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Ladies and Gentlemen:

By letter dated October 9, 1996 and received October 14, 1997, the NRC
requested information pursuant to 10CFR50  (f) regarding adequacy and
availability of design basis information. Spec ally, the letter requested
licensees to submit information which will prov.de the NRC added confidence
and assurance that:

» each plant is operated and maintained within the design basis
e deviations are reconciled in a timely manner.
Enclosed is the River Bend Station (RBS) response to the requested information.

Entergy Operations, Inc has closely followed the design and licensing bases
issues identified over the last eighteen months within the nuclear industry. While
the individual licensee findings are addressed based on their own merit, Entergy
reaffirms our long-standing belief that compliance with our design and licensing
bases is not optional. Regardless of safety significance, compliance is a
necessary element of an effective regulatory framework, and an expected result
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for adhering to our operating license. Additionally, Entergy believes that an
effective licensee assessment and corrective action program is essential for
identifying and correcting conditions that may exist at a facility.

Prompted by the renewed focus on the design and licensing bases, FSAR
assessments were conducted at each Entergy facility last summer. Entergy
shared the results of these assessments with you in meetings at NRR
(November 14, 1996) and Region IV (December 17, 1996).

Similarly, upon receipt of the 10CFR50 .54(f) letter, RBS and the other Entergy
plants jointly developed and implemented an assessment of design basis and
configuraticn management processes. This assessment reviewed the
completeness and effectiveness of controls necessary to translate the design
basis into current plant configuration and operating procedures. The
assessment and its results are described in the enclosed response.

Our reviews determined that no significant design basis concerns exist at RBS.
However, two process discrepancies were identified. These are discussed in
Section X of the enclosed response. Also, various process and control
improvements were identified during the development of this response. These
improvements will be evaluated to determine appropriate actions to be taken.

Based on the assessments and reviews conducted, we believe that reasonaole
assurance exists to conclude that the RBS design basis of systems, structures
and components are adequately maintained in the plant.

The on-going program discussions provided in this letter are considered by RBS
to be enhancements and are not provided as commitments necessary to ensure
design basis adequacy.

The enclosed report covers a great deal of information in summary fashion. We
encourage your questions and comment. Please feel free to contact Rick King
or Guy Davant of my staff for clarifying information or additional detail. Pursuant
to the requirements of 10CFR50.54(f), RBS is providing the enclosed response
to the NRC's request under affirmation.

Sincerely,

RNR

RM/g
enclcs
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CC:

Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulations
M/S OWFN 13-H-3
Washington, DC 20555

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Regional Administrator, Region IV
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 400
Arlington, TX 76011

Mr. David L. Wigginton
M/S OWFN 13-H-3
Washington, DC 20555

NRC Resident Inspector
P. O. Box 1051
St. Francisville, LA 70775



BEFORE THE

UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

LICENSE NO. NPF-47

DOCKET NO. 50-458

IN THE MATTER OF
ENTERGY GULF STATES, INC.
CAJUN ELECTRIC POWER COOPERATIVE AND

ENTERGY OPERATIONS, INC.

AFFIRMATION

I, John R. McGaha, state that | am Vice President - Nuclear Operations of Entergy
Operations, Inc., at River Bend Station; that on behalf of Ent..rgy Operations, Inc., | am
authorized by Entergy Operations, Inc., to sign and file with the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, this request for information pursuant to 10CFR50.54(f); that | signed this
letter as Vice President - Nuciear Operaticns at River Bend Station of Entergy
Operations, Inc.; and that the statements made and the matters set forth therein are
true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

ohn R. McGaha

STATE OF LOUISIANA
PARISH OF WEST FELICIANA

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me, a Notary Public, in and for the Parish and

State above named, this _// ™" day of _J/1ua “' , 1997,

(SEAL)

2

Claudia F. Hurst
Notary Public

My commission expires with life
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
REGARDING ADEQUACY AND AVAILABILITY OF
DESIGN BASIS INFORMATION

I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this letter is to provide added assurance that Entergy Operations,
Incorporated (EOI) facilities are operated and maintained within their design
bases with deviations reconciled in a timely manner as requested pursuant to
10CFR50.54(f) by NRC's Executive Director for Operations on October 9, 1996.
This response covers River Bend Station (RBS).

Although NRC's request focused on specific questions with respect to plant
design control and configuration management, the request was made against a
larger background of concern over licensees’ ability to understand, maintain and
operate their plants in accordance with a plant's licensing basis. Mindful of this
broader perspective, EOI has taken steps not only to respond to the specific
questions but to understand and address the wider messages:

» NRC's confidence in licensee control of their licensing and design bases
has been shaken by events of the last year and a half,

» Public and Congressional confidence in the nuclear regulatory process
has eroded as these events received publicity and scrutiny, and

+ Compliance with licensing and design bases is not optional. Compliance
is an expected and necessary element of an effective regulatory
framework.

