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May 8, 1994

STATEMENT OF THE SENiOR VICE PRESIDENT AND CHIEF NUCLEAR OFFICER

As Senior Vice President and Chief Nuclear Officer of Commonwealth Edison
Company, | want to underscore my commitment to support the LaSalle Station
Generating Team's initiatives set forth in the Business Unit Plan (BUP) Overview.
Over the next three years, plant performance and reliability wiil be improved to a level
equal to or better than the industry average. In the longer term, | expect we will
achieve a performance level equal to the best industry nerformers. Although the
continued safe operation of the plant is not in question, significant areas for
improvement have been identifiea by ourselves and others. Whether viewed through
the eyes of our customers, our employees, our stockholders, or our regulators, the
continued safe operation of LaSalle is our most important concern.

In the past, we have developed improvement plans but did not completely impiement
them. Hence, certain identified issues persisted. Qur efforts are not focused on
executing our plans and sustaining measurable and substantive results. To
accomplish this objective, we are establishing an aggressive corrective action culture
founded upon intrusive management techniques, timely and formal problem
identification, root cause analysis, as well a3 close management oversight of
personnel performance and equipment performance and trends.

The purpose of the BUP is to focus the collective intelligence and work ethic of the
LaSalle Nuclear Generating Team on upgrading LaSalle Station, first, to a level of
good performance and, eventually, to "World Class" performer status. Several actions
have been undertaken to develop our BUP and fulfill its purpose. In October 1993,
the Business Development Team (BDT), a self-assessment group, reviewed Station
performance to identify problem areas. The BDT Report focused our attention on
areas in need of improvement. In January 1994, LaSalle Station focused a broad
group of Station employees and management to develop detailed action plans that
address the BDT and other self-assessment 7.adings, for the BUP. The BUP will
serve as the cornerstone of our improvement efforts.



It is important to note; that we have not waited for the development of the BUP to take
actior s addressing performance issues. Maintenance and Refuel Outages were
condiicted at both LaSalle Station units to begin upgrades to their materiel condition.

We ai2 embarking on a proactive effort to assess the overall materiel condition and
readiness of the systems and equipment important to safe and reliable operation of
the units, identify important problems and correct problems in a timely manner.
Examples of cther immediate improvement efforts that are independent from the BUP
include the strengthening of management, and the efforts taken to improve problem
identification and commitment tracking.

The last two years have witnessed major structural and cultural changes in our nuclear
operations. Structurally, we have established the position of Site Vice Presider ! and
accorded that individual total responsibility and accountability for the Station's success.
The Site Vice President position provides leadership and will be used to establish an
uncor promisingly high standard of performance. Leadership also has been
strengthened at LaSalle Station by appointing experienced senior management
personnel with proven performance records at other companies. During the past year,
we have deployed many of the Corporate support services directly to the sites. The
biggest move has ~ome in transferring Engineering Services to the sites to provide
prompt and interactive support. These actions already have set our course for
betterment.

| wish to state unequivocally that |, together with our Chairman and Board of Directors,
are committed to providing t.e resources, both personnel and fiscal, to achieve and
maintain a high level of performance at LaSalle Station. Our commitment to sustained
improvement at LaSalle Station will be driven by our desire to attain our goals for
improved performance and eventual excelience. We will take those actions necessary
to address outstanding issues, not just their symptoms. These actions will assure that,
guided by the strong sense of responsibility felt by the LaSalle Station and Corporate
Management Team, the job gets done.

Michael J. Wallace
Senior Vice President



May 9, 1994

STATEMENT FROM THE SITE VICE PRESIDENT

The attached Business Unit Plan (BUP) Overview describes the improvement actions
to be taken at LaSalle Station over the next three years in accordance with the muiti-
year LaSalle BUP. This overview describes the activities through which we will achieve
measured, improved performance in operations at LaSalle Station. The anticipated
performance iniprovements will take LaSalle to a position of steady performance
comparable to at least the average of operating plants with this three year program.
Over the longer term, we will move towards excellence in all that we do, making us a
leader in nuclear power or arations.

It is important we all understand that there has been clear evidence of declining
performance in the LaSalle units. Although | believe the continued safe operation of
the plant is not in question, there has been degradation in the materiel condition of
those systems and equipment important to the safe and reliable operation of these
units. Further, we have had repeated instances of our personnel not complying with
the policies and procedures, including in the radiation protection area, that are essential
to the proper conduct of work and caie plant operations. These issues did not develop
overnight. They are not caused by any one organization or individual -- we are all
responsible. Likewise, we cannot expect to solve these problems overnight. However,
we can solve them in a timely mannzr if we work effectively together in identifying and
resolving the important underlying causes.

A common thread to the problems we are experiencing has been ineffective
management and leadership, which is my responsibility to correct. | have taken
important and substantive first steps in providing effective and demanding leadership at
LaSalle. Drawing on a mixture of talent and experience from within Commonweaith
Edison and from other nuclear facilities, | have selected a new senior management
team. This includes Mr. Don Ray, our Station Manager, who joined us in January of
this year and is setting high standards of performance for all Station personnel. Senior
managers need and will demand the full cooperation and support of all the personnel
on this Site, and many from Corporate, to lead LaSalle Station to steady, measured
improvement.



