anich contributed to escalated enforcement actions. The
o0ara assigneg a rating of Category 2 zecause >f the performance of the
-orporate engineer1ng group and the ~morovements 1n operations training. \\
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Performance 1n the functional area of Operations was mixed and assigned a
rating 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 1dent:fied during this
period. The relationship between the operations and training staffs has
improved but requires some additional attention.

In Radrological Controls. performance has 'mproved. The radiological controls
staff has made major strides in Improving the nverall program. o?he board was
concerned. however. with the apparent lack of aggressiveness 1n identifying
radiological performance weaknesses Nevertheless. overall performance was
assigned a rating of Category 2 and was assigned an i1mproving trend.

Recurring problems in the areas of offsite not1fication, emergency assessment
and decisionmaking tended to offset the improvements noted in the area of
Emergency Prepareaness. The failures to follow up on previously identified
findings and the aadit* .nal violations 'ndicated a need for increased
management attention. This area was assigned a rating of Category 2 with a
decliming trend

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

On the basis of the SALP Board's gssessment, the length of the SALP period
#4111 be approximately 15 months. Accordingly. the next SALP period will be
from Apr11 25. 1993. to July 30. 1994

4 management meeting has been scheduled With you and your staff to review the
results of the 1mitial 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. w~ithin 20 days of this management meeting. you may provide
comments on and amplification of. as éppropriate. other aspects of the initial
SALP report .

‘our written comments. a summary of cur meeting. and the results of my
consigeration of vour comments will Se 1ssued as an appendix to the enclosed
mtial SALP report and w1l constrtute the final SALP report .

sincerely.

James . M1lhoan
negional Administrator
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Enclosure:
Imtial SALP Report
50-298/93-99

cc w/enclosure:

Nebraska Public Power District

ATTN: G. D. Watson. General Counsel
P 0. Box 499

Columbus. Nebraska 68602-0499

Cooper Nuclear Station

ATTN: John M. Meacham, Site Manager
P 0 Box 98

Brownville. Nebraska 68321

Nebraska Department of Environmenta!l
Control

ATTN: Randolph Wood. Director

P 0. 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: Harald Borchert. Director
D1vision of Radiological Heaitr

301 Centennial Mall. South

P 0. Box 95007

Lincoln. Nebraska 68509-5007

Kansas Radiation Control Program Direcsor
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- 1. INTRODUCTION

The Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) program is an
integ-ated NRC staff effort to collect availacie observations and data on a
periodic basis _and to evaluate licensee performance based upon this
information. The program is supplemental to normal reyulatory processes used
to ensure compliance with NRC rules and regulations. It is intended to be
sufficiently diagnostic to provide a rational basis for allocating NRC
resources and to provide meaningful feedback to licensee mana t 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
and June 15, 1993. to review the observations and data on performance and to
assess licensee performance 1n accordance with NRC Manual Chapter 0516,
“Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance "

This report 1s the NRC's assessment of the licensee's safety performance at
Cgoper Nuclear Station for the period January 19. 1992. through April 24,
1993

The SALP Board for Cooper Nuclear Station was composed of :

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

Mempers

. W. Roe. Director. Division of Reactor Projects I11/IV/V. Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR)
J. Collins. Director. Division of Reactor Safety (DRS). Region IV
- J. Callan. Director. Division of Radiation Safety and
Safeguards (DRSSY, Region [V
E Gagliardo. 1ef. Project Section C. DRP, Region IV
Rood. Project Manager. Cooper Nuclear Station. NRR
RAA Kopnga. Semor Resident Inspector. Cooper Nuclear Station, DRP.
egion IV

~w

DX,

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

L Pellet. Chief. Operations Section. DRS. Region IV

F. aesterman. Chief, Engineering Section. DRS. Reg1on [v

H Harrell, Chief. Techmical Support Staff. DRP, Region IV

Barnes. Chief. Technical Assistant. DRS. Region IV

Murray. Chief. Facilities Inspection pro?rams Section, DRSS, Region [V
Spitzberg. Emergency Preparedness Analyst. DRSS. Region IV

Paulk. Reactor Inspector. DRS. <egion 1V

Collins, Project Engineer. Project Section C. ORP, Reg1on Iv
aalker. Resicent [nspector. Cooper Nuclear Station, DRP. Region IV
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[ SUMMARY OF RESULTS

rvi

Performance 1n the ares of plant operations was mixed. The plant operations
staff performed 1ts duties in a conservative manner during routine operations.
Command. control. and communications within operating crews and within the
operations department has improved but remains nconsistent. Mana t
attention and oversight of routine plant operations was evident. There has
been a lack of a questioning attitude Dy the plant operations personnel of
operability determinations. The relationsnip between operations and training
'mproved. however. the operations department appeared to not totally support
and reinforce the training department s formal training program.

emergenCy and abnormal operating procedures still exhibited some weaknesses.

In radiological controls. management provided strong siport. External
radiation exposure controls were 1mplemented effectively. Excellent programs
~ere maintained 1n the radiation protection area. One enforcement action
'nvolved numerous operators and an operations supervisor that showed a lack of
respect for the special work permit process. The licensee effect1velg
'mplemented planning and preparation for the 1993 refueling outage. Excellent
coordination existed between the radiation protection department and other
departments and a strong as-1ow-as-reasonably-ach1evable (ALARA) program was
maintained. Management has not been aggressive 1n 1dentifying radio ogical
performance weaxknesses.

in maintenance and survelllance the licensee s preplanning and work practices
~ere coordinated and well controlled. and their work 1tem tracking system was
excellent. The performance of maintenance activities was mixed. although
-OMMUN1CatI0NS and supervisory oversignt were good. Maintenance of motor-
cperated valves was generally 900d. but there were weaknesses noted with the
'nstallation of terminal lugs.  Weaknesses were found in the Ticensee's
maintenance of the reactor burlding and safety-related check valves. Severa)
licensee event reports were submitted during the appraisal period because of
“Mproper maintenance. Program procedures for control and scheduling of
curverllance activities were controlled and explicit. Weaknesses were found
‘N the adequacy of technical Justifications to verify the operability of
=quipment when Technical Specification testing acceptance criteria had not
~€en meL.  Weaknesses were also seen n the lcensee ‘s testing of the pressure
'sclation valves. secondary containment 1soiation valves. and manual valves
neeged for safe shutdown of the plant

