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DRESDEN 2&3

N

FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAM DOCUMENTATION PACKAGE

Fire Protection Technical Specifications and License Condition

Fire protection technical specifications have been removed per Generic Letter
86-10, as discussed in the following letters which are included in this
section: : o

1 February 22, 1989 CECo letter from J. A. Silady (NLA) to T. E. Murley
(NRC) transmitting a proposed amendment to replace the Fire Protection
Technical Specifications with a standard license condition and
appropriate administrative procedures.

2 June 30, 1989 NRC letter from B. L. Siege! to T. J. Kovach (CECo) issuing
Technical Specification amendments to replace the existing license
conditions on fire protection with the standard condition noted in
Generic Letter 86-10.

3 August 9, 1989 NRC letter from B. L. Siegel to 7. J. Kovach (CECo)

issuing corrected index pages for the Technical Specifications amendments
provided by letter dated June 30, 1989.

1.0-14
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Commonwaealth Edison

Orie First National Piaza, Chicago, lliinois .

Address Reply 10 Post OFice &x 757 Revision 8

Chicago, Ikinois 60690 - 0767 Aprit 1992
February 22, 1989

Dr. Thomas E. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulatjon
ATIN: Document Control Desk

U.§. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Subject: Dresden Nuclear Power Station Uaits 2 and 3
Proposed Amepndment to the Fire Protection
License Cordition and:Technical Specifications
NRC DPocket Nog. 50-237 ppd $0-249

Reference: Generic Letters 86-10 and 88-12 dated April 24,
1986 and August 2, 1988, respectively.

Dear Dr. Murley:

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.90, Commonwealth Edison proposes to amend
Provisional Operating License DPR-19 and Facility Dperating License DPR-25 for
Dresden Nuclear Power Statiop and their respective Appendix A Technical
Specifications. The proposed amendment revises the Units 2 end 3 Licenses and
Technical Specifications in response to the referenced Generic Letters and_as
pert of the Dresden Improvement Program's Technical Specification Action Plan.

The referenced Generic Letters suggested replacement of Fire
Protection Technical Specifications with a standard license condition and
appropriate administrative procedures, after updating the FSAR to reflect the
approved fire protection program. Similar amendments have been previously
approved, such as Amendment 10 to the Byron Station Operating Licenses (NPF-37
and NPF-66) issued September 9, 1987, The changes are summarized in
Attachment 1 and further described in Attachment 3. The affected pages of the
Licenses and Technical Specifications are contained in Attachment 2.

The proposed changes have been reviewed and approved by both On-Site
and Off-Site Review in accordance with Commonwealth Edison procedures. We
have reviewed these proposed amendments in accordance with 10 CFR 50.92(c) angd
determined that no significant hazards consideration exists. This evaluation
is documented in Attachment 4.

Enclosed as Attachment 5 are the proposed Dresden Administrative
Technical Requirements (DATRs) for Fire Protection. They are submitted as
supporting information for this amendment but have not yet been approved for
implementation by On-Site and Off-Site Review. Since some DATR provisions are
different from existing Technical Specifications, they cannot be fully

1.1-1



Revision 8
, April 1992
Dr. T.E. Murley -2 - Tebruary 22, 1989

implemented until the smendment has been igzued. Although some minor changes
which should not affect their technical conteat may be required prior to final
on-site and off-gite review and approval, CECo believes the enclosed
preliminary version to be technically adequate to .upport the Staff's review
of the proposed amendment.

Commonwealth Edison is notifying the Btate of Illinois of our
spplication for this amendment by transmitting a copy of this letter and its
attachments to the designated State Official.

Please direct any guestions you may have regarding this matter to
this office.

Very truly yours,

J. A. Bilady
Nuclear Licensing Administrator

Im

Attachments 1: Summary of Changes
2: Proposed Changes to Appendix A Technical
Specifications for Dresden Units 2 and 3
3: Description and Bases for Amendment Request
4: Significant Hazards Evaluation
£: Proposed Dresden Adminigtrative Technical
Requirements for Fire Protection

cc: A.B. Davis - Regional Administrator, RIII

D.R. Mullier - Project Director, NRR

5.6, DuPont - NRC Senior Resident Inspector, Dresden
B.L. Siegel - Project Manager, NRR

D.R. Hoffman - Excel Services

Office of Ruclear Facility Services - IDNS

SUBS;EIBED AND SHORN to

Notary Public

£554K



ALTACRENT 1 Revision 8
SIMMARY OF CANGES April 1932

The following changes have been identified for Dresden Units 2 end 3:
(1) Page & of license (DPR-19 and 25)

Change the license condition Section 3.R for Unit 2 and Section
3.G for Unit 3 to the standard fire p:otcetioa license ccndition
identified in Generic Lestter 06-10. .

(2) Pages 3/4.12-1 through 3/& 12-21 (D!l—19 and 25)

Delete all sections of the tiro prot.ction Technical
Specifications.

(3) Page 6-1 (DPR 1% and 25)
Delete manning requirements. for fire brigade.
-(4) Page 6-~7 (DPR-15 and 25)

Add new Section 6.1.G.1.a.1) which states that the
responsibilities of the Off-Site Review and Investigative
Function shall include the revievw of changes to the Fire
Protection Program and implementing procedures.

(5) Page 6~13 (DPR-19 and 25)
Add new Section 6.1.G.2.a.13 which states that the
regpongibilities of the On~Site Review and Investigative

Function shall include the review of changes to the Fire
Protection Program and implementing procedures.

30558
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Revision 8

ATIACEMENT 2 April 1992
PROPOSED CHANGES TO LICENSE AND
ZECHNICAL SPECIFICAIIONS
UNIT 2 PAGES AFFECTED UNIT 3 PAGES AFFECTED
{DPR-19} - {DPR-25)
License Page 4 License Page ¢
3/4.12-1 3/4.12-1
3/4.12-2 3/4.22-2
374.12-3 3/74.12-3
374.12-4 374.12-4
3/4.12-5 3/¢.12-5
3/4.12-6 '3/4.12-6
3/4.12-7 3/4,12-7
3/4.12-8 3/4.12-8
3/74.12-9 374.12-9
3/4.12-10 3/4.12-10
3/4,12-11 3/4.12-11
3/4.12-12 3/4.12-12
3/4.12-13 3/4.12-13
3/4.12-14 3/4.12-14
B 3/4.12-15 B 3/4.12.15
B 3/4.12-16 B 3/4.12-16
B 3/4.12-17 B 3/4.12-17
B 3/4.12-18 B 3/4,12-18
2 2/4,12-19 B 3/4.12-19
B 3/4.12-20 B 3/4.12-20
B 3/4.12-21 B 3/4.12-21
6-1 6-1
6-7 6-7
6-13 6-13

I.1-4
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UNITED STATES cc [ ﬁﬁ// 3,._;,4,

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

'&

[

. . 8 WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555
& 5z;j/ ngﬁ
g /vf é.

‘ .

June 30, 1989

Revision 8

Docket Nos.: 50-237 April 1992
and 50-249 .

‘Mr. Thomas J. Kovach
Nuclear Licensing Manager
Cosmonwea1th Edison Company
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, 1liinois 60690

Dear hr. Kovach:

SUBJECT: REPLACE fIRE PROTECTION LICENSE GONDITION AND REMOVAL OF FIRE
PROTECTION TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS AS PER GENERIC LETTERS 86-10 AND
86-12 {TAC NOS. 71256 AND 71257)

_Re: Dresder Nuclear Fower Station, Unit Nos. 2 and 3

The Commissicr has issuec the enclosed Amendment Kou. 106 toc Provisional
Operatinc License No. OPR-19 for Dresden Unit 2 and Awendment No. 101 1o
Facility Operating License No. DPKk-25 for Dresdesn Unit 3. These amendments
are in response 1o your applicetion dated February 22, 1989.

The afuvrementioned amendments replace the existing license conditions on fire
protection with the standard conditior nuted in Generic Letter &6-10 and
remove requirements for fire detection systews, fire suppressiuvn systems,

fire barriers and tire brigade stafting requirements as per guidance contained
in Cereric Letter 86-10 and §6-12.

A copy of our related Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. The Notice of [ssuance
will be inciuded in the Commission's biweekly Federal Register inotices.

Sincerely,
-\\
NE @@BWE\?' /
JUL = \/} Byfon L. Siegél, Project Manager
Project Directorate 1II-2

Division ¢f Reactour Projects III,
1V, V, and Special Projects

Enclosures:

1. Amenament No. 106 to
License Xo. DPR-19

<. Amendment ko. 101 to
License No. DPR-25

3. Safety Evaluation

ct w/enclosures:
See next page

1.2-1
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Revision 8

April 1992
Mr. Thomas J. Kovach Dresden Nuclear Power Station
Commonwealth Edison Company - Units 2 and 3
cC:

Michael 1, Miller, Esq.

Sidley and Austin

One First National Plaza
Chicago, 111inois 60603

Wre J. migonburg

Plant Superintendent

Dresden Kuclear Power Station
Rural Route #1

“Morris, 1111nofs 60450

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Resident Inspectors Office

Dresden Station

Rural Route #1

Morris, 111inois 60450

Chairman

Board of Supervisors of
6rundy County

6rundy County Courthouse

Morris, I1linois 60450

Regional Administrator

Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Regiun III
799 Roosevelt Road, Bldg. #4

Glen Ellyn, I1linois 60137

Mr. Michael E. Parker, Chief
Division of Engincering

I1linots Department of Nuclear Safety
1035 Cuter Park Drive, 5th Floor
Springfield, I1linois 62704
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© UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
. WASHINGTON, D. €. 20555

Revision 8
April 1992

COMMONWEALTH ED1SON_COMPANY
DOCKET NO. 50-237
DRESDEN NUCLEAR PUWER STATION, UNIT NO. 2
AMENDMENT TO PROYISIONAL OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No, 106
License No. UPR-19

The Kuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

The application for amendment by the Commonwealth Edison Company
(the licensee) dated February z2, 1989 complies with the standards
and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, &s amended
(the Act), anc the Commission's rules and regulations set forth

in 10 CFR Chapter I;

The facility will operate in conformity with the application,
the provisions of the Act and the rules anc regulations of the
Commission;

There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized

by this amerdnent car be conducted without encangering the health
and safety uf the public, ana {1i) thet such activities will be
conducted in corpliance with the Commission's regulations;

The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical tc the commor
deferse and security or to the health and safety of the public; and

The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR Part §1
of the Commission’s regulations and a1l applicable requirements have
been satisfied,



1//\\

> Revision 8
- April 1992

Accordingly, the Ticense is amended by changes to the Technical
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license amendment
and paragraphs 3.B. and 3.H. of Provisional Operating License No. DPR-19
are hereby amended to read as follows:

Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A, as
revised through Amendment No. 106 , are hereby incorporated
in the license. The licensee shall operate the facility
in accordance with the Technical Specifications.

Commonweaith Edison Company shall implement and maintain in effect
all provisions of the approved fire protections program as
described in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report for the
facility and as approved in the SERs deted March 22, 1978 with
suppiements dated December 2, 1980 and February 12, 1981;

January 19, 1983; July 17, 1987; September 28, 1987; and January 5,
198¢, subject to the following provisions:

The licensee may make changes to the approved fire protection
program without prior approval of the Commission only if those
changes would not adversely affect the ability to achieve anc
maintain safe shutdown in-the event of a fire.

This licerse amendmert is effective as of the date of 1ts issuance to be

implemented within 60 days.

FOR THE RUCLEAR REGULATORY COMKISSION

120 € Sl

Paul C. Shemanski, Acting Director

Project Directorate 1I1-Z

Division of Reactor Projects - 111,
IV, V and Special Projects

Attachment:
Changes to the Technical

Specifications

Date of Issuance: June 30, 1989

1.2-4
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ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO. 106

Revision 8
April 1982

PROVISIONAL OPERATING LICENSE DPR-19

DOCKET ND. 50-237

Revise the Appendix A Technical Specifications by removing the pages identified
below and inserting the attached pages.
the captioned amendment number and contain margtnal llnes indicating the

area of change.

REMOVE

v

3/4.
3/4.
3/4.
3/4.
3/4.
3/4.
3/4.
3/4,

3/4.
3/40
3/4.
3/4.
3/4.
3/4.
3/4.
3/4.
3/4.
3/4.
3/4.
2/4.12-20

o/

W oo oo

6

3/4.
-1
6~

12-
12~
12-
12~
12-
12-
12-
12-8

12-9

12-10
12-11
12-12
12-13
12-14
12-15
12-16
12-17
12-18
12-18

NNNNNNN
\ld\mhw!\}t—‘

12-21
7

6-13

I

The revised pages are identified by

.2-5

INSERT
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Revision 8
. April 1992

DRESDEN 11 - DPR-19
Amendment No. 82, 83, 106

{Table of Contents, Cont'd.)

. Page
3.9.C Diesel Fuel 3/4.9 - 4
3.9.0 Diesel Generator Operability 3/4.9 - 4
Limiting Conditions for Operation Bases (3.9) B 3/4.9 - 7

= Surveillance Requirement Bases (4.9) ‘8 3/4.9 - 8
3.10  Refueling 3/4.10- 1
3.10.A Refueling Interlocks 3/4.10- 1
3,10.B Core Monitoring 3/4.10- 1
3.10.C Fuel Storage Pool Water Level . 3/4.10- 2
3.10.D0 Control Rod and Control Rod Drive Ma1ntenance 3/4.10- 3
3.10.E Extended Core Maintenance 3/4.10- 4
3.10.F Spent Fuel Cask Handling 3/4.10- 5

Limiting Conditions for Operation Bases (3.10) - B 3/4.10- 8
Surveillance Requirement Bases (4.10) B 3/4.10-11
3.11 High Energy Piping 1ntegrity (outside containment) 3/4.11- 1
Limiting Conditions for Operation Bases (3.11) B 3/4.11- 4
Surveillance Requirement Bases (4.11) B 3/4.11- 4
3.12 Fire Protection Systems ~ Sections 3.12.A through -
3.12.H - Deleted per Generic Letters 86-10 and
88-12 (Amendment 106)
_____ 4.0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
4.1 Reactor Protection System 3/4.1 - 1
4.2 Protective Instrumentation 3/4.2 - 1
4.2.A Primary Containment Isolation Functions 3/4.2 - 1
4.2.8 (ore and Containment Cooling Systems --

: Initiation and Control 3/4.2 - 1
4.2.C Control Rod Block Actuation 3/8.2 - 2
4.2.D Refueling Floor Radiation Monitors 3/4.2 - 2
4.2.£ Post Accident Instrumentation 3/4.2 - 3
4,2.F Radioactive Liquid Efftuent Instrumentation 3/4.2 - 4
4.2.G Radioactive Gaseous Efftuent Instrumentation : - 3/4.2 - 5%
4.3 Reactivity Contro} 3/4.3 - 1
4.3.A Reactivity Limitations - 3/6.3 - 1
4.3.B Control Rods 3/4.3 - &
4.3.C Scram Insertion Times 3/4.3 -10

-
- jv AMENDMENT NG. 106

1.2-6
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DRESDEN 11 DPR-19
Amendment No. 82,86,97,105,106

6.0 ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS

6.1 Organization, Review, Investigation and Audit

A.

Onsite and offsite organizations shall be ostab]ished for the unit
operation and corporate management, respectively. The onsite and
offsite organizations shall include the positions for activities
affecting the safety of the nuciear power plant

1. Lines of authority, responsibi?ity, and coumunication shall
be established and defined for the highest management levels
through the intermediate levels to and including a1l operating
organization positions. These relationships shall be documented
and updated, as appropriate, in the form of organization charts,
functional descriptions of department responsibilities and
relationships, and job descriptions for key personnel positions,
or in the equivalent forms of documentation. The requirements
shall be documented in the Quality Assurance Manual or the
Management Plan for Nuclear Operations, Section 3 Organiza-
tional Authority, Activity; Section 6 Interdepartmental
Relationships.

2. The Station Manager shall be responsible for overall unit safe
operation and shall have control over those onsite activities
necessary for safe operation and maintenance of plant.

3. The Senior Vice President-Nuclear Operations shall have the
corporate responsibility for overall plant nuclear safety and
shall take any measures needed to ensure acceptable performance
of the staff in operating, maintaining, and providing techn1ca1
support to the plant to ensure nuclear safety.

4. The individuals who train the operating staff and those who
carry out health physics and quality assurance functions may
report to the appropriate onsite manager; however, they shall
have sufficient organizational freedom to ensure their independence
from operational pressures.

DELETED

The shift manning for the station shall be as shown in Table 6.1.1.
The Operating Assistant Superintendent, Operating Engineers, Shift
Engineers, and Shift Foremen shall have a Senior Operating License.
The Fuel Handling Foreman shall have a limited Senior Operating
License. The Vice President BWR Operations on the corporate level
has responsibility for the Fire Protection Program. An Operating
Engineer at the station will be responsible for implementation of the
Fire Protection Program.

6-1  AMENDMENT NO. 106

1.2-7
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April 1992

DRESDEN II DPR-19
Amendment No. 82,86,97,105,106

6.0 ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS (Cont'd.)

(5) Noncompliance with NRC requirements, or of internal
procedures or instructions having nuclear safety
significance. '

(6) Significant operating abnormalities or deviations
from normal and expected performance of plant
equipment that affect nuclear safety as referred
to it by the On-site Review and Investigative
Function.

(7) Reportable events under 10 CFR 50.73.

(8) A1l recognized indications of an unanticipated
deficiency in some aspect of design or operation
of safety related structures, systems or components.

(9) Review and report findings and recommendations
regarding all changes to the Generating Stations
Emergency Plan prior to implementation of such
thanges.

(10) Review and report findings and recommendations
regarding all items referred by the Technical Staff
Supervisor, Station Manager, Vice President BWR
Operations and AVP Quality Programs and Assessment.

(11) Review changes to the Fire Protection Program and
implementing procedures.

b. Statijon Audit Function

The Station Audit Function shall be the responsibility of
the AVP Quality Programs and Assessment independent of BWR
Operations. Such responsibility is delegated to the Nuclear
Quality Programs Manager.

Either of the above, or designated Corporate Staff or
Supervisor approved by AVP Quality Programs and Assessment
shall approve the audit agenda and checklists, the findings
and the report of each audit. Audits shall be performed in
accordance with the Company Quatity Assurance Program and
Procedures. Audits shall be performed to assure that
safety-related functions are covered within the period
designated below:

(1) Audit of the Conformance of facility operation to provisions
contained within the Technical Specifications and applicable
license conditions at least once per year.

6-5 AMENDMENT NO. 106
1.2-8
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DRESDEN 11 DPR-18
Amendment No. 82,83,86,97,105,106

6.0 ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS {(Cont'd.)

(7) Performance of special reviews and investigations
and reports thereon as reguested by the Superintendent
of the Off-site Review and Investigative Function.

(8) Review of the Station Security Plan and shall
submit recommended changes to the Director of
Corporate Security and the AVP Quality Programs and
Assessment in lieu of distribution in accordance
with 6.1.6.2.¢.(1).

(8) Review of the Emergency Plan and station impliementing
procedures and identification of recommended changes.

(10) Review of reportable events and actions taken to
prevent recurrence.

(11) Review of any unplanned on-site release of
radioactive material to the environs including the
preparation and forwarding of reports covering
evaluation recommendations and disposition of the
corrective action to prevent recurrence to the Vice
President BwR Operations and to the Superintendent of
the Off-site Review and Investigative Function.

(12) Review of changes to the PCP and ODCM and major
changes to the radwaste treatment systems.

(13) Review changes to the Fire Protection Program and
impiementing procedures.

b, Authority

The Technical Staff Supervisor is responsible to the
Station Manager (or designee) and shall make recommenda-
tions in a timely manner in all areas of review, investiga-
tion, and quality contro) phases of plant maintenance,
operation and administrative procedures relating to
facility operations. The Technical Staff Supervisor shall
have the authority to reguest the action necessary to
ensure compliance with rules, regulations, and procedures
when in his opinion such action is necessary. The Station
Manager (or designee) shall follow such recommendations or
select a course of action that is more conservative
regarding safe operation of the facility. A1l such
disagreements shall be reported immediately to the Vice
President BWR Operations and the Superintendent of the
Off-site Review and Investigative Function.

6-11 AMENDMENT NO. 106
1.2-8
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION Revision 8

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 April 1992

COMMORKEALTH EDISON COMPANY
DOCKET NO. 50-249
DRESDEN NUCLEAR PONER STATION, UNIT MO. 3
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Arendment No. 101
License No. DPR-25

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

A.

The application for amendment by the Commonwealth Edison Company
(the licensee) dated February 22, 1989 complies with the standards
and requirements of the Atomic Erergy Act of 1954, as amended

(the Act}, and the Commission's rules and regulations set forth

in 10 CFR Chapter 1;

The facility will operate in conformity with the application,
the provisions of the Act and the rules and regulations of the
Commission;

There is reasonable assurance (1) that the activities euthorized
by this zmendmert can be conducted without endangering the health
and safety of the public, and (ii} that such activities will be
conductec in compliance with the Cosmission's regulations;

The issuance of this arenament will not be infmical to the common
defense and security or to the heaith and safety of the public; and

The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR Part 51

of the Commission's regulations and 21) applicable requirements have
been satisfied.

1 .2-10
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2. Accordingly, the license is amended by changes to the Technical
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license amendment
and paragraphs 3.B. and 3.G6. of Facility Operating License No. DPR-25 are
hereby amended to read as follows: : ,

B. Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A,
revised through Amendment No. 101 , are hereby inco orated
in the license. The licensee sha1l operate the facility

in accordance with the Technical Specifications.

6. Cowmwonwealth Edison Company shall implement and maintain in effect
all provisions of the approved fire protections program as
described in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report for the
facility and as approved in the SERs dated March 22, 1978 with
supplements dated December 2, 1980 and February 12, 1981;

January 19, 1983; July 17, 1987; September 28, 1987; and January 5,
1989, subject to the following provisions:

The licensee may make changes to the approved fire protection
program without prior approval of the Commission only if those
changes would not adversely affect the ability to achieve and
maintain safe shutdown in the event of a fire.

3. This license amendment is effective as of the date of its fssuance to be
implemented within 60 days.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

12 € SRl

Paul C. Shemanski, Acting Director

Project Directorate IIl-2

Division of Reactor Projects - 1II,
IV, V and Special Projects

Attachment:
Changes to the Technical
Specifications

Date of Issvance: Jdune 30, 1988

I.2-11
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ATTACHMENT TOVLICENSE_AHENDMENT hO. 101
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE DPR-25
DOCKET NO. 50-249

Revise the Appendix A Technical Specifications by removing the pages {dentified
below and inserting the attached pages. The revised pages are identified by
the captioned amendment number and contain marginal lines indicating the

area of change. , S

REMOVE INSERT

iv iy

3/4.12-1

3/4.12-2

3/4.12-3

3/4.12-4

3/4.12-5

3/4,12-6

3/4.12-7

3/4.12-8

3/6.12-9

3/4.12-10

3/4.12-11

3/4.12-12

3/4.12-13

3/4.12-14

3/4.12-15

3/4.12-16

3/4,12-17

3/4.12-18

3/4.12-19

3/4.12-20 .

3/4,12-21
6-1 6-1
6~ 6-5
6-13 6-11

[eeRvoResocioriiosoe)
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DRESDEN 111 DPR-25
Amendment No. 75, 77, 101

{Table of Contents, Cont'd.)

v Page

3.9.C Diesel Fuel 3/4.9-4
3.8.0 Diesel Generator Operability 3/4.9-4

Limiting Conditions for Operation Bases (3.9) B 3/4.8-7

Surveillance Requirement Bases (4.9) B 3/4.%-8
3.10 Refueling 3/4.10~1
3.10.A Refueling Interlocks 3/4.10-1
3.10.8 Core Monitoring 3/4.10-1
3.20.C Fuel Storage Pool Water Level 3/4.10-2
3.20.0 Control Rod and Control Rod Drive Ha1ntenance 3/4.10-3
3.10.E Extended Core Maintenance - ‘ 3/74.10-4.
3.10.F Spent Fuel Cask Handling 3/4.10-5

Limiting Conditions for Operation Bases (3.10) B 3/4.10-8

Surveillance Requirement Bases (4.10) B 374.10-11
3.11  High Energy Piping Integrity (outside containment) 3/4.11-1

Limiting Conditions for Operation Bases (3.11) B 3/4.11-4

Surveillance Requirement Bases (4.11) B 3/4.11-4
3.12 Fire Protection Systems - Sections 3.12.A through 3.12.H -

Deleted per Generic Letters 86-10 and 88-12 (Amendment 101)
4.0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
4.1 Reactor Protection System 3/4.1-1
4.2 Protective Instrumentation 3/4.2-1
4.2.A Primary Containment Isolation Functions 3/4.2-1
4.2.B Core and Containment Cooling Systems -~

Initiation and Control 3/4.2-1
4.2.C Control Rod Block Actuation 3/4.2-2
4.2.D Refueling Floor Radiation Monitors 3/4.2-2
4.2.£ Post Accident Instrumentation 3/4.2-3
4.2.F Radioactive Liquid Effluent Instrumentation 3/4.2-4
4,2.G Radioactive Gaseous Effluent Instrumentation 3/4.2-5
4.3 Reactivity Control 3/4.3-1
4.3.A Reactivity Limitations 3/4.3-1
4.3.8B Control Rods 3/4.3-4
4.3.C Scram Insertion Times - 3/4.3-10
iv AMENDMENT NO. 101

1.2-13
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DRESDEN 111 DPR-25
Amendment No. 75,79,92,100,101

6.0 ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS

6.1 QOrganization, Review, Investigation and Audit

A.

Onsite and offsite organizations shall be established for the unit
operation and corporate management, respectively. The onsite and
offsite organizations shall include the positions for activities
affecting the safety of the nuclear powlr plant. .
R et
1. Lines of authority, responsibility, and communication shall
be established and defined for the highest management levels
through the intermediate levels to and inciuding 811 operating
organization positions. These relationships shall be documented
and updated, as appropriate, in the form or organization charts,
functional descriptions of departnent responsibilities and
relationships, and job descriptions for key personnel positions,
or in the equivalent forms of documentation. The reguirements
shall be documented in the Quality Assurance Manual or the
Management Plan for Nuclear Operations, Section 3 Organizational
Authority, Activity; Section 6 Interdepartmental Relationships.

2. The Station Manager shall be responsible for overall unit safe
operation and shall have control over those onsite activities
necessary for safe operation and maintenance of plant.

3. The Senior Vice President-Nuclear QOperations shall have the
corporate responsibility for overall plant nuclear safety and
shall take any measures needed to ensure acceptable performance
of the staff in operating, maintaining, and providing technical
support to the plant to ensure nuclear safety.

4. The individuals who train the operating staff and those who carry

out health physics and quality assurance functions may report to
the appropriate onsite manager; however, they shall have sufficient
organizational freedom to ensure their independence from opera-
tional pressures.

DELETED

The shift manning for the station shall be as shown in Table
6.1.1. The Operating Assistant Superintendent, Operating
Engineers, Shift Engineers, and Shift Foremen shall have a
Senior Operating License. The Fuel Handling Foreman shall have

a limited Senior Operating License. The Vice President BWR
Operations on the corporate level has responsibility for the
Fire Protection Program. An Operating Engineer at the station
will be responsible for implementation of the Fire Protection
Program.

6~1 Amendment No. 101
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DRESDEN 111 DPR-25
Amendment No. 75,79,92,100,101

6.0 ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS (Cont'd.)

(4) Proposed changes in Technical Specificatlons or
NRC operating licenses. _

{5) Noncompliance with NRC reqﬁirélents, or of inter-
nal procedures or instructions having nuclear
safety significance.

(6) Significant operating abnormalities or deviations
from normal and expected performance of plant
equipment that affect nuclear safety as referred
;o 1: by the Onsite Review and Invest1gat1ve

unction.

(7) Reportable Events reported under 10 CFR 50.73.

(8) A1l recognized indications of an unanticipated
deficiency in some aspect of design or operation
of safety related structures, systems or
components.

(9) Review and report findings and recommendations
regarding all changes to the Generating Stations

p ' Emergency Plan prior to implementation of such

- changes.

"""" (10) Review and report findings and recommendations
regarding all items referred by the Technical
Staff Supervisor, Station Manager, Vice President
BWR Operations and AVP Quality Program and
Assessment.

(11) Review changes to the Fire Protection Program and
implementing procedures.

b. Station Audit Function

The Station Audit Function shall be the responsibility of the
AVP Quality Programs and Assessment 1ndependent of the
Production Department. Such responsibility is deIegated to
the Nuclear Quality Programs Manager.

Either of the above, or designated Corporate Staff or Super-
vision approved by AVP Quality Programs and Assessment shall
approve the audit agenda and checklists, the findings and the
report of each audit. Audits shall be performed in accordance
with the Company Quality Assurance Program and Procedures.
Audits shall be performed to assure that safety-related
functions are covered within the period designated below.

{ ‘- 6-5 Amendment No. 101
= 1.2-15
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DRESDEN I1I DPR-25

Amendment No. 75,77,79,92,100,101

6.0 ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS (Cont'd.).-

b.

(6) Review of fici]ity operations to detect potential
safety hazards.

(7) Performance of special reviews and investigations
and reports thereon as requested by the Super-
;ntezdent of the Off-site Review and Investigative

unction .

(8) Review the Station Security Plan and shall submit
recommended changes to the Director of Corporate
Security and the AVP Quality Programs and Assessment

in 1ieu of distribution in accordance with 6.1. G 2.c(1).

(9) Review the Emergency Plan and ‘station implementing
procedures and identification of recommended changes.

(10) Review of reportable events and actions taken to
prevent recurrence.

(11) Review of any unplanned on-site release of

radioactive material to the environs including

. the preparation and fowarding of reports
covering evaluation recommendations and
disposition of the corrective action to prevent
recurrence to the Vice President BWR Operations
and to the Superintendent of the 0ff-site Review
and Investigative Function.

(12) Review of changes to the PCP and ODCM and major
changes to the radwaste treatment systems. ‘

(13) Review changes to the Fire Protection Program and
implementing procedures.

Authority

The Technical Staff Supervisor is responsible to the
Station Manager (or designee) and shall make recom-
mendations in a timely manner in all areas of review,
investigation, and quality contrel phases of pilant
maintenance, operation and administrative procedures
relating to facility operations. The Technical Staff
Supervisor shall have the authority to request the
action necessary to ensure compliance with rules,
regulations, and procedures when in his opinion such
action is necessary. The Station Manager (or designee)
shall follow such recommendations or select a course of
action that is more conservative regarding safe operation
of the facility. A1l such disagreements shall be reported
immediately to the Vice President BWR Operations and the
Superintendent of the Off-site Review and Investigative
Function.

6-11 Amendment No.
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SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
SUPPORTING AMENDMENT NO.106 TO PRCVISIONAL OPERATING LICEHSE NO. DPR-19
AND AMENDMENT NO.101 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-25 '
COMMONWEALTH EDISON .COMPANY
DRESDEN NUCLEAR POWER STATION, UNIT NOS. 2 AND 3
DOCKET NOS. §0-237 AND 50-249

1.0 INTRODUCTION

By letter dated February 22, 1989, Comnonwealth Edfson Corpany (the licensee)
proposed that the existing license conditions on fire protectiun be replaced
with the standard condition noted in Generic Letter 86-10 and also pruposed
changes to the Appendix A Technical Specifications (TS) Tor Dresden Units 2
and 3. The proposed changes would remove requirements for fire detection
systems, fire suppression systems, fire barriers, and fire brigaae staffing
requirements a&s recommended by Gener{c Letter 86-10. The proposed changes
woulg o1so modify the administretive control requirements of the TS to add
requirements for the Fire Protection Program that are similar to requirements
for other programs implemented by license conditfon. Guidance on these
proposed changes to TS was proviuea to all power reactor iicensee and
epplicants by Generic Letter 88-12, dated August 2, 1988.

2.0 BACKGROUND

Following the fire at the Browns Ferry Nuclear Power Plant on March 2¢, 1975,
the Cormmnission undertook @ number of actions to ensure that improvements were
implemented in the Fire Protection Programs for all power reactor facilities.
Because of the extensive modification of Fire Protection Programs and the
number of open issues resulting from staff evaluations, & number of revisions
and alterations occurred 1n these programs over the years. Consequently,
1icensees were requested by Generic Letter 86-10 to incorporate the final NRC
approved Fire Protection Program in their Final Safety Analysis Reports
(FSARs). In thfs manner, the Fire Protection Program -- including the
systems, the administrative and technical controls, the organfzetion, and
other plant features associated with fire protection -- would have a status
consistent with that of other plant features described in the FSAR. In
addition, the Commissior concluded that a standard license condition,
requiring compliance with the provisions of the Fire Protection Program as
describec in the FSAR, should be used to ensure unfiform enforcement of fire
protection requirements. Finally, the Commission stated that with the
requested actions, licensces may request an amenduent to delete the fire
protection TS that would now be unnecessary.

I.2-17
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The licensees for the Callaway and Wolf Creek plants submitted lead-plant
proposals to remove fire protection requirements from their TS, This action
was an industry effort to obtain KRC guidance on an acceptable format for
license amendment requests to remove fire protection requirements from TS.

Additionally, in the licensing review of new plants, the staff has approved
applicant requests to remove fire protection requirements from TS {ssued with
the operating license. Thus, on the basis of the lead-plant proposals and the
staff's experience with TS for new licenses, Generic Letter 88-12 was issued
to provide guidance on removing fire protection requirements from TS.

3.0 EVALUATION

Generic Letter 86-10 recommended the removal of fire protection requirements
from the TS. Although a comprehensive Fire Protection Program is essential to
plant safety, the basis for this recommendation is that many details of this
program that are currently addressed in TS can be modified without affecting
nuclear safety. Such modifications can be made provided that there are
suitable administrative controls over these changes. These details, that are
presently included in TS and which are removed by this amendment, do not
constitute performance requirements necessary to ensure safe operation of the
facility and, therefore, do not warrant being included in TS. At the same
time, suitable administrative controls ensure that there will be careful
review and analysis by competent individuals of any changes in the Fire
Protection Program inciuding those technical and administrative requirements
removed from the TS to ensure that nuclear safety is not adversely affected.
These controls include: (1) the TS administrative controls that are
applicable to the Fire Protection Program, (2) the license condition on
implementation of, and subsequent changes to, the Fire Protection Program, and
(?3 the 10 CFR 50.59 criteria for evaluating changes to the Fire Protection
Program as described in the FSAR.

The specific details relating to fire protection requirements removed from TS
by this amenament include those specifications for fire detection systems,
fire suppression systems, fire barriers, and fire brigade staffing
requirements. The administrative control requirements have been modified to
include Fire Protection Program implementation as an element for which written
procedures must be established, impiemented, and maintained. In addition, the
audit responsibilities of the On-Site Review and Investigative Function were
expanded to include the review of the Fire Protection Program and implementing
procedures and submittal of recommended changes to the Off-Site Review and
Investigative Function.

The TS changes proposed by the licensee are in accordance with the guidance
provided by Generic Letter 88-12, as addressed in the items below.

(1) Specification 6.1.6.2.a.13, On-Site Review and Investigative Function, was
revised to add the review of the fire protection program implementation and
Specification 6.1.G.1.a was revised to include the review of recommended
changes by the Off-Site Review and Investigative Function,
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(2) With the inclusion of Specification 6.1.G.1.2{11), Fire Pretection Program
implementation has been added to those programs for which written procedures
are required. Specification 6,1.H, which was approved in a previous amendment,
gontains an inspection and audit requirement for the Fire Protection

rogran. ‘

(3) Specifications 3.12 and 4.12, Fire Suppression Systems, their associated
Surveillance Requirements, and Bases {including Fire Barriers and Fire
Detection Instrumentation, and their associated Surveillancte Requirements and
Bases) were removed.

(4) Specification 6.2.C on fire brigade staffing requirements was removed.

As required by Generic Letter 86-10, the licensee by letter dated June 20, 198S
confirwed that the NRC approved Fire Protection Program has been frcorporated
into the FSAR and stated that any other references determined to be appropriate -
would be fncluded in the 1989 calendar year FSAR update. Also, the licensee has
proposed that the existing licensing conditions cn the Fire Protection Program
be replaced with the standard condition noted .in Generic Letter 86-10.

The licensee confirmed that the operational conditions, remedial actions, and
test requirements associated with the fire protection TS will be approved
prior to removal from the TS and within 60 days from the approval date of this
safety evaluation and included in the Fire Protection Program incorporated
into the UFSAK. This satisfies the guidance of Generic Letter 88-12.

Cn the basis of its review of the above items, the staff concludes that the
licensee has met the guidance of Generic Letter 88-12. Therefore, the staff
finds the proposed changes acceptable.

4.0 EKVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

These amendments fnvolve changes to the use of the facility components located
within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR Part 20. The staff has
determined that the amendments involve no significant increase in the amounts
and nc significant change in the types of any effluents that may be released
off site, and that there is no significant increase in individual or
cumulative occupational exposure. The staff has determined that the
amendments involve no significant hazards consideration, and there has been no
public comment on such finding. Accordingly, the amendments meet the
eligibility criteria for categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR
§1.22(c){9). Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b) no environmental impact statement or
environmenta) assessment need be prepared in connection with the issuance of
these amendments. ‘

5.0 CONCLUSION
The Commission made proposed determinations that the amendments involve no °

significant hazarde consideration, which were published in the Federal
Register (54 FR 13762) on April 5, 1989. The Commission consulted with the
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State of I11inois. No public comments were recefved, and the state of
I1linois did not have any comments.

On the basis of the consfderations discussed above, the staff concludes that
(1) there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public
will not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner, (2) such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commissfon's regulations,
and (3) the fssuance of these amendments will not be fnimical to the cosmon
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.

Principal Contributors: Dennis J. Kubicki, SPLB/DEST
Thomas 6. Dunning, OTSB/DOEA
Byron L. Siegel, NRR/DRSP

Dated: June 30, 1989
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UNITED STATES Revision 8

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMM{SSION April 1992
WASHINGTON, D. ©. 20555 A |
August 9, 1989 E 4 888

Locket Nos. 5(0-237 and 50-24%

© MWr. Thomas J. Kovach
Nuclear Licensing Manager
Commonwea1th Edison Company
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, Il1linois 60690
- Dear Mr, Kovach:

SUBJECT: CORRECTION TO THE INDEX PAGES FOR DRESDEN UNITS NO'S 2 AND 3
FOR AMENDMENT NOS. 106 and 101 {TAC NOS. 71256 AND 71257)

The purpose of this letter is to notify you that the index pages for these
amendments contain two errurs. The pages identified as 6-7 and 6-13 to be
removed should be changed to pages 6-5 and 6-11 as shown in the enclosed
index pages. These changes are nécessary to correct the original page numbers

which were superseded by a subsequent amendment,

Sincerely,

M .
' ron L. Siedel, Project Manager

Project Directorate I11-2
Division of Reactor Projects III,
1V, V, &nd Special Projects

Enclosures:
As stated

cc w/enclosures: See next page
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Mr. Thomas J. Kovach
Comacnwealth Edison Company

cc:

Michael 1. Miller, Esq.

Sidley and Austin

.One First Kational Plaza
Chicago, I1linois 60603

Mr. J. Eenigenburg

Plant Superintendent

Dresden Ruclear Power Station
Rural Route #1

Morris, I1linois 60450

U. S. Nuciear Regulatory Commission
Resident Inspectors Office

Dresder: Station

Rural Route #1

Morris, I1linois 60450

Chairman

Board of Supervisors of
Grundy County

Grundy County Courthouse

Morris, I1linois 6045C

Regional Administrator

Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region 11l
799 Roosevelt Road, Bldg. #4

Glen Ellyn, I1linois 60137

- Mr. Mich2el E. Parker, Chief

Division of Engineering

I1tinois Department of Nuclear Safety
1035 Outer Park Drive, 5th Fioor
Springfield, I1linois 62704

1.3-2
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Units 2 and 3
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ATTACHKENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT KC. 106
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Revision 8

PROVISIONAL CPERATING LICENSE DPR-19

April 1992

DOCKET NO. 50-237

Revise the Appendix A Technical Specifications by removing the pages identified

below and inserting the attached pages.

The revised pages are identified by

the captioned amendmert number and contafn marginal lines indicating the
area of change.

oyt oy to

REMOVE

iv
374.12-1
3/4.12-2

.3/4.12-3

3/4.12-4
3/4.12-5
3/4.12-6
3/4.12-7
3/4.12-8
3/4.12-8
3/4.12-16
3/4.12-11
3/4.,12-12
3/4.12-13
3/4.12-14
2/4.12-15
3/4.12-16
3/4.12-17
3/4.12-18
3/4.12-18
3/4.1c-20
3/4.12-21
6-1
-5
-1

O

1

I

.3-3

INSERT
iv



ATTACHMENT 70 LICENSE AMENDMENT NC. 101

Revision 8

FACILITY OPERATIMG LICENSE DPR-25

April 1992

DOCKET NO. 50-249

Revise the Appendix A Technical Specifications by removing the pages identified.
The revised pages are ident{fied by
the captioned amendment number and contain marginal lines indicating the

area of change. .

below and insertino the attached pages.

oMo ™Moo

‘REMOVE

I
3/4.12-1
3/4.12-2

'3/64.12-3

3/4.12-4
3/4.12-5
3/4.12+6
3/4.12-7
3/4,12-8
3/4.12-9
3/4.12-10
3/4.12-11
3/4.12-12
3/4.12-13
3/4.12-14
3/4.12-15
3/4.12-16
3/4.12-17
3/4.12-18
5/4.12-19
3/4.12-20
3/4.12-21

6-1

6-5

6-11

.3-4

INSERT
jv
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DRESDEN 26&3 AMENDMENT 11
JUNE 1998

Fire Protection Report

Dresden Administrative Technical Requirements {DATR’s) for Fire Protection

The Fire Protection and Safe Shutdown DATR’s are available
through Central Files.
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DRESDEN 2&3

FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAM DOCUMENTATION PACKAGE
- RC ction R

. Titie

May 25, 1984 Inspectlon Reports No. 50-010/84-01, 50-237/84-06; 50-
249/84-05

July 3 1984 Inspection Repoert No. 50-010/84-09, 50- 237/84 11; 50-
249/84-10

July 30, 1984 CECo tetter from D. L. Farrar to J. G. Keppler (NRC);
Response to Inspection Report No. 50-010/84-08, 50-237/84-11, 50-
249/84-10

November 14, 1985 Inspection Report No. 50-237/85033, 50-249/85029

December 26, 1985 Notice of Violation Concerning Inspection Reports
No. 50-237/85033, 50-249/85029

January 24, 1986 CECo letter from D. L. Farrar to J. G. Keppler
(NRC) transmitting response to Inspection Report No. 50-237/85033
and 50-249/85029

February 26, 1986 Inspection Report No. 50-249/86006

May 6, 1986 (CECo) letter from D. L. Farrar to J. &. Keppler (NRC)
transmitting the response to Inspection Report 50-249/86006

July 17, 1986 (CECo) letter from D. L. Farrar to J. G. Keppler (NRC)
discussing Inspection Report No. 50-243/86006

December 21, 1987 Inspection Report No. 50-237/87035 and 50-
249/87034

December 14, 1987 Inspection Report No. 50-237/87037 and S50-
249/87036

January 3, 1989 Inspection Report No. 50-237/88010 and 50 -249/88012
to assess compliance with 10 CFR 50 Appendix R

Appendix R Audit Questions April 18-22, 1988
February 1, 1989 CECo letter from H. E. Bliss to A. Bert Davis

transmitting the response to Inspection Report No. 50-237/88010 and
50-249/88012
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DRESDEN 2&3
FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAM QOCUMENTATION PACKAGE
NRC Inspectio ort {Cont’d

Title

January 23, 1989 Inspect1on Report No. 50-237/88030 and 50-249/88031
to review deficiencies in fire wrap installations and tra1n1ng to
installers

April 14, 1989 CECo letter from E. D. Eenigenberg to R. J. Israelson
(3M) on review of installed E-50 Fire Wrap Removable Covers

May 3, 1989 letter from R. J. Israelson (3M) to E. D. Eenigenberg
(CECo), response to April 14, 1989 letter

February 28, 1989 Inspection Report 50-249/89004 concerning the June
4, 1988 fire in the Drywell Expansion Gap

April 14, 1989 Inspection Report 50-237/89008 and 50-249/89009
reviewing allegations regardlng unsealed openings inside conduits in
fire walls

June 9, 1989 Inspection Report 50-237/89013 and 50-249/89012 to
review impiementation of the licensee’s fire protection program

July 31, 1989 Inspection Report 50-010/89002, 50-237/89017 and 50-
249/89016 _

December 26, 1989 Inspection Report No. 50-237/89022 and 50-
249/89021

January 25, 1990 CECo letter from T. J. Kovach to A. Bert Davis
(NRC), Response to Notice of Violation and Inspection Report No. 50-
237/89022 and 50-249/89021

August 24, 1990 Inspection Report No. 50-237/90017 and 50-249/90017

September 24, 1990 CECo letter from T. J. Kovach to A. Bert Davis
{NRC), Response to Notice of Violation and Inspection Report No. 50-
237/90017 and 50-249/90017

November 28, 1990 NRC letter from A. Bert Davis to C. Reed (CECo)
proposed Imposition of Civil Penalty
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AMENDMENT 12

DRESDEN 2&3
FIRE PROTECTION REPORT

NRC Inspection Reports (Cont'd

Title

December 7, 1990 Inspection Report No. 50-237/90023 and
50-249/90003.

December 14, 1990 CECo letter from T.J. Kovach to A. Bert
Davis (NRC) discussing unresolved Item 50-237/9002-06 in
Inspection Report No. 50-237/90023 and 50-249/90023.

Janvaxry 7, 1991 CECo letter form T.J. Kovach to A. Bert Davis
(NRC) , response to Notice of Violation contained in Inspection
Report No. 50-237/90023 and 50-249/90023.

February 6, 1991 NRC letter from H.J. Miller to C. Reed (CECo)
responding to CECo's letter of January 7, 1991.

January 7, 1991 Inspection Report No. 50-237/90027 and
50-249/90026.

February 15, 1991 CECo letter from T.J. Kovach and A. Bert ]
Davis (NRC). Response to Notice of Violation Associated with
Inspection Report No. 50-237/90027 and 50-237/90026.

Maxrch 15, 1991 Inspection Report No. 50-237/91004 and
50- 249/91004 to review 1mplementatlon of the routine fire
protection program.

March 27, 1991 CECo letter from T.J. Kovach to A. Bert Davis
(NRC) . Response to Notice of Violation Associated with
Inspection Report No. 50-237/91004 and 50-249/91004.

March 2, 1993 Inspection Report No. 50-237/93002 and
50-249/93002.

May 20, 1996 Inspection Report Nos. 50-010/96002,
50-237/96002 and 50/249/96002.

November 14, 1996 Inspection Report Nos. 50-237/96012,
50-249/96012, 50-254/96016, and 50-265/96016

December 12, 1996 ComEd letter from E.S. Kraft to NRC,
response to apparent violation contained in Inspection Report
Nos. 50-237/96012, 50-249/96012, 50-254/96016, and
50-265/96016.
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DRESDEN 2&3
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NRC Inspection Reports (Cont’d)

Title

21

22

23

24

December 20, 1996 ComEd letter from J. B. Hosmer to NRC, supplemental
response to apparent violation contained in Inspection Report Nos. 50-237/96012,
50-249/96012, 50-254/96016 and 50-265/96016.

March 6, 1997 ComkEd leiter from J. B. Hosmer to NRC, regarding
protection of motor operated valves during postulated hot shorts.

March 6, 1998 Inspection Report Nos. 50-237/97021 and 50-249/97021.
April 6, 1998 ComkEd letter from J.M. Heffley to NRC, response to
Notice of Violation contained in Inspection Report Nos. 50-237/97021 and 50-
249/97021.

December 18, 1998 Inspection Report Nos. 50-237/98029 and 50-249/98029.

June 19, 2002 Inspection Report Nos. 50-237/02-06(DRS) and 50-249/02-
06(DRS).

May 5, 2005 Inspection Report Nos. 05000237/2005002(DRS) and
05000249/2005002(DRS)
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION I
799 ROOSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 60137

MAY 2 5 1984 MAY 3 ¢ (0
ituhi3 [ g

L 3

Docket No. 50-10
Docket No. 50-237
- Docket No. 50-249

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by T. M, Tongue,

S. Stasek, C. D, Anderson, and R. Lanksbury of this office on March 27, 1984
through May 21, 1984, of activities_at Dresden Nuclear

2 and 3 author1zed py NRC Operating Licenses No. DPR-02, DPR-19, and DPR-25,
‘and to the discussion of our findings with Mr. D. Scott and others of your
staff at the conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

No items of noncompliance with NRC requirements were identified during the
course of this inspection.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure(s)
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office,
by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written
application to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of
the date of this letter. Such application must be consistent with the re-
quirements of 2.790(b)(1). 1If we do not hear from you in this regard within
“the specified periods noted above, a copy of this letter and the enclosed
inspection report will be placed in the Public Document Room.

I11.1-1
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Commonwealth Edison Company

We will gladly discuss any questions

Enclosure: Inspection Reports
No. 50-010/84~01(DPRP);
No. 50-237/84-06(DPRP);
No. 50-249/84-05(DPRP)

cc w/encl:

D. L. Farrar, Director
of Nuclear Licensing

D. J. Scott, Station
Superintendent

PMB/Document Control Desk (RIDS)

Resident Inspector, RIII '

Phy11is Dunton, Attorney
General's Office, Environmental
Control Division

Revision 8
April 1992

2 MAY 2 5 luod

you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely, '
! 4 . /
. U. Shafer, Chief

Projects Branch 2
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Revision 8
April 1992
U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 11

~

Reports No. 50-Q10/84-01(DPRP); 50-237/84-06(DPRP); 50‘249/84-05(DPRP) -

Docket Nos. 50-010; 50-237; 50-249 Licenses No. DPR-02; DPR-19; DPR-25
Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company

P. 0. Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690
Facility Name: Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 1, 2, and 3

Inspection At: Dresden Site, Morris, IL

Inspection Conducted: March 27, 1984 through May 21, 1984

Inspectors: T. M. Tongue
S. Stasek

€. D. Anderson

-

. Lanksbury

Approved By: {//wsgtamos Chief GO A

Projects Branch 2C Date

Inspection Summary

Inspection during the period of March 27 through May 21, 1984 (Reports

No. 50-10/84-01(DPRP); 50-237/84-06(DPRP); 50-249/84-05(DPRP))

Areas Inspected: Routine unannounced resident inspection of action on previous
inspection findings, regional requests, 10 CFR 21 notifications, operational
safety, events, fire protection program, surveillance, maintenance, IE Bulletins,
licensee event reports, spent fuel shipments, Three Mile Island modifications,
regulatory performance improvement plan, Unit 1 chemical cleaning, independent
inspection, report review, and meeting with local municipal officials. The
inspection involved a total of 398 inspector-hours onsite by 4 NRC inspectors
including 78 inspector-hours onsite during off-shifts.

Results: Of the 16 areas inspected, no items of noncompliance or deviations
were identified.
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DETAILS
SECTION I

Persons {ontacted

Commonwealth Edison - Station Personnel

*D. Scott, Station Superintendent
R. Ragan, Operations Assistant Superintendent
J. Eenigenburg, Maintenance Assistant Superintendent
*J. Wujciga, Administrative and Support Services
Assistant Superintendent :
J. Brunner, Technical Staff Supervisor
R. Christensen, Unit 1 Operating Engineer
*J. Almer, Unit 2 Operating Engineer
T. Ciesla, Unit 3 Operating Engineer
D. Sharper, Waste Systems Engineer
*G. Myrick, Radiation Chemistry Supervisor
B. Saunders, Station Security Administrator
L. williams, Quality Assurance Coordinator
*R. Stobert, Quality Assurance Inspector
R. Stols, Quality Assurance Engineer
*T. Gilman, Chemistry Supervisor
*S. McDonald, Radiation Protection Supervisor
M. Dillon, Fire Marshal
T. Ziakis, Emergency Preparedness Coordinator
D. Ambler, Health Physicist -

Commonwealth Edison - Corporate Personnel

D. A. Adam, Lead Health Physicist Field Services Engineer
Contractors

Home Transportation Company

K. Jones, Driver

Coyne Industrial Laundry - Joliet

E. Kasmark, General Manager

NRC Personnel

Region 111

R. Paul, Health Physicist

A. Januska, Health Physicist

G. France, Health Physicist

R. Lickus, Director, State and Government Affairs
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The inspectors also talked with and interviewed several other licensee
employees, including members of the technical and engineering staffs,
reactor and auxiliary operators, shift engineers and foremen, electrical,
mechanical and instrument personnel, and contract security personnel.

*Denotes those attending one or more exit interviews conducted on Apr11 19,
April 23, May 4, May 8, and May 21, 1984, and informally at vartous tlmes
throughout the 1nspect1on period.

Action on Previous Inspection Findings

(Closed) Open Item (237/75-01(DPRP}): Torus (suppression pool) baffle
removed. The baffles were removed in accordance with the Mark I con-
tainment modifications program.

(Closed) Open Item (237/76-06(DPRP})): Traversing Incore Probe (TIP)
jsolation ball valve. This item is being reviewed generically. If
any action is required, it will be forthcoming in appropriate NRC
correspondence.

(Closed) Open Item (249/77-01(DPRP)): High Pressure Coolant Injection
(HPCI) system motor operated valve wiring change to prevent cycling

after closing. The inspector reviewed modification packages and, through
interviews with station personnel, verified that Unit 3 HPCI valves

MO 2301-3, 5, 8 and 9 had wiring and motor operator modifications to
prevent hammering and damage.

(Closed) Open Jtem (237/77-145(DPRP)): Control of Licensee Offsite Work.
Licensee offsite work has been reviewed on numerous occasions directly
and indirectly. This was done through Division of Engineering routine
inspections, management appraisal team audit and a performance appraisal
team inspection. In each case all inspection findings have been appro-
priately addressed by the NRC and the licensee.

(Closed) Open Item (237/78-07-02(DPRP) and 248/78-07-02(DPRP)): Long
term corrective action on improper 125 volt D.C. cable separation. The
licensee has replaced the affected cables and has installed an additional
battery charger.

(Closed) Open Item (249/78-25-04(DPRP)): Small leakage identified in

the 3A, B, and C reactor feedpump minimum flow lines. The licensee
completed the long term corrective actions by repiacing the flow contro}
valves, installing smailer orifices, and replacing the eroded pipe elbows
with harder chrome alloy steel.

(Closed) Open Item (249/79-01-01(DPRP)}: Leak on main steam line contro}

valve above seat drain 1ine. The licensee replaced the affected 3000 psi
steel line components with 6000 ps1.stee1 components.
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(Closed) Open Item (237/79-13-02(DPRP) and 2489/79-11-02{DPRP}): Torus
drain isolation to inhibit inadvertent torus draining to main condenser.
The licensee has compieted installation of extra valving in the line used
to pump excess water inventory in the torus td the condenser hotwell.
Valves 2(3)-1599-61 and 2(3)-1599-62 are located downstream of the Low
Pressure Coolant Injection (LPCI) System Cross-Tie line on both Units 2
and 3. The inspector reviewed the associated modification package and
verified completion of installation of the aforenent1oned valves and
found all to be acceptable.

(Closed) Open Item (249/79-18-01(DPRP)): Replacement of G.E. CR-120A
relays. The relays were replaced as stated and in accordance with the
licensee's modification program.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (10/79-18-03(DPRP), 237/79-23-03(DPRP), and
248/79-21-01(DPRP)): Licensee organizational changes were not shown

in Technical Specifications. This matter was also identifjed during
reviews of Three Mile Island modifications (NUREG-0737 Item 1.A.1.3.2.A)
and by letter dated June 4, 1982, the licensee stated that modifications
were implemented as required and a change request to the Technical
Specifications had been submitted.

{Closed) Noncompliance (10/80-18-01 (Region V Inspection)): Radwaste
drum 1id improperly secured; jdentified at the Richland, Washington
disposal site. The licensee has improved procedures for closing radwaste
containers, required a management person to verify the condition of all
shipments, and is showing more quality assurance and quality contro)
attention to these shipments. There have been no additional findings
since this citation.

(Open) Unresolved Items (237/81-09-06(DE) and 249/81-06-06(DE)): Not all
fire brigade members participate in at least two drills per year;
(237/81-09-07(DE) and 2458/81-06-07(DE)). Fire brigade training does not
include the use of preplans or strategies for specific instruction and
reference during an emergency. By memo dated December 28, 1883, a request
was resubmitted to NRC headquarters for guidance.

(Closed) Open Item (237/81-20-01(DPRP) and 249/81-14-01(DPRP)): Safety
and relief valve acoustical monitors - environmental and seismic
certification. The licensee has submitted information to NRR concerning
the environmental and seismic qualifications of the instalied system in
accordance with NUREG-0737 Task Action Item 11.D.3. KRR currently has
the licensee's submittals under review. This item will therefore be
followed under Task Action Item 1I1.D.3.

{Closed) Noncompliance (237/81-24-02(DPRP)): High Pressure Coolant
Injection (HPCI) inoperable due to maintenance on the steam stop valve
without a proper procedure. The licensee has developed a more detailed
maintenance manual for the steam stop valve. In addition, the licensee
is developing a permanent maintenance procedure for this activity.
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{Closed) Unresolved Item (237/81-35-01(DE) and 249/81-27-01(DE)): Con-
flicting statement by equipment operator related to event of November 25,
1981, regarding starts, stops and associated alarms of the emergepcy
diesel-generator circulating water pumps. This was resolved through
investigation by the licensee and reported to the NRC via letter dated
December 4, 1981. : ’

(Closed) Unresolved Item (237/81-35-02(DPRP) and 249/81-27-02(DPRP)):
Possible violation of General Design Criteria 44 of 10CFR50 Appendix A
in regard to common suction modes for the diesel generator cooling
water pumps (DGCWPs). Via a telephone conversation with NRR (as
documented in a memo dated June 18, 1982), the common suction mode of
operation for the DGCWPs was deemed to be acceptable as long as it was
used only on a temporary basis (such as for required maintenance), and
procedures were in place to ensure that a water source was available to
the pumps. The licensee currently has Dresden Operating Procedure (DOP)
4400-5 in place that addresses the implementation of these requirements.
Moreover, following discussions with the inspector, the licensee has
initiated further changes to the procedure to better clarify the afore- -
mentioned requirements.

(Closed) Open Item (237/81-37~07(DPRP) and 249/81-29-07(DPRP)): Inspect
pilot valve junction box interiors on electromatic relief valves to assure
there is no interference with electrical contacts. This was completed on
Units 2 and 3 and no further problems were identified.

(Closed) Open Item (237/81-38-02(DPRP) and 249/81-31-02(DPRP)): Access
covers left open on components following maintenance. The Ticensee has
issued a memo to all departments at Dresden stating the importance of
restoring equipment following maintenance and surveillance.

(Closed) Noncompliance (237/82-10-02(DPRP) and 249/82-11-02(DPRP)):
Improper usage of general purpose hoses. The licensee has modified
Dresden Administrative Procedure (DAP) 3-7 to reflect requirements

for proper hose usage onsite. Also, modifications have been made so that
only breathing air hoses use special snhap-tite connectors. All other
general purpose hoses utilize Chicago type fittings.

(Closed) Noncompliiance (237/82-18-01(DE) and 248/82-19-01(DE)): Inadequate
fire protection surveillances. The licensee has added the Cardox manual
valve to the surveillance list and corrected the control room smoke
detector surveillance lists.

(Closed) Noncompliance (237/82-20-01(DPRP) and 249/82-21-01(DPRP)}):
Measures were not established to control nonconforming parts in order to
prevent their inadvertent installation or use. The licensee identified
where all of the nonconforming valve guides were used and replaced the
only nonconforming component used on Unit 3 during an October 1982 outage.
Dresden Administrative Procedures, DAP 11-4 and 11-5, were implemented for
classification and evaluation of spare parts used in safety related
applications.
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(Closed) Noncompliance (237/82-20-D2(DPRP) and 249/82-21-02(DPRP)):
Measures were not established to distribute safety classifications to
appropriate corporate or onsite personnel to assure the procurement,
installation, and use of quality parts. Station Nuclear Eng?neerzng
Department {SNED) revised procedure (.12 to assure correspondence on
classification and listings of safety-related items is distributed to the

_site, corporate quality assurance and respective project groups.

{Closed) Noncompliance (237/82-22-01(DPRP)): Failure to maintain
primary containment integrity per Technical Specification requirements.
The licensee has completed all modifications, procedure changes, and
operator retraining concerning both Units 2 and 3 torus sightglass
operation per commitments.

{Closed) Noncompliance (237/82-22-02(DPRP)): Failure to report con-
tainment integrity violation in a timely manner. All clerks responsibie
for operating the telefax machines have been retrained concerning the
importance of NRC notification requirements and the licensee's procedures
concerning the telefaxing of these notifications. .

(Closed) Open Item (237/82-23-01(DPRP) and 249/82-23-~01(DPRP)): Process
computer alarm disabled, bypasses operator acknowledgement. The licensee
has installed new computer panels within reasonable reach of the operator,
reviewed and removed some computer alarms, and implemented a shift
surveillance to identify bypassed alarms.

(Closed) Open Item (10/82-17-02(EPS}); 237/82-24-02(EPS); and
249/82-24-02(EPS)): Inadequate hydrological forecasting exists at the

site and load dispatcher’'s office. The licensee has an Army Corps of
Engineers letter dated June 21, 1983, confirming a procedure to inform
Dresden of best estimates on crest forecasts at the Dresden Lock and Dam.
In addition, by letter dated June 9, 1983, the licensee has expanded
their contract with a weather forecast1ng agency verifying the w]lllngness
to respond to the station needs during an emergency.

(Closed) Noncompliance {249/82-28-01(DE)): Failure of the Dresden Onsite
Review Committee to provide an adequate review of a procedure. The
inspector reviewed the licensee's response to this item, discussed

it with the licensee and conciuded that their contentions of no addi-
tional corrective measures being required appears to be valid. Based on
this and the currently inplace measures to ensure that the station
procedures for calculating core thermal power are properly reviewed prior
to their use, the inspector has no further concerns in this area.

(Closed) Open Item {249/82-28-02(DE)): Lack of signoff/dating blocks on
checklists in some startup physics test procedures. The inspector reviewed
the startup physics test procedures and noted that the licensee had

added additional signoff/dating blocks in the procedure where they deemed
it appropriate to do so. The inspector did not note any additional areas
where it would appear appropriate to have signoff/dating blocks and
therefore has no further concerns in this area.
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(Closed) Open Item (237/83-11-09(DPRP) and 249/83-09-09(DPRP)): Develop
a training module and train maintenance mechanics on the proper use of
sealants and lubricants. Maintenance mechanics were trained within the
prescribed commitment and a permanent training module was deveioped by
the Production Training Center for training new employees.

(Closed) Open Item (237/83-11-12(DPRP) and 249/83-09-12(DPRP)): -Torus
(suppression pool) internals where modifications had no paint (preserva-
tion) on newly welded areas. The licensee has a plan for periodic re-
painting torus internals during subsequent outages

{Closed) Noncompliance (237/83-14-01(DPRP) and 249/83- 3~01(DPRP))
Failure to restore systems to normal following maintenance and/or
surveillance. The licensee has issued a memo to a)) departments at
Dresden to assure the adequacy of housekeeping practices for restoration
of systems and components to prevent the intrusion of substances that
could result in equipment failures.

(Closed) Noncompliance (237/83-14-02(DPRP) and 249/83-13-02(DPRP)):
Inadequate corrective action from a previous event resulted in one train
of an emergency core cooling system being inoperable. The licensee
modified maintenance procedure DMP 040-6, "Safety Related Motor Qperated
Valves - Data and Settings", given specific instructions to appropriate
personnel and distributed copies of deviation reports to Maintenance
Departments for greater awareness. .

(Closed) Dpen Item (10/83-12-01(DPRP), 237/83-20-01(0PRP), and 245/83-
18-01(DPRP)): Licensee on-the-job training for maintenance personne!l
needs to be upgraded and documented. The Ticensee is implementing a more
formal, four to five year program for mechanics. This was implemented in
mid-1983 for mechanical and electrical mechanics, and is scheduled to be
implemented for instrument mechanics by September 1984.

(Closed) Open Item (10/83-12-02(DPRP), 237/83-20-02{DPRP), and 243/83-
18-02(DPRP)): New procedure and procedure modification backlog needs to
be reduced, maintenance procedures need greater detail, and development
of maintenance manuals should be stepped up. The licensee has developed
a formal review process to help reduce the backiog, maintenance procedures
are being developed with more attention to details, and more maintenance
manuals are being developed or modified to heip assure maintenance with
better control over the work. In addition, the licensee is converting a
number of maintenance manuals to approved maintenance procedures.

{Closed) Open Item (10/83-12-03(DPRP), 237/83-20-03(DPRP), and 249/83-
18-03(DPRP)): Work packages on safety related valves needs a generic set
of Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) hold points. 1In addition,
work could start without appropriate QA or QC approval. The licensee has
made the following changes:
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Modified Dresden Administrative Procedure DAP 15-1 "Work Requests",

by adding a set of guidelines on QC hold and witness points and generated
DAP 15-3, "Preparation of Safety Related or Reliability Related Work
Packages on Off-shifts", which requires QU and/or QA approval to start
safety related work.