The Business Development Team efforts, in which many of you participated and
provided your knowledge and experience, has provided an extensive list of issues and
corrective actions which pro side an important underpinning for our improvement
program. The observed problems, identified causes, and ongoing corrective actions
will be continually challenged as we implement our BUP to ensure that substantive
issues and causes are successfully resolved.

| expect each of you to read and understand the attached Business Unit Plan
Overview, not only in your areas of responsibility and interest, but in all areas. Further,
in the areas of your specific responsibilities, | expect you to be fully cognizant of the
detailed actions plans. Jim Gieseker and his team are dedicated to the successful
deployment and execution of the BUP. They will assist line management personnel,
who are responsible for the implementation of the plan, in keeping the plan up to date,
ensuring that actions are carried out as scheduled, ensuring that completed actions
meet the original intent as defined by the BDT Action Teams, and measuring the
effectiveness of the completed actions.

| am depending on each of you, and fully expect your cooperation in achieving the
success of this improvement program. Do not be hesitant to suggest further
improvements or course corrections, or to identify your need for additional technical or
management resources to ensure successful implementation of the BUP. We all want
Commonwealth Edison, and particularly LaSalle Station, to be viewed as being
successful in completing this improvement program, and as being leaders in the
nuclear power industry. Together, we will satisfy that desire.

Warren Murphy
Site Vice President, LaSalle County Station
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The Overview describes the improvement actions to be taken at LaSalle Station over
the next three years in accordance with the multi-year LaSalle Business Unit Plan
(BUP). Although the continued safe operation of the plant is not in question, LaSalle
Station management and personnel have idztified significant areas for improvement.
As summarized below, there has been degradation in the materiel condition of
important plant systems and equipment. Further, personnel have not constantly
complied with policies and procedures, including in the radiation protection area, that
are essential to proper work practices.

Management and leadership issues are the common thread in the Station's declining
performance trends. Important and substantive steps already have been taken to
provide effective and demanding leadership at the Station. Drawing in a mixture of
talent and experience from the CECo and from other nuclear utilities, a new
management team has been assigned at the Station. As discussed below, senior
management will demand the full cooperation and support of all Station personnel to
lead LaSalle to steady, measured improvements in accordance with the BUP.

The LaSall ness Unit Plan

Station management has developed an improvement plan -- the LaSalle BUP -- to
improve performance over the course of the next three years. The BUP is comprised
of discrete, auditable action plans that serve as the working-level documents through
which Station personnel will schedule, develop and be held accountable for necessary
improvement actions. This Overview outlines the key issues addressed by the BUP
and summarizes the activities that will be taken to resolve LaSalle's performance
issues and reverse the Station's declining performance trend. Although other issues
are addressed in the BUP and its corresponding action plans, the Overview focuses on
those issues which are most significant to addressing LaSalle's declining performance
trends.

Eight major focus areas are key to the improvement at LaSalle Station: (1)
Management and Leadership. (2) Radiation Protection; (3) Materie! Condition; (4)
issues Management, (5) Workiorce Management; (6) Maintenance, (7) Engineering,
and (8) Operations. The issues and objectives addressed in each of the eight major

focus areas are summarized below:



. Management and Leadership (3

Management and leadership issues were key contributors to declining performance at
LaSalle Station. Key leadership positions in the Station organization have experienced
a high level of turnover since 1992, For example, the Station Manager position was
filled by four different individuals over a thirteen month pericd. Further, management
over-emphasized the importance of achieving short-term production goals at the cost of
accepting temporary fixes without a commensurate focus on long-term issue resolution.
Additionally, Station management did not effectively communicate high performance
standards and expectations thereby contributing to issues involving poor work practices
and procedure adherence.

The first step in achieving sustained improvement at the Station has been the
formulation of a new Station management team. Mr. Don Ray, the new Station
Manager, joined LaSalle in January of 1994, bringing a proven record of management
and technical excellence. In addition, most of the Site Vice President's and Station
Manager's direct reports (e.g., Operations Manager, Maintenance Superintendent , and
Site Engineering and Construction Manager) have been replaced with individuals who
have been judged to have the skills and experience necessary to successfully
implement and achieve performance improvements at the Station. These individuais
will demonstrate and reinforce strong leadership behavior across the organization
through mentoring.

Additionally, Station management will clearly define and communicate standards and
expectations, particularly regarding materiel condition, radiation protection practices,
procedure adherence, and long-term issue resolution. Personnel accountability for
meeting these expectations and standards wiil be reinforced through nerformance
planning and review processes. Managers will enhance their monitoring and
assessment of Station performance, in part, through the implementation of a
comprehensive self-assessment process. (See Section 11.1)

. Radiation Protection

LaSalle Station has a high collective radiation exposure level and has experienced a
number of radiation events. These are the result, in pertinent part, of management-
related issues including low performance standards, an acceptance of poor work
practices, and an unfocused effort to reduce source terms. In addition, Radiation
Protection (RP) management historically 'acked credibility among the workforce -- a
situation that impeded its ability to effectivaly and consistently control work. Coupled
with Station personnels’ lack of a fundamental knowledge and awareness of good
radiation work practices, this perception of RP management led to complacency and
lax adherence to RP rules and guidelines.

