1)

2)

3)

4)

9)

Discussion Points for Chman Pre-Brief for IP2 site visit - DRAFT
PREBRIEF- 3/8 1030

Site Viist - 3/9
Agenda (for site visit; participants) RI
95003 Exit Meeting Summary; and Public Meeting RI

(Reference Exit slides; and attached notes from Public meeting)

Reactor Protection System issues RI
- technical
- Riccio/Lochbaum meeting

50.54(f) Summary NRR/RI
Emergency Preparedness RI/NRR
- FEMA

- co-located site issue
- legal background (defense-in-depth; reasonable assurance; acts of nature)
- bus strike issue

2.206 Petition/ License Transfer NRR

IG Report and Staff Response NRR/RI
- continued public interest in conclusions

Chilling Effect letter (security guard/OSHA issue) RI
- allegation summary (other issues)

Future NRC Actions RIVEDO/NRR
- Ongoing assessment
- continued oversight of Performance Improvement Plan
- Meetings with Licensee
- Senior NRC official visits
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U.S. Nuclear Regalatory Commission z .
Weshingtan, DC 205550001 : chifus

Dear Chairman Meserve: . Cat [Ccn(

T am writing to.urgéntly request that David Lockbaum of fe Union of Concerned —
" Scientists and I meet with you to dizcuss our concems reganding the Indian Point 2 nuclear
reactor at your earliest possible convenience, . :

We are extremely concemed that the NRC staff and Consolidated Edison have,
once again, failed to identify significant safety problems at the resctor. We are coucemned that
the lack of 8 questioning sititude demonstrated by both the NRC staff and Consolidated Edison
that resulted in the steam gencrator tube ruptare has not been rectified and that this same attitude
has resulted in incorrect and imeccurate information being disseminated by your agency.

The conclusions of an inspection report recently issued by your agency are in direct
conflict with inforrpation we now have in hand. Your inspector reviewed only thres condition”
reponts generated by the licensee and determined that there was 1o safety significance associated
with the Reactor Protection System (RPS) issues ideatified. Either your inspector chose not to
roview or Consolidated Edison failed to provide conditien reports which called into question the
design basis of the RPS. This raises issues with Consolidated Edison's 1997 50.54 (f) respouse
to the NRC mades ynder oath or affirmation and the ability of bath NRC and Consolidated Edison

to track commitments regarding adequaty and availability of design basis documentition at the
Indisn Point 2 nuclear reactor. - ' '

Since we have elready provided this information to congressionel ovegsight committees
and the NRC's Inspector General, we thought it was only fair that we eppraise you of our

concerns. 1 ar aware that you intend to visit Indian Point later this wesk and thought it would
be appropriate te make you aware of these issues prior to your visit.
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Senior Policy Analyst Lo e )

T L3y

Public Citizen's Critical Mass Energy & Environment Program

Ralph Nader, Frunder
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10 CFR 2.206 Petition Status for Indian Point Unit 2

Petitioner: James P. Riccio on behalf of Public Citizen

Issue: Emergency Preparedness

Petition Date: January 11, 2001

Status: Closed (Acknowledgment Letter rejecting Petition issued 3/1/2001)

Issues/Action Requested:

The petitioners request that the NRC pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206 suspend or revoke
Con Edison operating license for indian Point Unit 2 (IP2) until there has been a full-
participation biennial emergency planning exercise as required by 10 CFR 50,
Appendix E.

The petitioners also requested that if Con Edison’s license to operate |P2 is not
suspended or revoked, the NRC impose an alternative enforcement action of
$110,000/day civil penalty against Con Edison for being in noncompliance with the
regulations since January 1, 2001.

Response:

A Petition Review Board (PRB) Meeting on the petition was held on January 30, 2001.
The petitioners were provided with an opportunity to address the PRB in an open
session with the licensee present.

The staff issued its position concerning biennial exercise requirements for co-located
licensees in the Commission Information Paper (SECY-00-0238) dated December 26,
2000.

Riccio on behalf of Public Citizen submitted a letter to the Commission dated February
5, 2001 addressing their concerns regarding the completeness and accuracy of SECY-
00-0238.

The PRB informed Riccio by telephone February 27, 2001 of its initial determination
that the petition did not meet MD 8.11 criteria for processing under 10 CFR 2.206. The
determination was based on the staff’s position given in the Commission Information
Paper (SECY-00-0238).

A teleconference was held on February 28, 2001 to allow the petitioners to address the
PRB’s preliminary decision that the January 11, 2001 Petition did not meet MD 8.11
criteria for treatment under 2.206. The Petitioners, however, did not provide any new
information, but only argued the merits of the staff position concerning the biennial
exercise requirements for co-located licensee as documented in SECY-00-0238.



Petitioner: Deborah Katz, Marilyn Elie, Tim Judson (Citizens Awareness Network)

Kyle Rabin (Environmental Advocates)

Mark Jacobs(Westchester Peoples Action Coalition)
Paul Gunter (Nuclear Information & Resource Service)
James P. Riccio (Public Citizen)

Issue: Systemic Mismanagement
Petition Date: December 4, 2000
Status: Open (Acknowledgment letter due 3/9/01)

Issues/Action Requested:

1.

