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I. INTRODUCTION

The Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) is an integrated
NRC staff effort to collect available observations and data on a periodic
basis and evaluate licensee performance based upon this information.
SALP is supplemental to normal regulatory processes used to ensure
compliance with 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.

An NRC SALP Board, composed of the staff members listed below, met in the
Region V office on March 27, 1985, to review the collection of
performance observations and data to assess the licensee's performance in
accordance with the guidance in.NRC Manual Chapter 0516, " Systematic
Assessment of Licensee Performance." A summary of the guidance and
evaluation criteria is provided in Section II of this report.

This report is the SALP Board's assessment of the licensee's safety
performance at WNP-2 for the period August 1,1983 through January 31,
1985.

SALP Board for WNP-2:

A. ' E. Chaffee, Chief, Reactor Projects Branch (Board Chairman)
P. H. Johnson, Chief, Reactor Projects Section No. 3
A. D. Toth, Senior Resident Inspector
R. S. Waite, Resident Inspector-(Telephone)
F. A. Wenslawski, Chief, Emergency Prep & redness and

Radiological-Protection Branch
b D. J. Willett, WNP-2 Project Inspector

~G. P. Yuhas, Chief, Facilities Radiological Protection Section

L T. Young, Jr. , Thief,' Engineering Section
|M. D. Schuster,. Chief, Safeguards Section
R. Auluck, Project' Manager, NRR
M. Srinivasan, Chief, Power Systems Branch, NRR

,

II. CRITERIA

The following evaluation criteria were applied to each functional area:

1. Management invo'lvement in assuring quality

2. Approach to resolution of technical issues ' rom a safety standpointf

3. Responsiveness to NRC initiatives
' 4. Enforcement history

5. Reporting and analysis of reportable events

6. Staffing (including management)

7. Training effectiveness and qualification

o

Lm .
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1> 5 |To prt/ ideo: consistent' evaluation of licensee performance, attributes
~, '

.

",J ~ ", ? associated with' each criterion' and ~ describing the . characteristics 'w.
a'pplicable to Category'1, 2, and 3 performance.were applied as discussed,.g,_, c

, , sin part,.in NRC: Manual Chapter.0516,.Part II and Table 1.
'

,
.

:f? - 4 JThe-SALP Board-conclusions were: categorized as follows:
~

'

Category 21: ' Reduced NRC attention may.be appropriate. Licensee
, ,

: management attention and' involvement are' aggressive and. oriented toward:.,

E '

. nuclear safety;Elicensee. resources ~'are ample and effectively used s'o that" a
,- n

$ g, a highTlevel of-performance'with? respect to operational safety or . , '- '

. construction is;being achieved. - -' ~

- x. ,. .,

, Category 2: NRC attention should be maintained at normal' levels.
Licensee management' attention and involvement are evident and are -

~

'

4
"

.' -concerned'with~ nuclear; safety;ilicense'e; resources.are adequate and are
"

, 1 reasonably effective such.'that, satisfactory performance with respect to -

~

'Joperational, s'afety or~ construction ~ is bsing achieved.*

<

, :n , > - .;
, ,

-

C_'=
'

Category'3:"Both|NRC[and,licenseeatt$tionshouldbeincreased'.J
'

Licensee managementiattention or^involvementris acceptable and considers -
' i nuclear safety,'but -weaknes'se's' are e'vident; licensee - resources appeared.

' ~ ' to be strained' or not' effectively;u' sed so that minimally satisfactory ' ~

. performance withirespect-to operational safety and construction >is being-

<

- achieved. .

W. *
s^- '

<

,
-

. -
- ,, .

III.~ SUMMARY OF>RESULTS; ,i',, ' , *
,

m . . -. ~. .- - .. s .

E
~

Overall,;theibo'ard found the licensee's' performance to be acceptable and
.

directed;toward: safe facility operationh A comparison of overall'
-

, '
; performance was'n6t made with the previous SALP period, since.that

assessment.gave principal evaluation. emphasis to constructio'n' activities.
' ' The board = identified strengths in several aspects-of the licensee's

psrformance', including operator response to pla'nt emergencies ~;.the<

,
.

plant's surveillance program; facility staffing; management involvement
,

in problem resolution;t and-the physical security program.
<

+;
. _ _

. ,
..

.

-- Activities identified by the SALP board as needing' improvement included
. procedural adequacy; attentiveness' t'o operational details; timelyiA

identification and reporting of operational events; procedural controls-e,

~1 governing troubleshooting,; clearance orders, and jumpers; management..ofa

,
-emergency response-training; and screening of license amendment requests.

H, -

Overall, the Board's evaluation of inspection. findings sand events 1 _

'

occuring during the assessment period identified.a need for~ routine and-y_ ,
ffrequent managementLoversight by all departments of day-to-day plant''

'

7^ ', ,
.

tidentifyLpotential problem areas.
: operations. activities,'nlong with critical 1self-appraisal-intended;to'

-J ' ' *
g
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,
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'
s

,
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2 + '

,P
. . . . . . . -Last Construction -First Operational

.. . . . -

-

. Functional A~reas ' Cycle' Category Cycle Category Trend *
,

-
- :A. Plant. Operations . 3t 2 Declining

~

. - B.c
.

,'- - -m . ..

| Radiological Controls '2 2~ .None Apparent
.s

N '

,
.

. ." - CP Maintenance
.

2 Improving.;
f

.

- ,

~ D." "Surveillancer ' 5 L -

1 None Apparent:.y

xE. Fire Profe tion' ~ / - . .2 - Noite Apparent:J '

'; . - u
'f jf e, , .. e ,

- F. : Emergency Preparedness 2 2 None Apparent
,

' +: r +
.

- G'. LSecurity and Saf'eguards- '2T
'

2j None Apparent; ,

. y. ,, ' j 6.-
. i n

,, , '_ . H. : Quality. Programs and~';* % .' 2 Improving 1,,

1 Administrative Controlsj J--

- ,
. . . ~

, f ,.o . y < -,

2 . Improving
f- - -

s "-
.

: I .- .

-

StartypTesting .

*
,

, .. .
+ y! '

^

'
|Ji ~ Licensing Activities 2 2 .None Apparentv

7 .e - n- ,

#
<K[ Construction 1

.

2 2 None Apparent
,

*Theitrend indicates the SALP' Board's-perception of the licensee'su
. .-

-performance:during the. current' assessment period. It is'notenecessarily.

. sa comparison of performanceEduring the current period ~with'the previous'

. period. For' example, performance;in the maintenance area 'was considered
,

'
,

to be5 improving, even though performance in-this functional area was not-**

'~

assessed. during the (previous SALP period.
"

. . . . . . s , .," '

*IV..-PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS.,

k~ The following|is:the Board's assessment'of the licensee's performance in -s
,

'each ofJthe1 functional areasiand the Board's conclusions and-
. r

-
-

1, ' recommendations withLrespect'to implementation of the Commission's' '

y -
, inspection program. - ' M"

,

'
yf 'A .~ Plant Operations <

,

: - <During this SALP' period the operations program ^was inspected on a
~

,

~

- > routine. basis by:the resident inspectors and regional inspection
- 1 staff.::In' addition,'a team inspection was performed to assess the,-

~

' operations program during the Power Ascension. Test Program.,q ~

r: - . Regional; inspectors conducted operator license examinations:for:the:
~ cinitial operating crews and for subsequent additional personnel.

.

II - ' ' Performance'of plant operations,.particularly in the early portion
i":"' :of the assessment period,, was judged:to be satisfactory. However,.

- inspection; activities identified weaknesses regarding procedural'
9 :- : adequacy, operator attentiveness, and timely identification and-

Jreporting of operational events. . Licensee management was'only:
,

.& ,,

0 #.,1-M.-

a,k '

--

- ) ' r.

g f



w ". y,_' . - f >G .s ; N N -

'

. s

j M3'l' - I[ f$ ; # M' / "

, ,

- < > - -'. 4, s 3
-

..- c-, - _ , . ,
-

,4 *l *
A. 9 S kAg % b

-
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;r
.