(Closed) Open Item (10/83-12-04(DPRP), 237/83-20-04(DPRP), and 249/83-
18-D4(DPRP)): Equipment and parts obtained as nonsafety related must be
upgraded prior to use in a safety related application. The licensee has
modified Dresden Administrative Procedures DAP 11-4, “Control of the
Classification List of Safety Related (SR), Non-safety Related (KSR) and
American Society of Mechanical Engineering (ASME) Code-Related Systems,
Structures and Components”; DAP 11-5 Classification of Non-Safety Related
(NSR) Subcomponents/Parts Used on/in Safety Related (SR) Systems, Struc-
tures and Components"; DAP 11-6, "Request for Purchase and Receiving
Inspection Gurde]1nes", and DAP 11-7 “Technical Evaluation of Parts
Used in Safety Related Components."

These were reviewed by the inspector and appear to be acceptable to correct
the problem identified. More recently problems with code related drywell-
to-torus vacuum breaker shaft seals is belng addressed under a separate
special inspection.

(Closed) DOpen Item (10/83-12-05(DPRP), 237/83-20~05(DPRP), and 249/83-
18-05(DPRP)}: Improved communications needed between maintenance operations
and radiation protection. In addition to previous corrective actions
identified, an ALARA review is reqguired on work request forms. Review by
the inspector shows that the corrective actions have been successful.

(Closed) Open Items (249/83-19-01(DPRP), 249/83-19-02(DPRP), 243/83-
19-03(DPRP), and 249/83-19-04(DPRP)}): NRC Order of August 26, 1983,
related to cracks identified in BWR Jarge diameter piping. The licensee
implemented leakage control reguirements, shutdown and examined all piping
as required, and completed the remainder of the items as required. By
NRR letter dated March 15, 1984, the order has been rescinded to allow
continued operation within some constraints.

{Closed) Noncompiiance (237/83-21-01(DPRP)): Insufficient corrective
action relative to holes in torus-to-drywell vacuum breaker 1ines.
Following the second incident on August 11, 1983, the licensee instituted
more intensive corrective actions (as outlined in a letter dated

November 10, 1983) to ensure further incidents of this type would not
occur at Dresden. Modifications to the piping supports for the torus-
to-drywell vacuum breaker lines have since been completed for both Units 2
and 3 without further incident.

(Closed) Noncompliance (237/83-21-03(DPRP)): Valve misalignment due to
inadequate procedures. The licensee has modified the identified procedures
(DOS 1500-1 and DOS 1600-1) to include more specific instructions for
correctly draining between containment spray valves 1501-27A(B) and

- 1501-28A(B) during valve operability surveillances.

No further items of noncompiiance or deviations were identified.
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for those components. In addition, the inspector verified that the
licensee and the supplier were aware of this issue for jidentification
of other components that may be supplied in the future.

~

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

Operational Safety Verification

The inspectors observed control room operations, reviewed applicable logs
and conducted discussions with control room operators during the period
from March 27 to May 21, 1984. The inspectors verified the operability of
selected emergency systems, reviewed tagout records and verified proper
return to service of affected components. Tours of Unit 2 reactor
building and turbine buildings were conducted to observe plant equipment
.conditions, including potential fire hazards, fluid leaks, and excessive
vibrations and to verify that maintenance requests had been initiated

for equipment in need of maintenance.

During the inspection period while Unit 3 was in an outage to repair the.
main turbine, the inspectors verified that surveillance tests were conducted,
containment 1ntegr1ty requirements were met and emergency systems were
available as necessary.

Throughout the entire inspection period, Unit 1 remained in a2 longterm
shutdown condition with all fuel removed from the vessel. The inspectors
verified that all applicable requirements for Unit 1 were met during this
period.

The inspectors, by observation and direct interview, verified that the
physical security plan was being implemented in accordance with the
station security plan.

The inspectors observed plant housekeeping/cleanliness conditions and
verified implementation of radiation protection controls. During the
inspection, the inspector walked down the accessible portions of the
following systems to verify operability by comparing system lineup with
plant drawings, as-built configuration or present valve lineup lists;
observing equipment conditions that could degrade performance; and
verified that instrumentation was properly valved, functioning, and
calibrated.

a. Unit 2
Low Pressure Coolant Injection System (both ioops), Core Spray
System (both loops), Isolation Condenser, Unit 2 Emergency
Diesel Generator, and portions of the Control Rod Drive System.

b. Ynit 3

Unit 3 Emergency Diesel Generator

11
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an upper bound. (NRC 10 CFR 50.72 reporting requirements sets
2 MPC as the lower 1imit that need be reported.) Followup
review of this jncident has been assigned to the Region III
Facilities Radiation Protection Section (FRPS) to be looked
at during their next inspection at Dresden.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

Fire Protection Program

During the inspection period, the inspector reviewed the licensee's

fire protection program against Technical Specification requirements and
licensee commitments. Walkdowns were conducted of the accessible
portions of the cardox system, halon system, water suppression system,
and portable fire protection equipment. The following surveillances
were reviewed for adequacy and completeness:

DFPP 4114-2 Reactor Building Monthly Fire Equipment Inspection
DFPP 4114-3 Turbine Buildino Monthlv Fire Eouioment Insoection
DFPP 4145-1 Cardox System Semi-Annual Maintenance Test

DFPP 4153-2 Emergency Lighting Monthly Inspection

DFPP 4185-2 Smoke Detector Semi~Annual Maintenance Test

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in this area.

Surveillance Observation

The inspectors observed Technical Specifications required surveillance
testing on the Unit 2 Emergency Diesel Generator and verified that
testing was performed in accordance with adequate procedures, that test
instrumentation was calibrated, that 1imiting conditions for operation

‘were met, that removal and restoration of the affected components were

accomplished, that test results conformed with Technical Specifications
and procedure requirements and were reviewed by personnel other than
the individual directing the test, and that any deficiencies identified
during the testing were properiy reviewed and resolved by appropriate
management personnel.

The inspectors also witnessed/reviewed portions of the following test
activities: '

a. Unit 2
Local Power Range Monitors Calibration, Core Spray System
Pump Test with Torus Available, Low Pressure Coolant Injection
System Valve Operability Test, and High Pressure Coolant
Injection System Motor Operated Valves and Pump Operability Test.
b. Unit 3
Low Pressure Coolant Injection System Valve Operability Test

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in this area.

13
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9. Maintenance Observation

Station maintenance activities of safety related systems and components
listed below were observed/reviewed to ascertain that they were conducted
in accordance with approved procedures, regulatory guides and industry
codes or standards and in conformance with Technical Specifications.

The following items were considered during this review: the limiting
conditions for operation were met while components or systems were
removed from service; approvals were obtained prior to initiating the
work; activities were accomplished using approved procedures and were
inspected as applicable; functional testing and/or calibrations were
performed prior to returning components or systems to service; quality
control records were maintained; activities were accomplished by qualified
personnel; parts and materials used were properly certified; radiological
controls were implemented; and, fire prevention controls were implemented.

Work requests were reviewed to determine status of outstanding jobs and

to assure that priority is assigned to safety related equipment maintenance
which may affect system performance.

The following maintenance activities were observed/reviewed:

a. Unit 2

_ 'C' Traversing Incore Probe Machine Maintenance and Emergency
(?‘ Diese] Generator Quarterly Maintenance

b. Unit 3
'A' Low Pressure Coolant Injection Heat Exchanger Cleaning
No items of noncompiliance or deviations were jdentified in this area.

10. IE Bulietin Followup

Fach of the following IE Bulietins were reviewed by the resident inspector

to determine if: (1) the licensee's written response was submitted within
the time Timitations stated in the bulletin, {2) the written response

included all information required to be reported, (3) the written response
included adequate corrective action commitments based on information
presented in the bulletin and the Ticensee's response, (4) licensee
management forwarded copies of the written response to the required

onsite management representatives, (5) information discussed in the licensee's
response was accurate, and (6) the corrective action taken was as described
in the response. _

(Closed) 1IEB 83-07 Apparent Fraudulent Products Sold by Ray Miller, Inc.

(Closed) I1EB 83-08 Electrical Circuit Breakers With an Under-Voltage
Trip Feature in Use in Safety-Related Applications
Other Than the Reactor Trip System.

U No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in this area.

14
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of Transportation (the responsible agency) was informed of the event. The
licensee examined and repaired the trailer in accordance with app]1cab1e
codes per DOT and placed it back in service.

~

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in this area.

Three Mile Island Modifications

The inspector reviewed the following TMI items for deve!dpment and
implementation per NUREG-0737 requirements and licensee commitments.

I11.F.1.3: Accident Monitoring - Containment Hiﬁh Ringe

In response to this task action item, the licensee, as documented via a
letter dated April 15, 1982, installed containment radiation monitors on
both Units 2 and 3. Further Ticensee commitments specified that associated
procedures, when finalized, would include appropriate correction factors

to modify instrument readings to correspond with actual containment
radiation levels. On June 1, 1982, the information concerning these
correction factors and how they were arrived at were submitted for review.
Verification of licensee actions concerning this task item was assigned

to the Region III Facilities Radiation Protection Section. As documented
in Inspection Report (237/82-30; 249/82-31(DRMSP)), the licensee appears to
meet the intent of the NUREG-0737 requirements for this item. Therefore
II.F.1.3 is considered closed at this time.

I111.A.2.4: 1Installation of Emergency Response Facility (ERF) Meteoro-
logical Hardware and Software.

I11.A.2.5: Full Operability of 1II A.2.4.

IIT.A.2.6: Review of Dose Calculation Methodology (DCM) By The Licensee.

I11.A.2.8: Ful) Operation of Class B Model.

These task action items, as currently outiined, reflect requirements as
jssued in NUREG-0660 and NUREG-0737. However, since their issuance,

Secy 82-111 "Requirements for Emergency Response Capability" has been

issued which significantly modified the original requirements. As
documented in a memo dated March 1, 1984 from C. Paperiello to C. Norelius,
the Emergency Response Facility (ERF) Appraisal Program is the current
program proposed for the review of these items. Since these task action
jtems will be reviewed using the Secy 82-111 criteria by the ERF Appraisal
Program, items I111.A.2.4, 111.A.2.5, 1I1I.A.2.6, and 1I1.A.2.8 are considered
closed because the criteria specific to NUREG-0737 no longer fully apply.

No items of noncempliance or deviations were identified.

Regulatory Performance Improvement Pian

Commonwealth Edison Company implemented a Regulatory Performance Improvement
Pian (RPIP) in February 1984. The plan concept was a formal effort to
improve safety and error-free operations. This was developed in response

17
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to NRC concerns over recent errors and escalated enforcement actions.
During the inspection period, the inspectors have observed 1icensee
actions such as followup on potentially significant events, conduct of
operations, cleaning, painting and improvements in appearance of the plant.
In addition, the inspectors have had discussions with shift overview
superintendents (S0S), the station superintendent, and various corporate
personnel. It appears that there is an improving trend. However, further
observations are necessary to form a conclusion. This matter will be
observed and addressed in future inspections.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in this area.

Unit 1 Chemical Cleaning

The inspectors observed the licensee's preparation for the chemical
cleaning of Unit 1 currently planned for July 1984. The inspectors
reviewed new and modified procedures, interviewed personnel involved in
the project, and toured the facilities. This will continue to be observed
as part of the routine inspection program until the project is complete. .

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in this area.

Independent Inspection

Unit 3, Main Turbine Repair

During the inspection period, the inspectors followed the repair activities
on the Unit 3 high pressure turbine and verified that adequate radiation
protection precautions were being implemented.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in this area.

Report Review

During the inspection period, the inspectors reviewed the licensee's
Monthly Operating Reports for March and April 1984. The inspectors
confirmed that the information provided met the requirements of Technica)l
Specification 6.6.A.3 and Regulatory Guide 1.16.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in this area.

Meeting with Local Municipal Officials

On May 10, 1984, at 7:00 pm, a meeting was held for local public officials
in the board meeting room of the Grundy County Court House. The purpose
of the meeting was to provide an opportunity for local public officials

to meet the resident inspectors and associated Region III personnel, and
discuss to the Resident Inspection Program for Dresden. The meeting was
attended by approximately 26 officials, their guests, and several indi-
viduals from State of Illinois agencies. The major areas of interest were

18
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in emergency preparedness and its demand on local resources with minimal
compensation, the resident inspectors' roles in daily plant activities,
and the NRC enforcement program. At the conclusion, the Grundy County
Sheriff provided a tour of the emergency preparedness communications and

~ notification facilities for the NRC personnel.

18..

20.

21.

Unresolved Jtems

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required
in order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of
noncompliance, or deviations. Unresolved items addressed during the
inspection are discussed in Paragraph 2.

Open Items

Open items are matters which have been discussed with the licensee,
which will be reviewed further by the inspector, and which involve some
action on the part of the NRC or licensee or both. Open items addressed
during the inspection are discussed in Paragraph 2.

Exit Interview

The inspectors met with lieensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph 1)
throughout the inspection period and at the conciusion of the inspection
on May 21, 1984, and summarized the scope and findings of the inspection
activities. The licensee acknowledged the findings of the inspection.

19
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DRESDEN 2 & 3
FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAM DOCUMENTATION PACKAGE
ign_Report No. §0- 4- - - - -
Page , [itle
III.2-1 Inspection Report No. 50-010/84-09, 50-237/84-11, 50-
249/84-05 dated May 25, 1984.
IIT.2-13 July 30, 1984 CECo letter from D. L. Farrar to

J. G. Keppler {NRC); Response to Inspection Report No.
50-010/84-09, 50-237/84-11, 50-249/84-10.
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION April 1992
REGION 15}
79% ROOSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN.ILLINOIS 60137
MUL 3 w04
' JULS MO

Docket No. 50-10
Docket No. 50-237
Docket No. 50-249

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATIN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 60680

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Messrs. T. M. Tongue
and 5. Stasek_of this office during t i
of activities at Dresden Nuclear Power Statjon, Units 1 2 and 3, authorized by
NRC Operating Licenses No. DPR- 02, DPR-19, and DPR-25, and to the discussion of
our findings with Mr. D. Scott and others of your staff at the conclusion of
the inspection. .

The enclosed copy of our inspection report jdentifies areas examined during the
inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and inter-
views with personnel.

Dur1ng th1s 1nspect1on certain of your activities appeared to be in nongcom-

pli
written response is required.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure(s)
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless you notify this office,
by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written
application to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of the
date of this letter. Such application must be consistent with the requirements
~of 2.790(b)(1). If we do not hear from you in this regard within the specified
periods noted above, a copy of this letter, the enclosure(s), and your response
to this letter will be placed in the Public Document Room.

The responses directed by this letter (and the accompanying Notice) are not

subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as
required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-~511.
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We will gladiy discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Enclosures:

1. Appendix, Notice
of Violation

2. Inspection Report
No. 50-010/84-09(DRP);
No. 50-237/84-11(DRP);
No. 50-243/84-10(DRP)

cc w/encl:

D. L. Farrar, Director
of Nuclear Licensing

D. J. Scott, Station
Superintendent

DMB/Document Control Desk (RIDS)

Resident Inspector, RIII
Phy1lis Dunton, Attorney

General's 0ffice, Environmental

Control Division

Sincerely,

Py

W. D. Shafe aé ief
Reactor Porjdtts Branch 2
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Appendix

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Commonwealth Edison Company Docket No. 50-237
Docket No. 50-249

As a result of the inspection conducted on May 22 through June 15, 1984, and in
accordance with the General Policy and Procedures for NRC Enforcement Actions,
(10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C), the following violation was fdentified:

Dresden Technical Specification 4.12.D.3 states in part "At least once per
operating cycle, the (Cardox) system valves and associated dampers will be
verified to actuate automatically and manually."

Contrary to the above, the Cardox system discharge master valve was not tested
to verify actuation in the automatic mode and it appears that testing in the

"~ automatic mode was not included ip the surveillance pragram.

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, you are required to submit to this
office within thirty days of the date of this Notice 2 written statement or
explanation in reply, inciuding for each item of noncompliance: (1) corrective
action taken and the results achieved; (2) corrective action to be taken to
avoid further noncompliance; and {3) the date when full compliance will be
achieved. Consideration may be given to extending your response time for good
cause shown.

JUL 3 1984

Dated
Reactor Projedts Branch 2
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U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION I1I

Reports No. 50-010/84-09(DPRP); 50-237/84-11(DPRP); 50-249/84-10(DPRP)
Docket Nos.'50-010; 50-237; 50-24% Licensesvﬂo. DPR-02; DPR-19; DPR;ZS
Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company

P. O. Box 767

Chicago, IL 60650
Facility Name: Oresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 1, 2, and 3
Inspection At: ODresden Site, Morris, IL

Inspection Conducted: May 22 through June 15, 1984

Inspectors: T. M. Tongue

S. Stasek b .
. < A 4t
Approved By: Z/.%m‘ sotimos, Chief &-27-54
Redctér Projects Branch 2C Date

Inspection Summary

Inspection during the period of May 22 through June 15, 1984 (Report

Nos. 50-10/84-09(DPRP); 50-237/84-11(DPRP); 50-249/84-10(DPRP))

Areas Inspected: Routine unannounced resident inspection of action on previous
inspection findings, headquarters request, regional request, operational
safety, fire protection program, surveillance program, maintenance, licensee
event reports, I.E. Information Notices, Unit 1 chemical cleaning, spent fuel
shipments, and report review. The inspection involved a total of 122
inspector-hours onsite by 2 NRC inspectors including 22 inspector-hours onsite
during off-shifts.

Results: Of the 12 areas inspected no items of noncompliance or deviations
were identified in 11 areas; one item of noncompliance was identified in one
area (inadeguate surveillance testing of cardox system - paragraph 6).
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

*D. Scott, Station Superintendent

R. Ragan, Operations Assistant Superintendent

J. Eenigenburg, Maintenance Assistant Superintendent
J. Wujciga, Administrative and Support Services Assistant
Superintendent

Brunner, Technical Staff Supervisor

Christensen, Unit 1 Operating Engineer

Almer, Unit 2 Operating Engineer

Ciesla, Unit 3 Operating Engineer

Sharper, Waste Systems Engineer

Myrick, Radiation Chemistry Supervisor

Saunders, Station Security Administrator

Dillon, Station Fire Marshall

McDonald, Radiation Protection Supervisor
Achterberg, Assistant Technical Staff Supervisor
Ringo, Surveillance Coordinator

Stobert, Quality Assurance Inspector

)

*

POLLIPEO LD

Contractor:
K. Jones, Driver, Home Transportation Corporation
State of Illinois:

V. Muzzallupo, I11inois Department of Nuclear Safety
R. Reese, Hazardous Materials Officer, I111inois State Police

The inspector also talked with and interviewed several other licensee
empioyees, including members of the technical and engineering staffs,
reactor and auxiliary operators, shift engineers and foremen, electrical,
mechanical and instrument personnel, and contract security personnel.

*Denotes those attending one or more exit interviews conducted on May 25
and June 15, 1984, and informally at various times throughout the inspec-
tion period.

2. Action on Previous Inspection Findings

(Closed) Open item (237/79-20-01(DPRP)): Loss of secondary containment
integrity. The licensee redesigned the blow-off boits for the panels and
has permanently blocked the supply fan vortex dampers to assure proper
containment integrity.
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(Closed) Unresolved item (237/83-21-02(DPRP)): Dresden Technical Specifi-
cations do not adequately address the limits on allowable primary contain-
ment leakage during plant operation. By memo dated April 4, 1984, an
interpretation was made by NRR on this matter which essentially agreed
with the licensee's interpretation. That is, La is considered to be the
Teakage limit during plant operation and 0. 75 La is liniting only during
the performance of a Type A test.

No further items of noncompliance or deviétions were identified.

Headquarters Request

By memorandum dated May 24, 1984, the Director of the Office for Analysis
and Evaluation of Operational Data requested the resident inspectors to
review certain occurrences with the 1icensee for reportability under 10
CFR 50.73. The events in question were reported through the NRC's “Morn-
ing report" system but were not reported as licensee events (LERs) pursu-
ant to 10 CFR 50.73. The specific event at Dresden was when the licensee
reported, per 10 CFR 50.72, "Immediate Notifications" of being in an
unusual event due to outages on redundant ECCS equipment. Further evalua-
tion revealed that personnel on earlier shifts had considered the circum-
stances and that the situation was permitted by Technical Specifications.
The resident inspectors discussed this with the licensee at the time and
agreed that the licensee had not been in an unusual event. The morning
report was written as a followup to the ENS phone call. The event oc-
curred on January 26, 1984. No further action is considered necessary on
this issue.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in this area.

Regional Reguest

A regional request was reviewed by the resident inspectors for applicabil-
ity at Dresden based on an event identified at the Quad Cities (QC)
nuciear station. (Reference inspection report 50-254/83-04(DPRP);
50-265/84-03(DPRP))

During a 125 volt D.C. battery discharge test at QC Unit 1, it was found
that the discharge rate was at 85 amperes steady state. The Final Safety
Analysis Report (FSAR) stated that the battery discharge rate should be
62.3 amperes for 8 hours.

Investigation revealed that modifications (additional loads) have been
added to the battery and it appears that the added ioads were not reviewed
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59 for its effect on the battery capability.
Subsequent evaluation revealed that the battery, under present conditions,
would have insufficient capacity under certain accident conditions.
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The 10 CFR 50.59 reviews were conducted within the Station Nuclear Engi-
neering Department (SNED) for both QC and Dresden and it appears that the
same omission occurred for Dresden. However, review of records at Dresden
since 1981 show no evidence of exceeding a level of 60 amperes (nominally
loads were about 52 amps). In addition, unlike QC, the Dresden FSAR shows
a specific list of battery loads. Personne! at Dresden are also submit-
ting an Action Item to SNED for a battery load profile review.

The information on the QC battery has been submitted to NRR for review and
evaluation. The outcome of that review will be used to determine enforce-
ment action at QC as well as Dresden. This jssue is presently considered
an unresolved inspection item. (50-237/84-11-01(DPRP);
50-249/84-10-01(DPRP)). L

No items of noncompliance or deviations were jdentified in this area.

Operational Safety Verification

The inspectors observed control room operations, reviewed applicable logs
and conducted discussions with control room operators during the period
from May 22 to June 15, 1984. The inspectors verified the operability of
selected emergency systems, reviewed tagout records and verified proper
return to service of affected components. Tours of Unit 2 reactor build-
ing and turbine buiiding were conducted to observe plant equipment condi-
tions, including potential fire hazards, fluid Teaks, and excessive
vibrations and to verify that maintenance requests had been initiated for
equipment in need of maintenance.

During the inspection period while Unit 3 was in an outage to repair the
main turbine, the inspectors verified that surveillance tests were con-
ducted, containment integrity requirements were met, and emergency systems
were available as necessary.

Throughout the entire inspection period, Unit 1 remained in a longterm
shutdown condition with all fuel removed from the vessel. The inspectors
verified that all applicable requirements for Unit 1 were met during this
period.

The inspectors, by observation and direct interview, verified that the
physical security plan was being implemented in accordance with the
station security plan.

The inspectors observed plant housekeeping/cleanliness conditions and
verified implementation of radiation protection controls. During the
inspection, the inspectors walked down the accessible portions of the
following systems to verify operability by comparing system lineup with
plant drawings, as-built configuration or present valve lineup lists;
observing equipment conditions that could degrade performance; and veri-
fied that instrumentation was properly valved, functioning, and
calibrated.
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a. Unit 2

Low Pressure Coolant Injection System (both loops), Core Spray System
(both loops), and Isolation Condenser.

b. Unit 3
Low Pressure Coolant Injection System ("B"- ioop), Core Spray System
("8" loop), Isolation Condenser, and Unit 3 Emergency Diesel
Generator.

c. Unit 2/3 (Common)

Standby Gas Treatment System, Cardox Systes, Ha]on Systen. and Fire
Water System.

The inspectors reviewed new procedures and changes to procedures that were
implemented during the inspection period. The review consisted of a
verification for accuracy, correctness, and compliance with regulatory
requirements. The inspectors also witnessed portions of the radioactive
waste system controls associated with radwaste shipments and barreling.

These reviews and observations were conducted to verify that facility
operations were in conformance with the requirements established under
technical specifications, 10 CFR, and administrative proceédures.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in this area.

Fire Protection Program

During the inspection period, the inspector reviewed the licensee's fire
protection program against Technical Specification requirements and
licensee commitments. The inspector verified that welding and cutting
operations along with other activities involving open flame ignition
sources in safety related areas were properly performed in conformance
with appropriate station procedures. Walkdowns were conducted of the
accessible portions of the cardox system, halon system, water suppression
system, and portable fire protection equipment. Proper housekeeping in
safety related areas was also verified during plant tours. Training
sessions and periodic drills for fire brigade members were found to be
inplace and acceptable. The following surveillances were reviewed for
adequacy and completeness:

DFPP 4123-5 "Diesel Fire Pump Week Operability"

DFPP 4132-1 “Verification of U-2/3 Sprinkler Systems Integrity“
DFPP 4132-2 "Verification of Unit 2 Sprinkler Systems Integrity"
DFPP 4132-3 “Verification of Unit 3 Sprinkler Systems Integrity"
DFPP 4145-1 “Cardox System Semi-Annual Maintenance Test"

DFPP 4153-2 "Emergency Lighting Monthly Inspection"

DFPP 4175-1 "Fire Stop Integrity and Maintenance"

DFPP 4175-2 "Operating Fire Stop/Barrier Surveillance"

DFPP 4175-3 "Shutdown Fire Stop Surveillance"

DFPP 4185-3 "Fire Detection System Operation"

DFPP 4195-1 “Halon Systems Semi-Annual Maintenance"

5
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While reviewing surveillance DFPP 4145-1, the inspector noted that the
master discharge valve, in the Cardox system was not verified to open on
an automatic initiation of the system. This valve is located on the
discharge piping downstream of the C0, storage tank, and is used to
pressurize the system's main header in the event that a fire is sensed in
any one of the areas protected by the Cardox system (including all three
emergency diesel generator rooms). When station management was made aware
of the deficiency in the surveillance, the Cardox system was declared
inoperable and a special procedure (SP 84-5-35) was written to test the
master discharge valve. The valve was subsequently tested the same day
and verified to operate correctly. The inspector reviswed the procedure
and witnessed the test and found all aspects of the surveillance to be
acceptable. Following the successful completion of the test the licensee
again declared the system operable.

Dresden Technical Specification 4.12.D.3 requires that all valves in the
Cardox system be tested at least once per operating cycle to verify each
will actuate manually and automatically. Because the master discharge
valve was not tested for automatic actuation in accordance with the
aforementioned requirement, this is considered an item of noncompliance
(237/84-11-02(DRP); 249/84-10-02(DRP)).

One item of noncompliance was identified in this area.

Surveillance Observation

The inspectors observed Technical Specifications required surveillance
testing on the Unit 2/3 (Swing) Emergency Diesel Generator and verified
that testing was performed in accordance with adequate procedures, that
test instrumentation was calibrated, that limiting conditions for opera-
tion were met, that removal and restoration of the affected components
were accomplished, that test results conformed with Technical Specifica-
tions and procedure requirements and were reviewed by personnel other than
the individual directing the test, and that any deficiencies identified
during the testing were properly reviewed and resolved by appropriate
management personnel.

The inspectors also witnessed/reviewed portions of the following test
activities:

Unit 2

Core Spray System Pump Test With Torus Available, Core Spray System Valve
Operability Check, Low Pressure Coolant Injection {LPCI) System Vaive
Operability Test, and LPCI System Pump Operability Test w1th Torus
Available,

Unit 3

Daily/Weekly Storage Battery Check.

Unit 2/3 (Common)

Cardox System Master Valve Operability Test.
6
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The inspector also reviewed the master surveillance program for testing
and calibration as required by technical specifications. This involved a
verification of frequencies, responsibple plant groups and test status.
The inspector tested the system to verify that recent technical specifi-
cations had been appropriately addressed and, that formal methods and
responsibilities had been defined for review of test data and reporting
deficiencies, etc. .

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in thfs area. -

Maintenance Observation

Station maintenance activities of safety related systems and components
listed below were observed/reviewed to ascertain that they were conducted
in accordance with approved procedures, regulatory guides and industry
codes or standards and in conformance with Technical Specifications.

The following items were considered during this review: the limiting
conditions for operation were met while components or systems were removed
from service; approvals were obtained prior to initiating the work;
activities were accomplished using approved procedures and were inspected
as applicable; functional testing and/or calibrations were performed prior
to returning components or systems to service; quality control records
were maintained; activities were accomplished by qualified personnel;
parts and materials used were properly certified; radiological controls
were implemented; and, fire prevention controls were implemented.

Work reguests were reviewed to determine status of outstanding jobs and to
assure that priority is assigned to safety related equipment maintenance
which may affect system performance.

The following maintenance activity was observed/reviewed:

Unit 3

Emergency Diesel Generator Bi-Annual Maintenance

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in this area.

Licensee Event Reports Followup

Through direct observations, discussions with licensee personnel, and
review of records, the following event reports were reviewed to determine
that reportability requirements were fulfilled, immediate corrective
action was accomplished, and corrective action to prevent recurrence had
been accomplished in accordance with technical specifications.

7
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Unit 2
(Closed) 237/82-49 Torus Inert and Purge Valve 2-1601-56
Did Not Auto-Close During Surveillance.
(Closed) 237/83-08 Indications D1scovered During Inservice
Inspection.
(Closed) 237/83-12 Mechanical Snubber Failure on Main
- Steam Line. -
(Closed) 237/83-29 Excessive Leakage Found During
lntegrated Leak Rate Test.
Unit 3
(Closed) 249/82-06 Missed Battery Quarterly Surveillance.
(Closed) 249/82-14 Discovery of Crack in Unit 3 Head Seal
Leak-0ff Line.
(Closed) 249/84-04 Reactor Scram While Performing
Surveillance.

The preceding LERs have been reviewed against the criteria of 10 CFR 2,
Appendix C, and when the incidents described meet all of the following
requirements, no Notice of Violation is normally issued for that item.

a. The event was identified by the licensee,

b. The event was an incident that, according to the current enforcement
policy, met-the criteria for severity levels IV or V violations,

c. The event was appropriately reported,

d. The event was or will be corrected (including measures to prevent
recurrence within a reasonable amount of time), and

e. The event was not a violation that could have been prevented by the
licensee's corrective actions for a previous violation.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified in this area.

I.E. Information Notice Followup

Each of the following I.E. Information Notices (IEN) was reviewed by the
Resident Inspector to verify 1) that the information notice was received
by licensee management, 2) that a review for applicability was performed,
and 3) that if the information notice was applicable to the facility,
appropriate actions were taken or were scheduled to be taken.

(Closed) IEN 83-01: Ray Miller, Inc. 1I.E. Bulletin subsequently issued
addressing this matter.

(Closed) IEN 83-02: Limitorque HOBC, H1BC, H2BC, and H3BC Gearheads. Not
applicable to Dresden.

(Closed) IEN 83-03: Calibration of Liquid Level Instruments. Density and
temperature compensation is accounted for during calibration operations.

(Closed) IEN 83-04: Failure of ELMA Power Supply Units. Not applicable
to Dresden.

8
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Open Items

Open items are matters which have been discussed with the licensee, which
will be reviewed further by the inspector, and which involve some action
on the part of the NRC or licensee or both. An open item addressed during
the inspection is discussed in Paragraph 2. e :

Exit Interview

The inspectors met with licensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph 1)
throughout the inspection period and at the conclusion of the jnspection
on June 15, 1984, and summarized the scope and findings of the inspection
activities. The licensee acknowledged the findings of the inspection.

12
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Address Reply 10 Post Ofice Box 767 . .
Chicago. lilinors 60690 April 1992

July 30, 1984

Mr. James G. Keppler

Regional Administrator

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region II1

799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Subject: Dresden Station Units 1, 2, end 3 R
Response to Inspection Report Nos.  ~ "7 -
50-010/84~09, 50-237/B4-11 and
50-249/84-10
NRC Docket Nos., S0-D10, 50-237 & 50-249

Reference (a): W. D. Shafer letter to Cordell Reed
dated July 3, 1984.

Dear Mr. Keppler:

This letter is in response to the inspection conducted by
Messrs. T. M. Tongue and S. Stasek during the period of May 22 thru
June 15, 1984, of activities at Dresden Station. Reference (a)
indicated that certain activities appeared to be in noncompliance
with NRC requirements. The Commonwealth Edison Company response to
the Notice of violation is provided in the enclosure.

If you have any further guestions on this matter, please
direct them to this office.

Very uly yours,

el

D. L. Farrar
Director of Nuclear Licensing
im

Attachment

cc: NRC Resident Inspector - Dresden

B9396N
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ATTACHMENT A

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY
RESPONSE_TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION

-

_Dresden Technical Specification 4.12.D.3 states“;n part:

"aAt least once per operating cycle, the (Cardox) system valves
and associated dampers will be verified to actuate avtomatically
and manually."

Contrary to the above, the Cardox system discharge master valve was
not tested to verify actuation in the automatic mode and it appears
that testing in the automatic mode was not included in the
surveillance program.

DISCUSSION

During a Toutine NRC inspection from May 22 through June
15, 1984 of Dresden's Fire Protection Program, it was discovered
that no documentation existed to verify that the Cardox system
electro-mechanical master pilot valve was operable in the automatic
mode. This masterlgilot valve controls the position of the selector
valves which control the flow of CO; into each of the diesel
generator rooms. 1In reviewing Procedure DFPP 4145-1, Cardox System
Semi-Annual Maintenance Test, Revision 1, it was found that the
master pilot valve was tested only for manual actuation i.e., the
procedure did not address a test for verifying automatic operation.
Since the surveillance interval outlined in Technical specification
4.12.0.3 was exceeded, the Cardox system was immediately declared
inoperable and an hourly fire inspection was established per
Technical Specification 3.12.D.4. Also, backup fire suppression
equipment was provided for these areas. A Special Procedure was
written, on-site reviewed and performed to verify automatic actuation
of the master pilot valve. Upon completion of the Special Procedure
the Cardox system was returned to service and the hourly fire
inspection was discontinued.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO AVOID FURTHER NONCOMPLIANCE

The corrective action taken to avoid further non-compliance
was to incorporate the Special Procedure for testing the automatic

function of the master pilot valve into the existing Cardox System
Semi~-Annual Maintenance Test, DFPP 4145-1.

Also, & review of Dresden's Technical Specification Section
4.12 has been initiated to verify that all surveillance items are

performed within their specified time intervals using approved
station procedures.
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DATE WHEN FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIEVED

Procedure DFPP 4145-1 will be revised by August 31, 1984
and the Technical Specification review will be completed by
September 28, 1984,

8996N i
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DRESDEN 2 & 3
FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAM DOCUMENTATION PACKAGE

Inspection Report No. 50-237/85033, 50-249/85029

Title

Inspection Report No. 50-237/85033, 50-249/85029 dated
November 14, 1985.

December 26, 1985 Notice of Violation Concerning
Inspection Report No. 50-237/85033, 50-249/85029.

January 24, 1986 CECo letter from D. L. Farrar to

J. G. Keppler {NRC) transmitting response to
Inspection Report No. 50-237/85033 and 50-249/85029.
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UNITED STATES : Revision 8
. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION April 1992
- ‘é REGION 111
! 799 ROOSEVELT ACAD
,@,‘Vo; QLEN ECLYN, ILLINGIS §8137
4
e X B

MOY 14 W85

5,?;
Docket No. 50-23765 5’9
Docket No. 50-249 §

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

" This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Messrs. J. Holmes
and C. Ramsey of this office on September 30 through October 21, 1985, of
activities at Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3, authorized by
NRC Operating Licenses No. DPR-19 and No. DPR-25 and to the discussion of our
findings with Mr, D. Scott at the conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

During this inspection, certain of your activities appeared to be in violation
with NRC requirements. These issues, identified in paragraphs 3 and 7.2 of
the enclosed inspection report, are being reviewed for potential escalated
enforcement action, The results of that review will be forwarded to you by
separate correspondence which will identify the nature of expected formal
response. ~

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a copy of
this letter and the enclosures will be placed in the NRC's Public Document
Room.

The responses directed by this letter (and the accompanying Notice) are not

subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as
required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511,
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<ommonwealth Edison Company 2

NOY 14 w85

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this {nspection.

Sincerely, .

Carl JJ Papefiello, Director

Division of Reactor Safety

Enclosure: Inspection Reports
No. 50-237/85033(DRS}; and
No. 50-243/85029(DRS)

cc w/enclosure:
D, L. Farrar, Director
of Nuclear Licensing
D. J. Scott, Plant Manager
DCS/RSB (RIDS)
Licensing Fee Management Branch
- Resident Inspector, RIII
Phyl1is Dunton, Attorney
“““ ’ General's Office, Environmental
Control Division

R11I Wa - ngb % RLLI
o mse j’ lmes emopd right eye Paperieito
J ght Key P
C 11714785 ”H@; i il / /ﬂ//f; Y wr’?‘v/
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION II1
Reports No. 50-237/85033(DRS); 50-245/85029(DRS)
Docket Nos. 50-237; 50-24S Licenses No. DPR-19; DPR-25

Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company

P. 0. Box 767

Chicago, IL 60630
Facility Name: Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3
Inspection At: Morris, IL

Inspectioﬁ Conducted: September 30 through October 21, 1985

f,‘ ‘O
'L'é:rw..

Inspectors: . Holmes -13-8S

- Date
C. iamey : 79’ '’ %: L {ul
Date
Approved By: W. G. :ultgmond, Chief o -18-85—

Operational Programs Section « ate

Inspection Summary

Inspection on September 30 through October 21, 1985 (Reports
0. =20~ . ol
Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced safety inspection conducted to verify
the adequacy of the facility's fire protection program implementation and to
determine the status of LERs and previous open items. The inspection involved
71 inspector-hours by two NRC inspectors including 2 inspector-hours onsite
during off-shifts and 11 inspector-hours conducting in-office review at the
Region 111 office.
Results: Of the 6 areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identified
in four areas. Two violations were identified in the remaining two areas
(failure to adhere to program staffing requirements - Paragraph 3; failure to
comply with a license condition to install an automatic fire detection system
in the Reactor Building refueling floor area - Paragraph 7a).
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DETAILS

Persons Contacted

DNPS

. Adam, Compliance Administrator

. Brunner, Assistant Superintendent, Technical Services
. Ciesla, Assistant Superintendent, Operations
. Dillon, Fire Marshall

. Flissner, Service Superintendent

. Hausheer, Nuclear Services, Technical

. Lau, QA Supervisor

. McDonald, Station Nuclear Engineering

. Rybak, Station Nuclear Engineering

. Scott, Station Manager

. Whalen, Technical Staff

. Wujciga, Production Superintendent

US NRC

E.
AL.
S.

Hare, Resident Inspector
McGregor, Senior Resident Inspector
Stasek, Resident Inspector

%Denotes those in attendance at the exit meeting of October 4, 1985.

Licensee Actions on Previous Inspection Findings

a.

(Open) LER (237/85029) and Violation (237/85028-01): Auxiliary
electric equipment roon halon system declared inoperable due to
ventilation dampers failing to close. Fire watch was not established
per Technical Specification No. 3.12.H.2.

Region III's followup of this event is documented in Inspection
Report No. 50-237/85028(DRS). As a result of this followup violation
No. 237/85028-01 was issued. No response to this violation was
required because the licensee's interim and long term corrective
actions were determined satisfactory. The interim corrective actions
were implemented prior to or during the followup inspection. The
proposed long term corrective actions have not been implemented.
Therefore, this event report remsains open. :

(Closed) LER (249/85014): Wet pipe sprinkler system in Unit 3
turbine trackway had to be rerouted to allow for overhead clearance
for new turbine rotors. The sprinkler system was out of service

5 1/2 hours beyond the 14 day 1imit permitted by Technical
Specification 3.12.C.3.
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The event report.is closed based on the licensee's corrective
actions taken which included restoration of the system to service
and functional testing prior to declaring the system operable.

(Closed) LER (237/85010): Fire door for the Unit 2 125V DC battery
room found open. A fire watch was not established within one hour
per Technical Specification 3.12.F.2.

This event report is closed based on the licensee's corrective
actions taken which included immediate closure of the fire door and
training/instruction of plant operators on the requirements to keep
fire doors closed at all times when not in use.

(Open) LER (237/84-20): Two of seven root valves that were installed
on fire hose stations were found to be in the closed position
rendering the fire hose stations inoperable.

Although the licensee's corrective actions for this event included
prompt opening of the closed root valves, the inspectors determined
that the licensee's program for administratively controlling valves
that are not electrically supervised using wire seals to secure these
valves in the open position and performing monthly inspections to
verify valve positions does not appear to be working. During the
inspection the inspectors observed several non-electrically supervised
val:es in the fire protection system with missing or damaged wire
seals.

To correct this problem, the licensee stated that the program for
administratively controlling these valves is being upgraded to
include locking these valves (chain and lock) in the open position

in addition to monthly inspections to verify each valve position in
accordance with NFPA Standard 26. This event report remains open
pending Region III verification of the licensee's upgraded corrective
actions.

(Open) LER (237/84-17; 237/84-05): Failure to establish continuous
or hourly fire waich patrols due to inoperability of all or portions
of fire detection and sprinkler alarm systems in the control room.

During these events and at the present time, the fire detection and
sprinkler alarmm system printer indications are interlocked (dependent)
into the plant security system computer. Indication of fire detection
and sprinkler alarms in the control room was lost in two events either
because of a loss of power to the plant security system computer or
because of modifications being made to upgrade the plant security
system computer. Apparently, any failure of the plant security

system computer can cause the loss of all or portions of fire
detection and sprinkler alarm annunciation in the control room.

This installation does not comply with the licensee's commitment to

NFPA 72D as stated in the licensee's Apri) 1977 response (point-by-
point comparison) to Appendix A to NRC Branch Technical Position
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(BTP) APCSB 9.5-1. The licensee's scheduled plant modification

No. M12-2/3-84-109 identifies corrective action for this problem as
the installation of independent circuits for fire detection and
sprinkler system alarms which alare and annunciate in the control
roon in accordance with NFPA 72D. This modification is scheduled to
be completed in December 1985. These LERs will remain open pending
Region III verification oy the licensee's corrective actions.

(Closed) LER (237/84-11): Fire wall penetrations to Unit 2/3
diesel generator rooms were not sealed.

This event report is closed based on the licensee's corrective
actions taken, which include establishment of a fire watch within
one hour per Technical Specification No. 3.12.F.2 and sealing the
penetrations per drawing No. 12E-6058. ’

{Closed) LER (237/84-08): NRC inspection of the licensee's

compliance with fire protection Technical Specification surveillance
requirements jdentified that a cardox system master valve was not

being tested in the automatic mode. The master valve test procedure
was written to test the valve in the manual mode.

This event report is closed based on the licensee's corrective
actions taken which included prompt removal of the master valve
from service, revision of the surveillance test procedure, and
satisfactory testing of the valve in the automatic mode.

(Closed) LER (249/83-34/03L): Unit 3 trackway sprinkler system out
of service due to damage by mobile crane boom.

This event is closed based on the licensee's corrective actions
taken, which included making the necessary system repairs, prompt
restoration of the system to service and instructions to plant
personne) regarding the moveaent of mobile cranes and the fragility
of systems and components in their path.

(Closed) LER (249/83-17/03L): HPCI deluge system solenoid valve
taken out of service because the valve would not reset.

This event report is closed based on the licensee's corrective
actions taken, which included prompt removal of the deluge system
from service, making the necessary repairs to the solenoid valve and
restoration of the system to service.

(Closed) LER (237/81-15/03L): Unit 2/3 diesel generator room €0,
system heat detector surveillances not performed per Technical
Specification 4.12.A.1.

This event report is closed based on the licensee's corrective
actions taken, which included instruction to plant personnel to
perform the required heat detector surveillances and satisfactory
performance of the surveillance.
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(Closed) Violations (237/81-09-01; 243/81-06-01): Four penetration
seals identified as being defective were inoperable for an excessive
period of time. Neither prompt nor timely corrective action was taken.

This item is closed based on the licensee's June 29, 1881 response
to Region III which discussed the licensee's corrective actions
taken to avoid future violations in this area. The inspector's
review of Procedure No. DFPP-4175-2, Revision 4, indicated that
appropriate instructions are provided to plant personnel which

refer to detail drawings for proper installation of penetration
fire seals.

(Open) Violations (237/81-09-03; 249/81-06~03): (a) Fifty percent
of fire extinguishers sampled did not have 1981 monthly inspection
tags attached; (b) 5 year hydrostatic test for portadble €O,
extinguisher cylinders were overdue; and (c) numerous compressed

gas cylinders were improperly stored.

The licensee's corrective actions identified in their June 29, 1981
response to items (a) and (b) of this violation were ineffective.
Subsequent QA audits and surveillance by the licensee's onsite QA
department have revealed that these deficiencies are continuing.
for example, deficiencies identified in QA surveillance No. QAS
12-85-236 for the period September 23 through 29, 1985 include the
following: wrong date on extinguisher tags; extinguishers past due
for 5 year hydro testing; no service date on extinguisher tags; no
seal on extinguisher pull pin; partially discharged extinguisher.

During plant tours by the inspectors, identical deficiencies were
observed. In one instance, a C0, portable extinguisher hose was
damaged to the extent that the webbing in the hose was exposed..

A hole existed in the webbing that may have allowed the extinguishing
agent to escape through the hose prior to reaching the CO; discharge
nozzle. This extinguisher was located on fire cart No. 2. In
addition, the inspectors observed that wheeled dry chemical
extinguishing units Nos. PK 21 and PK 22 had tags which indicated
that surveillances were missed the months of May and September 1985.
The continuing existence of this type of deficiency is indicative of
a lack of management attention in this area. Management attention
and staffing is the subject of a violation documented in paragraph

3 of this report. Your response to that violation should address
your corrective actions for failing to properly maintain fire
extinguishers. These items will remain open pending the further
review of the licensee's corrective actions by Region IIl.

Item (c) of this violation is closed based on the licensee's
corrective action taken which included the installation of metal
storage racks for compressed gas cylinders, securing the cylinders
with metal chains and revision of Procedure No. DAP 3-11.

(Open) Unresolved Item (237/81-09-06; 249/81-06-06): Fire brigade

drills and training do not appear to meet the intent of NRC
requirements. '
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Section 6.0 of the original fire protection SER, dated March 1978,
recommended that the Ticensee's administrative controls follow the
guidelines set forth in the NRC Guidance Document entitied *Kuclear
Plant Fire Protection Functional Responsibilities, Administrative
Controls and Quality Assurance.” A supplement to the original SER
was issued December 2, 1980. Section 3.1 of this supplemental SER
closes out the issue of administrative controls with the NRC staff's
acceptance of the licensee's discussion of administrative controls
provided in letters dated January 24, February 24, March 20 and
July 27, 1978, January 31, and April 30, 1973. Therefore, Section
111.1.3.b of Appendix R is not applicable to administrative controls
for fire protection at Dresden.

Based on the licensee's submittals discussed above, the NRC staff
concluded that the licensee's administrative controls for fire
protection met NRC guidelines and, the applicable regulatory

-requirement for fire protection administrative controls at Dresden

is the Commission's guidance issued on the implementation of General

Design Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50 for existing
power plants.

Section 2.0 and 3.0 of Attachment No. 2 to NRC Guidance Document
“Nuclear Plant Fire Protection Functional Responsibilities,
Administrative Controls and Quality Assurance" requires practice
sessions be held for fire brigade members to provide each brigade
member with experience in actual fire extinguishment and the use of
emergency breathing apparatus under strenuous conditions. Fire
brigade drills are required to be performed so that the fire brigade
can practice as a team. The drills are to be performed at regular
intervals but not to exceed three months for each fire brigade. The
drills are required to be critiqued to assess each brigade member's
knowledge of his role in fire fighting strategy.

The licensee is not meeting these requirements for the following
reasons:

(1) By attempting to meet the requirements contained in
Section II1.1.3.b of Appendix R to 10 CFR 50, the licensee
has been conducting one fire drill per month with the intent
of getting all designated fire brigade members involved in
at Jeast two drills per year.

(2) Practice sessions that provide each brigade member with actual
_ fire extinguishment experience and the use of emergency
breathing apparatus under strenuous conditions (full fire
fighting gear) have not been conducted due to a breakdown in
contractual arrangements with an independent firs.

(3) Fire brigade drills have not been critiqued at three year

intervals by qualified individuals independent of the
Jicensee's staff.
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To resolve this concern, the licensee is requested to make available
a detailed assessment of fire brigade drills, practice sessions and
three year audits of fire brigade drills by qualified individuals
independent of the licensee's staff. This assessment should
establish whether the licensee is in compliance with commitments
made to the NRC which resulted in the NRC staff conclusions that

the licensee's administrative controls for fire protection were
acceptable. '

This item remains open pending region review of the licensee’s
assessment.

n. {(Open) Unresolved Item (237/81-09-07; 249/81-06-07): Specific’
pre-fire fighting plans or strategies for all safety-related areas
and areas presenting a hazard to safety-related equipment were not
developed and implemented.

As discussed in item 237/81-09-06; 249/81-06-06 above, the
requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix R (Sections 1II1.K.11 and 12)
are not applicable in this case. The applicable requirements are
contained in Attachment No. 5 of NRC Guidance Document *Nuclea;
Plant Fire Protection Functional Responsibilities, Administrative
Controls and Quality Assurance.”

During the inspection, the licensee provided the inspectors with

a copy of pre-fire plans that contained specific fire fighting
strategies for fighting fires in all safety-related areas and
areas that present a hazard to safety-related equipment. The
pre-fire plans appear to provide adequate fire fighting procedures
and instructions. However, these plans have not been implemented.
According to the licensee, the plans will be implemented and
incorporated into fire brigade training lesson plans by the end
of the first quarter of 1986. This item will remain open pending
said implementation.

o. (Open) Unresolved Item (237/81-09-08; 249/81-06-08): Fire brigade

practice sessions have not been conducted in accordance with
commitments made to the NRC. A hands-on practice session was held
in 1979 with full brigade attendance, but no practice session was
held in 1980.

This item will remain open pending Region III review of the
licensee's response to Item b of Unresolved Item No. 237/81-09-06;
249/81-06-06 as discussed in this report.

Fire Protection Program Organization and Personnel Staffing

10 CFR 50.48 requires that each operating nuclear power plant have a fire
protection plan that satisfies Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR 50.
Except for the requirements of Section III.G, II1.J, and 111.0 of
Appendix R to 10 CFR 50, the approved fire protection plan that satisfies

~ Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR 50 is discussed in the original fire

protection SER, dated March 1978, a fire protection SER Supplement, dated
December 2, 1980, and the licensee's Fire Hazard Analysis submittals entitled
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"Information Relevant to Fire Protection Systems and Programs" dated
October 1976, January 1977, and April 1977. Furthersore, the licensee
committed to follow certain NRC Supplemental Guidance Documents as
discussed in letters to the NRC, dated January 24, February 24, March 20
and July 27, 1978; January 31 and April 30, 1979.

The requirements for overall responsibility for the Fire Protection
Program are discussed in Sections IV.A and 3.1.A.1 of Parts 1 and 3 of
the licensee's Fire Hazard Analysis submittal, dated October 1, 1976

and April 1977. The NRC's position, as restated stated in Section 3.1.A.1
of this document establishes guidance on implementation of basic criteria
for fire protection program organization and personnel staffing.

In response to the NRC's position discussed in Section A.1 of Appendix A
to NRC Branch Technical Position APCSB 9.5-1 concerning the qualification
requirements for the Fire Protection Engineer who will assist in various
aspects of fire protection program development for the operating plant,
the licensee states "comply" in Section 3.1.A.1 of the Fire Hazard
Analysis submittal. The licensee further states, in part, “CECo has a
Fire Protection Coordinator who reports to the Supervisor of Safety . . .
Responsibilities of the Fire Protection Coordinator are: coordination

of activities; procurement of equipment, resolve questions on standards
and technical issues; make recommendations for improvements; coordinate,
plan, and conduct inspections (make inspections of Dresden, Units 2 and 3,
once a month); ensure that adequate fire fighting equipment is provided
and that such equipment is maintained in good operating condition,
coordinate with offsite fire department; conduct normal and preoperational
testing; provide forms and instructions for reporting fires; issue
publications outlining employee policy and procedures in fire protection;
assist and supervise training of personnel; assist and advise departments
concerned with estabtished rules and standards; coordinate with the staff
2ll matters of sutual concern and make final recommendations for specific
actions to be taken on fire protection issues.*® .

The inspectors identified the following examples of the licengee's
failure to consistently and effectively comply with the staffing
requirements for fire protection program impliementation:

a. Fire Protection Engineer

A qualified Fire Protection Engineer was not involved in the
development of certain aspects of the fire protection program

for the operating plant as required by Section 3.1.A.1 of the
licensee's Fire Hazard Analysis submittal. The quatifications for
this individual were not stated in any document. The resume of the
individual performing the original Fire Hazard Analysis is contained
in Attachment 2A of the Fire Hazard Analysis submittal, but this
individual is no longer employed by the licensee.

According to the licensee, there was a contract with MM Protection
Consultants which included services that would satisfy some of the

responsibilities of the Fire Protection Engineer, but this contract
expired in December 1984.

8
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Although the licensee has employed another qualified Fire Protection
Consultant firm to do some specific fire protection work relative to
. upgrading the fire protection program, this firm was not vetained to
fulfill all of the responsibilities of the Fire Protection Engineer.

b. Fire Protection Coordinatnr

The Fire Protection Coordinator was not performing all the duties

at the site that are delineated in Section 3.1.A.1 of the licensee's
Fire Hazard Analysis submittal. According to the licensee's staff,
the individual that was originally assigned these duties was trans-
ferred to Corporate Quality Assurance some time ago. Once vacated,
this position was not filled. The duties and responsibilities of
the position were delegated to the Fire Marshal and other individuals
within the CECo organization.

Through Amendment No. 86 to Facility Operating License No. DPR-19
(Unit 2) and Amendment No. 79 to Facility Operating License No. DPR-25
(Unit 3), the NRC accepted a proposed licensee staffing change.
Figure 6.1-1 (Corporate and Station Organization Chart) shows a Fire
Protection Inspector reporting to the Corporate Director of Quality
Assurance Operations. The inspectors requested, but the licensee did
not provide the inspectors with documentation to verify that the NRC
was aware that the same individual who was the site Fire Protection
Coordinator was filling the position entitled “Fire Protection

. ( """ g Inspector” for Corporate Quality Assurance.

The licensee's failure to adhere to the staffing requirements
discussed above resulted in programmatic breakdowns that have
decreased the level of fire protection that was intended to

satisfy Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR 50. For example:

(1) A fire detection system was not installed on the refueling
floor as required by Amendment No. 33 to Facility Operating
License No. DPR-25. (This is discussed in Paragraph 7.a of
the report.)

(2) Installed fire protection hardware and equipment was not
being properly maintained. (This is discussed in Paragraphs
2.d, 2.e, 4, 5, and 7 of the report.)

(3) Technical specification surveillance procedures did not
incorporate appropriate testing of quality affecting parameters
in accordance with design and governing code requirements.
(This is discussed in Paragraph 4 of the report.) -

(45 Administrative controls did not adequately control fire
protection features. (This is discussed in Paragraph 5 of
the report.) -

(5) Many deficiencies that were identified in LERs, NRC inspections,
QA audits, and QA surveillances did not receive prompt or effec-
tive corrective action. (This is discussed in Paragraph 2 and 6
of the report.)

9
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(6) Weaknesses in the scheduling of fire drills were identified.
(This is discussed in Paragraphs 2.m, and 2.0 of this report).
Failure to comply with the staffing requirements for development and
implementation of the fire protection program is considered a
violation of 10 CFR 50.48 and Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR 50
(237/85033-01; 245/85029-01(DRS)).
The Station Fire Marshal's qualifications include 58 junior college
credits in fire science; an associates degree in electronics
engineering and 15 years experience as & volunteer firefighter. He
has held the position of station fire marshal for seven years. At
the present time, the fire marshal is assigned the following
responsibilities: A
a. Coordinate and assist in fire systeas periodic testing.
b. Plan, coordinate, conduct, and critique fire drilis.
- ¢. Fire Brigade classroom training.
d. Review, revise, and write new administrative procedures.
e. Review, revise and write new surveillance procedures. Make
work requests to repair deficiencies, verify surveillances
are completed as required and maintain files on completed
surveillances.

f. Review plant modifications, assist in training, testing, and
development of procedures.

g. Maintain fire equipment, verify availability of spare parts and
procurement of parts.

h. Participates in insurance inspections, Technical Specification
Reviews, QA, INPO, and NRC audits.

j.  Assure Technical Specification compliance.

j-  Review work requests.

k. Verify fire watch and insurance notification.

1. Coordinate activities with the offsite fire department.
m.  Make reports on deviations and fire damage experiences.
n. Perform plant cleanliness inspections.

o. Correspond with other agencies on fire protection issues.

p. Assure that the fire protection program meets KRC and other
requirements.

10
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q. Explain fire protection requirements to the licensee's staff
when required.

According to the licensee's staff and Station Nuclear Engineering
Department (SNED) procedure number PE Q.44, a qualified corporate

fire protection engineer reviews new plant modifications prior to
impiementation by the Architect-Engineering firm. This appears to

be the extent of the corporate fire protection engineer's involvement.

The qualifications of the Station Fire Marshal do not appear to be
commensurate with the 1ist of responsibilities assigned to that

position. This lengthy 1ist of responsibilities constitute a workload that
may not be achievable by a single individual, regardless of the
individual's qualification and experience.

To resolve this concern, the licensee is requested to provide at
the site, a written evaluation (complete work study) of the responsi-

-bilities assigned to the station fire marshal. This evaluation

should make a determination of the fire marshal’'s ability to
effectively achieve each delegated responsibility based on his
qualifications and time constraints.

This is considered an Unresolved Item (237/85033-02; 249/85029-02(DRS))
pending Region IIl's review of this evaluation.

Technical Specification Surveillance Review

Technical Specification 6.2.A.11 requires that detailed written procedures
be developed, approved and adhered to for implementation of the Fire
Protection Program. The fnspector's review of the licensee's surveillance
procedures and test results for fire protection Technical Specification
surveillance requirements resulted in identification of the following
discrepancies:

Testing of Diesel Fire Pump at Least Once Per Operating Cycle

Section 4.12.B.1.(e) of Technical Specification No. 3.12.8 requires
that the station diesel fire pumps be demonstrated operable by per-
forming 2 system functional test which includes simulated automatic
actuation of the pumps throughout their operating sequence. The
licensee's commitment in Section 3.5.E.2 of the Fire Hazard Analysis
Report dated April, 1977, requires the fire pump installations to
conform to NFPA standard No. 20. This commitment states that 2
plant modification would provide an adequate flow gage for full flow
testing of the pumps in accordance with NFPA standard 20. The
licensee's surveillance procedure Nos. DFPP 4124-3 and DFPP 4124-4
were deficient in that:

(1) The procedure required manual throttling of the pumps to achieve
the specific flows contained in Technical Specification 3.12.B.
and did not address automatic activation.

(2) The procedures required testing the pumps to the specific head
and flow contained in the Technical Specification No. 3.12.B,

1"
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but failed to require testing for head and flow as specified in
NFPA 20.

(3) Measurement of quality affecting parameters such as pump
vibration under full flow conditions were not fncluded in
the test procedure or the test results.

(4) The test results were not compared to the original manufacturer's
shop test curve or field acceptance test for the pumps because
neither of these curves were available to the Vicensee's staff.

Testing of Water Suppression Systems at least Once Per Operating
Tycle

Section 4.12.8B.1.(e) of Technical Specification No. 3.12.8 requires
that fire suppression water systems be demonstrated operable by
performing a system functional test which includes simulated auvtomatic
actuation of the systems throughout their operating sequence. The
licensee's commitment in Section 3.5.E.3 of the Fire Hazard Analysis
Report requires that automatic sprinkler systems conform to NFPA
Standard No. 13.

The licensee's surveillance procedure No. SP 84-6-39 failed to
incorporate appropriate test requirements to demonstrate the
sprinkler system is operable in accordance with NFPA 13 in that:

(1) The procedure did not require flow from the inspector's test
valve of wet sprinkler systems. Instead, the alare bypass
valve was used for this test.

(2) The procedure did not require flow from the two inch drain
valve of wet or dry systems. Instead, the alarm bypass
valve was used for this test. :

Semiannual Testing of Fire Detectors

Section 4.12.A of Technical Specification No. 3.12.A requires that
the fire detection system be demonstrated operable by performing a
channel functional test every six months. The licensee commitment
in Section 3.5.E.1 of the Fire Hazard Analysis Report requires that
the fire detector system conform to the requirements of NFPA
Standard 72D.

The licensee's surveillance procedure No. DFPP 4185-2 (Revision 4)
failed to incorporate the following quality affecting parameters as
required by NFPA 72D:

(1j Periodic cleaning of detector units.

(2) Periodic adjustment for sensitivity (Section 3.1.2 of the
original SER required this test to be conducted).

12
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According to the licensee's staff, an independent fire protection
consultant has been employed to review all technical specification
procedures and test results to evaluate their adequacy in accordance
with NFPA standards and design requirements. This assessment was in
progress at the time of the inspection and is expected to be completed
by the end of 1985. According to the licensee, where necessary, the
procedures will be revised to coincide with the governing code and
design requirements.

This is considered an Open Item (237/85033-03; 249/85-029-03(DRS))
pending Region III's review of the licensee's actions.

No violations or deviations were jdentified.

gdministrative Controls - Control of Welding, Cutting, and Ignition
ources

Licensee procedure No. DAP 3-11 (Revision 4) contained what appears

to be acceptable instructions for controlling storage of flammable and
combustiblie liquids, storage of compressed gas cylinders, and accumulation
of rubbish and transient rombustibles such as wood scaffolding, etc. The
procedure specifies housekeeping and cleaning responsibilities to be
followed by all employees and contractors.

No violations or deviations were identified in this area, however; the
inspectors cautioned the licensee on a proposed revision to welding and
cutting procedure No. DMP 4100-1 that would include a provision to
facilitate ALARA concerns in high radiation areas. The inspectors
informed the licensee that any relief from the requirements for a
firewatch to remain in the immediate area thirty minutes after cutting
and welding has been completed would have to be discussed with NRR.

Quality Assurance Program

The licensee's commitment to Quality Assurance for fire protection is
documented in Section 3.3 of “Information Relevant to Fire Protection
Systems and Programs" and in letters to the NRC on this subject dated
January 24, February 24, March 20, and March 27, 1978, January 31 and
April 30, 197S.

The inspectors review of the licensee's Quality Assurance Program for
Fire Protection included review of the following:

a. Eleven criteria applicable to fire protection that satisfy
Appendix A to Branch Technical Position 9.5-1 and supplement
guidance "Nuclear Plant Functional Responsibilities, Administrative
Controls and Quality Assurance.”

b. Quality Assurance Surveillance Reports dated September 3-6, 1985,
September 5-9, 1985, September 9-13, 1985, and September 16-30, 1985.

c. Annual Quality Assurance Audits Nos. QAA 12-84-1 dated April 17,
1984, and QAA 12-83-1 dated April 15, 1983.

13
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d. Triennial Audit by M3M Protection Consultants dated December 4, 1984,

No violations or deviations were fdentified; however, the {nspectors
suggested to the licensee that for clarification, the statements made in
Section 3.3 of the "Information Relevant to Fire Protection Systems and
Programs® should be modified to indicate their specific commitment to 2
QA program to fire protection. As written, this statement can be
interpreted to mean that the 1icensee committed to apply all of the
criteria of Appendix B in 10 CFR 50 to fire protection.

The inspectors determined that the licensee's practice of considering
fire protection as reliability-related is acceptable because this practice
ensures that a1l of the eleven criteria contained in the NRC's Guidance
are included in the program. In addition, this practice allows for the
normal QA program for safety-related systems to be applied to fire
protection in it's entirety. Only one QA manual exists for reljability-
related systems and fire protection systems,

Although the licensee's Quality Assurance Program appears to be
effectively identifying issues that are contributing to hardware and
programmatic weaknesses, the licensee does not appear to be taking prompt
and effective corrective actions. This is exemplified by the remaining
open items that have been identified in QA audits and surveillances,
LERs, agd NRC inspections. (This is further discussed in 3.b.(5) of the
report.

Plant Tours

During tours of the plant, the inspectors observed the following
deficient conditions:

a. Failure to Comply with License Condition No. 2.B. of Amendment
Ro. 33 to Facility Operating License No. DPR-25 and Amendment
Ko. 36 to Provisional Operating License No. DPR-19,

Section 5.1.6.6 of the original Fire Protection SER for Dresden Units
2/3 dated March 22, 1978 states that the licensee proposed the
installation of an automatic fire detection system to provide early
warning of a fire in the Refueling Floor Area in order to satisfy the
objectives of Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CRF 50. Amendment

No. 36 to Provisional Operating Lficense No. DPR-19 {Unit 2) and
Amendment No. 33 to Facility Operating License No. DPR-25 (Unit 3)
dated October 1, 1980, require that the early warning automatic fire
detection system for the refueling floor area be installed by start
up following the 1979 Unfit 3 refueling outage.

