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Inspection Summary
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d sa;ety inspection by the resident

Arers "nspected: Routine, unannounce
nspectors of Ticensee action on previous inspection findings; operstiona’
safety; onsite event tollow-up; plant materal condition; fitness {ur duty
program; maintenance/surveil’ance activities; backlog; LER Follow-up;
evaluation of licensee quality assurance program; radiological environmental
monitoring program; onsite-review; discrepancy records; and meetings.

Results: Of tne 12 areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identified
Tn 1T areas; one violation was identified in the followiny area; radiological
envivonmental monitoring program, Paragraph 6.
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Persons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison Company
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Plenfewicz, Station Manager

Schwartz, Production Superintende -t

Ward, Technical Superintendent

Kudalis, Service Director

Bri-“le, Operating Engineer, Administration
Didier, Operating Engineer Unit 0

Gierich, Operating Engineer, Unit 2

Higgins Ass.stant Superintendent, Operating
Schrock, Operating Engineer, Unit 1

St. Clair, Assiste it Superiitendent, Work Planning
Tulon, Assistant S.perintenuent, Maiatenance
Winchester, Quality Assurance Superintendent

. Wozniak, UNC Project Manager
. Zittle, Regulatory Assurance Staff

inspector also contacted and interviewed other licensee and contractor

personnel during the course of this inspestinn,

#Denotes those present during the exit inte“view on September 29, 1989,

*Denotes those present during a telephone discussion on September 1, 1989
with R. B. Holtzman, NRC regional inspector.

Action on Previous Inspection Findings (92701 and 92702)

NRC Regicn III management has reviewed open items for the Byron
Station and determined that the foliowing open items will be closed
adminisvrativily due to a lack of safet. significance, age of the
item, and other priority work. Th: licensee is reminded that
commitments directly related tc these open items are the ¢ le
resonsibility of the licensee and must be met as specified. NRC
Region III will review licensee actions by periodically conducting
“ statistica! sample of administratively closed items,

Unit

454/89004-03
Unresolved 1.em

454/89004-01




Bulleting

454/87001-~88 454,/88005~18
454/87002-88 454/88008-88
454/87002- 1B 454/88008~18
454/38001 -BB 454/88010-BB
454/88004-BB 454/88011-88

Generic Letters

454/88003~HH 454/88017-HH
454 /88014~HH 454/85020-HH
Unit 2

Open Items

455/86040- 05
455/89007-03

Bulletins

455/87001-BB 455/88005-18
455/87002-BB 455/88008-BB
455/07002-18 455/88008-18B
455/88004-BB 455/88010-BB
455/28011-BB

Generic Letters

455/38003-HH
455/88J14-HH

455/88017-HH
455/88020-HH

Plant Operations

Unit 1 operated at power levels up to 100% for the entire report period.

Unit 2 operated at power lovels up to 96% for the entire report period.

Operational Safety (71707)

The inspectors observed contrcl room operation, reviewad applicable
logs and conducted discussions with control room operators. During
these discussions and observations, tne inspectors ascertained that
the operators were al~rt, cognizant of plant conditions, attentive
to changes in thcse condi*ions, and took prompt action when
appropriate. The inspectors verified the operabflity 7 selected
emergency systems, reviewed tagout recc~ds and verified proper
return to service of affected comporents. Tours of the aux‘liary
and turbine buildings were conducted Lo observe plant equipmnent



conditions, including potential fire hazards, fluid leaks and
excessive vibration and to verify that maintenance requests had
been in‘tiated for equipment in need of maintenance,

The inspectors verified by observation and direct interviews that
the physical sccurity plan was implemented in accordance with
the station security plan,

The inspectors observed plant housekeeping/cleanliness conditions
and verified implementation of radia_ion protection controls. The
inspectors considered housekr zpinc above average except in the
following two areas, the Unit 2 auxiliiary electric rooms and the
elecirical maintenance shops. The housekeeping in these twu areas
were considered poor; however, the inspectors noted an improvement
during subsequerc walkdowns of the Unit 2 auxiliary electric rooms
later in the inspection period. With regards to the electrical
maintenance shops, additional management attertion is needed.
During the inspection period, the inspectors walked down the
accessible portions of the Unit 1 and 2 auxiliary feedwater (AFW)
systems and Unit 1 rod control system to verify operability.

