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Inspection Summary:

Inspection on August 1-31, 1980 (Combined Reoort Nos. 50-317/80-14 and 50-318/80-13)
Areas Insoected: Routine, onsite regular and backshift inspection by tne resident
inspector (22 hrs, Unit 1; 22 hrs, Unit 2), plus routine, onsite regular inspection
by one region-based inspector (10.5 hrs, Unit 1). Areas inspected included the
control room and the accessible portions of the auxiliary, turbine, service, and
intake buildings; radhtion protection; physical security; fire protection; plant |

operating records; IE Balletins and Circulars; Events Requiring Reporting; License
Amendment Implemer.tation; Review of Load Centers; and Reports to the NRC.
Noncomoliances: None. j
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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

The following technical and supervisory level personnel were contacted:

E. Bauer, Supervisor - Modifications and Computer
G. Brobst, Acting General Supervisor - Chemistry
J. Carroll, General Suparvisor - Operations
J. Carter, Supervisor - Quality Control
R. Denton, General Supervisor - Training and Technical Services
L. Dudek, Senior Quality Assurance Auditor
C. Dunkerly, Shift Supervisor
W. Gibson, General Supervisor - Electrical and Controls
J. Gilbert, Shift Supervisor
J. Hill, Shift Supervisor
G. Hatfield, Engineer - Catalytic
D. Holland, Super /isor - Engineering
J. Lohr, Shift Supervisor
A. Lundvall, Vice President - Supply
A. Marion, Senior Engineering Technician
J. Mihalcik, Senior Engineer - Nuclear Fuel Management
J. Rivera, Shift Supervisor
P. Rizzo, Senior Technical Specialist
L. Russell, Plant Superintendent
J. Schultz, Computer Maintenance Coordinator
X. Sebra, Principal Engineer
J. Steelman, Engineer - NFM
D. Zyriek, Shift Supervisor

Other licensee employees were also contacted. |

2. Licensee Action on Previous Insoection Findings

(Closed) Unresraed Item (317/79-17-01; 318/79-14-01): Correct T.S.
Typographical Error. The inspector reviewed FCR 80-5 (Unit 1 and 2) which
contained a T.S. Change request dated January 22, 1980 to cort ect the NFPA
Section 27 Code Reference to the latest revision (1975).

(Closed) Unresolved Item (317/80-02-03; 318/8C-02-04): Alarm Typer RMS
Setpoints. The licensee has reviewed Radiation Monitor System Alarm Setpoints
utilized by the computer alarm typewriter. The inspector reviewed the
present RMS setpoints (high and incremental high) and noted that tney had
been set to values consistent with the RMS alarms.

.- - . - - -. - .
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3. Review of Plar.t Operations

a. Plant Tour ~

At various times the inspector toured the facility, including the
Control Room, Auxiliary Building (all levels, no High Radiation Areas),
Turbine Building, Outside Peripheral Area, Security Buildf ags, Health
Physics Control Points, Diesel Generator Rooms, Service Luilding and
Intake Structure.

Sampling Checks of the following were made.

Radiation controls established by the licensee, including posting--

of radiation areas, conditions of step-off pads and disposal of
protective clothing.

Control Room manning including observation of shift turnover and-

panel walkdowns.
,

Systems and equipment for fluid leaks or abnormal piping vibration.--

Seismic restraint and hydraulic snubber checks to verify adequate--

installation and fluid levels.

Plant housekeeping conditions, including general cleanliness and--

storage to preclude safety or fire hazards.

Control Room and local monitoring instrumentation fer various--

components and parameters were observed, including reactor power
level, CEA positions and safety-related valve position indica-
tion.

Whether proper access controls were established.--

During the control room tours, the inspector questioned the opera-
bility of the Main Vent Monitor Flow rate recorder (Point 9 on the
Control Room Radiation Monitor System multipoint recorders). The Unit
Two recorder was bypassed and the Unit One recorder was reading down-
scale. Environmental Technical Specification 2.3.B.S.a states that,
for Airborne Effluents streams which are being continuously released,
the flow rate shall be measured continuourly and recorded. The licensee
stated: that a continuous measurement is available (Flow Manometers
in the Auxiliary Building); that the flow rate is recorded twice a
shift by the Auxiliary Building Operator; that the installed recorders

-.