That the licensee, ConEd, have its license suspended for the IP2 facility due to
persistent and pervasive negligent management, which has endangered the public
health and safety and the environment due to significant safety problems existent at
the site for decades.

Specifically, that NRC investigate the apparent misrepresentation of material fact by
the utility to determine whether the significantly insufficient engineering calculations
relied on to ensure adequacy of design of key systems, including the steam generator
(SG) analysis and the electric bus analysis at the IP2 reactor, were due to a lack of
rigor and thoroughness or a result of deliberately misleading information.

Should the investigation determine that ConEd deliberately provided insufficient and
false information, the petitioners specifically request that ConEd’s operating license be
revoked for its IP2 reactor.

Should NRC not revoke the license, and the IP2 reactor returns to operation, the
petitioners specifically request that it remain on the list of agency focus reactors to
oversee the operation the reactor until such time as its management demonstrates that
it can fulfill its regulatory requirements and commitments.

No license transfer requests should be approved for IP2 until such time that its
management can demonstrate that the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR)
backlog and the maintenance requirements are up-to-date and workers have been
retrained to the complete and revised UFSAR.

NRC should keep IP2 off-line until the fundamental breakdown in management is
analyzed and corrected.

Response:

A Petition Review Board Meeting was held on December 20, 2000, to discuss the
request for immediate action (Requested Action #6). The action was accepted for
review as a 2.206, but the requested action was denied. The bases for the petitioner’s
requested action, given in the Background and Addendum sections of the Petition,
were issues taken from NRC Inspection Reports, Licensee Event Reports, Plant Issue
Matrix items, various assessment letters, and other correspondence between the NRC



and the licensee. The NRC staff had already evaluated these issues for their
regulatory and safety significance. In addition, the findings and issues were previously
evaluated collectively as part of NRC’s ongoing assessment processes, and did not
warrant prohibiting the restart of IP2. Deborah Katz was notified on December 29,
2000, of the PRB’s decision before the restart of 1P2.

A Petition Review Board (PRB) Meeting on the petition was held on January 24, 2001.
The petitioners were provided with an opportunity to address the PRB in a public
meeting with the licensee present. During the meeting, the licensee gave the staff
additional information to supplement their original petition.

On February 7, 2001, the PRB reconvened to consider the petition and the
supplemental information. The PRB concluded that the petition met the requirements
for review and recemmended to NRC senior managers that the petition be accepted.

On February 9, 2001, NRC senior managers concurred with the PRB’s
recommendation and accepted the petition for review. Ms. Katz was notified of the
decision on Feb 9, 2001. Ms. Katz was also offered another opportunity to address the
board, in accordance with MD 8.11. Ms. Katz said she would consider the opportunity,
but did not request a meeting at that time.

The acknowledgment letter to the petitioners has been drafted and in currently in
concurrence with the ADT/NRR. Due date for the issuance of the acknowledgment
letter is 3/9/01.



LICENSE TRANSFER
On December 12, 2000, Consolidated Edison and Entergy applied to transfer the IP2
operating license to Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.
On January 23, 2001, the staff forwarded to the Federal Register a “Notice of
Consideration of Approval of Transfer of Facility Operating License and Conforming

Amendments and Opportunity for a Hearing.”

On February 22, 2001, the Town of Courtlandt and the Hendrick Hudson School district
requested a hearing on the proposed IP2 license transfer. They cited concerns about

- The ability of ENO financially to operate and maintain the plant safely
- The levels of decommissioning funding

- The availability of on-site storage for spent fuel

- The cost of future environmental remediation

- The adequacy of the radiation emergency plan

On February 22, 2001, CAN requested a hearing on the proposed IP2 license transfer.
CAN did not cite specific technical concerns in their request.

According to the current schedule, the transfer order will be issued in May 2001.



CONDITION REPORT
Condition Report 200008415 cites ambiguities in RPS drawings. The CR states that it is
not possible to tell from drawings which modifications have been implemented and
which have not been implemented.

Condition Report 200100327 cites numerous instances of configuration control
problems with the RPS. The CR states that

- Discrepancies were resolved by changing drawings to match plant conditions
- Some discrepancies are the result of unauthorized modifications
- Operability determinations have not been rigorous

- Authorized modifications have impacts that may not have been considered



Below !8 a list of 36 CRs* created In the last 24 hours. (1711701 9:38:07 AM to 1112/01 9:38:07 AM)

Conditlon Description

e —— e e
White changing Kghts on 33' unit 1 furbins bidg area noted that 8 flourescent fixhures in fight & power soom are inoperative,
and 6 standard Nght fixturas are inoperative In various areas of 33",

—— — — —‘Wm—_——_——A
Duwing an Engineering Quality Review, it was noted that, the comective actions and basis of operablity descriplions for
Operability Determination 99-038, and associated Condition Reports were considered 1o be weak since it does nat appeas
TagNumbar: LI-935A that ali appropriate issuea weres discussed. The Oparability Determination was written in Octobes 1999 to addressed diy
pioblems with two Accumulator level Iransmters that were occurring over & long period of lime (on the order of a year).
Accumutator 21 lavel transmBter LT-935A was noted {o ba drifting on several occasions and wag re-calbrated in March and
August of 1999. The Operabliity Determination comrective action dldnotoo:npmelymwanomotcalbmbn na

with LT-936A was reoolvod Condltion Report 200010884 written in December 2000, identified a drifting concem with the