£-
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To effectively resolve the Station's RP issues, it is necessary to clarify management
expectations for strict adherence to all RP policies, procedures, and instructions. This
goal is being accomplished, in part, through additional radworker training and team
building sessions within the RP Department. In addition, all managers and supervisors
at the Station are now responsible for ensuring that their staff personnel are practicing -
- and held accountable for practicing -- the fundamentals of safe radiological work
performance on a daily basis. To promote such accountability, a full time two-man
monitoring crews have been posted at each Radiological Protection Area (RPA) access
point to verify proper dosimetry, monitor materiel taken into the RPA, and discuss the
requirements of Radiation Work Permits. Further, the number of RPA access points
has been reduced from six to two in order to control the amount of materials and tcols
entering and exiting the RPA. (See Section 11.2)

. Materiel Condition

The materiel condition of Station equipment has declined and placed an additional
burden on Operators, particularly when responding to transients. Materiel condition
issues can be categorized into four areas: (1) programmatic issues; (2) Maintenance
performance; (3) equipment design and reliability, and (4) resource utilization.

A proactive effort patterned after the Vulnerability Assessment performed at Quad
Cities and Dresden is being initiated to identify problems and weaknesses in the overall
materiel condition of systems and equipment important to the safe and reliable
operation of the LaSalle units, and to determine and implement any required corrective
actions. The result of this effort will be to provide a high ievel of assurance of the
readiness of these systems and equipment to function when called upon, and not
potentially distract and confuse the operators during transient events.



Actions are underway to prevent the recurrence, as well as to address existing materiel
condition issues at the Station. The Materiel Condition Program will be enhanced
through: the clarification of Maintenance, Engineering, and Operations' roles, including
greater System Engineer responsibility for the review of system materiel condition,;
impiementation of a special Maintenance crew (Corrective Action Team -- CAT); and
reduction of the Work Request Backlog. Resource utilization will be improved through
the implementation of a centrai Work Control Center and a Station-wide Issues
Management system. Technical support for the resolution of materiel condition issues
will be strengthened through the addition of senior System Engineers selected by a
Corporate Review Board, closer working relationships with the Station's Architect
Engineering organization, and the support of a dedicated Root Cause Analysis (RCA)
group that will mentor Station engineers to improve their RCA capabilities. Station
personnel have begun to make substantial improvements in the materiel condition as
described in Attachment 1. These efforts will continue to be aggressively pursued as
described in the BUP Overview. (See Section 11.3)

. Issues Management

Issues Management broadly encompasses the Station's efforts to more effectively plan
and execute work activities. The subset of issues important to the decline in Station
performance includes problem identification and resolution, self-assessment, and
Auality Verification (QV). Some Station personnel lacked confidence in the
effectiveness of the problem identification and resolution system and, therefore, did not
always use it to report problems. During a recent reorganization, the Corporate group
which performed assessments of Station performance was eliminated. The Station
failed to incorporate an alternative, effective self-assessment function prior to the
elimination of this group. Further, deficiencies identified by the QV organization were
not always aggressively pursued and resolved by Station personnel.

Station personnel are being trained on the Integrated Reporting Program that is being
used for problem identification. Several management commitiees (IRP, the Event
Screening Committee that is chaired by the Station Manager) have been formed to
increase the aggressiveness that is used to address and resolve problems identified by
Station personnel, thereby increasing their confidence in the responsiveness of Station
management A Self-Assessment Director has been appointed to promote self-
assessment capabilities and provide training to Station management and personnel on
methods to monitor and identify corrective actions for adverse performance trends.
Station responsiveness to QV findings will be heightened through Station
management's frequent review of outstanding and overdue QV issues. (See Section |l
4)



. Workforce Management

Managers did not consistently establish and communicate their expectations or
performance standards. Nor did they hold Station personnei accountabie for
unsatisfactory performance. This led to confusion in the workforce about what was
expected by Station management regarding procedura! compliance and procedure
adequacy. Complicating the situation were lengthy procedures, cumbersome
procedure change processes, and poor work practices. Although the spacific type of
issue varies from department to department, .~ey appear in some form throughout the
Station.

