
. . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

.

! 00-92-05

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

Thomas E. Murley, Director

In the Hatter of )
)

HOU3 TON LIGHTING & POWER ) Docket Hos. 50-498
COMPANY ) and 50-499

) 10 CFR i 2.206
(South Texas Project, )
Units 1 ar.d 2) )

DIRECTOR'S DEC1510N UNDER 10 CFR 6 2.206

1. JNTRODUCTIQU

On February 10, 1992, Mr. Thomas J. Saporito, Jr. (the Petitioner) filsd

a Petition with the U.S. Nuclesr Regulatcry Commission (NRC) pursuant to

10 CFR i 2.206 requesting actions be taken regarding the South Texas Project,

Units 1 and 2 (STP) of the Houston Lightir.J and Power Company (HL&P or

licensee). Specifically, the Petitioner requested the NRC to institute a

proceeding pursuant to 10 CFR i 2.202 and to take swift and effective actions

bechuse of the Petitioner's concerns in the areas of physical security,

maintenance activities, compliance with technical specifications and

procedures, and training at STP.

In the area of physical security, thr '%titioner requested that the NRC

cause the licensee to revoke all escorted access to the South Texas site and

to adequately .eain all employees and security force personnel in using

relevant security procedures. With regard to maint: nance activities the r

Petitioner requested that the NRC cause the licensee to invoke an immediate

standdown of all maintenance activities, to adequately train personnel in the

use of Revision 3 of the Work Process Program, Revision 0 of the Maintenance
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Work Practices and Requirements, and Revision 0 of the Planner's Guide. The

Petitioner also requested that the NRC take swift and eff$ctive actions to
i

cause the licensee to comply with the South Texas Project's technical l

specifications and procedures. On February 18, 1992, the Petitioner met with

the NRC staff in the Region IV offices to discuss certain issues presented in

the Petition and other concerns.'
,

|

On March 24, 1992, 1 informed the Petitioner that the Petition had been
|

referred to my Office for the preparation of a Director's Decision. I further |

informed the Petitioner that, after receiving the Petition, the NRC staff

imediately evaluated reactor safety at STP and performed a special team I

inspection to evaluate the concerns raised in the Petition. As a result of

the evaluation and intpection, the NRC staff found that the concerns either !
'

i

i could not be substantiated, or if they were substantiated did not involve )
lnuclear u fety, or were not safety concerns of such importance to warrant the
i

i immediate and swift actions requested in the Petition. Therefore, I denied |
|

| the Petitioner's request for the NRr 'o take imediate action. I also |

| informed the Petitioner that the NRC would take appropriate action within a |
| |

reasonable time regarding the specific concerns raised in the Petition.'

t l
l' The licensee also responded to the issues raised in the Petition. The

licensee voluntarily submitted information to the NRC on March 11 and Hay 1, ;

1992, regarding the issues raised by the Petitioner.

My Decision in this matter follows.

' 'At this meeting, the Petitioner raised a number of concerns other than
those set out in the Petition. Those other concerns have been
handled separately by the NRC staff.

|
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11. DISCUS $10N

In response to the Petition and other concerns raised by the Petitioner,

the NRC staff conducted a special team inspection at STP which included an

evaluation of the concerns raised in the Petition. The five-member team was
'

onsite during March 9-13, March 23-27, .nd April 14, 1992. On June 1, 1992,

the NRC staff issued lospection Report 50-498/92-07; 50-499/92-07 documenting

the results of the inspection. In a letter of June 16, 1992 to the NRC

l Chcirnan, the Petitioner commended the NRC s'aff inspection effort as

extremely definitive with very comprehensive treults.

While the inspection team considered all of the concerns of the

Petiticrer, this Director's Decision responds only to those issues raised in

the Petition, specifically the 12 items listed in the " Basis and

Justification" section of the Petition.

In evaluating the physical security concerns during the recent NRC

special team inspection, the NRC staff gathered specific information on the

training and implementation of the security plan for the areas of concern to
,

the Petitioner, including the control of visitors, the transfer of visitors

between escorts, and tailgating. The NRC inspectors reviewed general employee

training (GET) lesson plans, the qualification and size of the instructional

staff, and the examinations taken by individuals at the end of instruction.

The inspectors reviewed i sson plans for both the initial tr61ning and

requalification training of security personnel. In this way, the team could

determine the mar.ner in which the material was presented to the employees and

could dettrmine if the employees understood the requirements. In determining

how effecti/ely the requirements were implemented, the inspectors reviewed

securitj plans, procedures, and records governing the access and control of

.

&
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the visitors at STP. The tea'n also interviewed employees who were trained as

escorts and those who had been escorted because they had at one time been

classified as visitors.

The inspection team found the licensee's staffing for conducting the GET

program marginally acceptable. The allocated number of instructors, which hao

been recently decreased, could cause significant stress on the licensee's

staff, especially when large groups of people must be trained within a short

time period. The licensee's GET adequately covered the escort requirements

that were in effect at the time of the NRC inspection. The licensee addressed

the issue of escort changes in the initial training for security personnel

although this issue was not reinforced during reqdalification training.

However, the inspection team noted that most of the employees and security

officers interviewed could not successfully explain all of the aspects of

visitor access and escort control.

