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ARKANSAS POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
POST OFFICE BOX 551 LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72203 (501) 371-4000
December 20, 1982

@CAN128209

Mr. John T. Collins

Regional Administrator

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region IV

611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
Arlington, TX 76011

SUBJECT: Arkansas Nuclear One - Units 1 & 2
Docket Nos. 50-313 and 50-368
License Nos. DPR-51 and NPF-6
Systematic Assessment of Licensee
Performance (SALP) Board Renort

Gentlemen:

Your letter dated November 19, 1982, (@CNA1182@7) transmitted to us the
Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) report for Arkansas
Nuclear One for the period July 1, 1981, through June 30, 1982. On
November 30, 1982, we met with you and your staff to discuss this report.
In accordance with the directions of your letter, this constitutes Arkansas
Power & Light Company's (AP&L) formal response to that SALP report.

In AP&L's July 14, 1982, response to the previous SALP report we stated that
we encorsed the SALP concept. We also stated that we felt very strongly
that are objective performance evaluation is of substantial benefit to both
the Ticensee and the NRC and is effective in promoting a positive growth in
safety performance. Furthermore, we said that we felt that such an
evalution enhances a licensee's ability, as well as the NRC's, to more
effectively utilize resources and focus on the areas of most safety
significance.

AP&L still endorses the SALP concept and it is our intent to be responsive
to the SALP conclusions and recomiendations. AP&L has a continuing goal to
operate its nuclear units in the safest means humanly possible and all of
our programs are aimed in that direction. As well, we desire to be one of
the best and most responsive licensees in our working relationships with the
NRC. Objective and substantiated feedback from the NRC in the form of SALP
is an essential ingredient in our endeavors to meet these goals.

We must, however, acknowledge our disappointment with this SALP report. We
have significant problems with the apparent methodology that was used as
well as the format. AP&L does not believe that this report is not entirely
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objective or fair but rather biased by opinions. Many of the ratings are
not substantiated by the facts included in the report, particularly when one
compares this SALP to the previous one. Indeed, many of the facts and
conclusions in the report would indicate a high rating when a comparison is
made to the NRC SALP guidelines.

AP&L has a very strong perception that this is not the original SALP report
which was developed by the Board in the summer of 1982 and was scheduled to
be reviewed with AP&L on September 14, 1982. We feel very strongly that
certain areas of the report have been unfairly and arbitrarily downgraded.
In some areas we can see no basis for the downgrade and in one particular
area it is obvious that a downgrade was made on the basis of an event
outside the evaluation period. We are further disturbed by statements made
in our review meeting which indicated you have downgraded AP&L in Emergency
Preparedness on the basis of the EWS Tone Alert Radio issue, an issue which
has not caused AP&L to be found in violation of any regulation or in
deviation from a commitment.

AP&L also firmly believes that if the SALP program is to be totally
effective it must in all cases recognize the programs the licensee has
uncerway and the progress achieved. Yet, in a number of areas in this
report no mention is made of docketed AP&L responses, which include
descriptions of new programs and status reports of on-going programs.

Although we are dissatisfied with this report, including its methodology and
format, we nevertheless desire to take all the steps necessary to achieve
our goals and prove to you that our nuclear programs is deserving of a much
higher rating. We have put a lot of effort into our programs in the last
few years and we are committed to work with you in meeting our mutual goals.
As stated previously, we intend to fully address all of your conclusions and
recommendations.

We had hoped to have time in our review meeting to present to you reports on
a number of programs, which we have underway and which we think are critical
in meeting our goals. Since we did not have the time, we would like to
visit your offices and make these presentations in the near future. We
believe you will find the information to be very enlightening and helpful in
our future communications.

Attached are our detailed comments in an "item/response” format. These
comments include discussion of the programs in place and their progress
during the reporting period as well as some update on current activites.

For your information, attached is an attendance list for our meeting with

you on November 30, 1982.
ery tr %ors, 27
John R. Marshall

Manager, Licensing
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PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
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A.

Plant Operations

1.

