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I. INTRODUCTION

The Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) program is
an integrated NRC staff effort to collect available observations and
data on a periodic basis and to evaluate licensee performance based
upon this information. SALP is supplemental to normal regulatory
processes used to ensure compliance to NRC rules and regulations.
SALP is intended to be sufficiently diagnostic to provide a rational
basis for allocating NRC resources and to provide meaningful guidance
to the licensee's management to promote quality and safety of plant
construction and operation.

A NRC SALP Board, composed of staff members listed below, met on
October 30, 1984, to review the collection of performance observations
and data to assess the licensee performance in accordance with the
guidance in NRC Manual Chapter 0516, " Systematic Assessment of Licensee
Performance."_ A summary of the guidance and evaluation criteri. ts
provided in Section II of this report.

This report is the SAlP Board's assessment of the licensee's safety
performance at Duane Arnold for the period April 1, 1983 through
August 31, 1984.

SALP Board for Duane Arnold:

J. A. Hind, Chairman, SALP Board (Director DRSS)
Robert De Fayette, Project Inspector, DRP
Mohan Thadani, Project Manager, NRR/DL
Zoltan R. Rosztoczy, Chief, RSCB/NRR
Larry Clardy, Senior Resident Inspector, DAEC
D. C. Boyd, Section Chief, DRP
R. L. Spessard, Director, DRS
R. F. Warnick, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch 1
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II. CRITERIA'

The licensee' performance is assessed in selected functional-areas
depending whether the facility;is in?a constructionspre-operational

-or operating phase. Each: functional area normally represents areas'
.significant to nuclear safety and,the environment, and are normal;.
Jprogrammatic areas. Some functional _ areas.may not be assessed because>

' lof little or no licensee activities or lack of meaningful observations.
Special areas may be added:to highlight significant observations.

-One or more of the following evaluation criteria were used to assess
each functional area.

1. Management involvement in assuring quality

.2. Approach to resolution of technical issues from a safety standpoint

3. Responsiveness to NRC initiatives

4. Enforcement history

j' 5. Reporting and analysis of reportable events

6. Staffing (' including management)j
,

| 7. Training offectiveness and qualification.

~However, the SALP Board is not limited to these criteria and others may
have been used where appropriate.

Based upon the SALP Board assessment, each functional. area evaluated is
classified into one of three performance categories. The definition of
these performance categories is:

Category 1: Reduced NRC attention may be appropriate. Licensee manage-
ment attention and involvement are aggressive and oriented toward nuclear '

i safety; licensee resources are ample and effectively used so that a high
j. level of performance with respect to operational safety or construction

is being achieved.
; *

I Category 2: NRC attention should be maintained at normal levels.' Licensee
! management attention and involvement are evident and are concerned with
, nuclear safety; licensee resources are adequate and are reasonably effec-
! -tive such that satisfactory performance with respect to operational

,

'

j. safety or construction is being achieved.

!
Category 3: Both NRC and licensee attention should be increased. Licensee*

! management attention or involvement is-acceptable and considers nuclear
safety, but weaknesses are evident; licensee resources appear to be
strained or not effectively used so that minimally satisfactory perfor-
mance with respect:to operational safety or construction is being achieved.

Trend: The performance gradient.over the. course of the SALP assessment
| period.

;-
|
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III. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Overall, the licensee"s performance has improved from the last SALP
period. Ratings increased from Category 2 to Category 1 in three func-
tional areas, one functional' area _ remained a Category 1 from the SALP 3
assessment period, and two areas remain as Category 2. There were two
performance declines, one in Surveillance where the performance level was>

reduced from a Category 2 to a Category 3 primarily due to an increase in
the number of personnel errors; and a decline from a Category 2 to a
Category 3 in Security based upon two Severity Level III violations. An -

erforcement conference was held on August 8, 1984, to discuss the personnel
errors in the Surveillance area and as a result the licensee has taken
corrective actions toward reducing such errors in the future.

Trend During
April 1, 1982- April 1, 1983- Current Re-

Functional Area March 31, 1983 August 31, 1984 porting Period

A. Plant Operations 2 1 Improved

B. Radiological
Controls 2 2 Same

C. Maintenance 1 1 Improved

D. Surveillance 2 3 Declined

E. Fire Protection 2 1 Improved

F. Emergency Preparedness 2 2 Improved

G. Security 2 3 Improved

H. Refueling 2 NR* ---

I. -Quality Prograns and
Administrative Controls
Affecting Quality 2 NR* ---

J. Licensing Activities 2 1 Improved

*NR -- Not Rated (No basis for evaluation)

-
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IV. -PERFORMANCE ANALYSES

A. Plant Operations

1. Analysis

Inspections were performed in this area by the resident
inspector. The inspections covered direct observation of
operating activities, review of logs and records, verification
of selected equipment lineups and operability, and followup of
significant operating events to verify that facility operations
were in conformance with the Technical Specifications and
administrative procedures. No items of noncompliance were
identified. This represents an improvement in the enforcement
history since there were four items of noncompliance identified
in the SALP 3 period.

There were twelve reactor trips during tnis evaluation period.
Nine of these were due to equipment failures (two of which
resulted in manual trips due to high turbine bearing
vibrations), and three were attributed to human error. Two of
the errors were made by Instrument and Control personnel during
the performance of surveillance testing (one of which resulted
in a manual trip by operations personnel) and one error was
made by an operator when he failed to upscale the Intermediate
Range Monitors (IRM) during the early stages of a reactor start
up. The operations error appears to be an isolated event and
does not appear to be indicative of a trend or of a
programmatic break down.

During this SALP period, the licensee also made significant
improvements in the operators' awareness of their actions and

- of the consequences their actions would have on plant
conditions. The fact that two operators discovered the
misalignment of the Standby Liquid Control system suction valve,

(Inspection Report 50-331/84-11) while on a non-related task is
indicative of this awareness.