The NRC inspectors reviewed the records and found that, on numerous

occasions between January 15 and February 19, 1992 (the time period selected

for inspection), visitors were transferred from assigted escorts to other

escorts, but the visitor escort change logs did not reflect the escort

changes. In some instances, the visitors telephoned security badging

locations and requested escort changes at the request of the assigned or new

escorts. Some security force members admitted they knew that visitors were

requesting changes and did not realize such actions conflicted with specific

procedural requirements. Some plant employees who directed visitors to

contact security for escort changes also indicated that they did not realize

this conflicted with the licenser's procedures.
,
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Through interviews, it was confirmed that visitors were not always

adequately controlled. It was apparently routine practice in the

Instrumentation and Control (I&C) shop to leave visitors within the protected

are in the shop while escorts went to adjacent areas (such as restrooms). In

one instance, an escort exited the protected area ahead of a visitor. In that

instance, the security officer apparently did not realize that this act

conflicted with the licensee's procedures and did not take the procedurally

required action in response to the incident.

On March 13, 1992, the NRC staff first informed the licenste of the

team's initial findings concerning the apparent security violations. After

this notification, the licensee briefed security officers in the proper way to

conduct escort transfers. During a meeting on April 14, 1992, the NRC staff

and the licensee discussed the complete results of the inspection and the

apparent violations. The licensee senior managerwent's imediate response to

the inspection findings was to discontinue all visitor access. In a letter of

May 1, 1992, the licensee informed the NRC that, until making a permanent

change, "the supervision of GET training has been temporarily assigned to

report to the same manager that directs HP trainir.g." This action, the

licensee asserted, would allow control and coordination to quickly and easily

support additional GET instructors 6. required. The licensee further informed

the NRC that it had revised its escort procedures to require the following:

(1) specially qualified escorts, (2) visual contact with the visitor at all

times, (3) a card carried by the visitor with the escort's name, and (4)

provisions for changing escorts by requiring the new escort to sign the

isitor's card. The procedures no longer require the notification of security

regarding the transfer of visitor escorts. The NRC staff has concluded that

. _. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ , _ . . .
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the organizational changes and revised procedures address the deficiencies

noted by the inspection team and will assess their implementation in future

routine inspections.

On June 1, 1992, the NRC issued a Notice of Violation to the licensee

for two violations based on the aforementioned security inspection results. -

One violation was for the failure of the licensee's employees to comply with

the physical security plan's implementing procedure governing escort view and

control of visitcrs. The second violation was for the failure of the

licensee's employees to comply with the procedure governing the transfer or

exit of visitors from the protected area.

In evaluating the maintenance concerns of the Petitioner, the-NRC

special inspection team reviewed both the training and implenientation aspects

of the concerns. The inspectors reviewed the training procedures listed by

the Petitioner, the lesson plans upon which instruction was based, the

qualification of the instructors, and the results of tests at the end of the

instruction sessions. The inspectors also interviewed other licensee

personnel whose jobs were influenced by the maintenance instruction. The

inspectors reviewed completed work packages and interviewed licensee

personnel, some of whom were associated with the work packages. Others were
i

intersiewed to permit the inspection team to assess maintenance implementation

at STP.

l The inspection team determined that the licensee had a good maintenance

work control process program. This program enabled the licensee to find

equipment problems, evaluate the effect of these problems on operability and

the technical specification limiting conditions of operation, prioritize work
-

activities, plan work orders, conduct maintenance activities, and close

.
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packages. The inspection team concluded that the training provided on Station

Proceem OPGP03-ZA-0090, Revision 3 (concern identified by the Petitioner)

was appropriate to meet the course objectives. The inspection team cor.cluded

that course objectives were based on procedure requirements. In meeting the

objectives, the licensee ensured that the fundamental program requirements

could be implemented by the I&C technicians, planners, owners (i.e., the

licensee's assigned system representatives), and supervisory personnel.

While overall implementation of maintenance activities was adequate,

there were instances where personnel did not fully comply with some procedural

requirements. For example, there were instances where individuals did not

obtain work-start authority before giving work packages to craft people,

individuals did not use the configuration control change log for lifting

leads, and in two instances technicians worked on work requests without

signing the work orders. However, the majority of the procedural requirements

were being met.

The identified instances of less than full compliance with maintenance

procedures only concerned maintenance performed on non-safety equipment.

Examples are the conductivity instrumentation for the makeup dimineralized

water and the level switches for the sodium hypochlorite dissolver tank. None

of the equipment was required for safe shutdown of the plant, mitigation of

accidents, or would affect offsite radiological exposure to the public.

Consequently there was no violation of NRC requirements, the STP licenses, or

the technical specifications. Nevertheless, the NRC staff was concerned about

two aspects of the findings. First, the procedural violations of the

licensee's requirements while performing nonsafety-related activities could

also occur while performing safety-related activities because a single set of

_ - - - _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ . . . . . . . . -
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administrative controls applied to all maintenance activities. However,

during interviews with personnel, they indicated that their awareness was

enhanced with regard to procedural requirements for safety-related activities

and those requirements that could affect personnel safety. There were

indications of poor morale (e.g., worker attitudes) among some maini.enance

workers, but there was no evidence that poor morale had adversely impacted

safety related work.