Analysis

This area has been inspected on a continuing basis by the
resident inspectors. The five violations listed below
involved plant operations:

a. The requirements of the emergency diesel generator
operating procedure were violated. (Unit 1, Severity
vV, 8135)

b. Two locked manual valves in the discharge crossconnect
line between the B and C makeup pumps were misaligned.
(Unit 1, Severity V, 8204)

c. The requirements of the procedure for controlling
jumpers and bypasses were violated. (Unit 1, Severity
vV, 8213)

d. The control room ventilation intake duct monitor was
not operable as required by Technical Specifications.
(Unit 2, Severity IV, 8124)

e. A manual service water pump discharge valve was not
locked in position as required by procedure. (Unit 2,
Severity V, 8129)

The three licensee event reports (LER's) listed below could
be attributed to plant operations:

a. The pilot cell voltage on a station battery indicated
less than the Technical Specification required value
for 2 days before corrective action was taken. (Unit
2, 82-013/017-0)

b. The electrolyte level in station battery cells was
higher than the allowable value. (Unit 2,
82-016/03L-0)

c. Both containment atmosphere gaseous and particulate
radioactive monitoring systems were out of service at
the same time. (Unit 2, 82-022/03L-0)

Conclusions

The licensee is considered to be in performance Category 3
in this area. With respect to operational safety,
satisfactory performance is being achieved, but weaknesses
are evident. The number of violations involving failure to
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follow procedures is excessive. Operator efficiency is
reduced by an excessive number of nuisance annunciator
alarms and the existence of drawings and procedures which
have not been updated to reflect design changes.

The SALP Board had concerns relative to the licensee's
proposed course of action to repair a leak on the Unit 2
'B' steam generator blowdown line on April 15, 1982. The
licensee proposed to continue operation while effecting
temporary repairs. NRC Region IV favored a more
conservative approach involving a plant shutdown,
nondestructive testing of suspect blowdown piping, and
completion of permanent repairs. After discussions with
the NRC Region IV Regional Administrator, the licensee shut
down Unit 2 for the necessary inspections and repairs.

The licensee has established a five shift rotation in the
operations department. This has enabled the establishment
of a dedicated training shift. In order to reduce the
necessity of overtime work by licensed operators to
accommodate absences due to sickness and vacation, the
licensee intends to increase staffing to permit a six shift
rotation. The SALP Board concurs with this objective.

3, Board Recommendations

The licensee should emphasize the individual operator's
responsibilities in correct performance of duties. The
licensee should continue implementation of the upgraded
license training and requalification training programs.

Additional knowledgeable personnel are needed who can
respond to plant-specific technical licensing issues, and
better communications are needed between the licensee's
corporate office and the plant site personnel when
responding to licensing issues. Similarly, better safety
committee reviews are needed to assure the accuracy and
completeness of plant operations infomration provided in
correspondence to the NRC. Efforts to increase operator
efficiency by reducing the number of nuisance alarms in the
control rooms should continue. Upgrading of drawings
necessary for operations should continue with emphasis on
providing operators with accurate, legible drawings prior
to declaring a system operable following a design change.
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AP&L RESPONSE AND COMMENT

Under the area of Performance Analysis performed by the SALP Board,
findings indicated weaknesses in the following areas within the Plant
Operations Group:
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. failure to properly follow procedures;

. selecting an improper course of action regarding the
S/G blowdown line leak of April 15, 1982;

. excessive number of nuisance alarms reducing operator
efficiency;

. failure to update drawings & procedures to reflect design
changes.

Failure to Folluw Procedures

AP&L recognizes the importance of emphasizing the responsibilities of each
individual in the correct performance of duties. As such, special
management attention has been placeid on assuring staff personnel are
cognizant of their responsibilities relative to attention to detail and
procedural compliance. Presentations have been provided to ANO
departments on this subject as a normal part of general employee
retraining. This increased management attention will continue.

Steam Generator Blowdown Issue

AP&L appreciates the concerns relative to the steam generator blowdown
line leak of April 15, 1982. However, we feel certain clarifications
should be made regarding our actions during and following that event. On
April 15, 1982, AN0-2 containment sump level increases indicated an
undefined source of leakage in containment, other than RCS leakage. An
entry was made into containment, and a secondary system leak was noted
downstream of the first blowdown isolation valve and was diagnosed as
erosion-induced degradation.

