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DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

W. H. Alden, Engineer-in-Charge, Nuclear Section
B. Clark, Senior Engineer, Nuclear Section
J. K. Davenport, Maintenance Engineer
G. F. Dawson, I&C Engineer
R. S. Fleischmann, Assistant Station Superintendent
N. Gazda, Health Physics Field Operations Engineer
D. Helker, Test Engineer
A. Hilsmeier, Senior Health Physicist
W. Knapp, Director, Radation Protection Section
J. Mitman, Results Engineer
S. Nelson, Health Physics Technical Support Engineer
F. W. Polaski, Reactor Engineer
S. R. Roberts, Operations Engineer
D. C. Smith, Outage Manager
S. A. Spitko, Site Q. A. Engineer
S. Q. Tharpe, Security Supervisor

*W. T. Ullrich, Station Superintendent
A. J. Wasong, Test Engineer
H. L. Watson, Chemistry Supervisor
J. E. Winzenried, Technical Engineer

Other licensee employees were also contacted.

*Present at exit interviews on site and for summation of preliminary inspec-
tion findings.

2. Previous Inspection Item Update

(Closed) Violation (277/81-19-04), insufficient Low Power Range Monitor
(LPRM) inputs to an Average Power Range Monitor (APRM). The licensee com-
mitted to revise procedures to specify checks prior to removing an LPRM
from service, to establish periodic checks on the numbers of APRM inputs,
and to review Technical Specifications dealing with thermal limits to verify
adequacy of surveillances. The inspector verified these actions through
review of the following:

-- S5.3.C, Revision 0, January 4, 1982, Bypassing of a LPRM;

-- ST9.1-2, Revision 25, June 22, 1982, The Surveillance Log - Unit 2;

-- ST9.1-3, Revision 28, June 17,1982, The Surveillance Log - Unit 3; and

-- PORC minutes 13-82-009-8.

The inspector also independently verified the number of operable LPRM's
per APRM at both units. The inspector had no further questions.

_ __ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _
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(0 pen) Inspector Follow Item (277/81-07-05 and 278/81-09-04), review licensee
modifications to reduce liquid radioactive release potential. The inspector
reviewed a licensee letter dated December 13, 1982, which deletes a modifica-
tion to seal the backwater valve access pit. Alternate methods of blocking

i this release path are already implemented; the access pit was erroneously
! retained on the listing of modifications. The inspector had no further

questions regarding the valve access pit. This item remains open pending
review of the remaining modifications, which have January and July 1983
commitment dates.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (277/82-06-05 and 278/82-06-07), licensee correc-
tive action for uncalibrated tachometer used in diesel generator testing.
The tachometer was calibrated. After reviewing the calibration results,
licensee engineers re-tested the E-3 Diesel Generator and found the over-

,

speed trip point to be acceptable. Also, the licensee procured two new
hand-held tachometers and entered them into the calibration system. After
reviewing test results and calibration records for the three tachometers,
the inspector had no further questions.4

.

(Closed) Violation (277/82-06-06), failure to follow snubber test procedures.
The inspector verified that the two snubbers involved had been re-tested.4

Other corrective actions, including formal procedure changes and counselling
of individuals, were checked during the initial inspection. This item is
closed.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (277/81-29-01 and 278/81-33-01), administrative
controls and data reviews for testing of NRC consnitnet instruments. The
inspector reviewed A-43, Revision 6, June 30, 1982, Surveillance Testing4

System, and verified that it now addresses NRC co%nitment instruments.. Fur-
ther, it has provisions to assure that test data is reviewed by a cognizant
supervising engineer. The inspector discussed-test review with licensee
engineers. This item is closed.

| Leak Rate Test (CILRT) Report had missing local leak rate test (LLRT) grated
(Closed) Unresolved Item (278/77-28-05),1977 Unit 3 Containment Inte

data'

for penetrations N-231 aid B. A licensee letter, dated October 21, 1981,
corrected this omission, which was caused by licensee failure to document
that one LLRT actually had tested several electrical penetrations. The in-
spector verified that the licensee's recording system now addresses this
situation, and the 1981 CILRT report is correct in this regard. This item
is closed.4

(Closed) Unresolved Item (278/77-28-07), incorrect LLRT data for MSIV 80B
in the 1977 Unit 3 CILRT Report. The licensee letter of October 21, 1981,
corrects tais error. Since MSIV 86B (in series with 80B) had higher leak-

j age, overall LLRT totals were not affected. This item is closed.