_ _ - _ _

. .

4

measure sample, not process, flow rates; that no recorders are now
ir. stalled for the record Main Vent Flow Rate; that, for calculational
purposes, a conservative value representing maximum' stack flow is
used; and that a Main Stack Flow recorder will be installed by January
1, 1981 (a TMI-Lessons Learned Modification).

This ites (317/80-14-01; 318/20-13-01) is unresolved pending further
review of the T.S. recording requirement.

L. Review of Operating Loos and Records

Logs and records were reviewed to identify significant changes and
trends, to assure required entries were being made, to verify Operating
Orders conform to the Technical Specifications, to verify proper
identification of abnormal conditions, and to verify conformance to
reporting requirements and Limiting Conditions for Operation. The
following records were reviewed for the report period:

Shift Supervisor's Log-

Unit 1 Control Room Operator's Log-

Unit 2 Control Room Operatt?'s Log-

Nuclear Plant Engineer - Operations Notes and Instructions-

Unit 1 and 2's Control Room Daily Operating Logs (Sampling-

Review)

Service Buf1 ding Operators Log (August 23-30; 1980)-

Radcon Smooth Log (August 19-20, 1980)-

No unacceptable conditions were identified.

4. Observation of Physical Security

During regular and off-shift hours the resident inspector observed, wit-
nessed or verified that selected aspects of security were in accordance
with regulatory requirements, the physical security plan, and approved
procedures.

a. Physical Protection Security Organization

Observations and personnel interviews indicated that a full time--

member of the security organization with authority to direct
physical security actions was present, as required.

- . . . _ . - _ _ .- . .. .
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Manning of all three shifts on various days was observed to be as--

required.
.

b. Physical Barriers

Selected barriers in the protected area (PA) and the vital areas (VA)
were observed and random monitoring of isolation zones was performed.
Observations of truck and car searches were made,

c. Access Control

Observation of the following items were made:

Identification, authorization and badging--

Access control searches--

Escorting--

Communicaticas--

Compensatory measures when required--

No unacceptable conditions were identified.

5. Review of Licensee Event Reports (LER's)

a. LER's Reviewed

The inspector reviewed LER's submitted to the NRC:RI office to verify
t'.at the details of the event were clearly reported, including the
accuracy of the description of cause and adequacy of corrective action.
The inspector determined whether further information "as required from
the liceriset, whether generic implications were indicated, and whether
the ever,t warranted onsite followup. The following LER's were reviewed:

LER (Unit No.) Dated Subject

80-033/03L (2) 8/13/80 Spray Valve Minimum Flow Bypass Leak Off
Isolation Valve Leakage '

*80-037/01T (1) 8/13/80 EDG Air Start Pressure Switch Tubing
and Not Seismically Qualified

80-035/01T (2)

|
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*80-035/01T (1) 8/8/80 Thermal Power Exceeded Due to Leakage in
and the Blowdown Recovery Heat Exchanger

80-034/01T (2)

* denotes reports selected for onsite followup.

b. LER's Selected

For the LER's selected for onsite review (denoted by asterisks above),
the inspector verified that appropriate corrective action was taken
or responsibility assigned and thct continued operation of the
facility was conducted in accordance with Technica1 Specifications
and did not constitute an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10
CFR 50.59. Report accuracy, compliari, with current reporting
requirements and applicability to other site systems and components
were also reviewed.

80-037/01T (Unit 1) and 80-035/01T (Unit 2). These LER's--

concerned the discovery by plant personnel on July 30, 1980 that
the instrument tubing connecting the EDG air start headers to air
receiver pressure switches was not seismically qualified. This
discovery was made during a review of the as-built system
configuration by the A/E following relocation of the switches
under FCR (Facility Change Request) 76-23. The licensee started
the EDG's and then isolated the non-seismic tubing. Hourly
checks of air receiver pressure were then initiated, as was FCR
76-23, Supplement 4, dated July 29, 1980. Installation of a
revised seismic design was completed on August 8,1980. The
inspector reviewed FCR 76-23, FEC's 76-23-5 through 10 (dated

,
between July 31 to August 2,1980), which implemented various

| Field Engineering Changes, and the installed tubing in the
Diesel Room.