The inspection team found that the work order planning process has been

improved to provide uniform guidance on developing work instructions. The

work instructions have become more detailed and appeared to restrict some

types of wo k activities that had previously been performed by the " skill of

the craft." The planning process provided (1) for review of work instructions

and, in some cases, an independent technical review, (2) for foremen or

planners to make revisions to work instructions depending on scope of the work

activity, and (3) for a means of providing feedback on work instructions to

the planners and owners. These improvements should not only enhance worker

officiency, but also improve safety in that they should provide additional

barriers to numan error. ,

The inspection team ascertained that guidance provided to the plant

staff on implementation of equipment clearance orders (ECOs) was not properly

received or was not well understood. The licensee's staff, responsible for

implementing the equipment clearance program, indicated that the program was

generally carried out in accordance with the procedural requirements. Within

the scope of the inspection, the team did not find instances of improper

execution of ECOs for safety-related equipment. Consequently, there were no

cited violations. Because of the potential impact on safety-related

I

!
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activities, the team recommended that the licensee consider including guidance

on implementing the program within the procedure. The licensee's

representatives stated that they would review the guidance and expected to

conduct training on this matter.

Some signatures and corresponding dates on completed maintenance work

packages appeared inconsistent with the times when the packages should have

actually been signed and dated. During interviews of 11C technicians,

foremen, supervisors, and management, it became clear that the licensee had

not established a policy for late signing of a completed work package. The

inspection team informed the licensee that this lack of a consistent policy

for backdating signatures was a weakness. The licensee subsequently issued a

station procedure to instruct employees in the acceptable method for the late

signing of documents.

The Petitioner expressed concern with maintenance, primarily regarding

the use of the Work Process Program (OPGP03-IA-0090) Revicion 3, which at the

time was a recent procedure. On March 9, 1992, Ahe licensee issued Revision 4

of this procedure, in which it had corrected problems that it found in the

previous revision. In July 1992, the licensee issued Revision 5, which

was intended to further improve use of the procedure. While the Petitioner's

major concerns related to Procedure OPGP03-IA-0090, Revision 3, he also had

concerns regard'n' Maintenance Procedure OPM01-ZA-0040, " Maintenance Work

Practices ano Requ,rements," and the Planner's Guide, Revision 0. Through

interviews, the inspection team concluded that I&C technicians demonstrated

that they understood the program requirements referenced in the procedures.
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Although the Planner's Guide is not required by the NRC and is not a

controlled document, the NRC staff determined that maintenance activities were

being improved through its use.

The inspection team findings related to physical security and

maintenance were discussed with licensee senior management on April 14, 1992,

and are documented in the special team inspection report IR 50-498/92-07;

50-499/92-07. The NRC staff will continue to monitor licensee performance

in these areas as a part of the routine inspection program activities.

The following are the it, sues raised by the Petitioner, each followed by

the NRC staff's evaluation.

A. {yrrent established licensee policies and Drocestures do not etqdsk

reasonable issurantes for the " Physical Control of STPECS"

In 10 CFR Part 73, the NRC specifies the requirements for establishing

and maintaining a security program for the physical protection of plants and

materials. Before a plant can be licensed, the applicant must submit to the

NRC a security plan addressing the requirements of 10 CFR Part 73 and the

'iicensee's policies for the physical protection of the plant. Approval of the

security plan is a requirement for plant licensing. Such a plan was submitted '

by the licensee and approved by the NRC staff. In its Supplement 4 to

UUREG 0781, " Safety Evaluation Report Related to the Operation of the South

Texas Project, Units 1 and 2," the NRC staff conci ' ' that the protection

provided against radiological sabotage by implementing the licensee's plan met

the requirements of 0 CFR Part 73 and that the health and safety of the

public would not be endangered. Licensees are penitted to make changes to-

the plan pursuant to 10 CFR i 50.54(p) as long as the chi.nges do not decrease

the effectiveness of the security plan.
.
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The NRC periodically inspects each licensee's security program to

determine if it is ueing maintained and implemented in a satisfactory manner,

in the most recent Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) for

the period ending May 31, 1991, the NRC staff concluded that the licensee

management continued to demonstrate a strong comitment to implementing the

security program (IR 50-498/91-99; 50-(19/91-99), in August 1991, the NRC

conducted a team inspection of the security program at STP. The inspection

found that, with isolated exceptions, the licensee was meeting its plans and

implementing an effective program to protect its facility against radiological

sabotage (IR 50-498/91-21; 50-499/91-21).

The recent NRC special inspection team, as discussed above, found

instances of improper control of visitors, improper transfer of visitors from

one escort to another, and an improper exiting sequence of a visitor and

escort, all of which were violations of the l'cen*:a's procedures. The team

found that certain maintenance workers and security officer. had a relaxed

attitude toward visitor escort requirements and that certain personnel failed

to comply with the implementing procedures for the security plan. The team

documented this failure in its inspection Report (IR 50-498/92-07;

50-499/92-07), and the NRC issued a Notice of Violation with the report. In

part the Petitioner's concern was substantiated. However, the NRC staff found

no indications of a programatic breakdown in the plant physical security such

that the licensee could not reasonably ensure it was in full control of the

site. ,

On March 13, 1992, the NRC inspection team initially informed the

licensee of apparent violations regarding the visitor escort procedure. In_a

meeting on April 14, 1992, the NRC staff further discussed these issues with

|

-. - - . - - . - . - -. _- -_ _. .- - . . - ._



.. --_---- .. . - _. - - - - __. . _ - . . - . . -- . - . _

i

|:

'. 12 -' -

the licensee. The licensee senior management timediately discontinued all

escorted access until it revised the procedures and trained the personnel. In

its letter of May 1,1992, the licensee informed the NRC staff that its 1

revised procedures for escorting individuals took effect on April 15, 1992.