During this evaluation period, site and corporate management
have increased their presence and involvement in plant operationsc

'

at the site by increasing the number of tours by corporate
personnel on site and instituting a shift site surveillance -

i program by site supervisors. Management also has established a
,

j personnel error task force, a personnel error review committee,
and a post-event review committee. The post-event review
committee has been very effective in identifying and resolving
problems as evidenced by its review of the inadvertent lifting
of a safety relief valve during surveillance testing on
January 7, 1984 (LER 84-001). The licensee also has established
the Nuclear Management Information System (NMIS). This system
provides monthly graphical presentations of selected indicators
to show licensee performance in comparison to both their goals
and to other nuclear plants. These actions are a result of the

5
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: licensee's ownLinitiatives. ' They reflect th; licensee's commit-
ments'to' keep the Regulatory Performance Improvement Program
(RPIP) a living program by continuing to improve it.

-The operations department has a clear. understanding of technical
issues. _It respondsato NRC and to implant initiatives on' safety

- _ issues-in_a timely manner with technically sound and acceptable
' responses. Some examples of such safety; issues'are: the HFA-.
relay replacement program, the Main Steam Isolation Valve stem-
to-disc repair, and the Diesel Generator scavenger air blower
repair.

.

The operations department routinely must evaluate events on site
for. internal and external reporting requirements. .The events
are promptly and correctly identified and reported within the
allowable time, limits, but corrective actions associated with-
some events such as repetitive Standby Filter Unit Initiations

; and Reactor Water Cleanup.isolations indicate the followup of the
" _ events by the maintenance and engineering departments could be
* more timely.

'

The staffing of the operations department is~ adequate and
i duties and responsibilities are well defined. This was accom-

~

[ plished as part of the licensee's RPIP.

The training program is well defined and implemented. The li-
censee feeds back information -to. personnel on - recent events, and i,

emphasizes adherence to procedures and redtetion of. personnel4

error. The two operators who found the Standby Liquid Control,

i system suction valve misaligned are evidence of the effectiveness
of the , program.

i

,
During the reporting period 11 R0 and 8 SRO examinations were

! administered. Two of the R0 and one of the SR0 exams were
j retakes; (i.e., the operators had previously failed an exam).

| Two instructor certification exams also were administered.
! One R0 and one SRO failed the examinations. The pass rate for

Duane Arnold is above the national average of approximately 80%.

! 2. Conclusion !

i
The licensee is rated Category 1 in this area. This is an'

improvement over the Category 2 rating achieved in the SALP 3
period. The performance during the period showed an upward
trend and this is attributed to the effective implementation of,

! the RPIP program which occurred during this period. The
licensee'has established an effective and aggressive approach to
operations to ensure that operations personnel are cognizant of'
plant conditions and are capable of responding to events.

-

!

I
i

!-
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3. Board Recommendations

Since this is a Category 1 rating, this functional area
normally would be a candidate for reduction of inspection
effort. However, since Region III is conducting a Trial
Inspection Program at DAEC, this reduction is not appropriate.

B. Radiological Controls

1. Analysis

Three inspections were conducted during this assessment
period by region based inspectors. These inspections in-
cluded operational radiation protection, TMI Action Plan Items,
radioactive waste management, transportation activities,
environmental protection, and confirmatory measurements. The
resident inspectors also reviewed this area during routine
inspections. No violations or deviations were identified.

Staffing in this functional area is adequate. Efforts are
continuing to reduce reliance on contractor personnel in both
technical and supervisory positions. The licensee has hired an
experienced analytical chemist which should help reduce the
heavy. reliance on use of contractors in this area. A full-time
assistant was added to the ALARA program staff in recognition
of backlog difficulties in this program. Several key position
staffing vacancies (Assistant Plant Superintendent-Radiation
Protection and Security, Radiation Protection Supervisor, and
ALARA Coordinator) were filled in reasonable times (up to six
months) during this assessment period.

A new 30-week training program for chemistry and health physics
personnel was implemented and is scheduled for completion
during the next SALP assessment period. The training program
currently is applicable to Iowa Electric Company personnel, but
may be extended to contractor technicians in the future. The
new program appears adequate and has been implemented for a
large portion of the chemistry and health physics staff.

Management involvement in this functional area is generally
adequate. The licensee agreed to review an inspection concern
regarding the delegation of authority to increase worker

I radiation dose limits (to 2000 mrems per quarter); it does not
appear that the radiation dose records clerk has sufficient
qualifications to adequately evaluate ALARA matters before
authorizing increased dose limits. Internal audits were
generally complete and appeared thorough. Internal audics
identified weaknesses concerning ALARA procedures and staffing,
and radiological environmental monitoring, including failure to
perform some required sampling and analyses. The licensee
initiated corrective actions for the identified weaknesses.

7

..
. .



-_ .
,

.. , . . .

A conservativeJapproach to resolution of-radiological control
. issues generally is exhibited. Personnel radiation exposures
during 1983 were about' average for boiling water' reactors. V
This represents an increase over;recent. years' exposures. p

~

-- Several. improvements were made during this assessment' period
which should' reduce f_uture radiation exposures, including
installation of a flush table for cleaning control rod _ drive
assemblies, a modification _ to permit the dryer separator to
remain covered-by water when the cavity and vessel are. drained,

'

an extensive plant cleanup program to: minimize radioactive
contamination' levels, and procedural and staffing improvements
within the ALARA program.*

^

During this' assessment period, the licenseo continued its
policy of. prohibiting routine liquid radioactive releases.
Solid radioactive waste shipments, normally elevated because of
the restriction on. liquid radioactive releases, were further-

2 increased this assessment period by the extensive plant cleanup
program. . The licensee is working on methods of reducing solid
raduaste, including the addition of a new radwaste compactor

3 and modifications to the radwaste facility to permit use of

,
high integrity containers for shipment of dewatered resins. No
transportation problems were identified.

/Other than the failure to perform some technical specification .

required' sampling and analyses, the radiological environmental
monitoring program was generally satisfactory during this
assessment period.

. The licensee achieved generally satisfactory results for the
3 comparative analyses of samples split with NRC. Comparative
j gamma analyses were good, with 37 of 40 samples in agreement.