These reviews and observations were conducted to verify that
facility operations were in accordance with the requirements
established under Technical Svecifi-ations, 10 CFR and
administrative procedures.

One concern was identified that pertained to the auxiliary feedwater
(AFW) pump suction pressure transmitter setpoint. On August 29

and 30, 1989, the AFW pump suction pressure transmitters were
recalibrated by the licensee to accommodare a revised suction
pressure setpoint reference. The previous reference point was

the location of the pressure transmitter. The new reference point
was identified as the location of the instrument tap on the AFW
suction ﬁiping. A letter, dated September 5, 1989, to the Byron
Project Manager from Sargent and Lundy, stated that relative to the
initial reference setting, the allowable value of inches Hg vacuum
specified in Technical Specification 3.3-4 was exceeded for three

of the four AFW pump suction pressure transmitters (2-Unit 1,

1-Unit 2). Additionally, new information concerning another change
of the setpoint reference has been intrnduced and discussed with the
licensee. This item is considered unresclved (454/8%017-01(NRP);
456/89019-01(DRP)) pending fu.ther evaluation of data by the
licensee and NRC staff review upon receipt of the applicable LER.

Onsite Event Follow-up (93702)

The inspectors reviewed an even’, that involved the accidental
discharge of the holon fire suppression system to che Unit 1 upper
cable spreading room (UCSR) on August 31, 1989, A technician
inadvertently grounded @ set of contacts in the halon release system
during the performance of surveillance, 1BHS FP-18., The entire



contents of seven halon bottles were discharged into the UCSR. and

.« fire alarm signal was generated. The station fire brigade and
security forces responded. There was no fire and no personnel
injuries. This event occurred just prior to the Labor Day weekend,
s0 the replacemenrt of halon and complete retesting of the system was
slightly delayed. [ire watches were posted for the entire time that
the halon system was considered out-of-service. Efforts were
initiated immediately to investigate the cause and provide corrective
measures to prevent recurrence,

Current Material Condition /71707)

The inspectors per‘ormed general plant as well as selected system
and component walkdowns to assess the general and specific material
condition of the plant, to verify that Nuclear Work Requests (NWRs)
had been initiated for identified equipment problems, and to
evaluate housekeeping.

Walkdowns included an assessment of the buildings, components, and
systems for proper identification and tagging, accessibility, fire
and security door integrity, scaffolding, radiological controls, and
any unusual conditions., Unusual conditions included but were not
limited to water, ¢il, or other liquids on the floor or equipment;
indications of leakage through ceiling, walls or floors; loose
insulation; corrusion; excessive noise; unusual temperatures; and
abrormal ventilation and Tiuhting. Results were as follows:

\1) Overall material condition of the diesel driven fire pump needs
improvcment,

(¢) Scaffsld was noted in Unit 2 6.9 kv switchgear room on
September 8, 1989, The scaffold had been up since July 3, 1989,
and the scaffold tag had expired July 29, 1989. This scaffold
was subsequentiy removed later in the inspection pericd.

The inspectors did nut identify any significant material deficien-
cies and the material condition of the plant was corsidered above
average for this report period.

“Fitness for Duty" Program Support (71707)

During this inspection period the inspectors observed the

presentation by the licensee, to the personnel at the By.on Station,
of the SST Production "Intervention Theatre." This program, presented
by profession21 actors lasted ap,.oximately one hour and was presented
sev.ral times during the month of September for the berefit of the
Byron Stetion personnel. This presentation was a highly entertaining
alternative to the conventional approaches used to communicate and
educate in the general area of substance abuse. The objective of

the presentation was to introduce the coni2pt of intervention which
takes place when abusers come face-to-face with their problem and arc



offered the means cf initiating a recovery. The overall objective
was to prompt and motivate those¢ needi~g counseling and/or treatment
to seex out the appropriate sources of help. The CECo Byron Employee
Assistance Program (EAP) Coordinator was on hand during the
presentations to answer any questions and to explain the company
policies in this general area of fitness for duty.