200100324
s IA

22 Instrument Al dryer dewpoint for monthly lest was -21 degrees . Action level Is greater than -30 degrecs F. System
System
TagNumber: 1A-1281

Enginaar to be natifled,

12:26- Roceived natification of a RRmEE with chest pains, dispatched @B and @8, EMT already dispatched. 12:36-
Requestod ambulance on afte for NS who is complaining of chest pains. Notified sacurity. 12:48- Notified by security
that Verplank ambuance Is an ske. 12:562 - Ambufance deparied the site. Notifled Hudson Valley Hospltal to expeot the
aurival of a non-conlaminated individual complaining of chest pains.

—.

200100326 A EEEE——complalned of chest pains while doing fight wark.
System: N/A
TagNumber: N'A
200100827 "CHS 200010125 identified discrepancies betwesn design drawings and the as-bultt configuration of the Reactor Protection
% System. The inveatigation prompted by this CRS led to the dentification of other CHS's that identified simifar

mber: VA Inconsistencies batween design drawings and RPS wiring. A raview of the corractive action assaclated with these CRS's
e . revealed that the CRS actions were typically closad by revising plant drawings 1o reflect the as found configuration without

under "Conclusions® below, s CRS199803674 i&mi}od a discrepancy betwean the RPS wiring oonfiguration and a
description In section 7.2.2.9 of the UFSAR of isolation between safaly signals and annunclator and/or computer signals,

hitp:/w0710s04/crsweb/asp/NewCr.asp 1112/m




24 Hour CR
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Contrary to he UFSAR atatement that *The csater and from decks {ol BPS logic relays) ars used for annunciator and
compuler signals respectively®, 22 RPS logic refays wera found to violate this crilarion. The responss 1o this CRS provided
technical justification for a UFSAR wording change to support the as-found configuration. This technical justification
Included Ihe slatement that *The contacts of these (RPS logic) relays invalve only one train. Tharefore there is no potential
for any interaction batween redundant safety trains”. CRS 199904968 (sae befow) identified addltionat RPS wiring thet did
not conform to design drawings. This as-found condition included contacts from both an *A* train and *B* train RPS relay
(P10-2) connected to a common circult. This configuration appears to Invalidate a portion of the justfication for aliowing
computer, annunciator, and RPS Jogks functions to be wired to a singla deck of a RPS rolay, ¢ CRS 199902635 identified

action for this CRS was kmitad 10 revising the atfected drawings lo agree with tha as-found condition. No safety evaluation
or review of UFSAR impact was performed. « CRS 199903445 was intiated because the drawing revisions prepared in
response to CRS199902835 (see above) were in error. CRS 109903445 also identified an additional drawing srror in which
tha drawing showed the incorrect RPS refay contacts used for the Source Range High Flux al Shutdown annunciator block.
Again, (he drawing wers revised with no accompanying safely review or UFSAR impact review. « CRS 199904968 ideniitied
anather discrepancy between design drawings and the as-found conliguration of RPS. This dlscrepancy involved contacts
from RPS relay P10-2 that are used to deleat the Source Range Loss of Detector Voktage annunciator above 10% reactor
powar which are not shown on plant drawings. The corrsctive action for this CRS involvad a leld verification of the
configuration and revision of the affected drawing 1o reflect the as-found condiion. No saloty evaluation or UFSAR impac
review was performed even though a re-examinalion of these corrective actions as part of the SL3 investigation of CRS
200010126 determined thal this change has & potential Wnpact on the UFSAR, plant test pracedures, and DBD. This SL3
investigation also identified a potential nuclear safety concern with the as-found configuration; however, this is based on a
scenario in which a wiring error causes a wrong contact to be connected in the RPS logic circuil. An intansive search for
documentation that approved the as-found configuration was unsuccessiul in Identlfying a modificadion to the affected
circuit. » CRS 200007597 identified a number of potential intemal wiring relatad discrepant conditions in the reactor
protection racks. laclated cases of wire routing and/or terminations weve obsarved to be inconsisient with routing/s
requirements stated in e UFSAR. In responsa to this CRS, Operability Determination 00-018 was issued to address the
witing routing/separalion Issues. The OD determined that the RPS was Operable. » CRS 200008499 identified additional
conditions in which tha wiring in the RPS racks violated statements in the UFSAR. Tha CRS staled that “Wices (in RPS
Racks 4 and 5) ware carolessly strewn through multiple wire ways® and *Had the original design boen foflowsd, there would
not only have been no mixing (of ciscukt lunctions) there would also be half as many now wires to mix', This Issues raised in
this CRS were also addressed with Oporability Determination 00-018 (See CRS 200007597 above). * CAS 200009841
idantified six (8) issues related to RPS wiring deficloncies or discrepancies, three of which wera similar to or & repeat of
issues identified in previous CRS's. The new Issuaes ideniified In this CAS include: a wire associated with an NIS power
range logic retay with a aplica that is not represented on plant drawings, and a single cable contalning both 125 VDG logic
protection power and 118 VAC instrument bus power. Both of thess Isauss were addreased in Operability Determination 00-
018; however, no documentation could be found ta confirm (hat the identified spiice was prapared and approved in
accordanca wkh applicable procedures. » CRS 200010125 ident¥fied errors made on drawings as part of tha cotrective
action for CRS 1999904968, it aleo identified discrepancies betwean drawings and the as-found RPS wiring that had not

