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Docket Nos. 50-424, 50-425
License Nos. NPF-68, CPPR-109

bg,org1a Power Company
TIN: Mr. George F. Head

Senior Vice President -
Nuclear Operations

P. 0. Box 4545

Atlanta, Georgia 30302

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE,
REPORT NOS. 50-424/87-58 AND 50-425/87-40

This refers to the NRC's Systematic Assessment of Licensee Perfurmance (SALP)
Board Report for your Vogtle facility which was sent to you on January 11,
1988; our meeting of January 19, 1988, at which we discussed this report; and
your written comments dated February 15, 1988, relative to the report.

We have reviewed your written comments and will monitor the improvements you
are proposing in future inspections. The enclosed Appendix incorporates a
change which is in response to your comment on Fire Protection and provides
the errata for final approved version of the SALP Boara Report.

Additionally, we have enclosed a photocopy of the slides that were used during
the presentation.

No reply to this letter is required; however, should you have any questions
concerning these matters, [ will be pleasec to discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

(Original signed by J. N. Grace)

J. Nelson Grace
Regional Administrator

Enclosure:

~ppendix to Georgia Power Company
Vogtle Facility SALP Board
Report Nos. 50-424/87-58 and
50-425/87-40 (dated January 11, 1988)

¢c w/encl: (See page &)
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Georgia Power Company 2
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Project Director
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. Bockhold, J»., General Manager
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|L<" Gucwa. Manager, Nuclear Safety
and Licensing
L//A Bailey, Project Licensing
Manager
¥, Church111, £sq., Shaw,
Pittman. Potts, and Trowbridge
S Kirkland, 111, Counsel,
Office of the Consumers, Utility
ouncil
. Feig, Georgians Against
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ENCLOSURE
APPENDIX TC GEORGIA POWER COMPANY
VOGTLE FACILITY
SALP BOARD REPORT NOS. 50-424/87-58; 50-425/87-40

(DATED JANUARY 11, 1988)




I.

IT.

A‘Af?()?’ 1988

Meeting Summary

A. A meeting was held on January 19, 1988, at Vogtle plant site to
discuss the SALP Board Report for the Vogtle facility. The free
exchange of views during this meeting was beneficial. Additionally,
a p?oto:opy of the slides that were used during the presentation are
enclosed.

B. License Attendees: H. G. Baker, Senfor Executive Vice President

P. D. Rice, Vice President, Project Director

J. P. O'Reilly, Senior Vice President, Nuclear

Operations

G. Bockhold, General Manager, Nuclear Operatiuns

L. T. Gucwa, Manager, Nuclear Safety and

Licensing

M. Howard, Manager, EP and Security

R. M. Bellamy, Plant Manager

T. V. Greene, Plant Support Manager

R. Pinson, Vice President, Conectruction

C. Whitney, General Manager, Project Support

C. NRC Attendees: J. Nelson Grace, Regional Administrator,

Region II (RII)

. A. Reyes, Director, Division of Reactor

Projects (DRP), RII

. W. Merschoff, Deputy Director, Division of

Reactor Safety, RII

. L. Brownlee, Chief, Reactor Projecis Branch 3,

DRP, RII

. V. Sinkule, Chief, Reactor Projects

Section 3B, DRP, RII

. R. McGuire, Chief, Physical Security Section,

Nuclear Materials Safety and Safeguards Branca,

Livision of Radiation Safety and Safeguards

S. A. Varga, Director, Division of Reactor
Projects=I/II, NRR

J. Hopkins, Project Manager Vogtle, Project
Directorate II-3, Division of Reactor Projects,
NRR

J. F. Rogge, Senior Resident Inspector
(Construction), Plant Vogtle, DRP RII
C. W. Burger, Resident Inspector, Plant Vogtle,

D X = ™ -

DRP, RII
Errata Sheet - Vogtle SALP
Page Line Now Reads Should Read
25 10 b. Severity Level IV b. Severity Level V
violation ........ violation ........