No violations or deviations were identifi-d.

4. Mainterance/Surveillance (61726 & 62703)

Activities

Station maintenance and surveillance activities of the
safety-related systems and components listed below were cbserved

or reviewed to determine that the activities were conducted in
accordance with approved procedures, regulatory guides, and industry
codes or standards, and in conformance with Technical
Specifications.

Maintenance

NWR B 70342

Limitorque Valve = Change grease to calcium base
grease, Exxon Nebula EPO

NWR E 6881A - Rewire wide range temperature recorders or repair.

NWR B 68868 - 111 DC Bus = MCB Alarm

NWR B 68959 - Investigate and repair DC ground on Bus 111.

NWR B 69611 = Install new alarm horn or redirect/rotate existing
alarm horn,

NWR B 69615 - Install new alarm horn or redirect/rotate existing
alarm horn.

NwR B 69684 -~ U-Bolt on pipe hanger 1FW 01268R needs repair.
NWR B 69686 - Investigate unexplained trip of AC feed to charger

111.
NWR B 69746 - Investigate and repair high positive ground on DC

B
Bus 211.
NWR B 70.94 - Rod control urgent fafilure alarm.
8

NWF S 70337 - Replace electro thermal link fire damper

NW: 5 70338 - Replace 2lectro thermal 1ink fire damper

NWR B 70339 -~ Replace exhausted halon bottles for upper cable
spreading room.

NWR B 70342 - Limitorque Valve - Change grease to calcium base
grease Exxon Nebula CPO

NWR B 70452 - Found 2 MEG ground on NVS-SX142.

NWR B 70626 - Investigate and repair DC ground on Bus 111.

Surveillance

* 1 BHS FP-18, "Semi-annual test of fire protection detecticn and
suppression wire trouble alarm for cross logic
zones. 1 PA3SJ cabinet."



Surveillance

* 1 BOS DC-M1, "{Unit 1) 125V DC ESF battery IIl monthly

surveillance."

1 BVS 0.5-3.AF.1~2, "ASME surveillance requirements for the
diesel driven AFW pump and Train B AFW valves."

1BVS 1.1.3.b-1, "god:rator temperature coefficient at power =~

0L

* 1 BOS 3.1.1-21, "(Unit 1) Train B solid state protection

system bi-monthly surveillance (staggered)."

* 1 B0S 8.1.1 2.a~1, "1A Diese! Generator operability monthly
(staggerad) and semi-annual staggered
surveillance.

* 2 BVS 0.5-3.AF.1-1, "ASME surveillance motor drive: AFW Pump

and train A AFW valves."

The following items were considered during this review: the
limiting conditions for operation were met while affected components
or systems were removed from and restored to se-vice; approvals
were obtained prior to initfating work or testing; quality control
recurds were maintained; radiological and fire prevention controls
were accomplished in accordance with approved procedures; test
fnstrumentation was within its calibration interval; functional
testing and/or calibrations were performed prior to returning
components or systems to service; test results conformea with
Technical Specifications and procedural requirements and were
reviewed by personnel other than the individua) directing the
test; any deficiencies identi 'ied during the testing were properly
documented, reviewed, and resolved by appropriate management
personnel. The following concern was identified:

The iuspectors reviewed the status of the process for
verification ¢f proper groase in Limitorque gearcase operators
for Motor Operated valves (MOVs) used n Environmentally
Qualified (EQ) applications. In January of 1939 a System
Materials Analysis Department (SMAD) report, M-5825-88, datec
January 6, 1989, reported on the results of tests performed on
25 grease samples submitted for analysis on November 22, 1588.
0¢ the 25 samples aralyzed by SMAD, two had unsatisfactory
results. Valve 1SI8804B was identified with mixed greases.