The revisea pr cedures required the following: (1) specifically qualified

escorts, I,2) visual contact with the visitor at all times, (3) a card carried

by 1.ie visitor with the escort's name, and (4) provisions for changing escorts

by requiring the new [receiv.ng) escort to sign the visitors' cards. Thed

licensee trained the identified escorts and implemented the new procedure.
,

l'pon conducting the reviews and inspections, the NRC staff concluded that the

licensee's policies and procedures for physical security, propenly

implemented, would provide reasonab!e assurance that the South Texas Project

is adequately protected. Implementation will be monitored through future NRC

inspections.

B. Licensee employees are not adeaustely trained and knowledaeable of

existina STPEGS security orocedures which address escort

responsibilities.

In reviewing the licensee's GET program, the special inspection team

reviewed security training including staffing, lesson plans, student

materials nd tests. The licensee's GET adequately addressed the

requirements for visitor escorts.

The inspectors reviewed the licensee's GET tests and found that they.

typically included tw to four questions pertaining directly to escort

responsibilities. Conceivably, individuals could miss one particular area of

the test year after year and still receive a passing grade. However, upon

reviewing successive test results for selected individuals, the inspectors
,

,
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found no patterns suggesting that individuals did not know the requirements. |
|

Moreover, as part of t- training r sgram, the trainees signed statements |

affiruing that they i ad been informed of the correct answers '.o the questions

that they had m;ssed, in spite of this information, the inspection team noted

that mast of the employees interviewed could not successfully explain all of

the necessary aspects of visitor access and escort control. The Petitioner's

concern was substantiated. However, the NPC staff concluded that implementing

tN revised procedures as discussed in A. above will adequately satisfy the

escort requirements.

C. Licenseelmployees are not adeogately traine,j. 'nd knowle< m

existino STPEGi_JN:rity procedures which ade . taila, a

protected ar, O J1:Ls'ftion arecs

The special inspsn.ui term found the licensee's GET training, which

incluced instruct tons for properly entsring and exiting the plant acceptable.

'iowever, the team found that the staffing levels for providing the training

were marginal. The licensee addressed this issue in its May 1, 1992, letter

through organizctional changes that will provide for additional instructors

as discussed above.

Further, the inspection team reviewed the access control records from

the period of January 1, 1992 through N bruary 15, 1992. 1,,e NRC staff found

only one possible tailgating event in the reco ds reviewed. The records of

this event old not show that a visitor entered a .',tal area but indicated that

the assigned escort had entered that vital area. However, at the next vital

door requiring access, both the ilsitor and escort badges were recorded.

Consequently, the visitor apparently did not attempt to surreptitiously enter

a vital area. The Petitioner's concern was not substantiated.

--. . . .- __ .
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- D. Licensee's securityJprce eersonnel are not adeuuntely trained and-
.

- knowledoeable of existino STPEGS security orocedures which_.Addrm -

tscort resoonsibilities

-The licensee's security personnel were initially trained thro gh the GET-

followed by training specific to the security staff. The special inspection

team also reviewed the specific. training for_ security personnel and found it
_

to contain all the requirements necessary for a secuinty officer to understand

and effectively perform duties concerning visitor access s' escort control

requirements. However, the team noted that, during the requilification~

training, the licensee did not reinforce the training objectives from the

initial training regarding escort transfers. As discussed above, the team

found that members of the security force had failed to comply with the

procedures for escorting visitors. During interviews, the team found that

some security personnel did not fully understand all aspects of the proceoures
-

for escorting visitors. The Petitioner's concern w a substantiated.

Responding to the NRC findings, the licensee briefed all security-

officers on the proper way to transfer ur. tors between escorts and posted

signs to remind personnel of escort requireiv .ts. Tha licensee revised the

procedures for escorting visitors and i.ompleted training on the new

. procedures. The NRC-. staff concluded that-the changes in ' escort procedures are

acceptable. Indial implementation has been' satisfactory. The continued

implementation-will be monitored by the NRC staff through the routine-

inspection program.-
i

,
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E. Licensee's security force personnel willfully and intentionally

fjl;ified STPEGS security documents.

During the February 18, 1992 meeting, the Petitioner gave the NRC staff

the date of the alleged willful falsification, a reference to the falsified

document, ant the identi, if the responsible person. The inspection team

inspected the subject document, interviewed the invcived grsonnel, and found

no indication of the escort record being falsified. The Petitioncr's concern

was net substantiated.

F. Licensee's security forceJersonnel willfully violated STPECS security

procedure.

As noted in the response to Concern D, examples were found where

security personnel were not fully knowledgeaole of all aspects of the

procedures rogarding the escorting of visitors. The staff determined that,

for some instances of noi'.fication o' escort transfer by telephone, security

force members did not know that it was the visitors who requested the changes.