.. .'._.q

% partiallybsucc'ssful in-implementing improvements in response to NRC- 4 e<
" a concerns?in'these areas, although more-aggressive actions were taken ~( y

'

during the31atter pertion of ~ the ~ SALP periodc J A significant event ,y'_
,_o' ' 7

' '
,

n , on January 31',fl985, involving inoperability of the emergency dies ~el-
,

generators, demonstrated..thatslicensee management had not been fully,

1, . .
_

J Severity Level"3 and.three Severity Level 4) were cited relativeito

,

effective-in' correcting these weaknessest Four violations-(one-m
,C ii -

" *

,V
, -this' event. 'During~;an~ enforcement =conferenc.e held on February-28,~. y .,

31985,Jregion~l managementsemphasiz'edja need-for more directT .a

.f& s ; involvement byllicense'e management in day-to-day operations and a
.

1meaningful effort to identify; weak (areas. 'At this time, licensee .m,
, 6-

4A j- , . .y . management discussed corrective actions-tocimprove performancefin.
jthe'areasofoperatorattentivsness,dieselgeneratorproceduresandi

~' ~ *
'

1

q -wa: m t': reporting of events. ' Management.'.sLattitude at this conference also s
} ~ '

'

demonstrated a strongJcommitment- to improve"overall performance in
,- .

,th'e* plant operations. area'. J ' '

-
, ,

; A
e' ,iTheabilityoftheplantoperAtions1sta'f5to. maintain ^ control;?of.

+ -

. ..

<- - ", ,

y '

, ,

plant' conditions and. evolutions, particularly during plant ~,~3'm #

1 :/ emergencies and.off-n' rs.al' situations, is judged to be good. Three'
o, _

Wf . violations related to plant operations were-identified-during the -.

frV '..
Y earlyjportion of the assessment period. These involved. * 'j . _m

inoperability 'of the primary containment airlock,~ failure to makm a 7
- k' , s- ? required report to the NRC,nand improper equipment (status = control.T

::p ;These violations'did notLindicate a programmatih b'reakdown.
.

'2c;u Twenty four.of the '47 operations-related.LicenseeiEvent Reports!
y '''

L(LER's) generated ~during'the assessment period involved personnel 3"7

~

<

% .w errors, with several of these errorsLattributed to failure'to. follow*

y_-
~ ' ,

procedures. Operator attentiveness- to control" room status appeared!,,

Un, . "7to be la'cking'in some instances where~ abnormal? instrument' readings; - ;,

existed. LThe presence 1of nuisance alarms for. extended periods:~ , .'
~ ^

'
- , > j -,"

q . appeared'to foster operatorginsensitivit'y to such conditionsh
'f , N 2 Additionally, NRC-inspe'ctionssidentified several cases wherein ~

'

. operators _ failed;to recognize or-aggressively pursue. control room $g*, y
~

g.

annunciated abnormal plant conditions. The operations staff also'
.

c " 4 experienced = difficulty .in?severaliinstances in the recognition and * ' '

'
c :e -interpretation of Technical-Spec'ifications, ~ as well .as. in complying', ,

''T : TwithLthe action statements. These difficulties may be partly ,

g4 attributed.to inattention to detail in'the control room logs andL^

W < associated methods.of tracking action statements. The SALP. Board- &
'

".m 9- recognized ~that the, licensee is initiating actions to redu'ce l,

'N -'S ope'rator' distr'actidns -and_ improve the general environment in the
* control'roomai " i (O '

s

f . v v c 3
y N ". <The licensee's training program is judged to have been~ effective 'in

' 'jQ i supporting plant operations, but was. implemented at many levels'for'

]*' 1a 1 arge portion of1the staff without full definition in' the =
'

- <
, .u 1

N 9
-havelbeen' policy, and procedures / manuals. ~ For plant staff, efforts ,9

corporate
-

; ; ^ initiated |to. develop;tisk oriented' training and.to;e ,

-
~ '

. ~ eliminate prog' ram redundancies. For reactor operators,' design and
~ opesating experien'ce , fee,dback has be'en slow, as have prescribed.

,L. interim' actions foriunresolved issuesT
.

Original' operator' trainings -

'
,

resu he'dLin sufficientilice'n' sed personnel for.six shifts ~of.

'_ operation,'although'recent effo'rts: appeared less successful with:'

, 9 %, r
,

"'PW'

~.
>

_ _,

, q ..q. < y9m , , ' ,

'' 9%y ,/, , N , g s,

% F $ - \s .y- p y y't 1gg;(*w
,

M
,

,m
.

" y _- u;' ,,3 , -,
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17'V ,
- 7 five of nine-candidates /failing their NRC examinations. LHowever,:,

- '

~

.

all reactor operators passed who toobthe NRC portions _of: the annual' ~
.

0 ~

-7>
~

5requalification examination',-:and'an evaluation by Regio ~n_V-found the
i ilicensee's(operatorrequalificationprogramtobesatisfactory. -

:,
- -xw , _ . - ,

& Conclusion- .
- '

J t if 4

E-
. . , 8- ,

' ' '
,

i
~

? Performance assessment - Category 2. , Declining ~' performance was|
.%.- observed- during the latter. portion of the assessment period. /In.

,

p' igeneral, the plant operations; staff;did not develop as disciplined a
F N,. level (of performance as had .been expected. However, management 7

.
.

-

,

4, " actions _ subsequent to the SALP period'. indicated-a strong commitment;m

:to; provide ~ improved plant-operations performance.
,

..

][
~ '

' Board'Recommendationi,

e .

'y
_

-Licensee management should provide more direct involvement in,
* N ' routine plant operations activities and~a purposeful overview'of the. .,

~

plant' operations staff'. This should_ include. emphasis on increased:
2 - operator attentiveness,and initiative regarding both control room
Si' status'.and procedural requirements. Detail in operations logs>

,

- -should be_ improved to: focus operator attention on detail and also'toi
.

#'
~

< provide management-increased insights into plant equipment status
'

andiperformance. More conservative approaches to Technical'+
,

- Specifications requirements should be displayed by the operations:
L- . ' staff. 'A method for maintaining the7 status of and-tracking

7
-

~ '

' '
. Technical _ Specification. Action Statements should._be. developed._.

.

,

; Plans to review. alarm procedures and , system procedures should.be<

emphasized, and reductio'n''of control room distractions,y including.
~~

J asisa_nce alarms, should- be' expedited. More attentioneshould be
~

'
,

-

,

givenito appropriate interim actions whenilonger-range corrective-h '

-actions are under consideration. . Initiatives, underway for improved. -

'

_

.

operator training'should be continued. '

y .

T1 .B. | Radiological Controlg,

# Ten inspections were' conductied in'the radiological controls area -

'

L -
,

~

.during the' appraisal. period. A-total-.of-461 hours of onsite direct- -
'

'
-

at 4 inspection effort were expended-in the areas of radiation
'

_protectien, radiological environmental protection, radioactive waste>

' l
- management,-preoperational and'startup testing, NUREG-0737,

'

requirements and confirmatory measurements. In addition, the**
._
'

-resident inspectors provided continuing' observations in these areas;
,1 _

_ . . . ,

- ~ ~During the.~ appraisal period, two violations.(severity level IV,-~V)lA -

'

'were: identified in the area of test control related to radioactive,

; effluent treatiment systems. One other severity level ~ IV violation , J
, 7
,~

'

swas issued for. incorrect designation of, quality. class for a
: safety- related portioniof the radiation monitoring system. Thesec, fi' violations. were characterized as minor violations not representative s

,
" ' of a: programmatic breakdown. One deviation.was issued regarding

.