The disagreements were nuclides not included in the licensee's
nuclide library or not normally analyzed in effluent samples

, because of short half lives. Appropriate corrective actions e
' were taken. A continuing problem . existed, however, with Sr-89

and Sr-90 analyses comparison. Initially the licendee
1- performed the analyses, but had difficulty obtaining accurate

results. A contractor was hired to do the work, but also
j encountered difficulties in obtaining accurate results, as

indicated by crosscheck samples with another laboratory and
i with split samples with the NRC. This resulted in the hiring
j of a second contractor. The results from two of the second
j contractor's sample analyses were adequate.

The licensee has takea steps to improve quality control of
,

j analytical measurements. These improvements included:
(1) implementation of revised counting room pror:edures;

| (2) improved computer analyses techniques; (3) calibration of
| gamma spectrometers and daily QC checks of counting equipment;
| and (4) requiring technicians to analyze spiked samples. These "

|
improvements should enhance licensee peformance in this area.

i-

i-
,
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2. Conclusion _

The licensee was rated Category 2 in this area. This is the
same rating as the previous SALP assessment period. During the
course of the assessment period, licensee performance remained
essentially constant. It is expected that the improvements
initiated during this assessment period will provide overall
improvement in the licensee's future performance in this
functional area.

3. Board Recommendations

Licensee and NRC inspection attention should be directed
towards continuing improvement of the ALARA program.

C. Maintenance

1. Analysis

Inspections were performed by the resident inspector of
'

selected maintenance and design change activities to verify
that these activities were performed in accordance with
Technical Specificativns and quality assurance requirements.
In addition, followup inspections were performed on significant
equipment problems.

During this SALP period the licensee created a new position of
maintenance supervisor. The maintenance groups under this
maintenance supervisor each have two group supervisors. In
each group one of these two supervisors is physically located
at the shop work areas to be able to provide better oversight
of the work activities. The maintenance supervisor, the other
group supervisor, and remaining support personnel are co-located
in a new building which also serves as a warehouse.

The licensee also has created a position of site quality
assurance representative to oversee contractor design change
work, and has installed a Computerized History Maintenance
Planning System (CHAMPS) to help plan, control, track and
perform preventive and corrective maintenance.

. The actions the licensee implemented during SALP 3, such as the
corrective action program, root and generic cause evaluations,
and their post installation maintenance testing group are still
in place and functioning effectively. Also, the licensee now
tracks INP0 Significant Operating Event Reports for applicability
to DAEC. e

-

Corporate and site management were actively involved in the
identificatian of problems, causes, and corrective actions
associated with the HFA relay replacement, Standby Diesel
Generator scavenger air blower repair, and Main Steam Isolation
Valve stem to disc repair. In each case, management and

9
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maintenance personnel were very effective in their approach
4 'and resolution 'of safety issues related -to these events . . The -

.
.. _ .

.

corrective actions',.such as. blower tolerance measurements on the*

Diesel Generator, reflect the licensee'.s commitment to long-term
. -corrective actions. The' corrective actions proposed for each.

_ of the three eventsLwere timely,. effective in addressing safety
,

concerns, and responsive to NRC requests and guidelines. In,

addition, the design engineering department was instrumental in
identifying discrepancies in.the IE Bulletin 79-14 work done.

for the. licensee by a contractor. .This type of overview of
contractor work is essential to control plant modifications.

'
The licensee has implemented its apprentice training pro-
gram during this SALP period. However, the NRC has not yet3

i evaluated this program. The maintenance department is routinely
included on periodic site briefings'.on plant performance,4

conditions, and performance standards.
.

'

6

During this evaluation period, there were thirteen Licensee1

! Event Reports (LER) written which addressed problems associated
~

; with the inoperability of the High Pressure' Coolant Injection
(HPCI) or the Reactor Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC) systems. "

4

Ten of these events were caused by equipment. malfunctions (none
of which were repeats) and three of these events were due to

i human error (instrument and control personnel during
; surveillance testing). None of the ten component failure
; events were caused by ongoing maintenance activities or by

previously_ performed maintenance work which was inadequate or
, faulty, nor were any identified which were attributable to a

{ deficient preventive maintenance program. However, corrective
; actions associated with some events, such as repetitive Standby
: Filter Unit initiations or Reactor Water Cleanup System
j isolations indicate followup and corrective actions by
: maintenance and engineering departments could be m' ore timely.

! Following each of these events, an evaluation was made to
' determine both the short-term and long-term corrective actions

Q required to prevent recurrence. These corrective actions
.

,

Y included personnel training, procedural changes, upgrading the "

Preventive Maintenance Program, upgrading the Surveillance
'Program, modification of systems or components, and special:

.

testing of systems or components.

j- The number of LER's during the SALP 4 period which were caused
; by actual component failure (which possibly could be a rough
| indication of the maintenance program) was 19 (or 28%). Of

these 19 events, only one resulted in a reactor trip. During
/ the SALP 3 period, for comparison, 12 LER's or 17% were caused-

_

| lh, by actual component failure. No reactor trips resulted from
| J" those LER's in SALP 3. -The numbers for both SALP 3 and SALP 4

correspond to approximately one event per month. (SALP 3
assessment period was 12 months and SALP 4 is 17 months.) -The
licensee will be monitored in this area to ensure that

10 '
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' rewritten maintenance procedures and their revised preventive
maintenance program, which was started during SALP 3, (in
conjunction with the RPIP) are effective in reducing these.
events.

2. -Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 1 in this area which is the same
as the rating achieved in SALP~3. However, due to the
increased attention and emphasis placed on this area by
licensee management, (such as the CHAMPS and additional
staffing) an upward trend in licensee performance is indicated
for the assessment period.

3. Board Recommendations

Since this is a Category 1 rating, this functional area
normally would be a candidate for reduction of inspection
effort. However, since Region III is conducting a Trial
Inspection Program at DAEC, this reduction is not appropriate.