Station management currently is reinforcing its expectations regarding procedure
compliance and work practices through "expectation” seminars for all Station
personnel. LaSalle Administrative Procedures will be reviewed to ensure the definition
of clear and consistent policies governing procedure adherence. A mechanism will be
developed to review procedures that have been identified as cumbersome to eliminate
non-essential and confusing information. A single coordinator will be assigned the
responsibility of reviewing the procedure modification process. This review will provide
a basis for developing a process that is more efficient. (See Section I1.5)

. Maintenance

There are inconsistencies in the application of Maintenance work practices such as
foreign material exclusion, control of job sites, and radiologicai werk practices. A
separate process does not exist to prioritize, plan, and schedule actions to address
facility minor Maintenance and housekeeping deficiencies. As a result, such issues are
funneled into the Nuclear Work Request (NWR) program where, due to their low
priority status, they are not immediately addressed and contribute to the backlog of
work requests. Weaknesses also exist in the work control process. For example,
multiple directions specified for work package preparation have led to cumbersome and
complex work packages, on one hand, and work instructions that lack appropriate
detail, on the other.



Maintenance work practices will be improved, in part, through improved pre- and post-
job briefings for mechanics, the establishment of a comprehensive set of performance
indicators, training to develop the Maintenance staff's observation and trouble-shooting
skills, and the use of practical mock-up exercises. The work request backlog will be
screened to transfer minor Maintenance and housekeeping activities to a Corrective
Action Team and thereby eliminate duplicative work requests and properly scale
maintenance activities commensurate with their safety significance. A Work Control
Center (WCC) will be implemented and staffed with Maintenance, Operations, and
Work Planning personnel. The WCC will improve inter-departmental communications
and the coordination and .cheduling of work activities. (See Section 11.6)

. Engineering

Engineering support at the Station warrants improvement in part because the quality of
the Engineering product is an important contributor to the need for improved Station
performance. The Department's role has not been clearly understood at the Station
and. in some cases, between different Engineering groups. The Engineering staff's
resources have been diverted to non-traditional Engineering functions to support day-
to-day operations (e.g., supervising Maintenance activities, procedure writing, and other
administrative activities). System Engineers have been characterized as having
relatively low levels of experience and, as a result, lack credibility with Operations and
Maintenance personnel. A high Engineering work load complicated the effective
prioritization of Engineering activities and aiso resulted in Engineering's focus on short-
term solutions to recurrent equipment problems. Additionally, Engineering did not focus
on the development of technical capability including root cause determination and self-
assessment, which in turn undermined its credibility with the Operations and
Maintenance Staff.

Engineering Administrative Procedures will be reviewed and modified, as necessary, to
clearly define the organization's roles and interfaces with other Station Departments.
System Engineering has completed a job task analysis to ensure that only critical work
activities are retained in their Department charter. Engineering will provide professional
and technical development to increase the knowledge and qualifications of System
Engineers and thereby increase their level of credibility at the Station. This effort will
include formal Senior Reactor Operator (SRO) training, rotational assigninents, and
closer collaboration with experienced Architect Engineering personnel. An integrated
work management system will be used by Engineering personnel to ensure that both
short- and long-term projects receive appropriate attention (See Section 11.7)
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. Operations

Performance has declined in the areas of standards, rules and procedures, human
performance, and training. Specifically, Station Management's failure to consistently
maintain and communicate high standards for Operations was reflected in issues
regarding the acceptance of degraded conditions, frequent workarounds, and slow
response to annunciators. Some radiation work rules were not consistently
emphasized by Operations management creating a perception within Operations that
strict compliance was not required if production was going to be impacted. Lengthy
and complicated procedures have lead to Operator confusion and corresponding non-
compliance. Shift Supervisors have been burdened with numerous administrative
responsibilities that limited the time available to personally direct plant activities.
Operations Management did not always ensure that simulator training satisfied their
expectations in testing crews' abilities to respond to transients outside of Emergency
Operating Procedures (EOPs).

Operations will take the following actions to establish higher standards: the Operations
Manager and the Technical Support Superintendent periodically will identify and review
workarounds: and Temporary System Changes will be reviewed to ensure that their
cumulative effect will not adversely impact the safe and reliable operation of the Units.
Senior Operations Management has communicated the message that strict procedure
adherence is required and will be monitored and documented during Operating
evoiutions. The Operations Manager has conducted crew meetings to ensure
personnel understand the importance and responsibility to comply with radiation rules
and standards. The Operations Manager will establish a multi-year program to improve
the quality of Operating procedures. The STAR (Stop, Think, Act, Review) self-check
program will be continually reinforced by all Operating Supervisors. Operating
Management will develop, with the Training Department, more realistic scenario drills.
A licensed training instructor will be assigried to each crew to spend time on shift
identifying any skils weaknesses or training opportunities. (See Section 11.8)
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Background

Throughout 1992 and continuing into 1993, LaSalle Station experienced a
decline in performancs. Both SALP and INPO ratings declined and the
incidence of escalated enforcement action increased. Among the factors
contributing to these declining trends were turnover in key Station management
positions (including that of the Station Manager), degraced materiel condition of
plant equipment, radiation protection issues, and problem recognition. A
detailed discussion of how these factors evolved and adversely impacted Station
performance is set forth below.