: location of_the~ reactor coolant sample line.
~

'

.

i'

1 -4

F

AV w

J

. 9

W E
_ .

s ;_,.,,_g.- y,,'

L,
_ .

- y? P V 1 |t. ,'j;R ^ -

4 .
.

-

l #- t _ -



v~ -
_- _ .

p.y - 7
'- ,

. . . . , _
_

y pf
:y'

;,,
*

|| '
. .

-.

. ~ . Jh * +
~

;f P { 4

s .
'

"
~

r .. ' Inspection | activities and-resident inspector' observations.showed'

" ~

,
isome minor weaknesses in~ implementation of.the: radiological control'

* :n ' -program. The'itemslidentified, although not consistent with the
i

"L. , licensee's procedures and policies, were~~not characterizedsas
. violations..of NRC requirements.~

. . s m.
.

,
,

,
~

*- A .ThA licensee's respons'e to NRC identified issues has been weak as -

'

.

* ~ . evidenced by delays-in completion of'the radiation and effluent
M- v monitoring system, training of PASS operators and initial response
> <c Sto.th'e. violation related to quality classification. N

,

.

.The. previous SALP:a'ssessment identified a concern that the radiationn
, ,

Land: effluent' monitoring systems would not: be completed' in time to,

..* -
'

' = support a September,1983: fuel load date. The systems were.not '
,

c .Feleased;for operation until March of 1984. -

~

.

V -Event reports were complete :and submitted in -a timely manner. f The -
'

-majority:of reported' events related to design deficiencies which?>"q .,,

'f ' resulted-in-spurious.actuations of th'e Control Room Emergency
Filtration System. Repetitions were not. indicative of. programmatic-

,
breakdown. ,

'

D -
.

'

-

|The _ licensee's staffing of b' th plant and corporaEe positions; waso- ,

, ,

sadequate with vacant positions promptly filled., .,

.t >.
_ m. .

, .
. y

Conclusion v'. . ji
.

. .

Performance assessment-- Category 2.-'
3 9, , ,

,

LNotrend-wasobserde'd.''Adequateresourcesand'managementattention
'

, ,

f ' " ; appear.to.be devoted toward the' radiological programs.',
. ; '- J

'

. ,, ,

"

y , fBoard Recommendation
" -

.

;i - f .-

. .J . . , .

.. .

.r . -r .e ;..

The licensee is encouraged 1to continue efforts to: improve2 x

j _ -performance ,in?thissarea.< ' x
,

- .C. : Maintenance'g 7.- av , ', -

>
*

,

.. A , . _c t.
.

3 - --
, ..

; The maintena'nce program wasfinspected on a .moithly basis. by the,

#

.

resident inspectors throughoul this.SALP. period. Regional
7 inspecto|rs also" con'ducte'd several inspections of the quality'

-
s

J
,3j assurance elements-in this" area.

s- , ,-

,

,

@ J Two violat' ions were identifie'd in the area of maintenance.1 These
~

'

..involvedifaileres to (1) ensure completion of all work prescribed on'

-
-

, a(maintenance; work; request,.and (2) take effective corrective-action
-for a-deficiency.in the emergency core cooling system logic. :There, c

-
- were nine licensee reports-(LERs) attributed.to personnel errors'

1 uring the many maintenance activities this period. Sonie.NRC issuesd,

- e
~

were. identified regarding-troubleshooting; control of contract
-personnel; independent verification on return of equipment to,

service; housekeeping and fire' protection;fand handling of clearance.Q,
-

' orders,' jumpers, and ' lifted leads. The Board felt that management

' '
-a - - w ,

< .n..
..e 4

5 ,y4

'"'

r
''' . ;.- _

_,



.-
-

7

was slow to act on NRC concerns in some of these areas; for example,
concern over control of clearance orders, jumpers and lifted leads

.was identified by the NRC prior to fuel loading and was not-
-adequately addressed until late in the SALP period.

: During this SALP period the licensee's maintenance and supporting
engineering activities were burdened with work items which were
deferred from the_ construction and startup phases. To these.were
added many work items identified during startup and power ascension
testing, at.a tic.e when engineering resources were strained to
support the testing program. The licensee's maintenance

^ organization appeared to handle this additional workload effectively
' along with regular maintenance items. Significant work it' ems

identified by testing, such as dic;e1 generator and pump bearing
failures and feedwater piping support problems, were addressed
thoroughly with engineering and maintenance resources, and reflected'
management willingness to resolve r,afety concerns at the sacrifice
of schedule. A comprehensive plant tracking system was developed to
prioritize and control the work items, although the-general
timeliness of some corrective actions still suffered. There also-
appeared.to be a tendency in some cases to overlook the need for
interim corrective measures (e.g., related to the main steam leakage
control system and the auto depressurization system logic) while
permanent solutions were provided. This was-most visible in the
control room, where resolution was deferred for non-critical issues
relating to various activated alarm annunciators.

-Shift managers were under'the stress of a great deal of maintenance
activity and documentation during this period due to the work items
from the construction and startup phases. Recently management
instituted a priority maintenance identification system for use 'oy
the control room staff in obtaining corrective actions. The pace of-
work ~ delayed full implementation of maintenance craft training,
although_ training program development continued and significant
craft _ training was conducted. Noteworthy is the'significant
management effort which was applied during the latter portion of_the

,

SALP period to optimize the administrative procedure for handling |
maintenance. work requests. |1

Y

^

Conclusion ,

PerformanceLasses'mente-' Category 2. An improving trend wass

observed du' ring the SALP period.

Board Recommendation
i

The licensee should continue efforts to reduce _ backlogs of
outstanding work and revisions of associated operations and
engineering documents. The priority for resolution of deficiencies j
:hich affect operator awareness of plant status should be i

,

reinforced. The staff should be more sensitive to required interim !I'
Iactions when permanent resolutions may be delayed or untimely.

Management should complete development of the maintenance training

g

t- I
b-



ge c.; .4
-

.

* ' - a,
_ 4 ,-

"8' ' <e ' '

,

%m - , ',
*; , r. ' --

(
~

'g n :, .

~

W.
~'

| program,':and monitor the' effectiveness of implementation off
'

;

administrative controls in the area of troubleshooting, clearance '
-

orders, ' jumpers, and '11fted leads.m: '

ny; .g
_

g ; D .' ! Surveillance
d. '-

L f
' >The. surveillance program was inspected on.a monthly. basis by the3. _

- resident inspectors and periodically by the regional staff- *

| throughout1this SALP. period.
, . .

_

'

'During1this.SALP period the licensee: instituted.a comprehensive,

surveillance program which is maturing under constant management and
-

,

. staff attention. . During the earlier part of the period theslicensee,
. asked NRC for,,and' received, changes or schedule. relief |for some? _,

1 Technical Specification required surveillances. -These were:
. submitted _on'shortino.tice,~in some cases involving after-hours.

-telephone requests which'might have been avoided:through stronger
management control, internal communications and planning. Such

~'

~3 ; ,g
'

-problems were not experienced-in the latter part of the_ period.-,
,

_One violation in the, surveillance area was identified regarding the-'

? installation of jumpers and fthe iddependent verification thereof.i

The NRC' considers ~14 license'e' event reports-(LERs) to be. attributed
- - to personnel" errors}duringtthe.many' surveillance activities this

.

(f _ SALPjeriod. Hanag'ement demonstrated.noireluctance to properly
.