N emergency preparedness. 'mprovements were observed in certain important
cerformance areas Recurring proplems were noted. nowever, 1n the areas of
>tfsi1te notifications ang emergency issessment and decision making. These
oroplem areas. compined with certain “a1lures to promptly followup on findings
:ffecting emergency oreparegness. ing the violations which were 1denti1fied,
‘ngicate a need for increased managemert 3LTention 1n th1s program area,



Performance in the security area continues to De excellent. The program was
effectively managed by personnel within the security department. r
management provided strong support for the security program. Excellent
programs were noted 'n 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 overal)
process to control projects and design modification activities appeared to be
very effective. The temporary modification process was found to be well
mpiemented. Configuration management was found to be effective. The
licensee's plant procedures were generally well controlled and technically
adequate to perform the desired actions. [mprovements were seen in training;
however. licensed operator training continued to need management attention and
priority. Significant weaknesses were observed 1n problem resolution. and
several examples of a lack of rigorous problem resolution were seen. Examples
of over-reliance on verbal information ana 1nformality were seen which
directly contributed to escalated enforcement actions.

[n safety assessment and quality veri1fication the licensee implemented an
effective operability determination and evaluation ?rocess and deficiency
report process. while some problems were effectively resolved. others were
not. continuing to show significant weaknesses in the licensee's a?proach to
the resolution of 1ssues. The causes for ineffective problem resolution
'ncluded informality. apparent unguestioning deferment of corrective actions
for generic problems. the absence of corrective action for those instances
shere explicit regulatory requirements did not exist. and poor personnel
performance n bringing deficiencies to management 's attention. The licensee
nas planned or 1mpiemented extensive 1mitiatives to improve performance in
oroblem resolution. however. the effectiveness of the licensee's initiatives
t0 address personnel performance and personnel attitudes remains to be seen.
The Ticensee'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
function r (07/16/90 t0 01/18/92) (01/19/92 to 04/24/93)
Plant Operations P 2
“adiological Controls 2 <
Maintenance/Surve1llance 1 3
tmergency Preparedness 2 e

Security . 1



Eng1neer1ng/Techn1cal 2 2

Safety Assessment/ 2 3
Quality Verification

*1 Improving Trend - Licensee performance was determined to be improving
during this assessment period. Continuation of the trend may result in a
change 1n the performance rating.

**D Declinming Treng - Licensee performance was determined to be declining
during this assessment period and the licensee had not taken meaningful steps
L0 agdress this pattern. Continuation of the trend may result in a change in
th2 performance rating.

(IT. CRITERIA

The evaluation criteria. category definitions. and SALP process methodology
that were used. as applicable. to assess each functional area are described in
detarl 1n NRC Manual Chapter 0516. dated September 28, 1990. This chapter 1s
available 1n the Public Document Room files Therefore. these criteria are
not repeated here but will be presented in detai] at the public meeting to be
held with licensee management

Iv. P ANAL Y
A P ration
I Anglysis

This functional area consists primer1ly of the control and execution of
activities directly related to operating the plant.

Evaluation of this functional area was Dased on routine inspections performed
Oy tne resident 1nspectors. The Region-based inspections included two
operator examinations. two Emergency Plan 'nspections. one plant procedures
‘nspection. and one unannounced followup 1nspection to observe licensed
operators’ conduct during 1n-house requalification examinations.

The previous SALP report (NRC Inspection Report 50-298/92-99) noted that
management 's attention and oversignt was not dlways conservative: procedures
~ere not always used properly. and that s1gm ficant weaknesses were identified
'n the command. control, and communications activities when the operating
staff was presenteq with simulated nonroutine emergency events.

Command. control. ind commun1cations ~1thin cperating crews and within the
operations cepartment has 'mproved but remains 'nconsistent. A training guide
3N0 3N operations lirective have peen 1ssued 'n this area. However, formal
tra1ming to 'mplement the guide 2ang 2irective rad not been provided and none
Of Tne on-snift suoervisors questionea snort’. sfter 1ts 1ssuance were aware
2T tne operations :irective “anagement excectitions and reinforcement of



traiming in these areas 1s an ongoing challenge. For example. operations
manauement was not expecitiously informed by a shift crew (by written or oral
communications) that a problem with the control room annunciator computer
resulted 1n 60 annunciators being 1n an alarmed condition. Control room
logbook entries for the event were also unclear

The Tast SALP report cited weaknesses 1n event diagnosis and implementing
emerjency and abnormal procedures effectively. During this SALP period. these
problems appear to have been effectively addressed as indicated by improved
d1agnost1s and procedure use during operator license and requalification
examinations and emergency preparedness exercises and inspections. The last
SALP also described concerns related to emergency and abnormal procedure
valigity. During this SALP period. the licensee was cited for the failure to
1ncorporate changes reflecting plant modifications into the emergency support
procedures 1n a timely fashion. This could have resulted in the procedures
being unusable during certain accigent sequences involving ti * release or
potent1a] release of radioactive material This indicates th.  procedure
implementation continues to be of concern. although for reasons different than
described 1n the previous SALP.

The enforcement history in this functional area involved the failure to
incorporate changes 1nto the emergency support procedures and the failure to
follow procedures. ~hich resulted in a loss of shutdown cooling. The
procedure vinlations 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

#h1le the licensee nas 'mplemented significant effort to formalize and
Jocument the evaluation of the 1mmegiate mpact of deficiencies on the
operabrlity of systems. there has been a lack of a questioning attitude by
plant operations of operability determinations prepared by engineering.
Exampies 1ncluded the operability determinations that were ?repared to address
& 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 particulate contamination in emergency
ar1esel generator fuel 011 above the T:mts specified by the station
procedures. In eacn case. the conclusion of operability was accepted without
cnallenge. The operabiiity acetermination for the temporary strainer contained
assessments that the strainer could De back-flushed, but the physical
configuration prec’uded back-flusning and no procedures existed telling
operators how to perform the evolut:on.  For the leaking valves. a vent path
~3s established to Dleed the pressure. Dut no 1imits were specified
rgent:fying how mucn leakage woulad De considered unacceptable. and no
evaluation of the containment 1soiation function was made. For the high
particulate. the condition was acceoted ~ithout an evaluation of the impact of
the ceficiency on zne fuel deliverv system and the operability of the
smercency diesel cenerator The scizotance of these operability
Z2Termnations #1117 3pparent w~eakrecses rows 3n absence of a questioning

3TL LU0 AN 3 'ack Of ownersnip . - :int cserations



Management attention and oversight of routine plant operations was evident
Senior site mana?ement routinely toured the control room on a daily basis and.
diring major evolutions and/or plant changes. management personnel were
present 1n the control room. providing on overview of the activities.

