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Commonwealth.Edison Company 
ATTN: . Mr. T. .G. Ayers, P~esident 
P. o. Box 767 · 
Chicago, Illinois· · 60690 

Gep.t;Lemen: . 

License No. IiPR-19 
and No. DPR-25 

This letter refers· to the .. inspection of your activities at Dresden ' 
Units 2 and_.3 authorized under Af:C F~cility.Licehse No. DPR-19 and 
No. DPR-25 conducted by M:r •. ~ur;{ of our Region ·nt (Chicago) 
.Regul?tory Operations Office'.9n 'O~tober 1:-5, 11-12, and 17, 1973. 
·It also refers to the discuss~ons of our.inspection findings held 

by. the insp.ector with Mt.· Wordep. at the conclusiop. of the inspection 
on October 17 ~ 1973 and by ·telephone on December 3~ .197.3. The Director 
of Regulatory Operations, Dr. D. "'F •. Knuth, ·an4 ~essrs. J. G. Keppler 

·and G. Fiorelii of the Region III office ~lso mef with'you and members 
·of· your staff on· F~bruary 14, 1974, to discuss.these findings. 

Based on the ]:'esults of this inspection, it appears that.cer~ain.of 
. your activities were not conducted in .. full complfance with AEC- require~ 
~etits, as set forth in the Notice 'of Violation, . enclosed herewith as · 
Appendix A. These violations hav~ · })een categorized into severity . 
levels as described in.our correspondenc~: tq'you dated June 5, 1973.. 
This notice is· s.ent .to you pursuant to the· provisioµs ·~ ~f Section. i. 201 
9f the AEC's -"Rules of ~ractice," Part ·2, Title 10, Cqde of Federal . 
Regulations.A S.ectio'n 2.201 requi.res yoP:·, to submit. to this office, 
w1.thin twenty (20) da,ys of your receipt:. ·Qf this ·not:l,ce, a written · 
statet!lent or explana,tibn lti reply including: (1) ·corrective steps · .. 
which haye b~~ri taken b.y you and '.tlie ·results. achieved; °(2) corrective· 
step·~ which will be· taken to avoid further violat:J_o~; and (3). the 
date· when· full compliance will be . achiev!=d. · 

Following preV;J.ous inspections of your activities c;onducted .in October 
and 1-{ovember 1972,. which culminated in a Notice of Violation be:l,ng 
issued t,o t:.he :connnonwealth ·Edison Company on !1a~ch 20, 1973, :We em- · 
p.11asized th!'? nece.ssity ·of initiating management . actioii. to correct · 

- identified ·deficiencies and to assure full compliance with AEC require,;.. 
ments in the future. Hqwever, inspections conducted subsequent to 
March 20, 1973; but p_rior to the subject i~~pecJ;ion, resulteq ·in the 
identification of several additiona;l. vi,olations of AEC r.equire~ents. · 

. . ~ ._ - _,, 

The findings from the mbst recent inspection,. as ·well as.otheJ;'.s conduc;ted 
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 ~he time of ~he·Octoberl972 · 
inspection is contained in Appendix B to this letter. · 

When· viewed collectively' our recent- inspe:~tion' findings. show that'' 
,while actions have been initiated by Cotmnonweal~h Edisori Company to 
upgrade the operations of the Dresden Station,· the actions taken to· 
date have not been sufficiently extensive or tiinely to prevent 
recurrence of violations· of AEC requirements. In addition, of parficular 
concern, was the finding that corrective action taken by Commonwealth · 
Edis0t1 Company with. respect_-to several ~afety-related abnormal-occurrel,lces 
and commitments.made-to the Directorate of Licensing were not completed: 

. on a timely: bas:f,s~ and in· some cases did not. c.orrespond to the -corrective.'' 
action deser:l.bed in written reports_ .t~ the· regulatory staff. A description · 
of the specific inconsistenc:ies· _is includ~d herewith as ~ppendtx c .. 

. ' ·- . . . . . , . . 