As of the date of this inspection (approximately six years after
start up following the Unit 3 1979 refueling outage) the licensee °
has failed to comply with the provisions of Amendment No. 36 to
Provisional Operating License No. DPR-19 and Amendment No. 33 to
Facility Operating License No. DPR-25. An early warning automatic
fire detection system fire detection system has not been installed

14
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in the Refue11ng Floor Area and no compensatory measures have been
taken as a result of this decreased effectiveness of the plant's
fire protection features.

The installation of an automatic early warning fire detection
system in the refueling floor area was not discussed in any of the
1icensee's correspondence to the NRC that requested amendments to
modify the plant's fire protection Technical Specifications to
incorporate Limiting Conditions for Operation and Surveillance
Requirements for the fire protection wmodifications required by the
original SER for Dresden Units 2/3. Kone of the proposed Tables
3.12.1 to Technical Specification 3.12 listed fire detection
instruments in the refueling floor area. However, sufficient
information existed which should have alerted the licensee that
he was in violation of a license condition. For example:

(1) By letter dated February 25, 1980 (R. F. Janecek-CECO to

T. A. Ippolito-NRC) the licensee noted that they did not
believe installation of an automatic early warning fire
dotection system in the refueling floor area was warranted
based on low fire loading and the ability to make up water
and cool the spent fuel pools in the event of a loss of either
Unit's spent Fuel pool cooling equipment due to fire. This
Jetter did not request relief from the installation of a
refueling floor fire detection system. No official NRC
response was issued for this letter.

(2) By letter dated March 18, 1980 (L. Derderian-NRC to
‘M. Antonetti - Gage Babcock and Associates - Consultants
to the Licensee) the NRC referenced a March 17, 1980 telecon
record with T. Pickens (CECO) in which the following was agreed
to concerning Reactor Building Refueling floor fire detection
systems for Dresden Units 2/3 and Quads Cities Units 1 and 2:

(a) The license was to confirm to the NRC that in the wost
heavy fire loading situations (f.e. refueling periods),
the loading would not exceed that necessary to cause
structural failures.

(b) The 1icensee was to confirm that structural concrete
protection extends from the floor to some specified
height, lessening the 1ikelihood of structural failure.

(c) The licensee was to recalculate average combustible
toading subtracting out the pool areas.

The licensee could not provide the inspectors with documented
evidence that these issues were addressed.

This failure to followup on implementation of a license condition
is indicative of a programmatic breakdown which has resulted in
a reduced level of fire protection than was intended to satisfy
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criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR 50 and {s considered a
violation of Amendment No. 36 to Provisional Operating License
No. DPR-19, Amendment No. 33 to Facitity Operating License
No. DPR-25, 10 CFR 50 (237/85-033-04; 245/85-029-04)(DORS).

Preparations for the Upcoming Extended Unit 3 Outage Separation of
nit 1 from Units 2

During plant tours and in meetings with the licensee during the
inspection, the 1icensee agreed to update their response to the NRC
and describe the administrative controls and the actions that will
be necessary to isolate Unit 1 from Units 2 and 3 since Unit 1 is
no longer operation2l but shares common areas with Units 2 and 3.
The inspectors also requested that the licensee describe those

-administrative controls and actions that will be necessary to

separate common areas in Units 2/3 while Unit 2 is operating and

‘Unit 3 is in an extended outage. .

This is considered an Open Item (237/85-033-05; 249/85-029-05)(DRS)
pending further review by Region Iil.

Self Contained Breathing Air Supply for the Fire Brigade

Section 3.4.D.4(h) of the document entitled "Information Relevant
to Fire Protection Systems and Programs®™, requires that breathing
apparatus using full face piece positive pressure masks that are

approved by KIOSH be provided for the fire brigade.

The inspectors examined the fire brigade Scott Air Pak breathing air
cylinders that were provided on Fire Chart No. 2. Four out of four
of these cylinders contained 1800 pounds of air pressure, According
to the licensee's staff, a minimum of 2200 pounds of afr pressure
should be contained in each cylinder. 2400 pounds of air pressure
would indicate the cylinder is full and may provide a 30 minute air
supply for the average fire brigade member. The cylinder gauges have
a range of up to 3000 pounds of air pressure.

A December 1984 three year audit recommended that a set of written
fnstructions be provided at the breathing air cylinder filling
station to assure that the cylinders are filled properly. Filling
of the cylinders is the responsibility of Health Physics. Due to
time constraints, the inspectors were unable to contact Health
Physics to follow up this concern. Therefore, the licensee 1s
requested to provide at the site the appropriate acceptance criteria
for filling breathing air supply cylinders. This is considered an
Open Item i237/85-033-06; 245/85-049-06)(DRS) pending Region 111
review of the licensee's breathing air cylinder filling procedures.

300 Pound Fixed Cardox System Supply Tank First Floor, Turbine
Buiiding

During plant tours, the inspectors observed the following
deficiencies on the main C0p system storage tank located on
the first floor of the turbine buildings.

16
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(1) The access door to the tank compressor motor was missing.

(2) The glass cover to the tank's mercoid switch located inside
the access door was missing.

The licensee had no explanation for these deficiencies, but agreed
to take immediate corrective actions.

This is considered an Open Item (237/85-033-07; 249/83-029-07)(DRS)
pending further verification of the licensee's corrective actions
by Region III.

Open Items

Open items are matters which have been discussed with the licensee, which
will be reviewed further by the inspector, and which invoive some action
on the part of the NRC of licensee of both. Open items disclosed during
the inspection are discussed in Paragraphs 4.c, 5.a, 7.b, 7.c, 7.d.

Unresolved Items

Unresclved items are matters about which more information is required
in order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of
noncompliance, or deviations. An unresolved item disclosed during
the inspection is discussed in Paragraph 3.c.

Exit Interview

The inspectors met with the licensee representatives at the conclusion
of the inspection on October 4, 1985, and summarized the scope and
findings of the inspection. The licensee acknowledged the statements
sade by the inspectors. The inspectors also discussed the likely
informational content of the inspection report with regard to documents
reviewed by the inspector during the inspection. The licensee did not
fdentify any such documents as proprietary. On October 21, 1985, in a
telephone conversation with the licensee additional concerns regarding
%he lack of fire detectors on the refueling floor were discussed with the
icensee. :

17
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REGION i

792 ROCSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS ¢0137

7o) oR(C> FrLSE E /WSP
DEC 2 6 185 ¢ . b Seerr
Q’.«DW

Deccket No. 50-237
Docket No. 50-249

Commonwealth Ediscn Company 85 49 43 /./
ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed Pid
Vice President
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen: .

By letter dated November 14, 1985, (copy enclosed) Region III transmitted to
you Inspection Reports 50-237/85033(DRS) and 50-249/85029(DRS). These reports
documented the results of an unannounced safety {nspection conducted between
September 30 and October 21, 1985, to establish the adequacy of fire protection
program implementation at Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3. As
discussed in the November 14 letter, two issues were identified during the
inspection which were under consideration for escalated enforcement actions.
These issues were failure to install fire detectors on the refueling floor as
required by license condition and failure to effectively implement the fire
protection program in accordance with 10 CFR 50.48 as evidenced by numerous
and, in some cases,.recurring deficiencies.

On November 19, 1985, an enforcement conference was held in the Region III
office with you and members of your staff to review these issues and obtain
additional information regarding their significance. A l1ist of attendees is
contained in Enclosure 2 to this letter. During this conference, Region 1II
management expressed concerns relative to your failure to satisfy an explicit
Ticense condition requirement and your apparent fajlure to provide sufficient
resources to effectively implement the Dresden Fire Protection Program. ’

In response to the concern expressed over your failure to comply with an
explicit license condition, you presented information demonstrating that

(1) failure to install fire detectors on the refueling floor was of minor
technical significance based on the low fire loading and the lack of safe
shutdown equipment in that area; (2) the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
had been informed in a letter dated February 25, 1980, that fire detectors
were not necessary on the refueling floor; and (3) you had undertaken a
review of regulatory, commitment, and code compliance at your operating )
stations which had identified other issues requiring resolution and would .
1ikely have identified the failure to install the subject fire detectors. It
was your contention that item (2) above demonstrated that you were aware of
and sensitive to the license condition requiring the installation of refueling
floor fire detectors and that item (3) demonstrated your commitmert to .
ensuring that all required fire protection features had been implemented.
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Commonwealth Edison Company 2 DEC 2 6 1888

In response to the concern expressed over your apparent failure to effectively
implement the fire protection program at Dresden, you presented information on
the existing fire protection staffing and experience at Dresden but indicated

that the matter was under review and that additional fire protection expertise
may be indicated.

Your response to the issues discussed in the November 19 Enforcement
Conference was supplemented in a letter dated December 2, 1985, submitted to
the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation discussing the preliminary results of
your review of the status of compliance with fire protection requirements at
Dresden and Quad Cities. This letter identified several outstanding
deficiencies, proposed methods for resolution, estzblished completion dates,
and requested approval of the proposed resclutions.

Region III reviewed the information presented at the November 19 Enforcement
Conference and contained in your December 2 letter and has reached the
following conclusions:

1. Failure to install fire detectors on the refueling floor and failure
to effectively implement your fire protection program at Dresden are
violations of NRC regulations.

2. Failure to satisfy a Ticense condition i{s of significant regulatory
concern; however, you have demonstrated that, in the case of the refueling
floor fire detectors, the safety significance is Tow and that you were
actively pursuing a program to ensure that compliance would have been
achieved. Additionally, your December 2, 1985, letter provides us
assurances that this and similar issues are being aggress1ve1y pursued in
a timely fashion.

3. With regard to the failure to effectively implement the fire protection
program at Dresden, you demonstrated that you had previously identified
concerns in that area and were pursuing resolution of those concerns,
During the enforcement conference, you verbally comitted to bring
additional resources to bear in this area.

Based on the above, it is concluded that while escalated enforcement action is
not warranted for your fajlure to install fire detectors on the refueling
fioor and your failure to effectively implement the Dresden Fire Protection
Program, issuance of a Notice of Violation is appropriate. Accordingly,
Enclosure 1 to this letter transmits to you a Notice of Yiolation for which a
written response is required. ‘

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosures
will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

o=
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Commonwealth Edison Company 3 ‘ oEnoe 05

The responses directed by this letter and the accompanying Notice are not
subject to the clearance procedures of the Cffice of Management and Budget as
required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

Sincérer.

Y
James G. Keppler
Regional Administrator

Enclosures:

1. Notice of Violation

2. November 19, 1985 Enforcement
Conference Attendance List

3. Lletter dtd 11/14/85, NRC to
Commonwealth Edison Co.

cc w/enclosures:

D. L. Farrar, Director
of Nuclear Licensing

D. J. Scott, Plant Manager

DCS/RSB (RIDS)

Licensing Fee Management Branch

Resident Inspector, RIII

Phy11is Dunton, Attorney
General's Office,
Environmental Control
Division
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ENCLOSURE 1
NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Commonwealth Edison Company Docket No. 50-237

Docket No. 50-249

As a result of the inspection conducted on September 30 through October 21,
1985, and in accordance with the "General Policy and Procedures for NRC
Enforcement Actions,” 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1985), the following
violations were identified:

1.

2.

Amendment No 36 to Provisional Operating License No. DPR-19 and Amendment
No. 33 to Facility Operating License No. DPR-25 require the licensee to
complete the modifications identified {n Paragraphs 3.1.1 through 3.1.23
of the NRC's Fire Protection Safety Evaluation dated March 1978 by
startup following the 1979 Unit 3 refueling outage. Paragraph 3.1.1
subparagraph (6) of the NRC's Fire Protection Safety Evaluation dated
March 1978 states that early warning Fire Detection Systems will be
provided for the Reactor Building refueling floor. .

Contrary to the above, during the period September 30 through October 21,
1985, it was identified that an early warning fire detection system was
not installed on the Reactor Building refueling floor. Further, it was
determined that an early warning fire detection system had never been
installed on the refueling floor.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement I).

10 CFR 50.48(a) requires that each operating nuclear power plant have a
fire protection plan that satisfies Criterion 3 of Appendix A to.10 CFR
Part 50. It further requires that the plan shall describe specific
features necessary to implement the program such as administrative
controls and personnel requirements to 1imit fire damage to structures,
systems, or components important to safety so that the capability to
safely shut down the plant is ensured.

Section 3.1.A.1 of the licensee's Fire Hazards Analysis Submittal, which
forms part of the licensee's approved fire protection program, states

that the licensee has a Fire Protection Coordinator whose responsibilities
include, in part, program coordination, equipment procurement, program
enhancement, conducting inspections, and supervising training of
personnel. '

Contrary to the above, the licensee has failed to consistently and
effectively staff the Fire Protection Coordinator position with the result
that certain fire protectin equipment was not installed, hardware and
equipment were not being properly maintained, required training was not
compieted, and prompt and effective corrective action was not taken for
identified deficiencies.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement 1).
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With respect to Item 1, information provided after the inspection showed that
action had been taken to resolve the identified violation and to prevent
recurrence. Consequently, no reply to this violation is required and we have
no further questions regarding this matter. With respect to Item 2, pursuant
to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, you are required to submit to this office
within thirty days of the date of this Notice a written statement or
explanation in reply for the violation: (1) corrective action taken and the
results achieved; (2) corrective action to be taken to avoid further
violations; and (3) the date when full compliance will be achiéved.
ansideration may be given to extending your response time for good cause
shown.

Rby JARS. . 3§é¥==32¢?5§24ﬁ%#ggza__
ated . s G, Keppie
Regional Administrator

2
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ENCLOSURE 2

IR Y e

Commonwealth Edison Company_Persorne]

B. Stephenson, Division Vice President
. Reed, Yice President of Nuclear Operations

De] George, Assistant Vice President, Engineering and Licensing
L. Reed, Quad Cities Fire Protection Coordinator
Spedl, Assistant Superintendent of Technical Services, Quad Cities
. J. McDcnald, Station Nuclear Engineering Department Fire Protection
Coordinator
. Achterberg, Technical Staff Supervisor, Dresden

Bitel, Operations Quality Assurance Manager
. F. Hart, Quality Assurance Fire Protection Engineer
. A. Lau, Quality Assurance Supervisor, Dresden

Wojnarowski, Nuclear Licensing Administrator

Davis, Supervisor of Station Support Services

G. Hausheer, Support Services Fire Protection Engiener

F. Gerner, Regulatory Assurance Superintendent

J Scott, Station Manager, Dresden

D. Brunner, Assistant Superintendent of Technical Services, Dresden
Turnback, Operating Plant Licensing Director

Rybak, Station Nuclear Engineering Department Fire Protection
Supervisor
. K. Dingler, Senior Licensing Project Engineer - Sargent and Lundy

- 3 -

LML rroom
.

.

* & e

VXL Or 4G oVocc,
L

(9

. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Personnel

.
@
)

Davis, Deputy Regional Administrator, Region I1I
Paperiello, Director, Division of Reactor Safety, Region III
Berson, Regional Counsel, Region 11l

Reyes, Chief, Operations Branch, Region III

Guldemond, Chief, Operational Programs Section, Region III
Ramsey, Reactor Inspector, Region III -

Madison, Senior Resident Inspector, Quad Cities, Region 11l
McGregor, Senior Resident Inspector, Dresden, Region III
Schultz, Enforcement Coordinator, Region III

Gilbert, Dresden Project Manager, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation

- L] - .
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A : REGION 111
.‘ \ H 799 ROOSEVELT ROAD
‘ & QLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 80137
a» » L *@
\ 2 2

,5"74 ROy § ¢ wes
Docket No. 50-2370965'?
Docket No. 50-249 &

Commonwealth Edison Company
ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed

" Yice President
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Messrs. J. Holmes
and C. Ramsey of this office on September 30 through October 21, 1985, of
activities at Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3, authorized by

NRC Operating Licenses No. DPR-19 and No. DPR-25 and to the discussion of our
findings with Mr. D. Scott at the conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the {nspection. Within these areas, the {nspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

During this inspection, certain of your activities appeared to be in violation
with NRC requirements. These issues, identified in paragraphs 3 and 7.a of
the enclosed inspection report, are being reviewed for potential escalated
enforcement action. The results of that review will be forwarded to you by
separate correspondence which will identify the nature of expected formal
response.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a copy of
this letter and the enclosures will be placed in the NRC's Public Document.
Room. -

The responses directed by this letter (and the accompanying Notice) are not

subject to the clearance procedures of the 0ffice of Management and Budget as
required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.
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Commonwealth Edison Company 2
: NOV 14 185
We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.
‘ ancerc!y, ¢
Carl J§ Papefiello, Director
Division of Reactor Safety
Enclosure: Inspection Reports
- No. 50-237/85033(DRS); and
No. 50-249/85029(DRS)
cc w/enclosure:
D. L. Farrar, Director
of Nuclear Licensing
D. J. Scott, Plant Manager
DCS/RSB (RIDS)
» Licensing Fee Management Branch
,("‘ Resident Inspector, RIII
A Phyl1is Dunton, Attorney
General's Office, Environmental
Control Division
RIII R W RI;ID- RI RI1I -
e mseyiﬁ Imes , emopd right, AKeye Paperiello
*' 11/14/85 Nl ] 5 _
- /14785 'l & nlul w42 / ,/,,{/f_r I Hrﬁ
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION III
Reports No. 50-237/85033(DRS); 50-249/85029(DRS)
Docket Nos. 50-237; 50-249 - Licenses No. DPR-19; DPR-25
Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
P. 0. Box 767 '
Chicago, IL 60630
Facility Name: Oresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3
Inspection At: Morris, IL
Inspectiod Conducted: September 30 through October 21, 1985
. Lmhln-
Inspectors: J. Holmes -13-85
| ate
c. ?amsey 7 ﬁ' ~ =34
i Date
Approved By: W. G. :m% mond, Chief y’-19-85—
Operational Programs Section ate

Inspection Summary

Inspection on September 30 through October 21, 1985 (Reports
0. - 3 = ‘

reas inspected: Koutine, unannounced safety inspection conducted to verify
the adequacy of the facility's fire protection program implementation and to
determine the status of LERs and previous open items. The inspection involved
71 inspector-hours by two NRC inspectors including 2 inspector-hours onsite
during off-shifts and 11 {nspector-hours conducting in-office review at the
Region 111 office.

Results: Of the 6 areas inspected, no viclations or deviations were identified
in four areas. Two violations were identified in the remaining two areas
(failure to adhere to program staffing requirements - Paragraph 3; failure to
comply with a license condition to install an automatic fire detection system

~ §n the Reactor Building refueling floor area - Paragraph 7a).

-~\4 -
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Persons Contacted

DNPS

2.

. Adam, Co¢p1iahce Administrator

Brunner, Assistant Superintendent, Technical Services

. Ciesla, Assistant Superintendent, Operations

Dillon, Fire Marshall

. Flissner, Service Superintendent

Hausheer, Nuclear Services, Technical

. Lau, QA Supervisor

. McDonald, Station Nuclear Engineering
. Rybak, Station Nuclear Engineering

. Scott, Station Manager

Hha1en, Technical Staff
Wujciga, Production Superintendent

US_NRC

E.
*L.
S.

Hare, Resident Inspector
McGregor, Senior Resident Inspector
Stasek, Resident Inspector

*Denotes those in attendance at the exit meeting of October 4, 1985.

Licensee Actions on Previous Inspection Findings

(Open) LER (237/85028) and Violation (237/85028-01): Auxiliary
electric equipment room halon system declared inoperable due to
ventilation dampers failing to close. Fire watch was not established
per Technical Specification No. 3.12.H.2. .

Region II1's followup of this event is documented in Inspection
Report No. 50-237/85028(DRS). As a result of this followup violation
No. 237/85028-01 was issued. No response to this violation was
required because the 1icensee's interim and long term corrective
actions were determined satisfactory. The interim corrective actions
were implemented prior to or during the followup inspection. The
proposed long term corrective actions have not been 1lp1euented.
Therefore, this event report remains open.

(Closed) LER (249/85014): Wet pipe sprinkler system in Unit 3
turbine trackway had to be rerouted to allow for overhead clearance
for new turbine rotors. The sprinkler systea was out of service

5 1/2 hours beyond the 14 day 1imit permitted by Technical
Specification 3.12.C.3.

IT1 .3-29

2



c.

Revision 8
April 1992

The event report is closed based on the licensee's corrective
actions taken which included restoration of the system to service
and functional testing prior to declaring the system operable.

(Closed) LER (237/85010): Fire door for the Unit 2 125V DC battery
room found open. A fire watch was not established within one hour
per Technical Specification 3.12.F.2.

This event report {s closed based on the licensee's corrective
actions taken which included immediate closure of the fire door and
training/instruction of plant operators on the requirements to keep
fire doors closed at all times when not in use.

(Open) LER (237/84-20): Two of seven root valves that were installed
on fire hose stations were found to be in the closed position
rendering the fire hose stations inoperable.

‘ATthough the licensee's corrective actions for this event included
prompt opening of the closed root valves, the inspectors determined
that the licensee's program for administratively controlling valves
that are not electrically supervised using wire seals to secure these
valves in the open position and performing monthly inspections to
verify valve positions does not appear to be working. During the
inspection the inspectors observed several non-electrically supervised
val:es jn the fire protection system with missing or damaged wire
seals. :

To correct this probles, the licensee stated that the program for
administratively controlling these valves is being upgraded to
include locking these valves (chain and lock) in the open position

in addition to monthly inspections to verify each valve position in
accordance with NFPA Standard 26. This event report remains open
penging Region 111 verification of the licensee's upgraded corrective
actions.

{Open) LER (237/84-17; 237/84-05): Failure to establish continuous
or hourly fire watch patrols due to inoperability of all or portions
of fire detection and sprinkler alarm systems in the control rooa.

During these events and at the present time, the fire detection and
sprinkier alara system printer indications are interlocked (dependent)
into the plant security system computer. Indication of fire detection
and sprinkler alamms in the control room was lost in two events either
because of a loss of power to the plant security system computer or
because of modifications being made to upgrade the plant security
systes computer. Apparently, any failure of the plant security
system computer can cause the loss of all or portions of fire
detection and sprinkler alarm annunciation in the control roos.

This installation does not comply with the licensee's commitment to
NFPA 72D as stated in the licensee's April 1977 response (point-by-
point comparison) to Appendix A to NRC Branch Technical Position
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(BTP) APCSB 9.5-1. The licensee's scheduled plant modification

No. M12-2/3-84-109 identifies corrective action for this problem as
the installation of independent circuits for fire detection and
sprinkler system alarms which alarm and annunciate in the control
room in accordance with NFPA 72D. This modification §s scheduled to
be completed in December 1985. These LERs will remain open pending
Region III verification or the licensee's corrective actions.

(Closed) LER (237/84-11): Fire wall penetrations to Unit 2/3
diesel generator rooms were not sealed. :

This event report is closed based on the licensee's corrective
actions taken, which include establishment of a fire watch within
one hour per Technical Specification No. 3.12.F.2 and sealing the
penetrations per drawing No. 12E-6058. )

(Closed) LER (237/84-08): NRC inspection of the licensee's

compliance with fire protection Technical Specification surveillance
requirements identified that a cardox system master valve was not
being tested in the automatic mode. The master valve test procedure
was written to test the valve in the manual mode.

This event report is closed based on the licensee's corrective
actions taken which included prompt removal of the master valve
from service, revision of the surveillance test procedure, and
satisfactory testing of the valve in the automatic mode.

(Closed) LER (249/83-34/03L): Unit 3 trackway sprinkler system out
of service due to damage by mobile crane booa. '

This event is closed based on the licensee's corrective actions
taken, which included making the necessary system repairs, prompt
restoration of the system to service and instructions to plant
personnel regarding the movement of mobile cranes and the fragility
of systems and components in their path.

(Closed) LER (249/83-17/03L): HPCI deluge system solenoid valve
taken out of service because the valve would not reset.

This event report is closed based on the licensee's corrective
actions taken, which included prompt removal of the deluge system
from service, making the necessary repairs to the solenoid valve and
restoration of the system to service.

(Closed) LER (237/81-15/03L): Unit 2/3 diesel generator room CO,
system heat detector surveillances not perforsed per Technical
Specification 4.12.A.1.

This event report is closed based on the licensee's corrective
actions taken, which included instruction to plant personnel to

perfore the required heat detector surveillances and satisfactory
performance of the surveillance.
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(Closed) violations (237/81-09-01; 249/81-06-01): Four penctraiion
seals identified as being defective were inoperable for an excessive
period of time. Neither prompt nor timely corrective action was taken.

This itea is closed based on the licensee's June 29, 1981 response

to Region 111 which discussed the licensee's corrective actions

taken to avoid future violations in this area. The inspector's

review of Procedure No. DFPP-4175~2, Revision 4, indicated that

appropriate instructions are provided to plant personnel which

;:fer toldetailAdraw1ngs for proper installation of penetration
re seals.

(Open) Violatiens (237/81-09-03; 249/81-06-03): (a) Fifty percent
of fire extinguishers sampled did not have 1981 monthly inspection
tags attached; (b) 5 year hydrostatic test for portable €0,
extinguisher cylinders were overdue; and (c) numerous compressed

gas cylinders were improperly stored.

The licensee's corrective actions identified in their June 29, 1981
response to jtems (a) and (b) of this violation were ineffective.
Subsequent QA audits and surveillance by the licensee's onsite QA
department have revealed that these deficiencies are continuing.
For example, deficiencies identified in QA surveillance No. QAS
12-85-236 for the period September 23 through 29, 1985 include the
following: wrong date on extinguisher tags; extinguishers past due
for 5 year hydro testing; no service date on extinguisher tags; no
seal on extinguisher pull pin; partially discharged extinguisher.

During plant tours by the inspectors, identical deficiencies were
observed. In one instance, a C0, portable extinguisher hose was
damaged to the extent that the webbing in the hose was exposed..

A hole existed in the webbing that may have allowed the extinguishing
agent to escape through the hose prior to reaching the C0; discharge
nozzle. This extinguisher was located on fire cart No. 2. In
addition, the inspectors observed that wheeled dry chemical
extinguishing units Nos. PX 21 and PK 22 had tags which indicated
that surveillances were missed the months of May and September 1985.
The continuing existence of this type of deficiency is indicative of
a lack of management attention in this area. Management attention
and staffing is the subject of a vioclation documented in paragraph

"~ 3 of this report. Your response to that violation should address

your corrective actions for failing to properly maintain fire
extinguishers. These items will remain open pending the further
review of the licensee's corrective actions by Region II1.

Item (c) of this violation is closed based on the licensee's
corrective action taken which included the installation of metal
storage racks for compressed gas cylinders, securing the cylinders
with metal chains and revision of Procedure No. DAP 3-11-

(Open) Unresolved Item (237/81-09-06; 243/81-06-06): Fire brigade
drills and training do not appear to meet the intent of NRC
requirements. ’
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Section 6.0 of the original fire protection SER, dated March 1978,
recommended that the licensee's administrative contro!s follow the
guidetines set forth in the NRC Guidance Document entitled "Nuclear
Plant Fire Protection Functional Responsibilities, Administrative
Controls and Quality Assurance.® A supplement to the original SER
was issued December 2, 1980. Section 3.1 of this supplemental SER
closes out the issue of administrative controls with the NRC staff's
acceptance of the licensee's discussion of administrative controls
provided in letters dated January 24, February 24, March 20 and
July 27, 1978, January 31, and April 30, 1979. Therefore, Section
111.1.3.b of Appendix R is not applicable to administrative controls
for fire protection at Dresden.

. Based on the Jicensee's submittals discussed above, the NRC staff
concluded that the licensee's administrative controls for fire
protection met NRC guidelines and, the applicable regulatory
-requirement for fire protection adn1n1strat1ve controls at Dresden
is the Commission's guidance issued on the implementation of General
Design Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50 for existing
power plants.

Section 2.0 and 3.0 of Attachment No. 2 to NRC Guidance Document
“Nuclear Plant Fire Protection Functional Responsibilities,
Adninistrative Controls and Quality Assurance” requires practice
sessions be held for fire brigade members to provide each brigade
member with experience in actual fire extinguishment and the use of
emergency breathing apgparatus under strenuous conditions. Fire
brigade drills are required to be performed so that the fire brigade
can practice as a team. The drills are to be performed at regular
intervals but not to exceed three months for each fire brigade. The
drills are required to be critiqued to assess each br1gade lenber'
knowledge of his role in fire fighting strategy.

The licensee is not meeting these requiresents for the following
reasons:

(1) By attempting to meet the requirements contained in
Section 111I.1.3.b of Appendix R to 10 CFR 50, the l{censee
has been conducting one fire drill per month with the intent
of getting all designated fire brigade members involved in
at least two drills per year.

{2) Practice sessions that provide each brigade mesber with actual
fire extinguishment experience and the use of emergency
breathing apparatus under strenuous conditions (full fire
fighting gear) have not been conducted due to a breakdown in
contractual arrangements with an independent firm.

(3) Fire brigade drills have not been critiqued at three year
“intervals by qualified individuals independent of the
licensee's staff.
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To resolve this concern, the licensee {s requested to make available
a detailed assessment of fire brigade drills, practice sessions -and
three year audits of fire brigade drills by qualified individuals
independent of the licensee’'s staff. This assessment should
establish whether the licensee is in compiiance with commitments
made to the NRC which resulted in the NRC staff conclusions that
the licensee's administrative controls for fire protection were
acceptable. .- _

This ites remains open pending region review of the licensee's
assessment. .

n. (Open) Unresolved Item (237/81-09-07; 249/81-06~07): Specific
pre-fire fighting plans or strategies for all safety-related areas
and areas presenting a hazard to safety-related equipment were not
developed and implemented.

‘As discussed in {tem 237/81-09-06; 249/81-06-06 above, the
requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix R (Sections III.K.1l and 12)
are not applicable in this case. The applicable requirements are
contained in Attachment No. 5 of NRC Guidance Document "Nuclear
Plant Fire Protection Functional Responsibilities, Administrative
Controls and Quality Assurance.”

During the inspection, the licensee provided the inspectors with
a copy of pre-fire plans that contained specific fire fighting
strategies for fighting fires in all safety-related areas and
areas that present a hazard to safety-related equipment. The
pre-fire plans appear to provide adequate fire fighting procedures
and instructions. However, these plans have not been implesented.
According to the licensee, the plans will be implemented and
incorporated into fire brigade training lesson plans by the end
of the first quarter of 1986. This item will remain open pending
said implementation. .

o. (Open) Unresolved Item (237/81-09-08; 249/81-06-08): Fire brigade
practice sessions have not been conducted in accordance with
comitments made to the KRC. A hands-on practice session was held
in 1979 with full brigade attendance, but no practice session was
held fn 1980. _ .

This item will resain open pending Region III review of the

Ticensee's response to Itea b of Unresolved Item No. 237/81-09-06;

249/81-06-06 as discussed in this report. '

Fire Protection Program Organization and Personnel Staffing

10 CFR 50.48 requires that each operating nuclear power plant have a fire
protection plan that satisfies Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR 50.
Except for the requirements of Section I11.G, III.J, and 111.0 of
Appendix R to 10 CFR 50, the approved fire protection plan that satisfies
Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR 50 is discussed in the original fire
protection SER, dated March 1978, a fire protection SER Supplement, dated

December 2, 1980, and the licensee's Fire Hazard Analysis submittals entitled
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*Information Relevant to Fire Protection Systems and Programs” dated -
October 1976, January 1977, and April 1977. Furthermore, the licensee
committed to follow certain NRC Supplemental Guidance Documents as
discussed in letters to the NRC, dated January 24, February 24, March 20
and July 27, 1978; January 31 and April 30, 1979. .

The requirements for overall responsibility for the Fire Protection
Prograa are discussed in Sections IV.A and 3.1.A.1 of Parts 1 and 3 of
the licensee's Fire Hazard Analysis submittal, dated October 1, 1976

and April 1977. The NRC's position, as restated stated in Section 3.1.A.1
of this document establishes guidance on implementation of basic criteria
for fire protection program organization and personnel staffing.

In response to the NRC's position discussed in Section A.1 of Appendix A
to NRC Branch Technical Position APCSB 9.5-1 concerning the qualification
requirements for the Fire Protection Engineer who will assist in various
aspects of fire protection program development for the operating plant,
the Tlicensee states “comply” in Section 3.1.A.1 of the Fire Hazard
Analysis submittal. The licensee further states, in part, "CECo has a
Fire Protection Coordinator who reports to the Supervisor of Safety .
Responsibilities of the Fire Protection Coordinator are: coordination
of activities; procurement of equipment, resolve questions on standards
and technical issues; make recommendations for improvements; coordinate,
plan, and conduct inspections (make inspections of Dresden, Units 2 and 3,
once a month); ensure that adequate fire fighting equipment is provided
and that such equipment is maintained in good operating condition,
coordinate with offsite fire department; conduct norsal and preoperational
testing; provide forms and instructions for reporting fires; issue
publications outlining employee policy and procedures in fire protection;
assist and supervise training of personnel; assist and advise departments
concerned with established rules and standards; coordinate with the staff
all matters of mutual concern and make final recommendations for specific
actions to be taken on fire protection jssues.”

The inspectors identified the following examples of the licensee's
failure to consistently and effectively comply with the staffing
requiremsents for fire protection program implementation:

a. Fire Protection Engineer

A qualified Fire Protection Engineer was not involved in the
development of certain aspects of the fire protection progras

for the operating plant as required by Section 3.1.A.1 of the
Jicensee's Fire Hazard Analysis submittal. The qualifications for
this individual were not stated in any document. The resume of the
individual performing the original Fire Hazard Analysis is contained
in Attachment 2A of the Fire Hazard Analysis submittal, but this
individual is no longer employed by the licensee. .

According to the licensee, there was a contract with M&M Protection
Consultants which included services that would satisfy some of the
responsibilities of the Fire Protection Engineer, but this contract
expired in December 1984. .
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Although the licensee has employed another qualified Fire Protection
Consuitant firm to do some specific fire protection work relative to
upgrading the fire protection program, this fira was not retained to
fulfill all of the responsibilities of the Fire Protection Engineer.

Fire Protection Coordinator

The Fire Protection Coordinator was not perforaing all the duties

at the site that are delineated in Section 3.1.A.1 of the licensee's
Fire Hazard Analysis submittal. According to the licensee's staff,
the individual that was originally assigned these duties was trans-
ferred to Corporate Quality Assurance some time ago. Once vacated,
this position was not filled. The duties and responsibilities of

the position were delegated to the Fire Marshal and other individuals
within the CECo organization.

Through Amendment No. 86 to Facility Operating License No. DPR~19
(Unit 2) and Amendment No. 79 to Facility Operating License No. DPR-25
(Unit 3), the NRC accepted a proposed licensee staffing change.

Figure 6.1-1 (Corporate and Station Organization Chart) shows a Fire
Protection Insbector reporting to the Corporate Director of Quality
Assurance Operations. The inspectors requested, but the licensee did
not provide the inspectors with documentation to verify that the NRC
was aware that the same individual who was the site Fire Protection
Coordinator was filling the position entitled "Fire Protection
Inspector* for Corporate Quality Assurance.

The licensee's failure to adhere to the staffing requiresents
discussed above resulted in programmatic breakdowns that have
decreased the level of fire protection that was intended to

satisfy Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR 50. For example:

{1) A fire detection system was not installed on the refueling
floor as required by Amendment No. 33 to Facility Operating
License No. DPR-25. (This is discussed in Paragraph 7.a of
the report.)

(2) Installed fire protection hardware and equipment was not
being properly maintained. (This is discussed in Paragraphs
2.d, 2.¢, 4, 5, and 7 of the report.) -

(3) Technical specification surveillance procedures did not
jncorporate appropriate testing of quality affecting parameters
in accordance with design and governing code requirements.
(This is discussed in Paragraph 4 of the report.)

(4) Administrative controls did not adequately control fire
protection features. (This is discussed in Paragraph 5 of
the report.) . - -

(5) Many deficiencies that were identified in LERs, NRC inspections,
QA audits, and QA surveillances did not receive prompt or effec-
tive corrective action. (This is discussed in Paragraph 2 and 6
of the report.) [11.3-36
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(6) Weaknesses in the scheduling of fire drills were identified.
(This is discussed in Paragraphs 2., and 2.0 of this report).

Failure to comply with the staffing requirements for development and
implementation of the fire protection program is considered a
violation of 10 CFR 50.48 and Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR 50
(237/85033-01; 249/85029-01(DRS)).

The Station Fire Marshal's qualifications include 58 junior college
credits §n fire science; an associates degree in electronics
engineering and 15 years experience as a volunteer firefighter. He
has held the position of station fire marshal for seven years. At

the present time, the fire marshal is ass1gned the following
responsibilities:

a. Coordinate and assist in fire systems periodic testing.

‘b.  Plan, coordinate, conduct, and critique fire drills.

- €. Fire Brigade classroom training.

d. Review, revise, and write new administrative procedures.

e. Review, revise and write new surveillance procedures. Make
work requests to repair deficiencies, verify surveillances
are completed as required and maintain files on completed
surveillances.

f. Review plant modifications, assist in training, testinﬁ, and
developaent of procedures.

g. Maintain fire equipment, verify availability of spare parts and
procuresent of parts.

h. Participates in insurance fnspections, Technical Specification
Reviews, QA, INPO, and NRC audits.

i.’ Assure Technical Specification compliance.

j» Review work requests.

k. Verify fire watch and insurance notification.

1. Coordinate activities with the offsite fire departient.
m. | Make reports on deviations and fire damage experiences.
n. Perform plant cleanliness inspections.

0. Correspond with other agencies on fire protection issues.

p. Assure that the fire protection program meets NRC and other
requirements.
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q. Explain fire protection requirements to the licensee's staff
when required,

According to the licensee's staff and Station Nuclear Engineering
Department (SNED) procedure number PE Q.44, a qualified corporate

fire protection engineer reviews new plant modifications prior to
implementation by the Architect-Engineering firm. This appears to

be the extent of the corporate fire protection engineer's involvement.

The qualifications of the Station Fire Marshal do not appear to be
commensurate with the 1ist of responsibilities assigned to that

position. This lengthy 1ist of responsibilities constitute a workload that
may not be achievable by a single individual, regardless of the
individual's qualification and experience. .

To resolve this concern, the licensee 1s requested to provide at

the site, a written evaluation (complete work study) of the responsi-
.bilities assigned to the station fire marshal. This evaluation
should make a determination of the fire marshal's ability to
effectively achieve each delegated responsibility based on his
qualifications and time constraints.

This is considered an Unresolved Item (237/85033-02; 249/85029-02(DRS))
pending Region II1's review of this evaluation.

4. Technical Specification Survejilance Review

Technical Specification 6.2.A.11 requires that detailed written procedures
‘be developed, approved and adhered to for {mplementation of the Fire
Protection Program. The inspector's review of the licensee's surveillance
procedures and test results for fire protection Technical Specification
surveillance requirements resuited in fdentification of the following
discrepancies:

8. Testing of Diesel Fire P at Least Once Per rating Cycle

Section 4.12.B.1.(e) of Technical Specification No. 3.12.B requires
that the station diesel fire pumps be demonstrated operable by per-
forming a system functional test which includes simulated automatic
actuation of the pumps throughout their operatins sequence. The
1icensee's commitment in Section 3.5.E.2 of the Fire Hazard Analysis
Report dated April, 1977, requires the fire pump installations to
conform to NFPA standard No. 20. This commitment states that a
plant modification would provide an adequate flow gage for full flow
testing of the pumps in accordance with NFPA standard 20. The
Ticensee's surveillance procedure Nos. DFPP 4124-3 and DFPP 4124-4
were deficient in that:

(1) The procedure required manual throttling of the pumps to achieve
the specific flows contained fn Technical Specification 3.12.B.
and did not address automatic activation.

(2) The procedures required testing the pumps to the specific head
and flow contained in the Technical Specification No. 3.12.B,
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bg; f;;1ed to require iesting for head and flow as spoﬁified in
NFPA 20.

(3) Measurement of quality affecting parameters such as pump
vibration under full flow conditions were not included in
the test procedure or the test results.

(4) The test results were not compared to the original manufacturer's
shop test curve or field acceptance test for the pumps because
neither of these curves were available to the licensee's staff.

Testing of Water Suppression.Systens at least Once Per Operating
Tycle

Sectibn 4.12.B.1.(e)of Technical Specification No. 3.12.8 requires:
that fir Sion water systems be demonstratad operable bdy
performing a system functional test which includes simulated automatic
actuation of the systems throughout their operating sequence. The
licensee's commitment in Section 3.5.E.3 of the Fire Hazard Analysis
Report requires that automatic sprinkler systems conform to KFPA
Standard No. 13.

The 1icensee's surveillance procedure No.- SP 84-6-39 failed to
- incorporate appropriate test requirements to nstrate the
sprinkler system is operable in accordance with NFPA 13 in that:

(1) The procedure did not require flow from the inspector's test
valve of wet sprinkler systems. Instead, the alara bypass
valve was used for this test.

(2) The procedure did not require flow from the two inch drain
valve of wet or dry systems. Instead, the alarm bypass’
valve was used for this test.

Semiannual Testing of Fire Detectors

Section 4.12.A of Technical Specification No. 3.12.A requires that
the fire detection system be demonstrated operable by performing a
channel functional test every six months. The licensee commitment
in Section 3.5.E.1 of the Fire Hazard Analysis Report requires that
the fire detector system confors to the requirements of NFPA
Standard 72D. -

The Ticensee's surveillance procedure No. DFPP 4185-2 (Revision 4)
failed to incorporate the following quality affecting parameters as
required by NFPA 72D:

(1) Periodic cleaning of detector units.

(2) Periodic adjustment for sensitivity (Section 3.1.2 of the
original SER required this test to be conducted).

ITI.3-39
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According to the licensee's staff, an independent fire protection
consultant has been employed to review all technical specification
procedures and test results to evaluate their adequacy in accordance
with NFPA standards and design requirements. This assessment was in
progress at the time of the inspection and is expected to be completed
by the end of 1985. According to the licensee, where necessary, the
procedures will be revised to coincide with the governing code and
design requirements. -

This is considered an Open Item (237/85033-03; 249/85-029-03(DRS))
pending Region III's review of the licensee's actions.

No violations or deviations were 1dentiffed.

5; Administrative Controls ~ Control of Welding, Cutting, and Ignition
Tources

6.

iLicensee procedure No. DAP 3-11 (Revision 4) contained what appears

to be acceptable instructions for controlling storage of flammable and
combustible 1iquids, storage of compressed gas cylinders, and accumulation
of rubbish and transient combustibles such as wood scaffolding, etc. The
procedure specifies housekeeping and cleaning responsibilities to be
followed by all employees and contractors.

No violations or deviations were identified in this area, however; the
inspectors cautioned the licensee on a proposed revision to welding and
cutting procedure No. DMP 4100-1- that would include a provision to
facilitate ALARA concerns in high radiation areas. The inspectors
informed the licensee that any relief from the requirements for a
firewatch to resain in the immediate area thirty minutes after cutting
and welding has been completed would have to be discussed with NRR.

Quality Assurance Program

The licensee's cosmitment to Quality Assurance for fire protection is
documented in Section 3.3 of "Information Relevant to Fire Protection
Systems and Programs” and in letters to the NRC on this subject dated
January 24, February 24, March 20, and March 27, 1978, January 31 and
April 30, 1979.

The inspectors review of the licensee's Quality Assurance Program for
Fire Protection included review of the following:

. a. Eleven criteria applicable to fire protection that satisfy

Appendix A to Branch Technical Position 9.5-1 and supplement
guidance *Nuclear Plant Functional Responsibilities, Administrative
Controls and Quality Assurance."

b. Quality Assurance Surveillance Reports dated September 3-6, 1985,
September 5-9, 1985, September 9-13, 1985, and Septeaber 16-30, 1985.

c. Annual Quality Assurance Audits Nos. QAA 12-84-1 dated April 17,
. 1984, and QAA 12-83-1 dated April 15, 1983.

13
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d. Triennfal Audit by M&M Protection Consultants dated December 4, 1984,

No violations or deviations were identified; however, the inspectors
suggested to the 1icensee that for clarification, the statements made in
Section 3.3 of the "Information Relevant to Fire Protection Systems and
Programs” should be modified to indicate their specific commitment to a
QA program to fire protection. As written, this statement can be
interpreted to mean that the licensee cormitted to apply all of the
criteria of Appendix B in 10 CFR 50 to fire protection.

The inspectors determined that the 1icensee's practice of considering

fire protection as reliability-related is acceptable because this practice -
ensures that all of the eleven criteria contained in the NRC's Guidance

are included in the program. In addition, this practice allows for the
normal QA program for safety-related systems to be applied to fire
protection in it's entirety. Only one QA manual exists for reliability-
related systems and fire protection systems.

Although the licensee's Quality Assurance Program appears to be
effectively identifying issues that are contributing to hardware and
prograrmatic weaknesses, the l1icensee does not appear to be taking prompt
and effective corrective actions. This is exemplified by the remafning
open items that have been identified in QA audits and surveillances,
LERs, ar)id NRC inspections. (This is further discussed in 3.b.(5) of the
report.

Plant Tours

During tours of the plant, the inspectors observed the followin§
deficient conditions:

a. Failure to C%iz with License Condition No. 2.B. of Amendment
. to Facility Frat ng License No. =29 an ndment

0. to Provisional Uperating License No. =13,

Section 5.1.6.6 of the original Fire Protection SER for Dresden Units
2/3 dated March 22, 1978 states that the licensee proposed the
installation of an automatic fire detection system to provide early
warning of a fire in the Refueling Floor Area in order to satisfy the
objectives of Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CRF 50. Amendment

No. 36 to Provisional Operating License No. DPR-19 (Unit 2) and
Amendment No. 33 to Facility Operating License No. DPR-25 (Unit 3)
dated October 1, 1980, require that the early warning automatic fire
detection system for the refueling floor area be installed by start
up following the 1979 Unit 3 refueling outage.

As of the date of this inspection (approximately six years after
start up following the Unit 3 1979 refueling outage) the licensee °
has failed to comply with the provisions of Amendment No- 36 to
Provisional Operating License No. DPR-19 and Amendment No. 33 to
Facility Operating License No. DPR-25. An early warning automatic
fire detection system fire detection system has not been installed

[11.3-4]
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in the Refuelin? Floor Area and no compensatory measures have been
taken as a resuit of this decreased effectiveness of the plant's
fire protection features.

The installation of an automatic early warning fire detection
system in the refueling floor arez was not discussed in any of the
1icensee's correspondence to the NRC that requested amendments to
podify the plant's. fire protection Technical Specifications to
{ncorporate Limiting Conditions for Operation and Surveillance
Requirements for the fire protection modifications required by the
originai SER for Dresden Units 2/3, None of the proposed Tables
3.12.1 to Technical Specification 3.12 1isted fire detection
instruments in the refueling floor area. However, sufficient
information existed which should have alerted the licensee that
he was in violation of a license condition. For example:

‘{1) By letter dated February 25, 1980 (R. F. Janecek-CECO to

T. A. Ippolito-NRC) the licensee noted that they did not
believe installation of an automatic early warning fire
detection system in the refueling floor arez was warranted
based on low fire loading and the ability to make up water

and cool the spent fuel pools in the event of a loss of either
Unit's spent Fuel pool cooling equipment due to fire. This
letter did not request relief from the installation of a
refueling floor fire detection system. No official NRC
response was issued for this letter.

(2) By letter dated March 18, 1980 (L. Derder{an-NRC to
" M, Antonetti - Gage Babcock and Associates - Consultants
to the Licensee) the NRC referenced 2 March 17, 1980 telecon
record with T. Pickens {CECO) in which the following was agreed
to concerning Reactor Building Refueling floor fire detection
systems for Dresden Unfts 2/3 and Quads Cities Units 1 and 2:

(2a) The license was to confirm to the NRC that in the most
heavy fire loading situations (i.e. refueling periods),
the loading would not exceed that necessary to cause
structural failures.

(b) The licénsee was to confirm that structural concrete
protection extends from the floor to some specified
height, lessening the 1ikelihood of structural failure.

(c) The licensee was to recalculate average combustible
loading subtracting out the pool areas.

The licensee could not provide the 1nspector§ with documented
evidence that these issues were addressed.

This failure to followup on implementation of a 1icense condition
is indicative of a programmatic breakdown which has resulted in
a reduced level of fire protection than was intended to satisfy

[11.3-42
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criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR 50 and {s considered a
violation of Amendment No, 36 to Provisional Operating License
No. DPR-19, Amendment No. 33 to Facility Operating License
No. DPR-25, 10 CFR 50 (237/85-033-04; 245/85-029-04)(DRS).

Preparations for the Upcoming Extended Unit 3 Outage Separation of
Unit T from Units

During plant tours and in meetings with the licensee during the
fnspection, the 1icensee agreed to update their response to the NRC
and describe the administrative controls and the actions that will
be necessary to isclate Unit 1 from Units 2 and 3 since Unit 1 is
no longer operational but shares common areas with Units 2 and 3.
The inspectors also requested that the licensee describe those
administrative controls and actions that will be necessary to
separate common areas in Units 2/3 while Unit 2 is operating and

‘Unit 3 is in an extended outage. .

This 1s considered an Open Item (237/85-033-05; 249/85-029-05)(DRS)
pending further review by Regfon IlI.

Self Contained Breathing Afr Supply for the Fire Brigade

Section 3.4.D.4(h) of the document entitled "Information Relevant
to Fire Protection Systems and Programs®, requires that breathing
apparatus using full face piece positive pressure masks that are
approved by NIOSH be provided for the fire brigade.

The inspectors examined the fire brigade Scott Air Pak breathing air
cylinders that were provided on Fire Chart No. 2. Four out of four
of these cylinders contained 1800 pounds of air pressure. According
to the licensee's staff, a minimum of 2200 pounds of air pressure
should be contained in each cylinder. 2400 pounds of air pressure
would indicate the cylinder is full and may provide a 30 minute air
supply for the average fire brigade member. The cylinder gauges have
2 range of up to 3000 pounds of air pressure.

A December 1984 three year audit recommended that a set of written
instructions be provided at the breathing air cylinder f1111n?
station to assure that the cylinders are filled properly. Filling
of the cylinders is the responsibility of Health Physics. ODue to
time constraints, the inspectors were unable to contact Health
Physics to follow up this concern. Therefore, the licensee is
requested to provide at the site the appropriate acceptance criteria
for filling breathing air supply cylinders. This is considered an
Open Item ?237/85-033-06; 249/85-049-06)(DRS) pending Region 111
review of the licensee's breathing air cylinder filling procedures.

300 Pound Fixed Cardox System Supply Tank First Floor, Turbine
Bu*iding

During plant tours, the inspectors observed the following
deficiencies on the main CO, system storage tank located on
the first floor of the turbine buildings.

II17.3-43
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(1) The access door to the tank compressor motor was missing.

(2) The glass cover to the tank's mercoid switch located inside
the access door was missing.

The licensee had no explanation for these deficiencies, but agreed
to take immediate corrective actions.

This is considered an Open Item (237/85-033-07; 249/83-029-07)(DRS)
genging fu;}?cr verification of the licensee's corrective actions
y Region .

Open Items

Open items are matters which have been discussed with the licensee, which
will be reviewed further by the inspector, and which invoive some action
on the part of the NRC of licensee of both. Open items disclosed during
the inspection are discussed in Paragraphs 4.c, 5.a, 7.b, 7.¢, 7.d.

Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more i{nformation is required
in order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of
noncompliance, or deviations. An unresolved item disclosed during
the inspection is discussed in Paragraph 3.c. :

Exit Interview

The inspectors met with the licensee representatives at the conclusion
of the inspection on October 4, 1985, and summarized the scope and
findings of the inspection. The licensee acknowledged the statements
made by the inspectors. The inspectors also discussed the 1ikely-
informational content of the inspection report with regard to documents
reviewed by the inspector during the inspection. The Ticensee did not
identify any such documents as proprietary. On October 21, 1985, in a
telephone conversation with the licensee additional concerns regarding

the lack of fire detectors on the refueling floor were discussed with the
licensee. -

I11.3-44
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Commonwealth Edison
One First National Plaza, Chicago, Hlinois
Address Reply to: Post Oftice Box 767
Chicago. lilinois 60690

January 24, 1986

Mr. James G. Xeppler

Regional Administrator

U.S. Buclear Regulatory Commisgsion
Region III

799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Subject: Dresden Station Units 2 and 3
Response to Inspection Report Nos.
50-237/85-~-033 and 50-249/85-029

NRC Docket Nos. 50-237 and 50-249

Reference: Letter from J. G. Xeppler to Cordell Reed
dated December 26, 1985. -~

Dear Mr. Keppler:

This letter is in response to the inspection conducted by Messrs.
J. Holmes and C. Ramgey of your staff betwsen September 30 and October 21,
1985, of activities at Dresden Station. The referenced letter indicated
that certsin sctivities appeared to be in noncompliance with NRC require-

- mants. The Commonwealth Edison Company response to the Notice of Violation

is provided in the snclosure.

In addition to the response to the Notice of Violation which we
have provided, we have also attached our current plans for resolving the
remaining concerns that the inspector identified in his report. These plans
are described in Attachment B.

If you have any further questions on this matter, please direct
them to this office.

Very tpuly yours, ;;;
. "

. L. Farrar

Director of Nuclear Licensing

im
Attachment

¢cc: NRC Resident Inspector — Dresden
1171x -
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ATTACHMENT _A

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION

DESCRIPTION OF VIOLATION

10 CFR 50.48 (a) requires that each operating nuclear power plant have a
fire protection plan that satisfies Criterion 3 of Appendix A& to 10 CFR
Part 50. It further requires that the plan shall describe specific
featurss necessary to implemant the program such as administrative
controls and personnel requirements to limit fire damage to structures,
systems, or components important to safety so that the capability to
safely shut down the plant is ensured.

Section 3.1.A.1 of the licensee's Pire Hazards Analysis Submittal, which
forms part of the licensee's approved fire protection program, states
that the licensee hag a Fire Protection Coordinator whose responsibili-
ties include, in part, program coordination, equipment procurement,
program enhancement, conducting inspectiong, and supervising training of
personnel.

Contrary to the above, the licensee has failed to consistently and
effectively staff the Fire Protection Coordinator position with the
result that certain fire protection equipment was not installed,
hardware and equipment were not being properly maintained, required
training was not completed, and prompt and effective corrsctive action
was not taken for identified deficiencies.

PISCUSSION OF RESPONSE TO THE VIOLATION

At the time Section 3.1.A.1 of the Fire Hazards Analysis was
written, a Fire Protection Coordinator reported to the System Safety
Departaent., Subsequently, the Fire Protection Coordinator was transferred
to the Quality Assurance Department. Shortly thersafter, the individual
filling this position retired. Currently, the Company employs three Fire
Protection Engineers in the General Office. Two of these Fire Protection
Engineers are in the Nuclear Services Technical Department, the third is in
the Quality Assurance Department and has the title of QA Fire Protection
Coordinator. Many of the Fire Protection Coordinator's duties listed in
Section 3.1.A.1 are currently performed by the QA Fire Protection
Coordinator, NST Fire Protection Engineers and Station personnel. Thus,
subsequent to the initial submittal of Section 3.1.A.1, the Company has
employed three Fire Protection Engineers in the GCeneral Office in order to
improve the fire protection progranm.
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CORRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN AND THE RESULTS ACHIEVED

An NST Fire Protection Engineer is now at Dresden approximately one
day per wask to assist the Station. This person will continue in this
capacity until the Task Force report, which is discussed below, is accepted
and implemented. It is expected that the Task Force will recommend a course
of action that will relieve NST from the weskly requirement.

RRECTIVE ION TAXEN TO AVOID - VIOLATIONS

A task force has been assembled to examine the various fire
protection duties and tasks that have to bs performed on a company wide
basis. The task force has been instructed to report their recomnendations
for improvements in the fire protection program, including organizational
and staffing requirements, to the Vice President of Buclear Operations by
April, 1986.

DATE WHEN FULI, COMPLIANCE WILL BR ACHIEVED

Pull compliance will be achieved at such time as the task force
recommendationgs have been reviewed, evaluated and implemented to the extent
deemed necesszary. We will provide a follow-up rssponse addressing the task
force recommendations by July 1, 1986.
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ATTACHMENT B

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY

PLANS FOR BESOLVING FIRE PROTECTION ISSUES

This attachment responds to the issues identified in the routine
safety inspection conducted by Messrs. J. Holmes and C. Ramsey at Dresden
Muclear Power Station on September 30 through October 21, 1985. Many of the
items identified by the inspectors as examples of programmatic breakdowns
had already been identified during a review of the regulatory, commitment,
and code compliance in the firs protection area at our operating stations.
We feel that the review which we had undertaken has demonstrated our
commitment to ensuring that all fire protection featurss at our stations
have been implemented.

Our present expectations for addressing those items identified by
the inspector as indicative of a programmatic breakdown are as follows:

A. The fire detection system not installed on the refueling floor
(Paragraph 7.8 of the inspection report) was identified as part
of the Company*'s Appendix R reassessment project. 8ince the
SER items wers presented previously at the enforcement
conference, no further response is required at this time.

B. Maintenance of fire protection equipment ané hardware was
corrected as follows:

(1) Work is in progress to chain and lock the hose station
root valves. (Paragraph 2d of the inspection report) Ve
sxpect that the valves will be locked and procedure revisions
will be completed by August 31, 1986.

(2) A modification was initiated in 1984 to install fire
detection and sprinkler system alarms in accordance with NFPA
72 D. (Paragraph 2e of the inspection report). This
modification and related surveillance procedurss will be
completed and placed in service in sections. All portions of
the modification are presently scheduled to be complete by the
end of the Fall 1986 Unit 2 Refueling outage.

(3) Ttems identified by the inspector's review of Technical
specification surveillances (Paragraph 4 of the inspection
report) are deing resolved as follows.

s.) Diesel Fire Pump surveillance procedures are in the
process of being revised as s result of our NFPA Code
Review. These revised procedures are expscted to be
implemented by August 31, 1986.
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b.) Water suppression system surveillance procedures and
piping changes are in progress as a result of our WPFA Code
Review. These revised procedures and nacessary piping
changes are expected to be implemented by August 31, 1986.

¢.) A modification is in progress on our fire detection
system, and surveillance procedures are being revised in
accordance with NFPA 72D as a result of our NFPA Code
review, This modification and related surveillance
procedurs will be completed and placed in service in
sections. All portions of the modification are scheduled
to be complete by the end of the Psll 1986 Unit 2 Refueling
outage.

{(4) 1In the area of Administrative Controls (Paragraph 5 in the
report) the inspectors cautioned the licensse on a proposed
revision to welding and cutting procedure DMP 4100-1 that would
include a provision to facilitate ALARA concerns in high
radiation areas.

DMP 4100-1 will be revised to clearly require the 30 minute
fire watch within line-of-sight of the work area. This
procedurs was in the process of revision as a result of our
NFPA Code Review. This revision is presently scheduled for
completion by March 14, 1986.

(5) During tours of the plant (Paragraph 7 of the inspectors
veport) the inspector identified deficient conditions which are
being corrected as follows:

a.) The inspsctor identified the lack of refueling floor
detection as s viclation. The violation notice indicated
no further response is necessary for this item.

b.) The inspector raised concerns about isolation of Unit
1 from Units 2 and 3, and administrative controls and
actions necessary to separste common areas in Units 2/3
while Unit 2 is operating and Unit 3 is in an extended
outage. A stricter transient combustidble control procedure
is being developed, and is presently scheduled for
implementation by September 30, 1986. A cognizant foreman
has been designated to assist the fire marshal in timely
correction of housekeeping deficiencies. The Unit 3
Recirculation Piping Replacement primarily involves the
drywsll of the shutdown unit and does not affect common
fire barriers. However, & detailed msemorandum discussing
the proper handling of fire barriers has been discussed
with all personnel at the Station as part of the weekly
"tailgate” staff meetings. Also procedure DFPP 4175 -1,
Fire Barrier
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Integrity and Maintenance, has been revised to further
clarify the proper handling and maintenance of fire
barriers, including fire doors, fire walls, penetration
seals for mechanical and electrical components, and fire
dampers. The separation of Unit 1 is being covered by the
Appendix R review program. This information is being added
to the updated Fire Hazards Analysis for Units 2 and 3.

c.) A procedure is being developed by the Radiation/
Chemistry Departsent which will provide standards for the
proper refilling of the SCBA air packs. This procedure
will be posted at the air pack refilling station. The
procedure is presently scheduled to be implemented by June
30, 1986.

d.) The missing door and glass cover have bsen replaced on
the carbon dioxide system storage tank.

The inspector identified technical specification surveillance
procedures that did not incorporate appropriate testing of
quality-affecting parameters in accordance with design and
governing code requirsments. (Paragraph 4 of the inspectors
report). Our resolution to items in Paragraph 4 of the
inspectors report is discussed above.

The inspection report states that administrative controls did
not adequately control fire protection features as discussed in
Paragraph 5 of the report. As indicated in our above response
to paragraph 5, the welding and cutting procedure is baing
revised to resolve the inszpector's concern.

The inspection report stated that many deficiencies identified
in LERs, NRC inspections, QA audits and QA survelllances did
not receive prompt or effective corrective action, These items
are identified in Parsgraphs 2 and 6 of the report. Their
resolution is as follows.

(1) The long term corrective actions have been completed for
the Auxiliary Electric Equipment Room HVAC dampers.
(Paragraph 2a of the report)

(2) Paragraph 2d discusses hose station root valves. Our
resolution is discussed above.

(3) Paragraph 2¢ discusses the interconnection of the security
system computer with the plant fire detection and sprinkler
system alarms. Our resolution is addressed by the proposed
implementation of the 1984 modification to install fire
detection and sprinkler alarms for NFPA 72D.
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Paragraph 21 discusses deficiencies in portadle fire
extinguishers. A dedicated work crew has been estabdlished
to eliminate the backlog of fire protection work requests.
As of January 8, 1986, this backlog has been eliminated.
The fire extinguisher discrepancies are tentstively
scheduled for completion of corrective action by January
31, 1986.

Paragraph 2m digcusses fire brigade drills and training.

An assessment will be made of fire brigade drills,
training, and practice sessions, and the three-year
independent critiques of fire brigade drills. The
assessmant is presently scheduled to be completed by August
31, 1986.

Paragraph 2n discusses Pre-fire plans. Pre-fire plans have
been developed snd are in the process of being implemented.
Full implemantation is expected by March 14, 1986.

Paragraph 20 discusses hands-on fire drigade training. As
stated above, an assessment will be made of fire brigade
training.

Paragraph 6 discusses the apparent lack of prompt and
effective corrective actiong to problems identified by the
QA program. As discusged above, a dedicated work crew has
bDeen established to eliminate the backlog of fire
protection work requests.

The inspection report identifies weaknesses in the scheduling
of fire drills. (Paragraphs 2m and 20 of the raport) As
discussed above, an assessment of the drigade training program
will be made.
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DJS LTR: B86-477

TO: J. R. Wojnarowski

SUBJECT: Review of Commitments Made in Dresden Station Units 2 and 3

Response to Inspection Reports No. 50-237/85-033 and

50-249/85-029

REFERENCES: 1)

2)

Letter of January 24, 1986 from D. L. Farrar to J. G. Keppler,
Response to Notice of Violation (NL-86-0131).

Letter from J. G. Keppler to Cordell Reed, dated December 26,

As you requested by phone July 1, 1986, the commitments associated with the
above~referenced letters have been reviewed. The attached table provides a
status update regarding the Dresden Action Items. If there are any questions,
please contact R. Whalen at extension 665.

DJS:RW:hib
Enclosure

cc: J. Achterberg

M. Dillon

R. Christensen

R. Whalen

B. Zank

D. Adam

B. Rybak

G. Smith

J. McDonald
T. Hausheer
R. Hunnicutt
S. Becker

File/Fire Protection
File/Numerical

Prepared by
R. en
Technical Staff

/
Approved by KOAL ‘-{7[—
D. J

fScott
Station Manager
Dresden Nuclear Power Station
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Action Item Per
Attachment B,
Reference !

E.4

B.4

E.6

B.5.C.

B.3.a.

FIRE PROTECTION AUDIT ACTION ITEMS

Description

Fire extinguisher discrep-

ancles.

Revising DMP 4100-1, cutting
and welding procedure to

insure continuous fire watch
30 minutes after work stops.

Implementation of pre-fire
plans.

Posted procedure for
refilling SCBA air packs.

Chain and lock hose station
root valves; change valve
checklist as appropriate.

Revise diesel fire pump
surveillance procedures to
meet NFPA 20 requirements.

Commitment
Date
01/31/86

03/14/86

03/14/86

06/30/86

08/31/86

08/31/86

Current Status

Completed on schedule.

Complete. Procedure was
approved 2/28/86.

Complete. On-Site Reivew
was completed 3/13/86,

Complete. Procedure DRP
1310-11 was approved 6/2/86.

Locks have been purchased and
work 1s proceeding on schedule.

Complete. DFPP 4123-6 (2/3
Diesel Fire Pump Annual Capa-—
city Test) and DFPP 4123-7

(Unit 1 Diesel Fire Pump Annual
Capacity Test) were revised to
include acceptance curves
6/30/86. These revisions incor-
porate items 4.a.(l) through (4)
ag listed in Enclosure 3 of
Reference 2, with the exception
that automatic activation test-
ing is covered under operability
surveillances DFPP 4123-5 and
DFPP 4123-1.

