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,ComnHrnwealch Edisnn-pany. 

Dresden Ceneracing Sut1on · . 

()'iOO North Dresden Road 

;\!orris. II. (iO-i'iO 

Tel HI 'i-9-i 2-2920 

February 7, f997 

JSPLTR #97-0025 

-Mr. A. Bill Beach 
R(;!gional Administrator · · 

Region III .. 
U: S. Nu.dear Regulatory Commission 
801 .Warrenville Road 
Lisle, IL . 60532-4351. 

Subject: 
. . . . 

Dresden Station U~lts 2 and 3 . 

Confirmatory Action Letter Action Item Up~ate _ 
NRC Docket Nos. 50-237 and 50-249 · 

ComEd 

·Reference: (1) NRC Confirmatory Action Letter RlII-96-016, A .. Bill Beach to 
J., S. Perry dated November 21, 1996. ' , 

(2) · i J. Maiman lette.r to A,. Bill Beq.ch dated November I 2, 1996. 

Dear Mr. Beach: 

The purpose of this letter is to provide the monthly update .of activities identified in. 

reference ( 1 ). 

the second monthly meeting to provide the status of activities was held at NRC 
Region IIi headquarters cin January 31, 1997. At this meeting, activity ·of the Dresden 
Eng\neering ·Assurance Group (DEAG), screeni_ng of the twelve system key 
parameters, ·special Site Quality Verification· Audits, and Corporate Engineering 
activity w;:i.s discussed. . . . . . . . 

D.resden En2ineering Ass~rance Gro~p (DEAG) Act.ivities 

The DEAG is now fully manned, ·and functional. The group ~ssisted with the· 
determination of Key· Paramete~s being reviewed for the twelve risk significant· 
systems. 

. . ' ~ . 

The group plans to review the backlog of 10 CFR. 50.59 safety evaluations developed 
for the partially completed modifications, and to review selected modifications planned 

I 0 

for completion in the upcoming- D3Rl4 refueling outage. . / AL · 
. . /~e;7" 
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The DEAG is working with the Engineering Department to resolve.the issue of ·, 
instrument uncertainty which was r~ised during the Independent Safety Inspection asn. · ·. · · 

· The group also assisted in the Station response to· the "50.54(f)" letter. 

· Over 30 Engineering Department products have been reviewed to date. The .most 
significant issues include:·. 

• Th.e emergency license amendment dealing with the em'ergency core cooling system 
(ECCS) suction strainers and containinent o.verpressure. · 

• The_ High Pressure Coolant injection System (HPCI) operability close out issues. 

Control Room and Technidl Support Center (TSC) venti.lation system operability. 
· issues. · 

Auxiliary Electrical Room operability issues. 
. .• 

' . / . 
Of the items revie.wed, thirteen required some ·rework for such deficiencies as 
unverified inputs or m~issions. ·The two most significant items to dat~ for which 
Performance Improvement forms ·were initiated are describec,1 ~elow: • -

·During reviev/ of the ECCS pump .net positive suction h~ad ·(NPSH) safety 
eval~ation,. it was· determined that the· most limiting Peak Clad Temperature 
(PCT) scenario was not considered: The original analysis assumed the limiting 
case to be tjle four low 'pressure coolant injection system pu~ps running dead
headed while. the core spray pumps were injecting into the vessel. . Actual,ly the 
case with all LPCI pumps cavitating while feeding the line 'break is the more 
limiting scenario. This was corrected during preparation of the emergency 
license ·amendment. This' deficiency was made· part of Engineer Support 
Personnel Training (ESPT) continuing training at Dres.den. ~ 

The second item was the discovery that the Turbine Load Rej·ect/ Tmbine Trip 
Bypass Setpoint in TSUP was based on 45% reactor thermal power instead of 
45% first stage turqine pressure .which had existed since the initial license. 
This was ~orrected when the new setpo·int was developed. 
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. . . 

DEAG has no~ed that more equipment related PIFs are being written by Engineering 
Department personnel. Areas for improvement noted by the group is the need to . 
improve intra-discipline communiGation to prevent omission of relevant information 
and improved attention to detail to avoid use of unverified i'npu,ts. · · 

Twelve Risk Sie;nificant'Systems Key Parameter Screenine: Status 

. Scree~ing of the key operating parameters· of twelve· systerns most critical from a risk 
perspective to verify that calculations exist to support them. is on track for completion 
by Febr~ary 28, 1997. · The. NRC will be _infor~ed immediately if critical parameters 
ar~ found to be outside normal acceptance range. The results of the screening will be 

· - provided ·on a monthly basis to the NRC through a meeting and· doo-keted response. . 