In· addfti<?n- to your response" to the appar.ent ~p-ecific v:f,plad.ons, ··please· 
provide W?'.a written explanation of the ca~e of i:he inconsii;i~encies 
identifiedin'Appendix c;: and: the steps' you pian to take to assure timely 
implementation and .completion of corrective actions described in. futur~ 
reports to the. AEC ~- · · · · · 

' As you ·are. aware. froiji t~~- "Criteria for "netei'mining Enf.or~e~~t :A'ctiorir~~ 
which w:as.provi.ded.to. you with.our ·lett~r of November 1,.1972, the · · 
enforcement actions available to.us in the ·exercise'of'our regulatory· 
responsibilities include administrative. a~tions in .the fo,pn .·of written 

'n.otices of _vj.olat~on ~ ·:~ivil .monetary penalties; .and. orders pertaining' to : .'' 
: . ··the .. modificatiQ~; suspensio~: or ·:revocation- of an operS.tin:g licf;!nse·. · · 
· While_ the defici~ncies identified in ·Appendices A, B, and C do ·,·not ._ .. 

,• present an immediate threat ,to the .health ~d safety of the public~ we .. 
wish to reiterate the necessity. for. tak:i,ng promi)t manage~.nt' a,ction .. to'.• 
asEmre. full. compJ;ian~e:· wi~h AEC ~equirement~ in the f~_tQre ~and: to ·correct·. 

·. · def;l.ciexrcies identified- dur:f,ng·'·the recent inspe,ction. · We. plan to. ~.ont,i~ue · 
. .. to ·.coiidtict unannounced :i.µspe~tiot1.s ~tQ -'ascert#n whether sµch -action has 
.... been'tB.ken.: ... · · " · ,.·--.·· · · .. ' · -: · · · ·· · . · 

.. ·. ·.· 
- !- , 

.. ·,. "' 

Enclosures : 
(See next _page) 

,". 

. ·-. ·' 

Sincerely, . . 

~~e~od~J 
._, . ~ .C. Davis · · 

· J. G. Davis_, Deputy·Directo·r . 
for Fiel4 Operations · 

: Directorate Qf Re~lato·ry Operation$ . 

-, 
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Appendix A 

Notice of Violation 

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 con~idered to be of Category II severity are: 

A. Technical Specification 2.1.A requires that, when the reactor 
is in power operation, the flow biased Average Power ~nge 
Monitor (APRM) channels shall cause a· reactor scram whenever 
the neutron flux reaches the limit shown in Figure 2.1.1 of 
t_he 1'.echnical Specifications. 

Techriica~, Specification 2 .1. B requires _that, for the sam~ 
.ope~ating con.ditions' ·a rod block shall be initiatecj. whenever 
the neutron flux re?ches . the limit shown in Figure 2 .1.1 of 
.the T~chnicar' Spe_ciffcadons; · · · · ' ....... ,. 

··contrary to the above, at V?riOUS times, during reactor power 
, opera::t:ions i~ September -197 3 -; 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 Specif~cations.by 1 to 8% of rated power. 

'• 

· B. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, states that, 
. "Activities ~ffecting 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 include appro­
priate quantitative or qualitative acceptance criteria for 
determining that important activities have been satisfactorily 
accomplished." 

Cont.rary to the above: 

1. Maintenan~e 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.l 
in that no quality control requirements were 
established for the work. The valve subsequently 
failed in the non fail-safe open position on 
~eptember 15, 1973, because the valve stem keys 
had been inadvertently left _out during valve 

' reassembly on March 3.0. 

Surveillance procedure 6600-S-I did not include 
appropriate acceptance·criteria to est~blish 
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 M;ay 24, 1973, due 
to incorrect valve alignment. 

C. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion X, states in part that, 
"A program for inspection of act:i,vities affecting quality 
shall be .established and executed by or for the organization 
performing the· activity to verify conformance with the docu­
mented instructions, procedures· and dra~ings· for accomplishing 

. the acq.vtty." · 

.Contrary to the ab.eve, -·th·e· p~ogram for inspection did not 
cover the ~ollowirig 'acfi.vities affecting quality: 

1. On May 28, 1973, a full face asbestos gasket was left 
'in th~ discharge of a valve following maintenance·9pera­
tions:wliich resulted in the failure of the'primary system 
·ste~m relief valve No. 3.203-3A to operate. 

2. A
1
.relay .. cover -plate was installed upside down and 

resulted in the.·low;pressure coolant injection logic 
re~ay. 2-1530-;184 ,A.S .b!'!ing locked in the· open position. 

. . 