TN

Cognizant Person

M. Dillon

B. Geier

M. Dillon
L. Burczak

M. Dillon

R. Whalen

2661 lady
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Action ltem Per

Attachment B,
Reference |

B.3.b.

E.S

Description

Revising suppression system
surveillance tests to meet
NFPA 13 requirements.

Fire Brigade drills and
training assessment.

>

Commitment
Date

03/31/86

08/31/86

Curren; Status Cognizant Person

DFPP 4114-2 and 4114-3, R. Hunnicuct/
Reactor and Turbine Building T. Hausheer
Monthly Fire Equipment

Inspection, will be revised

to include a waterflow alarm

check on the west pipe sya-

tems from the remote inspec—

tor's test location., This

requires completion of

certain modifications, some

of which may not be completed

until after 8/31/86.

An evaluation of this approach
is being performed by a quali-
fied fire protection engineer
to insure that the requirements
are met.

Note: Section 4.b in Enclosure R. Whalen
3 of Reference 2 also refers to
Technical Specification
4.12.B.1.(e), which addresses a
triennial flow test of the under-
ground mains. DFPP 4123-8 was
approved for use 6/30/86, and
will be used in place of SP-84-6-
39. However, the inspector's
concerns about alarm testing do
not appear to apply in this case.

Regarding the frequency of Fire M. Dillon/
Brigade drills, it is believed T. Hausheer,
that Dresden is committed only S. .Becker
to the following position from

an August 8, 1977 letter from

M. Turbak (NLA) to Davis (NRC).

2661 Ll4dy
g UOLSLASY



§6-€° 111

Action Item Per

Attachment B,
Reference 1

E.5 - (Cont'd)

Description

s

Commitment
Date

Current Status

"Fire Drills are conducted
monthly in accordance with
approved station surveil-
lance schedules., The
designation of which shift
will conduct a specific drill
i1g the responsibility of the
Fire Marshal. When a fire
drill is conducted by NML the
Fire Brigade Leader (Fire
Chief) as well as the Fire
Brigade, are evaluated..."

Note: Currently the Fire
Brigade Leader 1s evaluated
during all drills.

In process of issuing the
December 2, 1980 fire protec-
tion SER supplement the NRC
seems to have accepted the
exigting drill program since

it specifically references

the August 8, 1977 Turbak
letter as having been reviewed.
However, an assessment is being
performed of this position.

Regarding the hands-on Fire
Brigade training, implementa-
tion plans are under review by

.the Training Department. An

implementation plan is scheduled
for development by 8/31/86,
including a timeline for resolv-
ing this item.

SN

Cognizant Person

C661 [Ludy
UoLsiaay
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Action Item Per
Attachment B,
Reference 1

B.5.b

= &
P
W K~

//\
4
Commi tment
Description Date

Control of transient combus- 09/30/86
tibles.
Installation of detection/ 03/01/87
alarm system separate from (End of U-2
the security system and outage)

addressing cleaning/
sensitivity testing issues.

Current Status

A transient combustible
procedure 1s being developed.
and is scheduled for imple-
mentation by 9/30/86.

Also, the Unit | separation
concerns are being incor-
porated into the Unit 2/3
fire hazards analysis.

Modification work is proceed-
ing on schedule.

-

Cognizant Person

R. Whalen

R. Hunnicutt

2661 LLady
8 uoisiaay
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~ DRESDEN 2 & 3
FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAM DOCUMENTATION PACKAGE

nspection Report No. -24 600

Title

Inspection Report No. 50-249/86006 dated
February 26, 1986.

May 6, 1986 CECo letter from D. L. Farrar to
J. G. Keppler (NRC) transmitting the response to
Inspection Report 50-249/86006.

July 17, 1986 letter from D. L. Farrar to

J. G. Keppler (NRC) discussing Inspection Report No.
50-249/86006.
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION April 1992
REGION Il
798 ROOSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 80137

FEB 20 X0

Docket No. 50-249

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATIN: Mr. Cordell Reed 86 696

Vice President

p ]
Post Office Box 767 N0 FEE 27 YA
Chicago, IL 60690 ' ) EB27 3

Gentlemen:

This refers to the special safety inspection conducted by NRC Personnel of
this office on January 28, 29 and February 7 and 13, 1986, of circumstances
associated with a fire in the Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Unit 3 drywell
expansion gap on January 20, 1986, and to the discussion of our findings with
Mr. D. Scott at the conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

No violations of NRC requirements were identified during the course of this
inspection; however, the you are reguested to formally respond to each of
the issues identified in Paragraph 3 prior to Unit 3 restart.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

Lﬂ/tiifﬂ { » ;7“:’bab4/”“
Carl J." Paperiello, Director
Division of Reactor Safety

Enclosure: Inspection Report
No. 50-249/86006(DRSS)

cc w/enclosure:
D. L. Farrar, Director
of Nuclear Licensing !
D. J. Scott, Plant Manager
DCS/RSB (RIDS)
Licensing Fee Management Branch
Resident Inspector, RIII
Phy11is Dunton, Attorney
General's 0ffice, Environmental
Control Division
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION II1

Report No. 50-249/86006(DRSS)
Docket No. 50-249 License No. DPR-25

-

Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
P.0. Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690
Facility Name: Oresden Nuclear Power Station, Unit 3

Inspection Location: Morris, IL

Inspection COnduc ;'January 28, 29 and February 7 and 13, 1986

w%% -2/7-‘;/3’4

Inspectors:
Bate
J. Patterson z/‘ ¢/ (43
Date
ﬁ gg/ rﬂl
Approved By: W’ ond, Ch1é? ' 0;4%5;4?&!
Operational Programs Section Pate

Inspection Summary

Inspecton on January 28, 29 and February 7 and 13, 1986 (Report

No. 50-243/86006(DRS)})

Areas Inspected: Arnounced special safety inspection conducted to review
potentia? damage to the facility originating from a fire in the drywell
expansion gap on January 20, 1986. The inspection involved 60 inspector-hours
by six NRC inspectors.

Results: No violations or dev1at10ns were identified.
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Persons Contacted

CECo

SEPPALPD

Scott, Station Manager

Flessner, Services Superintendent

Brunner, Assistant Services Superintendent
Hauser, Fire Protection Engineer
Mirochina, SNED

Wilgus, SNED

Dillion, Station fire Marshal

Schrange, Health Physicist

Rolf Jensen and Associates

J. Klien, Consultant

NRC

E. Hare, Resident Inspector

$. Stasek, Resident Inspector

L. McGregor, Senior Resident Inspector
R. Landsman, Region III Project Manager

January 20, 1986 Drywell Expansjon Gap Fire

Apparent Origin of the Fire

At approximately 0830 hours on January 20, 1986, with Unit 3 shutdown
and defueled, an air arc cutting activity began on containment pipe
penetration No. 113 ("B" reactor water cleanup system pipe) inside the
reactor water cleanup system (RWCU) "B" heat exchanger room. At 0905
hours workers in the area observed smoke in the vicinity of the pipe
penetration. The shift engineer's office and the control room were
notified at approximately 0916 hours.

Initial Response

The fire watch for the air arc cutting activity apparently discharged:
a2 dry chemical extinguisher on or in the vicinity of pipe penetration
No. 113. Subsequently, a fire brigade leader arrived to investigate
the fire and determined that the fire had been extinguished.

At approximately 1000 hours, the station fire marshal was notified

by the shift engineer of smoke in the Unit 3 reactor building. At
1004 hours the reactor building ventilation system, which had been
turned off to support Standby Gas Treatment System testing, was turned
on to remove smoke from the Unit 3 reactor building and drywell, all
personnel were evacuated from the Unit 3 torus and drywell areas, and
air sampies were taken to verify the quality of air for personnel
safety.
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At 1030 hours, the shift engineer contacted the station fire marshal
and informed him that the smoke was clearing from the Unit 3 reactor
building. Apparently the fire brigade leader and station construction
concluded that the problem was under control because the fire watch
had earlier discharged a dry chemical extinguisher on or in the
vicinity of the pipe penetration in the RWCU heat exchanger room and
smoke was being cleared from the reactor building and the drywell by
the reactor.building ventilation system.

At approximately 1120 hours personnel were allowed to reenter the
drywell, At 113C hours station technical staff personnel discovered
2 hot spot in the drywell in the vicinity of penetration No. 113.
Workers complained of intense heat 4 to 5 feet away from the drywell
steel 1iner. At 1155 hours, all personnel were again evacuated from
the drywell because of the overheated drywell liner. A construction
staff person took general use {not calibrated) pyrometer readings in
the vicinity of pipe penetration No. 113 on the inside of the drywell
liner (unexposed side) between 1230 and 1315 hours. The highest
reading recorded was 440-450° F.

The heated drywell 1iner condition alerted the station fire marshal to
investigate what could be burning on the other side of the drywell
liner. His review of Section 5 of the Dresden FSAR {dentified the
presence of polyurethane foam instailed inside the drywell expansion
gap between the steel liner and the concrete shell.

Drywel) Expansion Gap Design

The outer surface of the steel drywell liner is enclosed in 8 feet of
structural and shielding concrete. Thermal expansion of the drywell
liner as a result of normal reactor operations will cause the liner to
expand both radially and vertically. To accommodate this expansion,
during construction, an expansion gap was provided between the
structural concrete and the drywell steel liner. The sizing of the
expansion gap was based on the maximum dryweil steel Yiner temperature
following a postulated loss of coolant accident.

Materials Used to Fill the Drywell Expansion Gap

To maintain sufficient space for 1iner expansion, prefabricated
polyurethane foam sheets were installed over the entire 1iner exterior
surface. Epoxy impregnated fiberglass tape was applied over all
joints in the foam and one-fourth inch to 3/8 inch fiberglass-epoxy
prefabricated cover panels were installed over the foam panels. The
fiberglass panels were made of fibrous glass in chopped fiber form
with an isophatallic resin as a binder. ’

Tests were conducted at the site on mockups of the drywell steel
liner/polyurethane foam/fiberglass panels to determine their
displacement from the pour of structural and shielding concrete. The
test results showed that the fiberglass was displaced less than

1/4 inch from the pouring and curing of the concrete. Therefore, it
was assumed that the drywell expansion gap design space was maintained
during construction.
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Determination Made that Polyurethane Foam Panels Were Burning Inside
the Drywell txpansion Gap

As a result of the station fire marshal's review of Section 5.2.3.6 of
the FSAR, he determined that hot slag (molten metal) from the air arc
cutting activity on pipe penetration No. 113 in the RWCU heat
exchanger room had come in contact with and ignited the polyurethane
foam material in the drywell expansion gap. The typical drywell pipe
penetration detail (figure 5,2.3.27 of the FSAR) shows a 2 inch gap
between the pipe sleeve and the penetration sleeve, which provides a
direct path to the polyurethane foam material. Furthermore, the
drywell expansion gap is not air tight. The fiberglass panels
installed over the polyurethane foam material do not form a barrier
that will exclude air from coming in contact with the polyurethane
foam material. The 45 degree angle that pipe penetration No. 113 is
installed through the drywell adds credibility to this hypothesis as
to the origin of the fire.

Extinguishment of the Fire

Since the fire was determined to be in a concealed space that was
impossible for the fire brigade to reach, the station fire marshal
directed the fire brigade leader to start applying water from a

1 1/4 inch (3/4 inch {nside diameter) rubber hose (supplied by the
demineralized water system at 100 PSI) to the 2 inch gap between the
pipe sleeve and the penetration sleeve on penetration No. 113. This
action was initiated between 1230 and 1300 hours. As the fire
marshal was not certain that water applied through this penetration
would extinguish the fire, additional hose streams supplied by the
fire water system at 100 PSI were applied above and adjacent to the
penetration (pipe penetration Nos. 133, 122, 144 and 143).

At 1330 hours, the licensee decided to monitor the drywell liner
temperature on the inside of the drywell. At 1700 hours, inside
drywell liner temperatures were recorded at 140, 110 and 90° F. At
1730 hours, the licensee's corporate fire protection engineers and the
station fire marshal considered the fire to be extinguished due to
declining inside drywell liner temperatures. At 2100 hours, inside
drywell liner temperatures were determined to be normal and the
application of water to the drywell expansion gap was discontinued.

No offsite fire department assistance was requested and no emergency
event was declared by the licensee at any point during this event.

Potential Damage Resulting From the Fire

At the time of the inspection the licensee had not determined the
extent of damage resulting from the fire. In two principal areas
inside the drywell (approximately 10 feet in diameter and 10 feet
apart), charred, discolored, blistered or burned away paint was
visible on the drywell liner. The drywell steel liner is
approximately 1 1/8 inch thick carbon steel.
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Polyurethane foam materials are synthetically produced from glycols
and diisocyanates. It has been established by actual fires and
certified fire testing laboratories that urethane foam materials
ignite easily and burn vigorously with the production of dense black
smoke and a very black, viscous melt product which can burn with the
intensity of a flammable 1iquid (Reference Underwriters Laboratories
Inc. and Factory Mutual Laboratories Inc. 1969-74 studies on the
Flammability of Cellular Plastics). Burning polyurethane materials
also produce corrosive and toxic oxides of nitrogen, together with
other toxic gases and corrosive that are harmful to metals,

It appears that this fire began some time after 0830 hours, when the
ajr arc cutting activity began on pipe penetration No. 113. It
burned with some intensity and ft is suspected that high
temperatures were reached inside the drywell expansion gap. It is
not known how much polyurethane foam material was consumed by the
fire or how far the fire spread vertically or horizontally around
the drywell. The 4§ hours burn time from 0830 hours to 1300 hours
(when water was first applied through penetration No. 113) indicate
that substantial burning may have occurred.

Apparently, a substantial amount of water was applied to the drywell
expansion gap to extinguish the fire (approximately 500 gallons per
minute (GPM) for 8 hours or 240,000 gallons). However, according to
the licensee, only 20,000 gallons of excess water was removed from
the torus basement by the radwaste system the day after the fire.

The licensee did provide the inspectors with a draft copy of proposed
work to be performed by Sargent and Lundy (S&L Project No. 7368-30)

to evaluate the integrity of the Unit 3 drywell for affects from the
fire. This evaluation did not appear to consider some of the specific
NRC concerns detailed in Paragraph 3 of this report and is not
scheduled to be completed until March 31, 1986.

Emergency Preparedness Implications

The inspector, reviewed records associated with the event; interviewed
several available persons knowledgeable of the event; and reviewed
the Station's Emergency Action Levels (EALs) and the notification
requirements of 10 CFR 50.72 for applicability. The event was not
classifiable as an emergency per the current EALS for the Fire
Condition (No. 5) for the folliowing reasons: offsite fire fighting
assistance was not requested; equipment was not degraded such that a
Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) required a reactor shutdown;
equipment was not degraded such that a cold shutdown or hot

shutdown could not be achieved or maintained; and required safety
systems were not potentially affected. Since all fuel had been
removed from the reactor vessel for some months, there was no need

| to be able to achieve and maintain shutdown and no reactor safety

systems were required to be in operation. The event was not
classifiable as an emergency per the current EALs for the
"miscellaneous® Condition (No. 18) which was worded as follows:
"any other conditions of equivalent magnitude to the criteria used
to define the accident category as determined by the Station
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Director.” The Unusual Event EAL for Condtion No. 18 listed a
number of circumstances that warranted increased awareness on the
part of State and/or local offsite officials. The Alert EAL for
Condition No. 18 listed several circumstances which warranted
precautionary activation of the onsite Technical Support Center
(TSC) and near site Emergency Operations Facility (EOF). The Site
Area Emergency EAL for Condition No. 18 addressed activation of
these Emergency Response Facilities, radiological monitoring teams,
and precautionary notification of the public near the site. The
General Emergency EAL for Condition No. 18 addressed an imminent core
melt situation. No EAL associated with Condition No. 18 was
applicable to the fire incident.

Since no EAL was applicable, an emergency declaration and activation
of the Generating Stations Emergency Plan (GSEP) did not occur.
Consequently, initial notifications of the I11inois Department of
Nuclear Safety and 111fnois Emergency Services and Disaster Agency
were neither required nor performed. Siailarly, initial
notification of the NRC Operations center was not required per

10 CFR 50.72(a); however, the licensee did notify the Station's
Senior Resident Inspector between 4 p.m. and 5 p.m. on January 20.
That individual informed his supervisor. Neither the licensee nor
the aforementioned Region III personnel deemed it necessary to
promptly notify the NRC Operations Center per the requirements of
10 CFR 50.72(b) or (c). Due to the extensive nature of maintenance
being performed on the Unit 3 reactor coolant system, and the fact
that the vessel had been completely defueled for some months,
regional emergency preparedness staff have aiso concluded that the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.72(b) and (c) were not applicable to this
situation.

The wording of the Unusual Event EAL for Condition No. 18 was not in
tlose agreement with regulatory guidance found in NUREG 0654,
Revision 1. The licensee's EAL stated, in part, that “a condition
that warrants increased awareness on the part of the State and/or
Tocal offsite officials.® Relevant regulatory guidance for the
Unusual Event classification- states, in part, that "other plant
conditions exist that warrant increased awareness on the part of a
plant operating staff (emphasis added) or State and/or local offsite
authorities.” During the course of the l1icensee's response to the
fire incident, there were a2 number of meetings in the TSC involving
Station management and/or technical staff; personnel were evacuated
from the reactor building for a time; the licensee's General Office
was informed of the incident; and personnel made repeated entries
into the drywell to obtain temperature readings to help determine
whether the fire still existed. There was clearly increased
awareness and activity by plant operating and other plant staffs in
response to the fire. Had the Unusual Event EAL for Condition No. 18
included the phrase "plant operating staff," per the regulatory
guidance, there would be no question whether or not the NRC
Operations Center and appropriate State agencies needed to be
promptly informed of the fire incident, per the requirements of

10 CFR 50.72 and 10 CFR 50, Appendix E, Paragraph IV.D.3.
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Therefore, to prevent recurrence of any uncertainties regarding the
need for the licensee to promptly inform the NRC Operations Center
and appropriate State agencies of significant responses by Station
operations personnel to abnormal conditions onsite, the phrase
"plant operating staff" should be added to the Unusual Event EAL for
Condition No. 18.

NRC Request For Information To Be Provided By The Licensee Prior To Unit 3
Startup From The Current Outage

In view of the damage that may have occurred to the drywell steel liner,
the structural and shieiding concrete, electrical and pipe penetrations, or
other structures and equipment required for safe operation of the Unit, the
licensee is requested to provide to Region III a detailed assessment of
this event that will include a confirmation of short term and long term
operability of the affected structures, systems and/or components. This
assessment must include an evaluation of the following concerns for

Region III and Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation review prior to restart
of Unit 3 from the current outage:

a. Detailed Chronology of the Fire Event

Provide a detaiied chronology of the January 20, 1986 Unit 3 drywell
expansion gap fire occurrence and describe the sequence of events
that led to the decision that offsite fire department assistance was
not needed.

b. Duration and Intensity of the Fire

Determine the duration, physical extent, and intensity of the fire and
inctude in this assessment the highest metal and concrete temperatures
reached during the fire. If no systematic approach was taken to
record actual temperatures reached during the fire, determine the
highest temperature that the steel and concrete structures may have
been exposed to based on published (i.e. Underwriters Laboratories
Inc., Factory Mutual Laboratories Inc.) free burning polyurethane foam
calorific heat values for a fire of this duration. Provide an
estimate of what changes occurred in the material properties of the
steel, concrete, electrical and pipe penetrations, drywell penetration
wells and other affected equipment or components.

For the normal operating and accident condition, determine the
temperature profile through the drywell steel liner with and without
polyurethane present in order to show any changes in drywell
expansion from the original design. Perform a structural analysis
_which evaluates the state of stress of the drywell steel liner
during the fire and compare this with the yield strengths of the
material.
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Corrosive Species Introduced Into the Drywell Expansion Gap

Determine the type and quantity of corrosives that were introduced
into the drywell expansion gap as a result of the fire and its
extinguishment. Determine the short and long term effects of these
corrosive species on the structural integrity of the drywell steel
1iner structural and shielding concrete, electrical and pipe
penetrations, drywell penetration welds and other affected equipment
and components.

Effects of Spalling Concrete and Polyurethane Residue Remaining
Tnside the Orywell Expansion Gap R

Determine the effects of polyurethane and fiberglass residue as well
as "hard spots" that may have been created by spalling concrete into
the drywell expansion gap. Determine the effects of potential “hard
spots” on the drywell steel liner under pressure and temperature
loads during normal) operating and accident conditions and determine
the compressive strength these “hard spots" must have to be of
concern.

Amount of Water Applied to the Drywell Expansion Eap to Extinguish
the Fire

—————

Determine any thermal shock that may have occurred to the drywell
steel liner and determine the amount of water used to extinguish the
drywell expansion gap fire; how much of this water was removed; how
much remains unaccounted for and what actions will be taken to remove
any remaining moisture in the drywell expansion gap or in the
surrounding structural and shielding concrete.

Basic Drywell Liner and Structural and Shielding Concrete Design

Furictions

Determine to what extent (if any) the fire may have otherwise degraded
the drywell steel liner's ability to provide a barrier which controls
the release of fission products to the secondary containment.
Determine to what extent if any, the fire may have otherwise degraded
drywell electrical or pipe penetrations and the structural and
shielding concrete design functions,

Compliance with the Safe Shutdown Requirements of Appendix R to
i0 CFR Part 50

Determine the effects of a fire of this nature on safe shutdown
capability as prescribed in Section 111 6.2 of Appendix R to

10 CFR 50. During normal operation, this section requires redundant
cables, including non-safety circuits that could adversely affect safe
shutdown capability that are located in the same fire area outside of
the primary containment, to be separated by a 3-hour fire barrier; be
encased in a l-hour fire barrier with automatic fire detection and
suppression installed in the fire area; or be separated by a distance
of more than 20 feet with no intervening combustible or fire hazards
with automatic fire detection and suppression installed in the fire

' 8
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area. For normal operation of both Dresden Units 2 and 3, explain
how such electrical cables and circuits passing through the drywell
exparsion gap are in compliance with the requirements of Appendix R
so that a fire of this nature will not affect safe shutdown
capability during normal operations.

h. Potential Repairs Needed

Determine the need for repairs (if any) to the drywell steel liner,
structural and shielding concrete, electrical and pipe penetrations or
other affected equipment as & result of the fire. Include in this
assessment a time frame for completion and the impact of such repairs
or normal reactor operattons

i. Results of Water and Polyurethane Residue Samples

Provide the results of any and all extinguishing water and fire
residue samples collected as a result of the fire for KRC review.

3. Corrective Actions Taken to Prevent Reoccurrence

Describe in detail the corrective actions that will-be taken to
prevent fires involving polyurethane material in the drywell expansion
gap, including interim measures currently in place.

k. Provide an assessment ¢f the extent and results of the radiolytic
and thermal decomposition of materials in the drywell expansion gap
in Unit 2 and an estimate of the effects of such decomposition on fire
potential and containment structural integrity.

1. Provide a 1ist of other plant locations where polyurethane or other
combustible foam materials are installed in concealed spaces.
Identify whether these materials were explicitly addressed as part
of our fire hazards analysis.

Items a through 1 above will be tracked as an open item
(50-249/86006-01(DRS)).

m. Emergency Preparedness Concerns

Add the phrase, "plant operating staff", to the Unusual Event
Emergency Action Level for Condition No. 18. This is an open item
(50-249/86006-02(DRSS)}) .

Open_ltems

Open items are matters which have been discussed with the 1icensee, which
will be reviewed further by the inspector, and which involve some action
on the part of the NRC, the licensee, or both. Open items disclosed
during the inspection are discussed in Paragraph 3.
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Exit Interview

The inspectors met with licensee representatives at the conclusion of

the inspection on February 7, 1986, and summarized the scope and findings
of the inspection, The licensee achknowledged the statements made by the
inspectors., The inspectors also discussed the 1ikely informational
content of the inspection report with regard to documents reviewed by the
inspectors during the inspection. The l1icensee did not identify any such
documents as proprietary. On February 13, 1986, in a telephone
conversation with the licensee, additional concerns regarding compliance
with the requirements of Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50 were discussed with
the licensee.

10
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Commonweaith Edison . Revision 8
One First National Plaza Chicago IMhnors . April 1992
Agdress Reply 10 Post Oflice Box 767
Chicago. llinois 0690
May 6, 1986
Mr. James G. Keppler _ =. -

&

Regional Administrator

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Coemission
Region III

799 Rocosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Subject: Dresden Station Unit 3
Response to Inspection Report -
No. 50-249/86-006
NRC Docket No. 50-249

Reference (a): Letter from C. J. Paperiello to Cordell Reed
g dated Pebruary 26, 1986.

Dear Mr. Xeppler:

This transmittal is in response to the inspection conducted by your
staff on January 28, 29 and February 7 and 13, 1986 of circumstances
associated with the January 20, 1986 fire in the Dresden Unit 3 drywell
expansion gap. Although no violations of NRC requirements were identified
during the inspection, reference (a) requested that we respond to the open
items identified in Section 3 of the Inspection Report. ’

The enclosed report provides an overall evaluation of the fire and
its consequences. The Appendix to the report specifically addresses the
open items from the Inspection Report with the exception of item 3m, )
Emergency Preparedness Concerns. We are currently reviewing this item in
the General Office and will provide a response at a later date.

Section VII of the report provides a Fire Hazards Analysis of the
expansion gap and provides the basis for an exemption to Appendix R Section

1I1.G.3. An exemption request is currently being prepared for submittal to
NRR. :
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Mr. J. G. Keppler -2~ May 6, 1986

1f you have anl‘further questions on this matter, please direct

them to this office. =
Very truly yours,
;

D. L. Parrar
Director of Nuclear Licensing

Attachment

cc: H. R. Denton - NRR
R. A. Gilbert - NRR
NRC Resident Inspector - Dresden

= -

1660K
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May 1, 1986

Subject: NLA Letters NL-86-~0290 (R.B. Bevan
Report on NRR Investigation of Dresden
Unit 3 Drywell Fire), NL-86-0324
(February 25, 1986 Letter from J.A. 2Zwolinski
- ; to D.L. Farrar), arm8 NL-86-0325 .
(February 26, 1986 Letter from C.J. Paeriello to C. Reed)

It

Attachment: Evaluation for the effects of the
Dresden Unit 3 Polyurethane Fire

Mr. J.R. Wojnarowski: , 861655

Attached is our response to the subject documents. This report
was planned prior to-NRC requests for information and is submitted here
as requested by R.B. Bevan at a site visit to Dresden Station on February
6, 1986.

It has subsequently been expanded to address the concern of
whether Mark I Containments meet the separation criteria of 10CFR SO0,
Appendix R as requested in the February 25, 1986 letter from
J.A. Zwolinski to D.L. Farrar.

Sufficient bases is presented in this report to justify an
exemption to Appendix R. An exemption request will be submitted
separately. -

In the February 26, 1986 letter from C.J. Paeriello to C. Reed
the NRC requested additional information outlined in paragraph 3 of the
accompanying inspection report. An appendix to the attached report
addresses all questions specifically except 3m., Emergency Preparedness
Concerns. This item is being addressed by Dresden Station separately.

QL. &k~

D.L. Wilgus

Approved: g;é . [(7446441«(,«_.,
JSYE. Hausman

Dresden/Quad Citieé
Project Engineer

DLW/rr
7563D
cc: F.A. Palmer
T.J. Harkabus
D.J. Scott
E.R. Zebus _
D.L. Sanderson I11.4-14
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JUNE 1998 |

The referenced report, “Evaiuation of the Effects of the Dresden Unit 3 Polyurethane Fire,” is
found in FPPDP Volume 13, Section X.11.
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Commonwealth Edison April 1992
72 West Adams Street, Chicago, Hiinois
Address Reply t0: Post Office Box 767
Chicago, Minois 60690 - 0767

July 17, 1986

Mr. James G. Keppler

Regional Administrator

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comaission
Region III

799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Bllyn, IL 60137

Subject: Dresden Station Unit 3
Drywell Fire-Correction to
Fire Bvaluation Report

NRC Docket No. 50-249
References (a): MNRC Inspection Report No. 50-249/86-006.

(b): Letter from D. L. Parrar to J. G. Keppler
dated May 6, 1986.

Dear Mr. Keppler:

The reference (a) Inspection Report documented your staff's review
of the Dresden Unit 3 drywell fire and requested we respond to concerns
identified in the report. Our reference (b) transmittal provided our
response in the form of a report documenting our evaluation of the fire. Wwe
have recently becowme aware of a condition at Dresden Unit 3 which conflicts
with a statement made in our report.

On page 83 of the reference (b) report, as a response to an MRC
question, the following statement was made with regard to the use of
polyurethane in other plant locations:

“Both polyurethane and polyethylene have been used as a filler

material at the top of block walls and polyurethane is used to .
seal penetrations. None of the block walls are considered rated

fire barriers and in those walls that use polyurethane as a

penetration seal, either the wall is not a rated barrier or, if

it is, the polyurethane has been replaced with a fire rated or
noncombustible material®.

This statement is not completely accurate as the polyurethans has
not been replaced in all Appendix R rated barriers. This was discovered
recently at Dresden at elevation 589°'~0" in the Unit 3 reactor building o
during ongoing Appendix R walkdowns. As a result of this discovery, we are LT
currently conducting additional walkdowns to identify any other areas where
previous walkdowns may not have identified polyurethane mechanical '
penetration seals in Appendix R rated barriers.
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Mr. J. G. Keppler -2 - July 17 1986

All polyurethane mechanical penetration seals discovered in Appendix
R rated barriers will be replaced with appropriately rated seals. These
activities will be completed in accordance with our existing schedule for
sealing Appendix R penetrations at Dresden (completion by end of the next
Unit 2, refuel outage). In the interism, we will implement the same
compensatory measures we've committed to for other outstanding Appendix R
modifications.

We will alsoc be conducting additional walkdowns at Dresden Unit 2
and Quad Cities Units ] and 2 to identify any similar applications of
polyurethane in Appendix R rated barriers. Any problems identified will be

- resolved in the sare manner as described above.

We have discussed this situation with NRR (R. Gilbert, J. Stang)
during a telecon on July 14, 1986. During that call, NRR concurred with our
proposed resolution of this issue.

If you have any questions regarding this transmittal, please contact
this office.

very truly yours,

« L. Parrar
Director of Nuclear Licensing

lm

¢cc: H. R. Denton - MRR
R. A. Gillbert - NRR ~
R. B. Bevan - NRR
NRC Resident Inspector - Dresden
NRC Resident Inspector - Quad Citiles

1855K
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION 11t
79% ROOSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINCIS 60137

Docket No. 50-237
Docket No. 50-249

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed 873633

Vice President
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60680

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by S. G. Du Pont and
P. D. Kaufman of this office on October 23 through December 8, 1987, of
activities at Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3 authorized by
Operating License No. DPR-19 and No. DPR-25 and to the discussfon of our
findings with Mr. E. Eenigenburg and others at the conclusion of the
inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective

examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

No violations with NRC requirements were identified during the course of
this inspection.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790, of the Commission's regulations, a copy of
this letter and the enclosure will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

‘-;77122(<7¥?5;7 7127
W. L. Forney, Chief
Reactor Projects Branch 1

Enclosure: Inspection Report
No. 50-237/87035(DRP);
No. 50-249/87034(DRP)

See Attached Distribution w2 A9
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Distribution

cc w/encliosure:
L. D. Butterfield, Jr.,
Nuclear Licensing Manager
E. D. Eenigenburg, Plant Manager
DCS/RSB (RIDS)
Licensing Fee Management Branch
Resident Inspector, RIII
Richard Hubbard
J. W. McCaffrey, Chief, Public
Utflities Division
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U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION III
Report Nos. 50-237/87035(DRP); 50-249/87034(DRP)
Docket Nos. 50-237; 50-249 License Nos. DPR-19; DPR-25

Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
P. 0. Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

Facility Name: Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3
Inspection At: Dresden Site, Morris, IL

Inspection Conducted: October 23 through December 8, 1987

Inspectors: S. G. Du Pont
P. D. Kaufman

Approved By: M. A. Ring, Chief fz%Z
Projects Section 1C ate

Inspection Summary

Inspection during the period of October 23 through December 8, 1987
{Report Nos. 50- 23773783515“5 55-2“787031!5@15

Areas Inspected: Routine unannounced safety inspection by the resident
inspectors on previous inspection items; operational safety verification;
monthly surveillance observation; fo11owup of events; licensee event report
followup; management meet1ng, report review; 1. E. Information Notices;
maintenance; and comissioners tour.

Results: Of the 10 areas inspected, no v1o1at1ons or deviations of NRC
reQUirements were identified in 9 areas; one violation was identified in the
remaining area; however, fn accordance with 10 CFR 2, Appendix C, Section
V.A., a Notice of Viglation was not issued (failure to perform Techn1ca1
Specification fire barrier surveillance within required time period - .
Paragraph 6.)
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DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison Company

*E, Eenigenburg, Station Manager
J. Wujciga, Production Superintendent
*C, Schroeder, Services Superintendent
*_ . Gerner, Superintendent of Performance Improvement
T. Ciesla, Assistant Superintendent - Planning
D. Van Pelt, Assistant Superintendent - Maintenance
J. Brunner, Assistant Superintendent - Technical Services
J. Kotowski, Assistant Superintendent - Operations
R. Christensen, Unit 1 Operating Engineer
G. Smith, Unit 2 Operating Engineer
*E. Armstrong, Regulatory Assurance Supervisor
W. Pietryga, Unit 3 Operating Engineer
J. Achterberg, Technical Staff Supervisor
R. Geier, Q.C. Supervisor
D. Sharper, Waste Systems Engineer
D. Adam, Radiation Chemistry Supervisor
J. Mayer, Station Security Administrator
D. Morey, Chemistry Supervisor
D. Saccomando, Radiation Protection Supervisor
E. Netzel, Q.A. Superintendent
C. Turiey, Station Q.A.
R. Stols, Q.A. Engineer
*R. Janecek, Senior Participant - Nuclear Safety

The inspectors also talked with and interviewed several other iicensee
employees, including members of the technical and engineering staffs,
reactor and auxiliary operators, shift engineers and foremen, electrical,
mechanical and instrument personnel, and contract security personnel.

*Denotes those éttending the exit interview conducted on December 8,
1987, and informally at various times throughout the inspection period.

Review of Previous Inspection Items (92702)

(C18$ed) Violation (249/87010-01): Reactor water temperature exceeded
2127F with fuel in the reactor and without primary containment integrity,
and Tow power physics testsowere not in progress. VThe maximum
temperature reached was 223°F, which is a violation of Technical

Specification 3.7.A.2 LCO. The licensee's immediate corgective'actions R

taken were to reduce reactor water temperature below 212°F and establish

primary containment. These actions were completed within 22 minutes from T

the time of discovery. Plant cooldown procedure DOP 1000-3 has been
revised to provide fnstruction to the operator regarding proper computer
point selection and monitoring, primary containment requirements, and
reactor water cooling requirements. -Quiet hours have been instituted to

R~
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provide an atmosphere more conducive to turnovers. The NSO and SCRE
involved in this event received certain disciplinary action. In
addition, the ticensee implemented an Error Free Operation Plan designed
to achieve error free startups after refuel outages and subsequent
operations.

Operational Safety Verification (71710 and 71707)

The inspectors observed control room operations, reviewed applicable logs
and conducted discussions with control room operators during the period
from October 23 to December 8, 1987. The inspectors verified the
operabj1lity of selected emergency systems, reviewed tagout records and
verified proper return to service of affected components. Tours of Units
2 and 3 reactor buildings and turbine buildings were conducted to observe
plant equipment conditions, including potential fire hazards, fluid
leaks, and excessive vibrations and to verify that maintenance requests
had been initiated for equipment in need of maintenance.

~ The inspectors, by observation and direct interview, verified that the

physical security‘plan was being implemented in accordance with the
station security plan.

The inspectors observed plant housekeeping/cleanliness conditions and
verified implementation of radiation protection controls. During the
inspection, the inspectors walked down the accessible portions of the
systems 1isted below to verify operability by comparing system lineup
with plant drawings, as~built configuration or present valve lineup
11sts; observing equipment conditions that could degrade performance;
and verified that instrumentation was properly valved, functioning,
and calibrated.

While touring the Unit 2 and Unit 3 High Pressure Coolant Injection
rooms, the {nspectors observed the following conditions:

° HPCI exhaust 1ine drain pot level switch cover removed and wire
broken off. The licensee had issued work request #69207 on
September 25, 1987, to repair the switch, however, no work was
inprocess during the inspectors walkdown.

e iLoca] station HPCI motor control valves valve positioﬁ indicating
lights not working for the following HPCI valves:

M0-2~2301-9 HPCI pump discharge valve.
M0-2-2301-14 HPCI main pump recirc to torus valve.
M0-2-2301~-10 HPCI pump discharge to CST valve. '
'Mp-2-2301-3 HPCI turbine steam supply valve.
MO-3-2301-3 HPCI turbine steam supply valve.
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®  HPCI motor control valve stem coverﬁ'missing on the fo1lowing
Timitorque valves:

M0-2-2301-3 Work request #58400 was written on 10/3/86 to
replace missing stem cover.

M0-2-2301-10 Stem cover is missing and no work request has-
been written.

M0-3-2301-10 Stem cover is missing and no work request has
‘been written.

M0-3-2301-15 Stem cover is missing and no work request has
been written.

The licensee performs a valve position indicating 1ight walkdown on a
monthly basis per DOS 040-4, Revision 2. Unit 2's HPCI valve walkdown,
which was completed by the Ticensee on November 15, 1987, denoted no
lamp probiems. However, the residents walkdown on December 4, 1987,
found the above indicating 1ights not working. Work requests should be
initiated to replace the missing limitorque valve stem covers and repair
the indicating lights.

The inspectors reviewed new procedures and changes to procedures that
were implemented during the inspection period. The review consisted of a
verification for accuracy, correctness, and compliance with regulatory
requirements.

The inspectors also witnessed portions of the radicactive waste system
controls associated with radwaste shipments and barreling.

These reviews and observations were conducted to verify that facility
operations were in conformance with the requirements established under
Technical Specifications, 10 CFR, and administrative procedures.
The following systems were inspected:

Unit 2

High Pressure Coolant Injection System
Core Spray System

Unit 3

High Pressure Coolant Injection System
~ Low Pressure Coolant Injection System

Common

Standby Gas Treatment System
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Followup of Events {92700)

During the inspection period, the licensee experienced several events,
some of which required prompt notification of the NRC pursuant to

10 CFR 50.72. The inspectors pursued the events onsite with licensee
and/or other NRC officials. In each case, the inspectors verified that
the notification was correct and timely, 1f appropriate, that the
licensee was taking prompt and appropriate actions, that activities were
conducted within regulatory requirements and that corrective actions
would prevent future recurrence. The specific event was as follows:

On December 4, 1987, the licensee reported to NRC Region III that an .
employee (Stationman) was charged on December 4, 1987, with “possession
with intent to deliver" two ounces of cocaine to an undercover
metropolitan area narcotics squad agent. The licensee pulled the
individual's site security badge, and performed a search of the
individual's personal locker onsite with negative results. On

December 7, 1987, the licensee performed a drug dog search within

the protected area with negative results.

.

No violations or deviations were fdentified in this area.

Monthly Maintenance Observation (62703, 71710)

Station maintenance activities of safety related systems and components
11sted below were observed/reviewed to ascertain that they were conducted
in accordance with approved procedures, regulatory guides and industry
codes or standards and in conformance with technical specifications.

The following items were considered during this review: the limiting
conditions for operation were met while components or systems were
removed from service; approvals were obtained prior to initiating the
work; activities were accomplished using approved procedures and were
inspected as applicable; functional testing and/or calibrations were
performed prior to returning components or systems to service; quality
control records were maintained; activities were accompiished by
qualified personnel; parts and materials used were properly certified;
radiological controls were implemented; and, fire prevention controls
were impiemented. Work requests were reviewed to determine status of
outstanding jobs and to assure that priority is assigned to safety
related equipment maintenance which may affect system performance.

The following maintenance activities were observed/reviewed:

Unit 2

. 2C Condensate/Booster pump - inboard seal leaking - repair/replhce per

work request #069912.

28 Condensate Transfer pump - mechanical seal leaking - repair/replace
per work request #070309.

ITI.5-7
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Unit 3

3-1601-62 Air operated valve - replace solenoid on December 7, 1987, per
work request #70591.

Unijt 3

- SP-87-10-156, Monthly HPCI System Pump Test for the Inservice Test

Program. This special test was performed to take vibration data on the
HPCI pump. Impeller replacement on the booster pump is being scheduled
for the March, 1988 refueling outage.

No violations or deviations were identified in this area.

Monthly Surveillance Observation (61726)

The inspectors observed survejllance testing required by technical
specifications for the items listed belfow and verified that testing was
performed in accordance with adequate procedures, that test

instrumentation was calibrated, that Timiting conditions for operation

were met, that removal and restoration of the affected components were
accomplished, that test results conformed with technical specifications

and procedure requirements and were reviewed by personnel other than the
individual directing the test, and that any deficiencies identified

during the testing were properly reviewed and resolved by appropriate

management personnel. s

The inspectors witnessed portions of. the following test activities:
SP-87-10-156, Monthly HPCI System Pump Test for the Inservice Test
Program. This special test was performed to take vibration data on the
HPCI pump. Impeller replacement on the booster pump is being scheduled
for the March 1988 refueling outage.

No violations or deviations were identified in this area.

Licensee Event Réports Followup (93702}

Through direct observations, discussions with licensee personnel, and
review of records, the following event reports were reviewed to determine
that reportability requirements were fulfilled, {mmediate corrective
action was accomplished, and corrective action to prevent recurrence had
been accomplished in accordance with Technical Specifications

Unit 2

(Closed) 87029-00: High Pressure Coolant Irjection System Inoperable Due
to Steam Leak., While performing surveillance testing of the HPCI system

on October 1, 1987, with the unit at 97% rated power, a steam leak in the
vicinity of the HPCI turbine shaft seal was observed. After discussions

between shift supervision and the Operating Engineer, HPCI was determined
to be inoperable at 1450 hours on October 1, 1987. Exact cause of the
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~ steam leak is unknown. A possible cause was a momentary misalignment of
the HPCI turbine sprinc loaded labyrinth shaft seals due to the starting
vibrations of the HPCIl turbine. The HPCI system was run or October 1,
1987 at 1845 hours and on October 2, 1987 at 1345 hours, with no leakage
observed; HPCI was then declared operable.

(Closed) 87030-00: Main Steam Safety Valve Setpoints Found Outside
Technical Specification Limits Due to Mishandling and Setpoint Drifts.
Two Main Steam Safety Valves (Serial No. BK 6290 and BK 6260} removed
during the 1987 Unit 2 outage were tested to determine their as-found
setpoint. Valve BK 6290, with a design setpoint of 1260 psig, opened
cleanly at 1276 psig, thus exceeding the plus or minus one percent
tolerance required by Technical Specification 4.6.E. Valve BK 6260
designed to open at 1260 psig, failed to open twice at 1300 psig. Cn a
third attempt, the valve opened cleanly at 1282 psig, which exceeded the
T.S. 4.6.E tolerance. Mishandling of the valve during the transpert
between the drywell and the test bhoiler caused contact between the shaft
- and the internal adjustment guide which increased the valve’s setpoint.
Valves BK 6260 and BK 6290 were overhauled and setpoints adjusted within
the one percent tolerance. Tc prevent future damage in transport, a
protective guard for the stem assembly has been fabricated. The guard
will be required during transit per procedural change.

{Closed) 87031-00: Reactor Building Ventilation Isolaticn Start of SBGT
System Lue to Irradiated Metal on Fuel Cask. Review of this event is.
documented in paragraph 4 of Region III Inspection Report
50-237/87026(DRP}.

(Closec) £7032-00: Reactor Scram Due to Spurious Main Steam Line Low
Pressure Signal Caused by Vibration. Onsite followup of this event was
conductec and documented under Followup of Events in Region III
Inspection Report No. 50-237/8702€ Paragraph 4.r. :

(Closed) 870034-00: Nonconservative Core Thermal Power (CTP) Calculaticn
Cue to Inadequate Calibration Prucedure. Three Rosemount 1151 dp
feedwater flow transmitters on Unit 2 and one transmitter on Unit 3 were
incorrectly calibrated. The transmitters had not been calibrated tc
compensate for the effects of static pressure span compressure which
resulted in a nonconservative error of 0.44% in DP calculations. It is
estimated that Units 2 and 3 exceeded the CTP limit for a total of 46
hours since September 1987 and 100 hours since October 1986,
respectively. Upon discovery of the calculation error, the transmitters
were recalibrated. Dresden Instrumentation Procedure (DIP) 600-1,
Feedwater Control Calibration and Maintenance and Dresden Technical Staff
procedure (DTS) 8733, Unit 2/3) Ccmputer Feedwater Flow Calibration, have
been revised to include the proper calibration curve for the Rosemount
1151 dp transmitter.
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(Closed) 86019-01: Unit 2 Reactor Scram From Main Turbine Trip on High
Water Level Due to Failure of Feedwater Regulating Valve and Personnel
Error. This supplemental report was issued to provide additional root
cause information found after the initial LER was submitted. The
licensee discovered that the "A" reactor feedwater discharge check valve
failure and a personnel error on the part of an NSO for failure to comply
with Dresden Operating Procedure (DOP? 040-4, Control Panel Light Bulb.
Replacement resulted in a reactor scram.

(Closed) 87001-01: UT Indications Found on Primary System Piping Due to
Intergranular Stress Corrosion Cracking. This supplemental report was
jssued to provide the results of additional UT examinations performed on
piping welds as a result of the indications reported in the original LER.
No additional indications were found upon complietion of all UT testing.

Unit 3

(Closed) 87016~00: Primary Containment Group I Isolation and Reactor
Scram Due to Apparent Personnel Error. Review of this event is
documented in Region III Inspection Report 50-249/87025, Paragraph 4.

The preceding LERs have been reviewed against the criteria of 10 CFR 2,
Appendix C, and the incidents described meet all of the following
requirements. Thus no Notice of Violation is being issued for these
jtems.

a. The event was identified by the Ticensee,

b. The event was an incident that, according to the current
enforcement policy, met the criteria for Severity levels IV or
V violations,

c. The event was appropriately reported,

d. The event was or will be corrected (including measures to
prevent recurrence within a reasonable amount of time), and

e. the event was not a violation that could have been prevented by
the licensee's corrective actions for a previous violation.

No viglations ofF deviations were identified in this area.

(CloSed) 50-249/87018-00: (Fire Stop 18 Month Surveillance Interval ‘
Exceeded Due to Procedural Deficiency., On September 20, 1987, a review
of upcoming surveillances was being performed when it was found that
Dresden Fire Protectfon Procedure ?DFPP) 4175-3, "Shutdown Fire
Stop/Break Surveillance”, was incorrectly classified as due each
refueling outage in the surveillance program. The critical surveillance
date for this surveillance was November 1, 1985. This surveillance was
completed on April 24, 1986, 5 months and 23 days after the critical
date. The critical date was missed due to improper categorizing of the
18 month surveillance as a refueling outage surveililance on the computer.
Dresden Technical Specification (TS) 4.12.F.1 requires that these fire -
barrier (stop/break} penetrations be inspected once every 18 months.
Failure to perform this Technical Specification surveillance within the
required time period is a violation of TS 4.12.F.1 (237/87035-01;

I11.5-10
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249/87034-01).. However, since Unit 3 was in cold shutdown throughout
this period due to an extended refueling outage, the safety significance
of exceeding the surveillance date was minimal. Consequently, this
violation meets the tests of 10 CFR 2, Appendix C, and no Notice of
Violation will be issued. This item is considered closed.

One viclation was identified in this area.

I.E. Information Notice Followup (92701)

Each of the following I.E. Information Notices (IEN) was reviewed by
the Resident Inspectors to verify (1) that the Information Notice was
received by licensee management, (2) that a review for applicability was
performed, and (3; that if the Information Notice was applicable to the
facility, appliceble actions were taken or were scheduled to be taken.

(Closed; IEN 87-23: Loss of Decay Heat Removal During Low Reactor
Coclant Level Operation. Dresden Units 2 & 3 do not have RHR systems to
remove decay heat,.so the licensee reviewed the Shutdown Cocling system
with regard to the procblem identified in this Information Notice. The
Shutdown Cucling system takes suction from the Recirculation system. The
Recirculation system takes its suction from the reactor vessel annulus
area and this piping is not isolatable. The Shutdown Cooling water is
returned to the discharge side of the recirculation pump via the LPCI
line. Thus, the reactor water level would have to decrease to a point of
uncovering the irradiated fuel before a loss of suction could cccur.
Drescen has five independent categories of reactor vessel water level
instrumentation to moniter reactor water Tevel.

(Closed) IEN 87-42: Diesel Generator Fuse Contacts. The licensee had a
similar, but less serious, incident occur during a test of the Unit 2
diesel generator in 1974 following a maintenance outage. Dresden
utilizes a similar contact arrangement for the diesel gererztor potent1a1
transformer (PT} fuses and connecting cables. The licensee issued DVR
12-2-74-16 and the ensuing inspection revealed burn marks on the B phase
contacts and cables {cables charred), indicative of arcing. Poor mating
of the fuse and stationary contacts were ijdentified 2¢ the cause of the
arcing. In May 1974, the licenses made modifications (M12-2-74-32;
M12-2-74-33; M12-3-74-48) to the electrical contrcl cabinet doors which
enabled them to be screwed ciosed, thus, insuring a proper mating of the
moveable contact finger connects w1th the stationary contact.

No violations or deviations were identified in this area.

Commissioner's Visit

On October 23, 1987, Commissioner Kenneth C. Rogers, accompanied by the
NRC Region III Deputy Regional Administrator, visited the Dresden Nuclear
Station. While on site, the Commissioner and Region III Management
toured the facility with the licensee’s corporate and plant management on
a familiarizatior and plant improvement tour. The Commissioner also held
meetings with licensee plant management and supervisory personnel. The
Commissioner complimented Commonwealth Edison on Dresden’s positive
progress and direction.

9
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Management Meetings

The President, Executive Vice President and other members of Commonwealth
Edison Company met with Mr. Victor Stello, Jr., Mr. James M. Taylor, the
Region III Regional Administrator, and other NRC representatives in
Headquarters on October 28, 1987, to discuss the company's plans to
effect sustained performance improvement at the Dresden Nuclear Power .

- Station.

Report Review

During the inspection period, the inspectors reviewed the licensee's
Monthly Operating Report for October 1987. The inspectors confirmed
that the information provided met the requirements of Technical
Specification 6.6.A.3 and Regulatory Guide 1.16.

The licensee announced -the following Dresden site management changes
effective ”ovember 25, 1987: ’

Quality Assurance (QA) Superintendent, M. Jeisy, will assume the position
of INPO Coordinator. The new Q.A. Superintendent is E. Netzel, 2
transferring from the Braidwood Station.

Exit Interview (30703)

The inspectors met with licensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph 1)
informally throughout the inspection period and at the conclusion of the
inspection on December 8, 1987, and summarized the scope and findings of
the inspection activities.

The inspector aiso discussed the Tikely informational content of the
inspection report with regard to documents or processes reviewed by the
inspector during the inspection. The Ticensee did not identify any such
documents/processes as proprietary. The licensee acknowledged the
findings of the inspection. .

10
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Docket No. 50-237
Docket No. 50-249

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Senior Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. T. J. Ploski and
others of this office on November 16-19, 1987, of activities at the Dresden
Nuclear Generatin% Station, Units 2 and 3, authorized by NRC Operating
Licenses No. DPR-19 and No. DPR-25, and to the discussion of our findings with
Mr. E. Eenigenberg and others of your staff at the conclusion of the
inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel. -

i i f NRC requirements were identified during the course of this
inspection.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a COﬁﬁ of
this letter and the enclosed inspection report will be placed in the NRC
Public Document Room.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

WCSL he

W. D. Shafer, Chief
Emergency Preparedness and
Radiological Protection Branch

Enclosure: Inspection Reports
No. 50-237/87037(0RSS§;
No. 50-249/87036(DRSS

See Attached Distribution
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D. Butterfield, Nuclear
Licensing Manager

J. Eenigenburg, Plant Manager

DCD/DCB (RIDS?

Licensing Fee Management Branch

Resident Inspector, RIII

Richard Hubbard

J. W. McCaffrey, Chief, Public
Utilities Division

D. Matthews, EPB, NRR

W. Weaver, FEMA, "RV

IIT.6-2

Revision 8

April 1992



Revision 8

April 1992
U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
'REGION III
Reports No. 50-237/87037(DRSS); 50-2439/87036(DRSS)
Docket Nos. 50-237; 50-249 Licenses No. DPR-19; No. DPR-25
Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
P. 0. Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690
Facility Name: Dresden Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3

Inspection At: Dresden Site, Morris, I1linois
Production Tra1n1ng Center Braidwood, I1linois

Inspected Conducted: November 16-19, 1987

70 ke /24,

Inspectors: T.%J. Ploski

&7
Date

.f?/é, é?;/tta,Q/?7j7ﬁ - //;2//c§//gi/,

G M. Christoffer
Date

: k:gizsigj' | é%%g?@?{éfz
sz7.57.;g£;;4,£2i—

 Smith /2 /v /7
Late
Approved By: H‘hg%e;i; Eglef t2/10/87
Emergency Preparedness Date
Section

Inspection Summary

- Inspection on November 16-19, 1987 (Reports No. 50-237/87037(DRSS);

No. 50-2#9/87036§DRSSE2

reas Inspecte outine, unannounced inspection of the following areas of
the Dresden Station's emergency preparedness program: licensee actions on
previously-identified items; emergency plan activations; operational status of
the program; emergency detection and classification; protect1ve action
decision-making; notification and communications provisions; changes to the
program; shift staffing and augmentation; training; and audits

inspection involved four NRC inspectors.

Results: No violations of NRC requirements were identified during this
inspection.
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DETAILS

Persons Contacted

*E. Eenigenberg, Station Manager
XC. Schroeder, Services Superintendent
*R. Holman, GSEP Coordinator
*R. Jeisy, Quality Assurance Superintendent
*T. Gallaher, Quality Assurance Engineer
*S. Stiles, Trainin? Supervisor
*E. Armstrcng, Reguiatory Assurance Supervisor
*T. Gilman, Emergency P]anning Supervisor
R. Mitzel, Shift Engineer (SE)
R. Sitts, SE

T. Palanyk, Station Control Engineer (SCRE)
R. Speroff, SCRE

J. Bowman, Corporate Emergency Planning Staff
L. DeCarlo, Drill Controller

D. Marco, GSEP Training Instructor

W. Reimers, Training Department Staff

K. Licari, Production Training Center

*Indicates those persons who attended the Novémbér 19, 1987 exit meeting.
Licensee Action on Previously-Identified Items

(Closed) Item Nos. 237/85013-01 and 249/85012-01: Revise Emergency
~Action Level (EAL) Condition No. 12 for General Emergency to indicate
that this emergency class can also be declared based on environs
measurements. Emergency Plan Implementing Procedure (EPIP) 200-T1,
Classification of GSEP Conditions, has been revised so that a General
Emergency can be classified based on a source term derived from field
survey teams' measurements. This item is closed.

(Open) Item No. 249/86002-02: Add the phrase “plant operating staff" to
the Unusual Event EAL for Condition No. 18. This item resulted from the
investigation of the January 20, 1986 drywell fire incident during a
E]ant outage, which was not a classifiable emer%enCK per the llgengee's
Als. A review of the EALs listed in EPIP 200-T1, Revision 6, indicated
that no EAL had been revised to satisfy the concern expressed in this
Open Item. The Dresden Station's EALs were in the latter states of
revision at the time of this inspection. These proposed EALs adequately
addressed the concern; however, their submittal for NRC review was
tentatively scheduled for sometime during the first quarter of 1988.
This item remains open.

(Closed) Item Nos. 237/87028-01 and 249/87027-01: Due to a backlgg_of
filing controlled documents at the Mazon Emergency Operations Facility
(EOF), a Severity Level IV violation was issued for not maintaining the
facility in an adequate state of readiness. A tour of the Mazon EOF
during this inspection revealed that all controlled documents were filed,
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and adequate permanent administrative support was available to ensure the
maintenance of the operational readiness of the EOF. A controlled
document room had been completed the week before this inspection and all
controlled documents were filed in this new area. The 1988 audit
schedule, issued November 18, 1987, included an item to verify document
control at the EOF. This audit line item was part of the licensee's
commitment in response to the Notice of Viclation. This item is closed.

Emergency Plan Activations

NRC and licensee records associated with all emergency plan activations
that occurred between December 6, 1986 and October 4, 1987 were reviewed.
These records included: Licensee Event Reports (LERs); records generated
by NRC Duty Officers; Control Room logs; Nuclear Accident Reporting System
(NARS) forms completed by onshift personnel following each emergency
declaration; the licensee's Deviation Reports; and evaluations of each
emergency plan activation that were performed by the GSEP Coordinator.

During this time Beriod, onshift personnel correctly classified thirteen
Unusual Events. Based on the LER review, there were no other classifiable
events through October 4, 1987. Initial notifications to State and NRC
officials were completed within the regulatory time timits following each
emergency declaration.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
was acceptable. .

Operational Status of the Emergency Preparedness Program (82701)

a. Emergency Plan and Implementing Procedures (Also 82204)

The licensee's procedures for the preparation, review and .
distribution of new and revised EPIPs were basically unchanged from
the previous inspection and were adequate. A review of six EPIP
revisions indicated that proper procedures were followed to
incorporate these revisions into the grogram= _Review of the EPIP
Distribution Transmittal Log showed that revisions were distributed
to licensee personnel and the NRC within one week after approval.
However, EPIPs sent to NRC Region III were not being tracked to
ensure receipt of the revisions. When this was mentioned to the
licensee, Region III was added to that portion of the EPIP
Distribution Transmittal Log that tracks receipt of documents.

Current copies of the emergency plan and imp]ementing Erocedures
were readily available in the Control Room, TSC and EOF.

Based on the above findings this portion of.the licensee's program
is acceptable.
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Readiness of Emergency Response Facilities and Supplies (Also 82204)

A tour of Emergency Response Facilities (ERFs) indicated that the
Technical Support Center (TSC), Operational Support Center (0SC),
and Emergency Operations Facility (EOF) were maintained in an
adequate state of operational readiness. Plans, procedures and
drawings were filed; communications equipment was operational; and
adequate supplies were available.

A controlled document area had been constructed in the EQF to
contain plans, procedures and drawings relevant to all of the
licensee's nuclear stations. Upgraded equipment was scheduled for
installation in the EOF to bring its layout and computer capabilities
equal to that of the Zion Station's EOF, which was utilized in
the 1987 Federal Field Exercise. Included in this upgrade will be
electronic status boards, a PRIME computer system for administrative
functions, and an upgraded plant data computer system. A dual
?urpose transportation facility had been constructed next to the EOF.
his facility will house a dedicated "GSEP Van" for offsite survey
team use. The structure was also constructed to accommodate overfiow
EOF and Joint Public Information Center (JPIC) personnel. A limited
number of telephone outlets will be available for temporary use by
overfiow personnel. The re-modeled JPIC was toured and appeared to
be about 90 percent complete at the time of this inspection.

A review of 1987 records for emergency equipment and supplies
inventories was performed. All reguired inventories had been
completed and adequately documented as required by EPIPs. Inventory
records ;ndicated that identified deficiencies had been promptly
corrected.

An "Emergency Response Telephone Directory" had been developed for
use in the ERFs. This directory contained instructions on use of
different communication systems and the business telephone numbers
for offsite licensee personnel and offsite support agencies. This
computerized directory was scheduled for quarterly review and update
by Corporate emergency planning personnel.

An inventory of the supplies in the decontamination and medical
facility was requested per relevant EPIPs. The following
discrepancies were found:

e EPIP 500-4 stated that there is one portable eye wash device

located in the medical and decontamination area. One portable
eye wash was in that area; however, it was questionable whether

- its operability had been checked during the inventory Brogesg.
When this concern was brought to the attention of the Radiation
Chemistry Foreman, he immediately contacted the Operations
Department to find out if they had conducted surveillances on
this piece of equipment. The Operations Department reported
that no monthly operability check had been conducted. They
agreed to add this particular portable eye wash to the monthly
surveillance schedule.

[11.6-6
4



Revision 8
April 1992

Several minor differences were noted between the actuatl
contents of the No. 36 first aid kits as described in

EPIP 500-1, "Inventory Sheet for First Aid Kits." When told
of the discrepancies, the GSEP Coordinator stated that he was
in the process of upgrading the No. 36 first aid kits to the
Corporate kit standards as stated in CECo General

Procedure 826.

Additionally, it was observed that the items listed in the
Medical and Decontamination Area Inventory were stored in a
disorganized manner in various locations in the room.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
was acceptable; however, the following item should be considered for
improvement:

¢  The licensee should arrange supplies kept in the decontamination
and medical facility in an organized manner.

Organization and Management Control (Also 82204)

The licensee's “Strategic Plan for Excellence in Nuclear
Cperations, 1988-1992" included the objective of maintaining an
effective emergency preparedness program in terms of plans,
procedures, personnel, and facilities. With respect to_personnel at
the Dresden Station, this corporate ptan has been translated into a
"Basic Expectations for Management Personnel." Supervisors would be
held responsible for ensuring that their staffs complete all their
emergency preparedness training as scheduled, and that routine
activities, such as drills, surveillances, and inventories are
adequately done. .

The GSEP Coordinator was a Dresden Station employee. The GSEP
Coordinator's reportin? chain has changed since the last

inspection. He formerly reported to the Services Superintendent
through the Regulatory Assurance Supervisor. He now reports to that
individual through the Rad Chem Supervisor. This change was made in
order to be consistent with the Ticensees' other nuciear stations and
to facilitate the coordinator's interface with Rad Chem Department
staff, which includes the former GSEP Coordinator.

During this inspection the corporate emergency planning staff
received approval to expand its scope of responsibilities with the
addition of a position titied GSEP Staff Coordinator, who will report
to & corporate Emergency Planning Supervisor based at the Mazon EOF.
The GSEP Staff Coordinator's responsibilities will include the
coordination of Corporate and Stations' GSEP programs, including
training. The coordination of Station and corporate_égEP training
efforts and interface with the nearby Production Training Center had
been a responsibility of emergency planners based in the licensee's
corporate offices in downtown Chicago.

[11.6-7
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Letters of Agreement with offsite agencies were current. Annual
radiological emergency response training for these agencies was
conducted, as required by 10 CFR 50.47(b), on September 3, 1987.

The agenda included a review of EAls, Emergency Classifications, and
information on requesting QA Department assessments of the Station's
interface with State and local response agencies. Agenda materials
had been revised and u?graded since 1986. A "Nuclear Power Handbook"
pamphiet, containing plant systems diagrams and fundamentals of
radiation information, plus a booklet on EALs and ERFs were
distributed to meeting attendees. Visual aids were also upgraded
and included a film of the plant site and photos of the TS{ and EoF.
A tour of plant facilities was also offered. This training program
improvement was the result of a coordinated effort by Station and
corporate personnel.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
was acceptable.

Emergency Preparedness Training (Alsc 82206)

The annual training of onsite emergency response personnel had
been completed and adequately documented, with the exception of
two individuals, whose training was scheduled before December 31.
The 1987 training had been accomplished utilizing a combination of
EPIPs and training modules relevant to specific positions in the
onsite emergency organization. Examinations on training materials
were reviewed and found to be adequate.

By memo dated February 3, 1987, the Dresden Station's Training
Department was provided with a set of training modules that had been
refined from an earlier version by staff at the licensee's Braidwood
Station. Site-specific adjustments to these modules had then been
made for the Dresden Station. Section 8.2 of the generic GSEP
described.an "approved GSEP Training Matrix" which delineates the
training applicable to specific emergency organization positions.
(The matrix of 1987 onsite training requirements had not been
formally approved. This was a finding of an October 1987 Quality
Assurance (QA) Department Audit No. P-87-IV.) The station's training
matrix was formally approved b ap?ropr1atg Dresden Station )
management on November 19, 1987. The offsite GSEP Training Matrix
was approved on November 20, 1987.

Nineteen of thirty-five training modules were reviewed for
inconsistencies with the GSEP and relevant procedures. A
discrepancy regarding the Station Director's undelegatable
responsibilities is described in Paragraph 6 of this report.
The only other problem identified was that another module
indicated that a field survey team was to retreat if it
encountered a radiation field of at least 100 mR/hour. This
uidance was inconsistent with that found in Procedure EG-3,
gevision 6, which indicated that a team must immediately inform
an Environs Director when encountering a radiation field of at

[11.6-8
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least 100 mR/hour. When the licensee was informed of these
training module errors, both were adequately corrected prior to
the exit interview.

Interviews were conducted with five members of the onsite emergency
organization. Personnel were adequately knowledgeable of their
emergency responsibilities. Additional details regarding the
walkthroughs of Control Room personnel are provided in Sections 5
and 6 of this report.

Records review indicated that all required drills had been
conducted, critiqued, and adequately documented for the period
October 1986 through September 1987. The licensee's evaluation of
the September 1987 exercise had also been adequately documented.
The final critique report for the November 1987 Medical Drill was
not yet available for review.