:
4

6
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(Closed)InspectorFollowItem(277/77-27-02) follow-up on feedwater probe
as-built drawings. Control and update of as-built drawings was reviewed in,

Inspection 277/82-07 and 278/82-07. Because no programatic problems were
found, detailed review of this item is not warranted. This item is closed.

(Closed) Inspector Follow Item (277/77-39-06), cause and corrective action
for reactor water pH and conductivity problem. The in pector reviewed the;

licensee's followup LER, 3-77-28/1T, which indicated that failed filter
elements in the 'B' and 'H' condensate filter demineralizer had been found
and replaced. The inspector had no further questions.

(Closed)InspectorFollowItem(277/81-20-05and278/81-22-06), licensee
progress on siren installation. This item was reviewed in combined report
277/82-03 and 278/82-03. At that time installation was completed, and the.

inspector observed parts of the verification test. This item is closed.

(Closed) Inspector Follow Item (277/82-09-01 and 278/82-09-02), evaluate
secondary containment alarm adherence and licensee corrective action for
QA finding of May 11, 1982. The guard involved in the May 1982 event was
disciplined and all security force members were retrained regarding main-
taining secondary containment. The inspector observed worker adherence to
secondary containment door requirements; no unacceptable conditions were
noted.

<

3. Plant Operations Review

3.1 Facility Tours

Daily tours and observations included the Control Room, Turbine Building,

' (alllevels),ReactorBuildings(accessibleareas),RadwasteBuilding,
Diesel Generator Building, yard perimeter. outside the power block (inclu-
ding Emergency Cooling Tower and torus dewatering tank), Security
Building (including CAS, Aux SAS, and control point monitoring), light-
ing, vehicular control, the SAS and power block control points, security
fencing, portal monitoring, personnel and badging, control of Radiation
and liigh Radiation areas (including locked door checks), TV monitoring
capabilities, and shift turnover.

Off-Shift inspections were as follows:

DATE AREAS EXAMINED

December 23, 1982 Control Room, Unit 3 Reactor Building

December 30, 1982 Control Room, Radwaste Building, Protected Area

January 4,1983 Control Room

January 5, 1983 Control Room, Protected Area

January 7, 1983 Control Room

._- ., - - _ - . .. _ - - . .-_ - - . ._ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ . _ . . -_
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3.1.1 Control Room staffing frequently was checked against 10 CFR
50.54(k), Technical Specifications, and the NRR letter of
July 31, 1980. Presence of a senior licensed operator in the
control room complex was verified frequently. The inspector
reviewed a case in which a Control Operator (licensed operator)
worked three consecutive shifts on December 29-30, 1982. The
situation was created when one operator was on vacation and
three others were unexpectedly sick. The inspector discussed
this event with the Shift Superintendent and reviewed the com-
pleted Staffing Deviation Form (A-7, Appendix 5); it indicated
that all appropriate alternatives nad been attempted per the
licensee's overtime policies. The inspector also noted that an
extra supervisor (senior licensed operator) remained with the
Control Operator on his third shift. The operator subsequently
had over 24 hours off-shift. The Control Operator position
does not require continuous presence at the control panels.
The Control Operator has various administrative and technical
duties and is available as a relief for operators at both the
Unit 2 and the Unit 3 control panels. The inspector concluded
that the licensee had met his commitments to NUREG-0737 Item
I.A.1.3, Shift Manning. The inspector had no further questions.

3.1.2 Monitoring Instrumentation. The inspector frequently confirmed
that selected instruments were operating and indicated values
were within Technical Specification requirements. In cases
where instruments were inoperable, the inspector checked that
redundant instruments were available and that Technical Speci-
fication instrument operability requirements were satisfied.

3.1.3 Off-Normal Alarms. Selected annunciators were discussed with
I control room operators and supervision to assure they were

knowledeable of plant conditions and that corrective action,
if required, was being taken. Examples of specific alarms
discussed during the report period were Torus Water Level
Out of Normal Range; Standby Liquid Squib Valves, Loss of

System Inactivated; and 'B' DieselContinuity; HPCI Room CO
Fuel Storage Tank Level,2Hi/ Low. The operators were knowled-
geable of alarm status and plant conditions.