Operations personnel noted that with such thru wall piping degradation,
containment integrity might be jeopardized since the steam generator
blowdown lines are not designed to be isolated automatically following
LOCA events. A special Plant Safety Committee (PSC) meeting was called
and the PSC concurred that containment integrity was lost. The steam
generator blowdown line was isolated, restoring containment integrity as
defined by Technical Specification 4.6.1.1.(a). It should be noted that
no "non-conservative" situation existed with this leak isolated.

Because of rapidly degrading steam generator secondary chemistry induced
by lack of blowdown, the advice of the NRC resident was sought on the
subject of providing an operator stationed at the outer blowdown isola.ion
valve, in lieu of automatic isolation, and allowing periodic blowdown with
such a dedicated operator provided to manually reclose the outer isolation
valve if demanded. Had the blowdown isolation not affected S/G secondary
chemistry, no contact would have been made with the NRC relative to use of
a dedicated operator, and repairs would have proceeded within the isolated
portion of the line without shutdown. However, we believed a Technical
Specification change would be required in order for us to operate with the
valve periodically open.
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No further management dialogue occurred between AP&L management and the
NRC Resident Inspector until a call was received from the Region IV
Regional Administrator by AP&l's Senior Vice President. Based on this
dialogue, it became apparent that NRC Region IV considered the plant
outside the Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) for containment
integrity. With the blowdown line isolated, the plant was clearly not
outside the LCO. Thus, it was never understood why Region IV took the
position they did at that time.

In any event, without Technical Specification relief to allow a dedicated
operator to open the blowdown valve for periodic blowdown, AP&L knew that
the unit would have to be shut down because of degrading secondary water
chemistry. As such, AP&L initiated discussions with NRC about the use of
a dedicated operator as we felt the use of such an operator for manual
isolation orf the line would require a Technical Specification change.
Under no circumstances were we intending to operate the unit in a manner
less conservative than allowed by the Technical Specifications.

From statements made in the November 30, 1982, meeting with you, it seems
that because we asked for an interpretation of the existing Technical
Specification and inquired about the possibility of changing the existing
Specification, NRC took the position we were operating non-conservatively
and has incorporated such in this SALP report. Negatively impacting a
licensee's SALP ratings for such communications has a tendency to stifle
the free flow of dialogue on what may appear to be controversial or poorly
defined subjects. This does not appear to be beneficial to either the
utilities or the NRC.

Annunciators

On the subject of control room annunciators, AP&L recognized there existed
a problem with the annunciators at ANO. The basic problem was also
addressed by the NRC and INPO inspectors and generally recognized as:

1. Annunciator maintenance received low priority.
2.  Annunciators contain alarms with nuisance circuitry.

3. Little human factor considerations were given during the
engineering of design changes that affect the annunciators.

A systematic program was started in the latter part of 1981 to deal with
the problems listed above. An annunciator philosophy was established to
prevent new nuisance alarms from being added to the annunciators and to
give guidance to the annunciator upgrade project group. The annunciator
program goals are as follows:

1. No annunciator window should be 1it during normal 100% power
operation;

- Only abnermal conditions are alarmed; the annunciators
shall not contain nuisance alarms; and,
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The annunciators are not to be used for normal status
indication of a manual or automatic operation occurring except
for actuation of safety systems.

Management support for the project is evident by AP&L's commitment to INPO
to reduce the number of normally 1it alarms and to increase the priority
of annunciator maintenance.

The first phase of the project is to delete a total of 73 alarms (both
units combined) that are not needed and combine 230 alarms in instances
where operators have other means available to determine the exact problem.
The Operations Staff compiled a list of these alarms and a licensing
review was conducted to identify any conflicts with NRC and FSAR
commitments. These efforts were completed for ANO-2Z during the past
refueling outage; and will be completed shortly for ANO-1 with the
completion of the current refueling outage.

The second phase of the project consists of modifying nuisance alarm
circuitry and is presently underway. Sixty-four nuisance alarm circuits
have been identified in both control rcoms. Fifteen nuisance alarm
circuits were modified during the ANO-2 refueling outage. Four nuisance
alarm circuits in the ANO-1 Control Room have been corrected. The
remaining nuisance alarms (45) are being addressed by a team which is
generating job orders and design changes to fix the alarms. The
annunciator systems for both units will be monitored during startup after
their respective refueling outages in order to identify persistent
nuisance alarms.