The ratio of mixed greases was 20:1, calcium bused grease to
11thium pased grease. NWR B 65783 was issued on March 13, 1989,
to replace the unsatisfactory mixed grease, with Exxon Nebula
EPO grease. Th's was completec in July 1989. The othe»
unsatisfactory test result invoived valve 1SI8814. The test
results fdentified that the incorrect grease was in the MOV
gearcase. Instead of a calcium based grease, the gearcase
contained a 1ithiv~ based grease. It does not appear that

a Deviation Report (DVR) was generated as a result of these
two unsatisfactory test resu’ts. It also appears that the



SMAD report, M-5825-88 wa: not distributed to the EQ
Coordinator for information or action as appropriate.

On August 31, 1989, based on a visua) inspection of three
grease samples taken from the gearcase on a EQ Limitorque
actuator for valve ] CC 9412 B, it appeared that the grease

was not of the type that would be acceptatle for use in EQ
applications. The three samples wer2 sent to SMAD for analysis
and DVR No. 6-1-89-110 was written. Samples from eight

other gearcases were also sent for analysis at the same :ime.
SMAD report M-4194-89, of September 8, 1989, reported that the
efight additional valve grease samples were acceptable ratio;
however, the grease in valve actuatcer 1 CC 2412 B was primarily
a 1'thium based grease instead of the required calcium based
grease. NWR B70342 was issued to change the grease, to the
correct calcium base grease, Exxon Nebula EPO.

Based on the recent August 31, 1989, SMAD test resulis the
Ticensee inftiated action to test the grease in 100% of the
accessible 90 valves used in safety related EQ applicutions
for both unfts. Also the licensee initiated administrative
action to ensure involvement of the EQ coordinator with

SMAD test results. Approximately 40 of the 90 valves had
been sampled at the end of *ais inspection period. This will
remain an unresolved item pending the re.ults of the current
sample program. (454/89017-01(DRP); 455/89019-01(DRP)).

Backlog

The inspectors reviewed the licensee's backlog of non-outage
corrective NWRs on hold for parts to assess the significance.
The MWRs were evaluated for safety impact of the deferrals.

As of September 19, 1989, the licensee had 106 corrective non-outage
NWRs on hold for parts. The backlog of open corrective non-outage
NWRs was 411. The inspectors reviewed a computer 1isting of NWRs
and selected four for detailed review to assess if there was an
impact on operability of the affected comuonent/system. The NWRs
selected were:

NWR# Date Problem

B56238 06/1/88 Damper has bad oil leak

B63540 12/21/88 Valve 15 binding not allowing proper
stroke.

B63895 01/9/88 Switch appears to have failed closed

not allowing jacket water to flow
through jacket.

B65419 03/2/89 Vertical directional vibration reads Hi
during surveiliance.



No violations or deviations were fgentified.

5. Safety Assessment/Quality Verification (35502, 40500, 40704)

a.

Licensee Event Report (LER) Follow-up (90712 and 92700)

(Closed) LER (454/89007)): Through direct observation, discussions
with licensee personnel, and review of records, the following LER
was reviewed to determine that the reportability requirements were
fulfilled, immediate corrective action was accomplished, and
corrective action to prevent recurrence had been accomplished in
accordance with Technical Specifications.

LER No. Title
Unit 1
454/89007 Control room ventilation alignment due to

voltage transient caused by lightning.

Evaluation of Licensee Quality Assurance Program Implementation
(35502)

The inspectors reviewed the licensee's corrective actions to
findings identified by an external industry assessment organization
to determine the effectiveress of the licensee's Quality Assurance
Program.

The licensee's corrective actions were timely and adequate ‘n
regards to deficiencies noted in the maintenance departments; in
heightening the awareress of first 1ine supervisors on good
industrial safety practices tr.,ough additional enhanced training
and on monitoring the radiation exposure received while performing
repetitive and routine jobs for ALARA considerations.

The inspectors attended a modification status meeting. In
attendance were memters from Operating, Tech Staff, all three
Mainienance departments, and QA; and each member actively
participated. The status of each modification was readily made
available; fndicating adequate pianning, proper interface and good
communications between groups. The licensee had a conscientious
effort underway to complete all routine activities in anticipation
of the large upcoming manpower demand during the outage.