3.1.4 Fluid Leaks. The inspector observed sump status, alarms, and
pump-out rates, and discussed leakage with licensee personnel.
The inspector noted that Unit 3 Drywell Floor Drain pump-out
rate had slowly increased to about 3.7 gallons per minute (gpm).
The Technical Specification limit is 5 gpm. The licensee had
backseated selected valves to reduce leakage, was evaluating
data from acoustic sensors on other valves, and as of the end of
this inspection, was considering a plant shutdown to identify
and correct leaks.

3.1.5 No significant or unusual piping vibration was found.

3.1.6 Environmental Controls. The inspector observed main stack and
ventilation stack radiation recorders and periodically reviewed
traces from backshift periods to verify that radioactive gas re-

!

'
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lease rates were within limits and that unplanned releases
had not occurred.

3.1.7 Fire Protection. The inspector observed control room indica-
tions of fire detection and fire suppression systems, spot-
checked for proper use of fire watches and ignition source
controls, checked a sampling of fire barriers for integrity,
and observed fire-fighting equipment stations.

3.1.8 Housekeeping. The inspector observed housekeeping conditions,
including control of combustibles, loose trash, and debris; and
spot-checked on cleanup during and after maintenance. Some
minor housekeeping deficiencies were noted and reported to shift
supervision. No specific unacceptable conditions were identi-
fied.

3.1.9 Equipment Conditions. The inspector verified operability of se-
lected safety equipment by in-plant checks of valve positioning,
control of locked valves, power supply availability and breaker
positioning. Selected major components were visually inspected
for leakage, proper lubrication, cooling water supply, operating
air supply, and general conditions. Systems checked included
Unit 3 Core Spray 'A' and 'C' and Unit 3 Standby Liquid Control.
Selected Emergency Service Water System valves and safety in-
strument root valves were also checked.

While touring the Unit 2 Reactor Building 135-foot elevation on
January 3,1982, the inspector noted that the 'C' nitrogen bottle

| of the ADS Back-up t.itrogen System was out of its seismic re-
; straint rack. The bottle was connected and valved into the back-

up nitrogen system, but was restrained only by one peice of rope.
The bottle was labeled " Full 12/10/82" and a locally posted

| record of bottle replacements indicated that the 'C' bottle had
been last replaced on December 17, 1932. Elsewhere on the sheet
was a pencilled remark that not all nitrogen bottles would fit
into the racks. When informed, the licensee promptly checked
the bottle, found it was slightly too large for its rack, and
replaced it with a nitrogen bottle that would fit the rack.

FSAR Appendix C lists Core Standby Cooling Systems (which in-
cludes ADS) as Seismic Class I, designed to withstand the max-
imum credible earthquake. FSAR Section 4.4 and a licensee
letter of December 29, 1981 regarding NUREG-0737 Item II.K.3.28
describe the ADS Back-up Nitrogen System as the long-term safe-
ty grade air supply to ADS. Surveillance Test Procedure ST 7.9.2,
Revision 4, August 24, 1982, Daily Check of Containment Isolation
Valve, ADS Back-up N2, and CAD System Bottle Pressure, requires
the operator to visually verify that each bottle is seismically
restrained. Technical Specification 6.8.1 and Regulatory Guide
1.33 (November 1972) require implementation of written procedures

,

i for surveillance tests. Failure to maintain the seismic qualifi-
cation of the ADS Back-up Nitrogen Supply and to perform valid
checks as required by procedure is a Violation (277/82-25-01).

i

|
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In a previous inspection, 277/82-09 and 278/82-09, a Unit 3
Containment Ventilation System Isolation Valve seismic air
supply bottle was found unrestrained in April 1982. Per the
licensee's response letter of July 1,1982, corrective action
to prevent recurrence was to incorporate into ST 7.9.2 the
daily checks of the seismic restraints, discussed above. The
inspector stated that this action has apparently not been
effective, since the item has recurred.- The inspector also
expressed concern that the problem existed over two weeks and
was not identified by either the daily checks or a supervisory
or management tour.