Following and as an adjunct to the above work, AP&L is planning to address
the human factor considerations as the next step in this project. This
effort will include, but not be limited to, prioritizing alarms, changing
window engraving, and moving alarms to more appropriate locations.

Procedures and Drawings

Significant management attention has been applied to the problem of
updating procedures and drawings to reflect design changes. Recent
changes in administrative controls of station modifications relate
completion cf procedure revisions and training required by modifications
to the assessment of system operability. Significant improvement has been
realized regarding our ability to produce accurately updated and legible
drawings. The following is provided in support of this point.

In the previous SALP evaluation, the NRC noted that improvements were
needed in the Drawing Control area. AP&L was also aware of this need at
the time and we outlined our plans to correct the various problem areas in
a letter to NRC dated September 30, 198

Our program involved several phases, which were each required to reach our
ultimate goal of accurate, readable, and timely update of drawings. In
addition, as you are aware, there was a large backlog of Design Change
Packages (DCPs) which were not reflected on the plant drawings.
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The basic phases were:
Phase 1 Establish facilities and resources at ANO;
Phase Il Transfer the original drawings to ANO;

Phase Update the original drawings to agree with the
site drawing;

Phase Revise procedures to ensure a timely revision of
certain drawings following DCP completion; and

Phase Complete closeout of backlog DCPs and establish
controls to speed up the closeout process.

We have provided previous status reports on our progress in our letters
dated September 1, 1981, October 25, 1981, and June 30, 1982. The current
status of each phase is as follows.

Phase 1

Construction of new facilities and procurement of the required
reproduction and drafting equipment began in October 1981,
Construction of the new facilities was completed in January 1982,
The required drafting and reproduction equipment was received onsite
shortly thereafter.

Additions to the staff were identified as a part of this phase. Four
additional clerks were added to the existing staff to produce a total
of seven clerks, and eight draftsmen were added to the existing staff
of two. Significant difficulties were encountered in locating
qualified draftsmen and full staffing was not accomplished until
November 1982.

The cost of the building renovation and the reproduction equipment
was in excess of $400,000.

Phase 11

The transfer of the original drawings (mylars) from the Little Rock
office to the site begar in January 1982 and was essentially
completed in May 1982, Approximately 38,000 drawings were
transferred to ANO. Each drawing was checked for quality, and its
status relative to the ANO as-built conditions upon receipt.

Those drawings which were of poor quality or were not up to date
compared to the ANO as-built conditions were earmarked for Phase III.

Phase 111

The mylars which did not agree with the ANO as-built drawings or
which were of poor quality were forwarded to drafting for updating or
redrawing. To date we have updated approximately 2500 drawings
(approximately 1/3 of those drawings forwarded from Phase IT). In
addition, 48 drawings were of such poor quality that they had to be
completely redrawn. 6
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Primary emphasis was placed on the Piping & Instrument Diagrams
(P&IDs), with secondary emphasis being placed on electrical drawings,
the remaining mechanical drawings, and civil, architectural,
isometrics, and vendor drawings. Priorities were established based
on the need to update the drawings most frequently used by plant
operators.

Attached are examples (drawings M-204 and M-2230) of the quality of
P&ID drawings issued in 1981 and the quality of drawings now in use.
We believe the difference to be dramatic.

Phase IV

Procedure revisions are presently being drafted to require that P&IDs
be updated to reflect as-built status prior to releasing the unit for
startup from an outage. Additionally, procedural controls are being
established to require specific time constraints to be met in closing
out Job Orders which implement DCPs to ensure timely issuance of the
remaining drawings.

Phase V

In October, 1980, AP&L contracted outside engineering support in
order to closeout the Jlarge backlog of DCPs and to assist with the
closeout of DCPs which were planned in subsequent outages.
Initially, over 250 DCPs were identified which had been completed but
not closed out. To date, we have closed out 550 DCPs. This figure
includes many which were installed in subsequent outages. There are
still 103 which have been reported complete but which have not been
closed out. Of these, 62 are from the Unit 2 refueling outage just
completed in November.

As it is evident that dedicated resources will be required to close
out DCPs to avoid a large DCP backlog in the future, permanent
staffing has been authorized for 1983 to replace the contracted
engineers.

To date, we have expended approximately $888,000 in this closeout
effort.