'%. report and analyze dis'crepancies. 1There(were five LERs attributed.' -

,

e e to 'defici'encies 'in -surveillance; procedures;. manag'ement and staff '
'

1 gave much attention to this~ area and routinely issued changes to. ,

-

~

improv'e;the accuracy and; clarity of procedures.,

-

, 5,
,

h The lic'ensee' instituted a"compu'Er, matrix of. surveillancet'

# , requirements; corresponding 1to Technical. Specification requirements,-
'

which appears to have been comprehensive with-a few exceptions<

; .g c ' reported in, licensee eventxreports'. The'se were corrected promptly,
,

'

2 - and the matrix is routinely. updated. : Computer schedules and
' monitoring have allowed management visibility of trends in: overdue~

s x
"

4 Ldates,. contributing to avoidance of technical. specification
"

cviolations. <A programJof. procedure-changes was implemented late in
' '. the period to fully ~ incorporate ~independentEverification.

requirements into surveillance procedures','in response to NRC
initiatives.

1 Conclusion>
-

-

' Performance assessment -ECategory_1. .At improving trend inN

7 - ; ' performance.was observed during the SALP.

,[ . Board Recommendation

'.

Contintie ' efforts to correct procedure deficiencies and provide'
4

~ ~ training to the staff in'their proper use.

.

1

'L'
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E. Fire ProtectionD
'

'

.

3 ~ *'

,,

4' '. ' The fire protection p'rogram _was evaluated by thEee NRC$ inspections, . s -

"' 'during the'SALPJperiod.
_

,

m ' - . .. . . , .. .

- -
,

' ~ .During this SALP period, thei. licensee began plant operation andi,

g - 4' 7' - ; implemented the, fire! Protection program. 'The' program appears
.

'y
~

. effective.in involving plant, management at the departmental level in jr

- "

Jits; operation. Each-department manager is' required.-to'make'af - c''% -A,

3 ',
-

J''- .monthlyjinspection'which~inclsdes, fire protection. The- site . *
,

~'

organization includes a Fire Marshall.and two qualified fire,, ,

~;. - Jprotection,ehgineers who areLinvolved;in implementation _of the3 ">

- program onTa. day to-day. basis. 'However, the licensee's program ~doesa?' - c

t'"
'

aS nott, include routineTaudits or inspections of fire protection.- J

7- 7 activities-by these individuals'or other persons' trained in firem

.; - . protection.~
.

C '".
_

,

e -

~

f As the' pl$n~t[ began opedation'there1were several Licensee Event# ~

,

O% Reports (LER's)., The frequencyfofJthese reports.decrea's'ed in number
; '

~

Jas the pla~nt, continued operation,and minor problems wereLcorrected.
The plant"s'urveillance and maintenance programs appear to have"

J -
s

performed well in keeping the1 fire protection' equipment operational.; _ - 1#

n, ,
_ ,

ThALlicensee' appeared to be. responsive in following up NRC concerns
,

t.;- '

'

.and(is~ currently conducting a comple_te reassessment of their. safety -i -

1

related cable protection to ensure compliance with the requirements 1-m
.,

of;10;CRF 50' Appendix R.-
.

x .
-

7

* There were no . violations or deviations identified in the fire>

, .~ - protection program during .the SALP perioda
.

J >TConclusion o'

. -

, m .-

~

7 Performance assessment Category 2. No trend was observed.
:. .o .

J Board' Recommendations-F

J .The licensee should continue' efforts to improve in this~ area. .The
^

-

,

''onsite fire. protection program should also provide more involve' ment.
# 1by experienced fire protection personnel in the asdit'or, inspection

, .._' '

-
- -of day-to-dayJfire' protection activities.

1;
.

^

~,

.
F. Emergency Preparedness #,

.

g
'

,

(During'the appraisal period,: Region V conducted three follow-up> vd -

'"'
inspections of open~ items identified during the emergency-

s| preparedness preoperational-inspection and observation of the
' '

' emergency preparedness exercise conducted during the previous ~SALP--

-t tappraisal' period. One inspection' included an examination, as part-#-
'

'

.

- ~ of the; routine inspection' program, of the licensee's emergency-' - -

preparedness training program. 1The licensee's annual emergency"e s
; ' . preparedness exercise.was also observed during this assessment'

,

,, . : period. This inspection effort totaled 317' hours onsite- In-.

~ addition,- the resident . inspectors have provided continuing4

-

V
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em s

<
. _
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observations in this ' area. No violations ~of NRC requirements or
.significant deficiencies were identified during this inspection

'

?' ' effort.
>*

* , -* 'The examination of the emergency preparedness (EP) training program
disclosed some weaknesses in its_ management. The failure to

,+ consistently. review the status of_ emergency organization personnel
' training _and the failure to make individuals available for'such" "

'

-training were indications of this weakness. .The licensee's internal'
audit which included the EP training-and qualifications program and,

.

was conducted prior to the inspection, also reached the same
- conclusion. It should be noted that the responsibility for the EP
training does not rest with a single _ group. Corrective actions,
: initiated by the licensee in response to the audit, included'a

.

-re-assignment of priorities with respect to the EP training program.,

-The licensee's ability to address technical. issues related to
~

. ,

femergency. preparedness was generally adequate; however, certain
delays associated with the installation of visual alarms in.high..

'

: noise areas.resulted in the re-opening of a previously closed item.,

i: The Supply System's response to NRC initiatives was, for the most
*

part, timely. The staff assigned to the emergency preparedness.
program is adequate in numbers and positions ~are well defined. With'

respect to reporting and analysis of reportable events,1the-
~licensee's emergency preparedness staff has demonstrated initiative.'

Based on the relatively insignificant findings identified during the.

observation of the emergency preparedness exercise and their ability
i~ to effectively-respond to the real emergency that occurred during

; the- exercise, the licensee's emergency preparedness program appears
to be effective.s

IConclusion

Performance assessment - Category 2. No trend was observed in this
' '

Lfunctional area.

' Board Recommendation
A

; The licensee needs to improve the management of the emergency
preparedness 1 training program to' provide assurance that personnel
identified in the emergency response organization will receive

,

i appropriate training / retraining in.a proper and timely manner.
' . G. . ; Security and' Safeguards

,

_During.the period August 1, 1983 through January 31, 1985, four
physical security inspections were conducted. In addition, the

{
resident inspectors providedfcontinuing observations in'these areas.

~

'

.

'The first' physical security inspection was part of the
,

,

pre-operational-physical security inspection. This and the
remaining physical security inspections to verify continued

,

compliance with security requirements represented a total inspection
effort of 545 inspection hours. While several deficiencies were

.. -- . _ _ . _. . _ . _. _ _ . . . _ _ _ _ - _ _ . . _ _ . . _ _ . . . _ . _ _ _ . - _ _
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'(4 ' ' effort of 545' inspection hours. ' While several deficiencies were .g-
'

y,

noted.in the~ pre-operational inspection,~ the licensee's'

'- " conscientious :and prompt action to resolve the technical is' sues, .and
~

~ to' compensate and' correct..the causes~resulted in'.no violations being-
,y fidentified.

p
~

/TwoLaaterial control and accounting inspections, involving 504
'

. inspection hours,^were also conducted during the review period. The~
:first material control and accounting. inspection identified-

~

cone' violation. The licensee had returned three rejected fuel: rods.
to his: supplier,without generating th'e reqsired NRC transaction

'

a -report.
.

' ~

(Thelicens'ee'scor$ectiveaction'toprecluderecurrencewasreviewed* *

in:the latter material controlland accounting" inspection. .No. ,

further problems were identified. <
4

-

.. Corporate management.was fully involved in.the-implementation and
. -

'

- . .
,

review of the'. security program and the remedial program to3

' expeditiously-correct deficiencies identified in the course of the
pre-operational' security inspection. . Records . supporting program '

~

'

completion were accurate, complete and available for review.
,

.

~;*
,

sTwo . information not! ices and . two event ' reports ' (10 - CFR :73.71(c)).
'

related to security (were issued during the assessment period. The
'

licensee's records relative- to their' analysis of .the information
notices and event' reports were reviewed with no' prob 1castnoted.

~-

,7 -
. .

y ' .The licensee's security organization was found to be staffed by.

