r.—-o o - ol

g
. CONFIDENTIAL
PPAL, INC.
COMPORATE AUDIT SERVICES

(INTERIM REPORT)

INVESTIGATION OF ALLEGATIONS THAT MANAGEMENT
MISREPRESENTED ALARM TEST INFORMATION TO
THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Job Number T39459-97

DO NOT COPY OF DISTRIBUTE
THIS REPORT WITHOUT THE PERMISSION OF THE
MANAGER - CORPORATE AUDIT SERVICES

TO: M. W, F. Hecie 8. Audit Consultant: k
Audit Toam Leador:
Barrbwnd By

Datelssued: . OctoberiGIOOT
CC: Mo F.A Long
Mr. R Q. Byram
Mr. R K NN
M. R J Grey
Me. C. P, Pinto
Me. Q. T. Junes

L__ Mr. G. J. Kucrynskl

9902080049
PBR2080069 990129

SORENSEN99-36 PDR
99020800 69

RO

~\

——
b T




October 15, 1997

. C Audit Services (Auditing) conducted an investigat
circumstances and events at the S hmn%nu!n)m Electric S.t:nl%n (S ‘)ms\:'fmundm.
various issues all by a former Nuciear Plant Operator ). This report focuses on
two of the former concerns. The two concerns are: (1) Management

misrepresented alarm test information in an April 9, 1997 letter to the Nucl
Commission (NRC); and (2) the former Ne!:g;ﬂgdoned the reliabili :fc om data
aAslsocmed with NPO testing of the Engin Safeguard System (ES%) Tm

In the Apnil 9, 1997 lm(mtxhibitAfwmexceTﬁolim
the Com?.ny stated: % NPO 's pattern of behavior demonstrated by the pcrfoma)nl-c
of surveillances and rounds was found ang ina icular activity (routine, repetitive
NPO rounds) in a specific locat.on (“E" Diesel Building). Moreover, we found no
evidence that these issues were widespread. " The former NPO alleged that this statement
was not true and that management knew or should have or to April 9, 1997) <, 4
about other alarm tests that were not performed. ln making this allegation, the former “p
NPO cited the following alarm tests as examples to illustrate his point: (1) Plant Control
Operator (PCO) testing of the Control Room Annuncistor Méz; Auxiliary
Sstemsépemor( )mn.of&ekﬂmleRmbﬂp?mldm

Fel

:

( MAwiﬁngiscMym%Lmtmmwodmudwm
issue & separate report on this matter.) former alleged that Nuclear
Management was aware of other slarm tests not bei ormed by citing an

event whereby [ ] allegedly told [ ] that PCOs were not testing C Room

/
The former NPO also questioned the reliability of computer data associated | 2
wtmNPomn.omeSSTnmmem.mCogpmymppliedmucomm AP
data to the aforementioned | ] in February 1997.

The following ts an interim report of our investigation into the
sbove issues. The following objectives are addressed in this interim f:p-;lt

¢ determine if (prior to the Company issuing the April 9, 1997 letter
whNRC)g:‘nlemmtwmofonmbm

o determine if [ ] informed | ] about PCOs not performing -;’f,,&
Control Room Annuncistor tests; and,

e determine if NPO testing of the ESS Transformer Alarms was
pufolnedurequindmdreviewmrehablht: of associated
computer data

Seetxhibhlfwahnofpcwmelmmewedincmecﬁmmm
investigaston.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

APRIL ,i 1997 LETTER TO THE NRC AND MANAGEMENT AWARENESS

We found no evidence that the Nuclear

tMumEcmen
involved in developing and reviewing the April 9, 1997 letter to the
hwwledgeofotberm?ueddmteﬁsuo April 9, 1997. Furthermore, the we

obtained indicates that Management generally relied on a Nuclear Assessment Sewwa

ormed by Nuclear ons, Maintenance, Fire lon, Secun
ics) to substantiate the basis for making the two statements made in

gEAS) Quality Assurance Survexlhnce of approxamately 125,000 individua! tasks

letter.