No unacceptable conditions were icentified.

80-035/01T (Unit 1) and 80-034/01T (Unit 2). These LER's--

described the exceeoi.'c of licensed power level (2700 MWt) on
both units because of 2u% leakage in each unit's Blowdown

i Recovery Heat Exchanger (ha.11 - Unit 1 and No. 21 - Unit 2).
The inspector reviewed this occurrence including an evaluation
of the computer program for determining thermal power and the
licensee's proposed corrective action. The program is a
secondary side heat balance:

.
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core = Ast (hst - h ) + m (h , - h )7 f f fpower

NLoss ' O ~Opump heaters
where e = Steam Flow (Feed Flow - Blowdown Flow) x (Steam Quality))

st

h = Steam Enthalpy (Computer Calculates from SG Pressure)
st

h = Feedwater Enthalpy (Computer Calculates from Feedwater Temperature)
f

Fluid Flow (Steam Flow x Moisture Content (1-Quality) +4 =
7

Blowdown Flow)

h, Fluid Enthalpy out of SG (Computer Calculates from SG Pressure)=
f ,

QL ss = Miscellaneous (Primary System) heat losses from Post Core Functional
Testing Radiation, Convection, (CVCS System)

QPump = Heat Input to RCS from Primary Coolant Pumping Action

Q = Heat Input to RCS from Pressurizer Electric Resistance HeatersHeaters

Underlined items are addressable constants. The inspector noted that .

Thermal Power is thus monitored and calculated by examining three
variables, feedwater flow (s), feedwater temperature (s), and steam
generator pressure (s).

During the referenced events, the licensee calculated that (unde-
tected) leakage of about 200 gpm from the condensate to the blowdown
recovery side of No.11 Steam Generator Blowdown Recovery Heat Ex-
changer (tube leakage) had resulted in the operators throttling blow- ,

i down flow gradually to maintain 200 gpm indicated flow. Because the
computer utilizes an addressable constant for blowdown flow the cal-
culated thermal power was less conservative than if calculated with
actual blowdown flow (licensee calculated as 24 MWt, inspector cal-
culated as 21.7 MWt for 200 gpm). The leakage was discovered by an
examination of Steam Generator Chemistry trends and noting that blow-
down had become ineffective on July 22, 1980. Examination of the
blowdown flow rate on Unit 2 revealed a similar but less severe
leakage (power error 8 MWt). The licensee stated that a Preventive
Maintenance (PM) functional check would be developed to verify proper
blowdown flow rate. The inspector reviewed the draft PM and also OI
30, Nuclear Instrumentation, Revision 4, dated June 21, 1978, Section

|.
IV, Calorimetric Power Calculations. The inspector further noted
that the errors in calculated power were of a lesser magnitude than
the 2% (54 MWt) m 1surement uncertainty factor for thermal power which'

!
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is used in setting alarms for the Incore Monitoring System.

No unacceptable conditions were identified, however, the inspector
stated these LER's would remain open pending implementation of the
draft PM to monitor for blowdown leakage.

6. Review of Events Requiring One Hour Notification of the NRC

The circumstances surrounding the following events requiring prompt (one
hour) notification of the NRC via the dedicated telephone (EA') were re-
viewed.

Manual Plant Trip--

At 3 PM, on August 12, 1980, Unit 2 was manually tripped by the con-
trol room operator after loss of the second (No. 22) of six circu-
lating water pumps. No. 24 circulating water pump had previously been
taken out of service to check for salt water leaks into the main
condenser. ABout T:00 PM, No. 22 Screen Wash Pump Discharge Pipe
(plastic) broke, spraying the No. 22 circulating water pump control
circuit with salt water, tripping the pump. The reactor was tripped
manually per Operating Procedures. The inspector observed control
room activities following the trip and examined significant
parameters. Safety systems functioned properly and the reactor was
restarted following repair of the control circuit.