On November 17th, an inspector observed a semi-annual Inplant Health
Physics drill and subsequent critique. A Rad Chem Foreman and

two technicians participated in the drill, which was evaluated by

two controllers. The response of the inpiant team was realistic,
with minimal simulation of protective clothing, special dosimetry,
radiation survey devices, and communications equipment. An air sample
and a number of smear samples were collected. An adequate critique
was conducted after the drill. Player feedback was encouraged.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
was acceptable.

Independent Reviews/Aduits (Also 82210)

Records of the Quality Assurance (QA) Department audits and
surveillances since August 1986 were reviewed. All records were
readily available and complete. Two audits and seven surveillances
were conducted in 1987. Surveillance topics included: drill and
exercise evaluations; document control at the Mazon EOF; and
responses to two actual emergency plan activations. Audits and
surveillances were adequate in scope and depth. The regulatory
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(t) were adequately addressed. The
adequacy of interface between the Station and various_governmental
agencies was also assessed as adequate per Audit AA-87-23. The QA
Department adequately tracked corrective action taken on audit and
surveillance findings and recommendations. A report of corrective
action taken or planned is required within 30 days. The QA
Department then conducts a followup audit in 90 days to evaluate
the effectiveness of the action taken.

A review of the GSEP Coordinator's informal tracking system for
corrective actions to be taken on identified drill and exercise
improvement items was conducted. The tracking system was current up
to the September 1987 exercise. The corrective actions taken on
earlier drill items were adequately documented.

IT1.6-9
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The GSEP Coordinator conducted thorough reviews of all internal
documentation associated with all emergency plan activations since
the last inspection. The informal review procedure has been
upgraded, as the Coordinator also determined whether a declaration
was appropriate, rather than only focusing on the timeliness and
completeness of the various notifications. The review procedure
included provisions for informing Station management and a corporate
emergency planning supervisor of any identified problems.

Based on the above findings, this position of the licensee's program
was acceptable.

Emergency Detection and Classification (88201)

EALs contained in EPIP 200-T1 were consistent with those listed in the
current revision of the Dresden Annex to the GSEP. Personnel from the
Dresden and Quad Cities Stations and corporate emergency planning staff
have been meeting to substantially revise and standardize both Stations'
EALs. Although a recent draft of the proposed EALs was available, the
licensee did not expect the revised Dresden Station EALs to be submitted
for NRC review and approval until the first quarter of 1988.

Two walkthroughs were conducted with Control Room personnel. Each

walkthrough involved a Shift Engineer (SE) and a Station Control Room

Engineer (SCRE). Both SEs clearly understood that they had the

undelegatable responsibility to declare an emergency. Both sets of

personnel adequately demonstrated the capability to properly glass1fy
e

_abnormal situations in accordance with the Station's EALs.

individuals were adequately familiar with regulatory requirements and
procedural guidance for informing State and NRC officials following any
emergency declaration. A

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program was
acceptable. <

Protective Action Decisionmaking (82202)

Procedural guidance regarding onsite and offsite protective action
decisionmaking was consistent with that found in the current GSEP and
Dresden Annex. The locations of onsite assemb]¥ areas identified in

EPIP 300-3 (Assembly and Evacuation of Personnel) were identical with
those shown on an emergency information card made available to personnel
granted unescorted access privileges. During observation of an inplant
Health Physics drill, the inspector noted that the Unit 2 trackway area
was adequately marked as an assembly area. Signs giving directions to this
assembly area were readily visible on the 570-foot elevation of the Unit 2

portion of the Reactor Building, on building elevations between that level -

and the ground level assembly area, and on stairways leading to the Unit 2
trackway.

During the walkthroughs with both sets of SEs and SCREs, it became
apparent that there was some uncertainty reaard1ng whether the decision
to recommend offsite protective actions and/or the authorization of
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emergency worker exposures were undelegatable responsibilities of the
Acting Station Director, as stated in the GSEP. The interviewees were
assured that both items were undelegatable responsibilities per the GSEP.

A review of relevant procedures and Jesson plans uncovered several
inconsistencies with the GSEP regarding undelegatable responsibilities.
EPIP 100-C1 (Station Director) and EPIP 300-4 {Emergency Personnel Dose
Limits) did not clearly indicate that authorization of exposures in
excess of 10 CFR Part 20 1imits was an undelegatable responsibility. The
relevant lesson plan indicated that the declaration of an emergency was
the only unde]e?atab1e responsibility of the Acting Station Director.
These procedural and training program inconsistencies were brought to
Station management's attention during the inspection. Both procedures and
the relevant lesson plan were revised, and agproved per Station procedures,
prior to the November 19th exit interview. Onshift personnel would be
informed of the procedure changes through the required reading program.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
was acceptable.

Notifications and Communications (82203)

A review of test documentation for the period April-October 1987 indicated
that the Ticensee has adequately maintained the Prompt Notification
(siren) System utilized by offsite officials to alert the public within
the 10-mile Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) of a serious emergency
situation at the Dresden Station. -

The Station's annual emergency communications test was conducted on
February 3, 1987. Documentation was adequate, including indications of
prompt corrective actions taken on a few minor problems. Records of
periodic communications tests for the period January-November 1987, plus
a random testing of equipment during the inspection, indicated that
portable communications equipment and fixed equipment in the emergency
response facilities had been adequately maintained.

EPIP 500-7 (Nuclear Accident Reporting System (NARS) Test Checklist) was
used to document the monthly test of this dedicated system for notifying
State and local officials. Completed copies of the checklist also
contained handwritten, commercial telephone numbers for the various
agencies. However, incorrect commercial numbers had been written on the
checklists for the I1linois Department of Nuclear Safety, Will County
ESDA, and the Kendall Courty Emergenc¥ Operations Center. Although the
procedure required the licensee's caller to test the NARS and to write
backup telephone number information on the checklist, it did not require
the caller to verify the backup telephone numbers during the NARS test.

Consequently, over a period of time, several incorrect backup telephone
numbers had appeared on the completed checklists. Correct backup
telephone numbers for the locations in question were contained in :
appropriate EPIPs and the GSEP Telephone Directory, both of which would
be available to emergency response personnel.

I11.6-11
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A tour of the Unit 2/3 Control Room indicated that a copy of the NRC Duty
Officer's Event Notification Worksheet had been placed in the "Red Phone

Logbook" for use as a reference when onshift personnel would communicate

with the Duty Officer. The licensee indicated that the intent was to

- improve the quality of communications with the NRC, as onshift personne?

could better anticipate the agency's information needs.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program
was acceptable; however, the following item should be considered for
tmprovement:

e If completing EPIP 500-7 is not intended as a means of verifying
- backup telephone numbers, then the licensee should delete the
" procedural requirement to write-in such data on this checklist.

Shift Staffing and Augmentation (82205)

The numbers and types of persons required for augmentation of onshift
personnel following declaration of a given emergency class were specified
in Section 4 of the GSEP, EPIP 300-1, and in a prioritized caliout list.

Augmentation provisions met the criteria in Table B-1 of NUREG-0654,
Revision 1. Augmentation of onshift personnel is initiated through an
Operations Duty Supervisor. The callout 1ists have been updated on a
quarterly basis.

. The Ticensee conducted quarterly drills during 1987 which successfully
demonstrated the capability to adequately augment onshift personnel in a
timely manner. The quarterly off-hours drilis were done in accordance
with a commitment in the Dresden Annex to the GSEP. The generic GSEP
contained a semi-annual commitment to conduct such drills.

Based on the above findings, this portion of the licensee's program was
acceptabie. -

Exit Interview

On November 19, 1987 the inspectors met with those licensee
representatives denoted in Paragraph 1 to present their preliminary
inspection findings. The licensee indicated that none of the matters
discussed were proprietary in nature.

IT1.6-12
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DRESDEN 2 & 3
FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAM DOCUMENTATION PACKAGE
n tion Report No -237 -249/880
Page Title
111.7-1 Inspection Reports No. 50-237/88010 and $0-249/88012
dated January 3, 1989.
I111.7-33 Appendix R Audit Questions April 18-22, 1988.
111.7-83 February 1, 1989 CECo letter from H. E. Bliss to

A. Bert Davis transmitting the response to Inspection
Report No. 50-237/88010 and 50-249/88012.
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Docket No. 50-237
Docket No. 50-249

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATIN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Senior Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

This refers to the igl safety i

R,

ion conducted by Messrs. J. Holmes,

R. Hodor, and K. Parkinson of this office on April 18-22, May 11-13, August 15,
and December 13, 1988, of activities at Jres Nyc]l i i

and 3. authorized by NRC Operating Licenses No. DPR-19 and No. DPR-25, and to
the discussion of our findings with Mr. E. D. Eenigenburg at the conclusion of

the inspection. This inspection was conducted to assess compliance with
implementation of certain Fire Protection

10 CFR 50, Appendix R, and to review

Program requirements.

a .

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during

the inspection. Within these areas,

the inspection consisted of a selective

examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and

interviews with personnel.

Two

During this inspection, certain of your activities appeared tc be in violation Level

of NRC requirements, as described in
Item 1 of the Notice, the inspection

the enclosed Notice. Mith respect to ay s
showed that actions had been taken to

correct the 1dentified violation and

1o prevent recurrencg. OUur understanding Ne

of your corrective actions are described in Paragraph 3.g of the enclosed respon

remaining ttem, which concerns the 1
written response is required.

inspection report. _Consequently, no reg]x to this violation is reauired and
we _have no further questions regarding this matter at this tIQgh] egarding thell 0 day
cerns improper storage of combustible Tiquids, a

VEﬁrnM

In accordance w'th 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regu]ﬁtionél a copy of
this letter, the enclosures, and your response to this letter will be placed

in the NRC Public Document Room. -

The responses directed by this letter and the accompanying Notice are not
subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget
as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.-
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Commonweatth Edison Company 2 JALL - 1989

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely, .

M} A / e

Hubert J. Miller, Director -
Division of Reactor Safety

Enclosures:

1. Notice of Violation

2. Inspection Reports
No. 50-237/88010(DRS);
No. 50-249/88012(DRS)

cc w/enclosures:
H. Bliss, Nuclear
Licensing Manager
J. Eenigenburg, Plant Manager
DCD/DCB (RIDS)
Licensing Fee Management Branch
Resident Inspector, RIII
Richard Hubbard
J. W. McCaffrey, Chief, Public -
gtilities Division :
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION
Commonwealth Edison Company Docket No. 50-237
Dresden Nuclear Station Docket No. 50-249

As a result of the inspection conducted during April 18-22, May 11-13,
August 15, and December 13, 1988, and in accordance with the "General Policy
and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions,” 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1988,
the following violations were identified:

1.

Section TII.L of Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50 requires that alternate
shutdown capability provided for a specific fire area shall be capable
of raintaining the reactor coolant level-above the top of the core. In
addition, supporting functions shall be capable of providing the process
couiing tubrication, etc., necessary to permit the operation of the
equipment used for safe shutdown functions. Further, Section III.L
requires that procedures shall be in effect to implement this capability.
The licensee was required to establish these procedures by July 19, 1985,

Contrary te the above, during the inspection conducted on April 18-22,

1984, an NRC inspector identified that no administratiyve procedures or

controls were in effect to insyre that required glterngtive shutdown

equipment (i.e., control rod drive pump, service water pump, 4Kv Bus,
uS and 480V MCC) was available for the operating unit when

the opposite unit {which houses the alternative shutdown equipment) wds
in an outage or shutdown an e required alternate shutdown egquipment

was removed from service for scheduled maintenance or repair.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement 1). .-

10 CFR 50.43(a) requires that each operating nuclear power plant have a
fire protection plan that satisfies Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR
Part 50. It further requires that the plan shall describe specific
features necessary to implement the program such as admjinistrative
controls-and the means to limit fire damage to structures, systems, or
components important to safety so that the capability to safely shutdown
the plant is ensured.

Section B.2 of the licensee's response to the Guidelines of Appendix A to
APCSB 9.5-1 as accepted in the 1980 Supplemental Safety Evaludtion Report
indicates that effective administrative measures will be impltemented to
prohibit bulk storage of combustible materials inside or adjacent to
safety-related buildings or systems during operation or-maintenance
pericds.

“Contrary to the above, during a previous inspection conducted on April 1I,

198, an NRC inspector observed twenty 55-galion drums of lubricating oil
stored in o safety-related area op tlevation 517" -"6" (in the southwest
corner) of the Unit 2 Reactor Building. This condition existed from
March 31 to April 13, 1988,
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Notice of Violation ' 2

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement I).

With respect to Item 1, the inspection showed that action had been taken to
correct the identified violation and to prevent recurrence. Caqnsequently, no
reply to this violation is required and we have no further questions

regarding this matter. With respect to Item 2, pursuant to the provision

of 10 CFR 2.201, you are required to submit to th1s off1ce__ljnln_iﬂ_dgxa_gj;
the date of th1s Notice a written statement or explanation in reply - including

for this violation: (1) corrective action taken and the results acﬁteved;
(2) corrective action to be taken to avoid further violations; and (3) the

"date when full compliance will be achieved. Consideration may be given to

extending your response time for good cause shown.

dﬁ-ﬂttw’ /FW

Dated Hubert J. Miiler, Dlrector
Division of Reactor Safety
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U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 111
Reports No. 50-237/8801G(DRS); 50-249/88012(DRS)
Docket Nos. 50-237; 50-249 Licenses No. DPR-19; DPR-2%

Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690
Facility Name: Oresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3
Irspection At: Dresden Site, Morris, Illinois

Inspection Conducted: April 18-22, May 11-13, August 15,
and December 13, 1988

Inspectors: q Holmes 12/27/88
ate

Gt

%. Hodor (BNL) 2/t7/88
bla‘tlr‘L-“
Q. Mr\w E’ﬂ’

K. Parkinson {BNL) 12/21/88 _

i Date
\_LW/("
Approved By: R. Gardner, Chief 12).3“"-}'“ ¥
Plant System Section Date

Inspection Summary

Inspection on April 18-22, May 11-13, Auqust 15 and December 13, 1988 {Reports
No. 50-237/88010{DRS); 50-249,/88012(bRS))

Arcas Inspected: Special, announced inspection conducted to assess plant
compiiance with 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix R and to review implementation of
certain Fire Protection Program requirements. The inspection was performed

in accordance with NRC Manual Chapter Procedures 30703, 64100, and 64704.
Results: Of the areas inspected, two apparent violations were identified.

The Ticensee has developed a safe shutdown methodology to prevent fuel clad
damage, or rupture of any primary coolant boundary in the event of a disabling:
fire in the plant. MYowever, the methodology chusen by the licensee does nut
incorporate o degicated safe shutdown panel fur a disabling fire requiring the
evacuation of the control room, but relies on many manudl actions to achieve
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sefe shutdown conditions. The strength or weakness of this program in
achieving its goatls in safely shutting down the reactors will be dependent
upon good operator training, prudent use of administrative controls and
maintaining the present fire protection systems. Weaknesses observed included
the following: (1) licensee did not provide administrative controls to insure
that the required oppusite unit equipment was available for the operating unit
when the required opposite unit equipment was down for repair {Paragraph 2.9..
(2! adninistrative controls for combustibies were not effectively utilized

in that the licensee permitted the storage of twenty 55 gallon drums of Tube
0il in a safety-related area where an exemption from the installation of a
sprinkler system has been submitted to NRR due to the lack of combustibles in
the area (Paragraph 4.b}; (3) Unit 1 is no longer operational and does not
appear adequately isolated from Units 2 and 3 (Paragraph 2.e.); and {4) in the
event of a disabling fire, two hot shorts in multiple conductor cables 33674
ana 33934 could cause the spurious operation of the target rock and the
electromatic relief valves. While the safe shutdown analysis addresses
spurivus uperation of one valve, the simultaneous spurious opening of the Target
Rock VYalve and all of the Electromatic Relief Valves has not been analyzed
{Paragraph 3.f). Strengths were noted in the application of salient fire
protection features between Units 2 and 3 (Paragraph 3.h) and also in the
coordination and execution of the fire pump capacity test (Paragraph 2.c).

ra
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DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo)

#*+t. Eenigenburg, Station Manager
#D, Barnett, Quality Assurance
*+B. Barti, Technical Staff Engineer
*W, Betourne, Quality Assurance
#*R. Black, Assistant Fire Marshal
#+). Brunner, Assistant Superintendent Technical Services
#*R. Christensen, Operations
#*+M. Dillon, Fire Marshal
#+T. Hausheer, Fire Protection Engineer
#*+R. Johnson, Technical Staff Group Leader
#*J. Kotowski, Operations Assistant Superintendent
#+T. lewis, Regulatory Assurance
*G. Mauropoulos, Boiling Water Reactor Engineer
+E. Netzel, QA Superintendent
#+K. Peterman, Regulatory Assurance Supervisor
*W. Pierce, Engineering Support Service
#D. Roberts, Fire Protection Engineer
*R. Roebert, BWR Engineering
*+C. Schroeder, Services Superintendent
#+J. Silady, Nuclear Licensing Administrator
E. Skowron, Technical Staff Engineer
*+R. Stachniak, Technical Staff Engineer
*J. Wajciga, Production Superintendent
#*4R. Whalen, Tech Staff Mechanical System Group Leader
*J. Williams, Regulatory Assurance

Sargent and Lundy {(S&L)

R. Brown, Electrical Engineer

F. Fisher, Electrical Engineer

J. Kelly, Boiling Water Reactor Engineer
C. Ruth, Electrical Engineer

Professional Loss Control (PLC)

xM. Mowrer, Vice President
*C. Ksobiech, Senior Fire Protection Engineer

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

+S. Dupont, Senior Resident Inspector
#D. . Jones, Project Inspector
*p. Kaufman, Resident Inspector

*Denctes those attending the April 22, 1988 exit meeting.

+Denotes those attending the October 18, 1988 exit meeting.
#Denotes those attending the December 13, 1988 exit meeting.
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2. Licensee Actions on Previous Inspection Findings

a.

{Closed) Violation (237/85033-01(DRS); 249/85029-01(DRS)): The
11censee failed to consistently and effectively staff the fire
protection coordinator position with the result that certain fire
protection equipment was not installed, hardware and equipment were
not being properly maintained, required training was not completed.
and prompt and effective corrective action was not taken for
identified deficiencies.

In the licensee's letter dated January 24, 1986, to J. Keppler,
NRC, from D. Farrar, CECo, the licensee responded to the violation
by indicating that a task force had been assembled to examine the
various fire protection duties and tasks that are required to be
performed on a company wide basis. The licensee also indicated
that, in the interim, a Nuclear Service Technical Fire Protection
Engineer from the General Qffice would assist the station one day
per week until the Task Force Report is accepted and implemented.
The licensee further indicated that full compliance would be
achieved after the Task force recommendations had been reviewed,
evaluated and implemented to the extent deemed necessary.

On July 16, 1986, a followup meeting was held in Region III. In
this meeting, the licensee presented several of the recommendations
developed by the task force which included providing an Assistant
Fire Marsha) to the Oresden site and the formation of a fully
staffed Corporate Fire Protection Group by late 1987. The licensee
indicated that an Assistant Fire Marsha) at Dresden was hired as a
result of the Task Force Fecommendation. However, the Task force
recommendations had not been fully implemented and were being
reviewed by upper management.

The inspector subsequently requested the licensee to provide a
completion date as to when the Fire Protection Task force
recommendations would be implemented. In a letter dated June 10,
1988, from C. Reed, CECo, to A. B. Davis, NRC, the licensee stated
that during March 1988 Executive Management had reviewed previous
fire protection program assessments and the status of the Fire
Protection Task Force Report. The review concluded that increasing
the size of the Corporate Fire Protection Group was a desirable
enhancement however Executive Management concluded that at that
time tte group did not need to be as large as recomnended by the
Task Force Report. The June 10, 1988 letter states, "In summary,
Commonwealth Edison believes that the fire protection program
deficiencies at Dresden have been corrected and applicable corporate
recommendations have been implemented. Further implementation of
the corporate Task Force recommendations will be driven by the
desire to achieve excellence in fire protection for all our plants
including Dresden."”
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Based on the licensee's actions of assembling a Fire Protection
Task Force to examine various fire protection duties on a company
wide basis, hiring an Assistant Fire Marshal and implementing
a?plicab?e Task Force recommendations, this item is considered
closed.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (237/85033-02(DRS); 249/85029-02(DRS)):
The qualifications of the Station Fire Marshal did not appear to
be commensurate with the list of responsibilities assigned to that
position. The lengthy list of responsibilities constituted a work
load that may not have been achievable by a single individual,
regardless of the individual's qualifications and experience.

In the January 24, 1986 letter, the licensee indicated that a Task
Force had been assembled to examine the various fire protection duties
and tasks that are required to be performed on a company wide basis.
The Task Force duties included review of the primary responsibilities
of the Fire Marshal position. The Task Force recommended a proposed
organizational structure for effectively performing fire protection
duties in the company. The Task Force indicated that given the
numerous duties and responsibilities at the station level, all
nuclear stations needed to provide a full-time Assistant Fire Marshal
and fire brigade instructor, in addition to the Fire Marshal.
Consequently, in a June 10, 1988 iletter from C. Reed, CECo to

A. B. davis, NRC, the licensee stated that Commonwealth Edison
believed that the fire protection program deficiencies at Dresden
had been corrected and applicable corporate recommendations had been
implemented.

Based on the licensee's actions of hiring an Assistant Fire Marshal,
providing at least one qualified fire brigade instructor to assist
the Fire Marshai, and the June 10, 1988 response, this item is
considered closed.

{Open) Unresolved Item (237/85033-03(DRS); 249/85029-03(DRS)):
Several of the licensee's Tire protection Technical Specification
surveillance procedures did not contain appropriate test requirementc
and-failed to incorporate quality affecting parameters as delineated
in NFPA standards.

In the letter dated January 24, 1986 to J. Keppler, NRC, from

0. Farrar, CECo, the licensee responded to the items identified
by the inspector. The licensee indicated that as a result of

an NFPA code review the surveillance procedures would be revised.

During this inspection, the inspector reviewed the revised
surveillance procedures that were previously 1Qent1f1gd as
deficient. During this review, the inspector identified the

. following concerns:
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(1) Diesel Fire Pump Testing

(a)

(b)

(c)

The inspector reviewed the updated licensee's diesel

fire pump annual capacity check and weekly operability
surveillance procedures to verify the automatic operation
of the diesel fire pumps. The inspector noted that the
annual capacity check procedure did not verify automatic
operation of the fire pump. The licensee contended that
the fire pump is automatically started at least once a
month.

The weekly surveillance procedures direct the testing
personneil to automatically start the fire pump by opening
the test petcock which is on the side of the fire pump
controller. In the 15th edition of the Fire Protection
Handbook, Section 16, Chapter 6, Paragraph 5, titled
"Annual Pump Test," it indicates that when testing the
pumps it is not sufficient to initiate a pressure drop

by the test cock on the controller to simulate automatic
operation. On June 2, 1988, the inspector informed the
Ticensee that at least once a year, preferably during the
annual fire pump test, the automatic mode of the controller
should be tested by opening a two inch drain valve (on a
fire protection water system riser) or hydrant as inferred
from the 15th Edition of the Fire Protection Handbook.

The licensee agreed to incorporate into the annual pump
test procedure a simulated pressure drop by opening a

two inch drain on a fire protection system riser or
opening a fire hydrant. '

In the Unit 2/3 Diesel Fire Pump Check Surveillance
Procedure, it indicates in Section C titled, "Prerequisite<”
that "If a vibration analysis machine is to be used, the
Fire Marshal should contact the cognizant Technical Staff
Engineer."

The inspector discussed with the Ticensee the establishment
of vibration analysis baseline data for the diesel fire pumps
and conducting the fire pump vibrational analysis test in
conjunction with the annual fire pump test. The Ticensee
indicated that the vibrational analysis will be performed

as part of the annual fire pump test.

In the NFPA 20 Formal Interpretations, No. 83-2, it
indicates that the results of the annual fire pump test
should be compared to the manufacture's certified shop
test characteristic curve and field acceptance
characteristic curve to determine the pump's ability

to continue to attain satisfactory performance at

peak loads.
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During the previous inspection, it was identified by the
NRC inspector that the original manufacturer's shop test
curve or field acceptance test were not available to the
Ticensee's staff. Since the previous inspection, the
licensee has developed fire pump curves from the
manufacturer data plates on the fire pump. The licensee
has incorporated the developed fire pump curves into the:r
procedures as part of upgrading the Fire Pump Capacity
Check Procedure. Ouring this inspection, at the request
of the inspector, the licensee performed a capacity check
for the Unit 2/3 Diesel Fire Pump. The licensee performed
excellently in the coordination and execution of the test
No discrepancies were noted from the test results. At the
request of the inspector, the licensee agreed to update
the procedure to inciude certain pump parameters such as
water jacket temperature and oil pressure. :

(2) Testing of Water Suppression Systems

Section 4.12.B.1(e) of Technical Specifications requires that
fire suppression water systems be demonstrated operable by
performing a system functional test which includes simulated
automatic actuation of the systems throughout their operating
sequence. The licensee's commitment in Section 3.5.£.3 of the
Fire Hazard Analysis (FHA) Report requires that automatic
sprinkler systems conform to NFPA Standard No. 13.

The licensee's Surveillance Procedure No. SP 84-6-39 failed to
incorporate appropriate test requirements to demonstrate that
the sprinkler system is operable in accordance with NFPA 13

in that the procedure did not require flow from the two inch
drain valve of wet or dry pipe sprinkler systems.

The licensee indicated to the inspector that the two inch

" drain test is not conducted because the fire protection wate:

(river water) destroys the radwaste demineralizer beds. The
licensee contends that the two inch drain test does not need
to be conducted because the fire protection control valves are
provided with tampers or locks that ensure an adequate water
supply will be available. In addition, the licensee contends
that water is available to the sprinkler system because the
inspector test is conducted.

The inspector discussed several methods of conducting the

two inch drain test that would provide assurance that the
system is operable and minimize impact to the demineralizer
beds. The inspector informed the licensee that the two inch
drain test should be performed and that any deviation regarding
the two inch drain test should be adequately justified and
documented in the NFPA Code Review Section of the Fire.Hazard
Analysis. .
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The licensee indicated to the inspector that resolution to
this issue will be provided tentatively by January 1, 1989.
Therefore, the unresolved item will remain open pending review
and acceptance of the licensee's resolution to this issue.

{Closed) Violation (237/85033-04(DRS); 249/85025-04(DRS)): An
early warning automatic fire detection system was not installed

in the Refueling Floor Area as required by provisions of Amendment
No. 36 to Provisional Operating License No. DPR-19 and Amendment
No. 33 to Facility Operating License No. DPR-2S.

The licensee has requested an exemption from the requirements of
providing a fire detection system on the Refueling Floor which

is currently being reviewed by NRR. Based on the exemption request,
this item is closed. :

(Closed) Open Item (237/85033-05(DRS); 249/85029-05(DRS)): The
Ticensee agreed to update their response to the NKT and describe
the administrative controls and the actions that will be necessary
to isolate Unit 1 from Unit 2 and Unit 3 since Unit 1 is no longer
operational, but shares common areas with Units 2 and 3. The
inspectors also requested that -the licensee describe those
administrative controls and actions that will be necessary

to separate common areas.

In a letter dated January 24, 1986, to J. Keppler, NRC, from

D. Farrar, CECo (Responding to the Open Item), the licensee
indicated that a stricter transient combustible control procedure
would be developed. In addition, a cognizant foreman was designated
to assist the Fire Marshal in timely correction of housekeeping
deficiencies. The licensee indicated that a detailed memorandum
discussing the proper handling of fire barriers had been discussed
with all personnel at the station as part of the weekly "tailgate”
staff meeting. Also, Procedure No. DFPP 4175-1, Fire Barrier
Integrity and Maintenance, has been revised to further clarify the
proper handling and maintenance of fire barriers (including fire
doors, fire dampers, fire walls, penetration seals) for mechanical
and electrical components.

Based on the licensee's updated response, this Open Item is
considered closed, although other specific concerns are being
raised as described below.

In the letter dated January 24, 1986, to J. Keppler, NRC, from

D. Farrar, CECo, the licensee indicated that the separation of

Unit 1 was being covered by the Appendix R review program and that
this information was being added to the updated FHA for Units 2
and 3. In Section 4.15.9 of the updated FHA the analysis describes
that the only portion of the Unit 1 structure which contacts the
Unit 2/3 structures is the west wall of the Unit 1 Turbine Building.
The FHA also indicates that the wall separating the Unit 1 Turbine

Building from Auxiliary Electric Equipment Room (AEER) (Fire Zone 6.2)
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is a minimum 3 foot 3 inch reinforced concrete three hour fire barrier.
The remaining wall west of the Unit 1 Turbine Building has metal
siding on unprotected structural steel with openings (non-fire rated
doors) that expose Unit 2 Safety Related Areas. The Unit 2 side of
this portion of the west wall is identified as Five Zone B.2.5.A.

During this inspection, the inspectors noted large amounts of RAD
worker's clothing and flammable/combustible liquids stored in Unit i
in an area where if a fire occurred the Unit 2 Fire Zone 8.2.5.A
(Safety Related Area) may have been exposed since there is no fire
rated barrier between the two areas on Elevation 517'-6". The )
licenree indicated to the inspector that in the event of a fire from
Unit 1 affecting the Unit 2 side (Fire Zone 8.2.5.A) one Safe
Shutdown Path would still be available.

The licensee's response would aliow a fire to migrate from
Unit 1 to Unit 2 AEER and does not appear to be consistent with
Section F.18 of the licensee's FHA which indicates that storage
areas should be located such that a fire or effects of a fire
including smoke will not adversely affect any safety-related
systems or equipment.

On December 13, 1988, during a site visit, the inspector was informed
by the licensee that the present abandoned equipment in Unit 1
restricts large amounts of combustible storage. The licensee agreed
to limit the combustible Toading in the area to a low fire load (as
defined by plant combustible load procedures) to at least 20 feet
from Unit 1 control room walls and the metal wall between Unit 1

and 2. The inspector also observed two non-rated metal doors

between Unit 1 and Unit 2 that were maintained in the open position.
Unit 1 is currently being Decommissioned and it is expected that
combustibles will be stored in Unit 1 and that cutting and welding
operations will be performed. [t is the inspector's concern that the
Unit 2/3 Control Room and Unit 2 Safety Related areas may be exposed
to Unit 1 fire since they are not separated by three hour fire walls
or other recognized fire protection methods of protecting
safety-related areas from adjacent exposures.

This is considered an unresolved item (237/88010-01(DRS),
249/88012-01(DRS)) pending resolution from NRR. The Ticensee
indicated that a three hour fire wall is tentatively scheduled to be
installed between Unit 1 and the Unit 2/3 Control Room by

December 1989.

Assessment of Appendix R Compliance

On a sample basis, the inspectors examined measures that the licensee
implemented to assure safe shutdown capability and compliance with

10 €FR Part S0, Appendix R. The inspection consisted of an assessment
of the licensee's implementation of Appendix R requirements for physical
plant conditions, required operator actions, systems, and components,
operator training, supplemental procedures, and methodology employed to
mitigate resultant adverse equipment operability due to piant exposure
to fires. The results of the inspector's review are as follows:

9
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Systems Required for Safe Shutdown

The Appendix R goals required to achieve post-fire safe shutdown
are:

. Reactivity control capable of achieving and maintaining cold
shutdown reactivity conditions (reactor coolant temperature
less than or equal to 200°F).

. Reactor coolant makeup capable of maintaining water level above
the top of the core at all times during shutdown operation.

. Reactor pressure control and decay heat removal.

. Process monitoring capable of providing direct readings to
perform and control the above functions.

] Supporting functions capable of providing process cooling,
lubrication, etc., necessary to permit operation of the
equipment used for safe shutdown functions.

In accomplishing the goals outlined above, the equipment and systems

used to achieve and maintain hot shutdown conditions should be free

of fire damage and capabie of maintaining such conditions for

72 hours, using offsite or onsite emergency power. The equipment

and sy-~tems used to achieve and maintain cold shutdown conditions

should be either free of fire damage or the damage to these systems
should be limited such that repairs can be made and cold shutdown
conditions achieved within 72 hours, using offsite or onsite
emergency power.

During the post-fire shutdown, the reactor coolant system process
variables shall be maintained within those predicted for a less of
ngrmal ac power, and the fission product integrity shall not be
affected; i.e., there shall be no fuel clad damage, rupture of the
containment boundary. .

(1) Reactivity Control

The licensee takes credit for a reactor trip even for a
postulated fire that requires evacuation of the control room.
Upon loss of power, or in case of fire damage to the logic
circuitry, the system is designed to fail safe (rods fully
inserted). :

(2) Reactor Coolant Makeup

The isolation condenser method of hot shutdown utilizes the
Control Rod Drive (CRD) Hydraulic System to provide makeup to

the reactor vessel. One of the two CRD pumps per unit provide.
all of the reactor makeup required due to Jeakage and shrinkage
during cooldown. The CRD pumps take suction from the condensate
storage tank and the condenser hotwell. The CRD pump’'s discharge

10
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pressure can be monitored locally on mechanical indicators
P12(3)-302-73A and P12(3)-302-73B. Local control pushbutton
stations have been installed for the CRD pumps. The CRD water
headers for the two units are connected with a crosstie line
which is normally isolated by manual valves. The valves are
located on the mezzanine level of the Turbine Building in the
area with accessibility to either set of pumps. Therefore, «
fire in one unit will not prevent the other unit's pump from
supplying makeup water to the affected unit. The CRD pumps car.
be cooled by the Service Water system if normal cooling from
%he Turbine Building Closed Cooling Water (TBCCW) system is
ost.

For those fires where the isolation condenser method of
shutdown is unavailable, the High Pressure Coolant Injection
(HPCI) system is used. The HPCI system consists of a steam
turbine driven pump that can take suction from either the
suppression pool or the condensate storage tank and pump water
to the reactor vessel. The steam that drives the turbine comes
from the reactor and is exhausted to the suppression pool. The
HPCI system automatically initiates on low-low water leve)
signal (-59 inches) or can be manually initiated from the
control room.

The HPCI pump injects water from the condensate storage tank
to the reactor vessel. The HPCI system pumps makeup water to
the reactor at a rate of 5,600 gpm. The operator can manually
operate the flow controller in the control room.

Condensate storage tank level is normally monitored in

the control room using level indicators L12/3-3341-3 and
L12/3-3341-4. Level can be monitored on mechanical

indicators L12/3341-77A and L12/3341-778B located in the
Turbine Building in the southeast corner of the Unit 2 reactor
feed pump room. If long-term operation of the HPCl system
depletes the condensate storage supply, the operator will
align the HPCI suction with the suppression pool by opening

“Valves M02(3)2301-35% and M02(3)2301-36. The HPCI suction

is automatically shifted to the suppression pool when the
condensate storage tank contains less than 10,000 gallons.
HPCI pump discharge pressure can be monitored in the control
room on pressure indicator P12(3)2340-2 and locally on
mechanical indicator P12(3)-2357.

Reactor Pressure Control and Decay Heat Removal

Initial pressure control and decay heat removal for the reactor
is supplied by the electromatic relief valves. However, the
target rock valve (mechanical mode) and mechanical safety
valves on the steamlines will provide these functions if
operation for the relief valves has been affected by a fire.
Long term (up to 72 hours) reactor pressure control and decay

11
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heat removal is provided by the isolation condenser system in
that the system is sized to handle the total decay heat load
five minutes after scram. The isolation condenser consists of
two tube bundles in a large water-filled shell. The reactor
steam flows through the tubes, is condensed, and returns to the
reactor vessel. The water in the shell is boiled off and
vented to the atmosphere. The vent line to the main steamlin.
is isolated upon initiation of the isolation condenser system.

If a fire has affected automatic operation of the accessible
isolation condenser valves (M02(3)-1301-2 and M02(3)-1301-3;
Valve M02(3)-1301-2 is normally open), the operators can
remove power from the appropriate motor control centers so
that the valves may then be opened by use of handwheels.
Normally open valves M02(3)-1301-1 and M02(3)-1301-4 are
Tocated in the drywell and are therefore not accessible for
manual operation. In the event a fire causes these valves to
spuriously close, an alternate 480V power feed to each of
these valves is provided along with a local control station.
In addition, isolation switches have been installed for the
normal control and power cables. If the valves spuriously
close, the alternate feed is energized and the valves opened.
The operator can then deenergize the valves in the open position.
. Val¥§ M02(3)-1301-3 is manually throttled to control the
cooldown.

Initia)l makeup to the condenser will be supplied from the
condensate storage tanks via the condensate transfer pump.
With no makeup, the water stored above the isolation condenser
tubes is depleted in 20 minutes after initiation of the
isolation condenser system. The isolation condenser level is
normally monitored in the control room on level indicator
L12(3)-1340-2. The operator can locally monitor the level in
tne isolation condenser on an existing sight glass by opening
two manual valves. Any of the four condensate transfer pumps
(two per unit) can supply makeup water to either unit's isolation
condenser through the normally open tie line. Therefore, a
fire in one unit will not prevent the other unit's pump from
supplying makeup water.

When the HPCI shutdown method is used, reactor pressure control
and decay heat removal are accomplished by the HPCI turbine
(driven by reactor vessel steam) in conjunction with electromatic
relief Valves 2(3)-0302-3B through 2(3)-0203-3E. The HPCI
turbine steam supply line, the target rock valve, and the
electromatic relief valves discharge to the suppression

pool. Continued operation of the HPCI system results in heatup
of the suppression pool water. One division of Low Pressure
Coolant Injection (LPCI)/Component Cooling Service Water (CCSw)
is sufficient to remove decay heat from the suppression pool.

The operator manually places the LPCI/CCSW system into operation
in the torus cooling mode from the control room, thus maintaining

12
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the water temperature within acceptable limits. The operator can
also throttle flow as appropriate to obtain the desired cooliny.
Each LPCI pump is capable of providing a flow of 5,000 gpm.
Each CCWS pump is capable of providing a flow of 3,500 gpm.

Process Monitoring

7he operator requires a means to ascertain the values of
various plant parameters in order to perform required system
transitions and essential operator actions. Various process
monitoring functions are available to adequately support
reactivity control, reactor coolant makeup, pressure control,
and decay heat removal as follows:

Reactor Vessel Level

Reactor Vessel Pressure
Suppression Pocl Level
Suppression Pool Temperature
Condensate Storage Tank Level
Isclation Condenser Level

LR 2R B BN I J

Additionally, discharge pressure indication is provided for the
CRD pumps, condensate transfer pumps and service water pumps.

Support Equipment

The following equipment is available for post-fire shutdown:

Emergency Diesel Generators

4160V ac

480V ac

125V dc

120V ac

Communication System

Emergency Service Water System (ESW) :
Reactor Building Closed Cooling Water System (RBCCW)
Turbine Building Closed Cooling Water System (TBCCW)
Containment Cooling Water System (CCSW)

Service Water System (SWS)

Fire Water System (FWS)

®* ® O ¢ 060 00 0 O

Cold Shutdown

Two systems are identified at Dresden Station to bring the

piant to cold shutdown (reactor coolant equal to or less than
212°F). The preferred shutdown cooling path is the shutdown
cooling path which utilizes the Shutdown Cooling System (SDCS).
For those fires where the SDCS is not available, LPCI/CCSW is
used to achieve and maintain cold shutdown.

13
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The SDCS pumps take suction from the reactor recirculation
loops through motor-operated valves 1001-1A and 1001-1B.

These valves are inside containment. They are powered

from 480VAC MCC 28-1 (38-1) which can be supplied from the
emergency diesel generators. They are closed until initiation
requirements (reactor coolant system temperature less than
350°F) are met and operator action is taken.

The two inlet lines join in one header outside of containment.
This header feeds three separate loops. Each loop has a

DC powered motor operated pump inlet isolation valve (1001-2A,
1001-28, or 1001-2C), a centrifugal pump rated at 6,750 gpm at
“full operation,” a heat exchanger, and a DC powered motor
operated pump outlet isolation valve (1001-4A, 1001-48, or
1001-4C). Downstream of the pump outlet isolation valves,

and still outside containment, the three branches again feed

a common header. This common header divides into two return
lines, each containing an AC powered motor operated isolation
valve (1001-5A and 1001-5B). Each return line penetrates the
containment and rejoins the reactor coolant system through
connections into one division of the LPCI system. Each LPCI
division connects to one of the reactor recirculation loops.
Although the capability exists to permit flow from and to both
recirculation loops, normally only one loop is selected for
such service. Either Recirculation Loop Valve{s) 0202-5A(B)
and 0202-7A(B) or 0202-4A(B) must be closed to prevent back
flow through the reactor recircutating pump.

The heat exchangers of the SDCS are cooled by water from the
RBCCW system, with the heat exchangers of the RBCCW system in
turn cooled by the SW system. If the SDCS is not available, the
LPCI system can be used to inject cooling water into the core
oerce the injection initiation limits (350 psig) are met. The
system is a low pressure, high volume system capable of providing
substantial volumes of cooling water to the core. The pump is
powered from "emergency" buses, and all motor operated valves
are powered from "emergency” MCCs and are also outside
containment, accessible for manual operation if needed.

The reactor vessel is allowed to fill using LPCI, overflowing
hot water to the pressure suppression chamber (torus) through
the relief valves. The continuous cycle of water through the
core, through the relief valves to the torus and back again
after cooling via the containment cooling heat exchangers,
would only be limited by the design of the relief valves
themselves. These valves incorporate a spring which must be
overridden by system pressure to open the valve. The valve
will reseat at approximately 50 psig and will be held shut
until the core heats up again and raises pressure, or unti)

the pressure is increased to 150 psig by the LPCI pumps (design
head 114 psig at 0 psig reactor pressure to 245 psig at 200 psig
reactor pressure). Suppression pool water is pumped through
containment cooling heat exchangers and then injected into the
reactor vessel.

14
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Alternate Shutdown

The licensee has chosen five different Appendix R shutdown paths
per unit. Two of the paths per unit have been designated as
alternative shutdown paths as described below:

L Path Al utilizes the Unit 2 pumps and power train by mechan;cu.!
crossties to shutdown Unit 3 for a fire in Fire Area RB3-I1 &' .1
Fire Area TB-IIIl.

. Path A2 is used to shutdown Unit 2 for a fire in Fire Area TB-v
or Fire Area TB-IJ.

. Path Bl utilizes Unit 3 pumps and power trains via mechanical
crossties to shutdown Unit 2 for a fire in Fire Area RB2-11 and
Fire Area TB-1.

) Path B2 is utilized to shutdown Unit 3 for a fire in the Fire
Area TB-V or Fire Area TB-II.

For a fire in the control room or auxiliary electric equipment room
requiring control room evacuation, the licensee has developed
Procedure EPIP 200~20 for post fire safe shutdown.

Procedures for Alternate Safe Shutdown

The licensee has developed Procedure No. EPIP 200-20, Revision 4,
dated April 1988, to be used in the event of a fire in the Control
Room or the AEER which requires evacuation of the Control Room. A
staff of 13 licensee personnel is used to implement the procedure
which provides for achieving stable hot shutdown for both Units 2
and 3. A two-column format is used with one column assigning
responsibitity, and the other column listing the actions required.
The procedures include Attachments 1 through 9. Each attachment
summarizes the actions for an individual operator. After stable hot
shutdown conditions have been achieved, Procedure DSSP 200-5 is
entered to bring the units to cold shutdown.

Once the decision to evacuate the control room is made, the reactors
are tripped from the control room driving the control rods in for hot
shutdown reactivity control. Several other immediate actions are
attempted in the control room prior to evacuation; however, if
unsuccessful, they are covered by procedure from outside the

control room after the evacuation.

The scope of the team review was to ascertain that post-fire safe
shutdown using the steps in the procedure could be attained in a
safe and orderly manner, while achieving the functional goals of
Appendix R. No unacceptable items were found by the team review -
of the procedure.

15
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A walkdown of Procedure No. EPIP 200-20, Revision 4, April 1988, :
“Control Room Evacuation/Safe Shutdown," was conducted on April 20,
1988, at 1300 hours. The purpose of the walkdown was to determine
by simulation that alternate safe shutdown could be implemented in
a safe and orderly manner for a fire in the Control Room or AEER.
Four inspectors accompanied the operators during the walkdowns.

The following conditions were specified for the simulated shutdown.

. Reactor at 100% power with systems lined up in normal full power
configuration.

. Credit for one manual action prior to evacuating the Control
Room.

. Loss of offsite power.
. Manual start of emergency diesel generator.

The team paid particular attention to the feasibility of each manual
action, ease of access, operator familiarity with procedural steps
and equipment, communications, emergency lighting, and the direction
of the shutdown by the shift engineer. The walkdown was halted when
the licensee had adequately demonstrated the capability to achieve
simulated stable hot shutdown conditions.

No unacceptable items were identified by the team during the
walkdown. However, in subsequent discussion with the shift engineer
the licensee was informed. that a visual aid, showing on a single

page the fiow of actions for each of the nine Individuai Operator
Attachments, would facilitate the shutdown training provided by the
shift engineer. The licensee agreed to implement this recommendation.

) Hot Shutdown Repairs and Manual Actions

The licensee has identified in Section 7.3 of the Oresden

Fire Protection Documentation Package entitled, "Procedures
Relevant to Hot Shutdown,” hot shutdown repairs and manual
actions necessary to achieve hot shutdown. NRR has reviewed
the identified hot shutdown repairs and manual actions in the
July 17, 1987 SER. Approval was granted contingent upon
verification by the inspection team. The team review conducteil
during the April 18-22, 1988 audit focused on verifying

that the necessary actions can be completed within the
specified times for assuring safe shutdown.

Based on a detailed review of the Dresden safe shutdown
procedures, including a walkdown of the EPIP 200-20 procedure
for shutdown outside the Control Room, the inspection team
determined (taking into account the licensee's available
manpower for post-fire safe shutdown - 11 personnel exclusive
of fire brigade) that post-fire safe shutdown can be
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accomplished. This included the initiation of makeup to
isolation condenser shell within 20 minutes, and closure of a
spuriously opened relief valve within 10 minutes.

Operator Training on Safe Shutdown Procedures

In addition to observing the operator's performance during the
walkdown, training personnel were interviewed and lesson plans
reviewed concerning operator training on Appendix R post-fire safe
shutdown procedures and equipment. Training records for operating
shift personnel were also reviewed. The areas reviewed were found
to be satisfactory.

Protection for Associated Circuits

The licensee's associated circuits analysis was provided in Dresden
Station Units 2 and 3 Fire Protection Program Documentation Package,
Volume 3, Book 1, Section 3.3, Associated Circuits.

The following associated circuits were evaluated:

*®

Common Bus Concern

The common bus associated circuit concern is found in circuits,
either safety-related or non safety-related, where there is a
common power source with shutdown equipment and the power source
is not electrically protected from the circuit of concern.

Spurious Signals

The spurious signals concern is made up of two items:

.- The false motor, control, and instrument readings such as

those which occurred at the 1975 Browns Ferry fire. These
could be caused by fire initiated grounds, shorts, or open
circuits.

- Spurious operation of safety-related or non safety-related
components that would adversely affect safe shutdown
capability (e.g., RHR/RCS isolation valves).

Common Enclosure

The common enclosure associated circuit concern is found when
redundant circuits are routed together in a raceway or enclosure
and they are not provided with adequate electrical isolation
protection, or fire can destroy both circuits due to inadequate
fire protection methods.

The inspection results were as follows:
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I11.7-21



Revision 8
April 1992

(1) Common Bus Concern

The common bus concern consists of two jtems:

{a)

Circuit Coordination
High Impedance Fault Analysis
v

Circuit Coordination

Breaker Coordination is audited by reviewing the

time current curves developed during the licensee's bus
coordination study. Licensee representat1ves stated that
the original plant design provided circuit coordination.
However, documentation demonstrating coordination of
electrical devices was not provided to the electrical
inspector. Additionally, Ticensee representatives stated
that in the 480V distribution systems circuit coordination
does not exist for some circuits. The licensee's analysis
identifies the lack of coordination between the 480V
Switchgear Buses 18, 19, 28, and 29 main feeds to MCCs

and the motor control branch circuits.

Based on the existing lack of coordination for 480V MCCs,
the tack of readily available records, the lack of
coordination curves demonstrating coordination, and the
requirement to provide protection in the case of high
impedance faults and spurious operations, the licensee ha-
provided circuit coordination by manual operations. The
manual operations specified in procedures include: circuit
breaker. disconnect, and switch operations and fuse removal.

The following circuits were randomly selected for
review to verify that circuit coordlnat1on was provided
procedurally:

CIRCUIT COMMENT

4kV Bus 23 Coordinated by procedures
4kV Bus 24 Coordinated by procedures
480V Bus 38 . Coordinated by procedures
480V Bus 39 Coordinated by procedures
480V MCC 28-2 - (Coordinated by procedures
125V DC Bus 3A Coordinated by procedures
125v DC Panel No. 2 Coordinated by procedures

Manual credit for breaker coordination was found to be
satisfactory.

Control of fuse replacement is required to ensure
maintenance of coordination for circuits protected by
fuses. The licensee does not have an established program
or procedure for controlling fuse replacement. By memo
dated April 20, 1988, the licensee promuigated the
following pol1cy on replaCIng blown fuses:
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¢ Compare the new fuse to the old fuse to verify that
they are "like for like." This comparison should
include manufacturer, physical size, shape, voltage
rating, current rating, and fuse type (quick-acting,
slow-blow, etc.).

. If illegible or missing markings on the old fuse dn
not permit a complete verification of voitage and
current ratings or fuse type, the Shift Supervisor
will obtain verification of such data from wiring
diagrams and/or vendor manuals or by consultation
with the Technical Staff. '

The ticensee's policy on replacing blown fuses will
provide protection for fuse coordination. The
effectiveness of this policy will be reviewed during
subsequent inspections.

High Impedance Fault Analysis

The high impedance fault concern is found in the case
where multiple high impedance faults exist as loads on a
safe shutdown power supply and cause the loss of the safe
shutdown power supply prior to clearing the high impedance
fault. Since the licensee's procedures to manually
coordinate electrical circuits will provide protection

for the high impedance fault concern, the licensee's
protection for high impedance faults was found to be
satisfactory.

Spurious Signals

(a)

High/Low Pressure Interfaces

High/low pressure interfaces are examined to determine it
the licensee has provided measures to prevent fire induced
spurious signals from producing a fire induced loss of
coolant accident (LOCA). NRC guidance for protecting
high/low pressure interfaces includes:

. Multiple (unlimited) hot short circuits, open
circuits, and short circuits to ground are credible
(the single spurious signa] criteria does not apply).
. Three phase hot short circuits are credible.

. Hot short circuits in ungrounded DC circuits are
credible.

The above guidance was employed in the review of the

high/low pressure interface spurious signal concern at
the Dresden Nuclear Station.
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The licensee identified the shutdown cooling system on
Units 2 and 3 as being high/low pressure interfaces. The
licensee's analysis demonstrated protection for the Unit 2
and 3 shutdown cooling high/low pressure interfaces.
Appendix C, shutdown cooling system high/low pressure
interface protection, provides the technical details
pertaining to the review of the Dresden Units 2 and 3
shutdown cooling high/low pressure interfaces.

(b) Isolation of Fire Instigated Spurious Signals

The licensee has provided isolation for fire instigated-
spurious signals by various methods, including:

Administrative controls
Isolation/transfer switches
Fire wrap

Cable relocation

Manual component operation

® ¢ ¢ o O

The licensee has requested exemption for hot shutdown
repairs to accomplish the following:

] To allow the pulling of fuses in order to place
the condensate transfer pumps into local control.

. To allow the puliing of fuses to defeat high
impedance faults.

. To allow the pulling and replacement of fuses
on selected contrel circuits in lieu of redundant
fusing.

The licensee's methodology of pulling fuses is considered
a hot shutdown repair which is not permitted by Appendix R.
The Yicensee had previously submitted an exemption reque-t
for fuse pulling. This is considered an Unresolved Iter
(237/88010-02(DRS); 249/88012-02(DRS)) pending disposition
of the licensee's exemption request.

(3) Common Enclosure

The common enclosure associated circuit concern is found when

" redundant circuits are routed together in a raceway or enclosure
and they are not electrically protected, or fire can destroy
both circuits due to inadequate fire protection means.
During the inspection, licensee representatives stated:

¢ Redundant safe shutdown cables are never routed in
common enclosures.

20
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. Non safety-related cables may be routed in common
enclosures with safety-related cables, but non
safety-related cables are never routed between
redundant safety-related divisions or trains.

. A1l cables are electrically protected.
During the inspection, randomly selected non safety-related
cables routed in common enclosure with safety-related cables
were verified to be electrically protected.

Fire Instigated Spurious Operation of Unit 3 Target Rock Valve '
and ETectromatic Kelief Valve

The NRC electrical inspector identified that, in the event of a
disabling fire two hot shorts in a multiple conductor cable

_ would cause spurious apening of the target rock valve and the

electromatic relief valves. The licensee indicated that, based
on Generic Letter 86-10 and discussion held with NRR, they had
analyzed and provided protection for spurious operation of the
target rock valve or one of the electromatic reiief valves.

During the inspection the Appendix R inspection team consulted
with NRR and were advised that the target rock valve and

the electromatic relief valves were not considered to be high/low
pressure interfaces. The NRR Technical Reviewer was informed of
the potential simultaneous spurious operation of the target rock
valve and all of the electromatic relief valves by failure of
control cable 33934. The NRR Technical Reviewer stated that if
failure of a single cable could cause the simultaneous spurious
operation of more than one single electromatic relief valve, than
a safety concern may exist. Further discussions between the

NRR Technical Reviewer and the electrical inspector identified
control cable 33934 as being a potential cable separation or common
enclosure concern.

The inspector review of control circuits for Target Rock
Valve 203-3A and Electromatic Relief Valves 203-3B, C, D,
and E jdentified the following:

e  The Target Rock Valve and Electromatic Relief Valves open when
125VDC power is supplied to the Target Rock solenoid or the
respective Electromatic Relief Valve pickup coil.

. 125VDC power is supplied to the Target Rock Valve or
Electromatic Relief Valves via the following relay contacts
(Note: the listed relay contacts are installed in series with
the respective solenoid or pickup coil):

VALVE RELAY CONTACTS RELAY CONTACTS
203-3A 2203-32/287-1068 748 2203-32/287-1078 8&7
21
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203-38  2203-32/287-1068  9&10 2203-32/267-1078 1089

2203-32/287-1060 586 2203-32/287-107A 685

203-3C 2203-32£§87-1068 384 2203-32/287-1078 443
or

20330 5303-35/28-106A 910 so0v3e/38r-1omh  logs

2203-32/287-1068 546 2203-32/287-1078 648

203-3E 2203-32/287-106A 11412  2203-32/287-107A 12811
or or
2203-32/287-1068 11&12 2203-32/287-1078 12&11

. When positive 125VDC is applied to terminal 13 of relays
2203-32/287-106A, 2203-32/287-106B, 2203-32/287-107A, and
2203-32/287-1078 the relays actuate to close the contacts
listed above.

. Control Cable 33934, a 12-conductor 14 AWG cable, has
conductors connected to terminal 13 of the above listed
relays. One of the conductors in cable 33934 has positive

. 125 VDC applied from panel 903-32, terminal EE-21
{Drawing 12E-3462 SH 2 refers).

. Since Control Cable 33934 is installed downstream of the Auto
Blowdown Inhibit Switch 903-3/287-304 contacts, auto blowdown
inhibit may be bypasSed by fire induced hot shorts in control
cable 33934.

. Control Cable 33674, a multiconductor cable, has conductors
cunnected to 2203-32/287-107B contact 11 via 2203-32 terminal
BB-50 and 2203-32/287-107B contact 5 via 2203-32 terminal BB-19,
One of the following spurious operations may occur from fire
induced failure of Control Cables 33674 and 33934:

- Hot shorting one conductor to the positive 125 VDC
conductor in cable 33674 may cause either valve 203-3D or
valve 203-3E to spuriously open.

- Hot shorting two conductors to the positive 125 VDC
conductor in cable 33674 may cause both valve 203-3D and
valve 203-3E to spuriously open.

- Hot shorting two conductors to the positive 125 VDC
conductor in cable 33934 may cause valves 203-3A, B, C, [,
and E to spuriously open.

The licensee's analysis indicated that the resolution for Contrel
Cable 33674 discrepancies was: “Target Rock (manual function) and
safety valves are available for RPV pressure control". The stated
resolution does not demonstrate protection for simultaneous spurious
opening of valve 203-3D and valve 203-3E.
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The licensee's analysis also indicated that the resolution for
Control Cable 33934 discrepancies was:

“While in hot shutdown, it is necessary to prevent the
electromatic relief valves from spuriously opening to preserve
the reactor vessel coolant inventory. For fires external to
the main control room, an AUTO BLOWDOWN INHIBIT switch at the
MCB will prevent spurious blowdown. If the fire is in the MCE.
it may be necessary to trip all of the power feeds to the
blowdown iogic. This is covered by procedures. Excessive
reactor pressure will be controlled by the mechanically
actuated target rock or safety valves."

This resolution does not appear correct since fire induced faiilures
of cables 33674 and 33934 may bypass and defeat the function of

the Auto Blowdown Inhibit Switch at the Main Control Board. The
licensee's resclution to trip all of the power feeds to the
blowdown logic being covered by procedures is correct; however,

the implemented procedures were developed to provide protection for
the spurious opening of either the Target Rock Valve or one of the
Electromatic Relief Valves. Since simultaneous spurious opening of
the Target Rock Valve and all of the Electromatic Relief Valves has
not been analyzed, procedural protection has not been demonstrated.

The simultaneous spurious opening of the Target Rock Valve and
Electromatic Relief Valves has a tremendous impact on reactor
coolant inventory based on the limited capacity of the CRD Hydraulic
System to restore or maintain reactor coolant inventory. Due to the
significance of this issue and its generic implications, the
spurious operation of the Target Rock Valve and Electromatic Relief
Valves has been referred to NRR. This is considered an Unresolved
Item (237/88010-03(DRS); 249/88012-03(DRS)) pending resolution

from NRR.

On August 15, 1988, the inspector met with the licensee to discuss
appropriate fire protection features and measures to prevent or
mitigate consequences or spurious operation of the Target Rock Valve
and Electromatic Relief Valves. In addition, the inspector walked
down the areas of concern. As a result of the discussions and walk
down of the areas on August 15, 1988, a conference call was conducted
on August 17, 1988, between Dresden, Quad Cities, CECo Licensing and
Region 11l to discuss the fire protection features and compensatory
measures that would be taken to prevent or mitigate the consequence
of a disabling fire from causing a spurious operation of the Target
Rock Valve and Electromatic Relief valves.

Attachment D of a September 16, 1988 letter from J. Silady, CECo,
to 7. Murley, NRC, summarized the conference call of August 17,

- 1988. In this letter, the Yicensee indicated that in all areas
through which the subject cables are routed, there are automatic
suppression and detection systems, except for the mezzanine floor
of the Dresden Unit 3 Reactor Building which only has a detection
system. The following Interim Compensatory Measures were implemented
for the affected areas of the reactor building mezzanine floor:
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. Declared area combustible free fire zone
. Additional portable fire fighting equipment
was brought into the area
L A combustible Toading inspection was conducted
per shift basis by station operators

The ]icensee indicated that the above actions would commence
immediately and be in effect until this issue is resolved.

Availability of Opposite Unit Safe Shutdown Equipment During
Refueling Outages

The licensee has selected two primary systems for achieving hot
shutdown in the event of a disabling fire concurrent with a loss of
offsite power. The systems are the isolation condenser system and
the HPCI system. As previously mentioned, five different Appendix R
hot shutdown paths per unit are identified in the licensee's safe
shutdown methodology. Four of the paths per unit utilize the
respeciive unit's isolation condenser, and differ only in that they
empioy different power trains, diesel generators, CRD pumps, and/or
operating methods. The fifth path per unit is the HPCI/LPCI method
of shutdown.

The Dresden safe shutdown procedures utilize safe shutdown equipment
from the unaffected unit during certain fire scenarios. Included in
this equipment are condensate transfer pumps, CRD pumps, service water
pumps, 4KV and 480V busses, and 480V MCCs. It was identified by the
inspectors that the licensee had no administrative controls to insure
that the required opposite unit equipment was available or that
compensatory measures would be in place during a refueling outage t.
insure that at least one train of safe shutdown equipment was
available in the event of a disabling fire in the operating unit.

The failure of the licensee to establish procedures or controls to
ensure that required alternative shutdown equipment was available
for safe shutdown of the operating unit when the oppos1te unit
(which houses the alternative shutdown equipment) was in an outage
or shutdown and the required alternate shutdown equipment was
removed from service for scheduled maintenance or repair is
considered a violation of Appendix R to 10 CFR 50 (237/88010-05(DRs),
249/88012-05(0DRS)) as described in the Notice of Violation.

At the request of the inspectors, the licensee deveioped draft
administrative controls for safe shutdown equ1pment during refueliny
outages (letter dated April 21, 1988, from E. D. Eenigenburg, CECo,
to J. Holmes, NRC).

The draft administrative procedure has been forwarded to NRR for
review.
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Fire Protection of Safe Shutdown Capability

In the licensee's safe shutdown report, the licensee has identified
several safe shutdown pathways in which at least one pathway

per unit will be available in the event of a disabling fire in
either Unit 2 or Unit 3. The inspectors toured both units and
observed fire walls and suppression and detection systems which
appeared to be well designed and installed as described in the Safe
Shutdown Report. There were no identified discrepancies, however, a
concern has been identified regarding the adequacy of separation of
Unit 1 from Unit 2/3 (See Unresolved Item (237/88010-01(DRS);
249/88012-01(DRS)) of this report).

Fire Protection Features

As part of the Appendix R compliance assessment, several fire protection
features were also reviewed as listed below: :

a.

Carbon Dioxide Systems
Control of Combustibles

Carbon Dioxide System

The licensee has provided total flooding carbon dioxide (C0;)
suppression systems for the AEER, three diesel generators and
the Diesel Tank Rooms.

The inspector requested the original C0, concentration test results
for the diesel generator rooms. The licensee indicated that the
original tests were not available however CO, concentration tests
were planned to be conducted by the end of the Unit 2 refueling
outage. At the request of the inspector, the Ticensee performed
puff tests on Diesel Generator No. 3.

As a result of the test, the licensee was informed of the following
inspector observations:

(1) Two employees entered the testing .area immediately after the
€0, discharge test. Measures should be provided to ensure that
personnel will not enter the test area until the appropriate
personnel have tested the area to ensure it is safe to enter.

(2) Procedures should inform test personnel of specific fire
dampers and other equipment that are expected to function
during the performance of the test.

(3) ODuring the CO, puff test, Damper 3-5772-102 failed to close.

(4) The predischarge alarm for the diesel room C0, system is
an audible alarm. There is no visual alarm. The licensee was
requested to verify that the audible alarm is sufficient to warn
personnel that may be in the area with the diesel operating.
This is considered an Open Item (237/88010-05(DRS);
249/88012-05(DRS)) pending review of the licensee's actions.
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As a result of the CO, auxiliary equipment failure the licensee
initiated a work request for HVAC Damper 3-5772-102. The

Ticensee acknowledged the inspector's concerns previously identitied
and indicated that actions regarding these concerns would be
tentatively completed by November 30, 1988.

Control of Combustibles

10 CFR 50.48(2a) requires that each operating nuclear power plant
have a fire protection plan that satisfies Criterion 3 of Appendix A
to 10 CFR Part 50. It further requires that the plan describe
specific features necessary to implement the program such as
administrative tontrols to limit fire damage to structures, system: .
or components important to safety so that the capability to safely
shutdewn the plant is ensured.

The licensee satisfied Criterion 3 by meeting the applicable
requirements of Sections III.G, III.J, and III.O of Appendix R and by
meeting the fire protection requirements identified in the guidelines.
of Appendix A to Branch Technical Position 8.T.P APCSB 9.5-1 as
reflected in the staff fire protection safety evaluation issued

prior to the effective date of the Appendix R rule.

In Section B.2 of the licensee's response to the guidelines of
Appendix A to APCSB 9.5-1 (Amendment 2-2/86) the licensee indicated
that effective administrative measures have been implemented to
prohibit bulk storage of combustible materials inside or adjacent
to safety-related buildings or systems during operation or
maintenance periods.

The licensee has implemented Administrative Procedure “Control of
Transient Combustibles, Storage Areas and No Smoking Areas." The
procedure establishes guidelines for storage and handling of
transient combustible materials in certain areas of the plant

which contain safety-related components and/or equipment

important to safe shutdown. These plant areas are identified below:

Unit 2/3 Reactor Building
Unit 2/3 Turbine Building
Unit 2/3 Cribhouse

Unit 1 Cribhouse

The procedure is provided with a fire loading of common material
chart that establishes a low, medium or high fire load based on the

" amount and type of material (such as wooden scaffolding, Class 1 or

2 combustible liquids, etc).
The procedure indicates that for low transient fire loads, additional
fire protection equipment or a work permit is not required. However,

the work area should be kept clean and all materials removed as soun
as practicable. ‘
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For medium transient fire loads, the procedure requires the completiun.
of a transient combustible permit (DAP Form 3-3A) and the placement of
2 supplemental fire extinguisher at the jobsite. The permit is tu

be completed by the responsible work group supervisor or foreman and
posted in the work area. One copy should be sent to the Fire Marshal,
The procedure further indicates that the Fire Marshall may specify
additional requirements upon receipt of the permit.