Consequently, we believe that the individual and collective responses to the
50.54(f) letters are an essential first step in restoring public and regulatory
confidence in nuclear licensees.

Prior to issuance of the 50 54(f) letter, EOIl developed and implemented licensing
basis assessments at each of our facilities, and developed a design basis
evaluation that is presently ongoing. Upon receiving the 50 54(f) letter, we
extended these concepts and built upon their insights to implement the critical
review needed to respond in a pro-active manner to this letter.

Overali we have found these exercises valuable. In particular, we have identified
a number of subtle means to change the configuration of a facility that may
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Lypass traditional design and/or licensing basis controls. As a result, we have
been able to implement, or are in the process of implementing, additional
programmatic controls that provide added assurance that our plants’
configuration and operation reflect the underlying design and licensing bases.

The assessments conducted to respond to the 50.54(f) letter, their results and
RBS's initiatives are discussed in more detail below.
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Il. BACKGROUND

Nuclear plants, processes, regulations and regulators change and evolve over
time. EOI's first plant (ANO Unit 1) was licensed in 1974 and its Iast facility
(Waterford 3) received its full power license in 1985. Over that .ume, the industry
and the regulators experienced significant change ranging fr.n the TMI accident
to 10CFR50.71(e) requirements to update the FSAR. Sir .e our facilities were
licensed at differing times and subject to differing regulati »ns (e.g., both ANO
units operated for a number of years before 10CFR50.71 e) was enacted), it is
not surprising that their internal process development diff2red.

Similarly, the industry and the regulators have undergone significant change
since the las* EOI facility was licensed. The period from 1985 to the present is
probably be - characterized as one of increased understanding of the factors
important to nuclear safety. Enhanced understanding of, comfort with and use of
probabilistic safety assessment techniques led to an increased capability to
focus on safety significant elements of plant design regardless of their safety-
related or non-safety-related designation. Performance-based approaches to
plant operation and regulation started to be applied because they focused on
safety results rather than prescriptive details of how a function was
accomplished.

Evolving regulation and evolving understanding of elements important to safety,
coupled with varying times of plant design, construction and licensing led to
strikingly different historical development for EOI facilities. This is apparent in
how each facility's control and conception of licensing and design basis
management evolved.

For example, ANO Unit 1 (licensed in 1974) uses an FSAR format based on a
predecessor to Regulatory Guide 1.70 and has custom technical specifications
different from the standard format. The design bases requirements under
10CFR50.2 for ANO may be viewed as more limited than a plant licensed in the
mid 1980s. Consequently, the design documentation expectations under
10CFR50, Appendix B at that time were less demanding and design
docunientation was in many cases not readily accessible.

In contrast, Grand Gulf was licensed in 1982, but went through an extended low
power testing period due to discrepancies between the as-built plant and the
technical specifications. The large technical specification re-validation effort at
that time, combined with its later plant vintage, better turn-over from the
architect-engineer, and better document maintenance, led to much reduced
design basis documentation efforts for Grand Gulf in comparison with ANO.
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Each EOI facility has a unique background which resulted in varying levels of
effort needed to develop, recapture or reconstitute their design basis. This
historical development is reviewed in the responses to Questions (b) and (c).



RBG-43668
Enclosure
Page 6 of 44

. REGULATORY BASES

The difference between the design and licensing bases can be confusing and is
often not clearly documented. While the distinction may be unimportant in many
controlling processes, it is relevant to our response to the 50.54(f) letter and to
the various assessments EOI has conducted either in response to the letter or as
a result of the broader issues which led to the letter.

In the 50.54(f) letter, the NRC has clearly couched their request in terms of the
10CFRS50.2 definition of design bases. As such, the design basis is a subset of
the licensing basis. And, although the licensing basis itself is undefined in
10CFRS50, in general, EOI facilities view the licensing basis to be similar to the
10CFR54 .3 definition of current licensing basis.

In practical terms (although not strictly correct), the industry tends to think of the
licensing basis as primarily consisting of the FSAR and the 10CFR50.2 design
basis as that portion of the FSAR that addresses safety functional characteristics
as defined in 10CFR50.2. Consequently, much of the introductory discussion of
the 50.54(f) letter which addresses various concerns with FSAR fidelity is
concentrating on the licensing basis, while the information request itself
[Questions (a) - (e)] is limited to that portion of the FSAR that constitutes the
design basis.

