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Commonwealth Edison Company
ATIN: Mr. T. G. Ayers, Presid
P. 0. Box 767 .
Chicago, Illinois: 60690

Gentlemen:~ '
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License No. DfR—lQ
and No. DPR-25

This letter refers to the inSpection of your -activities at- Dresden
Units 2 and 3 authorized under AEC Facility License No. DPR-19 and
No. DPR-25 conducted by Mr. Maura: of our Region IIT (Chicago) -
Regulatory Operations Office’ on October 1-5, 11-12, and 17, 1973.

. It also refers to the discussions of our inspection findings held

" by: the inspector with Mr.’ Worden at the conclusion of the inspection |
on October 17, 1973 and by’ telephone on December 3 1973.
of Regulatory Operations, Dr. D. F. Knuth, and Messrs. J. G. Keppler
‘and G. Fiorelli of the Region III office also met with you and. members
“of your staff on’ February 14 1974 to discuss these findings. '

The Director

Based on the results of this inspection, it appears, that certain of .
" your activities were not’ conducted in full compliance with AEC~ require—

ments, as set forth in the Notice of Violation, enclosed herewith as
These violations have’ been categorized into severity

Appendix A.

levels as described in our correspondence to you dated June 5, 1973 _

This notice is sent to you pursuant to the- provisions of Section: 2. 201 -
" of the AEC's '""Rules of Practice," Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal
' Regulations.. Section 2.201 requires you to submit. to this office,

within twenty (20) days of your receipt of this notice, a ‘written

statement or explanation in reply including.

(1) corrective steps ..

which have been taken by you and the results ‘achieved; ‘(2) corrective
steps which will be taken to avoid further violations and (3) the

' , date vhen full compliance will

be achieved

Following previous inspections of your activities conducted in October
. and November 1972, which culminated in a Notice of Violation being

issued to the Commonwealth Edison Company on. March 20, 1973, we em~

phasized the necessity of initiating management action.to correct
“identified ‘deficiencies and to assure full compliance with AEC require-

ments in the future.

'However, inspections conducted subsequent to

" ‘March 20, 1973, but prior to the subject inspection, resulted in the
identification of several additional violations of AEC requirements.i

2

The findings from the most recent inspection, as well as. others conducted

subsequent to March 1973, indicate instances of violations which are-
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‘repetitive or similar to those which had been identified during
previous AEC inspections. A listing of the violations identified in

. connection with Dresden.2 and 3 from the time of the October 1972 -
inspection is contained in Appendix B to this letter.’

When viewed collectively, our recent inspection findings show that,.
while actions have been initiated by Commonwealth Edison Company to

- upgrade the operations of the Dresden Station, the actions taken to o
date have not been sufficiently extensive or timely to prevent ‘
recurrence of violations: of AEC requirements. In addition, of particular
concern, was the finding that corrective action taken by Commonwealth
Edison Company with respect to several safety-related abnormal -occéiirrences.
and commitments. made-to the Directorate of Licensing were not completed
‘on a timely basis), and in sonme cases did not correspond to the corrective
action described in written reports to the regulatory staff. A description’
" of the specific inconsistencies is included herewith as, Appendix C.

In’ addition to your response to the apparent specific violations, please
. - provide us‘a written explanation of . the cause of the inconsistencies
" identified in’ Appendix C and. the steps you plan to take to assure timely -
. implementation and completion of corrective actions described in future
reports to the AEC ' , '

" As you are avare. from the "Criteria for Determining Enforcement Action
which was provided to you with’ our 1etter of November l 1972, the
_enforcement actions available to us in the ‘exercise of our regulatory
responsibilities include administrative actions in the form. of written ..

_-.notices -of violation, civil monetary penalties, and.orders pertaining to .

J“the modification, suspension or revocation of an operating license.