The inspector reviewed selected blocking permits (tagouts) for
t conformance to licensee procedures. Breaker, switch and valve

positioning was verified. Included were:

Permit No. Equipment Date Checked

2-82-173 HPSU Outlet from Unit 2 RHR 10 10/82,

| HeatExchanger(M02-10-89-A)

3-82-23 Unit 3 ADS Back-up Nitrogen 12/30/82
Outside Connection

! 3-81-66 Unit 3 ILRT Valves 12/30/82
!

| 2-81-44 Torus De-watering Tank 12/30/82
i Drain Valve

3-11-M2-13 SBLC 'B' Pump 1/4/83

The inspector also reviewed outstanding shift blocking permits.
These permits are not directly associated with maintenance or
modifications, but are used at the discretion of shift super-
vision or station management to provide additional controls oni

I selected equipment. The inspector noted that since there is no
associated maintenance request for the permits, there is no

,

mechanism to clear the permits at an appropriate time. Severali

shift permits were still outstanding, even though the reason for
the permit no longer existed. Also, one permit was held in a
" Temporarily Cleared" state for over 2 years. Specific examples
were provided to the licensee on December 30. Some of these
permits were later cleared. The licensee is considering correc-

| tive action for similar previous QA comments and stated that he
i has a commitment to INP0 for a periodic comprehensive audit of
| all blocking permits. This item will be re-inspected (277/82-
| 25-02and278/82-24-01).

Except as indicated in the preceeding, no violations were iden-
tified.'

|

!
;
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3.2 Logs and Records

The inspector spot-checked logs and records for accuracy, completeness,
abnormal conditions, significant operating changes and trends, required
entries, operating and night order propriety, correct equipment and
lock-out status, jumper log validity, conformance to Limiting Condi-
tions for Operations, and proper reporting. The following logs and
records were reviewed: Shift Supervision Log, Reactor Engineering
Log (Unit 2), Reactor Engineering Log (Unit 3), Reactor Operators Log
(Unit 2), Reactor Operators Log (Unit 3), C0 Lo
Book (Sampling), Night Orders (current entries)g Book, and STA Log, Radiation Work Permits
(RWP's), Maintenance Request Forms (sampling), Ignition Source Control
Checklists (sampling), and Operation Work & Infomation Data, all
December 1, 1982 through January 10, 1982. Control room logs were
compared against Administrative Procedure A-7, " Shift Operations."
Frequent initialling of entries by licensed operators, shift super-
vision, and licensee on-site management constituted evidence of licen-
see review. No unacceptable conditions were identified.

4. Surveillance Testing

The inspector observed surveillance to verify that testing had been properly
approved by shift supervision, control room operators were knowledgeable re-
garding testing in progress, approved procedures were being used, redundant
systems or components were available for service as required, test instru-
mentation was calibrated, work was performed by qualified personnel, and
test acceptance criteria were met. Parts of the following test were ob-
served:

-- ST 1.2, Revision 1, August 23, 1982, RCIC Logic Functional Test, per-
formed at Unit 2 on December 30.

No inadequacies were observed during the parts of the test observed. How-
ever, on January 4, 1983, the inspector reviewed the completed test document
and noted that an equipment malfunction had occurred during restoration from
the test. Step 92 requires opening of main steam line drain valves M0-2-74
and -77 prior to opening the RCIC Inboard Isolation Valve, M0-15. The test
sign-off stated " valves would not open." Through interview of personnel in-
volved the inspector determined that M0-2-74 and -77 did not open when twice
attempted during the test, and a determination was made that the test could
be completed without cycling M0-2-74 and -77, since that step was not aster-
isked. (Asterisked steps must be completed satisfactorily in order to con-
sider that test successful.) The test was then completed and signed off,
and supervisory reviews were completed that day. A section of the cover
sheet for recording the maintenance request form (MRF) number for noted dis-
crepancies was not used. As of the inspector's review on January 4, 1983,
the cause of failure of M0-2-74 and -77 to open had not been determined or
corrected, nor had a MRF been initiated. Administrative Procedure A-26,
Revision 23, May 19, 1981, Procedure for Corrective Maintenance, requires
that when anyone notices a system malfunction, the problem shall be inves-
tigated immediately. If the problem cannot be corrected within about eight
hours, a MRF shall be issued and processed. Failure to follow A-26 is a

. _ - _ _ _ -- -. . . -- -
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Violation of Technical Specification 6.8 and Regulatory Guide 1.33 require-
ments to implement written procedures for control of maintenance (277/82-
25-03).