Regardless of the distinctions, as discussed below, EQI has taken steps to
address issues associated with both design and licensing basis fidelity.

Design Basis

The term “design basis” as defined in 10CFR50.2 differs from how we use that
term in day-to-day activities. The “regulatory design basis" of 10CFR50.2
represents only the tip of the design basis iceberg. Underlying the regulatory
design basis is a large amount of design basis information contained in
documents such as design documents, calculations, analyses, drawings, tables,
databases and the like, which is not part of the regulatory design basis.
Notwithstanding its status outside of the regulatory design basis, management
and control of this larger body of information is necessary to ensure that the
regulatory design basis of 10CFR50.2 is accurate, and to maintain compliance
with T0CFRS50, Appendix B.

In responding to the 50.54(f) letter, EOI has chosen to expand our review
beyond the narrow confines of the regulatory design basis to identify and
examine processes which could affect the broader design basis and plant
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configuration. Although those processes [which are identified and reviewed in
Section VI, Response to Question (a)] are extensive, we found our review
valuable in identifying and refining controls on plant configuration.’

Licensing Basis

L »st June, recognizing the importance of the licensing basis issues associated

* ith recent industry events, EOl management directed that licensing basis
iussessments be developed and conducted for EOI facilities to determine if
additional action was needed to maintain and control our plants’ licensing basis.

These assessments, which were conducted in July and August, 1996 at each
EOI plant, were successful in identifying a number of subtle ways in which the
plant’'s operating basis could be changed while bypassing the traditional
licensing basis change mechanisms.

While the FSAR assessments and their results are beyond the scope of the
50.54(f) request’, their insights were utilized in developing the review approach
to respond to the 50.54(f) letter. EOI has also shared our FSAR assessment
approach and findings with the industry and the NRC. In particular, we met with
NRR (November 14, 1996) and Region IV (December 17, 1996) to provide a
detailed presentation on the FSAR assessment results from each facility.

Overall, the FSAR assessments found that traditional licensing basis controls
such as the 10CFR50.59 and 50.71(e) processes are effective in maintaining
and updating the licensing basis. Process enhancements were identified in
some cases to address non-traditional operating basis. At two of our facilities
(ANO and River Bend) there were sufficient discrepancizs in the original FSAR
text to merit an FSAR upgrade effort. That effort, which was briefly described
during the NRC presentations, is beginning at the two plants and is expected to
be completed in approximately two years.

' In addition to the review conducted to respond to the 50 54(f) request, EOI is conducting design
basis team evaluations at each of our facilities. Similar to the FSAR assessments described
below, the design basis evaluations are expected to yield further insight into usefui areas to
enhance the design basis documentation and control These evaluations are scheduled to be
complete in 1997

? As noted in footnote 8 to the 50 54(f) letter, the Commission has adopted enforcement policy
changes to encourage licensees to voluntarily undertake initiatives to identify and correct FSAR
noncompliances. We believe the FSAR assessments and other initiatives qualify for such
enforcement discretion. EOI will docket this position separately from this response
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IV. RESPONSE DEVELOPMENT AND OVERSIGHT

Planning for and preparation of the 50.54(f) response was coordinated by an EOI
team of knowledgeable representatives from each facility and the corporate
office. As directed by management, the team developed a response approach
(described in Section V, below) involving a critical review of site process
completeness and effectiveness. The intent was to go beyond process
description and develop an approach capable of identifying new insight into the
adequacy of design basis and configuration management processes.

Each site assembled a separate tearn to implement the resulting assessment.
The site team was responsible for investigating site processes, evaluating the
resultant information and identifying and documenting any deficiencies or
process enhancements. The site team also compiled sufficient records of their
review to substantiate the accuracy of the findings.

One advantage of a system-wide team approach is that throughout the response
development period, site-specific findings and insights were shared amongst the
EOI team. Common problems were addressed, and, where appropriate,
consistency in evaluation and approach was facilitated.

Draft information was shared with nuclear facilities outside of EO! in order to
benefit from external insights. Knowledgeable external and legal personnel also
provided valuable feedback.

The RBS response was reviewed by a broad range of site personnel including
engineering, licensing, and management personnel. In addition, the on-site
safety review committee (Facility Review Committee) performed site-specific
reviews.
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V. APPROACH TO ADDRESSING QUESTIONS (a) - (d)

Before providing the detailed response to Questions (a) - (d), it is worthwhile to
discuss how these questions interrelate and our understanding of NRC's intent in
posing the questions.

