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OCT 16 I86

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region II
Attn: Dr. J. Nelson Grace, Regional Administrator
101 Marietta Street, NW, Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30323

Dear Dr. Grace:

BROWNS FERRY NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1, 2, AND 3 — NRC-OIE REGION II INSPECTION
REPORT 50-259/86-25, 50-260/86-25, AND 50-296/86-25 — RESPONSE TO VIOLATION

Enclosed is our response to G. G, Zech's September 11, 1986 letter to
S. A. White transmitting IE Inspection Report Nos. 50-259/86-25, 50-260/86-25,
and 50-296/86-25 for our Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant which cited TVA with two
Severity Level IV violations.

If you have any questions, please get in touch with M. J. May at
{205) 729-3566.

To the best of my knowledge, I declare „the statements contained herein are
complete and true.

Very truly yours,

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

Enclosure
cc {Enclosure):

Mr. James Taylor, Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Mr. G. G. Zech
Director, TVA Projects
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region II
101 Marietta .Street, NW, Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30323

R, Gridley, Di ector
Nuclear Safety and Licensing

86i0270i55 8610i6
PDR ADOCK 05000259
8 PDR An Equal Opportunity Employer
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RESPONSE
NRC INSPECTION REPORT NOS.

50-259/86-25, 50-260/86-25, AND 50-296/86-25
G. G. ZECH'S LETTER TO S. A. WHITE

DATED SEPTEMBER ll, 1986

Item 1

10 CFR 50.59(a) allows the holder of a license to make changes in the facility
as described in the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) without prior
Commission approval unless it involves a change to the Technical
Specifications or is an unxeviewed safety question. An unreviewed safety

. question is created if the consequences of an accident ox the malfunction of
the equipment important to safety previously evaluated in the FSAR are
increased.

10 CFR 50.59(b) requires in part that the licensee maintain records of changes
in the facility to the extent that such changes constitute changes in the
facility as described in the FSAR. These records shall include a written
safety evaluation which provides the basis for the determination that the
change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.

Contrary to the above, the licensee changed the facility as described in the
FSAR without maintaining a x'ecoxd of the change. On July 16, 1986, it was
found that the licensee maintains three flood protection doors normally open
for convenience of personnel and equipment transfers. These doors (two
radwaste building external doors and the reactor building equipment, access
flood gate) are described in sections 12.2.5.2.1 and 12.2.9.3.2 of the FSAR as
normally closed to provide watertight units. The length of time these doors
had been maintained normally open pxior to July 16, 1986, is unknown but is
believed to have been since October 1981.

This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement I) and is applicable to all
units.

1. Admission or Denial of the Alle ed Violation

TVA admits the violation as stated.

2. Reasons for the Violation

The issue of flood protection relative to the reactor building equipment
flood gate was raised by the NRC Residents in 1981. At that time, plant
pexsonnel evaluated this condition, found it acceptable, and submitted
necessary FSAR changes to the Central Office. Due to a lack of
administrative controls in the FSAR updating process at both the Central
Office and at Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant (BFN), the FSAR change was not
processed. In the timeframe of the FSAR change request, it was believed
by plant personnel that unresolved safety question determinations (USQDs)
were not required for FSAR changes. Since that time, NRC Inspection
Repoxt 86-05, unresolved item 86-05-01, questioned this methodology, and
as a result, plant policy has been changed to xequixe USQDs for all
appropriate FSAR changes.
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3. Corrective Ste s Which Have Been Taken and Results Achieved

As a result of unresolved item 86-05-01, a review was perfo
~ ~

rmed on all
FSAR revxsxons which affected the intent of the orxgznal updated FSAR.

This review is complete, 'and necessary corrective action has been taken.
The 50.59 safety evaluations were performed to justify those changes.

Subsequent to the violation, the plant performed a 50.59 evaluation on the
present position of the doors and flood gate. The evaluation concluded
that the open position of the doors and gates were acceptable. This is
based on the relative short time required to close/secure the openings as
recently verified by testing„, compared to the time required for the
reservoir to rise to a threatening level and create potential flood
conditions, FSAR, Appendix 2A (Maximum Possible Flood). In addition,
reservoir level instrumentation is available to alert operations before
flood conditions exist. As a further measure to confirm the plant's
evaluation of flood protection, the onsite design organization was
requested to perform an independent 50.59 safety evaluation. This
organization has verbally concurred with the plant's evaluation. A formal
reply is due by October 31, 1986.

4. Corrective Ste s Which Will Be Taken to Avoid Further Violations

The FSAR will be revised in the next annual update, July 22, 1987, to
reflect the state of the doors and flood gate as being open.

Since the 1981 FSAR change submittal, the site has .obtained administrative "

control of the FSAR update process. Adequate controls are in place to
ensure that the FSAR change request"and USQDs are addressed and properly
processed.

5. Date When Full Com liance Will Be Achieved

Full compliance will be achieved by July 22, 1987.
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Item 2.a.

10 CFR 5 0, Appendix B, Criterion V, requires that activities affecting quality
shall be prescribed by documented instructions, procedures, or drawings of a
type appropriate to the circumstances and shall be accomplished in accordance
with those instructions, procedures, or drawings.

Contrary to the above, this requirement was not met in that the fire
protection preaction sprinkler system on the 593 foot elevation of the unit 3

reactor building was neither prescribed as in Plant Drawing 47W491-30 nor
installed with an adequate system flush as required by note two of
Drawing 47W491-1. Note two of the drawing states that fire protection pipes
shall be cleaned free of scale, dirt, rust, and welding icicles, flushed with
treated water and blown out with compressed air prior to final closure.
Failure to remove the welded plug and perform an adequate flush as required
resulted in the sprinkler heads being unable to provide water spray to the
cable trays and equipment in the area. This condition was thought to have
existed since 1977.