-qualified individuals:dedicatedzto maintaining high' standards in:
'their areas of responsibility.

Conclu'sion.
' "'

s

< . i

Performa' ace-assessment Category.2.hoconclusionsweredrawnin'

_ the previous'SALPicycle.- The-limited-inspection history has="

- identified no;a'p'pirent tir'en,dS. d''

s - -

4- , - .

,
,

Recommendation
'

./
'

'

- 5
.

4

. - u.st - ; _'

Licensee management isiencouraged to maint'ain their support.of the
,

station' security,' program and the material control and accounting
'

'm

, . program. - -
..,

+ . &., ., ,

' '

. H'. JQuality Programs and Administrative Controls Affecting Safety

IDdring this SALP. period the quality programs and administrative'
, -

i controls'have been inspected by the resident and regional'
~

' "4 : inspectors,-including'aEteam inspection conducted in May-Junei1984.
TInspections.of other spe'cific functional areas, including routine
fdaily.. activities _by the' resident inspectors, also relate to

*
- conclusions'regarding implementation of administrative programs:and

~

,

controls,

t

e - , - -
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. Management involvement in quality programs included development and '
,

~

use of a comprehensive operational readiness. review plan,:by which
-

,

'

individual? managers attested,L for.the Managing. Director, as to, _ _

t completeness} of work. in variouss areas. ' A' corporate . level hotline -
was; installed and broadly publicized for receipt'of employee-,.

quality / safety' concerns. (Quality. performance trend reports to'
< tg ,

,; smanagement were initiat'ed at the corporate: level; Corporates

management routinely visite'd the s'ite; however, . plant'managementi- ' '

% 3' appearedreluctantjduringthe;earlyportion,ofthe,SALP-periodto
'

.

+ - accept assessments. oft plant activities. by outside examiners having
'.y

_ tlittleidi' rect plant: operating experience." This included.the quality.
.

"
.

~

assurance organization,'wh'ich'had been staffed with personnel+ s ,

Ke s
~_

| lacking'previbus plant' operating' experience, and who had not been
~ provided with significant; technical, training. The quality assurance

~

surveillance function obtained limited depth:and' responsiveness in- ,

~ he operations.an'd. testing areas. 'The licensee initiated trainingt

improvements;in this area late-in'the SALP period.-
. .

Many errors were identified 'in. plant procedures which had been
_

~

- 1

issued and-reviewed.under;the licensee's controls. In many-r - <

'

LNRC-identified casesj the users of such procedures :either did not'

' identify.such errors or.did not initiate needed' changes. This
.i, indicated a lack of discipline in adhering to procedures. eat the

end of this p'riod, the licensee placed increased emphasis on,the . _ _e .

J use.of and adherence to' plant procedures and initiation.of r'equired! * L
procedureirevisions. , ,

n

'

Identification and compilation.of test program data were-improv'ed.;~ '

under. monitoring.by the quality assurance organization. Document
'

control ~~of plant, procedures and equipment vendor information
,

c ' ' appeared adequate with some exceptions, which were corrected by the, +
, ,

.N ; licensee in response.to NRC concerns.
~

The' licensee was. responsive:to'NRC observations regarding the.
,2 general employee training-program. A need for training ~ department
!' - 1 : policies and procedures was observed and the? licensee-initiated. *

. corrective steps. The licensee has been particularly, attentive to
' filling. vacant key management positions ~on a priority basis.'

4. . -

.

+ Conclusion-,.

Performance. assessment - Category 2. 'An improving. trend wasg - #
' ~

fobserved.,

a
e,3 - ". Board Recommendation

> .
,

Performance-in this' area indicates increased management emphasis is<

|: warranted. The quality assurance staff should be provided--
K. ,

, , additional pla'nt operations training or augmented with '

? - operations-trained personnel. Management should emphasize measures
*

' to upgrade the accuracy and ~ adequacy of plant procedures and
~

encourage a stronger sense of personal responsibility for procedure.,

y adequacy and implementation. . Activities to. improve training,

-, .
.

programs should continue.* +
_
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fin - 1I. Startup' Testingc . s,
:o .c . .. , ,

' |:y :^' ,.
,

N
'

.gg'' i' . The'startup testing program.was. inspected |on:a monthly basis by the
t . resident inspectors during'this:SALP period.' This-included
~g

~

;preoperational testing', fuel' loading, initial: criticality, startup," ~

3 _

and power, ascension. testing.'c Regional, inspectors examined ~ test- 1,

eprogran procedures'and records, including special~ inspections of .

, ,s ,

'
y
'" , readiness' for initial'fuelEloading and performance of the : -m

'
',

?conta'inment. integrated leak' rate test".
'

f
y'' '4 '* c; ,

: There have been no ' violation' . in.'the ~ area of startup testing and few =~

s._

J ~ relat'ed, licensee event' reports'. LThe licensee-exhibited no' - '
freluctanceito.properlyLreport deficiencies _ identified during:T-

'~

.- : testing. 7,NRC inspections found procedural ~ errors ~ and;1ack of vigor -N .,

. fin test record' completion earlytin the. program; but this improved.' '

- later .wi_thiincrease.djacnitoring!by(th,e~ licens'ee's ' quality assurance
~

.- ,- . ,norganization.i Management involvement in planning and prioritization,*

.

gwas-consistently evident,during this p~eriod. . Outstanding-tests 1were
'H rigorously. documented;and schedule'd,. and schedules' were ~ adjusted a's ; ^. ' ~ '

1 ~ <

.' ' :-hecessary .when technical problems , arose. Conservatism was routinely ^
~

exhibited'in", areas <with pote'ntial safety significance.
.

.

" ~ F *
.

n
' ''

yf- , ;
,_

_ _
~ '

,

; The Plant: Operations Committee (POC) wa's_ involved in review of test,.

'

procedures and, test results.E The POC,was composed of the departmentJ-e

~

managers',fwho' maintained cognizance of current issues discussed'at '
~

',- -. daily. planning and review meetings. The'POC review of test results- -
'

_ y ; relied upon 'the department managers staff members who were ' assigned . >
Lto other priorityjdaily activities, and the POC received onlyt *

' ~

labbreviated-test result summaries for review; some FSAR defined-
-<

i ' criteria'were not address'ed at all in such' summaries. -The
.

'

4 ~*
;,

: %*y f Hf ; responsibility for detailed test: review wai.. relegated to the' shift
.

,

JO . - -technical' advisors who conducted:the test',5nd:who were,in'some.i

, . : cases th'e syst_em engineers assigned.to:other~ duties, such as
~

,M ', -processing backlogs of' maintenance work requests. Compensating for'#~
. lack of a designated responsible test review group; initiative'of,

. _ - the General Electric Company site representatives'was relied upon,
, 4 for independent-assessment of. tests..' Aftericompletion.of;the' test'm. e

Q m *' . engineering organization for independent review.i, 1 .
: program, . management' provided more detailed test data. to the L site ' 'N '

~

s

, ,

"
' Conclusion,

-

;
,

, ~ ,

* - <

' '

: Performance assessment - Category 2. An improving' tirend was - -

'
~ ' observed. '

,

e _ ,
* '

.

[ Board Recommendation<
s

y
' '

.' The Board ' recommends that management provide continued emphasis on
dJ - ' strong in-house engineering capability, as demonstrated during the.E

;

, f ' '' * startup test program.

f
~
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$.' ' Licensing Activitiss '~ _ .

.'

s -

,
-

,'g - During the evaluation perio3 WNP-2 was'in the'preoperational testing
' '^

' phase a~s?well.as in the commercial operations phase. In this time
^cn Q' s

jperiod, management involvement.with. Licensing activities wasH 1 -

' ,

! evident 1jThe senior management took.an active part'in-. resolving'

,
. N iicensingfissues in the. areas of emergency planning and operatorf

. ' shift staffing. - ;'

, _

' *w 1
'

w' lIn'some"of the requests for license amendments, the information '

.provided was; incomplete, and;the issues not clearly: described..J The <,
,

.
.