Plant Trip During Surveillance Testing--

At 9:02 AM on August 20, 1980, a plant trip (Unit 2) occurred during
surveillance testing. A technician performing STP-M-220-2, ESFAS
Functional Testing, Revision 3, erred in the performance of a step
which dirteted increasing channesl ZD, ZE and SF Steam Generator
Isolation Signal (SGIS) Block setpoints to allow reblocking of the
SGIS trips, and actually dialed back the channel trip units, causing
SGIS initiation. The SGIS closed both main steam line isolation
valves, resulting in a high pressure reactor trip. The inspector
reviewed post trip recovery actions from the control room, including
the sequence of events, logs, and alarm typewriter printout. The

;'
pressure transient was terminated by the reactor trip and momentary
opening of the PORV's. Reactor coolant quench tank temperature and
pressure did not increase. Safety systems functioned as required.
The licensee counseled the technicians performing the surveillance
testing (two technicians were present at the ESFAS cabinets) concern-
ing the necessity of careful adherence to procedure steps.

|

.

. . . _ , - . _ -, . , _ -- , _ - - . - - - - . - - - . - _ , ..



_

. . ,

9

i

No items of noncompliance were identified.

Unplanned Release of Radioactive Materials. |
--

An unplanned release of radioactive gas occurred between 12:20 AM and
1:15 AM on August 20, 1980 from the containment atmosphere via the
normal containment sump drain valves. The release occurred when the
sump drain valves, which are periodically cycled to determine Reactor
Coolant System Leakage, were inadvertanely left open, allowing the
containment atmosphere to vent through the No. 12 ECCS Pump Rgom and

A sli ht increase (from 36 cpm background tothen out the Main Stack. 0
100 cps) was noticed in the Main Vent,qjiseous RMS, with an offsite
dose calculated to be less than 2 x 10 mrem. The release was iden-
tified at 1:15 AM when a worker noted a " stale" smell in the ECCS pump
room. The drain valves were immediately closed from the Control Room
and eight workers who were in the ECCS Pump Room were evacuated and
given whole body counts (WBCs). The inspector reviewed results of air
surveys in the pump room (less than 0.1 mpc particulate and 0.33 mpc
iodine) and WBCs (no intake observed). The inspector also reviewed
the release permit completed after the venting. The calculations were
based upon the observed decrease (0.15 psig) and actual air samples.
These calculations showed the release to be 0.62 curies, with the
major isotope Xenon-133 (0.59 Ci). The release was well within T.S.
limits (0.125% of limit). The inspector also reviewed the completed
checklist for Offsite Dose and Release Calculation, Local and Plant
Emergency, SEPiP G, Revision 10.

No unacceptable conditions were identified.

Further inspector review of this event centered upon the
circumstances of leaving the containment sump normal drain valves
open. ' The licensee uses the control room operator's log to track the
frequency of draining 'he containment sumps. In addition, the time of
draining the sumps is noted in a log book on the control panels. The
latest log book entry was entered at 9:53 PM on August 19, 1980. The
frequency of venting was approximately once each two hours. A review
of RMS monitor recorder indicated that the ECCS room radiation monitor
increased from 35 to 350 cpm at 12:20 AM on August 20, 1980. The four
control room operators interviewed could not recall opening the sump
valves (done upon receipt of an alarm). The drain valves remained

; operable, in that receipt of a Containment Isolation Signal would have
closed the valves. The inspector further noted that this path is the
current path for normal containment venting because NRR had
restricted use of the normal purge valves (refer to IE Inspection
Reports 317/80-06 and 318/80-06).

.
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As a result of the above mentioned reviews, the inspector concluded
that the licensee's method for determining Reactor Coolant System
leakage via the containment sump drainage was questionable (three 1

other methods are also utilized to determine RCS leakage). The |
licensee stated that the methodology for calculating and examining ;

RCS leakage by the containment sump draining frequency and the i
associated documentation would be revised. !

This item is unresolved (317/80-14-02) pending completion of the
licensee's action and inspection by the NRC.