The Business Unit Plan (BUP)
.B.1 Business Development Team Assessment

In the Summer of 1993, the LaSalle Site Vice President concluded trat several
areas of Station performance were not functioning at the high levels of safety,
dependability, and efficiency representative of the best performers in the nuclear
industry. In addition, a review of performance issues at Zion, Dresden, and
Quad Cities Stations, as well as the findings of INPO evaluations and NRC
SALP performance, indicated a pattern of performance deficiencies at LaSalle
Station. In September, the Site Vice President commissioned a comprehensive
self-assessment activity, modeled on the NRC Diagnostic Evaluation process, to
be performed by the LaSalle Business Development Team (LBDT). The Team's
objectives included assessing:

. safety performance in the functional areas of Operations, Maintenance,
and Engineering,

. the effectiveness of the Site and Corporate Quality Verification (QV)
oversight function,

. the quality and effectiveness of administration and control processes,
. the effectiveness of management controls and practices, and
. the apparent contributing causes of identified problems.
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The LBDT assessment, scheduled for an eleven week duration commencing on
October 4, 1993, was structured in three phases: preparation, performance, and
documenitation. Within these phases were periods of personnel selection, team and
investigative training, assessment performance and report writing training. In an effort
to establish Station ownership and involvement, the selection of Team participants was
focused toward obtaining Station personnel from both management and bargaining
unit. In order ‘o benefit from lessons learned at Quad Cities concerning how to
effectively conduct a BDT assessment (.., questioning techniques, feedback
mechanisms, and scope) and in an effort to bring a new perspective to the Station
team, members were brought in from the Corporate, Dresden Station, Quad Cities BDT
members, Braidwood Station, and external consultants.

The LBDT Assessment report was published in late November 1993. The report,
identified performance issues which required corrective actions. The following findings
were identified:

. Failure to provide clear and understandable standards and expectations to
Station personnel.

. Station personnel were not held accountable for meeting standards and
expectations.

. inadequate attention was paid to the Quality Verification organization's findings.

. Processes for identifying, integrating, and prioritizing work were ineffective.

. Low levels of teamwork and understanding that Station improvements were the

responsibility of both management and Bargaining Unit personnel.

. The need for improvement in program implementation, including follow-up on
corrective actions and deployment of a self-assessment process.
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1.B.2 Integration of the BUP and the BDT Corrective Actions

In early January 1994, a team of Station managers, staff, and Bargaining Unit
personnel were assembled in a concentrated effort to review the LBDT
Assessment Report and to identify immediate, near-term, and long-term
corrective actions. The BDT Corrective Action Teams constructed action plans to
address each LBDT Assessment finding.

Concurrently, LaSaile was developing a Station-specific Business Unit Plan
(BUP). The LaSalle BUP was organized into strategies, including objectives and
goals to achieve the strategies, emphasizing the application of the corporate
vision and values and LaSalle Station site-specific strategies. The latter were
used to categorize or group issues add corrective actions. The following BUP
overview topic areas capture the scope of 1ssues set forth in the station’s
categories:

. Management and Leadership
. Radiation Protection

. Material Condition

. Issues *anagement

. Workforce Management

. Maintenance

. Engineering

. Operations

Finalization of the LBDT corrective action plans occurred nearly simultaneously
with the scheduled need to identify actions necessary to support the BUP
strategies. The Site Vice President determined that in order to focus the site and
avoid competition for the same resources among separate pians, the LBDT was
to be integrated into the BUP, thereby providing the Site with one master
document to establish priorities, promuigate policy, and manage resources (See
Figure 1). Integration of the two programs was completed in early February
1984. This involved the evaluation and categorization of each LBDT action item
under one of the BUP strategies.

The BUP action plans include ownership assignments, scheduled commitment
dates, and measurement standards. An integral part of the process involves
confirmation that adequate budgeted resources are available to perform the
specified actions, and that the proposed schedule is realistic and reflects the
appropriate priority.



(Insert Figure 1 Graphic here)
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1.B.3 Management Oversight and Administration of the BUP

Each BUP strategy is managed by a member of Station senior management.
Placing the actions under the nine BUP strategies emphasizes the
responsibilities of all Station line management to effectively implement the
corrective measures. Oversight and follow-up on the achievement of BUP results
will be ensured and facilitated through an oversight structure that includes the
Site Vice President, the BUP Manager, and an independent BUP Oversight
Steering Committee.

The Site Vice President has created a dedicated BUP group, staffed with
seasoned managers and experienced technical experts. The BUP group will
serve as a resource to assist line management implement the BUP objectives.

A BUP Steering Committee comprised of CECo executives and managers, as
well as industry technical experts will provide strategic focus and review for the
BUP implementation. They will also provide guidance on BUP direction and
focus for subsequent years.

An independent team of individuals from outside CECo who have extensive
management and nuclear power technical expertise, will provide oversite and
guidance for further enhancement of detailed business unit plan actions.

T P: ng Ra Planning Tool

The BUP is a multi-year planning tool that will be revised annually. Certain parts
of the BUP, such as the performance indicators and the action plans, will be
revised and updated more frequently. The BUP is an effective tool that will be
used to address declining performance trends and implement necessary
improvement actions at the Station.