]demedthnd:eyhdlconvermon

, and Health
eApnl9. 1997

Control Room( Annunciators. Addit demed hpelek
ou"%onco‘l \aving any knowledp (es

of Apnl 9, 1997) of PCOs not testing th

Annuncm:

:ss\rwsroa_:::n ALARM TESTS AND RELIABILITY OF
COMPUTERD

The Unit | com uterdms&sledbytheC yto[

relubly record the NPOs performance of
puter monitors com

Transformer

slow ‘ﬁe ed, therefore, it did u:to reliably demonstrate gﬂ'
Unit 2 computer provides a reliable record of NFO tests of at least
four ESS Transformer Alm A review of Unut 2 com_%:r pufonned by Nuclw
ESSO‘? (m‘gl nwewd‘e:‘:y‘ the penod?d' l%zmgh July 1 ;
ransformers anuary
Zcom mmbllltywmcadcomp\mpomammmmem

ransformers, we were unable to obtain

Alums

ACTION PLAN

i‘
Es

mnumandmthmeESSTmtmemua

of the
ofthe

conclusive evidence that NPOs tested those

In performing the invudpdon. Auditing took various actions including:
Ived in the ing, reviewing, and
intervi persons invo m

issuing of the April 9, 1997 letter to

obumm; and analyzing computer data associated with the ESS

Transformer Alarm tests,

obtaining and reviewing Nuclear Operat B regg(md

supporting documentation) on the rehabulx
Transformer computer pon)ms and associated computer

interviewing other relevant personnel including {
developing conclusions.

l;



APRIL 9, 1997 LETTER TO THE NRC AND MANAGEMENT AWARENESS

OF OTHER MISSED ALARM TESTS
Background

At the March 21, 1997 NRC Enforcement Conference, the Com
presented to the NRC its response to vanous events which occurred at SSES. Eﬂm
included the ‘E’ Diesel Generator quh!nmt. NPO Testung of the ‘E’ Diesel 0CS7TE
Alarm, | qu'fameqf_Gcnenl' tanon Inspections, and [ f“Lmomnm:eof
Preventative Maintenance Activities. The presentation focused on the ental
causes and management isvues associated with the events and the corrective and
preventative actions to help preclude recurrence.

On April 9, 1997, the Company issued a letter to the NRC containing »
supplemental response to viclations essociated with the aforementioned events. In the
letter, the Company indicated that no evidence was found which would indicate that
certain issues pertaining to NPOs of behavior in the performance of surveillances
al‘:roundsmmdupnd Adgt.maNPO ) Sty

management knew or should have known (prior to Apnil 9, | about other alarm
thwmmpﬁomd.mmePépgm eged that Nuclear M
was aware of other alarms tests not being performed and cited an event where ( ]
told | ] that PCOs were not testing Control Room Annunciators.

Analysis of S‘ute"neuu Made to the NRC in an April 9, 1997 Letter and Management
Awareness of Other Missed Alarm Tests

The evidence we obtained indicates that Management relied on a Nuclear
thmﬁkmwsmmofwmly.lﬁﬁw
individual tasks (performed by Nuclear O ons, Maintenance, Fire Protection,
S«uﬁq.uﬂﬂqdm?g’na)mmmmform&emomn
made in the Apnl 9, 1997 letter.