For high transient fire loads the responsible work group supervisor
must obtain the approval of the Fire Marshal on the permit before
posting it in the work area. At this time, the Fire Marshal will
specify appropriate requirements on the permit such as supplemental
fire extinguishers, hoses or fire watches.

The procedure further specifies that during major outages, transient
combustibles shall be controlied in accordance with the combustible
control procedure except that the accumulation of transient
combustibles is permitted provided the accumulation of transient
combustibles does not exceed that which could be removed by the

end of the next normal shift.

On April 12, 1988, when Unit 2 was operating and Unit 3 was in

an outage, an NRC inspector identified that approximately twenty
55-gallon drums of lubricating (lube) 0il was stored in a
saféety-related area on Elevation 517' - 6" (southwest corner -

Fire Area 1.1.2.2) of the Unit 2 Reactor Building. The licensee had
previously requested an exemption from Section I11.G.3 of Appendix R
that required fixed fire suppression system in this area.

The licensee indicated to the inspector that on March 31, 1988,

the Tube o0il was transferred to the Unit 2 side for approximately
13 days before it was discovered as a problem and transferred to
the Unit 3 trackway. The inspector requested the transient
combustible permit for the tube oil observed at the Unit 2 Reactor
Building, Elevation 517'-6", Southwest corner. The licensee was
unable to provide the inspector with the transient combustible
peritit (short term document) for the specified storage of the lube
0il in the Unit 2 Reactor Building. However, according to the

Fire Marshal, he was informed of the transfer of lube 0il to the
Unit 2 side and concluded that the temporary storage of lube oil was
acceptable and no additional fire protection features were required
based on the following:

(1) Low traffic area
(2) Fire detection was available
{3} Lube 0i1 flash point characteristics were
such that it was difficult to ignite
(4) Safe shutdown could have been achieved in the event of a
' disabling fire utilizing the equipment for safe shutdown
Path B-1 :
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The licensee had established a formal transient combustible procédure
however it did not appear that the transient combustible permit was
effective for preventing the storage of lubricating oil in the

Unit 2 Reactor Building. The failure of the licensee to meet the
requirements of their approved fire protection program by permitting
the storage of twenty 55-gallon drums of iube oil in the
safety-related area is considered a viclation (237/88010-06(DRS):
249/88012-06(DRS)) as described in the Notice of Violation.

Open Items

Open items are matters that have been discussed with the licensee, that
will be reviewed further by the inspector, and that involve some action
on the part of the NRC, the licensee, or both., Open items disclosed
during the inspection are discussed in Paragraphs 3.e and 4.a.

Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required
in order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, or items of
noncompliance, or deviations. Unresolved items disclosed during the
inspection are discussed jn Paragraphs 2.e, 3.e, 3.f, 3.g, 4.2 and 4.b.

Exit Meeting

The inspector met with licensee representatives on October 18 and
December 13, 1988. The licensee indicated the 1ikely content of this
report and the information discussed during the inspection was not
considered proprietary in nature.
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re Cemo2 "J ".:;3 QF-F:?/-.QOA o? f/_/?-'("

RESOLUTIDN:W@;{&&@

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN ‘
RESOLUT ION: M. DL 10 &)

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:

RRI0 111.7-38
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX “"R"™. AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

| AFRIL 18 - 22,1988
DATE: ‘7{ (E{q@
v L
CE CO./AE FERSON QUESTIONED: % : me’[
COGNIZANT NRC PERSON I{ t%wgm / (KOO

LOCATION/AREA WHERE 7/
QUESTION WAS ASKED: ‘bm -

SIS oz % Y scp m -
T WY mf,o

’A%A i '~ T

) ' et XL o /

W meE TS
&N A MOT AR 1127 31T (i

FOLLOW-UF
ACTIONS: MJD]((D*-J @{1/62 og &L E& FOUBLS
UU\JT/ .

PROVGE oY O _gurgo\r:;L_\_r’:-ucf—'-

RESOLUTION: ﬂos Qi0~_I¥_ GuEs T ﬂoov/
WKeTTH -

PERSONNEL INVOLVED IN
RESOLUTION: -3 | Nowoltony

FOLLOW-UF ACTION 1F ANY: Vi £
m

RRZO I11.7-39
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

/ AFPRIL 18 - 22,1988
DATE: #ﬁ/gg

!
CE CO./AE FERSON QUESTIONED: f f IWM

' 7. Hemt
COGBNIZANT NRC PERSON A

LOCATION/AREA WHERE
GUESTION was askep: U2 T WD @F

QUESTION/ITEM -~

DISCUSSED: l'#ﬁf LS Eﬂlil{' /8 W ) M4 vaM.
: e —— gl

A\ /a1 BIGLE

-

FOLLOW--UF

é_@mn B-Z?/Mﬁﬁ'@— Eees €S fbE. Dmm) Eie fpE

RESOLUTION:

N,

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN
RESOLUTION: KSoojew

2L

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:

— I11.7-40
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

AFRIL 18 - 22,1988
DATE: ;'/ZL{/ jo

CE CO./AE PERSON BUESTIONED: M‘D/CLOM

COGNIZANT NRC PERSON M W[(“[;O‘{
LOCATION/AREA WHERE
SOEaT IO e aen: AT THIK

QUESTION/ITEMA; e Oﬁ] , -
DISCUSSED: MN Qwil_AL M@ 4’1@( K Dccdocae of
COy mlte De conms g

FOLLOW-UF -
ACTIONS: /Zrceendidd  Sec oolopgip
Lol D0k  Pleermfor (7, 11679

RESOLUTION:  Of — ‘;/—/7-&5/@@

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN 72 /
RESOLUT ION: .

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:

RRZ0 111.7-41
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DRESDEN STATION APPENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

APRIL 18 - 22,1988
DATE: 4//?/{5/

CE CO./AE FERSON QUESTIONED: (:-lgkji\

COGNIZANT NRC PERSON K. ﬂan/(fmso-n

LOCATION/AREA WHERE ~
GUESTION WaAS ASKED: Aud. {ovium.

QUESTION/ITEM °

DISCUSSED: Hamtk Y octe schedilaisy) fov

bregbors onel ve[g#g aag ggfwg’fy.

-

FOLLOW-UF

ACTIONS: __ NJyr€ier T Disewss JAPTCT vUDAL,

RESOLUTION: W %Z'/f"”

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN ‘
RESOLUTION: f W/M /&4

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:

FR30 II1.7-42
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX "R" AUDIT GUESTIONNAIRE FORM
AFRIL 18 - 22,1988

pate: O~ €-38&

CE CO./AE FERSON QUESTIONED: @jgm:ﬁ:‘ﬂ

COGNIZANT NRC PERSON_ _ R Ros..

LOCATION/AREA WHERE
QUESTION WAS ASKED: Ca—r\'ey\.b\\u_, Rso

QUESTION/ITEM ° . N .
DISCUSSED: Ca i LeTioo o
#“‘H‘H] mmEes el emok 'T‘O%1 gi*c;d%rﬁ

FOLLOW-UF .
ACTIONS: Q&OQ‘OE - £ wcu(&’}lO)L

RESOLUTION: (PRI Q= O ON g~ I8
QLoLOMN = G L AOOK ¢ )

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN
RESOLUTION: Q.MG

FOLILOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:

- I11.7-43
RRZO
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX "R"™ AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

AFRIL 18 - 22,1988
DaTE: Z—/% “K(

CE CO./AE PERSON QUESTIONED: 52) M

COGNIZANT NRC PERSON R v

4

LOCATION/AREA WHERE -
QUESTION WAS ASKED: MM\J

QUESTION/ITEM - ~
DISCUSSED: EPIP 200-20

FOLLOW-UF

ACTIDNS:_7é21&g&5:§20 e A pbolon ou  S)2-588

RESOLUTION: cx<>cs?b€51r@b <?ﬂ§3 s lee

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN
RESOLUTION: R John son,

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:

I11.7-44
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DRESDEN STATION AFPPENDIX "R'" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
AFRIL 18 - 22,1988
DATE: A{/]g/gg

CE CO./AE PERSON GUESTIONED: C. /M %4

COGNIZANT NRC PERSON /‘( : pﬁér’rz;an

LOCATION/AREA WHERE . X
QUESTION WAS ASKED: 74u¢( f‘/-omwm

QUESTION/ITEM
DISCUSSED: gé MY“/’O 0{15Cu55 7'%& ﬁ//om’w ?‘(DW
/, Conceirt 4or selected bises
ZL c"_r- CJ"CLL.'{'S
M vl ance Faylts

ncrionss ReSe N‘ea” 4 Qa//ewnw sechong o VI3 Ek.):

[, Prcpd3.3—4 5‘5?'!
5:3-)
3. 5,5 —/

RESOLUTION: gee_ S’uése%(e«j_?NCj?éWIM *ZM
LS. Y ~

PERSONNEL INVOLVED IN

RESOLUT I0N: ﬁ“-’?‘f'(—
Aorm-

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY: Doc .s@,ﬂd/?&?%/ﬁ/
111.7-45

RR30



/73)
Revision 8
April 1992
DRESDEN STATION APPENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
AFRIL 18 - 22,1988

DATE: _ 4/-/9-8&

CE CO./AE FERSON RUESTIONED: Q- M
COGNIZANT NRC PERSON Kj«J_% PJI»LMM

LOCATION/AREA WHERE :

WUESTION WAS ASKED:M 2‘-‘-’-‘«.
QUESTION/ITEM .
DISCUSSED:__W¢: P,u«_é; P pjz;

FOLLOW-UF

RESOLUT ION: /‘L‘;b’» [AOg _pars W&L@Mﬁﬁy
PRIV )re v e v

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN
RESOLUTION: - /e J;’,\MAM
A

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:

- [11.7-46
RR30
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April 20, 1988
JK LTR: #88-019

To: Operations Department Personnel

Subject: Policy on Replacing Blown Fuses

A procedure will be prepared to formalize the Operations Department
policy on replacing blown fuses. That policy is as follows:

1. Compare the new fuse to the old fuse to verify that they are
"like for like.” This comparison should include manufacturer,
physical size, shape, voltage and current ratings, and fuse type
(quick-acting, slow-blow, etc.).

2. If illegidble or missing markings for the old fuse do not permit
a complete verification of voltage and current ratings or fuse
type, the Shift Supervisor will obtain verification of such data
from wiring diagrams and/or vendor manuals or by consultation
with the Technical Staff.

Joe(Kotowski
Asgt. Supt. - Operations

JK:RJ:rg

ce: J. Wujciga
Operating Engineers

1311a 111.7-47
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DRESDEN STATION APFENDIX “R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
APRIL 18 - 22,1988

DATE: 4—-— [©-2,

CE CO0./AE PERSON QUESTIONED: T RE T ST

COGNIZANT NRC PERSON CEST™ OawYIWwsSe)
LOCATION/AREA WHERE )
QUESTION WAS ASKED: BD T D B .
QUESTION/ITEM °
DISCUSSED: = . o D o)
cVevES Ay Ble T B0 coceniRATON WAS jpeT
— SO L 2 V)

BCTLONEG T ofaw ReReRcers WAS vosEd, MR SaRxivaies)
LRI AT 1S B stTBROUE FoR Do Repbhix B Coucepl
BT RECEDLEY cOLTIWATION \e B Sast yePle., 7
TRALE S\ TS vy RS W MDD TS d Ve S (0L ALy i

THS  PEENOCL BS AW 0UuTOOHE OF e QUADN KRUDIT
FOLLOW-UP
ACTIONS: W oW E
RESOLUTION:

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN
RESOLUTION: S0 =

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:

- I11.7-48
RR30
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DRESDEN STATION APPENDIX “R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

AFRIL 18 — 22,1988
DATE: 4%3[@5
CE CD./AE PERSON QUESTIONED: 3 '@&w

COGNIZANT NRC PErson_ LEH TRl o\

LOCATION/ARER WHERE' 7
QUESTION WAS ASKED: ”2 44 7

3”%3&3265“;%&& L Rouws  He fee Sofs

- 2 :
VENHAL > DIl SOz 7C F— I ARa ey  (JaARP)
ReV/E A/gUel)  FNS UL o & (A ’712'}

g

FOLLOW~UP

ACTIONS: éﬂﬁ W 1265 0CA oéuw-a; ﬂ“‘ﬁ
__;igﬁﬁuu_.__7éd‘lﬁgzn¢gjh- A\

RESOLUT ION: O/CIEQ—G 7/4;/92

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN g Q %77 “IL
RESOLUTION: -

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:

RRIO ITI.7-49
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX "R" AUDIT GQUESTIONNAIRE FORM
APRIL 18 - 22,1988

pate: 4 -(1-88
CE CD./AE PERSON GUESTIONED: d'é—’/gl/ﬁi//é,e', Lreoan)
CoGNIZANT NRC PErson_ K. }D BRIUNSON

LOCATION/AREA WHERE

BUESTION WAS ASKED: /U£C Wﬁ’— —  EAST AUDITTR/M

QUESTION/ITEM |
DISCUSSED: HGH - Ta Lot /égfs’.';ﬂg JATERLCL 2
LERIESTE=D CF KO TIMNG FOR VﬁLﬂ %-100(-2¢ i

EMRO Ow TOTER M=

FOLLOW-UF N '
nCTIONS:  FROVIDED MG 16 1TED [RNTS o £ DRAUIMES
(2 E-204L Hiru 2053 (ROUTINGD, 3704D, & 3957 CARETES)

RESOLUTION: %er.ao/ ¢~— "JX’

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN |
RESOLUT ION: L& %WA/

FOLLOW-UP ACTION IF ANY: /Voxré:

- o I111.7-50



~

(7
Revision 8
April 1992

DRESDEN STATION APPENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

~ APRIL 18 - 22,1988
DATE: V/ZQ/K(

CE CO./AE PERSON nuesrmnso:_g__m
N g) :
COGNIZANT NRC PERSON

LOCATICN/AREA WHERE 'q ‘
AUESTION WAS ASKED: ’ - f
QUESTION/ITEM ° . .
DISCUSSED: T el L) 6_sadl olpans palb 7
S @5 b s ling
N4 X A L& 7 VIRV Y.
22845 AT 23535 AL G
- 2390% A .

079G 23927

FOLLOW-UF 2l aloenei 12
ACTIONS: le

TR e e o V- Swwerd tw
M Calc~Son, o~ 4;//7 — /2.0

RESOLUTION: S2.8, ABov(iz

PERSONNEL INVOLVED IN _
RESOLUT I10Ns T z. BrowJ

e pl:c'£u,&
C.E_ 2wty

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:

= I11.7-51
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DRESDEN STATION APPENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
AFRIL 18 - 22,1988

DATE: 4

CE CO./AE FERSON QUESTIONED: 2. @/U_»A

COGNIZANT NRC PERSON Nt AolMES

LOCATION/AREA WHERE

GUESTION WAS ASKED: oig Jedcror [SUiDIOG.

QUESTION/ITEM
DISCUSSED: AAED 72 D/SCekS DiAF7. CORIRIS FoL. //Mmr SAHELS
ArD STAILS . e IS 7 TRLE. 72 FLL |

FOLL.OW-UF
ACTIONS:

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN
RESOLUTION: Cnes KsoRiecH

Mike MOwgﬁk

FOLLOW-~UFP ACTION IF ANY:  ANoAE

-~ IIT.7-52
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
APRIL 18 - 22,1988

DATE: 4[2%[{5

CE CO./AE FERSON @UESTIDNED:% D/AéoJ

COGNIZANT NRC FERSON ::ij%édﬂﬁgs

LOCATION/AREA WHERE
QUESTION WAS ASKED: Uzz&%ﬂb&%é

QUESTION/I

TEM, ~ Ake
DISCUSSED: _ /e, Passrtan ks Gowe 70 S LARKIED Simme.

20rr- 2l A /ﬂmc
2G& PSS Upr ZABEIED .
o .

FOLLOW-UF

ACTIONS: _ @fé WW&%M

- SV I/PY

RESOLUTION:

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN
RESOLUTION: Nikviosvr

\

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:

RRIO 111.7-53
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DRESDEN STATION APPENDIX "R'™ AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
AFRIL 18 - 22,1988

DATE: 4//¥/

CE CO./AE PERSON QUESTIDNEDz/J?{:Z»ZLNQ

COBNIZANT NRC PERSON_ . Jbumies
LOCATION/AREA WHERE

QUESTION WAS ASKED: 2 Federan. T92u06
RUESTION/ITEM -

DYSCUSSED: MG FixrveEs Blocking Spowe Devecroe (2-4/9/-225)

- 2, 2100 -
gu.a: go& FZom CLos/ng . ‘ 9

e

rd Wra&g@yw EMS it THED RENASG
QIE LIGHNT 0! KRR LocAT/ON oD JREMWE THE OTHEL, ALGHT,

FOLLOW=pr="
ACTI%@&E_@AS AED Qeofy Fllsm Doak (5% 57 CDD (LY

RESOLUTION:
>

v

PERSONNEL INVOLVED IN
RESOLUTION: : - AsT
. %%,cuzﬂEEE;-éaﬂzlﬁaﬁan

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:

RR30 I11.7-54
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DRESDEN STATION AFFENDIX "R" AUDIT GUESTIONNAIRE FORM

AFRIL 18 - 22,1988
DATE: ‘/é?/&f
T8

CE CO./AE FERSON GUESTIONED: /"%J)/léo

COGNIZANT NRC FERSON_—- %/«MES

LOCATION/AREA WHERE
QUESTION WAS ASKED: zﬁwg/@ﬂ///ﬂ

QUESTION/ITEM _

DISCUSSED: £ En wl = Con ) &, Evey Lalrpe
757 (K4 S
12Am¢§ba2f3$u()

Jgéb VIDE S v RVEMLANCE. FlEXEES.
ﬁ,gzzu LFACTVRLRS TPISTROTIINS.
- O TEST.

o)
-0
Y-

FOLLOW-UF

ACTIONS: # \D/“Ol//[ By 72 eyl e
I 729/ 7,/74 -m__wz—af—%é%wﬁlﬁ@/
#ftﬁ [/IMV WI/T Cﬂ/ﬂ YL

RESDLUTIDF‘J:@_,_SJ\A»»-«_[_DFFP"i153 2pcy S At Fpone:, 1988 S
Q‘)‘m_d!pl H&k""i‘[';{'& J—uﬂh_u_( o My 3 ‘_{EN:LR -1 !'4."‘. 3ot VTCiLdnuA

em Bepiny. et (3) Blae k ~eut T xﬂ»\ml&4b (k2 % den A dm M e Tias

‘ﬁw-a JH. Telelyas Maxilo Thiche X Lo iy raTina

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN
RESOLUT ION: 2 Retd

oo Herwin ot

J ,l;.:“',»-_f. ,/_

FOLLOW-UFP ACTION IF ANY: OPC'\I'LL..\ oo Jor tatned Lo

['j O‘IJ‘:tWT MNQ ik rf; S - ’J.A.L.‘_Tk—'v A Ry

U t“+-41’1-""‘( a b{t.w—v(. J..-sv P U ..,«..:l.u-&.—C 'L}'L. A </’:~-~q(.}‘{:rl: \../\,J.uusl:.,q{
= Qoxe. U‘AL LMA.J:' Q_ }44".\_.&‘5\.:3_;‘_4_, 'JJMA t,«— i iA doda <! =]

{ég.,.{‘g Y. PPV 3 RSO c L—A '?-\ . in {,._U. ;v ’I’\—""‘I‘Z".‘V‘Q
""O l\‘—! (caed . t.m& M\-.‘-A h s-v-.Aj;’, © ~
F\R'—” E) fz.n—‘_ C\H-‘ s e --b (/o PR R 2 RV ‘f-M."-' |7_V_ !Aa-.:',-a.r‘_ "Ahd

\l l\.q.J :... ;.l". .
ety I11.7-55
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DRESDEN STATION APFENDIX "R" AUDIT GUESTIONNAIRE FORM

| APRIL 18 - 22,1988
paTe: 4/~79-2& '

CE CO./AE FERSON aussnonsn:__a.{.muﬁ (o Fibl
COGNIZANT NRC pERsom__J{jbﬁL__jEééégﬁgg,

LOCATION/AREA WHERE
QUESTION WAS ASKED:

QUESTION/ITEM®

DISCUSSED: ___AJ;“_‘—_S_LAMMM&“,&_

FOLLOW-UF - o _
ACTIONS: M cmjtc’\zu{uf AL caberlaln

RESOLUTION: M,ﬁfz:&lm (% %A‘(

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN ‘
RESOLUTION: _QA_»._«-UL_QA-—%L«

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:

- .7-56
T I11.7
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DRESDEN STATION APPENDIX "R" AUDIT GUESTIONNAIRE FORM
AFRIL 18 - 22,1988 '

DATE: __ 4 ~(7-9F

CE CO./AE PERSON Quesnousm_,l&au__@g_‘ ( E‘mbl
COGNIZANT NRC PERSDN_&M&.

LOCATION/AREA WHERE 4?_ \ ~ 62;x9,h‘
QUESTION WAS ASKED: < -
QUESTION/ITEM- 1 . .

DISCUSSED: QJ gg; z;{ A T LA G &8 S«hwmg H““c: ,

FOLLOW-UF

ACTIONS: M ’@A@;M Muw s RiAh

RESOLUTION:

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN :
RESOLUT ION: T T b

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:

RRI0 I11.7-57
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T WL o i C.T. TTS & RATIO | SAT | AUX.C.T.TYPZ,RATIO
S SR LoYs | 129/s

— -

|
|
S

z4 = :
P4 | s
! N

A ! 1
f‘) s ) O PL . - _+ — --i'*.— i '
] - ' -
: |
; !
. - —~ —— t
i B i |
; i
? AnmE1Z21 2585301 9¢ ez 4R
! : |
i :
_ 1 — !‘ 2>
! 14
- - , i
; S A it SR
Cih. ENLAY 1 FEZA A HE 4 _BEA S
TP _O% ox | & - v R
A grpes T a7 14027 1 4-9 =791 3-0-81 1 Afajer iS5 ‘g
i K - Ers- LRTIIWS (7 | w8 M §7:3L5 = 154 | /< ;
R = = == = e SR g S S == oo T T = i
_ . .,‘e__'?m.“.g_. "'":‘-*ﬂ_o"\-._-_-—-. - o . ay _ - 1K
2T, STA2 Pusd¥-f- K . fheen 08654~~~ ¢CFD DIFT, RELAYS i,

ITI.7-60



Revision 8
April 1992

- -EEARXS:

RELAY MODEL OR STYLE RANGE

TAC UL |2TPL L pepl 20-%0R QIVST)  25-5.0 (Tot)

n
P Il fW2PsSCcyi A} Lo - 20D

AUX. RELAY WRIFPING 0 aD Feep PonMP 2A w2 (AcBi1S2=230/°
LOAD RES. ALARR N ¢ 7L 12,5 - 2410
SETTINGS LY od -+ -

INST, RELAY A 50 5.5

TAP A. ] S,0 . :

PRI.A. 50 -

T.L. 7 . 20

TURYE TE8T 125 620" .
DATE [2-2=%6 {iT-2-4W
&Y~ Ll >/

I11.7-61
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CoPY CURRENT & VOLTAGE RELAYS - WUCLEAR STA. T
OPER. TYPE LOCATION (24 SN AF B2
RATIO SS/s =2/5 e D
aux.c.T. - ’ LOC. - RATIO .
POL, TYPE LOC. RATIO
AA, LIST ALL CERTIFIED LIST ALL CERTIFIED LI5T ALL CERTIFIED LIST ALL CERTIF.
TEST INSTRUMINTS: TEST INSTRUMENTS: TEST INSTRUMENTS: TEST INSTRUMENTS
ENNETED. DSIYOL S
TimeLl {75402 ED
18T PP pE i E D
la
WORKX REQUEST KUMBER: WORK REQUEST NUMBER: WORX REQUEST NUMBER: *WoRK REQUEST NU
L2z s
AS FOUND AS LEFT AS FCUND AS LEFT AS FOUND AS LEFY AS FOUND AS
TEST Lp 0D kg L7 2
INST. €0 50 31059 %
TAP s.0 5.0 & 50
T.L. 2% 29 3.3 34
MIN.A S0 LD 550 0
< "\P ‘.l:I 2 X :..’
SEC 6.4 i -
1 TAP % ERS i
Sec. ' (U4 K2
DIR, SEN
C.7.%AG. W 14;§9
4 V. —
AUX.REL . -
TRIP v
DATE \2 - 21— %5
8y EM / J BT«
Loc. STaZ . RYS ‘2.’5 a*az.zaglzguxp cmmg 20D DRWE_FD PP 28 _Tac po
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DRESDEN STATION AFFENDIX "R" AUDIT GUESTIONNAIRE FORM

DATE: #2033
CE CO./AE FERSON QUESTIONED: ﬂ/&“\/ /("4 L puar'd
COGNIZANT NRC PERSON /< MM ‘

LOCATION/AREA WHERE @ R
QUESTION WAS ASKED: A I MM

QUESTION/ITEM % / , .

DISCUSSED: AP rarn  pahi kT /,w»-zc&f/(/ 7
B B et e L eyt
: = 4—

FOLLOW-UF
ACTIONS:

RESOLUTION; Zfluwsrm  wrme. 2 7%/,/}0{2@/2 ,421#9«-

‘ V M .4” A l"' vl . -'~/—7 ‘ /ey Ny ~ ¢ Yo -
At et v bl Ao 47

’:L 7 ps '&w;iﬂvu4ﬂwm . 2] £4g2¢dbu K?fh‘ 45“553}5‘“‘Jk

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN if Wﬁéﬁ«w
RESOLUT ION:

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:
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DRESDEN ‘STATION AFPENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

AFRIL 18 - 22,1988
DATE: "{"l?'@

CeE CO./AE FERSON QUESTIONED: C?’ﬁ?“¥%4

COGNIZANT NRC FERSON K . ﬁrr/@vm

LOCATION/AREA WHERE

QUESTION WAS ASKED: NLC deeq (Mf /arf’um)_

QUESTION/ITEM
D;?scuss D- E req Lef Coo Fc/wla%mﬂ_ ‘JQPW 57415 (mzce/«,f_,

FOLLOW-UF
ACTIONS:

RESOLUTION: Fori29V de coitidl crpewits (éfeake_h m‘?‘f‘d/f)

thy S5V de s veally necessary becausetz /v’f b7 2a korS 2y

Y ,_ /’ Leailiom od. ETOCCAUres jlreas 1S, _&lee ncd
po psed L a\vallable; (F ner mayuel contionsarz

Y ‘555%!'.!5!!'?”!!" o/ acyerars, b s used Bor Sreld Flach, V1 4 e

/ﬂ-é’/f/bﬁf 1 //ée/y (2] (‘W M /’?S/a/ua/ af%(X /ny de féo./ de "“'?/Afl/é A ,{;514/?4
7 /Iéczs‘far‘ The sTudy Hlat was inidiatad iy reseensg 70 QuudCifres concerns s s4i /)
‘n progress bod witl c/awﬁ our position ot thi 1SV dc coordinatios.

FERSONNEL INVOLVED Ir»/

RESOLUTION: 0 /'M F/C/SC/éf // /Q/éf
B .&d“ﬁ

. . . .
FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY: Lr%y%%’ie DC_c2hg ) STu
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX "R'" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

AFRIL 18 - 22,1988 S
DATE: ‘/A@’?(
7 7

CE CO./AE FERSON GUESTIONED: (3]st
coenIzanT NRC PERSON. K [RPcleion

LOCATION/AREAR WHERE

QUESTION WAS ASKED: Aol i

QUESTION/ITEM

DISCUSSED: AoeTomr®  cofde JEAF ~ comcluds o Livo
L é = e - 7 %
calllea.

E—

FOLLOW-UF
ACTIONS: MNow G,

RESOLUTION: _ T XPrawwe o THAT 250V pc. SaTl
CHaCeles mET (ol P el Fe 55O,
DCC T PTT4D 157 M. FARI (NS~

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN '
RESOLUT ION: C.5. Eurrid

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY: A dai. Carmpl T TO o
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

AFRIL 18 - 22,1988
DATE: %ﬂé 7
77

CE CO./AE FERSON QUESTIONED: <i§(jg;»qtiz’

COGNIZANT NRC PERSON o gﬁgnqu

LOCATION/AREA WHERE {'
BUESTION WAS ASKED:

QUESTION/ITEM

-

BES- A VP PITEIENe:

DISCUSSED: oudk;i;’7ékk»«£t§§¥u Asrt ciLmh;Lg \iﬁpudb

RESOLUTION:

.
)
L

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN

RESOLUT ION: BT 7%
R Rlack

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:
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DRESDEN STATION AFFENDIX “R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
AFRIL 18 - 22,1988

DATE:

CE CO./AE FPERSON QUESTIONED: 63>ﬁ3k>q£kj
CooNIZANT NRC PERSON___ X A Qeag

LOCATION/AREA WHERE )
QUESTION WAS ASKED: C}VNRPQ&HAbe

QUESTION/ITEM _
DISCUSSED: Qe , . /«zeA*x&i”kouuxﬂazp

FOLLOW-UF

ACTIONS:

RESOLUTION: /2 i Mg sz 7%4/iébgéém722/

Aliiés7 ,“*Eﬁﬂll:,_‘ﬁqf > A 0 o 7
,.f' > /"—/ /0 -y - ) PW, s /e A __‘{~

PERSONNEL INVOLVED IN (} 77/’7 0‘6‘%
RESOLUT I0N:

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY: /42;V§;
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DRESDEN STATION AFPFENDIX "R" AUDIT GQUESTIONNAIRE FORM
AFRIL 18 - 22,1988

DATE: A -3

CE CO./AE PERSON RUESTIONED: arf 6/(/}]/5‘641%{\

COGNIZANT NRC PERSON j LL,MJ

LOCATION/AREA WHERE .
QUESTION WAS ASKED: CoAPoae o

QUESTION/ITEM
D1SCUSSED; %2% i W cabloa 15

FOLLOW~UF
ACTIONS:

resoLuTion: Cables are jackered M/"‘/"é Nepd ey 072

Fhornadlasls e Mgterials st al Mot yulinéralife o

ater!

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN . 2
RESOLUT ION: C. e KitH

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:
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DRESDEN STATION AFFENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
AFRIL 18 - 22,1988

DATE: A-[9-85
CE CO./AE FERSON UESTIONED: (& kUT///g./ﬂ LHE
COGNIZANT. NRC FERSON K. /%/Z///fé’/i/

SUseTion uns naen: /KL Ared - faditoriem

8&’2?@22’”5” /cf%v‘,a/ for purvons operaticn o>
Uhdtowor] ceolivigvalve. 37/00/-2C, w'hich cowstrrautes

"4110 55" Uferniace

' U ARE /. hb C.ai_w 72 4 z fsw D F/ 7, e 5
._~&§L_47gu211‘m42 e duies are. /. PP
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g s o iz insfalled i ity QN pudage s However, dus 1o 1
Lo 6 S Tt fog SF ol dimes, e

/b WZM-J- Ac - to -cle bt Sleoed,

Z%ggé?PM f&‘éf/’/’”—é’- vgr: 3-/00/ 1A lzm( /B in d&é&}}

RC fadlierio d chzﬂﬁ:ﬁg}

-~

RESOLUTION: é"a//,g [0//7£ A .FW 5447( % [}/,'é?@/'o/
VQ?&’Q cablec have <l o ¢ cetfiped Yo Kl & S/l ot ¥

5 24 7 (2
dryu M/_l{f_’.le_ Lot 2 PIVE catlitly ai¢ yRUZL S T
siéé £ A Potslr cadptia af Simti/ar w/fege
-_--_'fﬁLJA. L £ X sepq ratite ensdle. “MM / S ;md

valves wil ot sfurnoas[y Mery,ze 5/»1{«/7‘6«.40«7.

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN

RESOLUT I0N: B/ Ajﬁ%ﬁf
L.E. /j}/Z@cuM
c.e. KutH

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:
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DF\‘ESDEN STATIDON AFFENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

AFRIL 18 - 22,1988
DATE: ‘/I(/%/'xc/
T/

Ce cO./6E FERSON GuESTIONED: [ Fischee ) CERuth

COGNIZANT NRC FERSON K pO\MW

LOCATION/AREA WHERE o
QUESTION WAS ASKED: £¥}~€L:}buuur~

QUESTION/ITEM , . \ .
DISCUSSED: 3M%§flgﬁs ety AFEILI Pad 020’

FOLLOW-UF
ACTIONS: __<Prvpe DAL S/, "oy M FiiATIony st
= A _Q_g:g:éé/.&?‘ s=/C copy=rRsS FrRE&E
EHS 5, = COUEFPS 504 rED
LlRCLre 45 ECTS.

RESOLUTION: .
FRECEDURES NOTED AvD Al 7ED

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN o
RESOLUTION: L L g

B pprH
CE. Rutt#l| - Jottwsen/

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX "R'" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
AFRIL 18 - 24,1988

DATE: A-20 86

CE CO./AE FERSON GQUESTIONED: __ .\ ©HS>Ct E"-JQ;Z S uTH

COGNIZANT NRC FERSON Lsavor e AVSoON)

LOCATION/AREA WHERE

QUESTION WAS ASKED: | 2R LTS U

QUESTION/ITEM

DISCUSSED: CTERQUeEETS P saAry VY Eevoes
CePl Brea ettt T ©X EHETION EaErow=a Pl
T = Sl W60 Pl CouToL. <1 UT

FOLLOW-UF : -~

ACTIONS:

RESOLUTION: __ PROVVOED) TO KeriThH O A n RV IG
o4%=21~ B8

PERSONNEL INVOLVED IN

RESOLUTION: L, LAWY T—

“\

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:
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DR‘ESDEN STATION AFFENDIX "R" AUDIT GQUESTIONNAIRE FORM
AFRIL 18 - 22,1988

DATE: i"’ae" gg

”?
]
CE CO./AE FERSON QUESTIONED: C.E. KprH

cOGNIZANT NRC PERSON. K- [ %/Uﬁ/ SoN

LOCATION/AREA WHERE 47 / . >
QUESTION WAS ASKED: /"'“ (!2/;&4 T i topi uam
e

QUESTION/ITEM /\ M
DISCUSSED: J«é :1/( C@/’W»M W &y
oY Vice Lual?/l » :

ACIT, 41T, 410

idis

FOLLOW-UF
ACTIONS: ,{‘Q {/M
Seei 15M7'gg

A ; g
v-.‘:éu'_._.._. Za Col ARAMA Pk QAL O] 1328 Lot & -

/5"(/\{_ C ‘ﬂé’ AAA
7—4- 4 k) P2 Y

2% W e, B W27 o W

RESOLUTION:

/:2 i~ ‘/‘f/u%’l.f,
L sc

1)_4,(-4;/ A e

key
)

calt %@4L wihisg %{f%
) % $ fr b c e/ » .

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN Y .(/I
RESOLUTION: C’t’/@’\ A

/£j U’ - F; SD/qu

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX "R'" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
AFRIL 18 - 22,1988

oates Ao 20-8%

2
CE CO./AE FERSON GUESTIONED: 0 . 5, YT H

COBNIZANT NRC FERSON_ K., p AR K NSO

LOCATION/AREA WHERE N ; .

auESTION was skep: _ NKE area [W

QUESTION/ITEM .
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Commonweaith Edlion

One First Nations Plaza, Chicago. linois
Addrass Feply 10, Post Offica ﬂox 57

Chicago, llinois 60890 - 0767 : Revision 8

. April
July 23, 1987 P 1992

Mr. Thomas E. Murley, Director ;
oOffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation |
U.B. Nuclear Regulatory Commission i
VWashington, DC 20555 }

i

:

Subject: Quad Cities Station Units I and 2
“10 CFR 50, Appendix R Requirements
#or High-Low Pressure Interfaces"
NR t . -254_and ~265

|
Dear Mr. Murley: :

In preparation for the 10 CFR 50, Appendix R audit, Commonweaith
Bdison Company (CECo) is performing a review of the Quad Cities Station's
Appendix R Safe Shutdown Analysis, One of the issuss raised by this review
concerns the applicability of the guidance provided in Generic Letter 86-10
Enclosure 2, Section 5.3.1, reqarding the analysis of multiple "hot shorts” in
electrical circuits involving high-low pressure interfaces, to the solenoid
operated reactor relief valves, 1(2)-203-3A, B, C, D and E, the active
components of the Automatic Blowdown System (ABS).

It is the position of CECo that the relief valves do not constitute a
high-low pressure interface for the purposes of Appendix R analysis. <Thus,
analysis of these valves is not subject to the consideration of multiple "hot
shorts” in the individual valve control circuitry or ADS circuitry as required
by Generic Letter 86-10, The basis for this position is contained in the
guidance provided by NRC in Generic Letter 81~12 and its clarification. ' The
Staff's concern with high-low pressure interfaces is that & aingle fire could
cause redundant reactor coolant boundary valves to open, resulting in a
fire-initiated LOCA through the subject intesface. This concern does not
exist in reqard to the relief valves for two reasons, Pirst, the relief
valves are not redundant coolant system isolation valvas. The opening of any
individual relief valve will create & flow path for reactor coolant through
the valve to the suppression pool located in: the pressure-suppression chamber
(torus) portion of primary containment. The second reason the valves are not
high-low pressure interfaces is this flow of. reactor coolant does not constitute
4 LOCA since the coolant i1s maintained in a recoverable locstion (i.e., the
torus which is expressly designed for this purpose) within primary containment.
Thus, no fire-induced LOCA is possible due to spurious oparation of the relief
valves and therefore the valves are not considered to be high-low pressure
interfaces for the purpose of Appendix R anllyals.
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T. B. Murley : -2- : July 23, 1987

The response to Generic Letter 81-12 was provided by CECo for the
puad Citles Btation by letter dated July 1, 15B2. As stated there, "The only
identified high-to-low pressure interface with dual motor operated isolation
valves....are located on the Residual Heat Removal System shutdown cooling
pump suction lines...." 1In order to prevent a8 fire-induced spurious
cperation from causing a LOCA through this interface, it was proposed that
the normally closed RHR shutdown cocling valve be locked in a deenergized
position at the appropriate motor control centar. The NRC staff reviewsd
the response and found it acceptable, as documented in the December 30, 1982
Bafery Evaluation Report, Bection 3.4.3. ;

In conclusion, it is CECo's position that the consideration of
multiple "hot shorts" in electricael circuits involving high-low preasure
interfaces to the ABS and related solencid operated relief valves is outside
the requirements of Generic Letters 86-10 and Bl-12, We further believe
that your staff has accepted this position in the past as evidenced in your
December 30, 1982, Safety Evaluation.

Pleass direct any questions you may hlVo regarding this matter to
this office.

Very trul? yours,

im

cc: NRC Regional Administrator ;
NRC Resident Inspector - Quad cities ;

T. Ross - NRR

3387k
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

AFRIL

DATE: 47/2 ZEZ'EK

18 - 22,1988

CE CO./AE FERSON QUESTIONED: j;% (Egcxx:¥1\

COGNIZANT NRC PERSON (3 Wooda—

LOCATION/AREA WHERE _ :

QUESTION WAS ASKED: A It~

QUESTION/ITEM - .

DISCUSSED: ____ WAl oy Tt Ro AR epon i)
‘_)“‘—A—‘&> 4 U

FOLLOW-UF

ACT

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN

ISt

RESOLUTION:

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

AFRIL 18 - 22,1988
DATE: 4\_21-&5’ ‘

CE CO./AE FERSON GUESTIONED: C.-E- @/ﬂr/
B
cosn1zant nre person K . /2476/<//(/50A/

LOCATION/AREA WHERE .
GUESTION Was nskeps MNMRL AHeR gw?/réﬁ/ﬂ/@>

QUESTION/ITEM
DISCUSSED: Coﬂfé e T [ ARSI EICS -

& SwoTDOUWN e

_MMM_
Wil PRPedipeTe THE N HECILESS, 7RIS SR/ yfes
JUCT7F~ I AAT7EN/

FOLLOW-UF /), - .

ACTIONS: //z—’ﬁV/Dc?' S ofs Sk L AT/
G731 ~EfAD~|_ _A/D R M Hi&bo/] M=PCADL A B CaR.
PATED ocrodeR I, 1986

RESOLUTION: ABove o/l LEVIEL/ED /D Ao "7=2>
BY MR- AL inSS50 /.

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN — /‘J
RESOLUT ION: f'/:” U TE,

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIDNNAiRE FORM

AFRIL 18 - 22,1988
DATE: _‘]“'2/’?57

CE CO./AE FERSON GUESTIONED: C?~£51/é537¢9/
COGNIZANT NRC FERSON /A - /43%%246403§ﬁ4//

LOCATION/AREA WHERE .
QUESTION WAS ASKED: [ URAIME gLD&, CENTAY,. LONE &S~

QUESTION/ITEM .
DISCUSSED: _ U/RAIVED TRAYS & iwHRT (S (N THerme sorme7™
ZQU T 7
- FOLLOW-UF
ACTIONS:

RESOLUTION: > TATED el 12627 97/25 PIES ey, Gorier7 7T
AL IR 1S B Assoc/ ATets P s A2l srierts, AEeD.S

_PROTECTIcqs (A CENTTETL ZONE 6/200F (Fs APed 7R~ T«
WRAF ENDS [N W ESTERN Zople &RUP (FIRE Arer! TB-TD- 7

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN 7
RESOLUTION: 0.E KuTH

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:
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DRESDEN STATION AFPENDIX "R" AUDIT QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
AFRIL 18 - 22,1988

pate:_4-21-88

_CE CO./AE PERSON QUESTIONED: C - &E- Ly

- |
coGNIzZANT NRC PErsoN_ K PAR K scaS

LOCATION/AREA WHERE .
QUESTION WAS ASKED: Retrof bepg —UNIT D

QUESTION/ITEM

DISCUSSED: Divisions T TRAY JUANCTIEN «wiTH D7+

VA AR NS o CESERVED JJicTIoN of REDUM D LT PN (s/onl/S
ABOVE BYs 23—/ N RB 2. He INGUIRED (AT sopr o=
CHBLES WouLd LASS 72l d )&k TEIS Jyal/CTIONL.

FOLLOW-UF
ACTIONG:

RESOLUTION: Srarzp AT CAELE &UW/&"A’;&M#WM
CRAERIA AL ioviy BOP CAZLES 77 D055 77/S Jiale Ticnl
FIre Blepks AXs (MSTALLLED MERL THS 22rn/7=

FERSONNEL INVOLVED IN R
RESOLUT ION: (£ o

FOLLOW-UF ACTION IF ANY:
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;/"X‘} Commonwealth Edison April 1992
i Qp__r\ Frrsl Natianal ﬁla_zn__?hmaqq Hinong
7 Address Repty lo Post Qifice Box 767
Sotdf Chicago. llhinors 60690

February 1, 1919

Mr. A. Bert Davis

Regional Administrator

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region III

799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Subject: Dresden Nuclear Power Station Units 2 and 3
Response to Notice of Violation
Nos. 50-237,88010-06 and 50-249/88012-06
- NRC Docket Nos, $0-237 and 50-249.

Reference: J.J. Harrison letter to Cordell Reed dated
January 3, 1989 including Notice of Violation
concerning improper storage of transient
combustible liquids.

Dear Mr. Davis:

The referenced letter provided the results of special safety
inspections conducted by Messrs. J. Holmes, R, Hodor, and K. Parkinson.on
April 18-22, May 11-3, August 15 and December 13, 1988, of Fire Protection
activities at Dresden Nuclear Power Station. During the course of these
inspections, certain activities appeared to be in noncompliance with NRC
reguirements. As requested, a response to Item 2 of the Notice of Vioclation
is provided in the Attachment,

Commonwealth Edison understands the significance of the issues
identified in the Notice of Violation and has implemented corrective actions
to prevent recurrence. Although several other aspects of the Inspection
Report warrant clarification, our comments will be provided via a separate
transmittal. '
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A.B. Davis -2 - February 1, 1089

If there are any further questions regardiny this response, please
countact this office.

Very truly yours,
WYonn €13
s

H. E. iss
Nuclear Licensing Manager

im
Attachment
cc: B.L. Siegel - Project Manager, NRR
S.G. DuPont - Senior Resident Inspector, Dresden
5528K
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ATTACHMENT

COMMONWEALTH_EDISON COMPANY

REPLY TQ NOTICE QF _VIOLATION

VIQLATION

10 CFR 50.40(a) requires that each operating nuclear power plant have
a fire protection plan that satisfies General Design Criterion 3 of Appendix A
o 10 CFR Part 50. It further regquires that the plan shall dQescrihe specilic
features necessary to implement the program such as administrative controls
and the means to limit fire damage to structures, systems, or components
important to safety so that the capability to safely shutdown the plant is
ensured.

Section B.2 of the licensee's response to tLhe Guidelines of Appendix
A to Branch Technical Position APCSB 9.5-1 as accepted in the 1980
Supplemental Safety Evaluation Report indicates that affective adminisirative
measures will be implemented to prohibit bulk storage of combustible materinls
inside or adjacent to safety-related buildings or systems during operal.ion or
maintenance periods.

Contrary to the above, during a previnus inspection conducted on
April 12, 1988, an NRC inspector observed twenty 55 gallon drums of lubricaling
oil stored in a safety-related area on Elevation 517' - 6" (in the southwest
corner) of the Unit 2 Reactoer Building. This coadilion existed from Ma:ch 31
to April 13, 1988. This is a Severity Level 1V vioclation (Supplement 1}.

BACKGRQUND INFORMATION

As part of the Unit 3 refuel outage, the Unit 3 HPCI turbine was
inspected and required maintenance performed. This inspection included
draining the lube o0il reservoir and either cleaning or replacing the oil. The
Unit 3 HPCI lube 0il reserveoir was drained into twenty 55 gallon druns localed
on Elevation 517 of the Unit 3 Reactor Building (southeasL corner). Shottly
after this job was completed, other outage work required the "3A" LPCl heat
exchanger be accessible. To obtain access to the "3A" LPCI heat exchanger, the
0il drums had to be relocated. The Fire Marshal was rontacted and deteimined
that the barrels could be moved to Unit 2 Reactor Building Elevatium 517 with
no additional fire protection, based on: .

(1) it being a low traffic area,
{(2) the fire detection system was available,

(3) safe shutdown could still be achieved,
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(4) the characteristics of the lube 0il {being difficult to ignite apd
having a relatively high flash point),

(5) no other work being performed or combustibles being stored in the
area, and

(6) the increase in fire loading did not exceed a low [ire loading {i.e.,
less than 100,000 BTU/£t%), based on the storage area involved, as
defined in the NFPA handbook (105hth edition).

Despite the above, CECo understands the inspector's concern regarding the
storage of significant quantities of transient combustible liquids in safety
related areas of the plant without additional compensalory measures.

CORRECTIVE ACTION AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

On April 13, 1988, the barrels of lubricating oil were removed [rom
the Unit 2 Reactor Building, thus eliminating the concern.

, (\ f CQRRECTIVE ACTION TAKEN TO AVOID FURTHER NON-COMPLIANCE

Dresden Administrative Procedure (DAP) 3-3, "Control of Transient
Combustible Storage Areas and No Smoking Areas," will be revised by the Fire
Marshal and a Fire Protection Engineer from Support Services. The revision
will ensure that routine bulk storage of transient combustibles will not exist.
in the plant except in designated areas. The revision will establish temporary
bulk storage guidelines defining the time a specified amount of transient
combustibles will be allowed in a non-designated area and compensatory measures
to be taken during that time. 1In ad@ition, future reviews will be based
strictly on the total amount of combustibles allowed in an area. The procedure
revision will be completed by March 31, 1989.

DATE WHEN FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIEVED

Full compliance was achieved on April 13, 1988

§528K

‘/'“‘\_
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DRESDEN 2 & 3
FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAM DOCUMENTATION PACKAGE
Inspection Report No. 50-237/88010 and 50-249/88012
Page Title _
I111.8-1 Inspection Report No. 50-237/88030 and 50-249/88031
dated January 23, 1989.
111.8-8 April 14, 1989 CECo letter from E. D. Eenigenberg to

R. J. Israelson (3M) on review of installed E-50 Fire
Wrap Removable Covers.

I11.8-12 May 3, 19890 letter from R. J. Israelson (3M) to
E. D. Eenigenberg, response to April 14, 1989 letter.
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aeiAR REGULATORY COMMISSION April 1992

REGION 1t
739 ROOSEVELT ROAD
LEN ELLYN, ILLINQIS 603137

JAN 2 3 1989

Docket No. 50-237
Docket No. 50-249

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Senior Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

This refers to the special safety inspection conducted by Mr. J. Holmes of
this office on October 22-23, 1987; May 5-6, 11, 12'and December 21-23, 1988;
and January 20, 1989, of act1v1t1es at Dresden Nuclear Power Station,

Units 2 and 3 author1zed by NRC Operating Licenses No. DPR-19 and No. DPR- 25
and to the discussion of our findings with Mr. E. D. Eenigenburg at the
conclusion of the inspection. This inspection was conducted to review
allegations regarding deficiencies in fire wrap installations and the
training provided to new installers.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

No violations of NRC requirements were identified during the course of this
inspection.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a copy
of this Tetter and the enciosed inspection report will be placed in the
NRC Public Document Room.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

<

i

J. J. Harrison, Chief
Engineering Branch

Enclosure: Inspection Reports

No. 50-237/88030(DRS);
No. 50-249/88031(DRS)

See Attached Distribution

N 111.8-1
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Distrubtion

cc w/enclosure:
H. Bliss, Nuclear
Licensing Manager
J. Eenigenburg, Plant Manager
DCD/DCB (RIDS?
Licensing Fee Management Branch
Resident Inspector, RIII
Richard Hubbard
J. W. McCaffrey, Chief, Public
Utilities Division
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION III

Reports No. 50-237/88030(DRS); 50-249/88031(DRS)
Docket Nos. 50-237; 50-249 ’ Licenses No. DPR-19; DPR-25
Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690
Facility Name: Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3
Inspection At: Morris, IL 60450

Inspection Conducted: October 22-23, 1987; May 5-6, 11, 12 and
' December 21-23, 1988; and January 20, 1989.

Inspector: J%mes 122

o “
Approved By: R. N. Gardner, Chief i ;,s)gq

Plant System Section Date

Inspection Summary

Inspection on October 22-23, 1987; May 5-6, 11, 12 and December 21-23, 1988
and January 20, 1989 {Report Nos. 50-237/88030({DRS); 50-249/88031(DRS)
Areas Inspected: Special safety inspection into allegations of deficiencies
in the fire wrap installations and deficiencies in the training provided to
new installers.

Results: No viclations or deviations were identified.

o

The inspection concluded that while two of the three alleger's
concerns were substantiated, no violations of NRC regulatory
requirements were identified. With regard to the alleger's
third concern, there was no evidence found to support the
allegations that there was a lack of independence between
Quality Control and Production activities.
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DETAILS

Pérsons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison (CECo)

*E. D. Eenigenburg, Station Manager

E. Armstrong, Regulatory Assurance Supervisor
*B, Barth, Technical Staff Engineer

R. Black, Assistant Fire Marshal

 *M. Dillon, Fire Marshal

T. G. Hausheer, Fire Protection Engineer, Production Services
*K. Peterman, Regulatory Assurance Supervisor
C. W. Schroeder, Services Superintendent

Transco

. Jarose, Engineering Manager

. Anderson, General Foreman

. Baar, Installer -
. Fatt, Division Quality Assurance Manager

. Greaney, Installer

. Leone, Quality Control

Marz, Installer

Pearson, Quality Control

. Sisk, Quality Control

.

ONO@TEPEMTO

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (U.S. NRC)

S. DuPont, Senior Resident Inspector

*Denotes these person participating in the telecon exit meeting on
January 20, 1989.

Allegation RIII-87-A~0074

Region III received a telephone call on May 21, 1987, from a former
contractor employee at Dresden who contended that deficiencies existed
in fire wrap installations and in the training provided to new fire wrap
installers. The individual also indicated that there was a lack of
independence between Quality Control and Production Activities. Each of
the individual's concerns are addressed below:

Concern 1: The training program provided to new installers consisted

of requiring the installer to read the procedure and sign a document that
indicated that the installers had read and understood the procedure. The
training program did not contain any practical demonstrations and new
installers were expected to obtain their training on the job.

NRC Review: The allegation was substantiated in that training provided
to new installers consisted of having new installers read the procedure
and then sign a document showing that the installers had read and

understood the procedure. The allegation was also correct in that the
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training did not contain any practical demonstration and the new employees
were expected to obtain their training on the job.

The Transco procedure for qualification of site craft personnel (PSQAP 2.1)
indicates that the indoctrination period varies in length, and scope, and
is totally dependent upon the complexity of the functions involved and

past experience of the individual. In addition, the procedure indicates
that indoctrination is administered either on-the-~job or within a classroom
environment and is recorded on the “Site Personnel Certification Form" as
attestment to qualification by the Transco Field Superintendent.

In discussions with the licensee and Transco, Transco indicated that the
individuals who are hired as installers must have a union card which is
obtained by apprenticeship with an experienced installer for at least

two years. Transco indicated that if the individual installer can follow
directions installing insulation, then the individual can follow Transco
procedures. Transco indicated that the procedures are required to be read
and this takes approximately 15-30 minutes. Afterwards, the Superintendent
reviews the procedures with the installers and discusses key points using
the specific details and pertinent documents. The installer is then
transferred to a Foreman or Leadman. The Foreman or Leadman is responsible
for the crew and usually determines the duties of the new installer (the
new installer is normally assigned to a member of the crew).

The inspector conducted field walkdowns and reviewed the trajning records
and the installation procedures. The inspector also discussed the Transco
training program with several installers, and Quality Control personnel.
The Transco employees indicated a mixed opinion regarding the training
from excellent to additional training is required. The general consensus
was that the General Foreman and Quality Control personnel would insure
that an adequate fire wrap was installed.

Conclusion: Based on a detailed review of the field "take-off" records,
instal lation drawings, nonconformance reports, field walkdowns, and
interviews with Transco employees, no discrepancies or violations of
regulatory requirements were identified. Although the training provided
by Transco to new installers may have been weak in certain cases, it
appeared that the Transco General Foreman and Quality Control personnel
insured that the installation was done according to design criteria.

Concern 2: On-the-job training was given by new employees and therefore
untrained new employees were providing on-the-job training to newly hired
employees.

NRC Review: This allegation was substantiated. In discussions with
Transco and the licensee, they acknowledged that new empioyees may have
been in a position to provide on-the-job training to new employees, but
that the General Foreman and Quality Control personnel observed the key
parameters in the installation and would have identified an incorrect
installation.

Conclusion: Based on detailed review of the field “take-off" records,

installation drawings, non-conformance reports, field walkdown, and
interviews with Trancso employees, no discrepancies or violations of
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regulatory requirements were identified. Although on-the-job training
may have been given by new employees, it appeared that the Transco General
Foreman and Quality Control personnel insured that the installation was
done correctiy. ‘

Concern 3: There was a lack of independence between Quality Control and
Production Activities in that the Production Superintendent (or Genera}
Foreman) was contacting the Quality Assurance Manager and complaining that
Quality Control was delaying production. Also, the Production
Superintendent controiled the company telephone and truck and prevented
Quality Control from using the telephone or truck unless permission was
granted from the Production Superintendent or General Foreman.

NRC Review: In discussions with the Quality Assurance Manager, the
Manager indicated that telephone calls were received from the field
superintendent (or General Foreman) regarding design and installation of
the Fire Wrap. The Quality Assurance Manager further indicated that no
calls were received regarding Quality Control Inspectors or Quality
Control Managers delaying Production. Also, the Quality Assurance
Manager indicated that during the exit interviews of the Quality Control
Inspectors and Quality Control Managers, no safety issues or issues -
regarding Production Superintendents contacting the Quality Assurance
Manager was discussed.

In addition, the Quality Assurance Manager indicated that Quality Control
Inspectors and Quality Control Managers were allowed to use the office
telephone for business and not for personal reasons. The Quality
Assurance Manager also indicated that the Transco truck was strictly used
to transport material and pick-up mail and that permission from the
Production Superintendent was required to utilize the company truck.

In discussions with Transco management personnel, Transco indicated that
the Quality Control Group was under the direction of the Quality Assurance
organization which reported directly to the President of the company and
that if any disagreement between production and Quality Control personnel
did occur and could not be resoived thru the management organization then
it would be resolved by the President of the company.

Conclusion: Based on discussions with the Quality Assurance Manager there
was no evidence that the production superintendent (or General Foreman)
was contacting the Quality Assurance Manager to report a Quality Control
Inspector or Quality Control Manager for delaying production.

In addition, based on discussions with Transco. management personnel, the
telephone was available for Quality Control, however, the company truck
{which was used to transport material) was not available to the Quality
Control Group unless permission was granted from the Production Superin-
tendent. The company truck was considered part of the equipment utilized
by production and it is not considered unreasonable that the Quality Control
Group requested permission to use the company truck.

Based on the above, there was no indication that a lack of independence
existed between the Quality Control and Production Activities.
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Unit 2 Trackway Fire Wrap Details

The licensee has fire wrapped risers on elevation 517' and 534' consisting
of cable tray risers R379 and R380 which interconnect two large sheet metal
pull boxes. Transco developed a fire wrap access cover to these pull boxes
by using criteria from Transco Detail J6 and Special Drawing EJ 44 {(dated
January 30, 1987). Due to the numerous physical configurations that may
be encountered in the field, 3M allows variances in its application of

the material as long as it meets its design ¢riteria. The observed

access cover developed by Transco for the Ticensee appeared to meet the
critical criteria such as number of layers, bands, caulking, etc., however,
due to its unique design, it was requested that 3M review the installation
of this design to ensure that its unique design had not invalidated its
fire rating. This is considered an Open Item (237/88030-01(DRS);
249/88031-01(DRS)) pending review of the 3M response.

Crib House

During an inspector walkdown, it was observed that a small portion of the
fire wrap installation on a junction box did not contain caulk. After
the licensee was informed of this concern, the fire wrap was declared -

- partially degraded.

In discussion with the licensee, the licensee indicated that work had
been performed on the junction box and the original fire wrap removed.
After work was completed, the wrap was replaced and the caulk not
replaced in the lefthand corner of the barrier. The licensee indicated
to the inspector that 3M will be conducting training sessions for the
installation of the fire wrap for workers and Quality Control personnel
at the end of January 1989. The licensee also indicated that the small
opening will be recaulked by the end of January 1989.

Open Items

Open items are matters that have been discussed with the licensee, which
will be reviewed further by the inspector, and which involve some action
on the part of the NRC or Ticensee or both. An open item disclosed
during this inspection is discussed in Paragraph 3.

Exit Interview

The inspector conducted a telecon meeting with licensee representatives
at the conclusion of the inspection and summarized the scope and findings
of the inspection. The licensee acknowliedged the inspector's comments.
The inspector also discussed the likely informational content of the
inspection report with regard to documents or processes reviewed during
the inspection. The licensee did not identify any such documents or
processes as proprietary.

111.8-7



Commonweaith Edison

Dresden Nuclear Power Station Rev1s1on 8
R.R. #1 : April 1992
Morris, |llinois 60450

Telephone 815/942-2920 April 14, 1989

EDE LTR: #89-311

Mr. Ronald J. Israelson
3M Ceramic Materials Department
Building 207-1S8C-12, 3M Center
St. Paul, MN 55144-1000

Subject: Review of Installed E-50 Fire Wrap Removable Covers
Dear Mr. Israelson:

As part of the E-50 fire wrap systems installed at Dresden Station during
1987, several configurations were installed that did not follow a standard
3M detail. Deviations from details are permitted as according to 3M
drawing 5300-QA, provided that critical design requirements are met.
Several of the deviations included installation of removable covers on
electrical junction boxes and pull boxes (see attachments). During the
installation process, 3M representatives assisted the installers in proper
installation procedures and techniques, though few standard detail drawings
were formally prepared. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), during a
review of Dresden Station's 3M fire wrap installations, questioned the
practice of installing non-standard designs without the development of
special "site-specific" details. The NRC requested that CECo have the
installed designs reviewed by 3M Corporation to ensure adherence to E-50
fire wrap system requirements. . The attachments list the standard details
which are believed to have been followed during the design and installation
of the removable covers.

During a 3M E-50 system training session held at Dresden Station on
January 25, 1989, you were questioned by the Technical Staff Fire
Protection System Engineer regarding the installed configuration of
removable fire wrap covers at Dresden Station. At that time, you indicated
that the design appeared to meet E-50 fire wrap system critical design
requirements.

Dresden Station is requesting 3M Corporation to review the as-built
sketches for compliance to E-50 fire wrap system requirements. The Station
understands that 3M will provide technical support for it's E-50 fire wrap
product at no additional cost to the purchaser. If you require additional
design information, please contact Eric Skowron, Technical Staff Fire
Protection System Engineer at extension 2353.

-

E.D. Eenigénpurg

EDE:EJS: jmt Station Mapager
Attachments . ‘ Dresden Nuclear Power Station
cc: M. Strait .

R. Whalen

M. Dillon

E. Skowron
File/T.S8. File (4100)
File/Misc

File/Numerical
3427a 111.8-8



ATTACHMENT 1

5300-J6 €-50A LAYER REQUIREMENTS
E-SOA 7 CS=-195 INTERFACE DETAIL ‘10 WALL

S300-QA . MATERIALS AND GENERAL INSTALLATION REQUIREMENTS:
(P31-8) E-50 MAT

CS-195 COMPOSITE SHEET

CP=-25 CAULK

T-49 ALUMINUM TAPE

STEEL BANDING

STEEL COVER (SUBSTITUTED FOR STEEL WOVEN MESH)
6000-KEY59 STEEL BAND ANGLE BRACKET ANCHOR DETAIL
6000-EJ41 STEEL BANDING TRANSVERSESLY CONNECTED TO OTHER BANDS
6000-EJ45 OVERLAP REQUIREMENTS

CABLE TRAY RISERS R379 AND R380
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5300-J6 E-50A LAYER REQUIREMENTS
E~-SOA & CS-195 INTERFACE DETAIL TC WALL

S300-QA MATERIALS AND GENERAL INSTALLATION REQUIREMENTS:
(P1-8} E-S50A MAT

C§-195 COMPOSITE SHEET

CP-25 CAULK

T-49 ALUMINUM TAPE

STEEL BANDING
6000-£Y41 STEEL BAND ANCHOR DETAIL
6000-EJ45 OVERLAP REQUIREMENTS

JUNCTION BOX 3CB-9
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$300-J6 PB-50A LAYER REQUIREMENTS
E-SOA & CS-195 INTERFACE DETAIL TO WALL

5300-QA  MATERIALS AND GENERAL INSTALLATION REQUIREMENTS:
(P1-8) E-SOA MAT

C§-19% COMPOSITE SHEET

CP~25 CAULK

T-49 ALUMINUM TAPEZ

STEEL BANDING
6000-KJ41 STEEL BAND ANCHOR DETAIL
6000-EJ45 OVERLAP REQUIREMENTS

PANF], 2223109
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St Payl, Minnescts 55144.4000
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May 3, 198%

Mr. E.D. Eenligenburg
Station Manager
Dresden Nuclear Power Station

RR #1
Morris, Ill., 60450

Dear Mr. Eenigenburg,

I would like you know that I received your letter dated April
14, 1989, I am familiar with the ingtallations that are
detailed on the drawings labelled "Cable Tray Risgsers R379 and
R380", "Junction Box 3CB-$", and "Panel 2223-10%", Although
I cannot verify that the installations were performed to meet
the drawings, I can state that the drawings represent
suitable applications of the 3M Fire Protection regquirements.
Agssuming that the installations were performed as degscribed
on the drawings, each installation represents a full 1 hour

of fire protectien.

Pleage call me at (612)736-3816 if you need any additonrial
aggistance.

Sinée:ely,

WL/ N

Ronald J. Israelson
3M Technical Service

FPDCC A=
INITIAL

Eric Skowron = Technical Staff Fire Protection Systems
Engineer

ces
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UNITED STATES Revision 8

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION April 1992

REGION 111
799 ROOSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 601237

FEE ;g in.

PRV

Docket No. 50-249

Commonwea1th Edison Company

ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Senior Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

J
This refers to the _special safety inspection conducted by lr. Jeff Holmes of

this office on June 4, 1980 through February 8. 1989 of circumstances associated
with a fire in the Uresder Nuclear Power stafion. Unii 3 Drvuell Lxpansion Cap .,
on dune 4, 1988, authorized by NRC Operating License No. DPR-25 and to the

discussion of our findings with Mr. E. Eenigenburg at the conclusion of the
inspection.

The enclosed copy of ocur inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspecticn., Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, ubservations, and
interviews with persornel,

During this inspection, certain of your activities appeared to be in yioletion
of NRC requirements, as described in the enclosed Notice. The inspection

showed that actions had beern taken to correct the identified violation

and to prevent recurrence, Our understandinc of your corrective actions is
_described in Paragraph ¢.e. of the enclosed inspection report. Lonsequently,
o reply to the violaticn is _reguired and we have no further guesticne

regarding this matter at thic time.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.79C of the Commission's regulations, @ copy of
this letter and the enclosed inspection report will be placed in the NRC
Public Document Room.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

-

/{:'37>/ (xﬁﬁfb1££§i,
R. W. Cooper, Chief
Engineering Branch

Enclosures:
1. Notice of Violution
2. Inspectiun Report
No. 50-245/59004{DKS)

See Attached Distribution
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Commonwealth Edison Company

Distribution

cc w/enclosures:
H. Bliss, Nuclear
Licensing Manager
J. Eenigenburg, Plant Manager
BCD/DCB (RIDS?
Licensing Fee Management Brarnch
Resident Inspector, RIIl
Richard Hubbard
J. W. McCaffrey, Chief, Public
Utilities Division
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Commonwealih Edison Company Docket No. 50-249

As a result of the inspection conducted on June 4, 1988 through February 8,
1989, and in accordance with 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C - General Statement of
Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions (1988), the following
violation was identified:

Dresden Technical Specification Section 6.2, entitied, "Plant Operating Procedures,”

requires that deteiled Fire Protection Program Procedures be prepared, approved
and adhered to.