Management s actions 1n response to operational events were usuaily
appropriate. On two occurrences the licensee elected to shut down the plant
to 1mplement corrective actions (replace batteries in April 1992 and repair
the motive power to the low pressure coolant 1njection valies in September
1992) The licensee also made a decision to reduce reactor power after the
cesign basis reconstitution group 1dentified a problem with the control power
for some emergency core ccoling system valves

The plant operations staff performed 1ts 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 1n response to a feedwater transient and reactor recirculation pump
Lr1p were accurate and timely. There were no automatic plant trips during
this assessment period.

Jbserved communications between operating staff and other departments during
the performance of maintenance ana surveilllance activities have improved from
those observed 1n the previous SALP period. Managements efforts had been
successful 1n reducing the number of 11luminated annunciators on the main
control room boards during steady-state operations.

The relationship between operations ang training 1mproved. However. the
Jperations department appeared to not totally support and reinforce the
training department s formal program. [nstances were noted where more
EMPN3s1s was given Lo on-crew 1nput 1nto training content than to that
prescribed by the formal training program. This may account for the

a1 fferences 1dent1fied 1n crew performance. Some cross-crew normalization
progress has been made by rotating operators into the training department :
nowever, the full benefit of the program has not been realized.

Tne Ticensee's operations staff was 3 .ery experienced and knowledgeable group
of Ticensed semor reactor and reactor operators Ouring this assessment
period. the licensed operator staffing remained adequate to maintain a Six-
smft rotation of operating crews.

nousekeeping 1n the plant was good. “ost of the areas have been painted and
nave been provided adequate lighting. _abeling has been completed for most
components throughout the plant and ‘cund to be of a quality to support
component manipulations by plant personnel  There remain some less-traffickeq
areas 'n the plant. w~hich are not up =3 the nousekeepIng equivalence exhibited
Dy the majority of the plant areas

.7 Sdmmary overail performance '~ e srea ~* oiant operations was mixed.
"@ plant cperations staff performec <5 cuties tn 3 conservative manner
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quring routine operations. Command. control. and communications within
operating crews and within the operations department has improved but remains
'nconsistent. Management attention and oversight of routine plant operations
was evident. Although different. the emergency and abnormal operati
procedures st11l exnibited some concerns identified in the previous ngP
report. There has been a lack of a questioning attitude by plant operations
of operability determinations. The relationship between operations and
training 1mproved. however. the operations department appeared to not totally
support and reinforce the training department s formal training program.

2. Performance Rating

The Ticensee 1s considered to be 1n Performance Category 2 in this functional
area.

3. Recommendations
d. NRC Actions

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

0. Licensee Actions

L1censee management needs to take appropriate measures to assure that the
long- term 1ssue of operator communications during nonroutine operating
activities has been included 1n 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.

8 R 1cal 1

1 Analysis

This functional area consists primari’y of activities related to radiation
protection, radioactive waste management. radiological effluent control ¢nd
monitoring, water chemistry controls. radiological environmental monitoring,
and transportation of radiocactive materials.

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

Juring the previous assessment period. concerns were identified involving the
'mplementation of the radiological protection program during outages and
routine. day-to-day activities. During this assessment period. the licensee
‘mproved mplementation of the ragioiogica! protection program during routine
Jay-t10-day activities, but st11l experiencea some problems during outages when
activity levels were nigh



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 supervisor
were 1nvolved. This event reflected a lack of respect for the special work
permit process as an essential part of the radiation protection program.

Semor mana?ement's support for the radiation protection program, and the
radiological protection management s oversight of day-to-day activities. was
excellent. Strong programs had been developed and were maintained in the
areas of control of radioactive materials and contamination. surveys,
monitoring. and radiation instrument calibration.

Management has not been aggressive 1n 1dent1fym? radiological performance
~edknesses. During this assessment period. the licensee generated only

five radiological safety incident reports. Given the number of plant areds
that are contaminated and the magnitude of work performed. the absence of
'ncident reports reflects a site attitude of not documenting, and consequent ly
not aggressively pursuing, radiological problems

Communications among the radiation protection department and other departments
~ere 1nstrumenta: 1n the progress made to reduce the number of contaminated
éreas within the radiological controlled area. The licensee glanned to
impiement a program for controlling radiation exposures, whic
radiological support system that used 4 state-of-the-art computer -based
electronic dosimetry system and access control System.

radiation protection department and other departments. and an appropriate
numpber of contract radiation protection personnz] to provide the required
radiation protection covera?e of outage activities. The contract technicians
~ere brought on site several weeks prior to the outage to receive training.

External radiation exposure controls ~ere 1mplemented effectively by
mon1toring whole body exposures using thermoluminescent dosimeters self-
"eading dosimeters. radiation surveys. radiation work permits. and
iommistrative dose 1imits.  Radiation areas and high radiation areas were
croperly posted and controlled Special work permits were improved to provide
=nnanced guidance to workers and make them easier to understand. Isolated
exampies were noted of workers not fol1ow1n? all of the 1nstructions of
special work permits. The licensee naad 'mplemented a good 1nternal exposure
“ontrol program

“ne Ticensee had 'mplemented an excellent ALARA program. The radiological
crotection department was proactive in the area of ALARA briefings. which were
-onaucted prior to the performance of -~amplex maintenance and operational
iCLrAties ang/or anen the potentia’ <ap nen radiation exposure was present
T8 LARA prejop criefings aere thorcuen anc e’ organized. addressed all
TOCFLaNt 1Ssues. NG empnasizea 5coc ~3310 oaica ] protection practices.