Station management regards 1994 as a period of transition to a BUP-directed
work program and has established the following milestones in its improvement
efforts:

. During the summer of 1994, the Corrective Action Teams will reconvene
to assess the implementation of the action plans they developed
approximately six months earlier. Their continued involvement is
expected to contribute to a continued sense of involvement and
ownership among all Site groups.
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. During the 1995 budget preparation and approval process, ientatively
scheduled for completion during the fourth quarter 1994, Station
management will verify adequate dedicated resources for completion of
proposed actions scheduled during 1995

« During the fourth quarter of 1994, updated BUP strategies supported by
finalized, resource-loaded action plans will be published to guide station
priorities and policies through 1995,

. Preliminary plans for 1996 also will be developed during th- budget
review process.

Throughout the 1994 transition period, the existing action plans will be
implemented on schedule, in paralie! with activities associated with the
transition. The BUP will continue a: the single strategic planning vehicle for
LaSalle.

immediate Improvement Initiat:ves

in order to take immediate steps to address LBDT and BUP issues, LaSalle has
undertaken the following actions:

Management additions: LaSalle has filled eleven of the fifteen senior manager
positions with experienced personnel from outside LaSalle Station since January
1893. For instance: In January 1994, Don Ray was assigned as Station
Manager and, May 1994 Jim Abel was assigned as Site Engineering and
Construction Manager. Mr. Ray came from outside of CECo and brings
significant technical and management expertise to the Station. Mr. Abel is a
highly qualified CECo Engineering manager with multiple BWR assignments
dating back to Dresden 1. (See Section il.1, "Management and Leadership")



Integrated BWR Improvement Strategy:

In addition to the BUP, CECo has implemented an integrated BWR Strategy
which defines an improvement strategy for the immediate, mid-term, and long-
term time frames. The immediate strategy focuses upon the current problems
associated with declining performance at the BWRs.

material condition deficiencies;

radiation protection issues,
. problem 'dentification weaknesses; and
. human performance deficiencies.

CECo has established targets to measure the results of the immediate strategy
initiatives and ensure there is an adequate rate of performance improvement
and reversal of adverse trends. These targets consist of a series of objective
measurement standards.

Phase (1 a

The mid-term strategy will ensure that Site management will complete actions
necessary to address the root causes of declining performance. This will be
facilitated by resolving the issues identified in the Business Unit Plan overview.

0 se (3¢t ea

The long-term strategy focuses on the attainment of a high level of performance
consistent with the business plan. LaSalle Station will strive to raise
performance levels to "World Class," be a "Competitive" generation facility, and
function as a "Nuclear Generating Team".

Accompiishments to Date: See Attachment 1, which describes the initial steps
that have been taken to effect immediate and near-term improvement in the
Station's performance. Improvements to date include, but are not limited to,
changes in management assignments, radiation protection, and material
condition.



SECTION Il

MAJOR FOCUS AREAS
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1.A.

SECTION Hl

Major Focus Areas

Management and Leadership

Issues

Management and leadership issues have significantly contributed to declining
performance at LaSalle Station. Increased management emphasis on providing
appropriate levels of involvement and direction are necded from LaSalle's
Leadership team. In the past, direction provided to Station personnel over-
emphasized the importance of achieving short-term production goals at the cost
of accepting temporary fixes without a commensurate focus on long-term issue
resolution. In addition, management did not fully appreciate how this approach
was received and interpreted by the Station personnel (i.e.,) as shown by poor
work practices, a tolerance of low performance standards, and acceptance of
iong-standing probiems).

The direction and focus both communicated and practiced by Station
management resulted in "crisis management" that placed managers in a reactive
mode. The demands placed on management to address immediate concerns
diluted their effectiveness in communicating clear expectations, setting
appropriate standards, modeling appropriate leadership behaviors, and attaining
a high level of accountability in the workforce for achieving effective corrective
actions. Further, inconsistent application of disciplinary policies and an unclear
emphasis on personal accountability has contributed to the observed incomplete
adherence to Station policies, procedural requirements, and radiation protection
guidelines.

In addition to the general leadership issues discussed above, the Station
Manager position was filled by five different individuals over a thirteen month
period. These personnel changes created discontinuity in a key leadership role
in the organization. Declining performance trends were not effectively identified
and reversed during this period of change. This situation highlighted
weaknesses in the Station's succession planning processes, as well as over-
reliance on a single position for decision making and direction.




Specific management and leadership issues are described below:

Management did not sufficiently emphasize the importance of developing
a clear understanding of potential organizational and individual
weaknesses and thereby was unable to ensure the implementation of
timely improvement efforts. Examples of this include the ineffective
development of management talent capable of assuming new roles in the
organization, as weli as poor teamwork and communication between the
Radiation Protection and the Maintenance Departments, which resulted in
misunderstanding of appropriate radworker practicas.

Corporate succession planning resulted in an insufficient pool of qualified
candidates to assume the Station Manager position.

Senior management's over-involvement in day-to-day details and reactive
approach resulted in: (1) a decreased emphasis on long-term direction
and improvement; and (2) a reduction in the leve! of first line supervisors'
ownership and accountability for decision making and probiem solving.