The licensee's Fire Preventive Procedure 3-2 requires that when cutting or
weldinc activities are in progress care shell be taken not to direct s1ag
cutting operations thrrouch nearby openings.

Contrary to the above, on June 4, 1988, the licensee did not adequately protect
penetration A-1i&, which leacds 1o the combu<t ble drywell liner, from cutting
and welding ¢t v1ties As a result, o fire was initiated in vhe drywell
liner.

This is a Severity Level IV viclation {Supplement 1}

The inspection showed that actions had beer taken to correct the identified
violation and to prevent recurrence. Consequently, nc reply to the violation
is required and we have no further questions regarding this matter.

-~

, ’ \/_-7
Dated R. W. Cooper, Chief
' Engineering Branch
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U. S. NUCLEAR KEGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION III

Report No. 50-249/89004(DRS}
Docket No. 50-24% License No. DPR-2%
Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690
Facility Name: Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Unit 3

Inspection At: Dresden Station, Morris, ITlinois

Inspecticn Conducted: June 4, 1988 through February 8, 1989

WY Hobrmas
Inspector: J."Holmes 2/28/89

Date
r\\»c‘\l\:);‘\ A\ ém,\%w-\_ L1
Approved By: Ronald N. Gardner, Chief 1WL5/51
""" Plant Systems Section Date

Inspection Summary

Inspecticn on June 4, 1988 through February 8, 1989 (Report No. 50-249/89004(DRS))
Areas Inspected: Announced special safety inspection conducted tc review
licensee actions with regard to & fire in the Unit 3 Drywell Expansion Gap

which occurred on June 4, 1888. This inspection was performed in accordance

with NRC Manual Chapter Procedures 64704, and 93702.

Results: OT the areas inspected, one viclation was identified in that the

Jicensee failed to adhere to fire prevention procedures (Paragraph Z.e.).
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DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo)

+E. Eenigenburg, Station Manager

+B. Barth, Technical Staff Engineer

+M. Dillon, Fire Marshal

+K. Peterman, Regulatory Assurance Supervisor

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission {NRC)

+5. DuPont, Senior Resident Inspector

+Denutes those participating in the telecon exit méeting on February 8,
1989. ‘

June 4, 1988 Drywell Expansion Gap Fire

a. Apparent Origin of the Fire

At 0600 hours on June 4, 1988, with Unit 3 shutdown and in the -
refueling mode, an air arc cutting activity on the drywell flued
head anchor by contractor personnel was in progress in the Unit 3
Reactor Water Cleanup (RWCU) pipeway.

During this time the helper/fire watch observed black smoke, but no
flames by the welder's legs near penetration X-114. Initially, the
fire watch thought the welder's rubber boots were on fire but after
observing that the boots were not on fire, the contractors unhooked
their air hoses and climbed up to the adjacent landing to obtain the
fire extinguisher.

At approximately 0612, two sinoke alarms were received in the control
room identifying smoke in the Unit 3 Transversing Incore Probe (TIP)
room. At 0615, the control room was notified and at 0619 a second
call to the shift engineer was placed.

b. Initial Response and Extinguishment Activities

As previously indicated, the welder climbed to the adjacent landing
and obtained a fire extinguisher (which had been placed prior to the
start of the welding activity on the drywell flued head anchor). When
the welder returned to penetration X-114, he discharged the entire
contents of the dry chemical extinguisher into the penetration

sleeve.

At approximately 0630, the fire brigade reported that the fire
appeared "out," however, the fire brigade personnel discharged a
second dry chemical extinguisher into the penetration sleeve.

(]
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At approximately 0645, the day shift foreman arrived for duty.

At 0705, the day shift foreman, while enroute to the Unit 3 RWCU
area (fire scene) noticed a haze on the ground floor of the Unit 3
Reactor Building.

At 0720, an alarm was received at the Center Desk which indicated
smoke above Unit 3, Reactor Building, East Accumulator Bank. The

day shift foreman returned to the Unit 3 Ground Floor and recognized
that the symptoms were similar to those which occurred during the 1986
Unit 3 drywell liner fire. The day shift foreman telephoned the
shift engineer and recommended sounding the fire siren, evacuating

the Reactor Building and informing the fire brigade to spray water
into the penetration sleeve.

Extinguishment of the Fire

At 0730, control room personnel sounded the fire alarm and announced
over the PA system for personnel tc evacuate the Reactor Building.
After the arrivel of the fire brigade at the fire scene, a walkdown
and size-up of the fire was performed. At approximately 0745

the fire brigade applied water to the X-114 penetration. The water
was applied to the X-114 penetration until 0800. At 03940 the Fire
Marshal, Mechanical Maintenance Foreman and the Rad Chem Technician
entered the drywell and determined, by use of a heat gun, that

no hot spots existed in the drywell liner. The Ticensee estimates
that approximately 500 gallons of water were used to cool and
extinguish the drywell Tiner fire.

Licensee's Followup Actionis to the 1988 Drywell Gap Fire

[+

The station manager issued a welding and cutting stop work order
on June 4, 1988 at approximately C800. The release of the
welding and cutting stop work order weuld be allowed after

a Projects and Construction {PACS) walkdown with subsequent

Fire Marshal or designee approval prior to work resumption.

° Daily station overview of construction jobs would be provided
for the remainder of the outage.

'The Ticensee photographed and video taped the affected area on
June 4, 1988.

On June 6, 1988, a boroscopic examination of the penetration

was performed which revealed no discernable damage but identified
debris in the annulus. An attempt was made to remove the

debris. A similar examination of the annulus could not be
performed due to equipment limitations,

° The fire proof wrapping utilized on penetration X-113 was
removed and stored in a quarantined area for further inspection.
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¢ The station manager and the site PACS superintendent conducted
meetings on June 6, 1988, to discuss the drywell gap fire event
with all craft personnel and to emphasize the need to adhere to
the station procedures.

° The drywell sand pocket drains were checked for accumulation of
water Teakage on June 4, 1988. The licensee indicated only
minor dripping was present from the sand pocket drains.

Cutting and Welding Procedure

Following the January 1986 drywell gap fire, the Ticensee upgraded
cutting and welding Procedure DAP 3-2 to include the following
statement.

"The exterior steel skin of both the Unit 2 and Unit 3 drywells
are ccvered with a polyurethane foam used during initial
construction activities, Although procured as self-extinguishing,
the foam has previously been ignited through contact with hot

slag from cutting operations on a drywell penetration {see
Reference 3)}. Exercise caution when working around openings

that lead to the exterior drywell skin."

The procedure also indicated that when employing a process that
generates sparks or siag (cutting, brazing, grinding, etc.) above
grating decks, or near floor or wall cpenings, the deck or opening
below the operation shall be covered with suitable noncombustible
material. Care shall be taken not to direct the slag stream from
the cutting operation through nearby openings.

During the cutting and welding operation that was being performed on
June 4, 1988, the contractor did not provide a suitable noncombustible
cover for unprotected penetration X-114 which was located only ‘2

few feet away. The failure to protect the opening in penetration X-114
during cutting or welding activities was contrary to the licensee's
approved fire protection/prevention administrative procedure and is
considered & violation (249/89004-01(DRS)).

As part of the licensee's corrective actijon, the licensee has

revised the cutting and welding procedure to require an initial
inspection by the station Fire Marshal or designee prior to the

start of any cutting and welding activity. This is in addition to
the area being inspected by the work group supervisor. The inspector
informed the licensee that prior to welding or cutting activities, all
drywell penetrations within 35 feet should be packed and then covered
with suitable noncombustible material. The inspector also requested
that the fire watch inspect the outer covering of the noncombustibie
materials to ensure that rips, tears and/or openings in the outer
covering are repaired should these conditions exist.

I11.9-7
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f. Evaluation of the 1988 Drywell Gap Fire

1
On July 20, 1986, with Unit 3 shutdown and defueled, an air arc
cutting activity on containment pipe penetration No. X-113 resulted
in & fire in the Unit 3 Drywell Expansion Gap. The licensee was
requested to address several concerns as presented in NRC Inspection
Report No. 50-249/86006(DRS). During this inspection, the licensee
was requested to readdress those concerns described in the 1986 NRC
Inspection Report. The licensee provided the inspector with the
Sargent and Lundy June 4, 1988 Fire Report that indicated the fire
occurred in the same Tocation as the January 1986 event and therefore,
the evaluation of the effects of the 1986 fire were used as a basis
for the current assessment. The report indicated that the 1986 fire
burned for a much longer period of time and involved a much wider
area and thus the analysis presented in the 1986 report bounded any
effects that resulted from the 1688 fire. The report readdressed
each of the concerns as presented in the licensee's original
response dated May 6, 1986 from D. Farrar, CECo, to J. Keppler, NRC.
Based on the premise that NRR accepted the licensee's 1986 response
and that this fire was bounded by the origina 86 tire, the

licensee has addressed the concerns for the 1988 drywell §3§‘fire.

Exit Meeting

On February 8, 1989, a conference call was held with the inspector and
the Ticensee's representatives. The inspector discussed the Tikely
content of this report and the licensee did not indicate that any
information discussed during the inspectiun could be considered
proprietary in nature.
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION APR 2 | HECD
REGION 11 s
799 ROOSEVELT ROAD Restwn 8
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 0137 April 1992
APR 141989

Docket No. 50-237
Docket No. 50-249

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Senior Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

This refers to the special safety inspection conducted by Mr. J. Holmes of
this office on March 16-28, 1989, of activities at Dresden Nuclear Power
Station, Units 2 and 3, authorized by NRC Operating Licenses No. DPR-19 and

No. DPR-25, and to the discussion of our findings with Mr. E. D. Eenigenburg
at the conclusion of the inspection. The inspection was conducted

C . A d Jo review
allegations regarding unsealed openings inside conduits in fire walls and the
use ot poiyuretﬁane in Tire walls.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

No violations of NRC requirements were identified during the course of this
inspection.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2,790 of the Commission's regulations, a copy
of this letter and the enclosed inspection report will be placed in the
NRC Public Document Room.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

R. W. Cooper, II, Chief
Engineering Branch

Enclosure: Inspection Reports
No. 50-237/89008(DRS);
No. 50-249/83009(DRS)

See Attached Distribution
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cc w/enclosure:
T. Kovach, Nuclear
Licensing Manager
E. D. Eenigenburg, Plant Manager
DCD/DCB (RIDS)
Licensing Fee Management Branch
Resident Inspector, RIII
Richard Hubbard
J. W. McCaffrey, Chief, Public
Utilities Division
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION III
Reports No. 50-237/89008(DRS); 50f249/89009(DRS)
Docket Nos. 50-237; 50-249 Licenses No. DPR-19; DPR-25

Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690
Facility Name: Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3
Inspection At: Morris, IL 60450

Inspection Conducted: March 16-28, 1989

Inspector: %Ho'lmes M 15,1989
ate
R\ Aerdna—
Approved By: R. N. Gardner, Chief {-(3-87
Plant System Section ate

Inspection Summary

Inspection on March 16-~28 1989 (Reports No. 50-237/89008(DRS);
50-249/B9008(DRS])
ted

Areas Inspec1

Resu ié =Ho. violations were identified. The inspection concluded that
the howev no yiolati fN

requirements were jdentified.
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DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison (CECo)

*E, D. Eenigenburg, Station Manager
*K. Deck, Quality Assurance

*M. Dillon, Fire Marshal

*R. Falbo, Regulatory Assurance

*L, K1ine, Regulatory Assurance

*D, Roberts, Fire Protection Engineer

Sargent and Lundy (S&L)

*Brian Barth, Technical Staff Engineer .

*Denotes those attending March 17, 1989 exit meeting.
Allegation RIII-88-A-180

On December 16, 1989, Region 11l received an allegation that there were
unsealed openings inside conduits in the firewalls at the Dresden Nuclear

Power Station.

In addition, the alleger indicated that pyrocrete masked

the presence of polyurethane in the firewalls. Each of the individual
concerns are addressed below:

Concern 1:

NRC Review:

The firewalls at Dresden contain unsealed openings inside

1t penetrations. 7This allegation was general for all Dﬂ:‘
firewalls and no specific areas were received from the ne
alleger. &

: w
The requirement for sealing conduits which penetrate Vhl'tfr4
firewalls is contained in the licensee's updated Fire c%dh!
Hazards Analysis, Section 5.0, entitled "Guidelines of o
Appendix A to APCSB 9.5-1". This document indicates that <
conduit and piping should be sealed or closed to provide :51*
a fire resistance rating at least equal to that of the
barrier. In discussions with the cognizant NRR reviewer
on March 28, 1989, the inspector determined that the
document only required the licensee to install seals
gﬁtwee?1f1rewa1ls and conduits which penetrate the

rewall.

The inspector discussed this matter with licensee personnel

including the Fire Marshal. _The 1icensee was aware of the
. :

installed between firewalls and all conduits at the points

where the conduits enter or exit the firewalls.

During this inspection, the inspector reviewed a sample of
the 1icensee's completed surveillances of conduits which

2
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penetrate firewalls., These surveillances did not fdentify
~any instances of improper conduit seal installations and

vere determined to be acceptable,

The inspector also selected several representative firewalls
for walkdown to determine whether the licensee was complying
with the fire seal requirements. During the walkdown, the

inspector determined that all required fire seals were
installed.

This allegation concerned a perceived need to install seals
inside conduit openings for all conduits which penetrate
firewalls at the Dresden Station. However, since the
licensee was not required to seal these conduit openings

and since the inspector determined that the licensee was

installing all required fire seals, this allegation was
not substantiated.

Pyrocrete covers polyurethane in firewalls.

NRC Review:

The licensee's Fire Protection Program includes the
Guidelines of Appendix A to APCSB 9.5-1. This document
requires the licensee to provide 3 hour rated floors,
walls, and ceflings enclosing the separate fire areas
identified in the Safe Shutdown Analysis. Deviations in
the fire barriers were Jjustified in Exemption Requests and
have been reviewed and accepted as identified in the NRC
Safety Evaluation Report dated January 5, 1989, Based on

review of the pertinent documents, the inspector determined
he licensee was required to remove the polwurethane
he fire walls demonstrate that the polyurethane

in_the firewall did not affect the 3 hour rgg¥ng of the

“fire barrier.

3

During this inspection, the licensee indicated that
polyurethane was commonly installed in firewalls in
the past to prevent air leaks. The plant had previoysly

realized the potential hazard of utilizing polyurethane
—in firewalls and had hired outside contractors to remove

the polyurethane from the firewalls. The licensee indicated
“to the inspector that the majority of the pol th

been removed. However, the Ticensee indicated that
polyurethane covered by pyrocrete remained in a firewall
between the turbine building and Unit 2 on elevation

545'-6* at coordinates H and 43 through 44. The licensee
had elected to cover the polyurethane with pyrocrete due

to high radiation exposure and the possibility of

breaching secondary containment.

The licensee also indicated to the inspector that
polyurethane without a pyrocrete covering was located

3
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around a 12 inch pipe penetration located between the

Units 2 and 3 reactor buflding on elevation 545'-6" at

coordinates 44 and H through J. The licensee indicated
that due to radiation concerns the polyurethane had not
yet been removed. .

For both instances of installed polyurethane, the Ticensee
W ssessing the need to remov

jnstalled go1¥urethane. The licensee indicated that the
assessment w e completed by May 1, 1989,

The licensee also indicated to the inspector that an
outside fire protection engineering firm has conducted

two fire barrier surveillances which did not identify
other instances of installed polyurethane.

performing the required assessment of the effect of the

This g11§gation was_substantiated in that pyrocrete does

cover polyurethane installed in one plant location and
polyurethane without a pyrocrete covering exists in
another location. However, prior to the allegation the
licensee removed and replaced the majority of the
polyurethane with an appropriate fire rated barrier or
seal. i
polyurethane due to high radiation and concerns regarding
the breaching of secondary containment, the licensee was_

olyurethane on the 3 hour rating of the fire barrier.

herefore, no vioiations or deviations of NRC requirements
were 13enfi?1ea.

3. Exit Interview

--

The inspector met with licensee representatives on March 28, 1989,
The inspector discussed the 1ikely content of this report and the
licensee did not indicate that any information discussed during the
inspection could be considered proprietary in nature.

4
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ALLEGATION ACTION PLAN
ALLEGATION NO. RIII-88-A-180

Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
Docket/License No: 50-237 and 50-249/DPR-19 and DPR-25
Assigned Division: DRS

Attached Pertinent Documents: Allegation Documentation

I. Division Action

Allegations regarding unsealed conduit penetrations and the adequacy of
of fire resistive material covering polyurethane in fire walls at the
Dresden Station were received by Mr. Jeff Holmes on December 16, 1988.

Allegation No. 1

T cerTyY SPECIRC AREAS

The alleger alleged that there are unsealed conduit penetrations®thru
the fire wall at Dresden. In addition, the alleger alleged that pyrocrete
covers the polyurethane in the fire walls.

NRC Action

1. Request the licensee to provide documentation addressing conduit
and pyrocrete penetration fire barrier commitments/requirements.

2. Review plant surveillance/maintenance procedures that cover conduit
and pyrocrete penetration fire barrier configurations.

3. Interview the plant manager and the fire marshal regarding knowledge
of concerns regarding the unsealed conduit and pyrocrete over the
olyurethane in fire wails. .
e | e seackad Oy Rllesw

4, Conduct an inplant review of selected installed conduit and
pyrocrete fire barrier configurations.

* ro . Ue
A. Prepared by: &is%ph M. Ulie 3-9-8%
) echnica] Staff Date
_ ) " »
B. Reviewed by: Ronald N. Gardner - 7-§¢

: Section Chief ~ Date
2 7 '
C. Approved by: Richard W.“Cooper .,
t

Branch Chief
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Allegation Action Plan 2
Allegation No. RIII-88-A-180

II. Allegation Review Board Action

Allegation Review Board Membership

/ / Approved As Is
/ / Approved with Modifications as Documented in Plan,

/ / Disapproved for Following Reasons:

Allegation Review Board Chairman Date
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ALLEGATION/PERIPHERAL ISSUE ACTION PLAN

Concerns and any peripheral issues associated with a concern should be
documented on a separate page. Each concern and peripheral issue, if any,
should be documented in the followup report as is stated in this plan. If there
are several concerns in one area, one page can be used. Otherwise, a separate
page should be used for each concern.

/ / Concern No. / / Peripheral Issues Associated with
‘ Loncern No.

I. Action Evaluation: The following method of resolution is recommended

(circle):
A. Send to Licensee Requesting Response in Days with RIII Followup*
B. Priority RIII Followup

C. Followup During Routine Inspection Within 60 Days

D. Followup with Assistance from Ol

E. No Action - Qutside NRC's Charter {describe basis below)

F. No Action - Without Merit (describe basis below)

G. Refer to

H. Other (specify) -

* If the proposal is to send to the licensee, the Action Plan should

describe the general areas we expect the licensee to address.

II. Inspector's Actions: The following areas at a minimum will be reviewed
during the inspection into the above mentioned concern and/or peripheral
issue.

A. Objective

B. Methods
1. Persons to be contacted:
a. Plant Manager
’ b.  Station Fire Marshatl
c. Other personnel as necessary

2. Documents and/or activities to be reviewed:

I11.10-10
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Allegation/Peripheral Issue 2

Action Plan

40

Time period to be covered:
Locations/specific areas to visit:

Other areas (specify):

Allegation No. RIII-88-A-180

IT1.10-11
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UNITED STATES -
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION Revision 8
REGION 111 ' April 1992

73% ROOSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 60137

JUN 91989.-
_A' )

Docket No. 50-237
Docket No. 50-249

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Senior Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. J. Holmes of
this office on April 3-7 and May 24, 1989, of activities at Dresden Nuclear
Power Station, Units 2 and 3, authorized by NRC Operating Licenses No. DPR-19
and No. DPR-25, and to the discussion of our findings with Mr. C. Schroeder
at the conclusion of the inspection. The purpose of this inspection was to
review the implementation of the Ticensee's fire protection program.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

No violations of NRC requirements were identified during the course of this
inspection.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the Commission's regulations, a copy
of this letter and the enclosed inspection report will be placed in the
NRC Public Document Room.

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

44i')¢?'éinqaov,é§::

R. W. Cooper, Chief
Engineering Branch

Enclosure: " -Inspection Reports
No. 50-237/89013(DRS);
No. 50-249/89012(DRS)

See Attached Distribution
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Distribution

cc w/enclosure:
T. Kovach, Nuctear

Licensing Manager
E. D. Eenigenburg, Station Manager
DCD/DCB (RIDS)
Licensing Fee Management Branch
Resident Inspector, RIII
Richard Hubbard ’
J. W. McCaffrey, Chief, Public
Utilities Division
Datta, NMSS/IMSB
McCracken, NRR/ECEB
Krasopoulos, RI/DRS
Wiseman, RII/DRS
Singh, RIV/DRS
Ramsey, RV/DRS
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION I1I
Reports No. 50-237/89013(DRS); 50-249/89012(DRS)
Docket Nos. 50-237; 50-249 Licenses No. DPR~19; DPR-25

Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company

Post Office Box 767

Chicage, IL 60690
Facility Name: Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and.3-
Inspection At: Morris, I1linois

Inspection Conducted: April 3-7 and May 24, 1989

Ihspector: % Holmes !hmg £,1989

Date
R fode
Approved By: Ronald N. Gardner, Chief b-§-§f
Plant System Section Date

Inspection Summary

Inspection on April 3-7 and May 24, 1989 (Reports No. 50-237/89013(DRS);
50-249/89012(DRS})

Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced safety inspection conducted to review
the implementation of the licensee's fire protection program including a
followup of licensee action on previous inspection findings. This inspection
was conducted in accordance with inspection procedures 64704 and 92701,
Results: Of the areas inspected, no violations were identified. One unresoived
item and one open item was identified. The unresolved item concerned the

need for the Ticensee to verify the shelf life of two types of fire fighting
foam concentrate utilized for flammable liquid fires (Paragraph 3.e). The

open item concerned the need to develop a six month functional test for linear
detection (Paragraph 3.a). In addition, the inspector identified and discussed
with the Ticensee the need to develop pre-fire plans for areas such as the main
power unit transformer area and hydrogen storage tank areas (Paragraph 3.c) and
a need to develop a maintenance program for the hydrogen storage equipment

and piping (Paragraph 3.d).
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DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo)

*(C. Schroeder, Services Superintendent
*C. Allen, Performance Improvement Supervisor
#D. Barnett, Senior Quality Assurance Supervisor
*R. Black, Ass1stant Fire Marshal
*K. Deck, Quality Assurance Engineer
* #M. Di1]on, Fire Marshal
*R. Falbo, Regulatory Assurance Assistant
*,#L. Gerner, Production Superintendent
#T. Lewis, Regulatory Assurance
* #K. Peterman, Regulatory Assurance Supervisor
*D. Roberts, Fire Protection Engineer
*J, Silady, Nuclear Licensing Administrator
*E, Skoron, Technical Staff Engineer
*S. Stiles, Training Supervisor

Sargent and Lundy (S&L)

*Brian Barth, Technical Staff Engineer

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

#S. DuPont, Senior Resident Inspector

*Denotes those attending the April 7, 1989 exit meeting.
#Denotes those participating in the May 26, 1989 exit meeting (telecon}.

Action on Previous Inspection Findings (92701)

a. (Closed) Unresolved Item (237/85033~03(DRS); 249/85023-03(DRS)):
The Ticensee's surveillance procedure {5P 84-6-39) failed to
incorporate appropriate test requirements to demonstrate that the
sprinkler system was operable in accordance with NFPA 13 in that the
procedure did not require flow from the two inch drain valve for wet
pipe or dry pipe sprinkler systems.

During the week of January 2, 1989, the licensee provided the
inspector with an internal memorandum to E. Eenigenburg from
R. Black that stated the following:

"The test flow discharges will be handled through pre-installed drain
piping to the station storm drains. On systems where pre-installed
drain piping-is nonexistent, a 1-1/2 inch maintenance hose will be
used. We believe a 1-1/2 inch hose provides adequate flow at our
system pressure (125 psi) to ensure water suppiies and connections
are in order.

2
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The reactor building fire hose risers will be tested by connecting a
1-1/2 inch maintenance hose to the upper most hose station locations
and test flowed to station storm drains.

It is our plan to complete the writing and get approvals of the
surveillance by April 30, 1989 and perform the surveiliance for the
first time by June 30, 1983. Additional surveillances will be done
on an annual basis." _

Based on the licensee's commitment to conduct the drain test, this
item is considered closed.

{Closed) Open Item (237/35033-05(DRS); 249/85029-06(DRS)): The

licensee was requested to provide appropriate acceptance criteria
for filling breathing air supply cylinders.

The licensee provided the inspector with the procedure titled "Use of
the Cascade Recharging System for Filling Self Contained Breathing
Apparatus Bottles,” DRP 1310-11, Revision 0. The inspector reviewed
the procedure and no discrepancies were identified. Based on the
i?Spector's review of this procedure, this item is considered

closed.

(Closed) Open Item (237/85033-07(DRS); 249/85029-07(DRS)): The

inspectors observed deficiencies on the main carbon dioxide storage
tank located on the first floor of the turbine building. The
deficiencies included the following:

(1) The access door to the tank compressor motor was missing.

- {2) The glass cover to the tanks mercoid switch located inside the

access door was missing.

During the Appendix R inspection that ended in December 1988,

the inspector had observed that the licensee had taken corrective
actions to replace the access door and glass cover to the mercoid
switch. Based on the licensee's actions, this item is closed.

(Closed) Open Item (237/88010-05(DRS); 249/88012-05(DRS}): The

pre-discharge alarm for the diesel room carbon dioxide system is
only an audible alarm. The licensee was requested to verify that
the audible ‘alarm is sufficient to warn personnel that may be in
the area with the diesel operating.

The licensee provided the inspector with an internal document
dated January 31, 1989, from R. Black, Assistant Fire Marshal
to-the Fire Protection File. The document indicates that on
December 23, 1988, during the performance of DFPP 4145-1, “Cardox
System Semiannual Maintenance Test," which was modified for a
running diesel, the audible alarm was heard by the cccupants in
the room.

3
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Based on the licensee's actions, this item is considered closed.

e. (Closed) Violation (237/88010-06(DRS); 249/88012-06(DRS)): The
licensee failed to meet the requirements of their approved fire
protection program by permitting the storage of twenty 55-galion
drums of Tube oil in a safety-related area.

The licensee provided the inspector with the “Control of Transient
Combustibles" procedure that has been revised to include the
following:

For medium fire loading of an area (5-25 gallons for flammable liquid,
55-120 gallons for combustible liquid) and high fire loading of an
area (25 gallon for flammable 1iquid, 120-240 gallons for combustibie
liquid) a transient combustible permit signed by the fire marshal

or his designee is required. In addition, compensatory measures are
required prior to introducing combustibles into the plant. The fire
marshal is also required by the procedure to review the fire hazards
analysis for the fire area of concern. The basis for acceptance

of a high fire load includes the consideration of equipment and
combustibles presently in the area and any suppression or detection
systems. Compensatory measures are then established. Based on the
review of the updated procedures, this item is considered closed.

Routine Fire Protection Program

The Dresden fire protection program utilizes the defense-in-depth concept
against hostile fires to ensure that safe shutdown capability is not
impaired. The Dresden fire protection program philosophy of defense-in-
depth consists of:

a. Fire Prevention
b. Detection and Suppression
¢. Mitigation of Fire Damage

The inspector reviewed, on a sample basis, the licensee's administrative
procedures and fire protection surveillances. The inspector alsc walked
down several fire protection systems. The resuits of the

inspector's review are as follows:

a. Fire Protection System Surveillances

The Ticensee's fire protection program requires that the licensee
test fire protection equipment and systems that are included in
regularly scheduled station operating surveillance procedures. The
inspector selected a sample of the licensee's completed surveillance
procedures for review. During the review, the inspector determined
the following:

(1) Weekly Unit 1 Diesel Fire Pump Operability Surveillance

The licensee's Unit 1 diesel fire pump weekly operability
surveillance, DFPP 4123-1, Revision 8, includes the

4
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verification that the fire pump batteries are provided
with proper electrolyte level and specific gravity.

In addition, the procedure verifies that the battery charger is
operating and that proper o0il level is provided in the engine
case and right angle gear drive. The inspector reviewed the
Unit 1 diesel fire pump weekly operability data sheet dated
March 28, 1989, and found the results to be satisfactory.

Quarterly Auxiliary Electric Equipment Room Halon Damper Test

The auxiliary electric equipment room halon damper test,
DFPP 4195-3, Revision 2, verifies that dampers required to
c]osg prior to discharge are operating as designed.

The auxiliary electric equipment room halon damper test results
dated March 14, 1989, were found to be satisfactory.

18 Month Operating Fire Stop/Break Surveillance

The operating fire stop/break surveillance, DFPP 4175-2,
Revision 5, verifies by visual observation that the fire
stop/break is intact.

The fire stop/break surveillance dated February 29, 1988,
was found to be satisfactory.

Annual Auxiliary Electrical Equipment Room Fire Resistive
Structural Steel and Cable Coating Surveillance

The auxiliary electrical equipment room fire resistive
structural steel and cable coating surveillance, DFPP 4175-4,
Revision 1, requires visual verification of the integrity of the
auxiliary electrical equipment room fire resistive structural
steel and cable coating. In the surveillance dated January 18,
1989, the licensee identified several areas where structural
steel fire proofing was found degraded and initiated a DVR,
Based on the licensee's actions to correct the degraded fire
proofing, the surveillance was found to be acceptabie.

Monthly Fire System Yard Loop Inspection

The fire system yard loop monthly inspection, DAP 11-2,
Revision 15, checks equipment such as fire hydrants, hose
houses, fire hose reels, fire main valves and other fire
equipment,

The fire system yard loop monthly inspection dated March 10,
1989, was reviewed and found to be satisfactory.

5
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(6) Monthly Fire System Inspection For Unit 2

The Unit 2 monthly fire system inspection, DFPP 4714-2,
revision 9, visually inspects equipment such as hose reels,
fire main valves, fire equipment carts, carbon dioxide systems
and other fire equipment.

The Unit 2 monthly inspection results dated March 27, 1989,
were reviewed and found to be satisfactory.

(7) Six Month Fire Detection Test

The Ticensee's smoke detector semiannual maintenance test,
DFPP 4185-2, revision 6, verifies the response of the fire
detection system.

The inspector requested the last six month channel functional
tests conducted for Unit 2 fire zones 1.1.2.1 (elev, 476'-6"),
1.1.2.2 {elev. 517'-6"), 1.1.2.3 (elev. 545'-6"), and Unit 3
fire zones 1.1.1.1 (elev. 476'-6"}, 1.1.1.2 {elev. 517'-6"),
and 1.1.1.3 (elev. 545-6"). Fire zones 1.1.2.1 and 1.1.1.7 are
provided with linear thermal detection. The inspector requested
the six month functional test for these areas. However, the
Ticensee had not yet developed a six month channel functional
test for the linear thermal detectors in these areas. In
discussion with the licensee, the licensee indicated that

a recent audit had identified the same concern and that the
surveillance was in the process of being developed. The
licensee indicated to the inspector that the surveillance

will be completed by July 21, 1989. This is considered an open
jtem (237/89013-01(DRS); 249/89012-01(DRS}) pending NRC's review
of the surveillance procedure. The inspector reviewed the last
six month channel functional test dated January 1989 for Fire
Zones 1.1.2.2, 1.1.2.3, 1.1.1.2, and 1.1.1.3. The functional
test performed did in some cases identify minor problems. The
licensee wrote a work request to address those concerns., Based
on review of the surveillance test results and the licensee's
actions, the surveillance was found to be acceptable.

Personnel Required for Safe Shutdown and Fire Fighting Activities

In the event of a disabling fire which requires evacuation of the
Unit 2/3 Common Control Room when both units are operating, it
would be necessary to provide sufficient personnel to shutdown
the operating reactors and provide manual fire fighting
capabilities. _

(1) Safe Shutdown Personnel

The licensee has developed alternative safe shutdown
procedure EPIP 200-20, titled "Control Room Evacuation/Safe
Shutdown," Revision 6, dated February 1989.

6
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The Ticensee's staff required to implement the alternative safe
shutdown procedure requiring the evacuation of the control=room
is as follows: '

Shift Engineer (SE)

Station Control Room Engineer (SCRE)
Unit 2 Shift Foreman (SF)

Unit 3 Shift Foreman {SF)

Engineer Assistant (EA)

Center Desk Nuclear Station Operator (NSO)
Unit 2 Nuclear Station Operator (NSO)

Unit 3 Nuclear Station Operator (NSO)

Unit 1 Level 1 Operator/Equipment attendant, -
Unit 2 Level 1 Operator/Equipment attendant
Unit 3 Level 1 Operator/Equipment attendant
Utility Level 1 Operator/Equipment attendant

Fire Brigade Personne]

The 1icensee also has developed "Fire Fighting"

procedure EPIP 200-4, Revision 5, dated December 1987, which
describes the organization of the fire fighting brigade and
delineates the duties of the fire brigade. This procedure
indicates that the composition of the fire brigade for all
shifts is as follows:

Shift Foreman - Fire Chief

High Voltage Operator - Fire Fighter
Radwaste Roving Operator - Fire Fighter

Unit 2/3 Max Recycle Operator - Fire Fighter
Rover - Fire Fighter

Operations Department Organization

The licensee has developed operations department organization
procedure DAP 7-1 which identifies the staffing normally
required for operating shifts 1, 2, and 3. The inspector
verified that the minimum number of personnel for safe
shutdown and fire fighting was included in the procedure.

Conciusion

The inspector requested records to demonstrate that the 12
personnel required to impiement the control room evacuation
procedure and the 5 personnel required for fire fighting
activities were available for three shifts on April 13, 1989,
and April 26, 1989. The inspector was provided with copies of
the appropriate sections of the shift's engineers and center
desk books.

ITT.11-9



Revision 8
April 1992

In cases where names were inédvertent]y left out of the logs,
the licensee provided backup documentation to demonstrate that
these personnel were available. ~

The inspector verified, based on the licensee's documentation
provided, that the appropriate personnel for the 12 positions
were available to implement the control room evacuation safe
shutdown procedure. The inspector also verified that in
addition to the staff required for safe shutdown, the licensee
provided a 5 member fire brigade consisting of a fire chief and
four fire fighters. Based on the inspector’s review of the
licensee's documentation, the inspector determined that on
April 13 and 26, 1989 (a1l shifts), the licensee provided
sufficient personnel for safely shutting down-the reactors

and to support any required fire fighting activities.

Pre-Fire Plans

The licensee has developed pre-fire plans for fire in safety-related
areas as described in the fire hazard analysis. The pre-fire plans
indicated important parameters for each fire area such as access,
hazards, fire protection equipment, ventilation, communications,
exposures (safety-related equipment}, construction, guidelines for
attack, etc. In addition, the licensee has provided a schematic for
each fire area which also indicates location of fire fighting equip-
ment, communication, access points, etc. It appears that the licensee
has developed good fire pre-plans for fighting fires in safety-related
areas within the plant. However, the inspector identified that
pre~fire plans did not exist for areas such as the hydrogen storage
area and main power transformers for Unit 2 and Unit 3. Both of
these are non safety-related areas.

The licensee was informed that it would be prudent to develop
pre-fire plans for all areas with high combustibie loading and/or
where special precautions may be required to prevent injury to fire
fighting personnel or damage to the plant. The licensee acknowledged
the inspector‘s concern and indicated that plant areas not addressed
in the fire hazard analysis such as the main power unit transformers
and hydrogen storage areas will be reviewed and pre-fire plans
developed by December 31, 1989. .

Hydrogen Storage

The tank farm and the hydrogen injection storage are two areas at
the Dresden site that currently store hydrogen for normal plant
operation to provide hydrogen cooling for the turbine generator and
also to prevent intergranular stress corrosion cracking in primary
piping and equipment. Both of these hydrogen systems are non
safety-related.

(1) Tank Farm
According to the licensee, the tank farm was installed in

1968 and is provided with fifty fixed storage vessels capable

8
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of storing 35,000 standard cubic feet (scf) of hydrogen at
1250 pounds per square inch (psi). The extra heavy red brass
piping from the tank farm to the regulator is pressurized to
approximately 1250 psi. After the hydrogen is stepped down
by the regulators to a 1ine pressure of 70 psi, the hydrogen
then enters into 150 carbon steel pipe.

The underground pipe for this system is provided with cathodic
protection. The system has been designed for automatic operation
and is provided with a high fiow supply line trip. This hydrogen
system has also been provided with alarms such as gas purity, gas
pressure, high flow, low flow, low main bank pressure and
hydrogen storage reserve bank low pressure.

The inspector toured the hydrogen tank farm and observed that
the piping from the relief valves was rusty and was not provided -
with plastic caps.

Hydrogen Injection Storage

There are two hydrogen supply trailers, each with a total
capacity of 125,000 scf. This system has been designed for
automatic operation and is provided with trips resulting from
reactor scram, low feedwater, low offgas, hydrogen high area
alarm, Jlocal panel shutdown switch and control room shutdown
switch. The piping installed from the hydrogen storage
trailers to the plant is 304 stainiess steel pipe and is
provided with cathodic protection.

The pipe installed inside the building is 300 carbon steel
pipe. The inspector toured the hydrogen storage trailers and
noted that the pressure requlator cabinet that steps down the
pressure from the trajler tanks to the system piping

was not securely mounted or protected from trucks that
deliver hydrogen. In addition, the inspector observed

that the trailers were not provided with chocks to secure
the wheels to prevent movement.

The licensee acknowledged the inspector's concerns and indicated
that the pressure reguiator cabinet would be secured, barrier
protection for the pressure regulation cabinet would be
installed and that chocks would be provided for the wheels

to prevent movement.

Conclusion

In discussions with the licensee, it was identified that no
regular maintenance had been performed on the hydrogen tank
farm since it was installed in 1968. The licensee indicated
that there is no regular inspection or maintenance for pressure
regulators, relief valves, interlocks, etc.

For the hydrogen 1njéction storage area which is a relatively
new addition, the licensee also indicated that no periodic
inspection or maintenance has been established for interlocks,

9
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pressure reguiators, relief valves, etc.

The licensee concurred that an evaluation should be performed
for the hydrogen tank farm and hydrogen injection system to
develop an appropriate maintenance program.

Plant Tour

The inspector toured several areas of the Unit 2 and Unit 3 reactor
building and turbine building. During this tour, the inspector
visually observed severail hose stations, extinguishers, sprinkier
valves, carbon dioxide valves, emergency 1lights, and housekeeping.
The inspector observed that the equipment was in an apparently well
maintained condition. Housekeeping, in general, was good. The
inspector informed the licensee that the placement of reflective
tags identifying appropriate switches for Appendix “R" safe shutdown
equipment (for example, at the 250 vdc bus) would be beneficial to
the operator. The licensee indicated that the station is currently
assessing the use of reflective tags for identifying appropriate
switches for Appendix "R" safe shutdown equipment.

The inspector also indicated to the Ticensee that the overall outside
housekeeping needed to be improved. The 1icensee concurred with the
inspector and indicated that housekeeping will be improved in
conjunction with the decontamination efforts. During the tour,

the inspector aiso observed the 750 gallons per minute deluge gun
(located in the 2/3 cribhouse) which may be used to assist in fighting
a main power unit transformer or hydrogen tank fire. The deluge gun
(monitor nozzle) is provided with mechanical gears which allow the
operator to change the nozzle elevation. The inspector identified
that it was difficult to change the elevation of the deiuge gun.

The inspector suggested that the deluge gun be included in a
preventive maintenance program. The licensee concurred with the
inspector and indicated that the two deluge guns at the plant would
be disassembled and inspected. After the results of the inspection
are known, long term continuing maintenance will be established. The
Ticensee indicated that the inspection for the deluge gun would be
completed by April 30, 1989. .Also during the tour, the inspector
observed that the licensee stored Rockwood 6% foam concentrate (1981)
and Ansul AFFF 3% foam concentrate (1981) in five gallon cans in the
waste water treatment facility. The licensee maintains approximately
50 gallons of foam concentrate at the waste water treatment facility.
The inspector questioned the licensee regarding the shelf life of
the foam concentrates. The licensee was not aware of the shelf life
of the foam concentrate and the licensee indicated that the foam

10
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concentrate is not sent out for testing to determine if it will

perform as intended. The licensee indicated that fire fighting

foam concentrate shelf life will be verified and if testing is
required, it will be scheduled, or the foam concentrates will be
replaced by May 31, 1989. The shelf 1ife of the foam concentrate

is considered an unresolved item (237/89013-02(DRS); 249/89012-02(DRS))
pending review of the licensee's actions.

The inspector informed the Ticensee that it would be prudent to use
one type of foam concentrate and that the foam concentrate should be
rotated such that the older foam concentrate, if needed, can be used

during fire fighting training. The licensee acknowledged and
concurred with the inspector's comments.

Open Items

Open items are matters that have been discussed with the ticensee, that
will be reviewed further by the inspector, and that involve some action
on the part of the NRC, the Tlicensee, or both. Open items disclosed
during the inspection are discussed in Paragraph 3.a.

.Unresoived Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required
in order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, or items of
noncompliance or deviations. An unrescolved item disclosed during the
inspection is discussed in Paragraph 3.e.

Exit Meeting

The inspector met with the Ticensee representative on April 7, 1989
and also held a conference call with the licensee on May 26, 1989.
The inspector discussed the likely content of this report and the
licensee did not indicate that any information discussed during
the inspection could be proprietary in nature.

1
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Docket No. 50-010
Docket No. 50-237
Docket No. 50-249

Commonwealth Edison Company
ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed

- Senior Vice President
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

Gentiemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by S. G. Du Pont,

K. R. Ridgway, D. E. Hills and D. E. Miller, of this office on May 30 through
July 14, 1989, of activities at Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 1, 2

and 3 authorized by Operating Licenses No. DPR-02, No. DPR-19 and No. DPR-2%
and to the discussion of our findings with Mr. E. Eenigenburg and others at
the conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined
during the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a
selective examination of procedures and representative records,
observations, and interviews with personnel.

During this inspection, certain of your activities appeared to be in
violation of NRC requirements, as described in the enclosed Notice. The
inspection showed that action had been taken to correct the identified
violation and to prevent recurrence. Our understanding of your corrective
actions are described in Paragraph 11.b of the enclosed report.
Consequently, no reply to the violation is required and we have no further
questions regarding this matter at this time.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790, of the Commission's Regulations, a copy

of this letter and the enclosure will be placed in the NRC Public Document
Room. .
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Commonwealth Edison Company 2 UUL 31 989

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

WD Shafor
W. D. Shafe¢, Chief
Reactor Projects Branch 1

Enclosures:

1. Notice of Violation

2. Inspection Reports
No. 50-016/83002(DRP);.
No. 50-237/89017(DRP) and
No. 50-249/838016(DRP)

cc w/enclosures:
T. Kovach, Nuclear
Licensing Manager
E. D. Eenigenburg, Station Manager
DCD/DCB (RIDS)
Licensing Fee Management Branch
Resident Inspector, RIII
Richard Hubbard
J. W. McCaffrey, Chief, Public
Utilities Division
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION

As a result of the inspection conducted on May 30, 1989 through July 14,
1989, and in accordance with the General Policy and Procedures for NRC
Enforcement Actions, (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C), the following violation
was identified:

Dresden Technical Specification 6.2.A states that detailed written
procedures covering preventative and corrective maintenance operations,

which could have an effect on the safety of the facility . . . and
testing and surveillance requirements shall be prepared, approved and
adhered to.

Contrary to the above, ventilation hatches in the Unit 2 drywell left
in an improper closed position resulting in excessive upper elevation
temperatures during Cycle 11 were due to inadequate maintenance and
surveiliance procedures.

This is a Severity Level 1V violation {(Supplement I).

The inspection showed that action had been taken to correct the identified
violation and to prevent occurrence. Consequently, no reply to the
violation is required and we have no further questions regarding this
matter.

7/31/%9

Dated
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U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION III
Reports No. 50-010/89002(DRP); 50-237/83017(DRP); 50-249/89016(DRP)
Docket Nos. 50-010; 50-237; 50-249 Licenses No. DPR-02; DPR-19; DPR-25

Licensee: Commonweaith Edison Company
P. 0. Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

Facility Name: Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 1, 2 and 3
Inspection At: Dresden Site, Morris, I11inois
Inspection Conducted: May 30 through July 14, 1389
Inspectors: S. G. Du Pont

K. R. Ridgway
D. E. Hills
D. E

. Miller

- &6’ e 1bi/e

Approved By: J. J. Harrison, Chief
Reactor Projects . Date
Section 1B

Inspection Summary

Inspection during the period of May 30 through July 14, 1989 Report

No. 50-010/89002(DRP); No. - 8901 ; No. -249/88 )

Areas Inspected: Routine unannounced resident i1nspection of previously
identified inspection items, license events reports followup, allegations
followup, plant operations, maintenance and surveillances, safety assessment/
quality verification, radiological controls, engineering/technical support,
Dresden Station management organization and report review.

Results: One violation was identified during this inspection period concerning the
Unit 2 excessive drywell temperature event of October 29, 1988

(Paragraph 11).

. During this inspection period, one reactor scram occurred from
power. This one scram was attributed to drifting main steamline
temperature switches during a surveillance test.
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DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo)

XE. Eenigenburg, Station Manager

*J. Kotowski, Production Superintendent

*X|. Gerner, Technical Superintendent

Allen, Administrative Service Superintendent
Van Pelt, Assistant Superintendent - Maintenance
Smith, Assistant Superintendent - Operations
Zank, Operating Engineer

Peterman, Regulatory Assurance Supervisor
Pietryga, Operating Engineer

Achterberg, Technical Staff Supervisor
Johnson, Q.C. Supervisor

Mayer, Station Security Administrator

Morey, Chemistry Services Supervisor
Saccomando, Health Physics Services Supervisor
Kociuba, Q.A. Superintendent

Falbo, Regulatory Assurance Group Leader

;U.x.o.c:l.c.r-cu!:xmmcn

* %

The inspectors alsc talked with and interviewed several other licensee
employees, including members of the technical and engineering staffs,
reactor and auxiliary operators, shift engineers and foremen, electrical,
mechanical and instrument personnel, and contract security personnel.

*Denotes those attending one or more exit interviews conducted
informally and formally at various times throughout the inspection
period.

Previously Identified Inspection Items (92701 and 92702)

(Closed) Open Item (237/88012-01 and 249/88014-01): Review
calculations to validate drywell spray initiation pressure limit
curve. During the review of Dresden Emergency Operating Procedures,
(EOP) the inspectors requested and could not be provided the
calculations to validate the 5 psid differential pressure limit
between torus and drywell for initiation of drywell sprays. The
1icensee found an evaluation for Pilgrim Station Mark I Containment,
that is similar to Dresden's, which verified a safe torus to drywell
differential pressure capability of 8 psid. The licensee later
calculated a site specific 1imit of 8.3 psid as the maximum allowable
negative pressure differential between the drywell and torus with a
positive torus pressure. These items are considered to be closed.

(Closed) Open Item (237/88012-02 and 249/88014-02): Review
justification for using 200 degrees as an entry condition for primary
containment high temperature. The use of a 200 degree F temperature
limit for entry into the Primary Containment Control EOP, which is
greater than the maximum normal operating average temperature

2
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specified by the Boiling Water Reactor Owners Group (BWROG) Emergency
Procedure Guidelines (EPG), is justified because of the location of
some of the thermocouples close to equipment with high temperatures
during operation. The entry condition for Primary Containment
Control remained after the licensee's engineering evaluation, at

200 degrees F as indicated on any one of the five thermocouples
specified.

(Closed) Open Item (237/88012-03 and 249/88014-03): Review
catculations showing transition from torus to drywell pressure used
to create nomograph showing allowable pump Net Positive Suction Head
(NPSH). A review of the data used to develop the Emergency Core
Cooling System (ECCS) suction nomographs, which are provided -in
Dresden Emergency Operating Procedure (DEOP) 010 to protect the ECCS
pumps from cavitation, indicated that the correlation between Drywell
and Torus pressure could be incorrect when torus water level was
above 11 feet. The ECCS suction nomograph was revised on October 27,
1988, to use the newly installed Torus Bottom Pressure Indication
which indicates from 0 to 100 psig. These items are considered to be
closed because of the use of the bottom pressure indication.

(Closed) Violation (237/87040-01): Previous corrective actions
failed to prevent a repetitive violation. This violation involved
the by-passing of more Average Power Range Monitor (APRM) channels
than permitted by Technical Specifications and was simitar to a
previous violation (50-237/87026-01) where the number of Reactor
Protection System (RPS) Channel B APRM/ Intermediate Range Monitor
(IRM) companion trip functions .had been reduced to only one. The
root cause of this violation was attributed to a personnei error.
The inspector reviewed the following corrective actions taken to
prevent recurrence:

. Precautions were added to procedures along with a table
illustrating the IRM/APRM companion relationship.

. A placard was added to the panel board listing the IRM/APRM
complements.

. A procedure change to Appendix A, Shift Turnover, requires
a check of the IRM/APRM configuration each shift turn over.

) Operator training has been completed.

L A Technical Specification Amendment was requested and

’ issued, Amendments 237/100 and 249/96 on August 24, 1988,
to eliminate the APRM downscale trip reguirements.

o A cover has been placed over the IRM/APRM bypass joysticks
as a reminder to assure proper configuration prior to
bypassing an APRM or IRM.

3
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3 A letter to all licensed personnel reviewed the event and
emphasized the importance of joystick configuration.

{Closed) Unresolved Item (249/86012-30): Safety System Outage
Modification Inspection (SSOMI) Unresolved Item 2.4-2, Seismic
Qualification of LPCI Room Cooler Motors. This unresolved item
concerned the adequacy of seismic qualifications for Westinghouse
motors used for operation of the LPCI room coclers. In question was
the application of the rigid mount criteria used in the original
seismic qualification to the flexible motor mount that is used in the
field installation. Also see Inspection Report 50-249/88200.

The licensee had obtained calculations for the LPCI room cooler fan
motor mounting configuration which confirmed that the LPCI fan motors
are seismically qualified as installed. The unresolved item is
considered to be closed because of the licensee obtaining a recent
seismic qualification for the actually installed fan motor.

Licensee Event Reports (LER) Foltlowup (82700)

Through direct observations, discussions with licensee personnel, and
review of records, the following event reports were reviewed to
determine that reportability requirements were fulfilled, immediate
corrective action was accomplished, and corrective action to prevent
recurrence had been accomplished or scheduled in accordance with
Technical Specifications.

{(Closed} LER 249/89003: Spurious Group V Primary Containment

Isolation While Shutdown Due to a Design Deficiency. With Unit 3
shutdown for a scheduled maintenance outage, an unexpected Group V
isolation occurred resuliting in the isolation of the isolation
condenser. This event was attributed to differential pressure spikes
and/or noise generated by an annubar flow instrument. This
instrument was installed on the isolation condenser condensate return
line to replace the previous elbow type instrument in 1985. Due to
three previous occurrences, the last of which occurred on August 7,
1987, time delays were installed in the isolation circuitry. Because
of a problem with setpoint drift on these time delay relays, a
modification has been initiated to install relays with a shorter

time delay during the next refuel outage.

{Closed) LER 249/89007: Primary Containment Personnel Access Hatch
Local Leak Rate Test {LLRT) Failure. With Unit 3 at 21X rated
thermal power following a scheduled maintenance outage, a drywell
personnel access airlock failed its local leak rate test. The
reactor was shutdown and primary containment de-inerted to facilitate
further inspection. The licensee investigation revealed that the
airlock inner door gasket seal had not seated evenly in the gasket
grove causing the seal to be pinched through repeated usage of the
airlock during the outage. This resulted in a six inch longitudinal
tear in the gasket seal. The local leak rate test was successfully
completed following replacement of the gasket seal. A revision is to

4
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be submitted for Dresden Operating Surveillance (D0S) 1600-10, _
Pre-Startup Drywell Inspection Plan, to include a detailed inspection
checklist to ensure proper seating of the gasket seal prior to final

closing. The preventative maintenance program is also to be revised

to require the gasket to be replaced every refueling outage.

*(Closed) LER 237/89016: High Pressure Coolant Injection (HPCI)
Piping Found 1n Violation of Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR)
Design Criteria due to Management Deficiency. Through a licensee
HPCI Safety System Functional Inspection (SSFI) and subsequent
analysis, it was determined that the Unit 2 and 3 HPCI turbine steam
supply valves 2(3)-2301-3 drain pot piping did not meet FSAR design
criteria. Further analysis showed that the piping would, however,
remain operable under all design basis events. The licensee
attributed this event to modifications performed in 1982 without the
benefit of a formal thermal and seismic analysis. Although the
Boiling Water Reactor Engineering Department (BWRED) had previously
become aware of the design discrepancies as early as September 1984,
Station personnel were not notified since it was believed the problem
would be corrected through a pending modification. However, the
pending modification was subsequently cancelled, and BWRED was not
notified of the cancellation. Because of this, the design
discrepancies remained until they were recently re-identified by the
licensee's HPCI SSFI. Additional supports were subsequently added to
Unit 3 and similar work is currently ongoing for Unit 2. The
modification program was previously upgraded through a revision to
Dresden Administrative Procedure (DAP) 5-1 Plant Modification
Program. This included modification cancellation instructions
requiring notification of affected station departments, Nuclear
Licensing, BWRED and the designer. More detailed administrative
controls on modifications were also detineated, as well as a design
walkdown checklist used to confirm conceptual design and to provide
input into the detailed design. In addition, BWRED is currently
developing a procedure to give guidance when an analysis finds
equipment in conflict with the FSAR. The previous inadequate design
controls have been identified as an licensee identified violation
(237/89017-01) and is considered closed in this report due to
adequately completed or planned corrective actions meeting the
criteria of 10 CFR 2 listed below.

*gc1osedé LER 249/89008: Fire Damper Discovered Obstructed by
Welding Equipment Due to Management deficiency. The description of
this event, including Ticensee investigation and corrective actions
are described in Paragraph 6.c.3 of this report.

*Note: The preceding LERs have been reviewed against the criteria of
I0 CFR 2, Appendix C, and the incidents described meet all of the
following requirements. Thus no Notice of Violation is being issued for
these items.

a. The event was identified by the licensee,

5
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b, The event was an incident that, according to the current
enforcement policy, met the criteria for Severity Levels IV
or V violations,

c. The event was appropriately reported,

d. The event was or will be corrected (including measures to
prevent recurrence within a reasonable amount of time), and

e. the event was not a violation that could have been
prevented by the licensee's corrective actions for a
previous violation,

No violations or deviations, other than the noted licensee identified,
were identified in this area.

Allegations Followup (AMS No. RIII-89-A-0044) (Closed)

On March 20, 1989, the Region III duty officer received a telephone
call from an individual who expressed concerns related to leaks in
the Unit 2 offgas system during late February and early March 1989.
The caller would not provide his name.

During this inspection, the inspector reviewed licensee records and
reports and interviewed licensee and contractor personnel to
determine the validity and consequences of the concerns expressed by
the alleger. The allegations are described and discussed below.

Allegation: Plant management was not very concerned about a leak in
the offgas rooms which resulted in several personal contaminations.

Discussion: According to licensee personnel and records, on
February 25, 1989, shortly after startup of Unit 2 after a refueling
and maintenance outage, the clothing of some personnel on the
549-foot level of the turbine building was becoming contaminated with
short-1ived particulate daughters of noble gases. On February 25 and
26, the licensee found some problems with offgas recombiner fans and
fan doors; these possible sources of the offgas leaks were repaired.

After the problem began on February 25, the licensee collected
particulate air samples near the steam jet air ejector rooms on a
shift and/or daily basis dependent on air activity levels. The
particulate air activity was found to increase periodically but at

no set frequency. The air activity was always a small fraction of
jsotopic maximum permissible concentrations and displayed a half-life
of about thirty minutes.

On March 1, 1989, licensee radiation protection personnel performed
radiation surveys on the hydrogen addition systems and found a valve
which was leaking. The Unit 2 shift foreman was informed of the leak.
The leaking valve, however, was not repaired until March 8, 1988.
After repair of the leak, air samples no longer identified elevated
short-1ived particulate activity.

6
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On March 16, 1989, the licensee again began to experience increased
airborne particulate activity in the same general area. On March 20,
1989, the licensee again performed radiation surveys on the hydrogen
addition system; no leaks were found. During review of airborne
particulate air sample results, the Unit 2 Radiation Protection (RP)
Foreman noted that the airborne particulate activity was elevated
when the hydrogen addition system was on, and Tow or nonexistent when
the hydrogen system was off. The RP foreman reported this
information to the shift foreman for operations who had an operator
check the valving lineup between the hydrogen addition and hydrogen
monitoring system. The operator found and corrected a valve
alignment problem. No further problem with airborne particulate
activity was experienced.

During review of this matter, the inspector learned that work was
intermittently in progress to perform a modification of the hydrogen
monitoring system, It appears that there was more than one source of
offgas leakage during the period February 25 through March 20, 1989,
and York on the hydrogen monitor contributed to the offgas leaking
problem.

Finding: The allegation/concern was partially correct in that an
offgas leak was jdentified on March 1, 1989, which was not repaired
until March 8, 1989. However, no licensee procedure or policy, or
regulatory requirement, was violated. The leak did not pose a
significant radiological hazard to staticn personnel.

Allegation: Lung dose to workers from airborne radioactivity is
unknown.

Discussion: 10 CFR-20.103(a)(1)}Note 2 allows individual exposures

to nobTe gases and their daughters to be accounted for as part of the
Timitation on individual external doses because the Maximum Permissible
Concentrations (MPCs) 1listed in Table 1 Column 1 are based on exposure
to the materia) as an external radiation source. Therefore, it is not
necessary to make an additional determination of lung dose for exposure
to these nuclides.

Finding: The allegation/concern was not substantiated.
Plant Operations (71710, 71707 and 93702)

a. Enforcement History

During this inspection period, no violations or deviations were
identified in the plant operations functional area. However,
one item which occurred in a previous inspection period dealing
with the high drywell temperature event of October 28, 1988, was
determined to be a violation as described in Paragraph 11.b of
this report.

7
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Operational Events

(1) On July 10, 1989, with Unit 2 at 63% rated thermal power,
Recirculation Pump A speed unexpectedly drifted downward
causing about a 3% decrease in both total core flow and
reactor power. This caused the plant to enter the
instability region of the power to flow map. The operators
manually locked up the Recirculation Pump scoop tube to
stop the speed drift and inserted CRAM arrays to exit the
instability region. Recirculation Pump speeds were then
matched by manual hand cranking of the scoop tube for
Recirculation Pump A. Specific maintenance activities
associated with this event are described in Paragraph 6.¢.5
of this report.

(2) On July 12, 1989, Unit 2 received a reactor scram on a
spurious Main Steam Line (MSL) High temperature signal RPS
Channel B while Channel A was in a half scram condition
during surveillance testing. The operators were abie to
achieve pressure control with the reactor water cleanup
system (due to low decay heat) and vessel level was
maintained within the normal operating range. Specific
maintenance activities associated with this event are
described in Paragraph 6.c.4 of this report.

Observation of Operations

The inspectors observed control room operations, reviewed
applicable logs and conducted discussions with control room
operators during this period. The inspectors verified the
operability of selected emergency systems, reviewed tagout
records and verified proper return to service of affected
components. Tours of the Unit 2 and 3 reactor buildings were
conducted to observe plant equipment conditions, including
potential fire hazards, fluid leaks, and excessive vibrations
and to verify that maintenance requests had been initiated for
equipment in need of maintenance.

The inspectors, by observation and direct interview, vgrified
that the physical security plan was being implemented in
accordance with the station security plan.

The inspectors reviewed new procedures and changes to procedures
that were implemented during the inspection period. The review
consisted of a verification for accuracy, correctness, and
compliance with regulatory requirements.

The inspectors also witnessed portions of the radicactive waste
system controls associated with radwaste shipments and
barreling.

8
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These reviews and observations were conducted to verify that
facility operations were in conformance with the requirements
established under technical specifications, 10 CFR, and
administrative procedures.

Engineered Safety Features (ESF) System Walkdown

The inspector walked down the accessible portions of the Units 2
and 3 Standby Gas Treatment System (SGTS) to verify operability
by comparing system lineup with plant drawings, as-built
configuration, and operations checklists; observing equipment _
that could degrade performance; and verifying that
instrumentation was properly valved, functioning, and -
calibrated. The inspectors also observed plant
housekeeping/cleanliness conditions and radiation protection
practices.

The inspector noted several discrepancies between the as-built
configuration and plant drawing M-49. This included differences
in the locations of specific temperature indicators, incorrect
numbering of temperature indicators on the drawing and a
pressure indicator installed in place of a temperature indicator
shown on the drawing. A1l of these discrepancies were discussed
with the System Engineer for resolution. .

No violations or deviations were identified in this area except as
described in Paragraph 1l.b of this report.

Maintenance and Surveillances (62703, 61726, and 93702)

The inspectors performed the following:

a.

Unit 1

As general background, Unit 1 was shutdown in the late seventies and
was never restarted after Three Mile Island (TMI) because of the
costs associated with bringing the facility into conformance with
post TMI safety requirements. A1l fuel elements and control rods
were removed and stored in the fuel storage pool. The primary system
was thoroughly chemically cleaned.

The licensee proposed that Unit 1 would remain in this SAFSTOR
condition until Units 2 and 3 are shutdown for decommissioning and
submitted a SAFSTOR Decommissioning Plan and associated Technical
Specifications (TS) for this period. These proposals are presently
under review by NRC.

In the course of the review of the proposed TS surveillance program
for Unit 1, an inspection of the present surveillance program
required by the existing TS was conducted. Since Unit 1 is in the
shutdown defueled condition described above, operational surveillance
requirements are no longer necessary such as safety limits, limiting

9
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safety system settings and most of the limiting conditions for
operation (LCO). However, the licensee still conducts LCO TS
surveillances on radiological materials (airborne and liquid
effluents, waste storage and environmental monitoring), storage fuel
pool water level, fire protection systems and auxiliary electrical
system batteries. )

The inspector reviewed surveillance procedures, check-sheets and
schedules to verify that all TS required surveillances for Unit 1
were being conducted at the required freguencies.

In addition, the inspection also reviewed the other safety and °
preventive maintenance (PM) checks contained in the Unit 1 General
Surveillance System Master File and required by TS to ascertain that
these checks were scheduled and complieted. These surveillances and
PM items numbered 190 and included such areas as instrument, Area
Radiation Monitor (ARM) and gauge calibrations, routine radiation and
contamination surveys, boiler and pressurized vessel inspections,
fuel pool structure and fuel assembly conditions, fuel inventory,
crane and hoist inspections, inspection and lubrication of pumps,
valves, blowers, compressors, traveling screens, and emergency
lighting. The inspector concluded that the instrumentation and
equipment necessary to safely maintain Unit 1 in the SAFSTOR mode
were listed in the Master File and the surveillances and services
were properly being conducted as scheduled.

Units 2 and 3

The inspectors observed surveillance testing required by technical
specifications for the items listed below and verified that

testing was performed in accordance with adequate procedures, that
test instrumentation was calibrated and that limiting conditions for
operation were met. The inspectors also verified that removal and
restoration of the affected components were accomplished, that test
results conformed with technical specifications and procedure
requirements and were reviewed by personnel other than the individual
directing the test, and that any deficiencies identified during the
testing were properly reviewed and resolved by appropriate management
personnel.

The inspectors witnessed portions of the following test activities:
Unit 2

Average Power Range Monitor/Rod Block Monitor Flow Converter to

- Total Core Flow Adjustment

Standby Liquid Control System Pump Test

Quarterly Standby Liquid Control Pump Test for Inservice '
Testing Program

10
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Unit 3

Core Spray System Pump Test

- Core Spray System Valve Operability check

Low Pressure Coolant Injection System Pump Operability Test
Suppression Chamber to Drywell Vacuum Breaker Full Stroke Exercises
Rod Block Monitor Functional Testing

Units 2 and 3

HPCI System Operability Verification
Reactor Low Water Level Scram and Low Low Water Level Isolationm Trip
HPCI Steam Line High Flow
Isolation Trip
HPCI Turbine Permissive

Station maintenance activities of safety related systems and
components ‘1isted below were observed/reviewed to ascertain that they
were conducted in accordance with approved procedures, regulatory
guides and industry codes or standards and in conformance with
technical specifications.