Basis for change: reorganization of error

Note: Original page and Errata Sheet are enclosed.
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IIl1. License Comments

Licensee commnents dated February 15, 1988, in response to the Vogtle SALP
Board Report attached.




service, revised the plant procedure which appeared to allow al)

three pumps to be removed from service for/seven days vice 48

hours and reinstated the shift supervisof as the person in

charge of directing the fire response effort. Inspectors noted

that the licensee has not updated the appropriate FSAR limiting

condition for operation action statemefts in this area.

The following violations were identified:

a. Severity Level IV violation for failure to implement fire
protection procedures (50-424/87-19-03).

b. Severity Level IV violdtion for failure to properly
implement the fire profection evaluation for maintenance
work orders involving femoval of radiant energy shields for
instruments PT-403 apd LT-459 (50-424/87-02-02).

g, Conclusion
Category: 2
3. Recommendations

Licensee managepent attention is warranted in order to further
reduce the nugber of false alarms associated with the fire
protection sygtem.

the assessment period, inspections were performed by
and resident staffs, There were five inspections
essing implementation of the Radiological Emergency Plan and
Précedures, and review/assessment of licensee corrective actions
plemented in response to improvements and incomplete items
dentified during the Emergency Preparedness Appraisal conducted
in March 1986. The Annual Emergency Preparedness Exercise was
observed and evaluated by regional and resident staffs. No
Emergency Plan revisions were submitted during this period,

The annual emergency preparedness exercise disclosed no adverse
findings regarding the licensee's emergency organization and
staffing. An adequately staffed corporate emergency response
and planning organization routinely provided support to the
plant. Key positions in the corporate and plant emergency
response organizations were filled. Corporate management
continued to demonstrate a strong commitment to maintenance ot
an effective emergency response program. Corporate management
was also directly involved in the 1987 annual emergency
preparedness exercise and followup critiques. Consistent with
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service, revised the nlant procedure which appeared to allow all
three pumps to be removed from service for seven days vice 48
hours and reinstated the shift supervisor as the person in
charge of directing the fire response effort. Inspectors noted
that the licensee has not updated the appropriate FSAR limiting
condition for operation action statements in this area.

The following violations were identified:

a. Severity Level IV violation for failure to implement fire
protection procedures (50-424/87-19-03).

b. Severity Level V violation for failure to properly
implement the fire protection evaluation for maintenance
work orders involving removal of radiant energy shields for
instruments PT-403 and LT-459 (50-424/87-02-02).

Conclusion

Category: 2

Recommendations

Licensee management attention is warra.ted in order to further

reduce the number of false alarms associated with the fire
protection system.

F. Emergency Preparedness

1.

Analysis

During the assessment period, inspections were performed by
regional and resident staffs. There were five inspections
addressing implementation of the Radiological Emergency Plan and
Procedures, and review/assessment of licensee corrective actions
implemented in response to improvements and incomplete items
identified during the Emergency Preparedness Appraisal conducted
fn March 1986. The Annual Emergency Preparedness Exercise was
observed and evaluated by regional and resident staffs. No
Emergency Plan revisions were submitted during this period.

The annual emergency preparedness exercise disclosed no adverse
findings regarding the licensee's emergency organization and
staffing. An adequately staffed corporate emergency response
and planning organization routinely provided support to the
plant. Key positions in the corporate and plan* emergency
response organizations were filled. Corporate management
continued to Jemonstrate a strong commitment to maintenance of
an effective emergency response program. Corporate management
was also directly finvolved in the 1987 annual emergency
preparedness exercise and followup critiques. Consistent with
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) SALP PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
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1. IDENTIFY TRENDS IN LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

2. PROVIDE A BASIS FOR ALLOCATION

OF NRC RESOURCES

3. IMPROVE NRC REGULATORY PROGRAM
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Dirvcror Thomes € Murley

Deputy Director James M Sniezek
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PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS AREAS
FOR OPERATING REACTORS

1. PLANT OPERATIONS
2. RADIOLOGICAL CONTROLS
3. MAINTENANCE

4. SURVEILLANCE
9. FIRE PROTECTION
6. EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS
7. SECURITY

8. OUTAGES

9. QUALITY PROGRAMS

10. LICENSING ACTIVITIES

11, TRAINING

12. PREOPERATIONAL TESTING
13. STARTUP TESTING
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' PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS AREAS
FOR CONSTRUCTION SITE REACTORS