The security force members documented the transfers because all of the

information provided concerning badga numbers and names appeared correct. Some

security force members admitted knowing that visitors were requesting changes

and did not realize such actions conflicted with specific procedural

requirements. It appeared to the NRC inspection team that instances of

failure to adhere to procedures by security personnel rem ' ding transfer of
,

escorts resulted from a lack of reenforcement during requalification t.aining,

cumbersome procedure, and difficulty in verifying personnel identities on the

telephone. However, there were no indications the actions of the security

personnel were willful or that the security personnel intentionally tried to

compromise physic 0 security at STP. The Petitioner's concern that security
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p*ocedures were violated was substantiated. However, the inspection team'did

not substantiate that the licensee willfully violated procedures.

The licensee was first infonned of the team's findings on March 13,

1992. On March 27, 1992, the licensee briefed security officers in the proper

way to conduct escort transfers. Subsequently, the licensee temporarily

discontinued visitor access, then made organizational and procedural changes

and conducted training on the procedur:1 changes. The corrective actions as

described above, are considered adequate.

G. Licensee's emoloyees willfully and intentionally violated STPEGS

security orocedures.

The inspection team found instances where employees violateo :ecurity

procedures for controlling visitors. As mentioned ehrlier, there were

instances where the receiving escort telephoned security to transfer a visitor

or where visitors telephoned security badging locations at the request of the

assigned or new escort to request escort changes. Also, there were instances

in the ILC shop when visitors were left within the protected area in the shop

while the escorts went to adjacent areas. However, during interviews with
3

plant personnel, it did not appear that there was an effort made to

specifically subvert the security procedures and the special inspection team

noted that the personnel believed that they maintained adequate control of

S eir visitors. Instead, the NRC staff found that employees did not fully

imply with procedures because they did not completely understand them or

believed that they were complying with the intent of the procedures in

escorting their visitors. The inspection team did substantiate that there

were procedural violations in this area. However, the team did not

substantiate that the procedures were willfully and intentionally violated
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with the intent to subvert the security at STP. As mentioned previously, the

escort procedures have been revised adequately to address the concerns.

H. Your licensee's current wark oractices do not orovide reasonable-

nsyrance ihr_the safe opmuon of STPEGS and.therefore. the health

and safety of the_ general oublil

The maintenance portion of the special team inspcetion was in response

to Petitioner's Concerns H through L, addressed in this Decision, and specific
,

information obtained during a meeting of February 18, 1992 with the Petitioner

regarding other concerns. The inspection team concluded that the licensee had

established a good maintenance work control process for finding equipment

problems, evalut. ting the effect of these problems on equipment operability and

the technical specification limiting conditions for operation, prioritizing
'

work activities, planning work orders, conducting maintenance activities, and

closing maintenance work packages. Some personne' did not fuily adhere to

some procedural requirements as noted previonly. However, most of the

procedural requirements were being met. The licensee adequately completed

work r ' % ''.ies. In general, the personnel interviewed believed that shift'

turnovers were adequate and that their awareness was enhanced for procedural

adherence with regard to procedural requirements for safety-related activities

and inose requirements that could affect personnel safety. During interviews
|

: with some maintenance employees the inspection team found some evidence of

poor morale. This issue w?s previously discussed in NRC Inspection Report

50-498/91-16; 50-409/91-16. Principal issues adversely affecting maintenance

| workers' attitudes were the move to a new building, upcoming realignment of
l and duration of shift schedules, and the perceived limited training|

,

! oppce, unities for journeymen. There was no evidence that the concerns aad
!

|
i

,

_ _ _ _ .. .-.
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adversely impacted safety-related work. These matters were discussed in

gertral terms with the licensee's senior management on April 14, 1992. The

Petitioner's concern was not substantiated.

Although the maintenance activities described by the Petitioner during

the february 18, 1992 meeting were conducted on nonsafety-related systems, the

team expressed concern that the licensee used the same administrative controls

for both safety-related and nonsafety-related activities. Carryover problems

from non-safety to safety-related maintenance have not been identified. '

Nevertheless, the NRC staff will cor,tinue to monitor licensee performance in

this area as part of the routine inspection program activities.
'

I. Licensee emoloyees are not adeountely trained and knowledoeable of the

current STPEGS Work Process Procram (OPGP03-ZA-0090) Revision 3

During the first part of 1992, the licensee made several changes to its

work pr> cess program. The principal change was to consolidate into one

procedure the various procedures for finding and requesting work activities

and for conducting and closing out work packages. The licensee revised

Station Procedure OPGP03-ZA-0090, " Work Process Program," several times.

Revision 3 of Station Procedure OPGP03-ZA-0090 became effective January 31,

1992.

During interviews, the instrumentation and control (I&C) technicians

described the training as appropriate to meet the course objectives. When

completing the training, many I&C technicians believed they could properly

implement the procedural requirements of the maintenance process. However,

when ca' led upon to use the procedure, several I&C technicians said they had

to-use the maintenance process flow chart (distributed during training) to

assist them in implementing the procedure.

,

, a ,
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To assess the quality of training given regarding this procedure, the

inspection team reviewed the procedure, lesson plans used by the instructors,

student materials, examinations, and course critiques. The team interviewed

instructors, numerous planners, I&C technicians, and supervisory personnel who

had receiveo training on the procedure.

In the meeting on February 18, 1992, the Petitioner stated several

concerns with training on the Work Process Program Procedure. The Petitioner

alleged that the training was insufficient and included incorrect information

in some cases, that testing was inadequate, and that instructors did not

resolve concerns. The Petitioner objected to the licensee's definition of

" unplanned exposure to radiation" and stated that (1) the licensee gave

incorrect information to t.% class regarding the composition of lubricants

used at the plant, (2) the licensee's policy of aoherence to procedures was

vague, and (3) training was inadequate to test the worker's knowledge because

the workers were allowed to complete the examination using materials

distributed previously.