Prior to the 1993 refuelln? outage. the plant uti111zed 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
'n ALARA suggestions and was given excellent support from mana t and
workers from other departments ALARA personnel performed dai y reviews of
the doses accrued Dy jJobs during the 1993 refueltng outage and made frequent
tours of the drywel! to observe work activities. Person-rem exposures and
personnel contamination events were maintained below outage goals.
The Ticensee's 11qu1d and gaseous radioactive waste effluent program, water
chemstry and radiochemistry programs. and radiological environmental
mon1toring program were effective and well managed. The sampling results from
all these programs compared well with NRC 1ndependent measurements .

The sol1d radwaste and radicactive materials transportation programs included
excellent procedures for the preparation and snipment of radioactive waste and
other radioactive mate~1als. 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 1ncident or problems.

Staffing was maintained at appropriate levels in the radiological controls
areas. The various departments 1n the radiological controls areas had
experienced a very low turnover of technical personnel. The radiation
protection staff was supplemented with contract radiation protection
technicrans during outages. but reliance was not placed on contractor
personnel during normal operating periods

Accredited training and qualification programs were established and being
mplemented for personnel in this functional area. The radiological controls
area personnel were well trained and qualified. Training 1nstructors were
~ei1 qualified. Coordination existed between the training department and the
/4rigus departments that received training 1n this functional area. The
licensee's overall training efforts were excellent.

"he quality assurance audits and survelllances performed in the radiological
ontrols area 1dent1fied pertinent ‘'naings. ind the corrective actions for
he f:ngings were timely ana comprenensive. The audit teams inc]uded
Jualified auditors and technical specialists ano were knowledgeable of the
applicable requirements to be reviewed 1n specific program areas. A self-
assessment of the radiation protect:on program. including source term
requction. work control. communications. radiation protection during outages.
“LARA 3nd traiming. w~as performed. :ng the assessment 1dent1fred several
recommengations for orogram 1mprcvement

.N summary. management provided strong <upport for the radiological controls
irea  Ixternal r3g1ation exposure :Iintrois sere implemented effectively.
ZxCe'Tent programs .ere maintained ‘< me r33-ation protection area. One
snforsament acticn “avolveg severs T277 and an operations supervisor
Nt :nCwed 3 ‘ack If respect “Ir "n2 iteli LOrk permit process. The
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licensee effectively- implemented planning and preparation for the 1993
refueling outage. Excellent coordination existed between the radiation
protection department and other departments. and a strong ALARA program was
maintained. Management has not been aggressive in 1dent1fying radiological
performance weaknesses .

2. Performance Rating

The Ticensee 15 considered to be in Performance Category 2 in this functional
drea with an 1mproving trend.

3. Recommendations
a. NRC Actions
None

b. LI 1on

The Ticensee needs to implement measures L0 assure that the facility staff is
more aggressive in the pursuit of 1ssues which are to be documented in the
radiological safety incident report process established by site procedures

L. Main ‘Surve1il]

L. Analysis

NRC 1nspection efforts consisted of routine 1nspections Dy the resident
'nspectors and five inspections performed by region-based nspectors. In the
last SALP report. no recommendations were made for the overal] program
‘mprovement

Suring this assessment period. mainterance work practices were rformed 1n ¢
-oordinated controlled manner. One exception Lo procedure compliance was
JDserved during emergency diese) generator maintenance where workers did not
Jbtain a system engineer 1NSpection as required by the work package. The
'1censee continued to have an excellent work 1tem tracking system. which is
effective 1n assuring that work 1n progress is properly documented and work
neeging to be performed 15 prioritized appropriately

“he licensee’'s performance 1n mplementation of maintenance activities was
"xed.  Preplanning of maintenance CLIvities and attention to detail by
maintenance personnel were Qoog witr =000 Communication between maintenance
cersonnel 1n tne fieid ana other Jreamizaticrs Supervisory personnel




presence was noted during complex activities and periodically during the
performance of more routine efforts.

Maintenance of motor-operated valves was generally good. Some weaknesses were
seen. however. 1n the maintenance of motor-operated valves. Discrepancies
1nvolving 1mproper terminal lug installations and evidence of corrosion and
arrt 'n the 1imt switch compartment for environmentally qualified
motor—op?rated valves were not 1dentified or corrected by maintenance

personne

In md-1992, the licensee 1nitiated the development of a formal check valve
program based on NRC and industry recommendations. A significant weakness
existed. however. 1n the licensee s check valve maintenance and testing
activities. While many check valves sere tested in the nservice testing
program and others were 1nspected by the preventive maintenance program,
reactor coolant pressure 1solation cneck valves were neither disassembled for
'nspection nor leak rate tested. The licensee s maintenance and testing
activities did not ensure that these valves were capable of performing the
safety-related pressure 1solation function. At the end of the assessment

period. the licensee was implementing plans to perform leak rate testing of
these check valves.

Ouring 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
burlding status. and this masked 1dentification of a s'gmficant deficiency
A1s0. features such as secondary containment 1solation valve timing were not
effectively tested. The licensee haa not effectively maintained door seals.
an1Cch were worn from use during the coerating cycle. degrading the secondary
containment.. At the end of the assessment period the l1censee was
'mplementing corrective actions to agdress these deficiencies.

Curing this assessment period. safety-related systems were declared inoperable
and licensee event reports were 1ssued as a result of ineffective. or lack of
maintenance on plant equipment. The "nstances 1nvolved: (1) the clogging of
3 steam trap. due to a lack of prevenrtive maintenance. that raised questions
:Dout the operabiiity of the reactor -ore 1solation cooling system,

2) 1noperability of a damper 1n the -antrol room heating and ventilation
system because the 1inkage was not rautinely lubricated. (3) failure of a
motor-operated valve to operate due -~ a stripped stem nut on the valve which
~as not detected because of the lack >f appropriate acceptance criteria in the
maintenance work procedure, and (4) “3ilure of a battery charger to operate
oroperly due to a lack of preventive “aintenance.