, The. ten individuals reviewing the parameters are all from outside ComEd and are 
exper.ienced .. engineers. The experience ranges from 24 years to over thirty years of 

· experience. The contract individuals are: supported by eight senior Dresden engineers . 
from the Design Enginee;ing and System Engineering groups. . . 

' . 

The project sch~dule is slightly behin.d sched~le at this time because it took more time 
than expected to id.entify the critical parameters for some of the non-safety related 
systems included in the list of twelve systems. The verificati.on of the calculations· is 
stili expected to compl~te by F~bruary 28·, 1997. · 

Among the twelve syste.ms are four non-safety related systems. selected be6ause of 
their impac(on Risk Achie.vement Worth. (RAW). The~e systems are Fe~d:water and 
Condensate, Turbine· Buildi~g Closed Cool_ing Water, Service Water, and Off-Site · 
Power Systems .. The TBCCW system is required· ~or the feedwater system. The . 
Service. Water System supports the TBBCW- and thus the feedwater syst.erri. The Off
Site Power _System. supports the 480 and 4KV systems. 

- . ' . ' .· -
The key parameters are defined as critical parameters from the current safety analyses, 
technical specification, and the Dresden_ Administrative_ Technical (DATR) 
requirements. During the meeting typical mechanical; electrical, instrumentation & 
control, and nuclear key parameters were "identified. 

_) 

. . / 



\ . 

. I 

. / 

USNRC Page 4 
February 7, 1997 

The following steps are part o_f th.e calculatio~ basis verification activities: 

Identify the supporting calculations and establish' that calculations support the key. 
parameters · 

• ·Initiate PIFs if calculations are mi5;sing, incomplete,. or. parameters are out of limits . 

. · / . ' . . 

• Initiate PIFs if parameters are not Consistent in th,e UFSAR, TSUP, or ·other design 
documents. · . . ' , 

The discrepancy 'notification process was reviewed. during the meeting and it was 
~oted that when PIFs are generated; they will und~rgo the norma,I station screening . 
process by senior stat'ion managers. If an· operability assessment is requir~d and it is 

. determined that a system ·is inoper<!,ble or degraded;· th·e NRC resident inspector will be · 
· notified .immediately. . . · 

PIFs have been. initiated' for missing calculati~ns: 

• The time defay setpoint for .initiation ~f the isoiation condenser, and. the makeup_ 
water flow rate. , 

• The turbine building· closed cooling water (TBCCW) heat exchanger capability_ and 
hydraulic calculations. 

• . Net positive suctiory. head (NPSH) for containment cooling service .water (CCSW'). 
' , . . . . ' ... 

PIFs have been -initiated for potential discrepancies: 

• The usable rating of the 125 VDC battery listed in. the Upgraded Final Safety 
. Analysis Report' (UFSAR) does not apply. 

• The minimum electrolyte temperature of 60°F in the Upgraded Technical 
· Specifications (TSuP) is ·inconsi~tent_ with the 65°F fO'und i~ the UFSAR and 
' design calculatiqns. . , 

• The number of cells in the 250 VDC battery .is different for the design basis 
documents (DBD) arid the UFSAR. 

' . 

I . 
. , ' 
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• The NPSH fo\ the LPCI pumps found. in the DBP does not agr~·e with· the pump 
curves. · · 

• The minimum water level in the CCSW suction bay· f~und in TSUP does. not agree 
with the Dresden Administrative Technical\ Requirements. (DATR) .. · 
. ' . 

There is no requi.rement for on si~e stor~ge of wate~ f~r continued operation ofthe 
isolatio~ condensec · 

• DBps for the isolation conden.ser. are n_ot ,consistent. I .·· 

' . 

• The. range of stea~ supply pressure to the high pres~ure coolant· injection system 
(HPCI) found in TSUP does not agree with the operating sur'veillance procedure 

. DOS 2J0.0~03. . . . . . . 

• Revised s~tpoints for ECCS initiation have n-ot been implemented.· 
., 

··. To summarize. the project status: 
' ' . 

• Th~ project teatn and desk top instructions for them to ·function are in place'. 
.. ,. . ·. J .. 