' A analysis,suppor' ting the no-significant-hazards consideration did~not.-

" always support the conclusions reached. -

,

-

'

4

.- 1
,

In the' approach to resolution.of technical' issues from a safety?
,

' -standpoint, the' licensee's respons'es'were,'in general, sound and-
j -viable. ;For example, submittals and/or,. meetings regarding licensing.

'

~ > -
.

issues in .the areas of' environmental qualification of equipment,y
.4;c[

_
' Supplement-l'to NUREG-0737, emergency planning and in affew other

-

- areas of2 licensing were. handled well-and contained sufficient
~ ~

.,
-

< | inforn.ation for the staff to arrive at the conclusions. .
- t , ,

'

y
'

The~ licensee'was~ generally quite responsive to stiaff concerns.4"
,

Requested ~information was'provided.in-a timely manner, was. .

2:
^ ; comprehensive, and directly addressed.the issues of concern.

!Liceriseefresponsiveness was particularly good in addressir g several''
-.

>

,

_ licensing issues prior to the issuance of the WNP-2? license'and on '

d ;the exemption request concerning containment inerting.,

;

.In the area of Reporting and Analysistof-Reportable Events, the.

H; event reports were generally complete |and prompt. cAside from formal
' ~

~

reporting requirements, the licensee was responsive'in reporting
- .-delays to staff. questions-or meeting certain schedule requirementst
f;; In general, the'NRC staff was' notified by telephoge when . delays we're

'

<

+
,

- to occur.' j C..

. ,

' During'the startup testing program severalievents delayed. completion ,

off the' power asc'ension test program ;(PATP). On-Julyi9, 1984','during',
.

" monthly surveillance testing,' standby' Diesel Generator 1B (DG1B)- '*
. _ ,

Y . J incurred a high vibration alarm. The slip ring end. bearing had
turned on-the-insulation, thus destroying the insulation and

,' allowing the-shaft tofdrop slightly. . Inspection 1of DGIA revealed'
that it. could also have a similar problem. The WPPSS' management ~'

~

-took prompt action. "The modifications were completed and the units
% declared operable within three weeks. During the-PATP phase, seven
|' amendments to the license were issued, including an; emergency;
~' technical: specification change regarding surveillance: requirements: ''

Y , :of certain~ reactor coolant system pressure isolation valves. The
'

. licensee should have known theinaturecof the requirements-and acted.

; accordingly instead2of[ requesting NRC licensing action within a day..

~

a ,.1 " "' -; cs q
' No' basis exits for evaluating training and qualification,' or-

enforcement.Y~' Staffing:of the' WNP-2 ' licensing effort appeared *e
adequ' ate. 4- .! p 67. W* ^
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_ f _ CBoard Recommendation
_ . .

J-
. .

'J, . ... ,'

a

, The . license'e .is encoura'ged tio . screen' the requests for . license '
J. 4 - ' amendments'to ensure that"thelissues are" clearly described and the.

^

'

evaluation.of.significant hazards. consideration supports the;
-C

.
.'

- , ' conclusions reached.and.the. requests are filed inta timely' manner.
c ,

-M "K. - Construction '

+ ,

'Y ' .During this SALPJperiod the construct' ion program was . inspected on -a
'

'

g ' f2 -

I"'
'

-routine basis by-the resident. inspectors. Regional office
(inspectors also conducted.several inspections, including a team. .3 ,

- J-
'

finspection, to' assess the licensee's actions for prior NRC
.

'

;
' C.f

'

inspection findings', including-those of the. Construction Assessment'

~ Team (CAT). ' The inspectors also assessed; the' licensee.'s control-i
-

' over deferred construction items. There were seven violations,in
~.g.

'

,

M this areaiwhich were all resolved.: prior to fuel load.; f

"

The.l'icense instituted extensive planning and controls for;the-'

, transition into operations,- including establishment of priorities
and, involvement of: corporate management. However, workloads and-

, s oversights ledito some untimely presentations and requestsLfor-
, ' approval to NRC staff which might have otherwise been avoided. -The.,

1.icensee deferred many non-critical items for completion'after fuel..g ' > >

'" - load, and developed a. detailed accounting,- scheduling and tracking -

system for-these. A fully staffed test and startup group existed *'-

. ithin the licensee" organization which exhibited clear understanding-w
~

. ofLoutstanding issues. NRC evaluations of deferred items found the'
' ' licensee's decisions in this regard generally conservative..where they

potential for safety.. significance' existed. The. licensee deferred'
'

s- the proposed' fuel loading date as necessary to assure prior
~

;- . s resolution;of such issues. The licensee took strong initiative in,
t_" resolution of.some issues, such as the program of: induction stress: *

. relief of piping .to minimize the possibility. of future intergranular,

stress corrosion-cracking.
'

,

o

~

-The licensee was-responsive to NRC concerns and aggressive in the',

- ' resolution of construction related discrepancies. Specific NRC'-

y*
_

-issues-were resolved satisfactorily for the previous SALP. identified*

, areas'of:L10 CFR 50.55(e) reporting; CAT issues, including
W reinforcing steel placement, as-built drawings, cable tray.

'" . separation, and updating of the FSAR; and completion of the. .,

- "
_ u . construction reverification program. . Inspe ion findings during:the
i kN SALP periodcindicated that the effectivenen corrective actionss

-
- '

_, iwas limited-in theLareas:of electrical sepa. on and quality
' " ~

(classification. Further corrective' actions in these: areas appeared
tacceptable.-

~ ~
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, Conclusion- .

[ - - - Performance: assessment | Category 2. This category rating is the

" A
- -p ,

_same as-the previous SALP period.

I oard Recommendation
~

B

- The-licensee shoiild continue with resolution.of outstanding-
i; gg 1 construction / maintenance items', with necessary dedication of''

- engineering and maintenance resources.,
, ,

LV.- SUPPORTING DATA ANIh SUMMARIES

' A. Licensee Activitiles'- August 1, 1983 through January 31, 1985.'
- ~

.i
- ,

1
_,

_

,

, y !" During the$early part of the assessment period, the licensee was
- Ecompleting,the final phases of construction. The preoperational

9
- ' c| test program, whicht started in' January _1983, was approximately-

;1 y 150; percent complete by. August and_about 95 percent complete-in-
.

y : January 1984'. The WNP-2 license was issued on December;20, 1983,-*
~

'+ . and fuel loading commenced on December 23,.1983. Initial

' criticality,was. achieved on January 19,.1984, and_.the full power-
,

"c ilicense_ amendment was issued April 13. Full. power.was first
'

achieved ~on November 2 and commercial operation was declared on
,# ; _ December 13, 1984.

'

.
.

.

; _ g - 2Br , Inspection' Activities- _ _ _

*>

[ Two NRC resident. inspectors _were onsite for-the entire appraisal <S-

,

| period. Total-NRC activity during this period involved-

7,847. inspection hours (resident and region based).
~

.

. . _ g
#, 3- t -

s .

y

; A tabulation of . inspection' andi' enforcement activities ~ is shown -in -4 '

Table 1.
~

h - -
.% -*

d:I t+
'

-
'

' q'.,

,.During:May,29 y June 8; 1984,;a.special five man. team performed
. . '

-

'continuousiaround the-clock inspection.of the~ shift operating crews,-
' ~ concentratin~gidn: information-turnover / exchange between crews;.