Questions (2) and (d) request descriptive information concerning the
design/configuration control processes and the corrective action processes.
Questions (b) and (c) request our reasons for concluding that these processes
are implemented such that actual plant configuration and activities accurately
reflect the design basis. In constructing our review to be responsive to the spirit
of these requests, EQI focused on addressing two key issues:

e Completeness [Questions (a) and (d)]

0 Have we identified the ways (processes) by which plant configuration can
be changed?

0 Does the corrective action program contain the appropriate elements?

0 Do the identified processes contain the elements necessary for effective
control?

o Effectiveness [Questions (b) and (c)]

¢ Do we have previous assessments (e.g., audits, vertical slice inspections,
etc.) that provide reasonable assi rance of process effectiveness (i.e., that
the design basis is reflected in plant configuration and procedure)?

0 Have we undertaken major process or other upgrade efforts (e.g., design
basis reconstitution, improved technical specification implementation, etc.)
that provide reasonable assurance of process effectiveness?

The concepts of completeness and effectiveness deserve further discussion in
order to fully understand our response.

Completeness

In reality, engineering design, configuration control and corrective action
processes are a complex set of intertwining proceduralized processes spanning
multiple departments. For example, just in the area of design control there are
many processes (and even more procedures) that address different control
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mechanisms such as design specifications, drawing updates, internal standards,
vendor manual changes, software control, database control (e.g., cable, EQ,
seismic, setpoints, etc.), and many other control activities.

The question of completeness becomes more complex when we move beyand
the traditional design change and configuration management processes to
evaluate other potential ways that plant configuration can be changed. As we
found through the FSAR assessments mentioned above, there are a number of
ways in which plant configuration can be changed that may bypass traditional
configuration control processes.

There are numerous processes/procedures that can affect, in one way or
another, plant configuration. Similarly, there are multiple processes that can
affect corrective action. These processes are listed and discussed in the
response to Questions (a) and (d), and in Appendix A.

In addition to identifying the processes by which plant configuration or corrective
action can be affected, it is important to identify the elements which should be
present in those processes in order for them to be effective. For configuration
management, process effectiveness elements control a change from conception
to implementation and closure of documentation including update of design files.
For examplie, initial process effectiveness elements are a design review for
compliance with appropriate codes and standards, and a 10CFR50.59 review for
licensing basis impact. Post-implementation elements include testing to confirm
function and, if the change is temporary, a provision to revisit the basis for the
change or restore its initial condition. For corrective action, process
effectiveness elements are also defined. Like the processes themselves, the
process effectiveness elements are listed and discussed in the response to
Questions (a) and (d), and in Appendix A (for configuration management
elements) and Appendix B (for corrective action elements).

Based upon identification of processes and identification of process
effectiveness elements we can draw conclusions (with reasonable assurance)
about the completeness of our programmatic controls for configuration
management and corrective action. This is the focus of our response to
Question (a), and the detailed evaluations in Appendix A.

Effectiveness

The effectiveness of a process is a measure of how well it performs its intended
function. For example, prior to a change being implemented into plant
procedures or design, does the 10CFR50.59 process consistently ensure that
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the change has been appropriately evaliated for its effects on safety and the
licensing basis? If so, the 10CFR50.59 process is considered effective.

Determining process effectiveness is largely a matter of inference based on a
sampling of individual process products. For instance, an audit of the
10CFR50.59 process may sample 20 plant procedure and design changes and
find that in each case, the change (prior to implementation) was evaluated in
accordance with 10CFR50.56 and that the quality of the evaluation was high.
Although all plant procedure and design changes were not reviewed, the
consistent nature of the sampling findings leads to the inference that the
10CFR50.59 process is effective.

In responding to the 50.54(f) request, EOI chose to identify and review the
results of past assessment activities that in some way either reached
conclusions about process effectiveness or developed information from which
such cenclusions could be inferred. There is a wide array of useful process
effectiveness assessments. In the regulatory arena these include inspections by
NRC personnel, SALP reports and safety evaluations. Under EOI's purview, we
conducted quality assurance audits, self-assessments, vertical slice system
inspections, and upgrades of particular process areas such as design basis
documentation upgrades.

The combination of process effectiveness assessment results, over a period of
time, provides a reasonable basis upon which to draw overall conclusions about
process effectiveness. This is the focus of our response to Questions (b) and (c)
in Section VII.