During investigation on January 5,1983, the licensee found the thermal
overloads for the two valves in the tripped condition. By resetting the
trips, the licensee was able to open the valves on about the second
attempt. Believing the valves' packings had dried out due to high area
temperatures, the licensee then cycled each valve a few times to ensure
proper operation and to aid packing lubrication.

The inspector also reviewed the following completed surveillance tests for
completeness and indication of acceptable test results:

-- ST 10.4, Revision 10, March 31,1981, Relief Valve Manual Actuation,
completed December 16, 1982, for Relief Valves 718 and 71G, Unit 2; and

-- ST 6.1.1, Revision 0, December 23, 1977, Daily Standby Liquid Control
Pump Function Test, completed January 3, 1983 for the 'A' pump, Unit 3.

Except as acted above, no unacceptable conditions were found.

5. Maintenance

For the following maintenance activity the inspector spot-checked adminis-
trative controls, reviewed documentation, and observed portions of the
maintenance:

Maintenance Request Equipment Datt

3-11-M2-13 3B SBLC Pump January 4, 1983

Administrative controls check included maintenance requests, blocking per-
mits, testing of redundant equipment, and shift turnover information. No
violations were identifief.

6. Radiation Protection

During this report period, the inspector examined work in progress in both
units, including the following:

| a. Health Physics (HP) controls
'

b. Badging
l c. Protective clothing use
| d. Adherence to RWP requirements
| e. Surveys
| f. Handling of potentially contaminated equipment and materials

More than 40 people observed frisking requirements of Health Physics pro-
cedures. A sampling of high radiation doors was verified to be locked as
required.

|

|

. . _.
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7. Review of Licensee Event Reports (LERs)

7.1 In-Office Review

The inspector reviewed LER's submitted to NRC:RI to verify that the
details were clearly reported, including the accuracy of the descrip-
tion and corrective action adequacy. The inspector determined whether
further information was required, whether generic implications were
indicated, and whether the event warranted onsite followup. The fol-
lowing LER's were reviewed:

LER No./i

| LER Date
Event Date Subject

! 2-82-024/3L Failure of 2D Core Spray Pump breaker to charge
| 9/24/82 following testing.
| 8/27/82
1

2-82-29/3L Loss of power to Unit 3 Startup Switchgear'

10/14/82 Building heat detectors.
9/15/82

2-82-39/3L Failure of HPCI flow controller with system
12/27/82 in standby mode.

11/26/82

*2-82-41/IP and IT RWCU system high temperature isolation was by-
12/10/82(1P) passed to allow reactor water level control

| 12/22/82 (IT) during plant cooldown.
| 12/10/82

*2-83-01/IP Electrical control switch used for ECCS room
1/5/83 coolers failed during invironmental qualification

1/4/83 testing.

3-82-02/3L Three hydraulic snubbers were found to have
4/28/82 empty fluid reservoirs.

3/31/82

3-82-15/3L Failure of drywell differential pressure recorder.
9/21/82

| 8/22/82

* Selected for On-site Followup.

(
.
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7.2 On-site Followup

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

! 7.2.1 LER 2-82-41/IP and 1T. With the reactor shutdown at about 800
psig during cooldown for a maintenance outage, the Reactor Water

,

! Cleanup (RWCU) System isolated on high temperatura. Operators
noted that Non-regenerative Heat Exchanger temperature was wellI