.-

D. Surveillance

1. Analysis

Inspections of surveillance and calibration
inspection activities were performed by resident and region
based inspectors. Surveillance tests were observed on safety
and fire protection systems to verify that the testing was
being conducted at the required frequency and in accordance
with the Technical Specifications. The corrective action aud!t
programs also were examined, and during plant tours instruments
were checked to verify that they were calibrated properly and
within the required time frame. Four items of noncompliance
were identified as follows:

a. Severity Level V - Failure to follow procedures for removal
of out of calibration test equipment. (Inspection Report
50-331/83-16)

b. Severity Level V - Failure to calibrate instrumentation in
accordance with Technical Specification guidelines.
(Inspection Report 50-331/83-16)

:

c. Severity Level IV - Failure to follow procedures during
surveillance testing resulting in inadvertent opening of a
Safety Relief valve. (Inspection Report 50-331/84-02)

,

d. Severity Level III - Failure to follow procedures during
surveillance testing resulting in the inoperability of the
Standby Liquid Control system. (Inspection Report 50-331/
84-11)

11
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Item a. is not a significant occurrence, and was an isolated
incident. Item b. is an instance of missed surveillance. By
itself it is not significant, but during the SALP period there
were numerous instances of missed surveillances as documented
in Inspection Reports 331/83-15, 331/83-16, and 331/84-11. i

The licensee was not cited for all of these instances because I

they met the criteria of the Enforcement Policy for not issuing
a notice of violation. It was cited for this particular
violation because of the repetitive occurrences. These missed
surveillances indicate programmatic weaknesses in the control of
surveillance testing and demonstrate that corrective actions for
the program have not been effective.

Items c. and d. are considered significant because they deal
with nonadherence to procedures for testing and because they
directly affect plant safety systems. Item d. also resulted in
the issuance of a proposed $25,000 civil penalty. These items,
in conjunction with the Licensee Event Reports (LERs) referenced
in the following paragraph, indicate that management needs to
exercise more effective control and oversight over work activities,
and that test procedures need to be followed more strictly.

There were five events related to this functional area caused
directly by surveillance personnel errors (LERs 83-39, 84-01,
84-02, 84-17, and 84-29). These events resulted in a missed
surveillance, High Pressure Coolant Injection system (HPCI)
isolation, inadvertent HPCI initiation, inoperability of the
Standby Liquid Control system, and inadvertent opening of a
Safety Relief Valve. These five events in the surveillance
area, caused by personnel error, account for 7.4% of all LERs
issued in SALP 4. This is larger than the percentage of LERs
due to combined personnel errors from all functional areas
during SALP 3 (5.8%).

During this evaluation paried tiie NRC's concerns regarding the
increased incidence of personnel errors and failure to adhere
to procedures are documented in Inspection Report 50-331/84-02
and also were discussed formally with management on July 26,
1984, and again on August 8, 1984. The meeting on August 8,
1984 was an enforcement conference. Licensee management has
responded positively to NRC concerns and is actively pursuing
programs to correct these problems. It has instituted a three
step program of (1) increased management attention; (2) increased
employee awareness; and (3) converting contractor personnel to
Iowa Electric Company personnel. However, it is still too early
to judge the effectiveness of these efforts.

As evidenced by the numerous repetitive problems in the
surveillance area, licensee management needs to exercise more
effective control and oversight over work activities of the
surveillance program and in the corrective actions associated
with it. For example, the Standby Liquid Control event had

12
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contributing factors of inadequate supervisory control, inade-
quate personnel training, and poor control of personnel workload.

Management responses and proposed corrective actions
to NRC concerns throughout the SALP period in areas such as
procedural adherence and personnel errors appear to have been
adequate. However, the implementation of the corrective actions
and their effectiveness do not seem to have been assimilated at
the working level.

Staffing does not seem to be a problem in this area and the NRC
expects the recently implemented apprentice training program will-

alleviate some of the personnel errors attributed to plant tech-
nicians (such as the Standby Liquid Control Event noted earlier).
The training given to plant personnel on the necessity to provide
feedback of plant conditions and events does not seem to be
effective in correcting problems and needs to be improved.

2. Conclusion

The, licensee is rated Category 3 in this area. This is a
decrease in the Category 2 rating achieved in the last SALP
period. There has been a downward trend in licensee performance
and management controls in this area.

3. Board Recommendations

The Board recommends that the licensee more closely review and
control its surveillance program and that the NRC monitor the
program on a more frequent basis for corrective actions. Since
this is a Category 3 rating, this functional area is a
candidate for an increase in inspection effort. The Regional
Review Committee, which oversees the Trial Inspection Program,
has requested such an increased inspection effort.

E. Fire Protection

1. Analysis

Inspections were performed by the resident inspector of
licensee activities in the area of licensee audits, general
implementation of the existing fire protection and housekeeping
programs to verify that activities were performed in accordance
with technical specifications and applicable procedures. No
items of noncompliance were identified and the licensee success-
fully corrected several deviations which were identified in the
SALP 3 period;

The licensee continues to monitor and control fire protection
and housekeeping on a daily basis. Interviews with personnel

,
~

and plant tours indicate the licensee places a high priority on
these items. The licensee also performed an extensive plant
radiological cleanup program involving decontamination of tools,

13
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equipment, and building areas. As a result, the number of con-
taminated creas requiring use of protective clothing was signi-
ficantly reduced.

The painting and preservation program has been increased and the
outside of the plant is being cleaned up. SALP 3 had listed
several deviations from the fire protection and housekeeping
program:

a. A bucket was left in a cable run in the motor
generator set room,

b. 13 gallons of paint were left in the radwaste area
without proper storage requirements or authorization.

c. A fire watch left the cable spreading room unattended.

There has been no repeat of such deviations.