Resolution of discrapancies between as-found plant conditions and design drawings have oflen been resolved by revising
drawing to maich the as-found plant condition. These “design changes by defaul® have boen mada without the required
qualily assurance requirements such as desiga verification or enswing preservation of the #cansing basis through a
documented safety evaluation, Although not explictily stated in the CRS rasponaes, differances between as-bulk conditions
and drawings are assumed to be the resuit of drawing errors. Discussions with Enginesring personnel involved with RPS
drawings reveal a lack of confidence that drawings accurately reflact field conditions and difficulty in working with and
understanding the Information shown on thess drawings. 2. Several ot the discrepancies ideniified in the above CRS's
appear lo have been the resuf of modifications that wera not authorized (i.e. not conducted in accordance with procedures

112/01




24 Hour CR ' Page 3 of 8

of reguiatory commitrments). An axtensive asarch for an approved modification that led 1o the defaat of the Sourca Range
Loss of Detector Voltage annunciator above Pip was unsuccessiul in identifying a modification. This as-found condiion was

have judged these changes to be acceptable, bypassing of the quality assurance requirements for Implementing these
chan;es calls into question their valldity. 3. The impact of the RPS whing discrepancies identified in CRS's 200007597,
200009480 and 200009641 has been addressed i Operability Dotermination 00-018. This opemabilty determination
included a detalled and thorough evaluation of the impact of the wire routing and separation discrepanciea on each of the
five RPS design criteria. However, R was nol wilhin the acope of this operability determination to address functonal dasign
changes that some of the as-found conditions represent. instead, & took credi for invastigations performed under other
CRS's that determined the as-found condltions to be acceptable. However, the scope of these ‘lnvestigations® was fimited
to conflaming the as-buil condltion and revising the drawings accordingly. Notwithatanding the limited scope of the previous

hajor overhawt of the APS deawings t0 improve readabillty and accuracy. This inkiative .appoam to be a necessary pant of
tha actions required to prevent recurrence of problems simiar to thosa addressed In this GRS.

During the SG Replacement Project ultrasonic calibration blocks were horcowad from W At the conclusion of the project
Caltration Block Siiles whichis a 3.5° T X 141X 7'W carbon swse! block, was identified as contaminated. SGT brought &
Taghumber: N/A {0 the Unit 2 Decon anea and was supposed to transport it to Trailer 68 once decon had bean complatad. After taking the
block to decon, & was apparently mislald Despite numerous lours of the Unit 1 & 2 decan, storage, and tool rooms the block
could not be located. if this block Is not located, SGT neadsa to take steps to procure a replacemant block for W This block

} may be need for the April outage at Wi

200100329 13 and 14 WDST EHT Chromolox controllers have a history of fallurea?u-e to conirot cabinet watar intrusion duting pertods
System: ILWH of rain. Water Is detrimental o the Chromolox controters which are composed of solid stata/digitat components.

TagNumber: 13 WDST Replacement of the Ctromotox controllers is a short term solution since subsequent rain will again damagoe the controfiers.
For a permanent rasotution, water intrusion into the contra cabinels must ba provented. The following are some of the
areas thal require enhancemant to prevent control cabinel wates Intrusion: 1. The control cabinet screw clamps that arg

designed to keep the door tightly closed should be secured at all limes to prevenl water intrusion via the door seal, 2.The

L

http:/fw0710s04/crsweblasp/NewCr.asp ' 111201
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200008415 Discrepancies have been found in the Controlled Metaphase Drawings which
System; RPS describe the interconnections in the CCR Reactor Protection Racks E3/E6 &F3/F6.
TagNumber: 52/BYA Drawing 208859 shows relays LF-1X, LF-2X, LF-3X & LF-4X (Low Flow Trips) as

residing in cabinet E3/F3 or L4, in the 38,39.40, & 41 positions in Dwg 20868S5.
There is no Con Ed internal wiring diagram for the E/F racks, so relay-to-relay
wiring is shown only in the inherited wirelist drawings 6158119,
6158127429, 615B130,31,32433. SinalingieseWirc st 6158 1 18 Sh 10 has an
extensive array of listings describing Relays LF-1X through LF-4X as being in the
E4/F4 ,or L3 cabinet, in the 5,6,7 & 8 positions, per Dwg 208685. Moreover, this
same 615B119 sh 210 shows the E3/F3 , or L4 positions 38,39,40,& 41 now
occupied by LF-1X,LF-2X,LF-3X & LF-4X (and verified by field inspection) as
anomalously being occupied by unknown relays LF-1,LF-2,LF-3, & LF-4. In the
opinion of this writer, a part of our RPS Design Basis has been lost, and must be
reconslituted, in the case of wirelist 6158119, Further.. in the case of Reactor Trip
wirelist 615B130. sheets 13,14,15,16,17,1 8, & 19 contain Change Orders such as
‘Remove... Add" or *Existing...Change to" on the parent drawing , with no means
for the viewer to verify if the “Existing® conditions have been actually changed, or if
the "Add" orders have actually been implemented. Therefore Two (2} conflicting
versions of our Reactor Trip wiring exist side by side on the same issued drawings.
The Schematic drawing representing this system, Dwg 110E073 in some cases
does show, and in some cases does not show the Relay terminal numbers for the
relays, so the ambiguity in 6158119, & 6158130, cannot be fully resoived by
reference to 110E073. In the case of a recent mod FIX-95-11057-E, partia! internal
rack wiring diagrams such as 306373, were specially created for that mod alone, in
lieu of a set of corrected overall Rack Internal Wiring Drawings. In the opinion of
this writer, if the ambiguities in 6158130 sheets 13-19 are not resolved, this will
lessen our margin of salety in any RPS emergency, and also places our RPS
Design Basis in an ambiguous state. A suggested fix would be creation, by