1. SOILS AND FOUNDATIONS

2. CONTAINMENT, SAFETY RELATED,
AND MAJOR STEEL SUPPORTS

3. PIPING SYSTEMS AND SUPPORTS

4. SAFETY RELATED COMPONENTS

5. AUXILIARY SYSTEMS

6. ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT AND CABLES

7. INSTRUMENTATION

8. QUALITY PROGRAMS

9. PREOPERATIONAL TESTING

10. OTHER LICENSEE ACTIVITIES
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CATEGORY 1

REDUCED NRC ATTENTION MAY BE APPROPRIATE.

SAFETY; LICENSEE RESOURCES ARE AMPLE AND
EFFECTMVELY USED SUCH THAT A HIGH LEVEL OF

PERFORMANCE WITH RESPECT TO OPERATIONAL

SAFETY OR CONSTRUCTION IS BEING ACHIEVED.
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CATEGORY 3

BOTH NRC AND LICENSEE ATTENTION SHOULD BE
INCREASED. LICENSEE MANAGEMENT ATTENTION OR
INVOLEMENT IS ACCEPTABLE AND CONSIDERS NUCLEAR
SAFETY, BUT WEAKNESSES ARE EVIDENT; LICENSEE
RESOURCES APPEAR TO BE STRANED OR NOT EFFECTMELY
USED SUCH THAT MINMALLY SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE
WITH RESPECT TO OPERATIONAL SWFETY OR CONSTRUCTION
IS BEING ACHEVED,

B S ————— o gy ———— o —

" AREA PERF ORMAN CE
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SLIDE L

AREA PERFCRMANCE

CATECORY 2

NRC ATTENTION SHOULD BE MAIN-
TAINED AT NORMAL LEVELS. LICENSEE
MANAGEMENT ATTENTION AND INVOLVE-
MENT ARE EVIDENT AND ARE
CONCERNED WITH NUCLEAR SAFETY;
LICENSEE RESOURCES ARE ADEQUATE
AND ARE REASCNABLY EFFECTIVE
SUCH THAT SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE
WITH RESPECT TO OPERATIONAL
SAFETY OR CONSTRUCTION IS BEING
ACHICVED,




Side # Y

EVALUATION CRITERIA

1. MANAGEMENT INVOLVEMENT IN ASSURING QUALITY

2. APPROACH TO RESOLUTION OF TECHNICAL ISSUES
FROM A SAFETY STANDPOINT

"3. RESPONSIVENESS TO NRC INITIATIVES

4. ENFORCEMENT HISTORY

S. REPORTING AND ANALYSIS OF REPORTABLE EVENTS

6. STAFFING (INCLUDING MANAGEMENT)

7. TRAINING EFFECTIVENESS AND QUALIFICATION
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VIOLATION SUMMARY

OCTOBER 1, 1986 - SEPTEMBER 30, 1987

L mw
VOGTLE 1 0 0 6 22 3
VOGTLE 2 0 0 0 10+ 2
REGION Il AVE 0 6 2 11 4
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AVERAGE NUMBER OF REACTOR TRIPS ABOVE

15% POWER PER 1000 CRITICAL HOURS
OCTOBER 1, 1986 — SEPTEMBER 30, 1987
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1, 1986 — SEPTSMBER
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VOGTLE LERs
OCTOBER 1, 1986 — SEPTEMBER 20, 1987

PERSONNEL

OTHER 7.4%

COMPONENT FAILURE DESIGN / CONST




VOGTLE LERS (Personnel)
OCTOBER 1, 1986 — SEPTEMBER 30. 1987

PERATI
TEST & CALIBRATION st
22.6%
35.5% \ Q
OTHER
16.1%
25.8%

MAINTENANCE
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NUMBER OF FACILITIES

RECEIVING RATING
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VOGTLE

CATEGORY 1 AREAS

(OPERATIONS - UNIT 1)