T While the deficiencies identified in Appendices A, B, and C do .not
‘present an’ immediate threat to the health and safety - of the public we -
wish to reiterate the necessity for taking prompt management action to .
‘assure. full compliance with AEC requirements in the future ‘and’ to correct
) deficiencies identified during‘the recent inspection. We. plan to. continue

. to .conduct . unannounced inspections to ascertain whether such action bas L

';been taken. - A S : w e L '

R
Pl -

;”Sincerely,

: nngina;) etgnad b¥
avis L

ic

f"J G Davis, Deputy Director
S for Field Operations , )

. . Directorate of Regulatory Operations

“Enclosures::"'
(See next page)
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License No. DPR-19

License No.

DPR-25

Appendix A

Notice of Vioiation

Based on the results of AEC inspections conducted on October 1-5, 11, 12
and 17, 1973 it appears that certain of your activities were not conducted
in full compliance with conditions of your AEC Facility Licenses No. DPR 19
and DPR-25 as indicated below:

I._ Violations considered to be of Category IT severity are:

.

Technical Specification 2.1.A requires that, when the reactor
is in power operation, the flow biased Average Power Range
Monitor (APRM) channels shall cause a reactor scram whenever
the neutron flux reaches the limit shown in Figure 2.1.1 of

the Technical Specifications.

,QTechnlcal Specification 2.1.B requires that, for the same

operating conditions, a rod block shall be initiated whenever
the neutron flux reaches the limit shown in Figure 2.1.1 of

.....

.the Technical Specifications

‘;Contrary to the above, at various times, during reactor power

operations in September- 1973 the APRM channels would not have
initiated’ the rod block, and scram actions until the neutron
flux had exceeded the limits shown in Figure 2.1.1 of the
Technical Specifications by 1 to 8% of rated power

'10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, states that,
MActivities affecting quality shall be prescribed by docu-

mented instructions, procedures, or drawings, of a type

- appropriate to the circumstances and shall be accomplished in

accordance with these instructions, procedures or drawings.
Instructions, procedures, or drawings shall includé appro-
priate quantitative or qualitative acceptance criteria for
determining that important activities have been satisfactorily
accomplished."

Contrary to the above:

1. Maintenance work performed on the Unit 2 main steam
line drain isolation valve No. 2-220-2 on March 30,
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1973, was not-in ‘accordance with the provisions of
facility Quality Assurance Procedure Q.C.P.3.51.1
in that no quality control requirements were
established for the work. The valve subsequently
failed in the non fail-safe open position on
September 15, 1973, because the valve stem. keys
had been inadvertently left out during valve
- reassembly on March 30.

2. Surveillance procedure 6600-S-I did not include
’ appropriate acceptance criteria to establish
confirmation that the cooling water flow for the
diesel generators had been satisfactorily estab-
‘lished. As a consequence, diesel generators 3 and
2/3 tripped on high temperature on May 24, 1973, due
to incorrect valve allgnment

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion X, states in part that,
"A program for inspection of activitiés affecting quality

shall be established and executed by or for the organization
performing the’activ1ty to verify conformance with the docu-
mented instructions, procedures and draw1ngs for accomplishing -

_the actlvity.

e

4':_C0ntrary to the above, the‘program for inspection did mnot-

cover the follow1ng act1v1t1es affecting quality:

’_lf On May 28, 1973, a full face asbestos gasket was left

"in the dlscharge of a valve following maintenance- opera-
tions 'which resulted in the failure of the primary system
'steam relief valve No. 3.203-3A to operate.

2. A#relay .cover .plate was installed upside down and

. resulted in the low.pressure coolant injection logic
‘ relay 2-1530~ 184 AS being locked in the- open positlon.

lO CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Crlterlon XI, states in- part that,
"A test program shall be’ established to ‘assure that all

. testing required to demonstrate that structures, systems and

components will perform satlsfactorlly in service is identi-

fied and performed in accordance with written test procedures

which incorporate the requirements and acceptance limits
contained in applicable design documents."