“he systems engineering crganization .as involved in maintenance and
curverllance acti/ities.  The oversizet provided by the engineers helped to
snsure that the maintenance and surv2' lance ictivities were acceptably
‘mplementea. However. the 1SSues I°::.sseg 'n the four preceding paragraphs
_Jdicate srortcomings 1n program tece~'cii zzfinition and technical resoluticr
:* rgent1fied problems



tarly 1n the assessment period. a significant weakness was found in the
licensee’'s surveilllance test program 1nvolving the station batteries. The
program allowed that safety-related equipment could be considered operable
without an adequate technical Justification when Technical Specification test
acceptance criteria were not met. Following 1dentification 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 were
controlled and explicit. There were very few missed or overdue surveillance
tests. The surveillance schedule consistently reflected planning and assigned
priorities. Procedures for conducting survelllances were well written and
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 surve:llance performance, the
Ticensee’'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
processes. The repair and replacement program was effectively implemented by
well-documented work packages. and the performance of work activities was
observed to be good.

The scope of the inservice 1nspection program d1d not include all
safety-related heat removal Systems. such as the service water and reactor
aguipment cooling system. These systems consequently have not received al)
the 1nspection activities specified by the Technical Specifications. including
pressure testing. The licensee's thirg party review of the i1nservice
nspection program did not 1dent1fy these systems as needing to pe i1ncluded in
the 1nservice 1nspection program.

The licensee's testing did not include periogic verification of many manual
alves that were specified to be operated. using emergency operating
crocegures, or would need to be operated in other emergency conditions. One
ex?mnie was the emergency diesel generator fuel o011 storage tank cross-connact
/dlve

4 weakrness was seen n the licensee s primary containment leak rate testing
orogram.  The licensee had tested 26 containment 1solation valves with test
pressure appiied 1n a direction opposite to containment pressure without an
joéquate Dasis that the test resuits would be equivalent or conservative.
-censee testing with the test pressure applied 1n the direction of accident
oressure demonstrated. for some valves that the testing was nonconservative.
=L the end of the zssessment per1og. -ne licensae w3s 1mplementing corrective
3CLIONS TO erther test the vaives "~ *me 31re-+1on of accrdent pressure or
-rovice an adequate Sust1fication i7i: <2stir: n the reverse direction was

L
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equivalent. The Ticensee alsc 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.

[n summary. the 1icensee's preplanning ans work practices were coordinated and
well controlled. and their work 1tem tracking system was excellent. The
performance of maintenance activities was mixed. although communications and
supervisory oversight were good. Maintenance of motor-operated valves was
generally good. but weaknesses were noted with the installation of terminal
igs. Weaknesses were found 1n the licensee's maintenance of the reactor
burlding 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 survelllance activities were
controlled and explicit. Weaknesses were foun: in the adequacy »f technical
Justifications to verify the operability of equipment when testing acceptance
criteria had not been met. Weaknesses were also seen 1n 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 Rating

The licensee 15 considered to be in Performance Category 3 1n this functional
area.

3. Recommendations
a. NR i

The NRC should conduct inspection activities with the focus of assessing the
technmical adequacy of activities and the appropriate scope of activities and
Lo review maintenance and surveillance program identification and resolution
of conditions adverse to quality.

D. 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
w111 continue to perform 1ts safety functions. The licensee should also
increase the emphasis on oversignt by plant management and systems engineering
to provice an 1ncreased level of technical support to the maintenance and
surverllance activities at the plant. Management should provide additional
emphasis on generation of thorough and detailed maintenance and surveillance
procedures. and on the need for maintenance/survelllance nersonnel to
carefully follow the procedures

0 Lmergency Preparedness
£p§1z§1§



This functional area includes activities related to the establishment and
'mplementation of the emergency plan and implementing procedures, onsite and
offsite plan development and coordination, support and training of eme y
response organizations. licensee performance during exercises and actua

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 emergency
preparedness area. The report recommended licensee action to i Tement
proactive corrective actions for 1dent1fied weaknesses and to ance 1ts
self-assessment capabi]ities

Evaluation of this functional area was based on the results of two inspections
conducted by the regional emergency preparedness analyst and observations by
the resident inspectors. The two 'nspections included evaluation of the 1992
emergency exercise and an operational status 'nspection which included a
regional 1nspection initiative to evaluate the knowledge and performance of
duties of emergency response personnel

Ouring the assessment period. there were 5ix emergency declarations associated
w1th actual events. all at the Unusual Event classification level. Five of
the declarations were made following 1mitiation of a shutdown required by
Technical Specifications. The S1xth deciaration was made following a minor
earthquak~ detected onsite.

Juring two of these events the Ticensee experienced some difficulties 1n
'mpiementing portions of the emergency plan and 1mplementing procedures
Specifically. following one event there was a delay in event classification.
~N1Ch 1ndicated a weakness 1n 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
event. Following a subsequent Unusual Event declaration. notification of one
offsite organization was untimely  The licensee 1dent1fied the problems noted
aDove and 1n1tiated corrective action In one 1nstance. however the
l1censee s process of 'nvestigating. formulating, and documenting the needed
corrective action was slow.

The 1992 exercise ~esulted 1n five NRC 1dent1fied weaknesses. The weaknesses
nvolved: (1) weak analysis and tecnnical assessment of plant conditions.

12) failure to take steps to ensure nabi1tantiitty of the Technical Support
-enter/Operational Support Center (3) farlure to detect and classify Genera)
tmergency conditions promptly. (4) failure to make the offsite notification of
the General Emergency in a timely manner. ang (5) use of multiple dose
issessment programs for dec1s1onmak1ng purposes without clear guidance on
reconci1ing conflicting results The weakness concerning analysis and
technical assessment of plany congitions was found to be a repeat of a similar
~eakness 1dent1fieg during tne oreévious exercise.  During the exercise, the
NRC noted licensee ‘mprovements 1n several areas from the performance 1in
Sre/10us exercises  Most notable were ‘morovements 1n the performance of
-ontrol room operators tracking of ~2sponse *2ams  and the licensee's self-



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.