During this SALP. period, the licensee resolved complex
technical issues concerning Appendix R fire protection
requirements. In some cases they deviated from NRC guidance
but provided good technical justification for doing so. They
have made every effort to meet or exceed established fire
protection commitments. The completion date for making all
Appendix R modifications is the end of the refueling outage
which was to begin in December 1984, but which recently was
postponed to February 1,1985. The work is on schedule and
NRR has approved the completion date. In addition to the
Appendix R requirements the licensee, on its own initiative,
has constructed several fire barriers which were not required
by NRC.

There were no fires at the plant during this SALP period in
contrast to several minor housekeeping related fires during the
SALP 3 period.

2. Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 1 in this area which is an
improvement over the Category 2 rating given in the SALP 3
period. Primarily, the improvement is the result of main-
taining the cleanliness of the plant and other programs which
were started during SALP 3, maintaining the Appendix R schedule,
and eliminating the incidents of fire. The trend of the
licensee performance generally has improved over the course of
the SALP assessment period.

14
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3. Board Recommendations

None.

F. Emergency Preparedncss

1. Analysis

Five inspections were conducted to evaluate comnliance with
10 CFR Part 50, Technical Specifications, and procedures.'

One item of noncompliance was identified as follows:

Severity Level IV - Failure to train two Operations Shift
Supervisors (OSS's) on relevant Emergency Plan Implementing
Procedures (EPIP's) since May 1982 (331/84-05-03). The
licensee's response to this item of noncompliance was timely
and adequate. This item was considered an isolated event and
not indicative of a serious breakdown in the emergency
preparedness training program.

Perio'dic, off-hours drills continued to be used to adequately
demonstrate timely staff augmentation capability. The licensee
has trained sufficient numbers of personnel to staff emergency
response positions. While tracking of training requirements

,

has improved during the rating period, there was an
over-reliance on using required readings to accomplish training
on new or significantly revised EPIP's. ~As indicated in
Inspection Report No. 331/84-05, during walkthroughs six OSS's
were generally slow and prone to error when performing manual
and computerized dose calculations and exhibited unfamiliarity
with the relationships between high range radiation monitor.

indications, release pathways, and current meteorology. When
presented with situations involving degraded plant conditions
with a potentially substantial release, several OSS's were
unable to formulate a required protective action recommen-
dation. Records did, however, indicate that these individuals
had completed required reading assignments on relevant EPIP's
for accomplishing dose assessment and protective action decision-
making tasks. Personnel who would perform these tasks in the
Technical Support Center or Emergency Operations Facility did
not exhibit the difficulties displayed by Control Room personnel.
The NRC's concerns regarding the licensee's dose assessment*

techniques and provisions to assess offsite consequences during
potential release situations were expressed during the previous
SALP period.

During the rating period, the licensee twice failed to promptly
notify State and local authorities of Emergency Plan
activations and once failed to classify an Unusual Event. The
licensee was not cited following these occurrences because all

,
~ provisions of the NRC's enforcement policy for not issuing a

Notice of Violation were satisfied. Management issued a memo

<
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to appropriate-DAEC staff, that.was'provided.to the'NR'C~

inspectors-at the subsequent inspection's entrance meeting,
which required ' additional training Lon notification' timeliness

and'eruergency detection and classification. Management's
abilities to recognize these shortcomings and to' implement-
acceptable corrective measures ~ indicated a positive attitude1

'

towards emergency preparedness. To better manageLand improve
the program, the licensee has expanded the emergency planning

4 - . staff such that coordinators are now based both onsite and at
corporate headquarters. Coordinators have observed other:

: licensees' exercises to expand their~overall knowledge of
emergency preparedness. i

Two exercises were conducted during the rating period. The
licensee's overall exercise performance has improved during the
rating period. No: items were identified in either the 1983 or
1984 exercise which warranted a written response regarding
mandatory corrective actions to be taken. Acceptable exercise

- performance demonstrated the capabilities of personnel assigned-
specific responsibilities in the emergency organization.

,

In summary, the licensee has completed acceptable corrective
| actions on the item of noncompliance and several
; self-identified items of equivalent significance. Overall
j exercise performance has improved as well as tracking of

training requirements. However, there is an over-reliance on

j the-use of required readings to satisfy certain training needs.
I

I 2. Conclusion

While the licensee's overall performance has improved during
this rating period, the licensee's rating remains Category 2.4

; The trend within the assessment period is improved. The ,

licensee has not yet satisfied the NRC's previous concern
i regarding dose calculation and assessment capabilities for

potential release situations.

| 3. Board Recommendations

None.

G. Security4

,

1. Analysis
c

Three inspections were conducted by region based physical security
inspectors during this assessment period. The resident inspector

s' also conducted periodic observations of security activities.
i' Five violations, including two Severity Level III violations,

were identified during these inspections.

:
i -
1

.

.
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a. Severity Level IV' A security computer safeguards cap
1 ability required by the security plan could be> circumvented.
.(Inspection Report-No. 50-331/83-12)

b. Severity' Lev'el III' - The barrier for an ~ area ~containing v' ital-

-

! equipment'was significantly degraded and required compen-
satory measures were not initiated.:(Inspection Report

,

No. 50-331/83-19)p.
.

. Severity Level III - Some Safeguards Information was'not 'c.
protected as required by 10 CFR 73.21 and the licensee's
procedure. (Inspection Report'No. 50-331/83-19);.

1 d. Severity Level IV - One security event was not reported
within the time criteria required by 10 CFR 73.71(c).
(Inspection Report No. 50-331/83-19)

,

;.
#

e. Severity Level IV - Some security area barriers'were not-

sufficiently resistant to penetration. (Inspection Report<

No. 50-331/83-19)

! The violations represent an' increase in number and severity *

levels from the previous SALP period (there were 3 level IV
i violations and-no level III violations in SALP 3).

'

1

! The Severity Level'III violation pertaining to failure to protect-
some Safeguards Information documents occurred in December 1983-

| when some documents were noted missing from'their normal
| location. There was no evidence that the documents were taken
: offsite. The licensee's corrective actions were very extensive

and included investigation by the Federal Bureau of Investigation.
4

: These efforts resulted in 100% mitigation of a civil penalty.

| The documents were located onsite within 14 days after theEloss-
~

; was detected. Even though the licensee's program for protection
}- of safeguards information in existence at the time of the event
' met program requirements stipulated in 10 CFR 73.21, as a result

of the violation further corrective actions were taken which4

resulted in a Safeguards Information Protection Program that far,

; exceeds current regulatory requirements.
!

