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June 14, 1991

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Document Control Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555

PLANT KATCH - UNITS 1,2
NRC DCCKETS 50-321, 50-366
OPERATING LICENSES DPR-57, NPF-5
RESPONSE ~

10 _SALP REPORT 91-07

Gentlemen:

As requested in your letter of May 9, 1991, which transmitted the
Initial SALP Report for Plant Hatch, Gecrgia Power Company (GPC) is
providing the attached comments for your consideration in preparation of
your Final SALP Report. These comments reiteriie the issues raised and
discussed during our May 16, 1991, meeting.

Should you have any questions pertaining to these comments, please
contact this nffice at any time.

Sincerely,
4 &
é;/d. T. Beckham, Jr
SJB/cr
Enciosure: GKEC Response to Inspection Report 91-07 (SALP)

cc: (See next page.)
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ENCLOSURE

PLANT HATCH - UNITS 1, 2
NRC DOCKETS 50-321, 50-366
OPERATING LICENSES DPR-57, NPF-5

GPC_RESPONSE T0 INSPECTION REPORT 91-07 (SALP)

The following comments on the Initial SALP Report for the period October
1, 1989 through March 2, 1991, are based on GPC’'s review of the report as
well as discussions which occurred during the May 16, 1991, SALP
presentation meeting held at Plant Hatch. These comments are formatted
for ease of comparison with the SALP report.

INTRODUCTION

We believe it is significant that there is only one individual common to
both the current SALP board and the previous SALP board. Without more
continuity from one period to the next, it is difficult to determine
whether changes in performance are real or are simply the result of
different perspectives from new reviewers,

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Page 2, first paragraph: “Control and monitoring of the operability of
equipment during Technical Specification (TS) surveillance testing was a
noted weakness". This statement infers that the operating staff was
unaware of TS requirements for equipment operability which is not true. It
is our understanding that this comment actually refers only to the issue
of allowable out of service times for certain 7S instrumentation and
whether Action Statements should be entered when performing required
testing. This practice is not inconsistent with othkers in industry. The
NRC staff was aware of this practice and the previous NRC Senior Resident
Inspector and Region Il personnel hal not noted a problem. GPC worked
with the NRC staff to resolve the issue and is awaiting NRC-NRR staff
action on a Technical Specification change which was submitted in
February, 1991.

Page 2, third paragraph: “...several significant weaknesses were
jdentified with procedures which failed to meet TS requirements...".
During this SALP period, GPC continued its aggressive program to identify,
resolve and report problems with procedures and surveillances. In doing
so, some minor technical and procedural inadequacies were found and
corrected. In addition, areas where personnel failed to rollow procedures
were found by GPC and corrected. It 1is important to note that the
majority of thess - <as were self-identified.
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ENCLOSURE (Continued)

GPC RESPONSE T INSPECTION REPORi 91-07 (SALP)

Page 7, second paragraph: “...inadequacies still exist in the basis for
establishing setpoints used in some of the EOPs". This statement appears
with no supporting information. To our knowledge, the only EOP setpoint
at issue with the NRC is the EOP entry condition for primary containment
hydrogen concentration. We maintain that the Plant Hatch specific value
(2.5%) is fully consistent with the BWROG Emergency Procedure Guidelines
and 1is adequate for its intended purpose. The use of 2.5% was reviewed
and approved through the normal approval process which is consistent with
the methodology allowed for EOP development and implementation.
Furthermore, formal calculations exist which support the setpoint.

RADIGLOGICAL CONTROLS

We have no specific comments on this section of the report.

MAINTENANCE/SURVEILLANCE

Pa?e 11, second paragraph: "A decrease in the level of performance,
primarily attributable to a lack of attention to detail, occurred in the
last several months of the assessment period." The examples which are
cited in <upport of this conclusion are valid and are of concern to GPC
managemen.. Particularly, the events which occurred as the result of
breakdowns: in the independent verification program are feit to be most
significart. We believe that the extensive corrective actions taken as a
result of these events will <ignificantly strengchen the program.