The inspection team confirmed that the licensee gave incorrect

information regarding the lubricant composition. As part of maintenance

equipment qualification training (on January 30, 1992, following 1.esson Plan

MSS 108.01), the class watched a. film on the u:e of lubricants at nuclear power

facilities that was produced by the Electric Pcwer Research Institute. The

film included a statement that oils consisted of 80 to 98 percent base oil and

the remainder was additive. The examination following the training contained

a test question asking the percentaoe of base oil required at the licensee's

facility. The correct answer, 90 percent, was not discussed by the instructor

during the training. Possible answers to the examination question regarding
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site-specific requirements included multiple choices that were within the

range of values given in the film. Consequently, four to five trainees

answered the examination question incorrectly. As a result of student

coments on the course critique, the licensee agreed to take action to

emphasize that the information in t:w film was general and to highlight the

site-specific value, which was within .the range given in the film.

During interviews, the team found that some individuals did not fully

understand the licensee's policy on procedural compliance. The petitioner

contended that guidance involving instruction on the licensee's policy of

adherence to procedures was vague. Revision 1 of the trainee handout used

with lesson Plan MSS 108.01 stated: " Verbatim compliance allows no deviation

from procedural steps.... Procedural adherence implies meeting the

intent.... Deviation is expected in cases where; A. Personnel safety... B.

Equipment safety" [is placed at risk). No other discussion was included.

Workers receiving work process program training had mixed responses when

questioned about their understanding of these terms and as to which term

described the policy in effect at the licensee's facility. While all

understood that the licensee's policy was that there should be procedural

adherence, some were not sure about verbatim compliance and one stated that

verbatim compliance was expected. instructors pointed out that the issue was

not listed as an objective in that specific training; therefore, no

examination questions address $d the issue to test (and document) workers'

knowledge of the policy.

In response to the uncertainty of some employees regardirg the

definitions of procedural compliance and verbatim compliance, the licensee's

Revision 2 of the trainee handout (dated February 28,1992) expanded the

- - _ . . . . . - . ,-
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discussion of the terms and defined verbatim compliance as "A term used in the

p.:st to demand that the performance of steps in a procedure were done exactly

as they were written; without deviation. ...[and added) STPEGS will no loriger

use the term." It stated: " Field application of procedural adherence implies

every individual responsible for independent performance of a procedure

controlled task shall meet the intent of the procedure.... Anyone SHALL

perform the steps of that procedure as written unless such performance would

violate the intent of the procedure." These concerns of the Petitioner were

substantiated; however, the licensee took acceptable action to resolve this

matter.

The team questioned licensee personnel, including members of the health

physics organization, about the definition of " unplanned exposure," as

referred to in tha lesson plans. Licensee personnel stated that, while the

term had not been explicitly defined, the meaning was clear when considered in

the context of the examples of industry events given in the student materials.
!

The team reviewed the industry events described in the student materials and

noted that they were consistent with the manner in which the term was applied

at the STP. Other workers who had received the training expressed no

misunderstandings or concerns regarding this training. The Petitioner's

| concerns were not substantiated.

| With regard to the use of reference materials during examinations,
|

licensee personnel stated that they designed the examinations to test the
,

l

i ability of the individuals to work within the work control process, not their

ability to memorize the procedure. They also stated that if workers have

access to references or procedures in the field, it is appropriate to allow

i e

. . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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them to demonstrate the use of such references during the examination. The

NRC staff considers this testing method to be acceptable.

The team found that in general the classroom training on Station

Procedure OPGP03-ZA-0090 Revision 3 was appropriate to meet the course

objectives, which were based on the procedural requirements. The team did not

substantiate the Petitioner's concern that the employees were not adequately

trained.

J. Licensee emplovces are not adeouttely trained and knowledoeable of

the current STPEGS maintenance work oractices and reovirements

(0PMP01-ZA-0040) Revision..Q

On January 31, 1992, the licensee implemented Maintenance Procedure

OPMP01-ZA-0040, Revision 0, " Maintenance Work Practices and Requirements."

This procedure contained the guidelines for conducting corrective and

preventive maintenance activities ia accordance with applicable site

procedures and policies, conducting testing activities after maintenance to

verify function and operability, and performing minct maintenance activities.

The procedure included a sumary of maintenance practices and

requirements and included appropriate references to supporting maintenance

programs, supporting procedures, and applicable sections. The training on

procedure OPMP01-ZA-0040, was incorporated with the training for OPG03-ZA-

0090, which was discussed in the response to Item I above. The training was

found to be appropriate to meet the course objectives, which were based on the

proced"re requirements.

Two of the I&C technicians interviewed about the requirements and

guidance in Maintenance Procedure OPMP01-ZA-0040 cou'd not recall having

reviewed the procedure, and the remaining I&C technicians could not recall the
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details in the procedure. Hcwever, I&C technicians demonstrated that they

understood the program requirerants referenced in the procedure, including the

requirements'for equipment clearance orders, configuration control, and plant

labelirg. The concern of the Petitioner that employees were not adequately

trained and knowledgeable with regard to this procedare was nct substantiated.