Management's involvement in day-to-day details also distracted its focus
away from effectively monitoring overall Station performance, assessing
results, and identifying needed improvements prior to overall plant
performance declines.

Management projected a perception to Station personnel that immediate
fixes and adherence to schedules were more important than long-term
corrective actions that identified and permanently addressed the cause of
problems.

Management did not establish or effectively communicate standards and
expectations on a consistent basis. For example, direction was given to
supervisory personnel to spend 20% of their time in the plant.
Expectations regarding what was to be accomplished by the increased
field presence, however, were neither e.plicitly defined nor
communicated.

Senior management has not responded effectively to input from Station
workers or provided effective feedback to them. This has resulted in a
reluctance to provide recommendations for procedure and process
improvements at the Station.

22~




"

. Senior management has not clarified formal roles and responsibilities to a
level that ensures organizations and individuais fully understand their
responsibilities, authority, accountability, and primary interfaces.

1.B. QObjectives

Objective 1.B.1:  Strengthen the Leadership Team and Structure

1B81.a

1.8.1Db

LaSalle management has reinforced the leadership team's key
positions with personnel who have successfully demonstrated their
technical and leadership atilities elsewhere in the industry or within
Commonwealth Edison. The personnel selected to fill the
following positions have been judged by the Site Vice President
and ~hief Nuclear Officer to be people who have the skills and
experience necessary to successfully implement and achieve
performance improvements at the Station:

New Management and Supervisory personnel, many who bring
experience from outside of the Station, have been assigned to the
following positions:

Station Manager,

Site Engineering and Construction Manager,
Operations Manager,

Business Unit Plan Manager;

Technical Services Superintendent,

Maintenance Superintendent,

Executive Assistant to the Site Vice President;

Self-Assessment Director,

Chemistry Supervisor, and

System Engineering Supervisc..

in addition to the leadership team changes described above, the
Site Vice President has created a dedicated Business Unit Plan
(BUP) group. It is staffed with seasoned managers and
experienced technical experts. The group will serve as a resource
to assist line management implement BUP objectives.



Objective 1.8.2: Improve Leadership Behaviors

1B2a LaSalle Station ieadership will create coaching opportunities to
reinforce strong leadership behaviors across all levels of the
organization.

. By improving leadership behaviors through mentoring,
management will demonstrate to Station personnel the
expectations and standards it expects them to adopt. This
will reinforce and foster a cuiture that is characterized by
teamwork, initiative, and a willingness to identify problems
and implement improvements.

For example, in a mentoring relationship, managers can
clearly communicate performance expectations, demonstrate
personnel performance standards, and reinforce such
standards in daily work activities.

. Management mentoring also will reinforce the importance of
incorporating Site values into management decision making.

1.B2b Leadership is being assisted through the assignment of a
temporary Radiation Protection (RP) advisor from INPO. By
incorporating a heightened level of technical talent into RP
management, the department's technical and managerial
capabilities are being improved.

Objective 1.8.3: Establish Standards and Expectations

Station management will clearly define standards and expectations that will
govern day-to-day activities at LaSalle. Standards will be set consistent with
industry best practices. Moreover, as more fully discussed below in Objective
1.B.5, Station personnel must be held accountable for achieving results that
reflect management standards and expectations in their work practices and
behavior. The following actions have been taken to define the standards of
performance and management expectations at LaSalle Station:

1B3a LaSalle management has defined and pubiished its 1984 Major

Station Goals. These goals set targets for unit and safety system
performance, as well as personnel safety and radiation exposure.
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1B3b

1.B3c¢

1.83d

A consolidated priority list of Station issues is being developed to

" provide clear guidance for Station activities (see Section 11.4,

“Issues Management”). Individual managers will be assigned and
held accountable for bringing these issues to resolution.

The importance of critical independent assessments, quality
overviews, and greater participation in corrective action programs
will be communicated as an expectation for all employees.

Roles and responsibilities are being developed and communicated
to workers to provide a clear definition of functional expectations
that support the Station's goals.

. Roles and responsibilities will be defined by each work
group and reflected in LaSalle Administrative Procedures.

. Managers will be held accountable for their department's
implementation of assigned functions.

Objective 1.B.4: Communicate Expectations

Ciearly defined standards and expectations will be communicated to Station
persunnel. LaSalle management has taken tne following actions to accomplish
th objective:

34.a

1B4b

Expectation seminars for all Station personnel are being conducted
at LaSalle. in these seminars, management expectations, covering
a range of topics, including radiation worker performance and
precedure adherence, are discussed with groups of approximately
20 individuals.

. Expectations for adherence to station procedures, foliowing
radiation protection guidelines, and exercising personal
responsibility for keeping one's total effective dose
equivaient to a minimum will be written and communicated
to all Site employees.

A station-wide communication plan will be developed and used as
a model for the deveiopment of depariment-specific communication
plans. This will include readily accessible sources of information, a
communications assessment process, and communication vehicles
tailored to effectively relay specific types of information.
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1Bdc Weekly communication meetings provide a forum for discussion of
current Station issues. Senior Managers rotate through all
departments on a weekly basis to parsonally convey a common
message to Station personnel, previously agreed upon by the
Senior Management Team, and to ciscuss their individual activities.