Finally, this assessment approach is necessarily qualitative rather than an
exhaustive revalidation of the design basis. We have made judgments based on
our assessments and a standard of “reasonable assurance.” By this we mean
that we have drawn inferences from our assessments that we feel would be
drawn by other objective and knowledgeable people, based on the same
information >

*Itis important to note that this response is not based on a detailed, line-by-line review of a
facility's design and licensing basis (which is not possible in the time allow=d for this response)
Our response should not be interpreted as a guarantee that discrepancies are not present
somewhere in a design or license basis document or that there are no equipment discrepancies
Rather, it should be interpreted as a good faith effort to respond to global questions on a limited
schedule
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VI. RESPONSE TO QUESTION (a)

Question (a) requests the following information:

Description of engineering design and configuration control processes,
including those that implement 10CFR50.59, 10CFR5C.71(e), and
Appendix B to 10CFR Part 50;

As previously discussed, there are two key aspects to addressing this question -
identification of the processes which could affect plant configuration, and
identification of the elements necessary for process effectiveness.

Processes which could affect plant corfiguration are numerous and go well
beyond those thought to traditionally constitute configuration management.
Those we considered in responding to the 50.54(f) request are listed below in
Table 1.

These processes range from a narrow focus with a single controlling procedure
(e.g., maintaining the setpoint list) to broad processes that span several
procedures and departments (e.g., the design change process). However,
regardless of scope, they share a common characteristic in their capacity to
change some aspect of plant configuration. Collectively, they also represent our
judgment of a reasonably complete set of ways to affect plant configuration.
Each of these processes is described broadly for all EOI sites in Appendix A.

In order to effectively control plant configuration, there are a limited set of
process elements which are expected to be in place’. The process elements
were derived by the EOl team based on general consideration ; of configuration
management including 10CFR50 Appendix B® and the prima-y licensing/design
basis control requirements such as 10CFR50 59 and 10CFR50.71(e). These
process effectiveness elements are listed in Table 2.

By their nature, the process effectiveness elements may have somewhat
different meanings depending on the process to which they are applied. For

“his important to note that the critical process elements were selected with respect to their
importance for design and configuration control as requested in Question (a) An individual
process such as maintenance work orders may have a large number of other elements important
for the successful implementation of that unique process. However, for the sole purpose of
maintaining configuration control while implementing maintenance work orders (or any other
process) the applicable elements listed in Table 2 should be present

® For instance, see applicable elements of ANSI N45 2 11
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instance, inierface controls (#5) fc - a design change may be different than
interface controls for an off-normai piucedure change. In addition, many
processes will not be sufficiently broad to encompass all process effectiveness
elements. As examples, changing an internal civil engineering standard for non-
category | structures will likely not have any provision for restoration controls
(#6), or a permanent design/procedure change will not need a provision to
periodicaliy revisit the change (#8).

The process effectiveness elements are described in mcre detail in Appendix A

By assessing the processes which may affect configuration control (Table 1)
against the critica! elements neceszary to control configuration (Table 2), we can
make a judgment as to the completeness of our configuration control processes.®
The detailed resuits of our site-specific reviews for completeness are included in
Appendix A

Summary of Response to Question (a)

In large measure, EOI facilities determined that those processes (Table 1) and
process effectiveness elements (Table 2) necessary for effective configuration
management and design control are present and impiemented. In particular,
RBS determined the following (the details of which can be found in Appendix A).

We reviewed each process listed in Table 1 as they are applied at RBS against
the key elements listed in Table 2 Of these processes, two are not applicable to
RBS: 1) Technical Specification Interpretations; and 2) Steam Generator/Eddy
Current Testing Program.

Based on this process review, we have identified three (3) deficiencies pertaining
to the key elements which could lead to inaccuracies in the design basis and
licensing basis. These deficiencies are identified and discussed in the
Conclusions section of Appendix A.

Over the past four years, RBS has been conducting performance improvement
plans. [The Near-Term Performance Improvement Plan and the Long-Term
Performance Improvement Plan are discussed in Section IV, Response to
Questions (b) and (c)] These activities have focused on improving performance
in three key areas:

. People
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e Plant
e Processes

These improvement initiatives and plans have been effective in improving
performance and correcting process deficiencies.
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Processes Which May Affect Configuration Control

Table 1

CONTROL OF CONFIGURATION DOCUMENTS

o DESIGNINPUT eg.,

» DESIGN BASES DOCUMENTS
SYSTEM DESIGN CRITERIA
ANALYSIS BASIS DOCUMENTS
UPPER LEVEL DOCUMENTS
TOPICALS

» DESIGN PROCESS
* CALCULATIONS
¢ STANDARDS/GUIDES

»  SOFTWARE
¢« DESIGN OUTPUT
e  SPECIFICATIONS
«  DRAWINGS
¢ VENDOR DOCUMENTS
e DATABASES eg.

