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;

BCAN018907

L. J. Callan, Director
Division of Reactor Projects
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

'
i

Region IV
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
Arlington, Texas 76011

SUBJECT: Arkansas Nuclear One - Units 1 and 2
Docket Nos. 50-313/50-368
License Nos. DPR-51 and NPF-6
Response to Inspection Report

1

50-313/88-17 and 50-368/88-17

Dear Mr. Callan:

Inspection Report 50-313-368/88-17 (0CAN078818), requested a response
within 30 days to each of the inspection findings and the dates
corrective action for these findings will be completed. Our letter i

of August 24, 1988 (0CAN088810), requested an extension of this
response. Due to outage related issues, this response was delayed.
This was subsequently discussed between Dan Howard and my staff and
Dwight Chamberlain of your staff. Our response to each of the listed
open items is provided in Attachment 1.

Very truly yours,

$ .

'

%

J. M.'Levine
{xecutive Director .

< Nuclear Operations |
|

| JML: PLM: den
enclosure

.

| 1

cc w/ encl: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission i

Document Control Desk j

Washington, D. C. 200555 ]
I

8905170240 890502 !

PDR ADOCK 05000313 |
G PNV |

!

I EOi !

IC-P o@ ueusen ucoce sour- uror,es svsreu



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

. . .
'

, ,. Attachment to 0C'AN018907
*

,*

.- January 20, 1989-

-Page 1 of 7
,

.

.

Attachment 1

Response to Inspection Report Open Items

50-313/88-17-01 Open Item Correction of Labeling
discrepancies between
E0Ps and panel indication
as outlined in Appendix D*

Finding:

Inplant and control room walkthroughs of the emergency and abnormal
procedures listed in Appendix A were conducted. The emergency
procedures appear to be consistent between the instrumentation and
control labeling on.the control board and the nomenclature used in
the procedures. Those few discrepancies noted are enumerated in
Appendix D originated from the abnormal procedures which have not
yet been subject to the PWG review. The licensee committed to
review these Appendix D discrepancies and make changes as
appropriate. Resolution of this issue is identified as Open Item
50-313/88-17-01. Conversation with the licensee indicated that 4

completion of the PWG review for all remaining A0Ps and ops is
'

scheduled for February 1990. The NRC recommends that the licensee
ensure that the PWG review for the A0Ps and most significant ops is
completed first. The licensee stated that this would be done.

Response:

AP&L considers the discrepancies to be of a minor nature and not of
operational significance. As noted above, the majority of the
discrepancies originated from the abnormal operating procedures
(A0P) which have not been revised in accordance with the Procedure
Writer's Guide (PWG) for Operations procedures. The A0P revisions
to the PWG guidelines have been reprioritized in the programmatic
revision effort to be complete by the end of May 1989. The
identified discrepancies will be corrected in these revisions. The
remaining items from the emergency operating procedure (E0P) will be
corrected in a revision planned for 1989 (see response for item ;

50-313/88-17-02).

* Note: Appendices referred to were included in the inspection
report and are not included in this response.
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50-313/88-17-02 Open Item Correction of technical
discrepancies contained
in the E0Ps as outlined
in Appendix B

Finding:

While the result of these walkthroughs was generally positive, 'sseveral discrepancies in the areas of technical content, writer
guide adherence, and human factors were noted. Technical
discrepancies are identified in Appendix B, while writer's guide and
human factors discrepancies are noted in Appendix C. The licensee
has committed to review and resolve the discrepancies identified in
the aforementioned appendices. Appendix B discrepancies will be
identified as Open Item 50-313/88-17-02 and Appendix C discrepancies
will be identified as Open Item 50-313/88-17-03.