D. 10 CFR Part 50, App~ndix B~ Criterion XI, states in· part that, 
"A test program shall be.established t9·assure that all 
testing required to demonstrate that structures, systems.and 
component~ will perform satisfactorily in service is identi­
f~ed and performed in accordance with written test procedures 
which incorporate the requ:Lr.ements and acceptance limits 
contained in applicable design documel).tS. 11 

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

· indicating swi.tches was defic;:ient in that it failed to 
incorporate acceptance limits contqi~ed in applicable design 
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documents. ·As a result, in October the switches were not 
set. to detect a :\ralve ope~ing in excess of the allowable 
limits specified in your letters to the Directorate of 
Licensing dated April ?3, 1973. 

'-
10- CFR- Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI, states in part 
that, ":Measures shalt' be established to ass~re that condi­
tions_ adverse-to quality such~as failures, mal,functions, 
deficiencies, a~d dev,iat.ions are pr_omptly identified and 
<;:orrecte'd •. In- the- case of" sign-i_ficant' conditions. adverse::_· 

- to _quality, _ the'meastir~s- -shall as'sure that the _-cause. of­
the. cond:ftion is ,determined and ,corrective a'ction· taken 

- • ' - '" 11· \ ' -
-to prec::I-ude. -repetition •. ;. :• 

r,:""'.:" . , . t. .· 

Contrary··:·to ~he'· above·: 
-· -

~- _,.-'';['he d"esign :deficiency_ -in the .diesel generator_ starting 
·circuit; -identif-ied. in your letters to the Directorate 
·of Licensing dat_ed,(Jctober.3, 1972 and January 12, 

197-3·, had- not been corrected at the. time of the inspec-
'tio~' ·-~ue. to .. failute to order the -r~q~ired __ p,arts. · 

· 2 • Motor· ,operated valve problems have been experie~nced 
- for. over. three years. Efforts to fin.d and corre_ct the 
deficiencies· of incorrectly .set or '.sized torque ·switc~es' 
overlba~ -set.tings' ·and related_ causes did -not start un~J~ 

. the Spi_:j.ng' of).973. - The problem·s remained' unresol,ved 
at ·the time of t;he -in$.pec-tion~-

II. Viola ~'.~ans consid~red tQ _be of_ ·category III -severi-ty a:r~: 

F. Technicai-spectfication 4.7.D.2 requires 'that whe~~yer _· 
an isolation valve is: i,no"pe.rable the position -of' at. -
_least one other valve in the ::J._ine be record~d daily. 

Contr~ry t-ci the above~ the position of at -.least one other 
valve in- the main steam line was not_ recorded during -the· 

- period. July· 30'-August 6, 1973 when MSIV No. 3-203-lB was 
- ipop·erable-. 

·. ~ ,/ 

G. --Technical Specification 6.·,6.E.3 required that a report on 
main steam isolation .valve (MSIV) leakage- be submitted to· 
the AEC within 18 mo~ths of commerciai service operation. 
F~r .Unit 3_ the report was due on _May_. i6, 1973, which -
represents 18 months since the conclusion of the i"oo hour 
full power warranty" run. 

.,, .... _ 
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Contrary to the above, the report on MSIV leakage was not 
submitted to, the AEC until August 20, 1973. 

H. Technical Specification~.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. Containment penetrationtests conductedfollowing 

· Unit·3 shutdown for refueling during ~rch-May 1973, 
indicated leakage in excess of Technical Specifica-. · 
tion 4.7.A~2. The report ~as not submitted until 
June.20, 1973. 

2 • The Unit 2 torus spray could not. meet th~· LCO re.quire-: .. 
men ts of .TechnicaL Specification 3. s·.A. 6 following 

·, .· 

the failure of both supply valves on August 21, 1973. 
This condition was· not- report:eduntil September 19, 
llB. ~ 

-~-. -!~' -· 

. I, '·. 

,. 
" 

·' 

'j 

' I ,/' ~"" 

' . : ·.· 
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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
veillance testing of specific normally open 
,p.ower-.o.pe.r.at~d .isolation valves .. ,, includir1g 
·dryweTl ·sampling va'lves 8501..;3A and JB · 
(Technical Specification 4.7.D.l.c). 

2. Failure to check or review .data obtained from 
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). 

October 1972 

October 1972 

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

4·. Failure to monitor p.lant chimney effluents .and October 1972 
failure to follow facility procedure 900-AN-I. 
(Technical Specification 3.8.A.l and 6.2.A). 