1B84d The Station Manager conducts the Daily Event Screening Meetings
and uses this forum to communicate standards and expectations
regarding identified issues.

Objective 1.B.6: Enforce Accountability

Station personne! will be held accountable for the effective implementation and
achievement of the standards and expectations established by Station
management. LaSalle management has taken the following actions:

1.B5a The Performance Planning and Review Process (PPR) has been
revised to link 50% of each individual's performance rating to
achievement and implementation of the 1994 Major Station Goals
which inciude the elements of the BUP program. This change is
expected to enhance teamwork and accountability among our
employees.

1.85b Improvements will be made in disciplinary processes by
strengthening the content and impiementation of policies and by
consistently applying discipline for violations of procedural and
administrative guidelines.

Objective 1.B.6: Enhance Management Monitoring and Assessment

Managers and supervisors will be involved in monitoring daily activities within
their areas in order to ensure the effective implementation of management
standards and expectations. Management presence provides an opportunity to
lead by example, coach Station personnel, and reinforce high levels of quality
performance and long term improvements. Monitoring and assessment activities
at the Station include the following:

1.B6.a Managers and supervisors will monitor daily activities within their
areas of responsibility on a routine basis. This direct involvement
will enhance coaching opportunities, reinforce management
expectations, and identify areas for improvement in Station
performance.
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1B6.Db

1B6.¢c

. LaSalle Station has implemented a Senior Manager On-Shift
program that schedules senior managers and department
heads on a rotating basis. They follow jobs iri the fieid
which allows them an opportunity to coach personnel,
observe job activities, monitor personnel performance, and
provide guidance :n management's expectations of Station
personnel. Managers observe worker's performance in
areas such as radiological work practices, personnel safety,
procedural adherence, housekeeping, and work practices.
This oversight function will provide Station management with
a first-hand idea of the problems encountered by workers in
the field, and will aliow management to be proactive in ihe
resolution of potential issues.

A system will be developed and implemented that will provide
Bargaining Unit personnel an opportunity to provide input on the
performance of their first line supervisors. This information will be
evaluated and be used as a basis for future PPR objectives and
developmental activities.

The Integrated Quality Effort (IQE) will be implemented at LaSalle
to provide a comprehensive self-assessment process. This
process will provide data and trends to Station management on
their effectiveness in settiny standards, reinforcing performance
expectations, and achieving desired results.



Radiation Protection

Issues

The integration of the Radiation Protection (RP) Program into all work group
practices requires significant enhancement as evidenced by several events that
underscore issues pertaining to LaSalle's RP cuiture and adiinistration of
program requirements. Noteworthy, from a historical perspective, is the fact that
the LaSalle RP Department, specifically the RP Technicians, lack credibility with
the LaSalle workforce. This is due in large part to past RP management, as
demonstrated by:

. its autocratic style and
. the tendency of Senior Station management's production orientation to
adversely influence RP practices and procedures.

These factors have inhibited RP Technicians from exarcising their stop work
authority, have resulted in the transmission of mixed messages to the workers,
and have distorted the RP Department's customer service focus. In essence, the
Station came to view the RP Department as a barrier to be overcome, instead of
a facilitator and necessary part of the work effort.

In addition, Station personnel lack an innate knowledge and awareness of what
it means to be a good radiation worker. This is due, in part, to the structure of
the Nuclear General Employee Training (NGET) requalification program, which
has not lent itself to an RP focus. Individuals have "tested out” without the
benefit of formalized training or proficiency testing in RP topics. Basic RP
fundamentals, such as the donning and removal of protective clothing and
handiing of radioactive materials, have not been reinforced through formal
training.

Radiation workers are weak in the fundamentals, often are inattentive to detail,
show signs of complacency, and at times disregard rules and procedures. In
addition, the RP program requires improvement in the areas of Source Term
Reduction, radioactive material control, and other programmatic areas outlined
below:

. Management and leadership issues, including those listed below, hava
resulted in declining RP performance at LaSalle Station.

. Management expectations are not clearly communicated to Station
personnel;

- Performance standards are set too low,
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- Supervisors and workers are not held and do not hold themselves
accountable for their performance,

- RP/ALARA resource requirements are not effectively integrated into
work planning; and

- Implementation of a Source Term Reduction program has lacked
focus.

Many workers do not fully understand or respect the radiological hazard,
contributing to poor work practices.

Radiation workers at times have not adhered to RP procedures. RP
procedure adherence is complicated by management expectations
governing procedural adherence that have not been clearly articulated
and the existence of inappropriately created and structured RP rules.

Collective radiation exposure at the Station is high. A major contributor to
this is the Site's high source torm which has not been effectively mitigated
tnrough a Source Term Reduction program or the effective use of
engineered barriers such as lead shielding.

Rclationships between RP personnel and other departments are weak.
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