1. Admission or Denial of the Alle ed Violation

TVA admits the violation as stated.

2. Reasons for the Violation

Multiple workplans were issued to install the preaction sprinkler system
on unit 3. Due to inadequate coordination in workplan preparation, a
blank (plug) installed to flow test the main sprinkler system header was
not removed when the branch piping for the northwest corner of elevation
593 was installed and hydrotested. The blank was utilized in two separate
workplans for required isolation. It was believed the flow test on the
main system, in addition to the hydrotest on the branch headers, was an
adequate test for installed piping. This was the reason the blank was not
found during the modification testing prog'ram. The modification was
completed, and the system declared operable on December 8, 1977.

Technical specifications do not require an inspection of the preaction
system dry sections which is the reason it has gone undetected. A design
modification scheduled for the unit 2 preaction sprinkler system will
require a hydrostatic test of the entire preaction sprinkler system. A

maintenance request was initiated to pneumatically test the existing
preaction sprinkler system dry pipe to detect possible problems before the
hydro. As a result of this effort, the 3.nstallation of the blank was

identified.

3. Corrective Ste s Which Have Been Taken and Results Achieved

The section oE pipe containing, the plug was removed and replaced with a

new section of pipe. All preaction system dry headers in all three
'eactorbuildings have been tested to verify the existence of an open flow

path.





Control and documentation of work performed has been improved through
procedure revisions since the 1977 modifications were performed. Also, a
more detailed initial review of workplans is now performed before work
authorization. All required alterations occurring to existing system
configurations during workplan performance are controlled by plant
procedures. The removal of the alteration (blank) will require second
person verification.

4. Corrective Ste s Which Will Be Taken to Avoid Further Violations

The Fire Protection Group is initiating a procedure to perform special air
testing at selective locations on all critical structures, systems, and
components preaction sprinkler systems to verify open flow paths. This
test will verify flow through the selected header sections and their
associated branch lines.

A program was recently implemented which requires the following:

All modifications and post-modification testing that pertains
to fire protection systems are reviewed by the Fire Protection
Group.

The Fire Protection Group is directly involved in the post
maintenance testing of modifications associated with Eire
protection piping.

All changes made to any procedure that pertains to a fire
protection system is reviewed by the Fire Protection Group.

5. Date When Full Com liance Will Be Achieved

All preaction system flow path verifications will be complete by
November 30, 1986.





Item 2.b.

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, requires that activities affecting quality
shall be prescribed by documented instructions, procedures, or drawings, of a
type appropriate to the circumstances and shall be accomplished in accordance
with those instructions, procedures, or drawings.

Contrary to the above, the requirement was not met in that various Control Rod
Drive Hydraulic Control Units were not installed in the design support
mounting configuration as required by design drawing 919D615. Numerous
missing, component washers, misaligned channel nuts, and loose bolting was
found on all units.

This is a Severity Level IV Violation, Supplement I, and is applicable to all
units.

1. Admission or Denial of the Alle ed Violation

TVA admits to the violation.

2. Reasons for the Violation

The missing washers and inadequate bolting were the result of poor work
practices and inadequate inspections of the Control Rod Drive (CRD)
Hydraulic Control Units (HCUs) during the plant's construction phase.l 3. Corrective Ste s Which Have Been Taken and Results Achieved

All CRD HCU mounting bolts were replaced; floor mounting'a rdware has been
installed. in accordance with design drawing 919D615. The HCU frame
back-to-back bolting details were not adequately specified on this
drawing, and the required bolting has since been accomplished with
criteria obtained from the Division of Nuclear Engineering (DNE).

4. Corrective Ste s Which Mill Be Taken to Avoid Further Violations

The improper mounting of the HCUs occurred during construction of BFN.
The HCUs are considered important to safety at BFN, and the present
operational maintenance/modification program utilizes procedural controls
and quality control verifications to ensure all work important to safety
is accomplished in accordance with design requirements. This fact will
ensure that the present configuration of the HCUs will not be degraded by
future maintenance/modifications.

5. Date When Full Com liance Will Be Achieved

All corrective actions for units 1, 2, and 3 are complete.
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Item 2.c.

10 CFR 5 0, Appendix B, Criterion V, requires that activities affecting quality
shall be prescribed by documented instructions, procedures, or drawings of a

type appropriate to the circumstances and shall be accomplished in accordance
with those instructions, procedures, or drawings.

Contrary to the above, there is no documented instruction, procedure, or
drawing which prescribes the anchoring details of the control room emergency
ventilation system (CREVS) filter train and blower assembly. The train A

and B assemblies are mounted differently with train B cantilevered off its
anchoring pad. Since no anchoring, details could be located, the installed
configuration represents an unanalyzed condition.

This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement I) and is applicable to all
,units.

1. Admission or Denial of the Alle ed Violation

TVA denies the violation.

In response to the Atomic Energy Commission's FSAR questions dated
March 25, 1971, TVA addressed the conformance of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,,in
relation to specific BFN systems. The response to question D.3. detailed
in the FSAR, Amendment 31, stated exception to criteria IV, XVII, and

XVIII as they relate to the control room air conditioning system, of which
CREVS is a part. This is due to the fact that Appendix B came into being,
after some components of BFN were already installed.

Since an exception was taken to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criteria XVII,
Quality Assurance Records for fabrication, installation, and examination,
complete quality control or quality assurance documentation was not
required to be maintained for this equipment. Because of this, the
anchoring details could not be retrieved.-

Furthermore, after NRC questioned the installation, DNE was requested to
address the actual as-built configuration of the CREV units in regard to
seismic qualification. DNE determined that the CREV units's ability to
function during and after a seismic event was not compromised by the
mounting configuration utilized in their placement.
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