The inspectors also reviewed LERs issued during the 1989 calendar
year and concluded that root causes were properly determined,
adequate corrective actions were implemented, and no significant
discernible trends wcre fdentified.



6.

c. Evaluation of Licensee Performance (35502)

A review of site operations from January through August 1989, was
conducted to evaluate the performance of the licensee as 1t may
require adjustment of the NRC inspection plan. The review included
operational events and trends indicated by monthly status reports.

No violations or deviations were identified,

Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program (REMP) (1P 84750, 1P 80721)

In a review of the corporate and nuclear plant radiological environmental
monitoring programs, tie inspector noted several deficiencies in the
Byron program, Although the Annual Radiological Environmental Reports
from 1985 through 1988 contained summaries of the results of analysis of
all radiological environmental samples, the reports did not include the
actual results, as required by Technical Specification (7S) 6.9.1.6. A
licensee representative agreed to correct this by adding the results to
the reports. This failure to include the results is considered a violation
of Technical Specifications (454/89017.-02(DRSS); 455/89019-02(DRSS)).
The violation was assigned a Severity Level 1V due to poor programmatic
oversight of TS requirements by corporate and licensee management and
the related deficiency noted below.

A 1988 Corporate QA audit (QAA 20-88-31, October 21-28, 1988), identified
that contrary to Technicel Specification 4.12.3, the Interlaboratory
Comparison ®°rogram was not described in the Offsite Dose Calculation
Manual (ODCM). Corporate representatives revised the generic section of
the ODCM where it appears to satisfy the TS requirement, especially when
combined with the details in the Annual Radiological Envircnmental Report.

One violation of NRC requirements was identified.

Engineering and Technical Support (377°0)

a. Op-Site Reviews

The inspectors reviewed five On-Site Review (USR) thet pertained to
potentially deyradable equipment or system configucations different
from UFSAR requirements., The OSRs were reviewed for clarity,
accuracy, and technical content. The five OSRs reviewed were:

89~194 Containment Floor Drain Instrument
(1FR=RF008)

89-203 AFW Battery Capacity

89.206 1B CV Pump Seal Replacement

89-207 RHR Bearing Life analysis

89-209 Operation with Charging/Safety Injection

mini-flow loop isolated
The inspectors identified one concern with OSR 89-206 that pertained

to a seal replacement for the 1B CV pump. The OSR stated that a
ASME Pump Performence Test was not required as the work performed

10



did not affect the pump performance reference values of inlet
pressure, differential pressure or flow rate. Since the work
involved uncoupling the pump from the mntor, the ASME reference
value for vibration could have been affected. The OSR did not
identify the affect of the work on pump vibration. However,
subsequent to the work, the licensee did perform a ASME Pump
Performance Test to accurately evaluate future maintenance %o be
performed on the 1B CV pump. The inspectcrs emphasized, to the
licensee, the need for OSRs to be technically accurate and address
the salient points.

Discrepancy Records/Degraded Equipment

The inspectors reviewed DVR Nc. 89-016, which was issued on

August 15, 1989, that identified the AFW "B" battery bank capacity
for the Unit 1 diese] driven AFW pump as 73%, based on the
prrformance of surveillance, 1BVS AF-2. The acceptance criteria

in the surveillance procedure was 80%. The DVR stated that the
battery was considered operable based on a letter from the licensee's
Nuclear Engineering Department (NED). The inspectors reviewed the
letter and the history of the Nickel Cadium (NiCa) ba*teries utilized
to start the Unit 1 diesel driven AFW pump. There are two banks of
NiCa batteries (Bank A and Bank B), each capable of starting the
diese] driven AFW pump. A selector switch on the local panel is
positioned to efther bank, with Bank "A" selected on the odd months
and Bank "B" on the even months. The inspectors identified the
following concerns:

(1) DOVR No. 89-016 referenced a letter for the basis of determining
operability for the "B" NiCa battery bank that was dated July 11,
1989. The letter referenced a calculation, which vas performed
as a result of a similar capacity test for the "A" NiCa battery
bank. The capacity test on the "A" battery bank was conducted
in accordance with procedure S$°P-89-037 on May 9, 1989. Tre
capacity of Bank "A" was determined to be 61% whict was below
the 80% acceptance criteria defined in SPP-89-037. The
calculation by the NED, to determine the minimum battery
capacity, was determined by the inspectors to be inadequate.
The calculation concluded that the minimum capacity was 49%;
however, the calculation did not use the correct duty cycle for
the battery. The inspectors determined that the duty cycle
utilized in the calculation did not meet the duty cycle
described in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR).
The duty cycle in the UFSAR was four cranks of the diesel with
the diesel AFW pump starting on the fifth attempt. The licensee
performed another calculation on August 22, 1989, with the
correct duty cycle. The revised minimum capacity of 58% did
not affect the operability status of both banks of the Unit 1
AFW NiCa batteries. However, the licensee has {ssued NWRs to
replece both battery banks within one year. The original
~apacity test on May 9, 1989, for the "A" Bank was based on a
two “our discharge. Based on vendor recommendations, the

1
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licensee conducted another discharge test of Bank "A" but
utilized a five hour discharge method on September 5, 1989.
The vendor steted that a five hour discharge would be a more
representative test of battei, capacity. The capacity of

the "A" Bank was determined to be 72%, based on the five hour
discharge test.

(2) The evaluation of Bank "A" NiCa batteries discharge test
results of May 9, 1989 by the station did rot address all
the salient issues to determine Bank “A" operability., The
evaluation was conducted by the system engineer and was part
of the 5PP-89-037 package. The evaluation stated that
operability of the batteries will be verified by starting
the diesel driven AFW pumq with the NiCa battery charger off
during the monthly surveillances. The evaluation did not
address if the NiCa batteries would meet the design criterie
(duty cycle) of the batteries described in the UFSAR, which
was the batteries capable of cranking the AFW diesel four
times with the diesel starting the fifth time.

(3) The review of the status of Unit 1 AFW Bank "A" battery after
the discharge test on May 9, 1989, was considered untimely based
on the test being done May 9, 1989; the review of results on
June 5, 1989, and the calculations to determine minimum capacity
performed July 11, 1989,

In conclusion, the inspectors are concerned with the licensee's
process of assessing degraded equipment. The inspectors have
identified where the licensee had performed timely and adequate
assessments of degraded equipment such as for the containment
flow drain measurement system on August 10, 1989. However,
inconsistencies have been noted by the inspectors that warrant an
evaluation of the process used by the licensee. Since degraded or
nonconformng equipment directly relates to safe plant operations,
the effectiveness of the process for assessing
degraded/nonconforming equipment is considered an Open Item
(454/89017-03(DRP); 455/89019-03(DRP)).

No violations or deviations were identified.

Unresolved Items

Unresclved items are matters about which more information is required

in order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, violations, or
deviations. An Unresolved item has been identified during the inspection
énd is discussed in paragraph 4.a.

Meetings
a. Management Meetings (30702)

On September 7, 1989, J. M, Hinds, Chief, Reactor Projects Section
1A, and the NRC resident inspectors toured the Byron plant and on
September 8, 1989, met with licensee management to discuss plant
performance and plant material condition.



Exit Interview (30703)

The scope and findings ot the inspection were reviewed with corporate
representatives (Section 1) at the conclusion of the inspection

en July 14, 1989. Telephone discussions were held with corporate
representative on August 30, 1989, and a licensee representative on
September 1, 1989.

During the exit interviews, the inspector discussed the likely
informational content of the inspection report with regard to
documents or processes reviewed during the inspection. Licensee
representatives did not identify any such documents or processes as
proprietary.

The inspectors met with the licensee representatives denoted in
Paragraph 1 at the conclusion of the inspection on September 29,
1989. The inspectors summarized the purpose and scope of the
inspection and the findings. The inspectors also discussed the
1ikely informational content of the inspection report, with

regard to documents or processes reviewed by the inspectors during
the inspection. The licensee did not identify any such documents or
procedures as proprietary.
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