1. MAINTENANCE

2. EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

J. TRAINING

Shde 27



VOGTLE

CATEGORY 2 ARFAS

(OPERATIONS - UNIT 1)

. RADIOLOGICAL CONTROLS
. SURVEILLANCE

. FIRE PROTECTION

. QUALITY PROGRAMS

. LICENSING ACTIVITIES

PREOPERATIONAL TESTING
STARTUP TESTING

SThde 2



VOGTLE

CATEGORY 3 ARFAS

(OPERATIONS - UNIT 1)

1. PLANT OPERATIONS

2. SECURITY



VOGTLE

AREAS NOT RATED

(OPERATIONS - UNIT 1)

1. OUTAGES




VOGTLE

CATEGORY 1 AREAS

CONSTRUCTION - UNIT 2)

. SOILS AND FOUNDATION -
. CONTAINMENT, SAFETY RELATED,

AND MAJOR STEEL SUPPORTS
PIPING SYSTEMS AND SUPPORTS
SAFETY RELATED COMPONENTS
AUXILIARY SYSTEMS
INSTRUMENTATION
QUALITY PROGRAMS

. PREOPERATIONAL TESTING

S\/"l( /L"



VOGTLE

CATEGORY 2 ARFAS

(CONSTRUCTION - UNIT 2)

1. ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT AND CABLES



VOGTLE

CATEGORY 3 ARFAS

(CONSTRUCTION - UNIT 2)

NONE



VOGTLE

AREAS NOT RATED

(CONSTRUCTION - UNIT 2)

1. OTHER LICENSEE ACTIVITIES



331 Pieamont Avenve
Allanta Georgia 30308
Teleohone 404 526 78¢°

Maiing Agaress
Post Otfice Bos 4548
Allanta Georgia 30302

James P O'Relily
Senor Vice President
Nuciear Operations

SL-4052
C783v
X7GJ17-v120

February 15, 1988

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Contro) Desk
Washington, D. C. 20555

PLANT VOGTLE - UNIT 1
NRC DOCKET 50-424
OPERATING LICENSE NPF-68
RESPONSE TO SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF
LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

Gentlemen:

Georgia Power Company (GPC) has reviewed the information presented in
the Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) Report transmitted
by your letter dated January 11, 1988, and at the meeting held between GPC
and the NRC at the Plant Vogtle site on January 19, 1988,

We appreciate the constructive comments made in the SALP evaluation, as
well as your recognition of GPC's efforts and successes in improving our
performance. GPC also appreciates the NRC's explanation of the SALP
Board's evaluation and the NRC's comments at the SALP meeting regardin? the
abil:ty of GPC personnel to recognize, evaluate and correct operational
problems,

GPC 1s fully committed to safe and efficient operation of 1ts nuclear
plants. MWe take the SALP Board recommendations seriously and will use this
information in the continuing process of improving our performance.

GPC has placed major emphasis on fimproving plant operations and
security. We recognized problems in these areas during the SALP perfod and
implemented a number of corrective action programs. Those {improvement
programs have been thoroughly discussed with the NRC staff. These efforts
will continue until GPC s assured that they have achieved and maintained
high levels of performance.



Georgla Poner A

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
February 15, 1988
Page Two

The GPC responses to the NRC SALP findings in each functional area are
contained 1n the enclosure to this letter. The Initiatives identified in
our responses will be actively pursued in our continuing effort to improve
overall plant performance, particularly in the arzas of plant operations
and security.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter or Plant Vogtle
activities, I will be pleased to discuss them with you.

Sincerely,
> :
avea\ O |
Jymes P. O'Ref)ly
JPO: Ju o~
Enclosure: Response to SALP Report

¢: (see next page)

0783V
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U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Februa

"y 15, 1988

Page Three

Mr.

Mr

Mr.

Mr
Mr

Mr.

Mr

Mr

Mr

Or

0783V

P. D. Rice

. G. Bockhold, Jr.
L. T. Guecwa

. J. E. Swartzwelder
C. W. Hayes

GO-NORMS

ompany Services
R. A. Thomas

- J. A, Bailey
tts & Trowbridge
. B. W. Churchill, Attorney-at-Law

. A. H. Domby, Attorney-at-Law
]

- J. N. Grace, Regional Administrator
Mr.
Mr.