¢ CABLE AND CONDUIT LIST

¢«  STATION INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
EQUIPMENT QUALIFICATION
COMPONENT DATABASE
SEISMIC QUALIFICATION
SETPOINT LIST
INSTRUMENT LIST

PLANT CONFIGURATION CHANGE CONTROL

DESIGN CHANGE

REPAIR OR USE AS-IE

PART EQUIVALENCY

SETPOINT CHANGES

TEMPORARY ALTERATIONS

SOFTWARE CONTROL (PLANT PROCESS)
RELOAD

MATERIALS/PROCUREMENT

COMMERCIAL GRADE ITEMS
MATERIAL TECHNICAL EVALUATIONS
STORAGE/INVENTORY CONTROLS
END USE AUTHORIZATION

IMPLEMENTING DOCUMENTS

« PROCEDURES eg
e  ADMINISTRATIVE
o IMPLEMENTING
+ PROGRAM
DOCUMENTATION/STANDARDS/GUIDES

CONTROL OF LICENSE DOCUMENTS

o FSAR UPDATE (50 59/50 71(e))
« LICENSE CHANGE (50 54/50 59/50 90)

e  TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

. TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS MANUAL
+  COMMITMENT MANAGEMENT

e  NORMAL OFF-NORMAL AND ALARM RESPONSE
PROCEDURES

EMERGENCY OPERATION PROCEDURES
TAGOUTS/CAUTION TAGS

TECH SPEC INTERPRETATIONS

OPERATOR WORK-AROUNDS

NIGHT ORDERS/STANDING ORDERS

L

MAINTENANCE

MAINTENANCE WORK ORDERS
PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE
CORRECTIVE MAINTENANCE

REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT PROGRAM
CALIBRATION PERFORMANCE

L

PERFORMANCE MONITORING*

SURVEILLANCES

IN-SERVICE TESTING

SPECIAL TESTS

RETEST

MOV/AOV/CHECK VALVE TESTING
HEAT EXCHANGER TESTING
SNUBBER TESTING

INTEGRATED AND LOCAL LEAK RATE TESTING
FAN/FILTER TESTING

PRESSURE TESTING

FIRE PROTECTION

0

ONDITION MONITORING*

IN-SERVICE INSPECTION

CORROSION MONITORING
NON-DESTRUCTIVE EXAMINATION
WELDING PROGRAM
SYSTEM/COMPONENT TRENDING

STEAM GENERATOR INTEGRITY PROGRAM

* These processes were examined for their ability to confirm S§C
performance 1s consistent with the design basis [Question (c))
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Design and Configuration Control
Process Effectiveness Elements
Table 2

~

Design basis review
Licensing basis review
Review and approval process
Document update controls

Interface controls - processes, configuration documents, functional
organizations

Restoration controls - post-maintenance and post-modification testing,
restoration checks

Deficiency controls

If change is temporary, are there adequate provisions to revisit/restore?
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Vil. RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS (b) and (c)

The basis for responding to Questions (b) and (c) relates to the effectiveness of
various common or overlapping configuration management processes identified
in Table 1. Therefore, we have combined the responses for both questions.

Question (b) requests the following information:

Rationale for concluding that design bases requirements are translated
into operating, maintenance, and testing procedures;

Question (c) requests the following information:

Rationale for concluding that system, structure, and component
configuration and performance are consistent with the design bases;

A portion of the rationale to respond to Questions (b) and (c) has to do with the
completeness of the programmatic controls discussed in response to Question
(a). The remainder of the rationale consists of numerous confirmatory historical
and current activities such as assessments, audits, vertical slice inspections and
the like which provide additional assurance that programmatic controls are
effective in reflecting design bases requirements in day-to-day procedures and
effective in maintaining plant configuration and performance consistent with the
design bases.

In the remainder of this section, we review the historical development of RBS,
focusing on activities and processes related to design basis development that
provide additional assurance that operating, maintenance and testing
procedures, as well as plant configuration and performance, accurately reflect
the design basis. And, we provide our judgment as to the effectiveness of those
activities and processes.

RATIONALE SUMMARY

Entergy has reasonable assurance that the RBS design basis requirements are

properly transiated into operating, maintenance, and testing procedures and that
the system, structure, and component (SSC) configuration and performance are
consistent with these requirements.

The plant design bases were documented at the time the site was granted an
operating license. Based on assessment activities performed over the past
several years, Entergy has reasonable assurance that RBS had maintained its
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programs and processes with potential to impact design bases in accordance
with the applicable criteria of 10CFR50, Appendix B. These activities, while
supporting this conclusion, have resulted in enhancements that are expected to
provide additional support and assurance of the control and maintenance of the
design bases.