Contrary to the above, the test procedure used following
installation of the torus-to-drywell vacuum breaker position

" indicating switches was deficient in that it failed to

incorporate acceptance limits contained in applicable design
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documents. "As a result, in October the switches were not
set . to detect a valve opening in excess of the allowable
limits- specified in your letters to the Directorate of
Licensing dated April 23 1973. :

10 CFR Part 50 Appendix B, Criterion XVI, states in part
‘that, "Measures shall be established to assure that condi-

~ tions adverse ‘to quality suchias failures, malfunctions,

deficiencies, and deviations are promptly identified and
corrected . In. the case of significant conditions.adverse
" to .quality, the measures shall assure that the -cause- of -
the. condition is determined and corrective action taken
to preclude repetition.,v‘

[
A'_‘ . -

Contrary ‘to the above'7
I.kffThe design'deficiency‘in the diesel geneérator. starting
' -circuit; identified in your letters to the Directorate
of Licensing dated October.3, 1972 and January 12,
1973, had not been corrected at the time of the inspec-
"tion due to.failure to order the required parts.‘f;.

*Z;h Motorioperated valve problems have been experienced

" for. over three years. Efforts to find and correct the
‘deficiencies of incorrectly set or sized torque switches,

overload - settings, and related.causes did not start until °

- the Spring 0f-1973." The problems remained unresolved
at the time of the- inspection.- -

II. Violations considered to be of Category III severity are

F.

‘Technical Specification 4 7. D 2 requires that whenever f_‘.

an isolation valve is inoperable the position of at-

,least one other valve in the line be recorded daily

] Contraryvto the above, the position of;at.least'one other h

valve in-the main steam line was not recorded during the

-period July 30-August 6 1973 when MSIV No. 3-203-1B was
»inoperable. :

ﬂTechnical Specification 6.6.E.3 required that a.report on

main steéam isolation valve (MSIV) leakage be submitted to:

. the AEC within 18 ‘months of commercial service operation

For Unit 3 the report was due on May" 16 1973, which - ]
represents 18 months since the conclusion of the 100 hour
full power warranty run. _ o
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Contrary to the above, the report on MSIV leakage was not
submitted ‘to the AEC until August 20, 1973.

Technical Specifications 6.6.A and B require notification -
to the AEC within 14 hours, followed’ by a written report

within 10 days, of any abnormal occurrence.

Contrary to the above, the AEC was not notified as required

\after

¢1.7*\Containﬁent penetration'testS‘conducted-following

- Unit -3 shutdown for refueling during March-May 1973,
indicated leakage in excess of Technical Specifica- -
tion 4.7.A.2. The report was not submitted until
June .20, 1973. —_— :

2. The Unit 2 torus spray could riot meet the LCO require- ..
. ments of Technical.Specification 3.5.A.6 following )
the failure of both supply valves on August 21, 1973.
" This condition was not reported until September 19
1973 : . .
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License No. DPR-19 '
License No. DPR-25
Appendix B

Previous Enforcement History at Dresden 2 and 3 Since October 1972

Violation ' ‘ Dates of Inspection
1. Failure to perform required quarterly sur- October 1972

veillance testing of specific normally open
_power-operated isolation valves, including
“drywél1l sampling valves 8501-3A and 3B°
(Technical Specification 4.7.D.1l.c).

2, Failure to check or review data obtained from October 1972
the containment air sampling system in a manner
that would permit use of the system as an
indicator of reactor coolant leakage (Technical
 Specification 4.6.D). B

3. Failure to inspect control rod drive housing October 1972
support system following reassembly (Technical
Specification 4.3.B.2).

4, Failure to monitor plant chimney effluents.and October 1972
failure to follow facility procedure 900-AN-I.
(Technical Specification 3.8.A.1 and 6.2.4).

5. Failure to submit semi=-annual report within the October 1972
allowable time period (Technical Specification
6.6.D.1). :

6. Acceptance of radiographs which did not meet the October 1972
requirements of the ASME Boiler and Pressure
Vessel Code, Section III, Appendix IX, Paragraph
3331 and 3326 (10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V).