of corrected versions of
615B119.6158130,110E073, AND the creation of NEW internal wiring drawings for
our Reactor Protection Racks. Moreover any attempted change in these racks,
prior 1o solution of these inconsistencies. would be, in my opinion. less than
conservative Note' correct tag number did not appear in CRS menu, selected a
random tag to initiate this CR.

S ——
200008416 | recently receved an e-mail from the ARG

System: N/A (transmitted to with me and
TagNumber: N/A severa on courtesy copy) criticizing my findings in CRS
200005173 The transmittat was caustic and contained language that could
discourage a Queslioning atttude and a willingness to document problems. That
transmittal and two related documents. as follows, are attached: - The 10/27/00 e-
marl which was sent from theARIMENEEENgE to the UEENENENEEN- The text of the
SL2 narrauve prepared by EBon Augus! 29, 2000, and - A proposed revision of
the SL2 narrative attached to the 10/27/00 e-mail. At issue in the CRS was
whether a setpoint change for the gas turbines had been performed as there was
no documented evidence of it in the work controlf process, and field personnei
believed the setpont change had not been performed. The Wwmsmmw . however,
'gnored the 1ssue and stated *...the condition listed in the CRis not

accurate®. "The real issue. as | see it, is the lack of appropriate review by the
ongmnator of the CR* . *I do not wan! 1o lake anymore of this section's time
addressing this non-issue® and ‘My recommendation is that this be assigned to the
section that the CR onginator 1s assigned.” Subseguent investigation has shown
the onginal issue descnbed in CRS 200005173 to be valid, however, that isn't the
1Issue ol concem in thus CR. The concem is not technical. The concern is thatuuame
Sy e sponded to a CRS originator in a way that makes him appear to be
inept and insisted that he take the issue back and perform the tasks to "erase" the
problem. As previously noted. the e-mail was sent to .
This action serves to dampen the questioning attitude that WE are trying to
cultivate here at IP2. Unfortunately, this is not the first episode of criticism of
problem identfication by _f - i

that I've witnessed. | am generaling this condition report to formally document this
as another incident of an adverse cultural attribute that is known throughout the
Industry at troubted plants as ‘chilling effect.” By reviewing the attached
documents it can be seen that in August the i

agreed with the 1ssue as described in the CR, and believed corrective actions were
necessary. ICAs were assigned to resolve the issue. Two months later the @S
SR submitted a proposed revision to the SL2 report which offered no real
new information and proposed the apparent cause for the condition as °...the lack

httn:/fw 07 TOsOd/crsweb/asp/New Cr aep URRRARATE



Bottom line:

Background:

POINTS ON IP-2
DESIGN/CONFIGURATION ISSUES

NRC has had strong regulatory stance on IP-2 design/configuration control issues over
past several years.

Design/configuration control related discrepancies have been identified on numerous
occasions over the past several years. For example:

O 0O 0 0O

1986 IPAP inspection

1997 extended shutdown problems (e.g., miswired annunciator circuits)
1998 NRR- AE team inspection (e.g., Westinghouse calc interface problems)
1999 -- August 31 complicated trip with loss of offsite power

2000 -- pre-restart design issues (e.g., Westinghouse design calc problems)

Design/configuration control problems were big part of IP-2 agency focus designation.
They underly multiple degraded cornerstone classification.

NRC heightened monitoring in this area has included the following recent activities:

(o]

held management meeting October 2000 to address this area. From this,
ConEd performed special “vertical slice” inspection before plant restart.

before restart, inspected numerous issues being identified by licensee to assure
there were no effects on operability of systems and equipment. We documented
in “quick look letter” problems and raised concerns about slow progress. We
pointedly raised concern about repetitive, longstanding nature of concerns.

performed 95-003 inspection taking “vertical slice” look at two risk-significant
systems. Key points communicated in the exit meeting are the following:

- additional examples of past identified weaknesses in design/configuration
control area were found.

- ConEd making progress but it is slow overall -- limited in some areas.
This is one of the areas where progress has been limited.

- Corrective action backlogs are large. This includes design related issues.

- Timeliness and prioritization of corrective actions is a challenge.

- All of this indicates the need for continued ConEd improvement program
and continued (for some time) NRC heightened oversight.