This assurance is substantiated by the following key points:

1. RBS is a relatively new plant, receiving its operating license in November,
1985.

2. Although weaknesses were identified in various processes used to maintain
the design basis information, broad-based assessments performed by EOI as
part of the merger with Gulf States Utilities (GSU) provided reasonable
assurance that the RBS design basis was known and available.

3. Verification and formal determinations have been performed that provide
reasonable assurance of the effectiveness of the established processes for
operating, maintaining, and testing the facility in accordance with its design
basis.

4. Necessary configuration management and design basis-related
improvements have been implemented to protect design basis information.
The processes which control plant configuration and design basis were
identified, reviewed, and found to contain the elements necessary for
effective control.

BASELINE

RBS received its operating license in November, 1985. RBS was acquired by
EOI as part of a merger with GSU. Broad-based assessments conducted at
RBS around the time of the merger provide reasonable assurance RBS had
control of its design basis. These assessments provided evaluations of the
condition of RBS relative to design and license bases and identified
shortcomings in various aspects of plant performance. Consequently, the
merger period serves as an appropriate baseline to begin response to Questions
(b) and (c).

As a result of these evaluations which occurred during the merger period, RBS
management initiated improvement programs to address declining performance
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trends. These programs were the Near-Term Performance lmprovement Plan
(NTPIP)” and the Long-Term Performance Improvement Plan (LTPIP)®.

The NTPIP was implemented in December, 1993 to address underlying causes
of significant performance issues and put into place immediate actions to
achieve performance improvements. These activities were intended to be
implemented over the first half of 1994 while the LTPIP was being developed.
The NTPIP identified broad performance areas which inciuded configuration
management concerns. Those items not complete at the conclusion of the
NTPIP were incorporated into the LTPIP.

RBS management provided progress updates to the NRC in periodic meetings
both at the site and at Region IV headquarters throughout the six-month life of
the NTPIP.

Specific configuration management areas addressed by the NTPIP included:

» Drawing Upgrade Project. incorporated near-term, high priority drawing
changes

* Vendor technical manuals: incorporated near-term, high priority changes into
vendor manuals

» Design document usability and accuracy. improve design documentation
¢ Resolve NSSS drawing problems

» Evaluate configuration management issues against drawings critical to

Operations to ensure design drawings accurately reflect the updated physical
plant

The LTPIP has been a 3-year effort developed to continue the improvement
processes estabished and iurther identified under the NTPIP and to broaden the
scope of assessments. It inc'udes 21 wide-range improvement initiatives for
RBS programs and processes including those involving configuration control.
RBS management has met wi'h the NRC periodically providing status updates.

” Submitted to the NRC via letter RBG-39809, dated 12/23/93. The NTPIP was also presented to
the NRC in a public meeting held on 1/5/94

® Submitted to the NRC via letter RBG-40428, dated 3/28/94 The LTPIP was also presented and
discussed in the 1/5/94 public meeting referenced in footnote 7
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The LTPIP contains several sections which address configuration control and
maintenance of design basis information. These are:

* Sections 11, “Materials Management”

e Section 12, “Modifications”

e Section 14, “Engineering Support”

e Section 22, “Preventive and Predictive Maintenance”

Further discussion of the LTPIP is contained under the POST-MERGER
ACTIVITIES section below.

Recognizing the importance of configuration management, RBS management
also commissioned a Configuration Management Ass2ssment (CMA) of RBS
configuration management practices and processes. The CMA was performed
by the Configuration Management Assessment Team composed of technical
experts inside the company as well as outside consultants. The CMA resulted in
a comprehensive plan addressing configuration management and design basis
maintenance. The results of the assessment are documented in “Configuration
Management Assessment Team Report,” dated November 7, 1994

The following excerpt from the executive summary of the report identifies its
scope and clearly demonstrates correlation to the actions required under the
NRC 50.54(f) letter, as clarified in a letter from NRC Chairperson Shirley A.
Jackson to Mr. J. F. Colvin, President and CEO of the Nuclear Energy Institute,
dated August 14, 1996.