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 1n emergency preparedness.

The operational status 1nspection found that emergency response facilities had
been well maintained. A good program of emergency response training had been
aammistered and & 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 1n all areas found to be weak in recent
nspections.

Two violations were 1denti1fied during the operational status inspection. One
violation was for failure to conduct required tests of the pagers used to
not1fy members of the emergency response organization. The second violation
was 1denti1fied for failure to conduct a driil critique and for failure to
follow up as required on dri1l] weaknesses. A noncited violation was
1dent1fied 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 recommend actions 1n
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 1ssued migway through the SALP period. Substantive
recommendations and 1nmitiatives 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 'mprovement 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 seif-assessments ang 11censee 1dent1fied recommendations.,
however. the NRC continued to 1dent:fy 1nstances where the licensee was
nelther aggressive nor proactive n response to some emergency preparedness
findings during the SALP p~riod

[n summary. during the SALP period. 'mprovements were observed in certain
performance areas "mpcrtant to emergency preparedness. Recurring problems
were noted. however 1n the areas of offsite notifications and emergency
assessment and dec sionmaking. These problem areas. combined with certain
farlures to promptiv follow up on findings affecting emergency preparedness.
and the violations ~nich were 1aent:“ 23  na'cate a need for increased
management attent:n 1n thi1s program zire




2. Performance Rating

The licensee is considered to be in Performance Category 2 in this area, with
d 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.

. Licensee Actions

Licensee needs to take actions to assure that the recurring 1Ssues in offsite
notification. emergency assessments. angd decwsvonmakwng have been corrected.

E. Security
1 Analysis

This functional area Cons1sts of activities associated with the security of
the plant, Including all aspects of access control . Sécurity background
checks. safeguards information protection. and fitness-for-duty activities and
controls. Evaluation of this functional area was based on the results of two
security inspections performed by regional 1nspectors and observations made

Dy the resident nspectors

The previous SALP report 1dentified the Security area as a Performance
Category 1 and did not 1nclude any specific recommendations .

Two violations of program requirements were 1dent1fied during the SALP period
Involving the failure to maintain control of 3 yisitor and the failure to
change locks after termnation of Sécurity guards for cause. Licensee
management took prompt and effective action to correct the violations.
'gent1fy the root causes. and strengthen procedures to prevent recurrence

The security program was effectively managed. Plant and corporate security
Tanagement persennel maintained an excellent knowledge of current 1ndustry
trends by being actively involved 1n 'ndustry groups. Secur1t{ management and
the staff were well trained and qualifieq SECUr1ty professionals with an
excellent understanding of nuclear plant security objectives .

The security system received excellent maintenance support . Instrumentation
and controls technicians were provideg to promptily remair or replace any
Security equipment -hat required corractive maintenance. Repairs were
normally compieteg 1n a timely manner snich 1n turn, reduced the time spent
Oy security officers on compensatory -oste “he support and cooperation
dmong security. nlant maintenance ang the 'nstrumentation and controls group
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was excellent and there was strong evidence of management's commitment to
maintain a high quality and effective security program.

An excellent security reporting program had been implemented. The security
event reports and reporting procedures were well understood Dy security
supervisors and consistent with NRC requirements. The security staff
conducted excellent analyses of security events, 1dentifying trends and
developing sound resolutions to probiems.

The security organization was staffed with an appropriate number of personne)
L0 ensure that the security program was properly implemented.

The security training program was administered Dy a well qualified full-time
staff. The program was consistent si1th the requirements of the NRC-approved
Secur1ty Force Training and Qualification Plan Personnel training records
were current and well maintained. Personnel were knowledgeable of their
responsibilities and performed their auties competently. However, the
training section did not have any training aids available for hands-on type
training in the early part of the SALP period. For example. there were no
simulated weapons or explosive devices to use during training on x-ray
equipment or during bomb search tactics. The video film library. at the time,
~as 11mited 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-developed

policies and procedures. Security personnel nvolved in maintaining program
plans current were knowledgeable of NRC requirements and objectives.

A comprenensive annual audit of the security program was conducted by the
l1censee 's quality assurance group. The audit team included an auditor with
nuclear security experience from another power reactor utiiity. The audit was
performance-based and very well documented The security department
mplemented prompt and effective actons 1n response to the audit findings.

in summary, the licensee continues :o maintain an excellent security program
The program was effectively managed tv personnel within the security
Jepartment. Upper management provices strong support for the security
program. Excellent programs were noted 1n the areas of testing, maintenance,
staffing. audits. and the response o audit findings.

¢. Performance Rating

ne licensee 15 rated as Category . ' this functional area.

3 R ngation



F Engineering/Technica! Support
1 Agglx;l;

This functional area consists of technical and engineering support for all
plant activities. [t includes all licensee activities associated with the
design of plant modifications: engineering and technical support for

NRC 1nspection efforts consisted of routine inspections by the resident
'nspectors. four region-based 1nspections. and one structural audit team
'nspection. The 1nspection effort 1ncluded team inspections to assess the
motor-operated valve Generic Letter 89-10 program and en?wneerlng and
technical support functions. Additionally. two sets of 1censed operator
examinations were adminmistered at Cooper Nuclear Station

The previous SALP report recommended that l1censee management should implement
actions to correct the ongoing concerns 1dent1ed with the licensed operator
training program. Quring this assessment . 'mprovements were seen 1n training;
however. licensed operator training continued to need management attention and
priority. as previously discussed in the Operations functional area.

furing this assessment period. a review of design modification activities was
performed. The overall process to control projects and design modification
activities appeared to be very effective. with 3 small backlog of work.
Procedures to control design changes and modifications were found to be
comprenensive and well written as were the plant modification packages. A
areat deal of conservative engineering effort was usually ncorporated into
the modification process.

The temporary modification process was found to be well implemented. and
temporary modi1fications were not left 1n place over six months. Particular
strengths were noted in the weekly audit performed by senior licensed
Operators and the use and control of temporary modification tags.