- Notwithstanding above, team found systems were operable

Met with ConEd last Thursday to understand scope and schedules in this area. In exit
meeting, RA specifically identified need for meeting in near future to review steps to be
taken by ConEd in this area.

RPS related inspections completed. See other writeup.



March 7, 2000

Information Regarding ConEd’s Response to 10 CFR 50.54(f) Letter Regarding Adequacy and
Availability of Design Basis Information

Attachments:

1.

2.

NRC letter to ConEd, Request for Information Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(f) Regarding
Adequacy and Availability of Design Basis Information, October 9, 1996 (w/o atts)

ConkEd letter to NRC, Response to Request for Information Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(f)
Regarding Adequacy and Availability of Design Basis Information, February 13, 1997 (w/o
Att. B)

ConEd letter to NRC, Status Update and Change of 10 CFR 50.54(f) Commitments
Regarding Adequacy and Availability of Design Basis Information, February 17, 1999
ConkEd letter to NRC, Amended Response to Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of
Civil Penalty, June 5, 2000

Kristine Thomas memorandum to PMs, Closeout of TACs for October 9, 1996 Request for
Information Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(f) Regarding Adequacy and Availability of Design
Basis Information, October 23, 1997 (w/ attached Indian Point 2 WISP PMR data)
SECY-87-160, Staff Review of Licensee Responses to the 10 CFR 50.54(f) Request
Regarding Adequacy and Availability of Design Basis Information, July 24, 1997
SECY-00-0141, Completion of Staff Followup Activities Related to Adequacy and Availability
of Design Basis Information, June 23, 2000



POLICY ISSUE
INFORMATION

SECY-00-0141
June 23, 2000

FOR: The Commissioners

FROM: William D. Travers
Executive Director for Operations

SUBJECT: COMPLETION OF STAFF FOLLOWUP ACTIVITIES RELATED TO ADEQUACY AND AVAILABILITY OF
DESIGN BASES INFORMATION

PURPOSE:

To inform the Commission of the completion of the staff followup inspection related activities described in SECY-97-160,

"Staff Review of Licensee Responses to the 10 CFR 50.54(f) Request Regarding the Adequacy and Availability of Design
Bases Information," dated July 24, 1997.

SUMMARY:

On October 8, 1996, the NRC staff issued a letter to power reactor licensees pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(f) that required
licensees to provide information regarding programs and processes designed to control and maintain the facility's design
bases information. The followup inspections performed subsequent to the receipt of responses determined that, in general,
the inspected systems and components were capable of performing their safety functions. In some cases, prompt corrective
actions were required to resolve operability concerns and several escalated enforcement actions were taken. Overall,
however, licensee programs and procedures for maintaining design bases were generally effective. The followup inspection
related activities described in SECY-97-160 have been completed, and no further generic action is planned.

The followup NRC inspection reports and licensee event reports (LERSs) described conditions in which the plant designs were
not in compliance with plant design bases. The staff determined, as discussed below, that several of these issues were risk
significant. In the staff requirements memorandum on SECY-97-205, "Integration and Evaluation of Results from Recent
Lessons-Learned Reviews,” the Commission directed the staff to develop guidance on the type of information to be
considered as design bases information. A paper addressing this issue, SECY-00-0047, "Draft Regulatory Guide Providing
Guidance and Examples for Identifying 10 CFR 50.2 Design Bases," was provided to the Commission on February 23, 2000.
This guidance, combined with the proposed changes to 10 CFR 50.72 and 10 CFR 50.73 reporting requirements
(SECY-00-0083), should enable the staff to provide a more appropriate saféfy Tocus on design bases issues.

During the development of the framework for the new reactor oversight process (ROP), the staff, as a result of lessons
learned during the followup inspections described in SECY-97-160, recognized the need for a continued inspection focus on
licensee control of their design bases, and has included within the baseline inspection program a biennial safety system
design and performance capability inspection at each piant. These inspections are intended to periodically assess
implementation of the licensee design control programs.

BACKGROUND:

NRC team inspections during 1995 -1996 identified concerns regarding the ability of licensees to maintain and implement the
design bases at certain plants. Considering the potential scope of these concerns and the need to ascertain the extent of the
problems within the population of operating reactors, the staff proposed that licensees be required to provide information
regarding the availability and adequacy of design bases information. Following the Commission’s approval, the NRC issued a
letter to each licensee in accordance with 10 CFR 50.54(f) requesting the licensee to describe the programs and processes
established to control and maintain operations within the facility's design bases. Additionally, the licensees were asked to
discuss the effectiveness of these programs and processes.

in SECY-97-180, the staff described a four-phased approach to the review of the licensee responses to the 10 CFR 50.54(f)
request. The SECY paper described the compietion of the first three phases, which consisted of reviewing the licensee
responses to identify significant regulatory concerns requiring prompt NRC followup, demonstrating the feasibility of the
review process and review criteria, and reviewing all responses using the revised process and review criteria. For the last
phase, the staff recommended that certain followup activities be performed. After reviewing the licensee responses, the staff
concluded in SECY-97-160 that all licensees had established programs and procedures to maintain the design bases of their
facilities and determined that no further generic action would be required after the completion of the fast phase.