7. IE Circular Review

The following IE Circular was reviewed onsite to determine that the !
circular was received by the licensee management, that a review for
applicability was performed, and that further action taken or planned was
appropriate.

IEC 79-22, Str'oke Times for Power Opera. id Relief Valves. j--

No unacceptable conditions were identified. l

8. IE Bulletin Followup

The inspector reviewed licensee actions on the following IE Bulletin (IEB)
to determine that the written response was submitted within the required
time period, that the response included the information required,
including adequate corrective action commitments, and that licensee
management had forwarded copies of the response to responsible onsite
management. The review included discussions with licensee personnel and
observations and review of items discussed below.

IEB 80-19, Failures of Mercury-Wetted Matrix Relays in Reactor--

Protective Systems of Operating Nuclear Power Plants Designed by
Combustion Engineering.

The licensee contacted the inspector concerning the Bulletin require-
ment to test RPS Matrix Relays at a ter, day frequency until the
Mercury-Wetted relays were either rep 1 ced or justification provided
for their continued use. The licensee stated that only three relay
failures had been experienced at Calvert Cliffs during 7.5 years of
testing at a rate of 24 tests per month. In addition, the licensee
questioned the rationale for the ten day testing requirement. The
inspector contacted the NRC Bulletin reviewer and determined that thg
exhibited failure rate for the Matrix Relays (approximately 5 x 10
per hour) was considerably higher than had been pr_pided by several6relay failure estimates (ranging from 10 to 10 per hour). In
addition, the stipu1P.ed frequency (10 day) of cycling ensured

!

.

ey 3 - , y-.c , y m ;-r ,yvrm _ -.r-y- -e-



.. .

11

dispersion of the mercury on the contact surfaces increasing relay
reliability.

The licensee stated that they would follow the bulletin requirement
for 10 day testing. The inspector reviewed (new) Surveillance Test
Procedure No. 0-3-2, Matrix Relay Trip Test, Revision 0, approved
August 27, 1980. This test is scheduled for weekly accomplishment and
exercises the suspect relays (and in addition, the reactor trip
circuit breakers). IEB 80-19 will remain open pending the licensee's
response and evaluation of long term corrective action.

9. Review of Procedures Relating to License Amendments 44 (DPR-53) and
27 (OPR-27)

'

The subject license amendments, issued August 1,1980, changed the sampling
location (Boric Acid Concentration) for filling the Safety Injection Tanks
(SITS) from the tank itself to the discharge of the High Pressure Safety
Injection Pump (HPSIS) being used to fill the tank. This action was taken
because leakage from the SITS into the Reactor Coolant Drain Tank (RCDT)
had resulted in approximately 9 containment entries per week at a personnel
exposure of 350 to 500 man-rem per week. The alternative to the T.S.
change were to shutdown each unit to locate and repair the leaks (5 day
outage required) or to continue taking the samples in containment.

The NRR safety evaluation supporting these amendments documented a BG&E
staff agreement to locate and repair the leaking valves during the next
outage (both units) and, in addition, to permanently maintain the equipment
in good repair if the change was permanently authorized. Further, a
commitment was made to modify the operating procedures to clearly specify a
10 minute, 90 gallon per minute flush of the fill line from the Refueling;

1 Water Tank into the RCDT, and then taking a sample at the running HPSIP
'

discharge within one hour prior to filling the low volume SIT.

Inspector review of these license amendments and procedure changes!

revealed the following.

An apparent error had . been made in the amendments in that T.S.--

surveillance requirement 4.5.1.f (both Units) specified verification
of a boron concentration between 1700 and 2200 ppm. (LCO is 1720 to
2200 cpm). The NRR Project Manager was contacted and stated an
amendment correction would be issued.

OI-3, Revision 16, dated August 29, 1979, Safety Injection, Shutdown !
--

Cooling and Containment Spray System, was reviewed to verify that the
1

|
' 1
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specific steps had been incorporated. No reference was made to the
requirement to complete the sample within one hour prior to filling.
The licensee initialed an Operating Manual Change to add the one hour
requirement. The inspector also noted a general need foa revision of
01-3, in that numerous changes had been mcde to the procedure and it
appeared difficult to follow them all. The licensee stated that 01-3
would be revised.