J. B. Hopkins, Licensin? Project Manager, NRR (2 coples)
J. F. Rogge, Senfor Resident Inspector-Operations, Vogtle



chrgu Power A
ENCLOSURE

PLANT YOGTLE - UNIT 1
NRC DOCKET 50-424
OPERATING LICENSE NPF-68
RESPONSE TO SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT
OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

PLANT OPERATIONS:

GPC 1s aware that problems existed 1n the area of ;lant operations
during the first half of 1987 during 1initfal operations and startup
testing. Strong .anagement action was taken to effectively {dentify root
causes and to correct problems, While 1{nstantaneous recovery was not
accomplished, better implementation of improved programs has produced, over
a few months, greatly improved conditions. These actions are serving as a
sound foundation for long-term, superfor plant operations performance.
Sov{ve of the ictfons taken by GPC to improve plant operations ace described
below,

1. Orqanizational Cha nges

Several organizational enhancements were made to assist in the
improved fmplementation of operations programs, These
enhancements are associated with: the rotation of severa) managers
to broaden experfience and technical expertise, the reassignment of
some managers, and the creation of new management positions. Some
of the positions affected by these organfzational {improvements
included the Plant Manager, Plant Support Manager, Chemistry and
Health Physics Manager, Security Manager, Deputy Operations
Manager, and Technical Assistants to the General Manager and Plant
Manager.

In additfon, plant management was authorized to augment the plant
staff as necessary to assure that GPC goals were achieved.
Specific areas targeted for fmprovement, and where improvements
have been made, include the reduction of outstanding maintenance
work orders, fmproved problem fdentification and resolutior, and
problem prevention. Also, the use of vendors with special nuclear
expertise was fincreased to facilitate lessons learned at other
nuclear facilities,
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In concert with the actions outlined above, the corporate office
developed a regulatory sensitivity trafning class which has been
presented to key managers and staff to a:ke them more aware of the
need to understand and pay closer attention to the relatfonship
between regulations and nuclear safety. This program, our
"commitment to safety" was desfgned to provide higher assurance on
complying with the safety intent of regulations,

Special Teams or Committees

A Trip Reduction Committee was established to oversee the Trip
Reduction Program. The key elements of the Trip Reduction Program
are the post-trip review team, fndustry experience reviews and
fatlure analyses. The Independent Safety Engineering Group was
fastrumental {n developing and integrating the varfous elements
fato the overall program which includes comprehensive root cause
evaluations,

A Specfal Startup Detail, 1n addition to the normal crew, was
created to ensure that the most experienced operators, engineers,
and managers are used during plant startups. These experts are
assfgned to supplement positions in the shift organization such
as: reviewing critfcal data, ensuring correctness of estimated
critical rod position calculations, checking valve position
alignments, and being available to respond to the needs of the
operating staff as mechanical, electrical, or instrumentation and
control fssues arise. This specfal detai) fs stationed prior to
reactor startup and remains on watch through completion of
critical evolutfons such as the transition to mauin feedwater
system operation and 1n the {nftial loading of the turbine
generator,

A Trip Response Team was also established to evaluate each trip in
an organfzed and structured fashion. The team f{s generally
composed of the Plant Manager or his designee; “he Engineering
Superintendent; and representatives from Operations, Nuclear
Safety and Compliance, Independent Safety Eijfreering Group, and,
as appropriate, Quality Assurance, and representatives from
Nuclear Steam Supply System and Architect Engineer. As a part of
the post trip evaluation, the root cause of the event leading to
the trip 1s determined. The root cause determination prozess s
based on a number of management techniques most appropriate for
the sftuation, including the Management, OUversight and Risk Tree
approach, Kepner Tregoe methods, and Cacual Factors Charting., A
determinatfon relative to The Human Performance Evaluation System
1s also included,
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An Operations Management Council has recently been established to
oversee and evaluate operational activities Including the work
performed by the Plant Review Board.