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

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, Cri~erion 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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9. Failure to substantiate that weld purge dams October 1972 
and glues were water soluble and of low chloride 
content (10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion 
VII). 

10. Failure to report within the required time a set- February 1973 
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). 

Tl. '"Fa'flure '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). 

12. 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). 

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

14. 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 
50.59(b)). 

15. 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). 

16. Failure to test all normally open power-operated 
isolation valves (Technical Specification 
4.7.D.1.c.(l)). 

February 1973 

February 1973 

February 1973 

February 1973 

February 1973 

February 1973 . 
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17. Failure to obtain required approvals of changes 
to working copies of surveiliance procedure 
1700~S-V (Technical Specification 6.2.F'). 

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

19. Failure to provide pressure switches and perform 
1:f.unc.t:.:i:ona1l .:-and ca'Jiil.bl'at'~on 'test-s ~on "HPOI !(I-;i·s­
charge lines (Technical Specificatio~ 4.5.H.4). 

20. Failure to exercise control rods (Technical 
Specification 4.3.A.2). 

21. Failure to check status of each control rod 
accumulator pressure and level alarms (Technical 
Specification 4.3.D.). 

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

23. Failure to record reactor vessel shell temper­
ature (Technical Specification 4.6.D.l). 

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

February 1973 

February 1973 

June 1973 

June 1973 

June 1973 

June 1973 

.·June~.1973 

June 1973 

25. Failure to maintain secondary containment intregrity June 1973 
(Technical Specification 3.7.C). 

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

September 1973 
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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 

., ... lii:c·ensti:ng. '·We $fauna 'in 's'evera1 'i:n·s·tanc·es ·that ·the '±nformation 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. Installation 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 1, 1973 or a temporary 
level switch in the condensate pump r6om 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. 

/ 

B. 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: 
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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 'rrc·ensee commited 'to chan·ge the drcuit aes'ign of the involved 
breakers by January 1974 and to institute administrative controls 
immediately. · 

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

C. 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. 

D. 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. 

E. 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. 
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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, 
pr_ior to repairs (as found) .. The maximum· allowable leakage 
per valve is 11.5 -scfh. 

F. Letter 11245-72 from Mr. W. Worden to. Mr.· A. Giamqusso ·dated 
October 27 ,. 1972 reported an abnormal oc·currence related. to a 
variance found in the setpoint of one of the off-gas monitors. 
The letter stated·that ·the monitor calibratioQ. would be.conducted 
twice "during th~t month to ·determine whether a drift of .the · 
setpoint ·was occurring., . ' . ' 

Our inspection findings revealed that' two cali"Qrations were .not 
peJ.'.formed during either October pr. Novem"Qer ·1972; 

G. L~tter 11337-73" from Mr. W. Worden to M~. A, Giambusso dated 
April 27, 1973; reported an abnormal o~currence regarding a 
violation. of secondary conta.inment integrity. The letter 
stated th~t after June· l, 1973 "Requests f.or Equipment Out 
of. Serv:fce" wi.11 include a check whet'h~r secondary contain"'" 
ment i11tegr;J.ty: was' i,nvolved. •. ' " ' . 

:H.: 

. . 
'. 

Our inspectiof! fir;,dings revealed that between June 1 ~md June 
_ 1973, checks·· ~or. secondary ~onta~nment'; integrity ~er~' not 
. included wheri a "Request for. Equ~pment oti't. "of Servi~e"' was . 

.. approved • .. ... , . ,, . 

. ~ 

Letter #693-73 from Mr.· W. Worden to ·Mr; A., Giambusso dated 
·. September 18, 1973, reported the fai~un{. of LPC~'..1.Jaive· N'o. • . 

2:-1501-20B to open que to a· 'breaker frip'~ · ·The fetter"'state's ·· 
, that as. ~n ad~iitional corrective :action the. valv.e ope'r_a~ion · · ·,:. 
·was to· be kept 'under surveillance .... ·". · . •': . . · . .. : .· :·: 

' ~ . ' ,.,. 
. . . .. ' . '·. ·. >- . i ! :-~~. :' • ,i-- -~ ,', . ., :: ~· ~- ':..~' bur inspection findings revealed: that as .pf; the· ;current, . "r. 

in~pection no additional corre'ctive action had ,bfen, _tak.e~.· 
\~ l . , 
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