: The other. Severity Level III violation also occurred in
| December 1983, and was identified by the licensee and involved
! an unalarmed and unguarded barrier for an area containing vital

equipment. Additionally, required compensatory measures were .,

not implemented. This violation was considered by the NRC'as an.

'

unacceptable level of access control.
;.

j Management initiated-immediate corrective-actions when the viol-
' ation was discovered. An enforcement conference was held on

January 13, 1984. The civil penalty violation was reduced by
50 percent of the base amount because of prompt and extensive -

j corrective actions by the licensee.

,
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.The licensee implemented its Security Force Training and Quali-
fication (SFT&Q) Plan during this assessment period. No imple-
mentation deficiencies in the SFT&Q. program were noted during a
May 1984 inspection. The implementation of the_SFT&Q Plan
represented the last major program implementation task required
within the security area.

During this assessment period, significant changes in the security
force structure occurred. The licensee converted several.secu-
rity positions from security contractor positions to licensee
positions. New appointees have been named as site security
supervisor and assistant site security supervisor. Both
individuals have extensive nuclear plant security experience-
and have filled supervisory positions within the security
organization prior to their promotions.

Security force manning and supervisory coverage is adequate to
support the security mission. Strong supervision is provided
for day-to-day operations.

Security force facilities appear adequate in size and are con-
sistently well maintained and adequately equipped. Security
force personnel equipment required by the security plan and
safeguards contingency plan is available and maintained in a
serviceable condition. Maintenance support for security equip-
ment used for access control and intrusion detection purposes
is also adequate.

The licensee has been responsive to NRC concerns and this
constitutes one of the licensee's greater strengths in the
security area. Areas of concern appear to receive the same
level of site security management review as violations receive.
Initial corrective actions for unresolved items are voluntarily
employed when the unresolved item is identified, rather than
waiting for formal resolution. Communications with NRC insnec-
tion personnel are always maintained at the highest level of
professionalism. The positive responsiveness extends to the
assistant plant manager and plant manager level. Security
issues are consistently resolved at the site security supervisor
level.

Procedural guidance for the security force is detailed and of
sufficient scope to assure effective implementation of the
security plan. Required revisions are submitted in a timely
manner. Physical security events are reported in a timely manner
and analysis of required corrective actions are technically
correct.

Corporate level support of site security functions has generally
been adequate. However, timely response to security audit find-
ings has been a concern as evidenced by Inspection Report ;

No. 50-331/83-12 which identified a significant delay in l

preparing a revision to a procedure identified during a

18 ,
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' licensee audit. The audit finding was identified in July.
1982, but corrective action to:close'the. finding was not
completed until July 1983. Inspection Report No. 150-331/83-19

' identified two instances whereby required security. plan changes
identified during a . licensee audit -in July 1983 were submitted
by site personnel ~to the licensing department in August 1983,
but had not been sent to the NRC as of the time of the
inspection (December 1983). In both cases cited above, the.
licensee completed-corrective actions by the commitment dates to
the NRC identified in the inspection reports. The above
incidents-did not constitute noncompliance. Subsequent to the
December 1983 inspection, security plan submittals have been
timely. A corporate level security representative attends most
exit meetings and monitors inspection findings. Communication
between corporate and site security managers appears effective.

Licensee senior management support for the security program has
increased. Conversion of most security positions from
contractor positions to licensee positions, general-support of
security budget items, and plans to upgrade explosive detection-
equipment demonstrates management's actions to provide suffi-
cient resources to improve security effectiveness.

2. Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 3 in this area which is a
decrease from the Category 2 ratings achieved in the last two
SALP assessment periods. This rating is based primarily on the
enforcement history during the rating period which totaled two
Severity Level III violations.and three Severity Level IV
violations. Generally, however, licensee performance improved
over the course of the SALP assessment period as evidenced by
increased management awareness and attention to this area after
the two Severity Level III violations which occurred in.
December 1983. The Safeguards program improved notably-as a
result of those violations as demonstrated by the noted
corrective actions. The rating is based on performance
deficiencies and not on programmatic inadequacies.

'

3. Board Recommendations

None.

| H. Refueling

! There were no refueling activities during this SALP period and
therefore this functional area was not rated. The next
refueling outage, which was scheduled to begin in late 1984,
has been postponed to about February 1985.
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I. Quality Programs and Administrative Controls Affecting Quality

During SALP 3, the licensee was operating on a Regulatory
Performance Improvement Program (RPIP). As a result of that, the
SALP 3 Board recommended that quality activities not be rated in
SALP 4 as long as the licensee continued to perform in an acceptable
manner in this area. -Based upon routine observations by the Senior
-Resident Inspector, this was verified.

J. Licensing Activities

1. Analysis

The basis for this appraisal was the licensee's performance in
support of licensing actions that were either completed or had
a significant level of activity during the current rating
period. These actions, consisting of amendment requests.

* exemption requests, responses to generic letters, TMI items,
and other actions, are classified as follows:

- 20 Multi-Plant Actions (9 completed): included in this
category are

Inservice Testing (A-14) - completed
* Mark I Containment Long Term Program (D-01)
a Fire Protection Safety Evaluation Report (B-41) -

completed ,

* Containment Vent and Purge (B-24) - completed
Environmental Qualification of Equipment (B-60)
Control of Heavy Loads Phase I (C-10) - completed,

' Appendix I Technical Specifications (A-02)
Appendix J Exemption and Technical Specifications

(A-04) - completed
s

43 Plant-Specific Actions (29 completed): included in-

this category are

Integrated Schedule Plan - completed
Appendix R Exemptions (2) - completed

* Modification of Turbine Control Valve Opening -
| completed

,

Long Term SDV Modification - completed
NUREG-0737 Technical Specifications
Response to Generic Letter 84-11 - Inspection of BWR
Stainless Steel Piping

Response to GE SIL#402/ Vent Header Cracking
'

<
- 27 TMI (NUREG-0737) Actions (15 completed)

|
|

9
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The licensee's performance evaluation is. based on a1

consideration of:
,

.