Qther Controls and Programs

Biweekly operational meetings were initiated to improve
communications and staff integration. These meetings allowed the:
Sr. Vice President, and the senior corporate managers, to meet
with the plant General Manager and his senior technical staff to
review curvent problems and plans for resolution.

In m1d-1987 two {mportant programs were finitiated to achieve
greater benefit from lessons learned from nuclear plant events.
The Industry Events Analysis and Resolution Program, and the Plant
Events Analysis and Resolution Program were developed. Each pulls
together the various aspects of event analysis, including
applicable procedures, and provides overall company guidance.

A third program, the Positive Valve and Breaker Control Program,
was inftiated to establish control to ensure that plant valves and
breakers are 1in, and remain in their proper position. A
multi-disciplined review team was used to develop and implement
the program. The objectives were: (1) review Plant Vogtle events
In which mispositioned valves or breakers played a sfignificant
role, (2) determine the root causes of the valve or breaker
mispositioning, and (3) provide detalled recommendations to
achieve improved controls. The reviev assisted plant management
in formulating corrective actions to reduce the likelihood of
future valve and breaker mispositioning.

The theme of teamwork was integrated into al programs. As an
example, a larger and more aggressive plan of the day meeting 1s
now held every work day with working level personnel from
Maintenance, Operations, Engineering, Scheduling, and Health
Physics and Chemistry Departments to discuss and plan the next

-day's work activities. This allows for smooth integration of al)

work activities and higher completion rates for scheduled work
functions. Also, engineering personnel were required to become
more fnvolved in plant trip evaluations and recoveries through
mandatory participation on Trip Response Teams, Also, key
personnel from cognizant departments__part1c1pated in the Trip
Reduction Program, --
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RADIOLOGICAL CONTROLS

While GPC does not take fssue with the SALP Board's evaluation of
Health Physfcs and Chemistry activities, some of the comments made do not
seem appropriate or in balance. The HP programs, did suffer from staffing
questfons, but established goals for personnel exposure, contamination
events, contaminated areas and volume of radiocactive waste generated were
achfeved. The staffing fssue has been addressed and Plant Vogtle {s near
completing the fi111ng of 34 new positions. The SALP report also addressed
NRC concerns regarding the Bfologfcal Shield Survey adequacy, the
qualification and experfence of those staff members conducting the survey,
and the use of NSSS vendor experfence 1n such surveys, We wish to note
that this item fs not fully resolved. This subject has been dfscuss d
several times with Regfon Il staff and Region supervision and several
fnterface {ssues have been rafsed and resolved, GPC sti)l maintains that
the startup survey was complete and acceptable and that we met NRC
requirements,

In summary, Yogtle experienced problems in the Chemistry and Health
Physics areas during startup and initial operation. GPC took prompt action
to address the root causes of these problems, including assigrnment of the
corporate Radfological Safety Manager to the plant staff. We believe our
current performance will warrant an improved rating during this current
SALP perfod,

MAINTENANCE

GPC apprecfates the recognition of our mafntenance activities by the
NRC SALP Board as indicated by the Category 1 rating. The Board's analysis
of the mafntenance area will be carefully evaluated, While we believe the
few identified weak~esses have been corrected, a thorough reassessment will
be made with specfal attention to your recommendation regarding the
priorfitizing of open maintenance work orders for ftems related to safety,

SURVETLLANCE

The NRC Plant Yogtle SALP Board found that, 1n general, surveillance
testing was conducted by personnel who were knowledgeable of the system
and/or component befng tested and that tests were performed without
fncident. However, some weaknesses were {dentified dealing primarily with
the compatibility of some surveillance procedures and the corresponding
Technical Specification requirements, As noted 1n the SALP report,
effective corrective action was taken to resolve Ydentified deficiencies
and GPC management and Quality Assurance Group {nvolvement was prompt 1n
addressing surveillance related problems,
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GPC recognizes the importance of regular testing of plant equipment
that 1s maintatned in a standby mode to provide maximum assurance of
operations in the event 1t 15 called upon to perform its design functlon.
Corporate and plant personnel will continue to work together to fmprove
survelllance testing activities.