, ,

awareness of / plant / system ' status;? limiting conditions of operation 1
~

,-2

and! technical specificatiodicompliance; adherence to procedures and
administrative controls; removal _and restoration ofn-

systems /componentsffroin/to service during' maintenance and"

w' ,' -surveillance activities;'the integration and utilization of ^
'" ~

'
4

,

technical-advisors .(STAS) on shift; and management's involvement and
'

w .

awareness.of-plant status?and problems. No. violations were-

'M< ridentified'within the scope of this inspection. :However, seven_ '

p ; specific ~ weaknesses were identified regarding:_ awareness of LCOs,-
q; annunciators; inconsistenc! in walkdowns and turnovers; weakness-in

~

*

4
' recording details _ and events in operations logs; work practices; and

~

t- -. . lack of vi_sibility of senior management in the control room. These
~ ~

' . items wereLa'ddressed in Inspection Report 50-397/84-15.
,,.
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,

, .

- 3^ ff Other Related D'ata
'

,a ~ n, w, >
#

''
, .

11.
;jn .|

~
,

"

10'CER'50 Part'21 Reports:
_ ..

;,' -

.
. fu q. '

, ..;,

,, . - ,c"[ ?Possible Loss of;; Secondary Containment: ,
q_ .-v ,

Pressure Control.
' ,s :

- . .
*- - . x . . . . .

~

; Lack- ~of Redundant .Means .for, Detecting Reactor. Wateru. ''
'

~ (Cleanup (RWCU): System' Leakage;
, ,

~ ~ -

,, ,.
'

- LbatainmentcIsolation' Valves' Installed _ Improperly..
1 : *

-c; % , .. ,
~ h, - 'N | Cab 1'e Prot'ection'for Dedicated Shutdown Systems Inadequate; s

< ,
_ j Per Appendix R.

'~4 _
1Nonconservative Assumptions iniCAlculations for Reactor* '

m >

"' ~

Building Enviornment which Determine Equipment-
J ~ Qualifications."

, ,

< > - 2.' " Investigation Activities:
,. ,

' ' ' 1The Office of Investigations (OI) did not.open any' cases _or
_

- . inquiries during the assessment period.
,

--
. .." ^ - 3. Escalated Enforcement Actions:

- ? ' ~ 1. ~ Civil Penalties

- No civil' penalties were issued during'.the assessment
~

period.,
,

,.2. ' Orders'
.

w ,

q ,
No orders were issued d'uring the assessment period.

' ~

'

,

o",
, , ..4. . Management Conferences Held:.

~ Enforcement Conference:(Failure of EDGs:to~{ . February.28, 1985 - '

* '_ reach rated voltage on January 31,11985 -~LER No. 85-08).' ,

e m
' 'i -S. Confirmation of Action Letters: ,

,

M , - < ,

'

=No confirmation of action letters were issued during the . ;

.

. ; . assessment period.y
* n )

% . ,
.

'LER: Analysis
.

iD.
~ " The' licensee submitted 137 LERsiduring the' assessment period.. Fory

this review, 50 of the LERs were randomly selected by1the. NRC's?- - s
'

' Office of the Analysisj and Evaluation of Operational Data (AEOD) .
!v ' ' from the total submitted in order toLprovide a statistically.-*

- 0 'significant1 base ~ for assessment while limiting the number of LERs'

,

b .. reviewed. .In order to have at;least 90 percent of the 137 LERs1 -s.s

L. facceptable~at the 95 percent confidence level, 48 of:the 50 LERs
,,

I2*' = reviewed would.have to be acceptable by AEOD criteria' -The LER-'
> .

,
.

p 1) '

j. s

i. + )
*

.,!-

. '" , s -

'',, . ' *
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review covered the following subjects and,the. general instructions. n ; :- 2 -

M(ofNUREG-016.
L

s
- x '

_

M', Within the following' areas, AEOD found thatiL

*
.. . e tg

-
- The'LERs provided; sufficient' data to give_ clear and adequate '-

' + ' descriptions of the' occurrences,'their direct consequences,~ ' '
,

4
_ root causes,-and where known the corrective actions needed to

.

;.L U
_ - prevent recurrence._.

. All ' code'd entries ' reviewed :apphared to be. correct. However,#9 - c *
,

.1 :out of:the 50 LERs which were reviewed, the licensee did not-

f S ispecify,the following in'th'e; coding boxes:.(1)'the failed
"

Qa 'componentmand the; component' manufacturer in two LERs (84-24 and
84-26) and'.(2)..th.e| failed system,;the failed component and-the1

,

9 ~ component" manufacturer in threeiLERs (84-33, 84-34 and 84-37).:

'4;c _-[, .. u*. . 3 .7 <

O ~
~ ,

4* Mdst.of.-the LERs reviewed contained'supplementarycinformation. - '
* =

..

The' suppl'ementary;'information provided'was clear,' concise and
U ;- - adequate .' '

's ;*

3 ~The, licensee"submittedja follow up, report in every case
' *

- 0
- reviewed where such a commitment was made. <

ja
.

' ~ >

QThe 1Mensee appropria' ely referenced similar prior occurrences ,,y * t' 0$ ,

- as necessary.>

.
,

b ~

_.
.

^The.licenseeldid not report any mhltiple events in a single.
'

O|
*<>

~

LER. r
;,

-
.

-

&
*?. The region' issued six PNs.during this review period. .Two of-

7 -the PNs. issued'should have been followed by an LER. AE0D's; - :i

'

review indicates that the lic'ensee'did issue LERs 84-084 and
' ~

-84-113 for these two PNs.
~

4
.

,

_T
'J - From this' sample review, AE0D found that in'generalfthe LERs

_ .

J
'

typically provided~ clear descriptions'~of the cause and nature of th|et
T events as.well-as adequate explanations of-the effects on both' ,

, system function and public_ safety.. In|most cases..the described~-

corrective actions taken or planned-by-the licenseeLwere considerede .

"' C to.be commensurate with the nature,. seriousness, and frequency of
~

,

| the problems found. In general ~, none of-the LERs reviewed involved'4

f ;what would be considered an especially significant event or serious
6 ,' challenge to plant safety.4

. ,

I )

In summary, statistically, the review by AEOD indicated that. based-~
~

,~ , ,

on the.. stated criteria', the_ licensee provided clear and reasonably
34 adequate event reports during thefassessment period. -No'.significant

~

' '

,'" 'nJ
4 ,.

_

_ deficiencies were found-in the LERs reviewed. Region V inspectors
also reviewed all LERs following_their issuance, as:part of ther .

' "

E' . regular inspection' program, and conclude'd' that LERs' submitted by the: -

licensee were generally: accurate and.showed improvement during the-
.

_

period of this assessment._ _ g. , , ,
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kNSPECTION' ACTIVITIES'AND' ENFORCEMENT' SUMMARY'(8/1'/83-1/31/85)

WASHINGTON' NUCLEAR; PROJECT UNIT-2>

-

,' .

~

~)'( . <InspectionsCoi1 ducted Enforcement Items,
.

.

_ , % ' , ,, _ ..,-: Inspection *o.. Percent Severity Level ***-
, , ,

Functional Ared # 1 \ =# liours .of ~ Effort I II III IV V Dev.~

.s .. g
- . g. ~

A: ' 'A. Plant OperaItions ' 2(756 i; ' , f : 35* '1 5,'

+

, ,
>,a - ,2 ; ;, , , <

n .
, , < ,_ m

. 461.. - 6.r 2 1 1
,

'B. .-Radiologi. cal, Controls.
'

., ,
"6.~ . u- ;.,

,- .,

C. Maintenance,",, s4 441 i. y., ,

,
-

'6' 2'.-

,

> ? . . ' -

.D. zSurveillance ,. - '. G :-511 .' 1 ,N6 1

,

s

.. -

e' , ""t'
~

_ . . , , ,
.. .