. Key pararneters. and .calcul'ations have been identified . 

• four rnis~ing calculations and" nine potential discrepancies have been identified. 
. \ 

. • :Review of calculations has begun. · 

The project is on track to finish as scheduled: 

Specia·I Audits of Architect Eneineers and Vendors 

. The actions -taken by Sargent & Lu~dy in response td Corrective Action· Record (CAR) 
. ' . - . ·' . 

from the audit were discussed. 

CAR.AE~96-l 7-0l issued for failure to report to ComEd ·a design inp.ut error 'via· 
memorandum. 
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,, 
CORRECTIVE ACTIONS INCLQDED: · 

Sargent & Lundy CARs were issued. 

• Additional calculations were reviewed and the Nuclear Design Input Transmittal . . 

(NDIJ) L_og was reviewed. 

• PIF process was developed an.d insjituted. 

• Training was conducted on the use of PIFs for ConiEd notification. 

CAR AE-96~ 17-02 issued because deficiencies were identified in ~ l of 24 Sargent & 
Lundy cakulations which required PIFs to be written. 

t. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS. INCL~ED: 
I • \' 

The calculations were revised ~r voided. 

• A matrix was' developed for trending and procedures were revised. 
The ~ignificance level ranges from O (editorial changes) to level 4 which. indicates , . 

. design 'margins have been exceeded: 
, .. 

• Sargent & Lundy committed to additional reviews of calculations by 17 March 
1997. 

·., ' 

·CAR AE-96:..17-03 issued because the Sargent & Ltindy independent review process· 
was not effective. 

. . . 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS INCLUDED: 

• Awareness training was perform.ed o.n all issu'es. 

• Training was provided on reviewer- exc_eptio~s. 

Calcu!ations were. revised or voided where appropriate.' 
. . \ 

• An 'Engineering Assurance Program wa,s :developed .. 

CAR AE.-96-17-0:l issued because Sargent & Lundy audits were programmatic in 
nature. 
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CORRECTIVE ACTIONS INCLUDED: . 

The ~se o_f technical'-specialists will be increas_ed for .internal audits. 

• The content of audit check lists will be reviewed and revised as needed .. 

•. The PIF process will. be used to track/trend audit findings, 

CAR AE-96-.17-05 issued because a Sargent & Lundy calculation was not distributed 
• j 

for microfilming. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS INCLUDED: 

. • A review of the calcul.ation index was performed: 

A \Vareness training was cond,ucted. 

CAR AE-96-17~06 issued be~ause the.rang~ of appiicabilitY of piping software,· 
PIPSYS, was not identified on appropriate. documents. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS INCLUDED.: 

• · The method of describirig system limitation2 was reviewed.· 
' ' 

Sargent & Lundy comiDitted to the following additio~.al actions or improvement_s: 

· • Develop a self assessment process. 
. . . . ' . 

De~~lop/revise an Engineering Eval~ation' Process. 

• Develop· a pr.ocedure for third party reviews. 
, I . 

. • 'Revise internal procedures to acknowledge the precedence~ of ComEd Nuclear. 

. \ ~· 

Engineering Procedures {NEP). · 

Provide special training-ori the formaiity of information trarisfer between CornEd 
and Sargent & Lundy. 

I. 
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As a result of the audit, the following additional fmprovements will be made by 
Nuclear. Oversight and Site Quality Verification. 

Implement Industry Peer Assessment function by December 1997. 
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· • Verti.cady integrate the audits a~d assessments of the onsite and offsite functions of" 
the Engineering Servi~es Group to· avoid overlap and ensure that bro~d areas are 
addressed. · · 

I . 

. • Conduct .an assessment of the NUPIC process. 

• Increase moni.toring to -provide real time assessments of engineering deliverables. 

~ ' .. . 

• Audit.primary AEs, Nuclear Steam System Suppliers (NSSS), ai:d fuel· suppliers in 
1997. "-.... 

. Corporate Initiatives· 

CA.R A~-96~ 17-97 was issued to Corporate Engineering for failure to control the 
safety reiat~d design activities of the architect engineers (AE). 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS INCLUDED: 

· • Corporate Engineering considers this a .generic issue because strict adhere·nce to the 
established NDIT process· has not been observed between CotnEd and veridors for 

-all de~ign activities: · · . . · 

A Tech 'Alert has bee~ issued for all stations. 