EIRE PROTECTION

The SALP Report 1isted two Severity Level IV violations that were cited
by the NRC during the SALP evaluation perfod. Violation "b" was downgraded
to a Severity Level V as documented fn an NRC letter from Mr. Reyes to Mr.
O'Reflly dated April 1, 1987, Corrective actions and actinns to prevent
recurrence were taken as outlined in the GPC response to Inspection Report
50-424/87-02. The importance of the fire protection system s fu'ly
understood by GPC. We recognize that certain aspects of fire protection
have been fidentified that need to be improved. The appropriate level of
attention 1s being given to these conditions and that level of attention
will continue.

EMERGENCY PREPAREONESS

The SALP Board assigned a rating of Category 1 for emergency
preparedness for the second consecutive period. This rating recognized a
strong program that has been effectively implemented. GPC appreciates this
NRC recognition of good performance by dedicated personnel functioning as a
team. GPC will strive to maintain the high standard demonstrated in this
functional area.

SECURITY

The SALP Board rating for securfty at Plant Vogtle stated that serfous
problems existed during the early part of the SALP evaluation perfod. GPC
agrees with the assessment. GPC management realizes that they may not have
been as prompt as they should have been in recognizing the seriousness of
security deficiencies. While the NRC {dentified a pattern of weaknesses
during preliminary plant operations, we wishk to note that no actual
secur?ty hazard occurred as a result of those weaknesses.

Inadequate management attention to the security program was the major
contributor to each of the fidentified problems. This was attributed
primarily to an {nitial lack of nuclear management experience 1in the
securfty area. The 1inexperience factor was amplified by management's
fallure to Include physical security preparedness in our Readiness Review
program for Plant Vogtle Unit 1. To help preclude similar problems from
recurring at Plant Vogtle Unit 2, physical security was made a significant
part of the readiness review program for Unit 2.
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With the fssuance of the operating license in January 1987, the need
for full operationa) capability of the Vogtle Security Department personne)
and security related equipment was {mmediate. In regard to equipment,
deffciencles efther unident!fied or underestimated became clearly
apparent. In order to {increase the relfability of this equipment, GPC
Inftiated a task force of vendors, engineers, and security speclalists to
address probdlems. With regard to Security Department personnel, security

force

members experienced in construction security were immediately exposed

to the rigors and detalls required in an operating nuclear facility. Due
to managemert's faflure to fully recognize problems {in training, testing,
and procedure adherence: security personnel performance was not up to
acceptable levels. This personnel problem was more difficult to address

than

the hardware problen. However, the following actions were

successfully taken:

1.

The entire security  training staff was replaced with
nuclear-experienced personnel, and responsibility for security
trafning was moved from site training control to security control;

Security procedure training was enhanced;

Approximately 20 management, supervisory, response, and training
personnel experienced at operating nuclear plants were hired for
the tecurity staff;

Forty new GPC nuclear security officers were recruited, hired and
trained;

Absenteefsm rules were consistently applied and enforced; and
Corporate and site management, including senlor executive

management, held discussions with the entire security force and
recelved and resolved concerns.

Security adainistration also did not meet our standards. The following
dctions were tacen to correct this problem.

1.

0783V

A corporate nuclear security coordinator, whose primary expertise
s in administration, was assigned to Plant Vogtle to implement
enhanced administrative processes, and to get the existing ones on
track and working properly; -

An adrinistrative speclalist was aisigned to each shift to
coordinate the preparation of reports and records; and
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3. Administrative procedures were strengthened to assure that records
and reports were being properly handled,

GPC 1s fully committed to compliance with all NRC requirements, It is
expected that the level of performance fn the area of security will
contfnue to improve during the current SALP period,

%UALITY PROGRAMS AND ADMINISTRATIYE CONTROLS

GPC appreciates SALP Board comments in the area of Quality Programs,
We will carefully evaluate your recommendation to determine how best to
provide increased management support to ensure that QA audit findings are
promptly and properly resolved. GPC takes quality assurance serfously. We
are fully committed to achieving the highest level of oerformance and have
developed management supported programs to assure both quality performance
:?d 1timeLv. effective corrective actfon in response to quality assurance

ndings.