‘ne nterface between corporate engineering and site engineering appeared
2ffective. There was a very stable engineering staff with a low turnover
rate.  Good morale was observed. and staffing levels appeared consistent with
the workload. Engineering personnel sere Qualified and trained and their
responsibilities cefined. Of particuiar note was the emphasis on
certification of system engineers as snift tecnmical advisors. Engineering
iopeared to have qood credibility ang ~OrkIng relationships within the
‘icensee s organization

-onfiguration management ~as found to o2 effeciive. Although the licensee s
-€51Gn DAs1s reconstitution process sas found to be somewhat delayed. 1ssues

"dve Deen ‘Jentifieg Dy this orogram .ntch were oromptly 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 knowledgeable
personnel. During NRC reviews. & number of weaknesses were 1dentified
including calculations, use of Jes1gn Das1s parameters. and testing
Additionally. the lTicensee had addressed the recommendation of Generic

Letter 89-10 to evaluate and trend motor-operated valve failures but had not
yet 'mplemented the procedures Inspectors observed the conditions of the
valves to be very good. Overall. the licensee s motor-operated valve testing
wdsS Q00d

In the area of engineering. the licensee s plant procedures were generally
well controlled and technically adequate to perform the desired actions
txamples of weaknesses 1n 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 'nformation 1n relay maintenance
procedures. In one case. Support procedures were known to be 1n error and
timely corrective action had not been performed to correct the errors

The licensee s program for the training of candidates for an operating license
was determined to be adequate. One weakness was observed in the 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 mplementation of the program to bring 1n licensed
operators from the operations department had d positive affect on the
operations department’'s acceptance to training. Some improvement was noted in
the formal communication process between the Operations and training
jepartment management staffs

>1gnificant weaknesses were observed in problem resolution. One cause for
ineffective problem resolution was nformality and this has manifested itself
35 4 tendenCy to rely on verbal nformation over documentation or plant
records. Plant engineers relied on verbal Information from maintenance
personnel. without verification. that no temporary strainers existed in the
system. 1n deference to the information that was on approved drawings that
showed that strainers were installegd 7 vedal information was found later
L0 De 1n error. Plant engineers also relied in verbal information regarding
the existence of documentation that LeEMporary strainers had been removed
uring preoperatioral or startup testing even though the documentation that
Lhe engineer reviewed 1ndicated the exact opposite This was presented to the !
NRC 2s Justification that temporary strainers had been removed and was later

£ -

ound tO De 1ncorrect temporary strainers were. In fact. in the system

informality was also seen 1n the licensee s resolution of a secondary
ontainment integr'ty test failure as discussed 1n maintenance and
surveri’ance. A lack of rigorous resolution of a high particulate
-oncentrations n tne giese! fuei o1l ang £4K1ng shutdown cooling suction
s018l10n vaives ~as also seen  The seccraary containment was declared
perable without & 200d ungerstanging of *n: iuses for the test failure and




~1thout action to prevent recurrence. The licensee subsequently found that a
00p seal was mssing causing a 10-inch flow path Oetween the reactor building
and the radwaste building

Overall. the performance in th1s functional area was mixed. The interface
Detween corporate engineering and site engineering was effective The overal]
process to control projects and aesign modification activities appeared to be
very effective The temporary modification process was found to be well

1mp lement ed Configuration management was found to be effective. The
l1censee s plant procegures were generally well controlled and technically
adequate to perform the desired actions Improvements were seen in training
nowever. licensed operator training zontinued to need management attention and
priority.  Significant weaknesses were observed in problem.resolution and
several examples of a lack of rigorous probiem resolution were sean Examples
of over-reliance on verbal information and informality were seen which
directly contributed to escalated enforcement actions

¢. Performance Rating

The licensee 15 consigered to be 1n Performance .ategory 2 in this functional
irea

Recommendat 10ns

3 NRC Ar':Qng
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NRC 1ns?ect10n efforts 1n this area consisted of the core inspection program,
regional 1nitiative inspections. and NRR program reviews. The previouzogALP
report 1dent1fied a high threshold for inmitiating nonconformance reports and
that the Ticensee was not proactive in ident1fying potential safety issues in
this area. During this assessment period, the licensee expanded t‘e
corrective action program to capture those deficient conditions that did not
rise to the threshold of a nonconformance report. The programmatic features
appeared to be an improvement 1n that aaditional items were captured for
resolution that would not have been documented under the previous program.

Problem resolution. however. continued to show s1$n1ficant 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 1ssues 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
l1censee s design basis reconstitution efforts. such as a single failure
vulnerab1lity 1n the emergency core cooling systems anc the vulnerability of
safety-related switchgear to mssiles. In these examples, the licensee s
understanding of the safety implications of the vulnerabilities was good. and
the Ticensee 'mplemented effective compensatory/corrective actions to resolve
the problems.

Problems which were not adequately resolved 1ncluded copper contamination in
station batteries. temporary startup strainers in safety-related systems.
repetitive feeawater 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 o1l high
particulate. leaking shutdown cooling suction valves. reactor building
surverllance test failures. and. emergency operating support procedures with
previously 1denti1fied deficiencies that were not corrected.

The apparent causes for ineffective or protracted problem resolutions
included: (1) apparently unquestioning deferment of corrective actions unti]
the "genmeric” or "industry” problems nave been solved: (2) reluctance to take
corrective action 1n 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
‘ocal leak rate testing repetitively and the absence of action to prevent
recurrence or to mtigate the primary coolant system relief valve setpoint
ar1ft are examples of a willingness %0 defer corrective action until generic
‘ssues are resolvead. The licensee s operability conclusion for emergency
1esel fuel 011 hign particulate and their ineffective 1nitial corrective
ictions for leaking snutdown co0iing suction 1solation valves are examples of
3 reluctance to take corrective action without explicit regulatory
“equirements. The smergency congensate storage tank coating blistering which
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was found during an inspection. but not documented 1n the work package. was an
example of the type of problem not brougnt to management ‘s attention.