Page 12, third paragraph: "An insufficient emphasis was placed on
completing required testing without reliance on the TS permitted grace
period." The use of the surveillance interval grace period is not in
conflict with regulatory requirements. In fact, the NRC has recently
relaxed the grace period even further by deleting the "3.25 times the
surveillance interval" provision previously found in Technical
Specification 4.0.2. While the practice of scheduling last day
surveillance has been discontinued in an effort to show responsiveness to
the NRC, we wish to state that the way 1in which testing was being
scheduled at Plant Hatch actually resulted in more frequent testing than
strictly required by the Technical Specifications and was in compliance
with the Technical Specifications. Plant Hatch had been scheduling on a
"Jast day" basis but the due dates were not readjusted upon completion of
each test. Thus, testing was done well within the time frames allowed by
the Technical Specifications.
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ENCLOSURE (Continued)

GPC _RESPONSE TO INSPECTION REPORYT 91-07 (SALP)

Page 12, fourth paragraph: “ Numerous probiems were identified with
surveillance procedures during the assessment." During the assessment
period, several LERs were submitted as a result of "missed surveillances".
These reports include both everts in which the surveillance clock expired
prior to completion of the required test and events in which the
surveillance procedure was found to be less than fully adequate. The
majority of the evenis resulted from GPCs efforts to identify and correct
problems with surveillance procedures.

During the SALP period, GPC completed the Procedure Upgrade Program (PUP)
which identified and corrected numerous problems with plant procedures in
general. However, although the PUP resulted in significant iuprovements,
it did not identify every procedure problem. As a result, plant personnel
have been performing a Commitmeni Tracking System verification effort
since early 1990, In this effort, each Technical Specificatiun
requireient 1is being verified to be fully incorporated both technically
and administratively, into plant procedures. This program has identified
some instances where Technical Specification requirements were not totally
incorporated into procedures. GPC will continue our aggressive program to
identify procedural deficiencies associated with Technical Specifications.
We would like to point out that this program has been identified as a
strength during this and other NRC inspections.

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

We have no specific commepg; on this area.

SECURITY A9 SAFEGUARDS

Page 15, third paragraph: "...there continued to be failures on the part
of the security shift supervisors to recognize defi~iencies in the
security program.* The example cited had to do with temporary lighting
which resulted from actions tcken in preparation for the arrival of
Hurricane Hugo in the Fall of 1989. To prevent unwanted damages during
high winds, the temporary lighting was removed from scme areas around the
plant and the resulting reduction in illumination Tlevels was not
immediately recognized by the security staff. To our knowledge, this is
the only example of inadequate compensatory action by security
supervision.
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ENCLOSURE (Continued)

GPC RESPONSE TO INSPECTION REPORT 91-07 (SALP)

The changes submitted regarding access authorization were initially felt
to be in conformance with 50.54(p). We believed at that time that the NRC
endorsement of the NUMARC guideline was imminent and that the NRC agreed
that changes in conformance with those guidelines did not represent a
reduction i~ *he level of protection provided by the Plan. When we became
aware that the NRC might not agree with all of the conclusions in the
NUMARC document, the proposed changes were withdrawn,

ENGINEERING/TECHNICAL SUPPORT

The examples of Technical Support deficiencies identified 1in this SALP
report are, in general, self-identified. Again, it seems that the NRC
should acknowledge the efforts to identify and resolve these issues rather
than dwelling on the identification and resolution of these types of
items. The comments with regard to the air compressor upgrade effort are
substantially valid; however, the referenc:a event occurred prior to the
new system being formally turned over to Operations. We agree that the
project was not fully execuied as well as expected.

This SALP did not mention scveral voluntary projects undertaken by GPC to
enhance plant performance. The following is a listing of some of these
initiatives which the NRC failed to consider in its asscssment:

. Security Computer Replacement

. Configuration Management Program
Process Computer Replacement

. Hydrogen Water Chemistry Project

. Zinc Injection System

Rod Worth Minimizer Replacement

. TIP Replacement

Reactor Vessel Level Indication Above 60 Inches
. Replacement of Batteries and Chargers
Plant HVAC System Improvements
Feedwater Control System Improvements
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