We feel that significant progress has been made in the area of drawing
control at ANO in the past few years. We have established onsite drawing
control, improved drawing readability tremendously and reduced the
turnaround time regarding as-built drawings. We have not, however,
reached the goal we set for ourselves and will continue to improve the
program as outlined above. We have expended many thousands of manhours
and substantial dollars on this program, a program we expect will be a
model for the industry.
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Radiological Controls

1 &

Analysis

Three inspections were performed in this area during this
evaluation period by the NRC Region IV Facilities Radiation
Protection Section, and the resident inspectors conducted
routine inspections in this area. The following paragraphs
describe the six violations identified during these
inspections:

a. Two 55-gallon drums containing contaminated filters
and stored in the auxiliary building drumming station
were not properly labeled. (Both units, Severity V,
8129/8128)

An administrative procedure was violated when seven
safety related health physics procedures were
implemented without deleting the superseded
procedures. (Both units, Severity V, 8130/8129)

Five radiation areas were not posted as required.
(Both units, Severity V, 8201/8201)

Certification records were not available for
radioactive waste shipping containers used for several
shipments. (Both units, Severity IV, 8214/8211)

e. The licensee failed to adequately measure and evaluate
the radiation hazard associated with beta radiation
prior to maintenance personnel entering the lower
primary manway area of a steam generator. (Unit 1,
Severity IV, 8213)

f. An ALARA committee review was not performed as
required. (Unit 1, Severity IV, 8213)

Conclusions

The licensee is considered to be in performance Category 2
in this area. The total man-rem exposure during calendar
year 1981 at the ANO units was about 851 man-rem, which was
below the national average. The Radiation Protection
Program has been maintained at about the same level of
effort and effectiveness during this assessment period as
compared to the previous period. NRC Region IV is
concerned that appropriate corrective action had not been
completed in a timely manner for identified open items.
Eleven open items were identified during the assessment
period. Of the 11 open items, corrective action had been
completed for only 5 items. The licensee had devoted
considerable effort to the revision and upgrading of
existing health physics procedures.
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The licensee's performance in the areas of radioactive
waste management, effluent control, and confirmatory
measurements has been satisfactory. No significant
problems have been identified during the appraisal period
in these areas.

NRC Region IV is concerned that ANO management has not
given the necessary attention to the radioactive waste
transportation program. Adequate procedures, staffing, and
training have not been established for this area.

3. Board Recommendations

The licensee's radioactive waste transportation program
should be reviewed to determine if this area has received
adequate management attention for improvement. The status
of identified open items should be reviewed to ensure that
these are completed in a timely manner.
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AP&L RESPONSE AND COMMENTS

AP&L believes significant progress has been made in many radiation
protection areas beyond the few mentioned in the SALP report. The more
significant of these accomplishments/improvements are listed below:

L]

Upgrade of the Health Physics Organization and addition of
personnel;

Health Physics personnel are now available on all shifts;
Establishment of a Corporate Health Physicist position;

New inhouse Health Physics training/qualification program
implemented;

Revision and upgrade of Radiation Protection Procedures;

Completion of the renovation and upgrade of ANO health
physics/chemistry working areas;

Development and implementacion of an ALARA program;

Management adoption of a voluntary 5 rem per year radiation
exposure limit for workers;

Adoption of a collective annual exposure goal;

Completion of hardware modifications and improvements on the
ANO-1 waste gas system;



AP&L RESPONSE TO SALP REPORT DECEMBER 20, 1982

. Decontamination of the ANO 1 & 2 auxiliary buildings resulting
in a significant reduction in personnel exposures;

+ Completion of a thorough and comprehensive waste management
audit;

- New radwaste handling and decontamination organization approved
and in the process of implementation; and

. Participation in the development of the Central Interstate
Radwaste Compact.

Although no one of these many accomplishments can be identified as most
important, we believe that the implementation of a comprehensive ALARA
Program (in early 1982) has resulted in a significantly increased
awareness of radiation ex-osure control and reduction by a'l individuals
at ANO. Personal involvement and participation in the ALARA Program by
individual workers and all Jlevels of management has resulted in a
practical and effective program of exposure control.

Attendant accomplishments of restructuring the Health Physics Group; the
development of an in-house Health Physics training and qualification
proaram; the up-grading of radiation protection procedures; system and
equipment modifications; and the reduction in the number of
radiation/contaminated work areas, further serve to reduce exposure and
accomplish the ALARA commitment.

