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results of this phase were documented on a "Component Review Sheet" for
each "ES" component.

Each component was evaluated by an engineer according to the following
steps:

1. The component is5 in its non-ES state (position) initially.

2. An ES signal is received and the component changes to its ES
state (position).

3. The ES signal is reset (removed).

4. What action, if any, does the component take when the "ES"
signal is removed.

If the component returns to its pre-ES state with specific, positive
operator action, the component was determined to "fly back." This
determination was noted in the column headed "Flyback Yes/No" on the
Component Review Sheet.

Once this determination was made, an independent review was conducted by
another engineer and all discrepancies were resolved prior to completion
of the review. This independent review further ensured that all
components reflected on the schematic were transferred to *he Component
Review Sheet.

Once this review was completed, an additional cross check was performed
by the Plant Engineering Superintendent to verify that the original and
independent reviews were completed.

PHASE III: A cross check was conducted against a draft Engineering
Drawing, E-2024, which lists "ES" components by actuating relay. As each
component was identified on the Component Review Sheet, the corresponding
component was marked on E-2024.

PHASE IV: The original draft of Work Plan 2409.14 which was prepared in
April of 1980 was compared to the results of the review as an additional
cross check.

PHASE V: As a cross verification of the completeness of the Engineered
Safety Features System Response Time Test, Procedure 2304.127, Rev. 4
(draft) was checked against the results of the 80-06 re-review.

NOTE: A1l discrepancies between components listed in the cross checking
documents used in Phases III, IV and V were resolved prior to final
review.

PHASE VI: The Phase I through V reviews resulted in a listing of all ES
actuated components which were separated into five categories as outlined
in our April 16, 1982, letter. Component by component evaluations were
then performed on those categories for which we could not locate testing




documentation to assess the safety implications appropriate to the
category as outlined in our April 16, 1982, letter. This phase also
involved extensive review by the Plant Safety Committee and the Safety
Review Committee.

The above reviews were completed and summarized in our letter of
April 16, 1982. That letter details the engineering review and
identifies all discrepancies between the re-review and original review.

The original work plan which was drafted in 1980 to do this testing was
revised to incorporate changes made to components since its original

draft and to incorporate all discrepancies identified in our re-review.
This work plan was performed between April 19, 1982 and April 27, 1982.

The results of this testing indicated that, with the exception of two
components, all components tested as expected. The two components
(2RE-8231-1 and 2RE-8271-2) were determined in Phase II to exhibit
flyback characteristics, however, the testing demonstrated that these
components would not flyback. A further review of the schematic for
these components indicated that the components performed correctly and
should not flyback.

Also, as stated in our April 16, 1982 letter, several comPonents were
identified in our re-review where it was determined that "flyback" would
occur and that modification to prevent this was appropriate. These
modifications were completed during our Unit 2 shutdown from April 16,
1982 to April 29, 1982. These components were also tested and found to
respond properly.

AP&L believes that, as a result of the thorough re-review, modifications,
and testing, ANO-2 is in full compliance with the requirements of IE
Bulletin 80-06. In addition, this process has verified that there were
no safety problems associated with this matter.

Since June of 1980, when the letter identified in this Notice of
Deviation was transmitted, AP&L has made substantial changes in its
approach to the review and control of letters and commitments to the NRC.
Most letters to the NRC are now reviewed by the ANO Special Projects
Staff and others at ANO, as appropriate, prior to transmittal. Most
letters to NRC are also reviewed by the Manager, Licensing and his staff.
In addition, letters conta‘ning a commitment for further action at ANO
and replies to inspection reports are reviewed by the Assistant Vice
President, ‘uclear Operations.

AP&L has also been using various tracking systems at ANO and in the
Licensing Section to monitor commitments to the NRC. These systems,
along with a program of Quality Assurance audits of commitment
implementation begun at the last refueling outages of ANO-1 (March 1981)
and ANO-2 (June 1981), have enhanced our ability to track commitments to
NRC.

Even before the matter involving IE Bulletin 80-06 arose, AP&L had made
plans to further improve our handling of NRC requirements. We are now
developing a formal Enerqy Supply Major Program, called the Regulatory



Response Program, which will establish responsibilities within AP&L
related to regulatory requirements and will elaborate on AP&L's
philosophies on handling regulatory requirements. This progarm will be
supported by formal implementing procedures which will use common
approaches at ANO and the Little Rock General Office. The program will
also include Quality Control inspections and Quality Assurance audits at
a regular frequency. Implementation of this program is currently
scheduled to begin by June 30, 1982, with supporting procedure
development and implementation continuing through December 31, 1982.

In addition to the Regulatory Response Program and implementing
procedures, AP&L implemented on April 30, 1982, a new centralized
commitment tracking system for common use at ANO and Little Rock. This
system features a single point of control over commitments and includes
multiple sorting and reporting capabilities for use in controlling
commitments. The system also allows supporting actions and
responsibilities which are necessary to carry out a commitment to be
identified. This system will be reviewed by AP&L Management periodically
and updated, as appropriate.

AP&L believes that the above actions will substantially improve our
ability to fulfill commitments made to the Commission. In order to
provide further assurance that these actions will provide such
improvement, the Safety Review Committee has appointed a special audit
team to conduct an audit of the circumstances involving the IE Bulletin
80-06 matter. This special audit will also assess our programs for
controlling such commitments and will provide recommendations for
additional corrective action if appropriate. This audit is currently
scheduled to be compleied by May 25, 1982, with a report issued in
mid-June. The results of this audit will be reviewed by the Safety
Review Committee and AP&L Management such that responsibilities and
schedules for additional corrective action can be developed if
appropriate.

References: 1) Letter (2CANP48208) William Cavanaugh III to
John T. Collins dated 4/16/82

2) Letter (BCNAPA82@3) John T. Collins to William
Cavanaugh III dated 4/9/82