Auditing interviewed various Nuclear Department Management personnel
includin&(‘ ]%mhwhedh&emlmtmdnﬁewofmwzlm
letter to the NRC. Each person interviewed told Au:n::ithnmeyh.dnqh\owledp (as
o{A’p'il9. 1997) of other alarm tests not perfi
e -

Lt T ST e
o i 1avo in o §
osqmysum9' 1997 letter had any knowledge of other missed alarm tests.

reviewing . '
ound no evidence Compsnry | performed a comprehensive review of
mmum C - mmm&m the aforementioned NAS
Quality Assurance : of spproximately 125,000 individual tasks in order to
substantiste the basis for making the two statements made in the April 9, 1997 letter.
Auditing separately interviewed ] who were allegedly involved
in & conversation whereby [ !megedlfmld[ ] that PCOs were not testing
Control Room Annunciators. and ] denied that such a conversation

alleged that this statement was not true and L4

/
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Conclugions

e We found oo mv::nce dmlthe Nuclear Department Management
personnel invol in deve the letter to the
amy knowledge of other missed m‘ﬁm uo’Apnw 1997. e
[ ] and [ ]medbythenﬂegubodldemedthntheyu
mmmm&n‘ ControlRoomAnmmm.
lﬂY

knowl as of April 9, 1997) of PCOs
Control Room Ann uncmors b -

ESS TRANSFORMER ALARM TESTS AND RELIABILITY
OF COMPUTER DATA

Background

mdupecxﬁccompum mmmgT th E "W‘f'm

mvolvedm!th eﬁmmobmnmfmnmfanmmhcd
Nl’Osm1996(dncwnssuesm.smam of the E'M
] told A always tested

: mdeem%mfaMmmadummugmM

NPOsdadnothavemamonw slanus. The

data
LPO m« oul' Fm.s?ool'::w ?er Ol-PL-OI‘n mw!:xn

required to test the four ESS Transformer Alarms once day during the set of rounds
conductedfmm?OOPMtoIOOAM e

InF 1997, Nulequatnonsmpphed[ ] with data recorded

die:famnoned reviewing the dats,
- Eg onnaAhrmm-ld ~

dmd\edmdndno(mdmdlfw‘l‘msfm dg‘
{ l&msedhsobwvﬂmm { ]wbommwtugamof

problems.
Nulepalnouprepueda ofdnmﬂuof&mmnd

he discussed Revision |
mmmumim 1 (1) the
pounts were
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Anslysty

dwmwm&ctm}ﬁs msfam:m ]:old
Auditing that Revision 3 (dated April 29, 1997) of the aforementioned report had not
been pr to [ ]. Revision 3 contained additional information explaining whry
the Unit | computer data supplied to [ ] sporadically recorded two computer points.
( ] told Auditing that in Revision 3 he concluded that the Unit 1
mhﬂ(pm%hdw[ ] sporadically recorded computer points
due to the slow speed at w the Unut | monitors each computer point.
Moreover, Revision 3 indicated that the Unit Z computer recorded computer points at &

much faster thereby allowing it to reliably record those same computer points
R ]nhmm:mamofumlmdmmUnium.m
Auditing performed another comparison which confirmed | ] conclusions.
Fw.Mmmﬁedwuh@eMnT-CmSym&chwﬁch
the Unit 1 and Unit 2 computers monitor the orementioned computer points. The
Fm?mAggMMMMWCWSMWWM

Nulw%au’mdsoreviewedampleoflﬂdsys(hetmlm
1996 and July 1996) of Unit 2 computer data for the two computer points in question
noted no instances of NPOs not testi ghetonSSTmsfmm:wdmdwg
those computer points. Likewise, Auditing ormed a similar review and also noted that
the data indicated that NPOs were testing t two ESS Transformers. Due to the Unit 2
commmhhqwmadcommpomwmmemhamass
Transformers, we were unable to obtain conclusive evidence that NPOs tested those

Conclusions
The evidence developed during this investigation indicates that:

e The Unit | data lied lheCcn?lllytn did not
reliably record the NPOs otmn::ycofESS msfon[nerAllme

. Uaitzeonwdﬂl ides 8 reliable record of NPO tests of at least
two of the ESS Transformer Alarms.

NPOlMuhanmoofdnESSdemdm’ the sample
. period between January 1996 and July 1996.
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