Management Involvement and Control in Assuring Quality.--

'

Approach to Resolution of Technical Issues from a-Safety---

Standpoint
Responsiveness to NRC Initiatives--

Staffing--

a. Management Involvement and Control in Assuring Quality

During the'present rating period-the licensee's management
demonstrated active participation.in licensing activities--
and kept abreast of all current and anticipated licensing;

actions. They actively participated.in an effort to work
closely with the NRC staff to establish realistic

] integrated schedules for all modifications of the DAEC
facility. In addition, the management's involvement in

.

i licensing activities assured timely response to the .re-
'

quirements of the Commission's rules related to Fire Pro-

tection and Environmental Qualification of Electrical
i Equipment. The implementation schedules for compliance
; with these rules are being met.by the licensee. The
! licensee's management consistently exercised good control

_

4 over its internal activities and its contractors, and
maintained effective communication with the NRC staff.J

Their active participation was evident in the firm
involvement in issues of significant potential-safety

| impacts as was illustrated recently in its commitments to
the requirements of stainless steel piping inspection in

| accordance with Generic Letter 84-11, and its initiatives
to seek early staff guidance on the scope of the safety'

; reviews required for an application to uprate the DAEC
reactor power.

One area where management attention could be increased-
is the screening of amendment requests to ensure that thei

!- issues are clearly described and adequately evaluated. For
i example, the write-up of the evaluations of hazards con-

-

siderations in amendment requests should be made clearer
to support the conclusions reached.

j

; b. Approach to Resolution of Technical Issues from a Safety

i Standpoint

i
The licensee's management and its staff have demonstratedt

sound technical understanding of issues involving licensir.g
actions. Its approach to resolution of technical issues has

c demonstrated extensive technical expertise in all technical

| areas involving licensing actions. The decisions related to
licensing issues have routinely exhibited conservatism in
relation to significant safety matters. The licensee's

21
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[L
frequent _vis'itsito NRC and: sound communications during the-

. rating period! assured sound technical discussions'regarding
' ' resolution:of safety. issues. -During_the reporting period,~

:the licensee _ effectively resolved complex technical, issues
concerning Fire' Protection, Containment Purge and Vent
issues,_ Appendix J issues, and responses'to NUREG-0737,-

Supplement 1 items.

On occasions, when the licensee deviated from the staff
' guidance, it. consistently.has provided_ good technical

justification for such deviations. T_he fire protection
program and the program for environmental qualification4

of enuipment are' good examples illustrating _the soundness:
of the technical justifications.for' deviations from the.
guidance. When unusual events have occurred at the'Duane

.
Arnold Energy Center,' the licensee invariably has.used

! conservative approaches _in1 dealing with the situations, and
performed indepth analyses;of significant safety issues

~

raised by such events. It consistently has monitored
itself to assure that safety systems function as' designed4

j and that the plant's Technical Specifications- are well
.

~

maintained. A recent example of self monitoring relates to
a request to correct.an error in the turbine bypass
pressure setpoint discovered by the licensee and confirmed,

! by a GE evaluation. The licensee believes that other GE
plants may have similar errors in the setpoints and has-

; initiated a 10 CFR, Part 21 action on this issue. As
.i stated above, the licensee made' frequent visits to NRC to-

discuss the forthcoming requests for staff actions prior toI

formal submittals. This approach consistently has been
1 found to be beneficial to both the staff's and the
i licensee's efficiency-in processing such actions.
i
! c. Responsiveness to NRC Initiatives

The licensee consistently has been responsive to NRC initia-:

| tives. During the rating period, it has made every effort
j. to meet or exceed the established commitments as illustrated
) by its responses to generic letters, TMI action items,
i Appendix J requirements and compliance with the rules
| related to Fire Protection and Environmental Qualification
1 of safety related electrical equipment. Perhaps the most
i significant demonstration of the licensee's responsiveness
I to NRC initiatives is its leadership of the industry in
i_- developing and adopting an integrated schedule plan for all
I safety-related modifications. Since establishing the

integrated schedule plan over a year ago the licensee has
faithfully followed the elements of the plan enhancing the

! ease'with which it can respond to NRC initiatives.

|

;

I ,
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d. Staffing
,

As a result of NRR review of the;11censee's shift staffing
for the facility, the NRC found that the licensee not
only complied with the requirements of NRC regulations but
also exceeded.them by having extra operators on shift during.
refueling in addition to those'specified in.the

#

regulations. Furthermore, the licensee voluntarily has
maintained a substantial licensing. staff to assure timely
responses to the NRC.needs.

.

2. Conclusion

The licensee is rated Category 1 in this area. This is an
improvement over the Category 2, rating achieved in SALP 3 and
is based in part on the generally improved management attention
and efforts in licensing activities, and by increases in the
licensing staff. For the same reasons, the trend within this
SALP assessment period also has improved.

i

3. Board Recommendations

None.,

V. Supporting Data and Summaries

A. Licensee Activities

During this SALP period, the following significant licensee activities
occurred:

1. October 3-17, 1983: Planned outage to replace safety-related
normally energized, AC powered HFA relays.

.,

2. May 17 - June 15, 1984: Forced outage to repair separated "C"
inboard Main Steam Isolation Valve piston and main disc.

3. June 25-30, 1984: Forced outage to repair the scavenger air
blower on the "B" standby Diesel Generator.

B. Inspection Activities

During this SALP period the following significant team
inspections were performed.

1. Duane Arnold Emergency Exercise (October 24-27, 1983).

I 2. Duane Arnold Emergency Exercise (July 31 - August 2, 1984).