K. Licensee employees are not adeouately trained and knowledaeable of

the current STPEGS Planrnr's Guide. Revision 0

The licensee issued the Planner's Guide to enhance the maintenance

program. The guide was not required by the NRC and was not a controlled

document. The licensee developed the Planner's Guide to document good

practices, guidance, and reftrence material in the different maintenance

disciplines for performance standards, the planning and writing of work

documents, material requirements, computer applications available to planners,

and scheduling and expediting.

During informal group meetings, supervisors would instruct I&C

technicians in using the Planner's Guide and Station Procedure OPGP03-ZA-0090

in writing work packages. The I&C technicians would review selected areas by

reading thrm and discussing them in groups. Many I&C technicians noted that

the work packages were more unifor.a since the licensee implemented the

Planner's Guide. All the individuals interviewed indicateci that the licensee

had increased the detail in the work instructions. While some believed that

the increased detail limited use of the " skill of the craft," many believedi-

that management had done this to reduce the number of personnel errors. The

inspection team found that there was more consistent use of cautionary

statements in work packages than before implementation of the Planner's Gu'de.

,

'

. _ . - _ , _ _
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The licensee's m nagers established maintenance planning expectations,

one of which was that the planners would " walk down' the work ordves as part

of the planning process for safety-related and most other work packages. 1&C

technicians noted seeing planners more frequently in the plant and indicated

that the quality of the work packages had improved. This indicated the

successful use of the Planner's Guide.

NaC does not require uhe of the Planner's Guide, which was developed to

enhance the maintenance process. Although the Guide was not a controlled

document, the licensee appeared to be using it to improve maintenance. The
,

liceasee provided acceptable training on the document and used it properly.

Training and knowledge of the STP Planner's Guide is not required. The

Planner's Guide was being implemented at STP and appeared to be enhancing the

maintenance process. This concern was not substantiated.

L. Lingpsee employees are enaaoed in continuino work oractices whith

are in violation of_the STPEGS Work Process Proaram (OPGP03-ZA-Q2221

Revision 3 _

In implementing the Work Process Program, the licensee 't times did not

comply with its procedures. As mentioned in the introducto artion of the

Discussion, examples included werk start authority not obtained before work

packages were given to crafts people, inadequate use of configuration control

ctange log, and not following procedure regarding signing onto work orders.

However, the majority of the procedural requirements were being met. Further,

w;th one exception (the boric acid tank level transmitter calibration), the

maintenance for the work packajes reviewed was performed on nonsafety

equipment, (e.g., equipment not required for safe shutdown of the plant,

mitigation of accidents, or equipment that could affect offsite radiological

. _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ _ - ____ _ - _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ -_-_



._. - - . .. - - .-

:'

'. - 25 -

exposure to the oublic). During its inspection, +.he inspection team

determined that because of the administrativa nature of deficiencies in

procedure implementation coupled with the application to nonsafety equipment,

it did not find indications of a compromise in the quality of work or of a

threat to the public health and safety. The licensee identified the need to

make some improvements through its own evaluations. Before the special

:nspection, the licensee had issued Revision 4 to the procedure to address

several implementation difficulties. To clarify the maintenance process, the

licensee issued Revision 5 to OPGP03-ZA-0090 in July 1992. The inspection

team found no evidence that current work failtd to adhere to the maintenance

Work Process Program.

III. CONCLUSIOR

In respc' ding to the concerns raised by the Petitioner, the NRC staff

conducted a special team inspection.

The NRC special inspection team concluded that training for both the

olant employees and the security personnel was appropriate although the

secur:ty requalification tra.ning did not address escort transfers. Howaver,

the team did substantiate some of the Petitioner's concerns. The licensee did

not adequa+ely implement the procedures for controlling visitors, and

particularly those for escorting visitors. The team concluded that procedures

governing the transfer of visitor escorts were not always followed, visitor

control in the I&C shop ares was sometimes not rigorous, and, in one instance,

an escort exited the protected area ahead of a visitor. These conclusions

prompted the NRC to issue a Notice of Violation to the licensee. The team did

not substantiate the Petitioner's concerns that security documents had been

intentionally falsified and that licensee personnel (buth general and

-. . - - _. - . - .-
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security) willfully violated security procedures. The violations which were

cited did not indicate a programmatic breakdown of security and did not

significantly compromise the security at STP. Responding to the inspection

team's findings, the licensee took corrective actions which appaar to be

acceptable.

Iri reviewing the maintenance program, the NRC staff concluded that the

licensee had a good maintenance work control program and appropriate training.

However, there were two instances, (oil composition and procedural adherence)

wh;ch were identified by the Petnioner, where instructional information

presented in the classroom was confusino. The licensec made changes to the

lesson plans to clarify the information. The inspection team did recomend to

the licensee a refinement of the methods for reviewing course content to

ensure that conflicting or inadequale informaticn was not presented to

orkers. The tw reviewed the implementation of ciaintenance procedures and

four.d that the implementation was done in general compliance with the

procedures. However, the team did find examples of less than full compliance

in the implementation of maintenance procedures as applied to nonsafety

equipment and substantiated some of the Petitioner's concerns. The examples

of less than full compliance with procedures were essentially administrative

in nature. Because they were administrative in nature or were applied to

equipment not required for safe shutdown of the plant, mitigation of an

accident, or equipment which could affect offsite radiological releases, there

were no violations of regulatory requirements associated with the affected

mainterance activities. The NRC staff did note a concern that the same

administrative controls on procedural compliance were in place for both safety

and nonsafety maintenance. However, the NRC :,taff has not found instances

-



.