The staff recommended the followup activities either because of the staff's concern about the performance of particular
licensees in controlling facility design bases or because there was a need to validate the effectiveness of a particular element
of a licensee's design control program. The range of followup activities included the prioritization of sites for design
inspections, performance of safety system functional inspections (SSF's), augmentation of safety system engineering
inspections (SSEIs) to specifically review some aspect of a licensee's design control program, and augmentation of routine
inspections to review licensee design control initiatives outlined in the 10 CFR 50.54(f) responses, as well as related
corrective actions. These followup activities were conducted in 1997-1999.

DISCUSSION:

The following actions were completed as described in SECY-97-160:

o [
10f3 A*—‘L* Aparn | 7



« Design inspections were performed at 21 sites by three inspection teams, with each team consisting of an NRR team
leader and five contractors from architect-engineer firms. The candidate plants were selected and prioritized after taking
into consideration each licensee's response to the 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter, the plant's age, and the results of plant
performance reviews. The teams reviewed design and licensing bases, calculations, operating procedures, safety
analysis reports, drawings, and modifications for one or two risk-significant systems at each site.

» The staff determined that inspection of conformance with design bases should continue to be emphasized. Accordingly,
a new inspection procedure (IP) 93809, "Safety System Engineering Inspection (SSEI)," was issued to provide another
method of assessing a licensee's engineering effectiveness through an in-depth review of engineering calculations,
analyses, and other engineering documents. The SSE! is similar in concept to an SSFI and the design inspections
described eartier, albeit with a reduced scope and a smaller resource commitment.

« Manual Chapter 2515, Appendix A, "Core Inspection Program Procedures,” was revised to allow regions the flexibility to
choose one of the three following inspection procedures to perform engineering inspections at each site: IP 37550,
“Engineering”; IP 93801, "Safety System Functional Inspection (SSF)"; and IP 93809, “Safety System Engineering
Inspection (SSEN."

» Routine engineering inspections performed as a part of the core inspection program were customized to allow for the
review of site-specific concerns, such as design control, configuration control, and corrective actions.

Approximately 70 design, engineering, and safety system performance inspections were performed between January 1997
and August 1999. In addition, a number of followup inspections were performed to close out the identified design issues. The
total NRC resource expenditure (including NRC contractors) for design and engineering-related inspections was
approximately 32 full-time equivalent (FTE) positions. These resource expenditures exclude inspection preparation,
inspection report writing, and enforcement activities.

During this period in which the staff focused heightened attention on design bases, it identified several safety significant
issues. The design-related inspections resuited in the issuance of one Severity Level Il enforcement action o D. C. Cook for
systemic failure of its design control, surveillance testing, and corrective action programs, and nine Severity Level Ill
enforcement actions (Three Mile Island 1, Vermont Yankee, Indian Point 3, Oyster Creek, H. B. Robinson, Perry, Kewaunee,
Point Beach, and Prairie Island). Of all the escalated enforcement actions taken during this period, approximately 13 percent
were related to design issues.

Additionally, the increased focus on design bases issues by both the licensees and the NRC resulted in a notable increase in
LERs. Those design bases issues reported in 1997-98 have recently been reviewed by the Office of Nuclear Regulatory
Research (RES). While there were a number of LERs submitted, only a few design bases issues (three in 1997 and two in
1998 affecting multiple units) reported in the LERs met the Accident Sequence Precursor (ASP) Program guidelines for a
significant event (i.e., events with conditional core damage probability 1x10-6). New guidance clarifying what constitutes
design bases information in accordance with 10 CFR 50.2 has been developed. In SECY-00-0093, dated April 21, 2000, the
staff provided for Commission approval a final rule to modify event reporting requirements for power reactors in 10 CFR 50.72
and 10 CFR 50.73. As a result, it is expected that in the future, there will be fewer LERs associated with design bases issues.
but those that remain will be better focused on issues of safety significance.

CONCLUSION:

The design and engineering inspections copducted after licensees responded to the October 9, 1996, 10 CFR 50.54(f) letters
determined that, in general, the inspected systems and components were capable of performing their safety functions.
However, a substantial number of issues related to compliance with design bases were idantified either by licensees or during
the NRC inspections, thus resulting in the characterization of a number of plants as being outside the design bases or in an
unanalyzed condition. Most of these issues were not individually risk significant because the safety systems, although
possibly degraded, were either still capable of performing their intended functions or other diverse systems would have
compensated for the impact of the design errors. As stated earlier, several of the identified design issues were of such
significance that they met the ASP risk significance threshold or required escalated enforcament actions.

Given the lessons learned from the previously discussed inspection activities, which highlighted the importance of design
control, and because performance indicators associated with the ROP do not provide substantive information on design

The significance determination process developed for the ROP will be used o assess the risk significance of any inspection
findings. If the baseline inspection reveals risk-significant design issues, additional inspections will be performed under the
new supplemental inspection program. The ROP will also require the staff to periodicaily review inspection results and
performance indicators and determine if there is a need to revise the frequency and scope of inspections, including the new
design inspection. This process will be a part of the staff's ongoing self-assessment activities.