AP&L realizes the critical need to properly and effectiveiy manage and
dispose of low-level radioactive waste. Among the advantages to be gained
by such management are reduced radiation exposures and improved economic
benefit. Because of the declining availability of disposal space, along
with the rising costs of transportation and disposal, AP&L has reduced and
must continue to reduce the radioactive waste volume generated at ANO, and
to more effectively and efficiently manage the waste that is created.
Operational practices, such as restriction of the amount of material that
may be taken into radiological areas and waste segregation have already
successfully demonstrated that volume can be reduced.

Addressing these issues, a Radwaste Handling and Decontamination Section
has recently been approved for implementation in January 1983. The
Radwaste organization will have personnel committed to the consistent
control and management of radioactive waste. An accompanying Radwaste
Handler's Training Program will also be ready for implementation in the
January 1983 timeframe.

AP&L is committed to ALARA and the safe management of radioactive waste.
We feel that significant progress beyond that mentioned in the SALP report
has been made and deserves recognition.

Although satisfied that significant progress has been made, AP&L will
nevertheless continue to strive to further improve the ANO Radiation
Protection Program.

10
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We acknowledge your concerns (stated at the SALP meeting) regarding the
"open items" in the radiation protection area. As this SALP response is
being developed, efforts are underway to resolve these items.
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c. Maintenance

3.

Analysis

Five inspections were performed in this area during this
evaluation period by NRC Region IV perscnnel and the
resident inspectors conducted monthly inspections of
maintenance. The following paragraphs describe the seven
violations identified in this area:

A seismic support on a starting air line to an
emergency diesel generator was not welded or bolted as
required. (Unit 1, Severity IV, 8128)

The licensee did not maintain one of the station
battery racks in the design configuration. (Unit 1,
Sevrity IV, 8130)

A required pipe strap was missing from a seismic
support on the starting air system of an emergency
diesel generator. (Unit 1, Severity IV, 8204)

Two of the three high pressure injection pumps were
inoperable due to tagging out one pump for an oil
change but changing the oil in another pump. This
item was identified by the licensee and reported in
LER 313/82-003/03L-0. (Unit 1, Severity IV, 8205)

A seismic support on the service water return line
from a low pressure safety injection pump seal cooler
was not installed as required. (Unit 2, Severity IV,
8128)

The licensee failed to properly install the seismic
support discussed above, in that the pipe clamp bolts
were all loose. (Unit 2, Severity IV, 8129)

The channel C linear power level-high was not tripped
as required, although the channel C excore nuclear
instrument had been inoperable for more than 48 hours.
(Unit 2, Severity IV, 8205)

The following three LER's were attributed to the
maintenance area:

Repair of the emergency feedwater pump turbine steam
supply check valves (2MS-39A and B) was inadequate.
The locking pin on the disc stud retainer nut was not
tack welded as required, and the pin subsequently
failed after valve reassembly. (Unit 2, 81-034/03L-0)

12
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The steam driven emergency feedwater pump tripped

three times auring a 3-day period due to a series of
adminstrative and maintenance errors. (Unit 2,
81-038/03L-0)

Both of the differential pressure indications for a
reactor coolant pump failed due to moisture from a
valve leak near the transmitters entering an open
conduit box. (Unit 2, 82-010/03L-0)

2. Conclusions

The Ticensee is considered to be in performance Category 3
in this area. Weaknesses include insufficient on-the-job
supervision by first line maintenance supervisors and a
shortage of experienced maintenance technicians. Several
instances of improper return to service of systems and
components following maintenance or design changes have
occurred. The licensee has taken steps to improve
performance in this area by establishing nine maintenance
coordinator positions. These maintenance coordinators
relieve the first line supervisors of some of their
administrative workload, enabling them to perform more job
supervision. The planning and scheduling department has
been placed under the maintenance manager and procedures
have been revised to better support the maintenance
supervisors and to better contro! the workload of the
various shops. The on-the-job and classroom training
programs for maintenance personnel have been upgraded
during this evaluation period.