< . -E. , Fire Protection ~ . 407-
t w,

- - 5(,
' ,

.-
, , ,

F- Emergency Preparedness '463. 64 . _ .
;

'

.G. . Security and Safeguards \ -( 119 8 1
~

s,
,~

Special Report 83-31 '476-

,

595
-

.H. -Quality Programs and '445 6 2'*
4

Administrative Controls >

'I. Startup_ Testing' 1',066 13

J .' . Licensing ~ A'tivities
'

'
-c- --

K. : Construction 673 9~ . 7

Total 7,821 100 0 0 '1 19 ~2 1
'

e
s

* Allocations'of inspection' hours ~vs. functional areas are approximations based-.
Jupon inspection report data,-and-include'onsite and inoffice inspection"

, effort.',

** Severity 1evels are in accordance with.NRC Enforcement-Policy
~

'

L(10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C).
~

Data reflects Repo'rts. 83-31, 83-33, 83-38.through 85-04, 85-06, and 85-09.,
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L'~

. :\ a a: ,-
,,_ . .

.i ' ' ~ - 5-_ 'ENFORCEbE'NT ITEMS (8/01I83 - 1/31/85)
*

'

. . . , ~ * . -
'

". -- ' >
.

a
~

. . .
~

.M rInspection
. W._. ,LSeverity*i Functional'*

,

x_ Report No. : Subject: Level- Area-

,

~

~

4 83-331 Failure,to-document return of_ "V G
^

'
~ '

- three rejected ' fuellrods to the.

' '

' manufacturer.
"

s

3 '

83-38 .. Installation of weld-o-let fittings.^ IV .K
'

with'less than the|100% reinforcement
of attachment welds. --

"'

.

-
_

Three of twelve pipe supports-did not IV - K.< 7.

4-1 + include the welds as specified by.<

: approved design ~ drawings.
'

Failure to correctly repair a defective .IV K,
weld.

. .

~'

Installed bolting materials.for IV' .K'

,
equipmen*. and structures,.were not
in accordance with applicable--

design drawings and specifications.
. q

One'of_eight reinforcing. steel. dowels. IV Ks-

'was.omitted from two beams,'and
honeycomb and voids occuring in ,o.

. concrete'due to' construction
deficiencies'.

- -
,

. ,

. Construction and installation. IV K*

- - deficiencies. -
'

.

.

83-58 ' Contrary to commitments, the reactor. Deviation . ' B
coolant. sample line was.not1 shielded,'~

,

lagged or otherwise protected- to . .

minimize personnel. hazard. -
,

.

Standby gas treatmetit system was' V B

tested released without including,
_

applicable. acceptance limits.

Reactor building: ventilation system IV B
,

'
was put into operation .ith a

,
documented deficiency.

. . .

,[83-60. Failureito' ensure all work 1was IV C
,

completed on-leaking valves before-
2

_

returning them'.to; service.,

L
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.
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Table 2'(Cont'd)

Inspection Severity * Functional4,.

Report No. Subject Level Area-
'

84-07 Relocation of' the reactor building IV BL-

. exhaust' plenum radiation monitors
resulted in failure to identify the

^

' monitors.as Quality Class 1 and
failure'to identify the need to
change the Final Safety Analysis
Report.

..

84-09 . Inoperable primary containment Lair IV A
n lock" doors due to broken gears.in

the-interlock mechanism.

Failure'to secure six U-clamp. IV K

'
supports'resulting in.an installation-
of the actuating fluid piping for

,

. deluge value units of the fire_
-

protection program to not conform
'to the documented drawings.

. 84-11' Failure to re-review' changes to a IV H
previously appr'ove'd Plant Modification
Record. * - ---

84-13L _ Failure to notify the NRC that both IV' A~

doors of the. Primary Containment
Personnel Airlock were simultaneously

= opened. ,

| ' Failure.to maintain! equipment' control- IV A
'

when four tags weretadded to clearance
.

orders'without changes. initialed by
+the Shift Manager and without; required
redandant verification.

.

>
.. . <. . .

Failure to notify Shift Manager IVx D84-18 o
~

prior to installatio'n of,two jumpers
,and failure,to perform an independent

_ 'verificatio'n 6f installatio'<and.n
. removal. w~ ,

Failu_re to take prompt and effective IV C*

corrective action.for the malfunction /
deficiencies in the emergency core
cooling system logic.

.

y.

t

!
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. Table'2'(Cont'd)''
' A, y [ ,

, ,
,

,

~

i
3 m

. A .t g

f Inspection . m '' - - Severity * Functional-

~

.

(; Report No. Subject I i Level Area<

t:
,,.

'85-091 -' Emerge'ncy Diesel Generators DG-1( III .-A.
and'DG-2 inoperable for'a 10-day J

,

' period- , s

: - .

- Diesel Generator procedures" IV H
- did not contain' instructions for ,

i control of voltage. regulators. ,

Failure.to enter relevant IV A
'

information'into the. Control Room
. Log or ReactortTrip Record.

Failure.to reportithree reportable- IV :A
events to the NRC Operations Center,

.within.the time periods-specified
- in 10 CFR 50.72.

~

'* Severity levels are~in accordance with NRC Enforcement Policy~

;(10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C)..
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' "
. . . ._ . .. ,

,.m_ . . ' SYNOPSIS OF LICENSEE EVENT REPORTS **
'

<

- - -p: -:; - <
-

<
. L. ]t

,
* .'-

,n O': -

_ f ,, gt _ j g ;- 1f ,
'

n .:
.c_ -n.
" . Functional: :SALP Cause Code *- '

,-[ = Area- -A~ B: .C- D E X Totals-,

- '

s - m

, 'W ..

d
M 3 - .

;. ,.... .,y .

.A. ; Plant Operations- 54L 7- 1 3 2- 10 47->

g 2. . . .

.-4
j;<s - .iBieLRa,diationProtection 2~ 18 '1 2 23

~

: -
- -

.

,4 f,mf,y; * , >
_

r '
} -C. Maintenance -9- 2 ;1: 2 14- -

^
"i 'D. ; Surveillance' 'x 14 '3 - 5 - ' 10 32-

'

- >

.c 'J EMFire Prot'ection - 4 -- -3- 1- :- 3 .: 11 -
-

,

'F.? Emergency. '-
-

-
'' 0-- -

' Preparedness
.

>

A-
. ~

G.*tSifeguards -1 2 24 - - --

,
<. .

. _,. .
.

'H. Quality Programs. E1; f5
.

. . ..s ,6" - -- -~

-And1 Administrative = .

; Controls'Affectingi e<
,

'
' ' . ~ 4.,Safetyf ^ "' '

y ,
.

. ,

U M -

<

-I.>Startup; Testing'' 3* 6
'

1
#

-2: 112- -

, - . . . . . .<~
,

Ji; Licensing 2
. n,fG ' 1 ~a -1.- - -

,

.st> . s,,+ f ,, - ''
;K.,. Construction - ?r f;; 2 ' -i

. . .
+

~2
~

- - -

k ue rg: , , ' + ,,
* .>,e a, , , ,

-

.. sz _ } ;-A.g,. % '' ' ' ',

,

. , . . .,
-

+y ;
* ,. ' $ 4 i p I

(2 | t 57)
47 J .1/ '.11'f 3 31 150*~ OTOTALS

~

'

, ,

- - AQ.
''

' s.,?
, ,

'

m

,q <s . ,.

s

' * A-Personne1'5'rror ' - _ .

e-
3 .,~ <

"

[, B-Design, ' Manufacturing or| Inda'll'ation' Error-
'

- .C-External Cause e + ,
' ' '

m

:D-DefectiveProc'edur'es%i.
- ' / '

.

,' 1_ . + E-Component-Failure ~ $ d .7 - "

~ R, i ~X-Other .> 4 1, '
es; y- . _ , g- -

,
. .y .. -/:+ . .s.,,,

; - - **' Submitted a'fter-:iss'uance_of the. operating licdnse'on December 20, 1983.
k ~ _ a 1(Synopsis includes LERs with' event 7 dates.through January 31, 1985.
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