As described in this paper, the staff has completed the followup activities outlined in SECY-97-160 and plans to take no
further action related to the review of the 10 CFR 50.54(1) responses on adequacy and availability of design bases
information,

Itis likely that the number of inspection findings related to design bases and licensee-reported design issues will be less in
the future than the past several years, a situation that resulted because of a broad interpretation of what constituted "design
bases” information and an increased agency attention in this area. The draft regulatory guide DG-1093, "Guidance and
Examples for Identifying 10 CFR 50.2 Design Bases," provides a clear common understanding of whaf information is
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considered as design bases to assist both licensees and the staff in bringing a more appropriate safety focus to design bases
issues. Also as previously noted, reporting requirements are being revised to eliminate reporting of design deficiencies of
minimal significance. The staff believes that the focus by the NRC and licensees on design bases over the last several years.
coupled with inclusion of design inspection and piant modification inspection as elements in the baseline inspection program,
provide the confidence that licensed facilities will maintain conformance with their design bases. The staff plans to evaluate
the results of the initial implementation of the ROP, the experience with the use of regulatory guide DG-1093 (once finalized).
and the trend in the licensee event reports following implementation of the revised rule requirements. The staff will
incorporate the experience gained into any future revisions to the ROP. At that time the staff will also evaluate whether there
is a need for further interactions with the industry on what constitutes design bases information.

COORDINATION:
The Office of the General Counsel has reviewed this Commission paper and has no legal objections to its content.

The Office of the Chief Financial Officer has reviewed this Commission paper for resource implications and has no objections.

/RA/

William D. Travers
Executive Director for Operations

CONTACT: S. K. Malur, NRR
301-415-2963
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NOTES FROM PUBLIC MEETING AT
CORTLANDT TOWN HALL
ON March 2, 2001

A Sampling of Concerns Raised during the Meeting

Congressman Gilman:

1. Need to closely monitor the maintenance backlog and the ongoing problems noted in
emergency preparedness

Slow and/or limited accomplishment of corrective actions

Two inspectors may not be enough at this site

Is Entergy walking into the maintenance backlog?

GAO report of its results in the EP area due in May 01

General statements of concern over RPS engineer and security guard

R

Congresswoman Kelly:

1 Concerns over individual who resigned (RPS); as-built doesn’'t match design; other
design control issues in CRs; “Design Changes by Default” without documented safety
evaluations; questioned why design changes not being done in accordance with
regulatory processes

2. ConEd could have avoided some probiems if restart had not been rushed

3. Asked OIG to investigate circumstances surrounding RPS engineer resigning

4 Exptain the 1997 commitment about design basis

Assemblywoman Galef:

1. Wants Con Edison to provide a specific corporate response to the issues raised in the
inspection

Wants the information put on the internet

Are Con Edison's staff resources adequate?

Response to design basis concerns.

Wants NRC to establish a list of issues that Con Edison needs to resolve with a
timetable for accomplishment of each issue (Believes NRC should report back in 2
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months)

6. Thanked ConEd for establishing an “800" number for individuals to find out about
radiclogical releases

Linda Puglisi:

1. Wants an opinion on the evacuation plans

2. Is the NRC satisfied with the report on Con Edison (95003)?

Marilyn Elie (CAN):

1. Why are adequate and acceptable enough?

2. Worried about Entergy’s track record (fire skilled employees; numerous fines; postpone

maintenance)
3. Why is Entergy establishing holding companies to limit its liability?

Fred Schmit
1. Concerns about occurrences of cancer among his friends



Kyle Rabin (Environmental Advocates)
1. Recited the concerns raised in the 2.206 petition on EP
2. Con Edison faltered during the 1994 and 1998 exercises

Mark Jacobs (CAN)

1. Will NRC conduct its own sample to assess the number of CRs not properly closed?

2. Need to eliminate backlogs before the license transfer

3. CRs show problems with compliance with FSAR (what if emergency repair is necessary)
4. Will you look at the entire plant?

CAN Member:
1. Concerned about NRC taking a “wait and see” approach

Lisa Rodrigues:
- References a letter sent to Westchester County by the Lakeland School District
regarding emergency evacuation

Judy Shepherd .
Member of Sustainable Development Committee; looking at normal traffic on Rt. 9, 202
etc. Raises emergency plan implementation difficulties.

Highlights by Topical Area from the Meeting:

Workers ability to raise issues

- individuals have said they are not being heard....
- RPS issues by engineer

- chilling effect of security guard

Plant restarted too soon

- there has been an excessive number of issues and problems that prove the plant was
restarted too early

- the “Nuclear Regulatory people” did not do their job --- didn't assure these problems
didn’'t happen

Design related issues

- plant not in compliance with design basis

- concern about RPS system (issues raised by consulting engineer)

- design related commitments not met by ConEd (1997 50.54f commitments not met)
- changes made without safety evaluations

- backlog of issues

- NRC only telling half the story/truth

- why are you or ConEd not doing “vertical slice” reviews on each system in the plant?



Corrective Action Issues
- CRs give indication

Inspection followup
- need for metrics and time table for ConEd addressing of issues
- need continued special monitoring by NRC

need to maintain resident inspectors at current level

Other issues
- offsite EP plan won't work for numerous reasons
Spent Fuel storage issues