7. Failure to protect welding rod from environs October 1972
(10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V).

8. Failure of records to establish that weld prepara- October 1972
' tion surfaces had been optically inspected after ’
removal of fitup spacers (10 CFR Part 50, Appendix
B, Criterion V).
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10.

T1.

12,

13.

14,

15.

16.

~

Failure to substantiate that weld purge dams

and glues were water soluble and of low chloride
content (10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion
VII).

Failure to report within the required time a set-
. point drift outside of the Technical Specifica-
‘tions for a containment spray system core height
sensor (Technical Specifications 6.6.A and 6.6.B).

“Failure ‘to report in a prompt manner to the

Department of Production abnormal occurrences
concerning the HPCI high steam flow isolation
sensor and a containment spray core height

"sensor (Technical Specification 6.3.A).

Failure to submit to Licensing a comprehensive
report on the results of initial preoperational,

- startup, power ascension and full power test

programs. (Technical Specifications 6.6.E.4),

Failure to perform a safety evaluation for a
change in the facility procedures for the opera-
tion of the cleanup system (10 CFR Part 50,
paragraph 50.59(b)).

Failure to perform a safety evaluation for a
change in the operating procedure for the
separation of oil free instrument air from
the service air (10 CFR Part 50, paragraph o
50.59(b)).

Failure to obtain temperature measurements of
every fifth battery cell during surveillance
tests of the 24/48 volt battery bank (Technical
Specification 4.9.B.2),

Failure to test all normally open power-operated
isolation valves (Technical Specification
4,7.D.1.c.(1)).

October 1972

February

February

February

February

February

February

February

1973

1973

1973

1973

1973

1973

1973 .



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

26.

-3 -

Failure to obtain required approvals of changes
to working copies of surveillance procedure

+ 1700-S~V (Technical Specification 6.2.F),

Failure to complete required review of changes
to the controls of recirculation pump 2B (10
CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V).

Failure to provide pressure switches and perform
dunctitonal -and calikbration ‘tests ¢on “HPCI «dis-

charge lines (Technical Specification 4.5.H.4).

Failure to exercise control rods (Technical
Specification 4,3.A.2),

Failure to check status of each control rod

-accumulator pressure and level alarms (Technical
" Specification 4.,3.D.).

Failure to perform APRM functional tests
(Technical Specification 4.1.A).

Failure to record reactor vessel shell temper-

ature (Technical Specification 4.6.D.1).

Failure to obtain and analyze a reactor coolant
safiple for chloride and conductivity (Technical
Specification 4.6.C.2).

February 1973
February 1973
June 1973

June 1973

June 1973

June 1973

SJune’ 1973

June 1973

Failure to maintain secondary containment intregrity June 1973

(Technical Specification 3.7.C).

Ten quality assurance type deficiencies were
identified in connection with fuel procurement.

September 1973
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License No., DPR-19
Licenst No. DPR-=25

Appendix C

Inspection Findings Related to Abnormal Occurrence Reports

and Licensee Commitments to AEC‘

During our 1973 inspections we examined your actions concerning com-
mitments made to the AEC in reports addressed to the Directorate of

“Licens¥ng. ‘We ‘found “in *several ‘instances that ‘the “information pro-
vided was not technically correct or that the corrective action taken
by Commonwealth Edison Company did not correspond to the corrective
action described in written reports to the AEC,  The specific incon-
sistencies are identified as follows: '

A, In response to an inquiry from the Directorate of Licensing dated

May 9, 1973, regarding possible flooding of critical equipment,
Commonwealth Edison Company responded by letters dated July 12,

.1973 and August 23, 1973. The letters identified the following

commitments:

~ 1. Installation and test by September 1, 1973 of four level

switches in the condenser pit of each unit to warn the
control room, and trip the-circulating water pumps, if
flood waters reached a predetermined level,

2. 1Installation and test by September 1, 1973 of a level
switch in the cribhouse pit to alarm in the control room
if a flood occurs, '

3. Installation and test by September.1l, 1973 of a temporary
level switch in the condensate pump room to warn the control
room if flood waters reached a predetermined level,

Our inspection findings revealed that as of the current inspection

none of the above items had been accomplished,

In response to an inquiry from the Directorate of Licensing dated
December 22, 1972, regarding possible control circuit deficiencies,
Commonwealth Edison Company responded by letter dated March 7, 1973,
and identified circuit design deficiencies in the following:



C..