“The assessment performed by the CMA Team included:

e comparisons of plant as-built configuration vs. documentation,

e evaluation of design-bases documentation (calculations, System
Design Requirements Documents (SDRDs), System Descriptions
(SDs), etc.),

» evaluation of plant documentation routinely used by operations,
maintenance, engineering, training, and procurement (drawings,
procedures, databases, efc.),

» a check for consistency between design bases and the information
contained in controlled plant documentation used by RBS personnel,
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e an overview of document control processes and practices,
e an evaluation of matenal control processes and practices,

e an evaluation of change control processes (design control & work
control),

e a vertical slice of the HPCS,
e areview of previous assessment findings and observations
e an assessment of current upgrade programs, and

» evaluate Configuration Management issues identified at other Entergy
sites.”

A variety of configuration management-related issues were identified by the CMA
Team. Each was evaluated for significance and generic implications. None of
the issues (individually or collectively) constituted a significant safety concern or
warrantea plant shutdown.

Corrective actions recommended in the CMA Report were addressed in
Condition Report (CR) 95-0102, “Configuration Management issues, Root Cause
Analysis Report,” dated May 26, 1995. CR 95-0102 evaluated the root causes
for the identified conditions and established appropriate actions to correct the
conditions and to prevent recurrence.

POST-MERGER ACTIVITIES

General Discussion

Assurance that design basis information is maintained and properly translated
into procedures, design and license basis documents, and properly reflected in
the as-built configuration of the plant is based on the effectiveness of RBS
processes. These processes are described in Appendix A. Activities which
evaluate the effectiveness of these processes are discussed below.

Effectiveness Reviews

Since the merger, River Bend has undergone various inspection, assessment,
and evaluation activities which have evaluated the processes used to ensure
design basis information is correctly incorporated into plant procedures and the
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“as-designed” configuration of plant SSCs. Several of these activities are
discussed below.

LTPIP

The LTPIP included numerous assessments and improvement initiatives as
discussed under the BASELINE section above. In August, 1996, the LTPIP was
evaluated to determine its effectiveness and subsequent impact on RBS
performance. This evaluation concluded the LTPIP has been effective in

improving overall RBS performance, with certain areas still requiring elevated
attention.

As identified in the BASELINE section above, Sections 11, “Materials
Management,” 12, “Modifications;” 14, “Engineering Support;” and 22,
“Preventive and Predictive Maintenance,” are applicable to configuration control.
Sections 11, 12, and 14 were determined to be effective, with the evaluation
recommending Section 14 receive further monitoring to ensure a sustained
improvement trend. Although substantial performance improvement has been
realized in the areas of preventive and predictive maintenance, Section 22
requires further actions to ensure continued effectiveness.

RBS management presented the results of the LTPIP effectiveness review to the
NRC in a meeting on September 18, 1996°.

Surveillance Test Procedure Review

On July 10, 1996, we discovered a Technical Specification (TS) surveillance test
had not been performed within its required frequency. Subsequently, the plant
was taken to Mode 4 to perform the surveillance test.'’

In response to this incident, RBS management assembled a team composed of
senior engineering staff and management personnel of varying backgrounds and
experiences to review surveillance test results. The scope of the review included
cold shutdown surveillances with 18 months or greater frequency.

Approximately 370 Surveillance Test Procedures (STPs) were reviewed by the
team. The team identified numerous concerns regarding STP performance. The
concerns were entered into the Corrective Action Program via condition reports

¥ Documented in RBC-47104, dated 9/27/96

'“ Reported in LER 96-014-00 transmitted via letter RBG-43154, dated 8/9/96
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(CRs). As a result, eight STPs were satisfactorily reperformed; each system was
demonstrated to perform its intended safety function.

Also, a follow-up evaluation was conducted to ensure identified problems were
properly dispositioned.

This TS surveillance review provided RBS management with reasonable
assurance of opeiability.

Internal Assessments

Entergy believes a strong self-assessment program is essential for safe, reliable
plant performance. Assessments are performance-based evaluations of site
functional areas, using industry standards of excellence as measures of
evaluation. Corporate assessments are used to address large functionul areas,
such as vertical slices of Operations, Maintenance, etc., or horizonta' slices such
as Safety Culture and Human Performance. These are staffed by subject matter
experts, both from inside Entergy and from outside organizations. Site-based
assessments are more narrow in scope, for example, focusing u»on a system, or
a specific program.

Since 1993, RBS has undergone several self-critical program assessments
which evaluated processes involved with control of the design basis and in
translating design bases into drawings, specifications, and procedures. These
include:

e Motor Operated Valve Program Assessment

¢ In-Service Testing Program Assessment

e 10CFR50.59 Program Assessment

o Emergency Dies2| Generator Program Assessment

In addition to program assessments, the RBS Quality Assurance department has
conducted various program assessments in accordance with 10CFR50 Appendix
B. These have included:

o Safety System Functional Assessments (SSFAs) and Safety System
Fu<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>