3. INPO (May 21 - June 1, 1984).
i

1
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In addition, the following' inspections were~ performed:

83-07 through 83-19
84-01 through 84-11

' Table.1

Inspection Activity and Enforcement

Notice of Violations in Each
Severity Level

Functional Area I II 'III IV : V

A. Plant Operations-

B. . Radiological
Controls

C. Maintenance

D. Surveillance 1 1 2

E. Fire Protection

F. Emergency Preparedness 1

G. Security 2 3

H. Refueling

I. Quality Activities ~

J. Licensing Activities

TOTALS - 0 0 3 5 2

C. Investigations and Allegatioas Review
,

Allegations

Allegations received during April 1983 concerning new construc-
tion at the plant were reviewed independently by the licensee
and the NRC. (Inspection. Report No. 50-331/83-17) None ofy

'
the allegations were substantiated. ,

D. Escalated Enforcement Actions
,

1. Civil Penalties

a. A civil penalty in the amount of $20,000 was imposed for
'

a Severity Level III violatiog involving a degraded barrier
for an area containing vital equipment. (Inspection Report

No. 50-331/83-19)
|

|
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s b. A proposed civil penalty in the amour.t of $25,000 was-

issued for a Severity Level III violation involving the
inoperability of the Standby Liquid Control system _
(Inspection Report No.' 50-331/84-11).

2. Orders

None.

E. Management Conferences Held During Appraisal Period

1. Management Conferences

a. On June 21, 1983, a management meeting was held to discuss
the results of the SALP 3 evaluation, and the regulatory
performance improvement program.

b. -On July 11, 1983; a management meeting was held between
Commissioner Gilinsky and Mr. L. Liu to discuss regulatory
issues and the licensee's five year plan.

c. On January 13, 1984, an enforcement conference was held to ;
discuss events leading up to a security event and licensee
corrective actions (Inspection Report 50-331/83-19).

d. On August 8, 1984, an enforcement conference was held to
discuss events leading up to the inoperability of the
Standby Liquid Control system and licensee corrective actions.
This conference also discussed general licensee corrective

; actions to alleviate personnel errors.

; - 2. Confirmatory Action Letters (CAL)
,

A CAL was issued on September 21, 1983, confirming licensee
commitments and actions dealing with HFA relay replacement.

F. Regulatory Performance Improvement Program (RPIP)

The licensee's Regulatory Performance Improvement Program has been
effective in upgrading regulatory performance at Duane Arnold Energy
Center. Licensee staff has been enthusiastic in developing and
implementing a strong program. The NRC recognized that the licensee
considers the program to be an ongoing concept that may address new
issues as they arise. In view of the positive results of the program .,
Region III decided there was no need to meet periodically with the
licensee for formal management updates. However, NRC will continue to
monitor the program and will schedule' any future management meetings
to discuss any specific problem areas (Inspection Report No.
50-331/84-03).

;

-

'
,

'
+

i

| 25

:
- _ _ _ - . . _ , _



' \

.
.

,

G. Review of Licensee Event Reports and 10 CFR 21 Reports
,

1. Licensee Event Reports (LERs)

On August 29, 1983, the NRC published an amendment clarifying
its regulations regarding Licensee Event Reports (LERs) required
by 10 CFR 50.73. Details of the new reporting system were
published as NUREG-1022 " Licensee Event Report System". The
effective date of this amendment was January 1,1984. The new
rule deleted reporting requirements for several types of LERs
which had been found, through experience, to be of little value
to the Commission. Because of this change 38 of the LER's for
SALP 4 were reported using the old guidelines (NUREG-0161) and
29 were reported using the new guidelines (NUREG-1022).

The LERs reviewed were adequate in all important respects. They
typically provided clear descriptions of the cause and nature of
the events as well as adequate explanations of the effects on
both system function and public safety. Specifically, six LERs
(83-041/99X-0, 84-04-00, 84-08-00, 84-09-00, 84-16-00 and 84-21-00)
are considered exceptionally good reports in providing chron-
ological and detailed descriptions of the events under consider-

' ation. Supplemental information also was provided in some of
the LERs reviewed. In most cases the described corrective
actions taken or planned by the licensee were considered to be
commensurate with the nature, seriousness and frequency of the
problems found.

Although a true comparison cannot be made because of the change
in reporting criteria, the average number of LERs decreased from
5.8 per month in SALP 3 (69 in 12 months) to 3.9 per month in
SALP 4 (67 in 17 months). The most significant decrease occurred

-

in the area of component failures (from about 3/4 of the total
- LERs to less than half). This is an excellent improvement.

In summary, the review of the licensee's LERs indicates that in
all cases it provided adequate descriptions of the events, and
for six events submitted exceptionally good reports. In ~
general, none of the LERs reviewed involved what would be
considered to be an event presenting a serious challenge to
plant safety.,

.

4
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u ' Table 2 a.

LJcenseeEventReports-
'

,

SALP Period 2' SAL? Period'3 SALP Period 4
(19 Months) (12 Months) (17 Months).
09/01/80 04/01/82 04/01/83, ,

_

;Through Through Through,,~

Proximate Cause* 03/31/82 03/31/83 .08/31/84
: -

a. Personnel Error- 15-15.6%** 4-5.8% '11-16.44%- ,

b. Design,-Manu- 3-3.19% 4-5.8% y 5-7.46%.
'
,

'facturing and
Construction /
Installation-

c. External Cause- 0' 0% 0-0% 2-2.98%-

,

i' d. Defective 8-8.3%' 6-8.7% 2-3.98%
Procedure

e. Component 59-61.5% 51-74.0% 29-43.28%
Failure

i

j f Other 11-11.5% 4-5.8% 18-26.86%

; TOTALS 96-100% 69-100% 67-100%

;

i

i* Proximate cause is the cause assigned by the licensee according to NUREG-0161,
'

" Instructions 'for Preparation of Data Entry Sheets for Licensee Event Report
] (LER File)" or by NUREG-1022, " Licensee Event Report System".
,

i **The first number represents the number of events during the SALP period for
j the given functional area; the second number is the percentage.
,

f
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