Do

Eo

1. Standby Liquid Control System
2. »Standby Gas Treatment System
3. Diesel Generator Auxiliaries (Diesel Generator 2/3 only)

4, Engineered Safeguard Buses (Unit 2 bus 28 and 29 and Unit 3
: bus 38 and 39)

“The ‘I'i'censee commited ‘to change the circuit design of the involved
breakers by January 1974 and to institute administrative conttols
immediately. :

Our inspection findings revealed that administrative controls were
in effect only on the standby liquid control system. '

Letter #417-73 from Mr, W, Worden to Mr, A, Giambusso dated June 1,
1973, reported an abnormal occurrence with regard to the operation
of diesel generators 3 and 2/3, The letter stated that to prevent
a recurrence the surveillance procedure 6600-S-I would be revised
by July 31, 1973.

Our inspection findings revealed that as of the current inspection '
the surveillance procedure had not been revised.

Letter #415-73 from Mr, W, Worden to Mr. A, Giambusso dated May 31,
1973, reported an abnormal occurrence regarding failure of a
reactor low pressure switch. The letter stated that to prevent
recurrence of that type of failure the micro switch support
bracket bolts would be examined during future surveillance
inspections. '

Our inspection findings revealed that, during the subsequent sur-

_ veillance testing of the switch, the licensee failed to examine

the bracket support bolts for tightness.

As required by the Technical Specifications, the licensee submitted
a report of the results of Unit 3 Main Steam Isolation Valve
Leakage Tests performed since the preoperational tests (letter
dated August 20, 1973). According to the report all leakage test
results were within the allowable limits.



*iwas to be. kept 'under surveillance.rfﬂ-'< R
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Our inspection findings revealed that.the report does not
accurately reflect the fact that leakage through valves
203-2B and 203-2C was 29.2 scfh and 49.0 scfh, respectively,
prior to repairs (as found). The maximum allowable leakage

‘per valve is 11.5 .-scfh.

Letter #245-72 from Mr. W. Worden to Mr. A. Giambusso dated
October 27, 1972 reported an abnormal occurrence related to a
variance found in the setpoint of one of the off-gas monitors.
The letter stated that the monitor calibration would be. conducted
twice during that month to determine whether a drift of the'
setpoint ‘was occurring, : : o

© Our inspectidn findings revealed that two calibrations were not’
_performed dur1ng either October or. November 1972,

Letter #337-73 from Mr. W. Worden to Mr. A. Giambusso dated

April 27, 1973, reported an abnormal occurrence regarding a
violation of secondary containment integrity. The letter L o
stated that after June.1, 1973 "Requests for- Equipment Out - .
of .Service" will include a check whether secondary contain— A
ment integrity was involved. :

Our inspection findings revealed that between June 1 and June 21,

1~1973, checks for.secondary containment’ integrity vere ‘not. - ;Jr.Vi'
"included when a "Request for’ Equipment Out of Service was.
;,approved . K_ . ; .. . ¢_

..

Letter #693 73 from Mr. W. Worden to Mr. A. Giambusso dated

- September 18, 1973, reported the failure of LPCI. valve No. ;:"«

2-1501-20B to open due to a'breaker trip " 'The 1etter states T

~ that as an additional corrective action the valve operation =

e f ”,i&'”
Our inspection findings revealed that as’. of the current'sf:u%-'.ﬁ _
inspection no additional corrective action had been taken. B o

B }
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