' - 27 -

where maintenance on safety equipment has been compromist.d as a result of the

commonly applied administrative procedures. In response to its own findings

as well as those of the inspection team, the licensee took actions to resolve

these matters. Several implementation difficulties were addressed in Revision

4 to OPG03-2A-0090 (April 19R). Revision 5 to OPG03-ZA-0090 was issued in

July 1992 to improve usunge of the procedure. Training on the new revision

was also conducted in July. The actions appear to be acceptable. Routine

inspection of maintenan:e activities at STP by the NRC staff will continue on

an ongoing basis and will monitor the impicmentation of the new revision as

well as the general conduct of maintenance at the site.

Several of the Petitie er's concerns were substantiated. When informed

of the concerns, the licensee took corrective action to revise procedures and

retrain employees, as needed, in the proper implementation of the procedures.

The institution of proceedings pursuant to 10 CFR i 2.202, as requested

by the Petitioner, is appropriate only where substantial health and safety -

issues have been raised. Sfe Consolidated Edison Comnany of New York (Indian

Point, Units 1, 2, and 3), CLI-75-8, 2 NRC 173, 175 (1975) and Washinoton

EMk.lic Power SyJ1gm (WPPS Nuclear Project No. 2), DD-84-7, 19 NRC 899, 923

(1984). As discussed above, thcre is reasonable assurance the South Texas

Project, Units i and 2 are being operated with adequate protection of the

public health and safety. Therefore, I find no basis for instituting a

proceeding pursuant to 10 CFR I 2.202 to modify, suspend, or revoke the NRC

licenses held by !R&P in the areas stated by the Petitioner. This decision 1:

based on the minimal safety significance of the concerns stated by the

Petitioner and substantiated and the adequacy of corrective actions initiated
|

by the licensee. For tnese reasons also, I have concluded that it is not

_ _ . _ - _ _ ,
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necessary for the NRC-to cause the licensee to revoke all escorted access at

the South Texas site or for the NRC to cause the licensee to invoke an

imediate stand-down- of all maintenance activities, as requested by the

Petitioner. To this extent, I have decideo to deny the Petitioner's request

for action pursuant to 10 CFR Section 2.206.

However, the P0titioner also requested that the NRC take swift and

imediate actions to cause the licensee to comply with facility technical

specifications and ;c : t es and to assure adequate procedures and training

in the areas of physical security tnd maintenance. Based on the NRC

inspecti ". .ctivities discussed above, which substantiated a number of the

concerns raised by the Petitioner, a Notice of Violation was issued to the

licensee to provide assurance that the licensee will comply with regulatory

requirements. In addition, in response to the NRC inspet ion findings, the

licensee temporarily discontinued all visitor access at South Texas, revised

procedures and conducted additional training of its staff in the physical

security and maintenance areas. To this extent, the Petitioner's request for

action pursuant to Section 2.206 has been granted.

A copy of this Decision will be filed with the Secretary of the

Comission for the Comission's review in acccrdance with 10 CFR 6 2.206(c). '

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION,

'2- { h4A--

Thomas E. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Dated at Rockville, Maryland
this 5th day of October 1992

. _ . . - __ - . _ . _. . _ _ . - __ - ,
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1LHITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULA10RY COMMISSION

DOCKET N05. 50-498 AND 50-499

RQUSTON tlQillNG & POWER COMPANY

SOUTH TEX 45 PROJECT. UNITS I AND 2

ISSUANCE OF DIRECTOR'S DECISJON UNDfR 10 CFr< ULQ1

Notice is hereby given that the Directo., Office of Nuclear Reactor

Regulation, has taken action with regard to a Petitinn for action under 10 CFR1

2.206 received from Mr. Thomas J. S v orito, Jr., dated February 10, 1992, with _

regard to the South Texas Project, Units 1 and 2.

The Petitioner requested that the NRC institute a proceeding purroant t3

10 CFR 2.202 and take a number of imediato and swift actions in the areas of

3 physical security, mtintenance activities, compliance with Technical

Specifications and proteuJres, and training.

The Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation has determined

to grant the Petition in part and to deny the Petition in part. The reasons

for this decision are explained in the " Director Decision Pursuant to 10 CFR
~

2.205,* (DD-92-05) which is available for ,aublic inspection at the

Comission's Public Document Room, the Gelman Building, 2120 L Street, N.W.,

Washington, D.C. 20555, and at the Lncal Public Document Room for the South

Texas I'roject, Units 1 and 7, located at the Wharton County Junior College, J.
'M. Hodges Learning Center, 911 Boling Highway, Wharton, Texas 77488. A copy

of the decision will be filed with the Secretary for the Comission's review

in accordance with 10 CFR 2.206(c) of the Comission's regulaticns. As

provided by thi.; regulation, the Decision will constitute the final action of

- _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ -
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! the Comissicn 25 days after the date of issuance of the Decision unless the

Comission on its own motion institutes a review of the decision within that
i

time.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 5th day of October 199?..

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMilSSION

ff --

''Thomas E. Hurley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

.
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