The following items were considered during this review:

The limiting conditions for cperation were met while components or
systems were removed from service; approvals were obtained prior to
initiating the work; and activities were accomplished using approved
procedures and were inspected as applicable. Functional testing
and/or calibrations were performed prior to returning components or
systems to service; quality control records were maintained;
activities were accomplished by qualified personnel; and parts and
materials used were properly certified. Radiological and fire
protection controls were properly implemented. Work requests

were reviewed to determine status of outstanding jobs and to

assure that priority is assigned to safety related equipment
maintenance which may affect system performance.

Various maintenance activities associated with the following events
were observed/reviewed.

Operational Events

(1) On May 31, 1989, during the Unit 3 startup following the main
transformer replacement outage, a controlled shutdown was
conducted to perform repairs on a primary containment inner
interlock door. This event is discussed in more detail in
Paragraph 3 of this report. :

(2) On June 13, 1989, the Unit 2 Reactor Feedwater Pump (RFP)
C Outboard Seal was discovered to have failed. RFP B was
already out of service due to a previous Yeak in it's
discharge check valve. RFP A although operating, had a
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small leak in it's suction valve. Removal of RFP C from
service necessitated a power reduction from about 500 Mwe
to 280 MWe to stay well within the capabilities of the
remaining RFP A.

(3) On June 17, 1989, while performing rounds, a Shift Foreman
found two vertical fire dampers in a Unit 3 HPCI room
non-ducted ventilation opening blocked open with an air
hose and a welding lead. These obstacles were immediately
removed such that the fire dampers were returned to
operability. The licensee determined that these
obstructions were routed through the fire barrier on
June 14, 1989, while maintenance was being performed in the
HPCI room. Dresden Technical Specification 3.12.F.2
requires that a continuous fire watch be established within
one hour when a penetration fire barrier protecting safety
related areas is not intact and equipment on either side of
the barrier is required to be operable. Since Unit 3 was
at power during that time and thus the HPCI pump on
one side and various low pressure ECCS pumps on the other
side of the fire barrier were required to be operable, the
failure to establish a continuous fire watch constitutes a
violation of Technical Specifications.

This event has been reviewed against the criteria of

10 CFR 2, Appendix C, and the incident described meets all
the requirements described in the note in Paragraph 3 of
this report. Thus, no Notice of Violation is being issued
for this item (249/89016-01) and this item is considered
closed. .

(4) On June 23, 1989, with Unit 3 at 98% rated thermal power, a
small flash fire occurred in the Main Generator Core
Monitor. The licensee believed that a small hydrogen leak
in the Core Monitor .led to an excessive hydrogen
concentration and subsequent detonation while an Instrument
Technician was preforming maintenance. The fire was only
momentary and a fire extinguisher was immediately used to
further ensure that the fire was out. No damage was
visually apparent and no injuries occurred.

(5) On July 7, 1989, with Unit 2 at 72¥ rated thermal power,
the Reactor Building Ventilation System isolated and the
Standby Gas Treatment System actuated during a Reactor
Building Ventilation Radiation Monitor functional
surveillance test. When the controller for Radiation
Monitor B was pulled from its panel to conduct the
surveillance a nicked wire shorted against the chassis
causing a spike on the channel. The exposed wire was
temporarily taped pending scheduling of permanent repairs.

12
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(6) On July 12, 1989, Unit 2 received a reactor scram on Main

(7)

Steam Isolation Vaive (MSIV) closure during a surveillance
on the RPS B power suppiy. The RPS B motor generator
supplies the A channels of RPS and Group 1 Primary
Containment Isolation System (PCIS). During the
surveillance, a half scram and half jsolation was received
on RPS Channel A and PCIS Channel A per the procedure.
However, a spurious Main Steam Line (MSL) High Temperature
Signal was received on Channel B prior to resetting the
surveillance induced half scram and half isolation signals.
This resulted in a full Group 1 isolation (MSIVs closing) _
and a resulting reactor scram. A1l systems responded as
expected and no safety systems actuated.

The inspectors observed completion of a work request
involving Unit 2 APRM flow-biased scram, rod block and
downscale calibrations. This work conducted was the result
of failure of an APRM rod block functional surveillance
test.

Approach to the Identification and Resolution of Technical

Issues From a Safety Standpoint

(1)

(2)

(3)

(5)

A power reduction on Unit 2 to 300 MwWe was held on June 9, 1989.
This was to facilitate a drywell entry in order to complete
repairs on a Traversing Incore Probe (TIP) machine. The unit
was also placed in single loop operation to facilitate repair of
Recirculation Pump A Motor Generator Set outboard bearings.
Other Unit 2 activities that occurred during the power reduction
included investigation of spurious oscillations received on
Turbine Control Valve #1, Main Steam Isolation Valve (MSIV)
timing and replacement of cards in the Feedwater Level Control
System panels.

Following the removal of Unit 2 RFP C from service on June 13,
1989, RFP B was restarted later in the day with the discharge
check valve leaking 2-3 gpm and reactor power was increased as
requested by the load dispatcher. The leak in the RFP A suction
valve and the failed RFP C outboard seal were subsequently
repaired. RFP B discharge check valve still leaked as of the
end of the inspection period.

Following the Unit 2 scram of July 12, 1989, the temperature
switches (which had experienced drift) associated with MSL
Channel B detectors were replaced and the plant commenced
startup on July 13, 1989.

Following the drifting of Recirculation Pump 2A speed on

July 10, 1989 (see Paragraph 5.b of this report), the licensee
replaced the Recirculation Pump Motor-Generator (M-G) set
tachometer which was sending incorrect signals to the velocity
feedback circuitry. In addition, a milli volt/amp converter was
replaced in the velocity feedback circuitry.

13
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Responsiveness to NRC Initiatives

The inspector expressed a concern to the Ticensee about an upward
trend in control room work requests as early as February 1989,
Although initial licensee action was delayed as to this concern, the
licensee began to address this issue in May 1983. The licensee's
investigation found that the work analysts were not recognizing these
as affecting the control room and, as such, the priorities assigned
to these work activities were too low.

Radiological Controls (92702)

Operational Events

On June 8, 1989, the May 1989 Batch Waste Release Tank composite
sample for tritium and gross alpha was inadvertently discarded
before it could be sent offsite for analysis. Further review by
the NRC is reguired, this is considered an Unresolved Item
(237/89017-02).

On June 15, 1989, while performing a Quality Assurance walkdown
of owner controlled property outside the protected area, the
licensee found 145 55~gallon drums, some bearing visible low
specific activity markings, in an old dumpsite. It appeared that
the markings had at one time been painted or taped over tc obscure
them. The licensee surveyed the drums as they were removed from
the dumpsite. Three of these drums and a concrete liner also
discovered in the dumpsite were found to have low levels of
radioactive contamination. These levels included 1.2k, 30k and
60k disintegrations per minute (DPM} on each of the three drums,
respectively, and 300k DPM on the concrete liner. The licensee
indicated that the materials were placed in the dumpsite prior

to 1981 and that these contamination levels were too low to
detect with instrumentation available at that time.

The licensee removed the empty noncontaminated drums for
general disposal. ODrums with contamination were removed and
stored in the radwaste area. Approximately 23 drums containing
liquid or solid residue were also stored pending chemical
analysis.

An NRC inspector was dispatched to the site on June 22, 1989 to
verify the licensee's findings and observe some of the licensee's
radiological surveys. The inspectors agreed with the licensee's
findings and corrective actions. -

No violations or deviations were identified in this area.
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8. Safety Assessment/Quality Verification (40500)

a.

The inspector observed a licensee training session pertaining to
the history of the counterfeit molded-case circuit breaker

(MCCB) issue and Nuclear Management and Resources Council

(NUMARC) visual inspection guidelines. This training, as

described in the letter, M. H. Richter to U. S. NRC, dated

July 7, 1989, was a result of licensee part1c1pat1on in a NUMARC
1ndustry initiative to ensure reliable performance of MCCBs used
in non-safety related applications. The training was conducted
prior to performing a visual inspection of the non-safety

related MCCB inventory.

The inspector attended the licensee's June 1983 monthly performance
review meeting. In addition to discussions involving the plant
status and activities for the previous month, each of the plant's
top ten technical issues as determined by the licensee were reviewed.
A summary of performance during the Unit 3 transformer outage and
activities of the Scram/Engineered Safety Feature Actuation Reduction
Committee were also discussed. Particular management concern
retating to an increase in Control Room work requests was
expressed. The licensee conducted an evaluation to determine

the cause of this increase. The results of the evaluation are
discussed in Paragraph 6.d.2 of this report.

No violations or deviations were identified in this area.

9. Engineering/Technical Support (37700)

a.

Approach to the Identification and Resolution of Techn1c31
issues From a Safety Standpoint

The inspector reviewed Partial Modification Design Package,
M12-2/3-87-05C, Control Room Modifications, one of 10 packages
concerning the consolidation of the Unit 1 Control room into the
Unit 2/3 Control room and the utilization of the control room as
additional office space. All unnecessary Unit 1 Control room
panels and instrumentation will be removed and a new seismically
designed three-hour rated fire wall and security barrier will be
installed to separate the Unit 2/3 Control room from the new
office space. The subject partial modification concerns the
installation and testing of a new Process/Meteorology/Radiation
Panel, 901-2. Except for existing Panels 18 and 18C, Electrical
Switchyard Control and Instrumentation, and Panel B-l Station
Auxiliary Power Control and Indication, which will be retained
intact; all necessary Unit 1 instrumentation and controls will
be consolidated into the new panel. A1l of the above panels,
along with new kitchen-eating facilities and locker room-toliet
facilities, will be located within the Unit 2/3 Contrel room.

15
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Instrumentation and controls for the new 901-2 Panel will include:

A new ARM recorder.

A new service water discharge monitor.

A new annunciator panel for Unjt 1 systems.

Connecting existing ARMs to the new recorder-annunciator.
Relocation of controls, indications and trouble
annunciations from the old Unit 1 panels for service water
system, bearing lube water system, turbine building closed
cooling water system, fire pump discharge pressure, screen
wash pumps, condenser circulating water pumps, well water
system, clean demineralized water tank, contaminated water
makeup, instrument air system, service air system,
meterological data (2 recorders), and other trouble
annunciators such as sphere and turbine building
ventilation, radwaste building, instrument air dryer,
sphere drain tank high level, heating system boiler and
fuel pool high and low level.

OB N =

Many of the above system indication relocations will include new
pressure transmitters and transmitter power supplies. The
modification will also requ1re relocation of existing facilities
such as breathing air piping, control room penetrations, HVAC
system ducts, and electrical-telephone systems.

The inspector reviewed the partial modification package to .
verify that all systems depicted in the Unit 1 Decommissioning
Plan were included, that all new and relocated instruments,
annunciators, and controls would be calibrated and tested
following the modification and before use, and that a 10 CFR 50.5%
review had been completed and approved.

Responsiveness to NRC Initiatives

The 1icensee was particularly responsive to providing answers to
questions on various technical issues requested by the NRC
regional office. These areas included plant specific testing of
diesel generator trips and bypasses and the source of RPS
response times used in reload safety evaluations.

No violations or deviations were identified in this area.

Dresden Station Management Organization

During this inspection period, CECo announced several key management
changes including the following:

C. Schroeder, Technical Superintendent to Corporate Outage Planning
L. Gerner, Production Superintendent to Technical Superintendent

J. Kotowski, Assistant Superintendent-Operations to Production
Superintendent

G. Smith, Operating Engineer to Assistant Superintendent-Operations
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11. Report Review

a.

During the inspection period, the inspectors reviewed the
ticensee's Monthly Operating Report for June. The inspectors
confirmed that the information provided met the requirements of
Technical Specification 6.6.A.3 and Regulatory Guide 1.16.

The inspectors completed the review of the Dresden Unit 2 Drywell
Temperature Event Evaluation Report prepared by Commonwealth Edison
Company and Sargent and Lundy for the October 29, 1988 event. This
event was previously discussed in Inspection Reports 50/237/88026;
50/249/88026 and 50-237/839011; 50-249/8901C. The licensee
attributed this event to the absence of cooling airflow to the
reactor head area due to the ventilation hatches, provided in

the bulkhead plate, being left in the closed position. The
Ticensee determined the primary root cause to be inadequacies in
procedures which direct operations and maintenance personnel to
open the hatches and perform an inspection prior to startup.
Although Dresden Maintenance Procedure (DMP) 1600-5, Drywell

Head Replacement and Installation of Shield Blocks, Revision 2,
contained a step to open all required ventilation openings, it
did not clearly identify which hatches were required to be open.
Only the manway hatches were found open. In addition, Dresden
Operating Surveillance Procedure (D0S) 1600-10, Pre-Startup
Drywell Inspection Plan, Revision 4, which contains a step to
verify that the hatch doors to the reactor head area are open,
was misinterpreted by the shift supervisors who made the
inspection as applying only to the manway hatches.

Consequently, ventilation hatches were not checked. The
inadequate procedures to which this event was attributed are
considered to be a violation of Technical Specification 6.2.A
(237/89017-03).

The Ticensee identified and implemented extensive corrective actions
in response to this event and, as such, this item is considered
closed.

These corrective actions included the following:

L Revisions of the inadequate procedures.

e  Evaluation of the remaining life of environmentally
qualified equipment.

] Repair and replacement of electrical and mechanical
equipment and cables as reguired.

. Installation of an upgraded drywell temperature monitoring
system.

* Repair of the drywell cooling system and conduct of a
performance test.
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o Repair of thermal insulation as required.

] Repaint of the drywell dome and scraping of other drywell
surfaces to remove loose paint.

. Implementation of a procedure for monitoring and elevating
drywell thermocouple data.

. performance of a drywell insulation system evaluation.

L Review and update of equipment quaTification binders as
necessary. '

No other violations or deviations were identified.

Exit Interview (30703)

The inspectors met with licensee representatives (denoted in
Paragraph 1) on July 13, 1989, formally and informally throughout
the inspection period, and summarized the scope and findings of the
inspection activities.

- The inspectors also discussed the 1ikely informational content of the
inspection report with regard to documents or processes reviewed by
the inspector during the inspection. The licensee did not identify
any such documents/processes as proprietary. The licensee
acknowledged the findings of the inspection.
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DRESDEN 2 & 3
FIRE PROTECTION PROGRAM DOCUMENTATION PACKAGE
Inspection Report No. 50-237/89022 and 50-249/8902]
Page Title ,
I1f.13-1 Inspection Report No. 50-237/89022 and 50-249/89021
dated December 26, 1989.
I11.13-23 January 25, 1990 CECo letter from 7. J. Kovach to

A. Bert Davis (NRC), Response to Notice of Violation
and Inspection Report No. 50-237/89022 and
50-249/89021.
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This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by S. G. Du Pont o adras
and D. E. Hills of this office on October 11 through December 1, 1989, of Lo aLddu
activities at Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3, authorized by .

NRC Operating Licenses No. DPR-19 and No. DPR-25 and to the discussion of g s
our findings with-Mr. E. Eenigenburg and others at the conclusion of the /Zrenon<i.
inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

During this inspection, certain of your activities appeared to be in violation
of NRC requirements, as described in the enclosed Notice. A written response
is required. In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790, of the Commission's regulations,
a copy of this Tetter and the enclosures will be placed in the NRC Public
Document Room.

The responses directed by this letter and the accompanying Notice are not
subject to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as
required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1880, PL 96-511.
We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.
Sincerely,
h}zjﬁ52dfét/'
W. D. Shafer, Chief
Reactor Projects Branch 1
Enclosures:
1. Notice of Violation
2. Inspection Report
No. 50-237/89022(DRP)
No. 50-249/83021(DRP)

See Attached Distribution
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NOTICE OF VIGLATION
Commonwealth Edison Company Docket No. 50-237
Dresden Nuclear Station : Docket No. 50-24%8

As a result of the inspection conducted on October 11 thru December 1, 1989,
and in accordance with the General Policy and Procedures for NRC Enforcement
Actions, (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C), (1989) the following violation was
1dent1f1ed

1. 10 CFR 50.48(a) requires that each operating nuclear power plant have
a. fire protection plan that satisfies Criterion 3 of Appendix A to
10 CFR Part 50. It further requires that the pilan shall describe
specific features necessary to impiement the plan such as administrative
controls to 1imit fire damage to structures, systems or components
important to safety so that the capability to safely shut down the
plant is assured.

Section C.1 of the licensee's response to the Gu1dellnes of Appendix A
to Branch Technical Position APCSB 9.5-1 as accepted in the 1980
Supplemental Safety Evaluation Report indicates that administrative
measures are established to ensure that guidelines of the Branch
Technical Position are included in design and procurement documents
and that deviations therefrom are controlled.

Contrary to the above, a penetration in a three hour fire rated wall
located in a safety related area of the 570 feet elevation of the reactor
building, as prescribed by Section D.1.j of the Branch Technical
Position, was not included in design documents and deviations were not
controlled. The fire rated wall was degraded in 1985 by replacement of
the original piping with non-approved polyvinyl chloride plastic piping
and was further degraded on October 25, 1989 when the piping was
completely removed and the penetration left unsealed.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement I) (No. 237/839022~02(DRP)).

Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, you are required to submit to this
office within thirty days of the date of this Notice a written statement or
explanation in reply, including for each violation: (1) corrective action
taken and the results achieved; (2) corrective action to be taken to avoid
further violations; and (3) the date when full compliance will be achieved.
Consideration may be given to extending your response time for good cause
shown.

DER 2 6 1389 LJL/L/

ate Shafer Chiet
Reactor Projécts Branch 1
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION III

Reports No. 50-237/89022(DRP); No. §0-249/89021(DRP)
Docket Nos. 50-237; 50-249 Licenses No. DPR-19; DPR-25
Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
P. 0. Box 767
Chicage, IL 60690
Facility Name: Dresden Nuclear Ppwer Station, Units 2 and 3
Inspection At: Dresden Site, Morris, I11linois
Inspection Conducted: October 11 through December 1, 1989

Inspectors: S. 6. Du Pont
D. E. Hills

/
¥
&)DSJ , Q- 3 . ,/—,.,
Approved By: J. M. Hinds| Jr., Chief VA
Reactor Projects Section 1B ate

Inspection Summary

Inspection during the period of October 11 through December 1,°1989 (Report

No. 50-237/59CZZ(URP]; Vo, 50-Z35/8%0Z1(DRF))

Areas Inspected: Routine unannounced satety inspection by resident inspectors

ot previousiy 1dentified inspection items, Ticensee event reports, plant
operations, maintenance and surveillance, safety assessment/qualify verification,
engi?eering/technica1 support and report review,

Results:

° Specific events demonstrating management involvement and a regard for

correctly meeting requirements as well as for minimizing unplarned
transients were noted.

° One violation was identified during the inspection period as described in
Paragraph 5.b.8. This involved the failure to properly control the
design of a penetration through a fire barrier such that maintenance
personnel degraded that barrier on two separate occasions. This specific
event was considered to be of minimum safety significance although a
previous degradeztion of a fire barrier by maintenance personnel was
documented in a previous inspection report. This was not considered to
be indicative of what are usually thorough and effective corrective
actions by the licensee.
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Two unresolved items were identified in Paragraphs 5.b.5 and 7.b.3.: One
involved whether adequate corrective actions were taken in response to -
previously identified HPCI piping support discrepancies. The other
involved installation of main steamline leak detection temperature

switches without the appropriate environmental qualification
documentation. .
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DETAILS

Persons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison Company

*E. Eenigenburg, Station Manager
*L. Gerner, Technical Superintendent

E. Mantel, Services Director

*J. Kotowski, Production Superintendent

D. Van Pelt, Assistant Superintendent, Maintenance

J. Achterberg, Assistant Superintendent, Work Planning
*G. Smith, Assistant Superintendent, Operations

*K. Peterman, Regulatory Assurance Supervisor
*C. Allen, Performance Improvement Supervisor

W. Pietryga, Operating Engineer
XR. Stobert, Operating Engineer

M. Korchynsky, Operating Engineer

B. Zank, Operating Engineer

J. Williams, Operating Engineer
XM, Strait,.Technical Staff Supervisor

L. Johnson, Q.C. Supervisor

J. Mayer, Station Security Administrator
*D. Morey, Chemistry Services Supervisor

XD. Saccomando, Health Physics Services Supervisor

E. Netzel, Q.A. Superintendent :
*R. Falbo, Regulatory Assurance Group Leader

K. Yates, Nuclear Safety Supervisor

*K. Kociuba, Quality Assurance Superintendent
The inspectors also talked with and interviewed several other licensee
employees, including members of the technical and engineering staffs,
reactor and auxiliary operators, shift engineers and foremen, electrical,
mechanical and instrument personnel, and contract security personnel.

*Denctes those attending one or more exit interviews conducted informally
at various times throughout the inspection period.

Previousiy Identified Inspection Items (92701 and 92702)

(Open) Open Item (No. 249/89011-02): The licensee was to provide a written
response describing planned corrective actions to ensure that usage of

the isolation condenser for extended time periods without offsite power
would not result in radioactive releases. The Tatest response to this
issue by the Ticensee was contained in the Tetter from J. A. Silady to

A. B. Davis dated November 15, 1989. A tentative schedule was established
for the respective unit refueling outages at the end of Cycie 13 in 1992
to install diesel driven pumps for supply of clean demineralized water to
the sheil side of the isolation condensers from the clean demineralized
water storage tank. A proposed design improvement to supply 480 VAC power
to the isolation condenser shell side motor-operated clean demineralized
water fi1l valves was being reviewed with respect to impact on the

3
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Appendix R safe shutdown analysis. The licensee committed to providing a
final update concerning this part of the design within two months of the
date of the letter.

No violations or deviations were identified in thi; area.

Licensee Event Reports (LER) Followup (90712 and 92700)

Through direct observations, discussions with licensee personnel, and
review of records, the fo]10w1ng event reports were reviewed to determxne
that reportability requirements were fulfilied, immediate corrective
action was accomplished, and corrective action to prevent recurrence had
been accomplished or planned in accordance with Technical Specifications.

(Closed) LER No. 237/89025: Inadvertent Automatic Isolation of the High
Pressure Coolant Injection (HPCI) System Due to Design Deficiency. The
activities resulting in this occurrence were discussed in inspection
report No. 50-237/89019; No. 50-249/89018. The licensee attributed the
root cause of this event to a design deficiency within the Analog Trip
System (ATS) panel such that the master trip unit (MTU) mounting
configuration can result in spurious trips when adjacent MTUs are removed.
The licensee determined that Dresden Instrument Surveillance (0IS) 2300-11,
System Isolation-Reactor Pressure Transmitter Calibration and Maintenance
Inspection, was the only HPCI instrument surveillance procedure that
required removal of adjacent MTUs. Therefore, the Ticensee planned to
incorporate precautions in this procedure to exhibit care when removing
and replacing MTUs and to require prior notification to the Operations
Shift Supervisor that MTU replacement may result in an isolation signal.
The 1icensee also planned to post signs on the ATS panels to indicate the
same caution and requirement. The licensee did not plan to change the
MTU mounting configuration since they considered this to be an isolated
event and MTU removal was a rare occurrence due to a high relijability of
the component.

(Closed) LER No. 237/89026: Start of Standby Gas Treatment System Due to
Loose Reactor Building Ventilation System Radiation Monitor Connection.

This event including initial licensee actions was described in inspection
report No. 50-237/89019; No. 50-249/89018. In addition, the licensee
planned to revise DIS 1700-7, Reactor Building Ventilation (RBV) Radiation
Monitor Functional Test, to regquire checking RBV radiation monitors for
loose connections and exposed wiring during the surveillance. The Ticensee
also planned to evaluate possible methods to improve instrument department
response time to this type of event and to evaluate a generic radiation
monitor troubleshooting procedure.

(Closed) LER No. 237/89027: Postulated Low Pressure Coolant Injection
(LPCI) Swing Bus Loss Resulting From Diesel Generator Voltage Regulator
Failure Due to Design Deficiency. This jtem and corresponding licensee
actions are described im Paragraphs 7.b.1 and 7.c of this report.

e 11.13-7 R



Revision 8
April 1992

(Ciosed) LER No. 237/89028: Containment Cooling Service Water (CCSW) Pump

Suction Bay Water Level Reduction. This event was discussed in inspection
report No. 50-237/89019; No. 50-249/89018. As a long term corrective
action, the licensee planned to review methods to proceduralize a program
that was initiated to measure water level drop across the trash bars.

Zhis would contribute to earlier recognize of CCSW suction level bay
ecreases. : '

(Closed) LER No. 237/89029: Elevated HPCI Discharge Piping Temperature Due
to Reactor Feedwater System Back Leakage. This item and corresponding
licensee actions are described in Paragraphs 5.b.4, 5.b.5 and 7.c of this
report and report No. 50-237/89023; and No. 50-249/89022.

(Closed) LER No. 237/89030: Reactor Building Fire Wall Degraded By An
Unauthorized Penetration Opening Due to Management Deficiency. This item
and corresponding short term licensee actions are described in Paragraphs
5.b.8 and 5.c of this report.

(Closed) LER No. 249/89004: HPCI System Declared Inoperable Due to Failed,
Room Cooler Fan Drive Belts. This item and corresponding licensee
actions are described in Paragraph 5.b.3 of this report.

No violations or deviations were identified in this area except as
described in Paragraph 5.b.8 of this report.

Plant Operations (71707, 71710 and 83702)

a, Enforcement History

During this inspection period, no violations or deviations were
identified in the plant operations functional area. _

b. Operational Events

On October 10, 1989, the Unit 2/3 Cribhouse Basement Cable Tray Fire
Suppression Deluge System was inadvertently actuated during
performance of Dresden Fire Protection Procedure (DFPP) 4114-6, Fire
System Yard Loop Monthly Inspection, Revision 10. While inspecting
the protectowire fire alarm control panel and power supply for the
cribhouse basement cable tray fire detection system, fire panel
2223~112, the operator attempted to replace burned out light bulbs
as required by the procedure. In order to identify the burned out
bulbs, the operator depressed a panel button labeled Alarm
Devices-Push to Test, which he thought would just illuminate the
panel 1ights. However, this button instead tested the fire panel
relays which actuated the defuge system spraying water into the
Unit 2/3 cribhouse basement. The operator immediately isolated flow
~ by breaking the locking device on cribhouse cable tray isolation valve
2/3-4199-176 and closing the valve. A second initiation occurred
Tater that same day due to grounds on the protectowire located in
the cable trays which were caused by water from the first initiation,
The area was allowed to dry out and inspections revealed no other
equipment damage.
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Approach to the Identification and Resoiution of Technical Issues
From a Safety Standpoint

The licensee exhibited regard toward ensuring-operators were aware
of adverse conditions, their affect on the p]ant and mitigation
techniques. This was exempiified by informing operators of an
alternate method to determine if Electrohydraulic Control (EHC)

DC power were lost as described in Paragraph 5.b.1 of this report.:
Due to a relay failure at that time, a loss of EHC DC power would
have rendered various main turbine trips inoperable without ‘a
corresponding alarm to warn the operator of this conditien.
Questioning of the operators by the inspectors indicated that they
were aware of the alternate method.

The Tlicensee's investigation into the inadvertent deluge system
actuation represented a thorough and comprehensive root cause
analysis and corresponding corrective actions. The ‘licensee
attributed the cause to inaccurate labeling which did not make the
function of the pushbutton apparent. In addition, DFPP 4114-6 was
deficient in that it did not caution the operator concerning this
pushbutton. F1na11y, the licensee determined that operator training
was deficient in that the fire system lesson plan also did not
provide this information. As a result, the licensee installed an
additional label below the pushbutton that read Push to Initiate
Deluge. The licensee also proposed the following corrective actions
to ensure this event would not be repeated with respect to other
fire protection panels:

(1) Discuss the event in Operations and Maintenance tailgate
sessions such that personnel are aware of this pushbutton
in protectowire fire panelis.

(2) Identify all protectowire fire panels that have an equivalent
pushbutton and provide the additional warning labels below each
of the pushbuttons.

(3) Revise DFPP 4114-6 to identify protectowire fire panels which
do not contain a light test button.

(4) Revise the fire system training lesson plan to include this
event and to stress the existence of this pushbutton.

(5) Determine the requirements for having the pushbutton in
protectewire fire panels and remove those not required.

Responsiveness to NRC Concerns

~ Issuance of Dresden Operating Abnormal (DOA) Procedure 0500-02,
Partia? Half or Full Scram Actuation, in November 1989 was in
response to NRC concerns and indicated the abjlity to apply lessons
learned from other plants. This procedure prescribed mitigating
operator actions upon a half or full scram for which Reactor
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Protection System scram solencid indicating lights do not ext1ngu15h
as they should. This procedure was developed as a result of >
commitments made to the NRC following such an event at Commonwealth
Edison's LaSalle plant. .

Assurance of Quality, Including Management Involvement and Control

The licensee's decision involving when to initiate a Unit 2 shutdown
due to the HPCI piping support damage as discussed in Paragraph 5.b.4
of this report demonstrated management involvement and a desire to
ensure that technical specification requirements were met. Previous
licensee guidance had concerned the case in which a 24 hour shutdown
Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) was immediater entered. In
that case, the licensee's interpretation did not require immediately
reducing power if it was legitimately felt that the problem could be
rectified and the LCO exited in sufficient time such that an orderly
shutdown could still be completed within the original 24 hours if
needed. However, the case in question differed from previous guidance
in that a seven day LCO was entered prior to entry into the 24 hour
shutdown LCO verses being immediately placed into the 24 hour shutdown
LCO. Thus, the guidance was unclear as it applied to this situation.
To ensure comp11ance with the requirements, the licensee consulted
with NRC regional upper management as to the applicability of previous
guidance to this situation. As the licensee felt that actions to
consider the system operable could be compieted within 12 hours, the
decision was made to actually begin the shutdown 12 hours after entry
into the 24 hour LCO. This left enough time for completion of an
orderly shutdown within the original 24 hours in case the actions did
not get completed on time. When the actions were not compieted on
time, the licensee initiated the shutdown at the time agreed to with
the NRC. The inspectors also noted during discussiops with licensed
operators regarding the incident that they possessed a genuine desire
to ensure conservative compliance with technical specifications and,
in fact, were concerned as to what appeared to several of them to be
actions possibly contrary to previous guidance that they had received
in this area. The inspectors regarded this concern to be indicative
of a professional attitude of the licensed operators toward their
individual licensed responsibilities.

Observation of Operations

The inspectors observed control room operations, reviewed applicable
logs and conducted discussions with control room operators during
this period. The inspectors verified the operability of selected
emergency systems, reviewed tagout records and verified proper
return to service of affected components. Tours of Units 2 and 3
reactor buildings and turbine buildings were conducted to observe

~plant equipment conditions, including potential fire hazards, fluid

leaks, and excessive vibrations and to verify that maintenance
requests had been initiated for equipment in need of maintenance.
The inspectors also walked down various HPCI piping supports to
ascertain damage and verify repairs as described in Paragraphs 5.b.4
and 5.b.5 of this report.
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The inspectors, by observation and direct interview, verified that
the physical security plan was being implemented in accordance with
the station security plan.

The inspectors reviewed new procedures and changes to procedures
that were implemented during the inspection pericd. The review

consisted of a verification for accuracy, correctness, and compliance -

with regulatory requirements.

The inspectors also witnessed portions of the radioactive waste
system controls associated with radwaste shipments and barreling.

These reviews and observations were conducted to verify that facility
operations were in conformance with the requirements established under
Technical Specifications, 10 CFR, and administrative procedures.

5. Maintenance and Surveillance (62703, 61726 and 93702)

Enforcement History

During this inspection period, one violation was identified in the
maintenance/surveillance functional area. This concerned a fajlure
to properly control the design of a penetration through a fire
barrier such that maintenance personnel degraded that barrier on
two separate occasions.

Operational Events

Various maintenance activities associated with the following events
were observed or reviewed to ascertain that they were conducted in

accordance with approved procedures, regulatory guides and industry
codes or standards and in conformance with technical specifications.

The following items were considered during this review:

The LCOs were met while components or systems were removed from
service; approvals were obtained prior to initiating the work;
activities were accomplished using approved procedures and were
inspected as applicable; functional testing and/or calibrations were
performed prior to returning components or systems to service;
quality control records were maintained; activities were accompiished
by qualified personnel; parts and materials used were properly
certified; radiological controls were implemented; and, fire
prevention controls were implemented. Work requests were reviewed to
determine status of outstanding jobs and to assure that priority is
assigned to safety related equipment maintenance which may affect
system performance.
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On October 12, 1989, alarms for EHC DC Power Failure and EHC
Electrical Malfunction were received on Unit 3. This was of .
particuiar concern since loss of EHC DC power would render many
of the main turbine trips jnoperable. Troubleshooting activities
conducted by instrument maintenance and witnessed by the
inspectors indicated that DC power was still available and that
the alarm relay itself was malfunctioning. However, it was
decided not to replace the relay since such an action would be
highly susceptible to causing a main turbine trip. The relay

in question was located on a circuit card which also contained
several other trip relays. These relays were of a mercury type
such that inappropriate movement when replacing the card couid
cause a trip. Thus, the licensee intended to wait until the

next time power was reduced to less than 45% to repair the
problem so that a turbine trip weuld not also result in a reactor
scram. .

On October 15, 1989, the breaker for the Unit 2 LPCI Room
Cooler B was found to have been damaged when operators
investigated a report that smoke was seen coming from the
breaker. The inoperability of the rocom cooler also required
Core Spray Loop 8 and LPCI Locp B to be declared inoperable,
placing Unit 2 into a 24 hour required shutdown LCO. The
breaker was, however, repaired later that same day such that
the shutdown did not have to commence.

On October 22, 1989, the Unit 3 HPCI System was declared
inoperable due to discovery of broken fan beits on the HPCI

room cooler. This placed the unit into a seven day LCO. The
belts were replaced and the system deciared operable on

October 23, 1989. The licensee had previousiy planned to take
the room cooler out-of-service on October 23, 1989, for bearing
work. Thus, this activity was also completed. A previous event

. concerning Unit 2 HPCI room cooler broken fan belts was

discussed in inspection report No. 50-237/89019; No. 50-249/89018.
The root cause of that event was determined to be excessive use
of the room cooler due to elevated HPCI room temperatures caused
by feedwater system backleakage into the feedwater lines.
Increased HPCI line temperatures eventually led to inoperability
of the Unit 2 HPCI system as discussed in Paragraph 5.b.4 of this
report. However, the licensee indicated that the Unit 3 HPCI
room and the HPCI line temperatures were much less than on Unit 2.
Thus, the licensee initially indicated that these events were
unrelated and backleakage was not a problem on Unit 3 HPCI.

The licensee attributed the cause of the Unit 3 HPCI room
cooler belt failure to be shaft misalignment due to the worn
bearing. Although the exact cause of the worn bearing was
unknown, the most probable cause was inappropriate drive

belt tensioning. Dresden Electrical Procedure (DEP) 5700-4,
ETectrical Maintenance and Surveillance of HPCI Room Fan Motors,
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instructed the user to ensure proper belt tension was achieved
but gave no additional guidance as to what this tension should
be. Therefore, the licensee planned to revise DEP 5700-4 to
include proper belt tension information..

(4) On October 23, 1989, the licensee found the Unit 2 HPCI system
discharge piping water temperature to be sufficiently high to
potentially cause voids to form within the piping. Piping
temperatures were discovered to have increased to 275 degrees F
between HPCI pump discharge outboard valve 2-2301-8 and HPCI
pump discharge inbeard valve 2-2301-9, 246 degrees F at the
HPCI pump and 135 degrees F near the condensate storage tank
(CST). The corresponding static pressure in the HPCI discharge
piping at the pump was 32 psig (47 psia). Thus, temperature
and pressure in particular areas of the system, represented
possible saturated conditions which the licensée believed
provided the potential for a waterhammer event. Therefore,
the licensee declared the Unit 2 HPCI system inoperable and
entered a seven day LCO. On October 27-28, 1989, the licensee

- discovered numerous signs of damage to various Unit 2 HPCI
discharge piping supports. An unusual event (UE) was declared
on October 31, 1989, when the licensee initiated a technical
specification required shutdown due to a failure to return the
HPCI system to operability within the seven day LCO. The
system was returned to operability that same day prior to
completion of the shutdown. This event, including licensee
corrective actions, was discussed in detail in inspection
report No. 50-237/839023; No. 50-249/89022. A clamp on Unit 2
HPCI piping support M-1151D-154 located on top of the torus was
jdentified to be rotated on the pipe and a work request
initiated during the last Unit 2 refueling outage. However,
this work request was not completed during that outage. This
is considered part of an unresolved item (No. 237/89022-01(DRP)),
together with the item in Paragraph 5.b.5 of this report,
ge?ding NRC review and determination of why this work was

eferred.

(5) On October 29, 1989, the licensee found the Unit 3 HPCI system
discharge piping temperature at an elbow of the piping near its
emergence from the X-area (steam tunnel) to be 256 degrees F.
Additional measurements obtained on October 31, 1989, indicated
piping temperature just upstream on the other side of the elbow
measured between 163 and 133 degrees F depending on the
circumference tocation. The corresponding static pressure in
the HPCI discharge piping at the pump was about 45 psig (60 psia).
The licensee believed temperature and pressure conditions near
the elbow could potentially cause steam pocket formation. Thus,
the licensee decTared the Unit 3 HPCI system inoperable. On
November 1, 1989, the licensee also discovered signs of damage
to Unit 3 HPCI piping supports. The Unit 3 HPCI system was
returned to service on November 7, 1989. This event including
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licensee corrective actions, was discussed in detail in
inspection report No. 50-237/89023; No. 50-249/8%022. Unit 3
HPCI piping support M-1187D-110 was found to have the baseplate
and all four concrete expansion anchors pulled from the wall.
Evidence also showed that a licensee walkdown conducted in 1979
noted a walimount pulling away. This is considered part of an
unresolved item (No. 237/89022-01(DRP)), together with the item
in Paragraph 5.b.4 of this report, pending NRC determination of
whether this is the same damage as originally fdentified.

On November 6, 1989, the Unit 2 HPCI Motor Gear Unit (MGU) high
speed stop (HSS) indicating light was discovered to be blinking
on and off. However, the MGU was still functional since it
automatically returned to it's HSS from it's low speed stop
(LSS). A targe amount of noise was discovered in the DC output
signal and, thus, the HPCI MGU was taken out of service to
repair it on November 8, 1989. The MGU HSS indication
fluctuations were eliminated by replacement of a circuit
capacitor and HPCI was declared operable on November 10, 1989.

Throughout much of the inspection period, Unit 2 operated at
slightly reduced power due to repeated spurious primary
containment half isolation signals received at full power
conditions. These half isolations were caused by failure of
main steamline low pressure switch P$-261-30B. The licensee
believed that rapid pressure fluctuations within the pressure
line caused by vibration was prematurely degrading the bourdon
tube within the switch., This had been a recurring problem in
the past with previous actions involving vibration testing of
the main steamline low pressure switches and installation of

a pressure snubber in the sensing line. The switch had been
replaced several times but would typically fail after
approximately one month. Load was reduced to 65 percent on
November 18, 1983, in order to allow entry to the heater bay
to conduct a walkdown of the sensing line. This walkdown did
not identify any problems with the 1ine. On November 22, 1989,
PS-261-30B was replaced and a new portion of sensing line on
the instrument rack was installed in a looped configuration in
hopes of dampening any pressure fluctuations to the switch.
The licensee was- also evaluating possible future replacement
with a different and less susceptible type switch.

On October 26, 1989, the Station Manager discovered a three

inch open peneiration stuffed with rags in a three hour fire
rated wall separating the Units 2 and 3 reactor buildings at
elevation 570 feet. The mechanical maintenance department was

in the preocess of dismantling and cleaning an area on the

Unit 2 side of the wall which was formerly a control rod drive
(CRD) maintenance area. The work being performed under a blanket
work request for general plant cleanup was not intended to
disrupt or alter plant components or systems. A drain line
connected to a CRD flush tank had previously been routed

11

e o - [11.13-14



T

Revision 8
April 1992

through the penetration to a floor drain on the opposite.side
of the wall. Due to high radiation levels from the drain 1ine
and the fact that the CRD flush tank was to be removed during
the cleanup, removal of the drain line was also added to the
scope of the work. Maintenance personnel did not realize that
the wall was a rated fire barrier or that it would be degraded
by the open penetration, although a nearby fire door in the
same wall was present and easily identifiable. Under a normal
work request, a determination by the working department would
have been required as to whether a fire hazard review by the
fire marshall should be accomplished during the work planning
stage. This would have included a review to determine the
applicability of DFPP 4175-1, Fire Barrier Integrity and
Maintenance, and DFPP 4175-2, Operating Fire Stop/Break
Surveillance. However, a blanket work request bypassed these
types of controls. Approximately 24 hours elapsed between the
time the piping was removed from the penetration and discovery
by the Station Manager. During this period of time, an hourly
fire watch, although required as a result of the inoperable
penetration by Dresden Administrative Technical Requirement
(DATR) 3.1.6.1, did not exist. The DATRs were first implemented
on August 29, 1989, to incorporate fire protection requirements
that were deleted from technical specifications as described in
Paragraph 7.b.2 of this report.

A previous event also involving degradation of a fire barrier by
maintenance personnel occurred on June 14, 1989. Failing to
recognize a fire barrier, workers routed a welding cable and

air hose through an unducted ventilation opening in the fire wall
separating the Unit 3 east LPCI room and the Unit 3 HPCI room.
This prevented closure of an automatic vertical fire damper in
the ventilation opening. The technical specification requirement
in effect at that time required a continuous fire watch to be
established within one hour due to the inoperable fire barrier
penetration. This was not established until the degradation was
discovered three days after it occurred. This event was
described in inspection report No, 50-237/89017; No. 50-249/83016.
NRC review indicated that this previous event met the criteria
of 10 CFR 2, Appendix C, and thus no notice of violation was
issued at that time. Corrective action to prevent recurrence
involved marking of unducted ventilation openings in fire
barriers to make them more recognizable and, therefore, was

very specific to that event. This corrective action also was
not compiete at the time of this latest occurrence in that of
five identified unducted ventilation openings in fire barriers
only one had already been appropriately marked. The remaining
were to be completed during the December 1989 Unit 3 refueling
outage. This action did not address the broader aspects of
maintenance personnel recognition of fire barriers in general
and, therefore, could not have prevented this latest occurrence
even if it had been completed.

12
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Further review by the Ticensee determined that the rated fire
assembly penetration had been degraded even prior to the-piping
removal. The penetration was originally installed in 1982.
However, at some date between April 1, 1985 and July 8, 1985
sections of the piping including the portion going through the
penetration were replaced with polyvinyl chloride (PVC) plastic
piping, a non-approved material for fire barrier penetrations.
Plastic materials will burn with an intensity and heat production .
in a range similar to that of ordinary hydrocarbons. In addition,
when burning, they produce heavy smoke that obscures visibility
and can plug air fiiters. The halogenated plastics also release

free chiorine and hydrogen chioride when burning, which are

toxic to humans and corrosive to equipment. The work request
under which this change was completed indicated that no fire
hazards review was necessary.

The design drawing, fire barrier location drawing F-88, failed
to identify the penetration. Drawing F~88 was inspected by the
architect-engineer (AE) for fire barrier drawing development on
February 14, 1985, This inspection was to identify all
penetrations in the fire wall including both mechanical and
efectrical penetrations.

In addition, performance of surveillance DFPP 4175-2 failed to
identify the existence of the penetration. This surveillance,
required to be performed on an 18 month cycle, contained specific
instructions to enter data on the Operating Fire Stop
Surveillance Log and initiate a drawing change request for the
appropriate fire protection drawing if a fire barrier penetration
was found that was not on the drawings. Instructions for review
of mechanical penetration seals were incorporated into the
procedure on December 29, 1986 with Revision 5 of the procedure.
Previous revisions required inspection only with respect to
electrical fire seal penetration configurations. Inspections

per this procedure including those pertaining to mechanical
penetrdation seals were accomplished on February 1, 1988 and

again on February 1, 1989, each time failing to identify the
penetration in question.

This is considered to be a violation of 10 CFR 50.48(a)

(No. 237/89022-02(DRP)) in that the licensee failed to control
the design for this fire rated assembly (fire wall). The
penetration was not identified during Appendix R walkdowns, was
not included on fire protection drawings, and was not identified
through the fire protection surveillances on the fire barrier.
Furthermore, the fire rated wall was degraded in 1985 by
installation of combustible PVC piping and again recently with
compiete removat of the piping. Each time, the effect on the
fire barrier was not properly analyzed or considered. The
cause of the more recent degradation of the fire barrier was,
in fact, similar in nature to a fire barrier degradation which
occurred earlier this year. In both, maintenance personnel
failed to recognize a fire barrier and, therefore, the effect
their actions would have on it.

13

e 111.13-16 Ll e e



Revision 8
April 1992

Approach to the Identification and Resolution of Technical Issues
From a Safety Standpoint

The licensee's approach to resolution of technical issues in the
maintenance area was mixed as demonstrated by the violation associated
with the fire barrier degradation as opposed to the actions associated
with the EHC DC power fajlure alarm relay.

Licensee corrective actions to the June 1989 fire barrier degradation.
by maintenance personnel, in retrospect, proved to be too narrow in
scope to prevent another fire barrier degradation. Upon discovery

of the later degraded fire barrier described in Paragraph 5.b.8 of

- this report, the licensee initiated an hourly fire watch. A temporary
fire seal was installed on October 26, 1989, and a permanent seal was
installed on November 17, 1989, when proper materials were available.
The decision to wait for better conditions prior to replacing the EHC
DC power failure alarm relay as described in Paragraph 5.b.1 of this
report was an example of a regard for minimization of unplanned
transients. In this way, if a main turbine trip would result from

the activity, it would not also cause a reactor scram. The inspectors
also noted that instrument maintenance personnel troubleshooting the
problem were highly knowledgeable of detailed EHC system circuitry
design. Licensee actions taken in response to the main steamline low
pressure switch failures was regarded by the inspectors to be a good
attempt to identify the specific problem and resolve it.

Responsiveness to NRC Initiatives

The licensee's timeliness of control room work request completions
continued to be in response to NRC concerns. To ensure prompt
resolution of such problems the licensee revised Operations Department
Policy Statement Number 16. This statement established a white

work request sticker for the control room to be used in addition to
the existing salmon colored stickers. A salmon sticker was to be
used to identify problems with control room indications such that the
operator could no longer believe the indication or the indication was
no longer available. A white sticker was used to identify probiems
that required corrective maintenance but control room indications
were not affected. Salmon stickers were to receive a B-1 priority
which required work to start within 24 hours if parts were available.

Observation of Survejllance Activities

The inspectors observed surveillance testing required by Technical
Specifications for the items listed below and verified that testing
was performed in accordance with adequate procedures, that test
instrumentation was calibrated, that LCOs were met, that removal

and restoration of the affected components were accomplished, that
test resulis conformed with Technical Specifications and procedure
requirements and were reviewed by personnel other than the individual
directing the test, and that any deficiencies identified during the
testing were properly reviewed and resolved by appropriate management
personnetl.
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The inspectors witnessed portions of the following test activities
pertaining to Units 2 and/or 3:

Local Power Range Monitor (LPRM) Amplifier Gain Calibration
.Average Power Range Monitor (APRM) Gain Adjustment

Individual LPRM Recovery

Quarterly Primary Containment Isolation Vaive Timing

APRM Rod Block and Scram Functional Test

Intermediate Range Monitor Downscale Rod Block Funct1ona1 Test
HPCI Valve Operability Test

6. Safety AsseSSment/an1ity Verification {40500)

Enforcement History

During th1s inspection per1od no vioclations or deviations were
identified in the safety assessment/quality verification functional
area.

Assurance of Quality, Including Management Involvement and Control

Management involvement in assuring quality was evident when the
plant manager discovered the degraded fire wall as described in
Paragraph 5.b.8 of this report. The inspectors continued to note
frequent and effective tours of the plant by management.

The inspectors observed the monthly performance review meeting
conducted on October 13, 1989. Plant management reviewed jtems of
interest which occurred since the last meeting including engineered
safety feature actuations, specific Technical Specification Timiting
copditions for operation entered, continuous or occurring control
room alarms, degraded or out of service equipment and potentially
significant events. In addition, the status of the top technical
issues was discussed. In order to facilitate greater sharing of
information with similar facilities, a representative from the

Quad Cities plant was also present. In addition, the meeting was
attended by a licensed plant operator who presented his own areas

of concern. The inspectors considered attendance by both these
individuals to be beneficial toward maintaining management awareness
and involvement in relevant issues both internal and external to the
plant. Attendance by plant operators also tended to promote greater
professionalism and & sense of responsibility among that group.

The inspectors also reviewed the monthly status report for the month
of October. The inspectors found this to be an excellent management

tool for remaining cognizant and identifying trends in various
departmental indicators.
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7. Engineering/Technical Support (37828 and 93702)

Enforcement History

During this inspection period, no violations or deviations were
identified in the engineering/technical support functional area.

£

Operational Events

(1) The licensee informed the resident inspectors on October 12,

(2)

1989, that they had confirmed a possible single failure that
could occur during a loss of coolant accident (LOCA) fcllowing
a loss of offsite power that could prevent the low pressure
coolant injection (LPCI) swing bus, MCC 28-7/29-7 on Unit 2
(MCC 38-7/39-7 on Unit 3), from performing its intended
function. The LPCI swing bus could be supplied power from .
either bus 28 or bus 29 on Unit 2 (bus 38 or bus 39 on Unit

3) which in turn were supplied power from opposite engineered
safety feature (ESF) divisional buses. A Tow voltage condition

‘on the LPC! swing bus was designed to cause an automatic

transfer of the bus to the bus supplied from the other
division. However, a diesel generator could suffer a voltage
regulator failure such that voltage would be too low to
properly operate bus Tcads but not Jow enough to cause the
LPCI swing bus to automatically transfer to the division
supplied by the other diesel generator. The LPCI injection
valves were supplied power from the LPCJ swing bus. Thus,
the LPCI system and one division of core spray would be
incapable of automatic injection in this scenario., This
would leave only one core spray pump for automatic low
pressure emergency core cooling system (ECCS) injection.

On November 16, 1989, the licensee discovered that a DATR
involving a fire detection instrument had been inadvertently
missed. Technical Specification amendment numbers 106 for
Unit 2 and 101 for Unit 3 removed the fire protection
requirements from technical specifications in accordance with
guidance presented in Generic Letters 86-10 and 88-12. The
DATRs incorporated these technical specification requirements
while also including the fire protection features added during
the 10 CFR 50 Appendix K fire protection modifications. This
included the additicn of LCO actions to reflect the added fire
protection features. These technical specification amendments
were approved by the NRC on June 29, 1989, with 60 days given
to implement the chznge. In preparation for implementation,
work reouests were reviewed by the system engineer and the fire
marshall to see if inoperable equipment was affected by the
DATRs. A total o7 26 work reauests were identified including
one involving the Unit 3 LPCI room/torus fire detection
(protectowire) device which was written on July 26, 1982. The
associated DATR 3.1.1.1 LCO action statement required a once
per hour fire inspection to be established within one hour.
However, the work request review inappropriately identified
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another action statement which was applicable to the other .work
requests as also applicable to this work request. This other
action statement allowed 14 days to restore the device prior

to establishing the fire watch. Thus, when the DATRs became
effective on August 29, 1989, the fire watch was not
established. On September 12, 1989, when the 14 days expired,
the fire watch was established and a deviation report written.
The device was repaired and considered operable on September 23,
1989. While reviewing the deviation report on November 16, 1989
the system engineer discovered the error.

The inspectors regarded this incident as an isolated occurrence
induced by implementation of the new program requirements and

a review process which differed from normal practices. The
inspectors had not noted any further problems with DATR
compliance under normal practices since their implementation,
except as described in Paragraph 5.b.8 of this report. This
exception, -however, was attributable to a different root cause.

(3) "While assembling work packages to install and calibrate United
Electric Temperature switches for main steamline and HPCI
steamline leak detection and automatic isoiation, the licensee
discovered that the model F100 switches to be installed were
not referenced in the environmental qualification (EQ) binder.
Further review by the licensee on November 14, 1989, indicated
that five of the 16 Unit 2 main steamiine temperature switches
were already installed without the proper EQ documentation.

One of these was installed in February 1989 and the other four
in July 198%. The other Unit 2 main steamline, as well as all
Unit 3 main steamline and Units 2 and 3 HPC] steamline
temperature switches were properly EQ qualified-model F7
switches. Although the suitability of application previously

. completed by the licensee for the F100 switch indicated that it
was EQ qualified, this determination was based on a vendor test
report and not on the required EQ binder. This is considered
to be an unresolved item (No. 237/89022-03(DRP)) pending further
NRC review of this matter,

Approach to The Identification and Resolution of Technical Issues
From a Safety Standpoint

The licensee's determination of the LPCI swing bus design problem
indicated a commitment toward remaining cognizant of industry issues
and problems that could be relevant to Dresden. The review that
identified this problem was implemented in response to similar
deficiencies discovered at other nuclear power plants. Licensee
subsequent actions included evaluating possible design changes and

. contacting the facilities with similar identified deficiencies to

ascertain their respective courses of action. Two possibilities
that were under review included additional protective relays or
powering the invoelved motor control centers with an uninterrupted
power supply. The licensee also issued Dresden General Abnormal
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(DGA) Procedure 5, Degraded Voltage on MCC 29-7/28-7 (39-7/38-7)

Due to a Failure of the Unit 2(3) Diesel Generator Voltage Regulator
During a LOCA/Loss of Offsite Power Event. This procedure required
the operator to trip the diesel generator if adequate voltage could
not be restored such that the LPCI swing bus would automatically
transfer, If this attempt failed, the operator was instructed to
manually transfer the LPCI swing bus.

The inspectors regarded the missed DATR concerning the fire
protection protectowire device to be an excellent example of a
commitment to self-identification of problems by not only the
licensee but also the fndividual who discovered and reported his
own error. The licensee planned to include a discussion of the
incident in station personnel tailgate sessions and in the licensed
operator requalification continuing training program. The licensee
aiso identified the EQ problem regarding five of the Unit 2 main
steamline temperature switches. As a result, the licensee completed -
equipment qualification variation form 89-023 including a
Justification for continued operation. An EQ binder was also being
developed to rectify the problem.

The inspectors regarded the Ticensee {nvestigation, root cause
analysis and corrective actions concerning the HPCI system backleakage
and damaged piping supports, as described in Paragraphs 5.b.4 and
5.b.5 of this report as an example of aggressive seif identification
and resolution of problems. The review of elevated room temperatures
and corresponding actions which led to discovery of the feedwater
backleakage into the HPCI system was particularly insightful. The
system walkdowns used to identify the HPCI support damage were very
detailed and comprehensive. In addition, safety evaluations
performed to support alternate HPCI system standby lineups addressed
all relevant issues. Planned licensee actions to determine the root
cause of HPCI system valve leakage, to access the effectiveness of
the Inservice Inspection (ISI) program as it applied to structural
supports and to perform similar walkdowns on other systems indicated
an excellent attitude toward seif-identification and assessment,

Responsiveness to NRC Concerns
The plant technical staff was responsive to a regional NRC request

for information regarding maintenance of shutdown margin requirements
during refueiing.

Report Review (90713)

During the inspection period, the inspectors reviewed the licensee's
Monthly Operating Report for October. The inspectors confirmed that the
information provided met the requirements of Technical Specification
6.6.A.3 and Regulatory Guide 1.16. The inspectors also reviewed the
Unit Z Cycle 12 Startup Test Report Summary and confirmed that it met
the requirements of Technical Specification 6.6.A.1.
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Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
order tc ascertain whether they are acceptable items, violations or
deviations. Unresolved items disclosed during the inspection are discussed
in Paragraphs 5.b.4, 5.b.5 and 7.b.3 of this report.

Exit Interview (30703)

The inspectors met with Ticensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph 1)
on December 1, 1989, and informally throughout the inspection period,
and summarized the scope and findings of the inspection activities.

The inspectors also discussed the likely informational content of the
inspection report with regard to documents or processes reviewed by the
inspector during the inspection. The licensee did not tdentify any such
documents/processes as proprietary. The licensee acknowledged the
findings of the inspection.
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Commonweaith Edison o

One First National Plaza. Chicago. lllinois Revision 8

N ’ Address Reply to: Post Office Box 767 April 1992
Chicago, ilinois 60630 - 0767 . .

January 25, 1990

Mr. A. Bert Davis

Regional Administrator

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region III

799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Subject: Dresden Nuclear Power Station Units 2 and 3
Response to Notice of Violation and Inspection
Report Nos. 50-237/89022 and 50-249/89021
NRC Docket Nos. 50-237 and 50-249

Reference: Letter from W.D. Shafer to Cordell Reed dated
December 26, 1989, transmitting the subject Inspection
Report and Notice of Violatiom.

Mr. Davis:

Enclosed is the Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo) response to the
subject Notice of Violation (NOV) and Inspection Report (IR) which identified
deficiencies in the control of a fire barrier penetration.

CECo understands the significance of the issues involved. Corrective
actions have been taken or have been initiated to prevent similar

non-compliances from recurring in the future.

Please contact this office should further information be required.

Very truly yours,

~

T.J. Ké&vach
Nuclear Licensing Manager

cc: B.L. Siegel - Project Manager, NRR
S.G. DuPont - Senior Resident Inspector, Dresden

1w/0593T
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ATTACHMENT
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY

Response to Notice of Violation 50-237/89022-02 (DRP)
Severity Level IV

VIOLATION

10CFR50.48(a) requires that each operating nuclear power plant have a fire
protection plan that satisfies Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10CFR Part SO. It
further requires that the plan shall describe specific features necessary to
implement the plan such as administrative controls to 1limit fire damage to
structures, systems or components important to safety so that the capability
to safely shutdown the plant is assured..

Section C.1 of the licensee's response to the Guidelines of Appendix A to
Branch Technical Position APCSB 9.5-1 as accepted in the 1980 Supplemental
Safety Evaluation Report indicates that administrative measures are
established to ensure that guidelines of the Branch Technical Position are
included in design and procurement documents and that deviations therefrom are
controlled. :

Contrary to the above, a penetration in a three hour fire rated wall located
in a safety related area of the 570 foot elevation of the reactor building, as
prescribed by Section D.l.j of the Branch Technical Position, was not included
in design documents and deviations were not controlled. The fire rated wall
was degraded in 1985 by replacement of the original piping with non-approved
polyvinyl chloride plastic piping and was further degraded on October 25, 1989
when the piping was completely removed and the penetration left unsealed.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement I) [No. 237/89022-02 (DRP)].

DISCUSSION

The Station's Technical Specifications include a license amendment that
requires adherence to the approved fire protection program. This amendment is
implemented through the Dresden Administrative Technical Requirements (DATRs)
for fire protection., DATR 3.1.6.l.a requires that a fire watch be posted
within one hour whenever a fire rated sealing device is inoperable. Because
the investigation into this event established that the fire watch time
constraint was exceeded, this event was reported under 10CFR50.73(a)(2)(i)(B)
for a condition that is prohibited by the Technical Specifications (LER
89-30/050237).

The Mechanical Maintenance Department was in the process of dismantling and
cleaning an area which was formerly a Control Rod Drive (CRD) maintenance
area. This work was being performed under Blanket Work Request No. 208 for

~ general plant cleanup. The work that was to be performed was not intended to
disrupt or alter plant components or systems. The work described on the
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Blanket Work Request form must be approved by a Maintenance Department
Supervisor. Prior to commencing on the cleanup work, the Radiation Protection
Department surveyed the work area and identified a drain line as a source of
high radiation. The drain line was connected to a CRD flush tank and routed
through the Unit 2 and Unit 3 Reactor building common wall directly to a floor
. drain. Because the CRD flush tank was to be removed per the blanket work
request, removal of the drain line was improperly added to the blanket work
request job scope. In order to reduce personnel exposure, the drain line was
hydrolazed and removed before other work in the area resumed.

A substantial portion of the line was hydrolazed and removed between October
24 and October 26, 1989. On October 26, 1989, the final portion of pipe
remaining in the Reactor Building common wall was removed. At approximately
1100 hours, the Maintenance Mechanics stuffed the penetration with rags and
left the area.

Further investigation into this incident revealed that the drain line
penetration was originally installed in 1982 per fire protection requirements
for a three hour barrier. However, subsequent to its initial installation,
sections of the piping were replaced with Polyvinyl Chloride (PVC) plastic
piping including the portion that went through the common wall penetration.
Further investigation revealed that the PVC pipe alteration occurred in 1985
when it was insufficiently described in the associated Work Request to be
identified as involving a fire barrier penetration. The scope of the Work
Request as written was to improve the drainline flow by changing the
angularity of the pipe. Consequently, it was not identified as Reliability or
Regulatory Related. Since that time, the quality of work instructions has
been upgraded and all fire protection related work is classified as Regulatory
Related which requires review by the Fire Marshall as well as Quality Control.

The most recently performed Technical Staff Fire Protection Procedure (DFPF)
4175-2, "Operating Fire Stop/Break Surveillance,'" failed to identify the drain
line penetration., The fire barrier location drawings, which were first issued
in 1985 following a detailed fire barrier survey, also failed to show the
penetration. The DFPP 4175-2 surveillance, which is performed on an 18 month
cycle, includes instructions to inspect Appendix R wall and floor fire
barriers for evidence of new penetrations or breaches. If an unrated
penetration seal or breach in an Appendix R fire barrier is identified, the
Operations Department Shift Supervisor is to be notified to implement
immediate corrective actions. The penetration would then be documented in the
surveillance procedure, and in the fire barrier location drawings. It is
believed that performance of the penetration surveillance was hampered due to
the continuing maintenance work in the areas on either side of the wall. The
surveillance technicians's line of sight was most likely obscured or
obstructed in each case while inspecting the third floor Unit 2/3 Reactor
Building wall, thus preventing detection of the drain line penetration.

RRE

The immediate corrective actions were notification of Operations Department
Shift Supervision, and the initiation of an hourly fire watch pursuant to DATR
3/4.1.6. The penetration was then sealed with a temporary fire seal in
accordance with Dresden Fire Protection Procedure (DFPP) 4175-1, "Fire Barrier
Integrity and Maintenance." Once the temporary fire seal was inspected and
approved, the fire watch was terminated. Contrary to DFPP 4175-1, however, a
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permanent seal was not installed withir the prescribed seven days. Materials
to make the repair were not available in time to complete the repair. - The
Station Fire Marshall, at his discretion, permitted the seven day T
administrative limit to expire provided that the temporary barrier was intact,
and that the permanent barrier was installed as soon as practicable.
Mechanical Maintenance installed the permanent seal under Work Request 88289
on November 17, 1989. '

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS TAKEN TO AVQID FURTHER NON-COMPLIANCES
i. DFPP 4175-2, will be revised by the Technical Staff to include this

fire seal on the surveillance checklist. Algo, to aid in performing
the next fire barrier surveillance, a Drawing Change Request (DCR)
will be initiated to identify the fire seal location on fire barrier
drawings F-88 sheets 1 and 2. This will be completed by February 28,
1990.

In order to make rated fire walls in the plant more easily
identifiable, the Technical Staff system engineer will prepare a fire
barrier reference guide including plan views of all the fire areas
for use by all working departments. A revision to Dresden
Administrative Procedure (DAP) 3-1, "Fire Protection Program," will
also be implemented to control preparation and updating of the
reference guide. This will be completed by July 31, 1990.

The Fire Marshall will provide the Training Department with
additional training material on fire barriers by February 12, 1990.

Additional training on fire barriers will be given to the Mechanical
Maintenance Department during an upcoming continuing training
session. A review of this event shall be included in the material to
be presented. Emphasis will be placed on the conservative practice
of assuming that all walls, floors, and ceilings in the Reactor and
Turbine Buildings are fire barriers unless otherwise specified. This
will be completed by May 25, 1990.

This event was reviewed in a tailgate meeting for all station
personnel on December 21, 1989. The conservative practice described
in Item 4 will also be emphasized in additional tailgate meetings for
all station work groups, substation construction, and ENC to be
completed by February 23, 1990._{ It will be included in entrance
training for contractor personnel by May 25, 1990.

This event will be reviewed with the Mechanical Maintenance
Supervisor and Crew who were directly involved by January 31, 1990.

A statement on the appropriate use of the Blanket Work Request system
was added to DAP 15-1 by the Maintenance Staff on January 12, 1990.

4
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8. Precautionary statements will be added to fire barrier surveillance
procedures DFPP 4175-2 and DFPP 4175-3 ("Shutdown Fire Stop/Break
Surveillance'") concerning:

a) improperly modified penetrations, and
b) removal of obstructions, as appropriate, in order to assure that
the entire barrier is properly inspected.

These procedure changes will be implemented by June 29, 1990, i.e.
prior to the next 18 month surveillance.

9. Changes have also been implemented in DFPP 4175-1 to clarify the
process by which temporary seals may be approved for longer than
seven days. It now provides more detailed installation instructions
and inspection frequency requirements tc ensure that temporary fire
seals provide adequate barrier protection for periods exceeding seven
days. This was completed on January 12, 1990.

ATE WHEN FULL COMPLI WIL v

As described previously, a fire watch was promptly established upon discovery
of the degraded fire barrier. The fire barrier penetration opening was then
sealed with an approved temporary configuration in accordance with DFPP
4175-1. Once the temporary fire seal was inspected satisfactorily, the fire
watch was terminated. Mechanical Maintenance then installed a permanent seal
under Work Request 88289, The permanent seal was then inspected
satisfactorily on November 17, 1989, at which time all actions to achieve full
compliance were complete.

AN
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