Plant management has shown the ability and desire to effectively resolve
1Ssues once they are made aware of the deficiencies. However, management
continues to be. for the most part. reactive in 1dentifying deficient
conditions. Historically. the licensee had established a performance
ndicator which placed an uppor 1imit on the number of open corrective action
documents. This was viewed as a reward for a low number of corrective action
system documents and may have discouraged the documentation of deficient
congitions. The initiation of nonconformance reports. historically, has been
linked to reportability and/or operability. This fostered the practice of
documenting only reportable conditions in the corrective action systems rather
than documenting deficient conditions énd then giving them the appropriate
review for reportability. Deficiencies 1dent1fied when equipment was not
operable. or not required to be operable. were not. likely to be Captured by
the licensee s corrective action systems. The licensee's intiatives in

At the end of the assessment period. the licensee had taken corrective actions
to 1mprove performance 1n resolving problems . many of which had not yet been
'mplemented. The licensee s programmatic 1nitiatives appear sound: ver,
the effectiveness of the licensee s corrective actions to address personnel
erformance and personne] dttitudes have not yet been evaluated.

.1censee efforts have also been €xpended to develop and implement formal
operability determination and evaluation processes. These efforts were
initiated 1n response to an operability determination which dig not receive
approval from the Station Operations Review Committee as required. The
l1censee had generally been effective 1n evaluating the immediate impact of
deficient conditions on the operability of safety-related eéquipment, but the
'mmediate conclusion of operability may have encouraged delay of prudent
corrective actions in some cases. Also. some operability determinations
-ontained weaknesses as discussed 1n plant operations .

The licensee's performance of oversight and critical self-assessment
iCtivities were marginally sat1sfactory  The Station Operations Review
-ommittee and the Safety Review and Audit Board met frequently to evaluate
emerging safety 1ssues and to review other 1ssues required by their charters
and the Technical Specifications The oversignt activities of these
committees had not been effective in '0ent1fying the numerous problems which
~ere found by the NRC 1NSPECLors 1n the special strainer nspection and in the
corrective action nspection

21though the Quality assurance department 1ssued quarterly trend reports that
-ontained a comprenensive compilation of activities. the reports did not
nighlignt propblems or provige dny assessment °r recommendations as a result of
‘naicateg trends. The audit and surverilance ictivities 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 1denti1fied 1n the special 1nspection 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 1dentifying and evaluating internal and external
operational experience and events had been effective as a management tool.

The Document and Event Review Committee actions to 1der*ify training work
requests for improving training effectiveness based o~ Sperational experiences
was a strength

Quring the assessment period. the NRR staff reviewed a large number of license
amendment requests and the safety analyses performed by and for the licensee.
Generally. the licensee's submittals were acceptable. The number of licensing
actions and activities appears to be appropriite for a plant of Cooper Nuclear

tation s vintage. Overall. the licensee s performance for this =lement of -
this functional area 1s average and could be improved Dy increased attention
to timeliness, accuracy. and completeness. The licensee's performance has
been good. however. when 1t focussed 1ts resources on an 1ssue. An exang;e of
th1s 1s the well-thought-out comments the Ticensee submitted regarding t
staff's draft position on the generic dedication 1ssues that resulted from the
priot inspections

In swnnar{. the facili1ty has generally been operated in a safe manner while
some problems were effectively resolved. others were not . continuing to show
significant weaknesses 1n the licensee s approach to the resolution of issues.
The causes for 1neffective 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 1n bringing deficiencies to management ‘s attention
The licensee has planned or 1mplemented extensive 1nitiatives to improve
performance in problem resolution. however the effectiveness of the
‘icensee’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
ittention to assure that these activities provide management with the critical
'rsights 1nto the performance of the plant and the operating staff

2. Performance Ra. ing

“he licensee 15 considered to be n Performance Category 3 in this functional
jrea



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
corrective action processes.

b. Licensee Actions

Licensee management needs to perform a critical assessment of their corrective
action processes in light of the problems 1dentified by the NRC and correct
the process to assure that the process 15 meeting licensee and NRC
expectations.

V. I TA
A Malor Licensee Activitiec
1. Malor Qutages

On Februar{ 10. 1992, the plant was shut down Lo replace degraded 250-volt
battery 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
returned to full power on September 15

On October 1. 1992. the licensee éxperienced a recirculation pump trip ard
operated in single loop at 50 percent power The plant was returned to full
power 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 from about
80 percent power to begin the refueiing outage. At the end of the assessment
peri1od. the plant was in fhe refueling outage with the core off-loaded.

2 cen ngmen

Eleven licensing amendments were 1ssued during this assessment period.

2 Major MQg1f1rg;1Qn§

Juring the current refueling outage. the '1cencee planned to: (1) install a
nargened wet-well .ent at Cooper Nuciear Stat:=n 1n response to Generic
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Letter 89-16. (2) remove the rod sequence control system from the plant, and
(3) remove the main steam line radiation monitor scram and containment
1solation function from the plant.

8. Quirect Inspection and Review Activities

NRC 1nspection activity during the assessment period included 40 inspections.
Approximately 5190 direct inspection hours were expended, which did not
Include operator 1icensing examinations or contractor hours.
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' ' failure of the main steamlines outside the coutainment or the
turbine-condenser and bevause of the conservative nacure of che
" " staff's analysis of the dosa cousequences. Following cur review
and approval of the improved MSLIV surveillance test program,
the appropriate portions of that test program will be included
in the Techaical Specifications.
§:2.3 laskage Tescing Progras
. The prizmary coatalzzsnt and componencs wiich will be subjected _
t0 contalnment test conditions vere designed so that periodic iace~
grated leakage rate tasting can be conducted at peak calculaced

accident pressure and reduced pressures. Je have reviewed the pro-

i1 01|

posed test procedures for determination of the primery concaioment
overall leakage, as vell as penetration and isolacion valwe leakags,
for both preservice and inservice containment leaksge tascs.
7enscracions, including personnel and equipment hatches and
airlocks, and isolacion valves, have generally been designed with the
capabilicy of being individually leak tested at peak calculated acci~

07501

dent pressurs. Large hatches have been screngthened structurally to

sustain cthe prassures of individual leak ctescs. Systems designad
prior to the implemencation of Appendix J, such as the concrel rod
drive penecrations and standby liquid control system, do not have
design provisions for individual leak tescs; however, the normml
functional tascing of these systese ensure their operabilicy and

thence the neacessary containment -=tegrity.