Response:

While AP&L is of the opinion that the technical discrepancies do
warrant further review and evaluation, none of the items pose a
safety significant concern. Therefore, revision of the A0Ps and the
E0P is not considered to be required in the immediacy. We plan to
perform a technical assessment of the discrepancies by March 31,
1989. Following, the procedures will be revised. The A0P revisions
will be completed by May 31, 1989. The E0P revision and operator
training will be completed by December 31, 1989.
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50-313/88-17-03 Open Item Correction of
human factors'

discrepancies
contained in E0Ps
as outlined in
Appendix C

,

Finding:

While the' result of these walkthroughs was generally positive,
several discrepanc'ies in the areas of technical content, writer's
guide adherence, and human factors were noted. Technical
discrepancies are identified in Appendix B, while writer's guide and
human factors discrepancies are noted in Appendix C. The licensee
has committed to review and resolve the discrepancies identified in
.the aforementioned appendices. Appendix B discrepancies will be
identified as Open Iten 50-313/88-17-02 and Appendix C discrepancies
will be identified as Open Item 50-313/88-17-03.

Response:

The human factor discrepancies will be assessed and procedure
revisions will be completed according to the schedule provided in '

response to finding 50-313/88-17-02. Concerning the discrepancies
listed for the Procedure Writer's Guide, we will evaluate the
discrepancies and the recommendations provided. However, we are not
committing to a revision of the PWG at this time. Our submittals of
April 15, 1983 (0CAN048312), and July'17, 1984 (0CAN078410),
provided NRC a copy of the E0P writer s guide and additional
information which is included in the current PWG. This was in
response to NUREG-0737 Item I.C.I. We have not received a Safety
Evaluation Report (SER) on this submittal. Pending receipt of an
SER, we do not believe it is appropriate to make related commitments
at this time.

i
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50-313/88-17-04 Open Item Review naturali ,

i circulation cooldown
h with vents open
>

Finding:

In response to Generic Letter 81-21, the licensee committed to
perform a natural circulation cooldown without forming'a void in the
reactor-vessel head. The licensee's method of accomplishing this is
to open the reactor. vessel head vent prior to-initiating the
cooldown. While this will help to prevent void formation this will
also ope Thiscould ren the reactor coolant system to the reactor building.sult in excessive contamination o_f the reactor building and
possibly limit access for some time. It should be noted that at the

~

. time Generic Letter 81-21 was issued, procedures for natural
circulation cooldown with upper head voids were not generally
-available. The NRC staff's technical position.on upper head voiding
has changed accordingly. Controlled voiding in the reactor vessel-

upper head.is now an acceptable strategy provided that it can be
done using all safety grade equipment with NRC approved procedures
and licensed operators trained in the use of these procedures. The
licensee should review the use of head vents in light of this
position and request a change to allow cooldown with the head vents
closed. . Resolution of this issue will be identified as Open Item
50-313/88-17-04.

,

Response:

The current Abnormal Operating Procedure for natural circulation
.cooldown is in compliance with the NRC Safety Evaluation Report
issued July 11, 1985 (1CNA078503). We are unaware of'any generic
guidance the NRC has issued to utilities changing the technical
position on upper head voiding. However, this is an area we would
like to pursue further. As we indicated in our responses to Generic
Letter 81-21, AP&L's operating philosophy is to avoid a natural
circulation cooldown whenever possible. That is,'unless an extended
loss of offsite power should occur, we would maintain our units in a
hot standby operating condition and not attempt a natural
circulation cooldown. Additionally, Plant Management must be
involved in the decision to perform a natural circulation cooldown
due to the potential for equipment damage in the reactor building
caused by'use of the head vents (NOTE: ANO-2 uses a fill and drain
process to compress and expand a vessel head bubble rather than
venting). The issue will be evaluated by June 30, 1989, with a
proposed schedule and scope. This evaluation will be reviewed and a
' determination of our course of action will be made. We cannot
commit'to any further actions at this time.
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50-313/88-17-05 Open Item Review simulator
effectiveness in training
on E0Ps

Finding:

The training simulations should duplicate actual plant operations
whenever possible. The extent of simulation should be such that the
operator is required to take the same action on the simulator to
conduct an evolution as on the reference plant using the same
procedure. Six deficiencies in this aspect of E0P training program
were noted and are listed at the end of Appendix B. The licensee
should review E0P and AOP simulator training.and retraining, and
assure that discrepancies such as these are eliminated. Resolution
of these concerns will be identified as Open Item 50-313/88-17-05.