3. Board Recommendations

The licensee should continue the efforts mentioned above to
permit more job supervision by first line maintenance
supervisors. In addition, the licensee should increase the
number of quality control department inspections of
maintenance and design change activities, emphasizing
proper job completion and system restoration. The licensee
should consider expansion of the preventive maintenance
program in the area of remotely operated valves. A review
of LER's indicates numerous valve failures. The failure
rate of remotely operated valves could probably be reduced
by generating a stronger preventive maintenance program.
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AP&L RESPONSE AND COMMENTS

The SALP Report identified the following weaknesses in the Maintenance

area:

Programs

Insufficient on-the-job supervision by first line Maintenance
Supervisors;

Shortage of experienced Maintenance Technicians; and,

Ineffective Preventative Maintenance Program for motor operated
valves.

and practices as described below have been developed and

implemented to address these weaknesses.

1.

Insufficient on-the-job supervision by first line Maintenance
Supervisors.

The first line Maintenance Supervisors' administrative workload
limits them in providing the degree of on-the-job supervision
that we desire. However, AP&L has developed and implemented
several programs and practices to reduce the administrative
workload of the first line Maintenance Supervisors. These
include the following.

a. A Spare Parts Inventory Management System (SPIMS) computer
terminal has been installed in Planning and Scheduling.
This enables the Planning and Scheduling Coordinator to
more accurately determine the availability of spare parts
prior to sending a job order to the shop to be worked, thus
reducing the first 1line Maintenance Supervisors'
involvement in researching, requisitioning, and checking on
the status of spare parts. When possible, technicians and
mechanics are being used to research, requisition, and
check on the status of outage spare parts instead of first
line Maintenance Supervisors.

b. A Health Physics Technician is assigned to Planning and
Scheduling during refueling outages to prepare Radiation
Work Permits (RWPs) and coordinate Health Physics support
for work in containment. This helps reduce the time
demands on the first line Maintenance Supervisors.

€. We have added the following positions to reduce the
administrative workload and span of control of the first
line Maintenance Supervisors:
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Two aiditional Maintenance Coordinators (an increase
from 7 to 9);

One additional Mechanical Maintenance Supervisor (an
increase from 3 to 4 and a reduction in the ratio of
mechanics to supervisor from 13-1 to 10-1);

One Maintenance Clerk; and,

Thirty-six shift maintenance employees (30
technicians/mechanics, 5 supervisors and 1
superintendent).

A fulltime clerk has also been added to support the
Maintenance Facilily Library.

Shortage of experienced Maintenance Technicians.

The past turnover rate of Maintenance Technicians has
contributed significantly to the shortage of experienced
Maintenance Technicians. AP&L has implemented the "Grow Your
Own" concept whereby local people are hired and trained. A
nuclear pay differential has been implemented for experienced
maintenance technicians to help reduce their turnover rate.

To reduce the impact of inexperienced maintenance technicians on
the Maintenance Program, more emphasis has been placed on hands
on type training.

3. Ineffective Preventative Maintenance (PM) Program for Motor
Operated Valves.

We presently have a program underway to conduct PM on
approximately 1/3 of the safety-related motor operated valve
operators on ANO-1 each refueling outage.

We are developing a program to conduct PM on approximately 25%
of the safety-related valve operators on ANO-2 each refueling
outage. We performed a complete PM on 12 safety-related valve
operators during the recent ANO-2 refueling outage. We also
performed a partial PM on 6 other safety-related valve
operators. This activity ranged from installation and checkout
to lubrication of valve stem and cleaning of operator.

AP&L has a strong overall management commitment to preventative
maintenance in general, and we are aggressively involved in expanding our
Preventative Maintenance Program to other appropriate areas.
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D. Surveillance

Analysis

Three inspections were performed in this area by NRC
Region IV personnel, and the resident inspectors conducted
monthly inspections of surveillance activities. The
following paragraphs describe the four violations and one
deviation identified in this area:

a.

Four

The licensee failed to perform surveillance tests
within the specified time interval. (Unit 1,
Severity IV, 8134)

The licensee failed to perform the required
surveillance on sealed radioactive sources. (Both
units, Severity V, 8201/8201)

The licensee failed to complete a review of
surveillance procedures and scheduling practices as
committed. (Unit 1, Deviation, 8202)

The licensee failed to perform surveillance on a hose
reel station in a vital area. (Unit 1, Severity IV,
8215)

The licensee violated an administrative procedure
requiring the <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>