LICENSING ACTIVITIES

The SALP Board noted a number of ctrengths and weaknesses associated
with 1icensing activities. GPC appreciates NRC recognition of some of our
good performance as well as constructive criticism in other zreas. We are
fn general agreement with your assessment, but we wish to clarify a few of
your observatfons 1{n the interest of better communications. This is
important 1in that GPC places high priority on responsfveness to NRC
recommendations,

With regard to your reference to {nadequate GPC management involvement
relative to corporate and site organizatfons, SPC acknowledges that several
revisfons to the FSAR concerning corporate and site organfzations were made
close to Unft 1 1icensing, The fssue 1s timing of the organfzational
changes. These revisions, n part reflected an expansion of the corporate
organfzatfon 1in preparation for Vogtle operation. Nuclear Operations
general office staffing fncreased approximately 40% during the SALP rating
perfod. The organization changes were intended to assure the highest level
of competence in the management and tecnical support of Plants Yogtle and
Hatch, GPC regrets the additional review burden placed on the Staff by
these revisfons, We strongly beljeve that the net affect of the changes 1s
an enhancement of plant safety, While the FSAR revisfons did contain some
errors, they were few in number, were minor, and were promptly corrected,

Regarding 1insufficient management {involvement 1n the design of the
spent fuel racks referenced on page 33, we do believe that the fnformation
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submitted by GPC complied with the applicable NRC guidance and addressed
NRC requirements and concerns known to GPC at the time of submittal. The
information was prepared by licensing personne! experfenced 1in the

I1censing of spent fuel racks having participated in the 11censing of the
spent fuel racks at Plants Farley and Hatch. The information was submitted
well in advance of the date for which approval was needed. The NRC
questions on seismic design of the racks represented new fssues apparently
resulting from the Diablo Canyon review. GPC promptly addressed al)
questions received. Only minor revisions to the initially submitted
information were necessary as a resylt of NRC questions,

With regard to the delayed submittal in response to a staff request
assocfated with the Fue) Handling Building Post-accident Ventilation
Actuation System referenced on pages 34 and 35, the discrepancy in the
Technical Specifications noted by the staff did not represent an immediate
safety concern; and the revision was not requested by a specific date.
GPC, therefore, did not place the highest priority on processing the
sevisfon. In fact, the revision was held for some time so that it could be
incorporated into another Technical Specification change request. GPC
makes every effort to meet submittal deadlines: however, we were not
Informed of any urqency assoclated with this 1ssue and no deadline was set.

TRAINING AND QUALIFICATION EFFECTIVENESS

GPC appreciates the SALP Board's recognition of our high level of
performance in the area of Training and Qualification Effectiveness as
indicated by a Category 1 rating. This performance level vas attained
through dedicatfon and a concerted effort of all individuals involved with
the training program plus a strong management commitment of resources and
staffing. The Category 1 rating is a source of great pride and we are
confident that the same level of effort will continue in the future.

PREQPERATIONAL TESTING

GPC recognizes that some documentation weaknesses associated with
preoperational testing existed during the later part of the preoperational
test program. However, we are disappointed that the SALP Board or NRC in
general percefved those conditions and GPC actions to be unresponsive to
NRC concerns. GPC may not always agree with NRC findings, but we
diligently strive to be responsive to concerns in a timely manner. Some
preoperational tests were delayed because of the difffculty assoctated with
performance of the tests without nuclear heat. We also wish to note that
the preoperational test staff exercised considerable restraint to schedule
pressure particularity during the ESFAS testing, always assuring that
safety and quality were glven first priority. MWeaknesses and difficulties
fdentified during Unit 1 testing will be evaluated and the lecsons learned
wi1l be used to improve the preoperatfonal testing program for Unit 2.
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STARTUP TESTING

GPC agrees with the SALP Board rating in this functional area. The NRC
analysis 1s appreciated. The frequency of reactor trips 1s addressed in
the operations section of this enclosure. The problems encountered during
startup “esting were quite visible to top management and received top level
management attentfon. Several {mportant lessons were learned that wil)
contribute to a more efficient startup test program for Vogtle Unit 2.
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