• A dual accounta~ility system has been establishe_d with Sargent & Lundy· to enforce 
the NDIT process: . 1 

An Engineering Ass.ur.ance Group will provide oversight-to ~he process. 

. . 

Vendor audits will be used to measure the effectiveness_ of the process.,. 
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The status of the short term actions identified in reference (i) are as follows: 

• An Engineering Assurance Group has. b~en established at each site. and a Corporate-, 
sponsored Peer Group has been established. 

• An NEP has b.een developed which specifies the steps to be followed when, conflicts 
are found between the UFSAR , design documents and t~e physical plant. 
Training is complete at Dresden and is. in progress at the.· other stations. . · 

' . . . ' / ' . . . . . . ' 

• Engineering .Safety System Functional Inspections are scheduled to be complete at . · 
all sites by April 1997. At this time Dresden and LaSalle are complete, and Byron .. 
and Zi~n, are in progress. Assesstl-ient of find{ngs ac~o~s the sites are expected by 
Jtine -1997. ' 

·\ 

· • The Corporate Engineering Assurance Group has been tasked .to support the Ven.dor 
audits with subject matter experts. 

Among the iong term actions specified in ·reference (2) was ,the establishment of a 
Th~ee Year Improvement Plan to .Improve the Quality and Accessibility of Design 
Informatio'n. Actions to date include; . . ,. 

''I I 

• The plan, whi~h applies to all six sites~ ·was established on Dece~ber 30,. 1996 .. · 
" ' 

The NRC Regional Administ~ator .was n~tified of the plan by letter on January~ 30, 
1997.. ,. '. 

• · B~chtel has been hired to manage the plan irnplemen.tation with C~mEd · 
· pa0_lcipation. from all six sites. · 

. . 

The status' of speclfic iong term actions for Dresden Station are as follows: . · 

' . . 
Twenty-three of thirty-three DBD topicals are complete. . ' ' -· -

Validation is in process for all DBDs. 

• The UFSAR will be re~iewed against existing procedures, DBDs, and .other design 
documents. 

• Critical calculations will be validated or reconstituted. 

. I 

. . ) 

\ 
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. The indexes of design information will be enhanced with cross references, 
dependencies, parameters, and other important design featu_res .. -

. . 
During the presentation, it was agreed. that the f91lowing. information would be 
preserited at the next meeting scheduled for 1 :00. PM on February 28, 1997 at NRC 
Region III Headquarters: 

1. .. A _sta~us of the Sargent & .Lundy revi~tv, of the ECCS, HY AC, and essential 

2. 

~ 

3. 

service water calculations at each of the six sites. It was estimated that a 
sample population of fifty would be reviewed with provision. to expand based 
on the outcome. , . . 

A walk-through of one example of the systern key parameter screening, to 
rverify that calcul~tions exist to support key parameters .. 

·A thorough. discu~sion of how errors found in the -~alculations are evaluated for 
significance including operabili.ty. 

4. A more deta,iled milest.on,e schedul_e f~r the planned action~ by. the Corporate 
Oversight Group and SQV. . · . ' · · 

5. A discussion of the EAG Peer Group charter which .is currently under 
.development 

. ~ . . . ,,, 

6. A discussion of the NEP and flow chart which guides engineers through a 
design basis documentation .conflict. 

. . . . 

7. A discussion of the issue of EAG independence and our expectations for its 
use. 

·8. An explanation of significance of the level 3 (reduced margin) design 
ca!'culation discrepancies identified in the Sargent & Lundy calculations and the . 
s·cope of th_ose deficiencies. 

9. The basi.s for riot including the Standby Liquid. Contrbl Systerr:i and the 
Emergency ~.iesel Generators in .the "12· System Review:" 
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If you have any ques,tions concerning this issue· please .contact Mr. Frank Spangenberg, 
Dresden Station Reg.ulatory Assurance Manager, at (815) 942'-2920, ext. 3 800. 

' . ' . 

Sincerely, 

·,~~e~~y 
\l. Stephen Perry) 
Site Vice President 
Dresden Station 

cc: tJ. s~ NRC Docume~t Control Desk 
J. F. Stang, Project Manager, _NRR 

. / 

J. Hopkins Acting Senior Resident Inspector, Dresden Station 
Office of Nuclear Facility Safety - IDNS · 

·i 

. i 