The NRC issued a correction to Amendments Nos. 44 and 27 on August 15, 1980
to correct the minimum specified boron concentration to 1720 ppm. The
licensee revised 0I-3 (Revision 18) on August 15, 1980 to include the one
hour sampling ' equirement and to incorporate the existing permanent
procedure changes.

The inspector had no further questions regarding Amendments Nos. 44 and 27,
however, during the process of reviewing License DPR-69 to incorporate
(new) Condition 2.E implementing the Conmissicn-approved Safeguards
Contingency Plan, the inspector noted that existing condition 2.E
concerning the environmental monitoring programs was still effective. The
inspector contacted the NRR Project Manager who stated an amendment
correction would be issued specifying the correct paragraph.

The inspector noted, during discussion of this item with the licensee, that
a revised copy of the facility licenses was not being maintained. A licen-
sing file was available which included transmittal letters, license amend-
ments, safety evaluations and Federal Register Notices. The inspector
stated that it would be difficult for a worker to examine a current copy of
the the license from the file (10 CFR 19.11). The licensee stated that a
current license would be made available from the historical file. This
item (317/80-14-03 and 318/80-13-02) is unresolved pending review of the
current liceases.

10. Spent Fuel Pool Modification and New Fuel Receipt Activities

Selected procedures, modifications and work activities were observed
relating to the proposed modification of the spent fuel pool to increase
storage capacity and receipt of new fuel for Unit 1. This included
examination of the Spent Fuel Pool (North - Unit 1 side) floor, including
NDE of areas where grinding had been performed and storage and examination
of new fuel. Inspection activity is continuing in these areas and will be
documented in NRC Inspection Report 317/80-16 and 318/80-15.

|
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13. Review of Periodic and Special Reports
|

Upon receipt, periodic and special reports submitted by the licenste
pursuant to Technical Specification 6.9.1 and 6.9.2 were reviewed by the

|
inspector. This review included the following considerations: The report
includes the information required to be reported by NRC requirements; test
results and/or supporting infonnation are consistent with design predictions
and performance specifications; planned corrective action is adequate for
resolution of identified problems; determination whether any information in
the report should be classified as an abnormal occurrence; and the validity
of reported infomation. Within the scope of the above, the following
periodic reports were reviewed by the inspector:

Joly,1980, Ope ations Status Reports for Calvert Cliffs No.1 Unit--

and Calvert Cliffs No. 2 Unit, August 14, 1980.

No unacceptable conditions were identified.

14. IE Bulletin 79-01B Environmental Qualification of Class 1E Electrical
'Equipment

a. The inspector on August 12 and 13,1980 reviewed drawings of components
of the following systems:

(1) Condensate and Feedwater System;

(2) Containment Air Recirculation and Cooling Air;

(3) Chemical and Volume Control Systems; and

(4) Compressed Air System.

The inspection was performed in accordance with IE inspection require-
ments entitled " Inspection Requirements for Verifying Reactor Licensee

.

Responses to IE Bulletin 79-018." Further, onsite inspection of the
installed Class 1E electrical equipment will be performed during the
next scheduled outage.

b. The following types of drawings were reviewad by the inspector:

(1) Insaument Location Drawings;

(2) Electrical Circuit Schedules;

|
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(3) Electrical Penetration Assembly Arrangement Drawings;

(4) Electrical Schematics;
'

(5) Vendors Drawings;

(6) Tray and Conduits Drawings; and,

(7) Piping and Instrument Drawings,

c. No unacceptable conditions were identified during this initial check
of IE Bulletin 79-018 qualifications.

15. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required to
determine whether they are acceptable items of noncompliance or deviations.
Unresolved items addressed during this inspection is discussed in Para-
graphs 3, 6 and 9 of,this report.

16. Exit Interview

Meetings were held with senior facility management periodically during the
course of this inspection to discuss the inspection scope and findings. A
summary of inspection findings was also provided to the licensee at the
conclusion of ;he report p .iod.

4
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