Response:

Each of the specific discrepancies has been evaluated and resolved
except for one item. The radiation levels in the reactor building
did not respond to opening of the reactor vessel and high point
vents. A rewrite of the computer code for the Area Radiation
Monitoring Model is required. This is an extensive effort and
should be completed by the end of 1989.

Simulator training is monitored on a continuing basis by Operations
and Training Management to ensure discrepancies between the
simulator and the plant are minimized. Those discrepancies which
are identified are discussed with the trainees in a pre-session
briefing and are corrected as necessary in a reasonable period of
time.

|
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'50-313/88-17-06 Open Item Resolution of QA' review,

efficacy
f- ~

Finding:

Th'e NRC determined that the licensee has an acceptable program for
continuing evaluation of the.EOPs. The NRC determined that QA
involvement in the development of the E0Ps was not adequate,
although adequate management controls were applied. Concerning the
ongoing E0P development program QA personnel showed'the NRC a draft

.of a revised audit procedure for plant operations. .The-revised
procedure will. include E0Ps and is scheduled to be implemented in

' September 1988. -In addition, a new audit procedure is being
developed for records and document control. This procedure is

-scheduled-to be implemented in 1989. The draft of this audit
procedure' indicates that it will include E0Ps. At the time of this
inspection,.the QA organization had one staff member.who held an
operator' license for Unit 1. .A person holding a senior operator
license for Unit 2 is scheduled to join the QA staff in August
1988. :This' addition is. expected by licensee personnel to enhance
the QA organization's ability to perform meaningful' audits of the
E0Ps. Implementation of the revised audit procedure will be
identified as Open Item 50-313/88-17-06.

Response:

The audit of plant operations was revised to include a review of the-
emergency and abnormal operating procedures. . Performance of this
audit began September 2, 1988, and was completed October 21, 1988.

' The audit included observation of simulator sessions using the
A0Ps/E0Ps. Results of the audit were generally satisfactory. The
Records and Document Control Audit will also include the E0P. This
audit is currently scheduled to be implemented in 1989'as stated
above. The QA staff presently includes one individual holding on
ANO-1 reactor operator license and one individual holding on ANO-2

,

senior reactor operator license. These individuals will enhance the
QA organizations audit effectiveness of the E0P.

i
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50-313/88-17-07 .Open Item Review writers guide
training to increase
operator awareness of
terms

-

Finding:-

Ten interviews were con' ducted by the NRC inspection team, and it.was
determined that the current E0Ps satisfy the needs of the
operational personnel. The operators felt the EOPs were adequate
and compatible with the level of knowledge of the typical operator
and the operations staff was confident that the E0Ps would function
effectively during an actual event. One discrepancy that was noted
during these interviews was that confusion appeared to exist among

- the operators interviewed as to the true meanings of the terms

"available," "verif)icate a need for further. operator training in the
" " secure," " check," and "go to." - These,

inconsistencies ind
terminology used in the E0Ps and/or definitions contained in the

. Writer's Guide. The licensee should review.this area'and provide
retraining as necessary. Resolution of this issue will be
identified as'Open Item 50-313/88-17-07.

Response:

Although there may be inconsistencies in the use of the terms cited
.above, we believe that the meaning of these is clear to the
operators in the context of the specific steps in the procedures.
Training is conducted on a regular basis and as procedures are
revised. The E0P and A0P procedures utilize the common terms found

L in all of the operating procedures. De)endingonhowastepis
stated, the actions an operator will ta<e to verify" a condition,
for example, could be to shut a valve or o)en a valve, start a pump
or sto) a pump, close a breaker or open a areaker. Though we do not
feel t1ere is an actual problem identified by this inspection
finding, an internal review will be performed to determine if
additional training or clarification on the meanings of terms used
in procedures is necessary. This review should be completed by
June 30, 1989. If the review indicates additional training should
be conducted, this will be scheduled into the training cycles as
necessary.
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