below the setpoint of 200 degrees F and other system parameters
had been normal; hence, they concluded that the trip sensor or
circuitry had failed. The RWCU System was being used to letdown
coolant to the condenser to control reactor water level. With
RWCU isolated, reactor water level began rising due to inputs
from the Control Rod Drive (CRD) Hydraulic System. Shift super-
vision (interviewed by the inspector) considered the following
options to regain level control: (1)turnofftheCRDpumps,
(2) allow the main steam lines (MSLs) to fill with water and
use MSL drains for letdown, and (3) bypass the RWCU high tem-
perature trip and restore letdown via RWCU. Shift supervision
decided to bypass the high temperature trip after considering
the following factors: (1)turningoffCRDhydraulicswould
stop cooling water flow through CRDs, which at existing plant
termperatures (over 500 degrees F) could damage CRD seals;
(2) filling the MSLs would place undesirable stress on the
reactor vessel and main steam piping; (3) a true RWCU high
temperature did not exist, actual temperature could be moni-
tored in the control room, and the control room operator could
manually isolate RWCU if a high temperature developed; and
(4) if ion exchange resin breakdown (cgainst which the high
temperature trip protects) occurred there would be ample time
to respond, since RWCU was discharging to the condenser rather
than to the reactor vessel. Operators and supervisors did not
recognize that the RWCU high temperature trip instrument was'

. listed as required Primary Containment Isolation instrumenta-
I tion in Technical Specification Table 3.2.A. This fact was

|
identified by personnel on the next shift and station management

|
was consulted. The high temperature trip was returned to ser-
vice, allowing RWCU to again isolate. By this time, cooldown'

had progressed to where the CRD pumps could be turned off to
aid water level control. Later, a short circuit due to a frayed
wire in the temperature switch circuit was found and repaired.

1

- _ _ . . _ _ . . _ _ _ _ .- .
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The LER stated that the RWCU high temperature isolation pro-
tects from resin damage but does not serve a Primary Contain-
ment Isolation function. The LER referenced FSAR Section 4.9
and a Safety Evaulation for Unit 2 Licensee Amendment 31 of
February 24, 1977. The inspector reviewed these references
and various licensee submittals relating to NUREG-0578 Item
2.1.4 and NUREG 0737 Item II.E.4.2 on Containment Isolation
Dependability. These documents collectively support the LER
statement. The inspector consulted a representative of NRC:
NRR: Containment Systems Branch, who' indicated that the RWCU
high temperature isolation was not needed for adequate Primary'

Containment Isolation.

Because the actions taken enhanced control of reactor parameters,
improved margins of safety on plant con,ponents (CRDs, reactor .

'

vessel, and main steam lines), and included compensatory meas-
ures for the function bypassed, no Notice of Violation is

; issued for failure to adhere to Technical Specification Table
! 3.2.A. However, the inspector expressed concern that, because

of failure to know or consult the appropriate Technical Spect-i

fication, shift personnel took actions tnat exceeded a licensee
requirement without informing or consulting higher management.
The licensee stated that he is planning a training module to
address this area in his 1983 requalification program. The in-
spector also expressed concern regarding the existence of Tech-
nical Specification requirements which the licensee considers:

inappropriate but has not requested to be changed. The LER
i stated that a Technical Specification amendment request would be
i considered. This matter is unresolved pending inspector review

of licensee actions to resolve the noted concerns.(277/82-25-04).
|

7.2.2 LER 2-83-1/IP. On January 4, 1983, the licensee learned that an
ECCS room cooler switch had failed environmental qualification
testing--in ~an extended high radiation (i.e. post-LOCA with de-
sign source term) environment a nylon cam in the 4-position cooler
mode selector switch could fail. The twitch, GE Model CR2940, is
used on each of two coolers in each ECCS room.

Room cooler mode upon switch failure would depend on how badly
,

the cam material deteriorated. Two plungers in the switch,
each controlling two sets of contacts, would be partially or
fully released. One plunger closes 0FF contacts (open circuited)
when fully inserted and MANUAL (cooler always running) contacts
when fully releared. The other plunger closes RUN (cooler runs
when ECCS pump in room runs) contacts when fully inserted and
AUTO (:ooler runs if RUN cooler fails) contacts when fully re-
leased. Thus, a switch could fail either 0FF (all contacts open)
or to PANUAL or AUTO.

.

. . - . - , _ _ _ - . . _ , . . . , - . . _ . ~ _ _ . _ . , , _ _ _ ,_ . _ . _ , , . . . - .,,,_,____-___,_._,_._,_,,m, , . _ , . _,c ,
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The licensee installed jumpers and lifted leads in various
control switches in both Units 2 and 3 to ensure adequate
post-LOCA cooling of ECCS rooms. Consideration was given to-
the fact that the Emergency Service Water System was designed
to have only half of the coolers running, each room has redun-
dant coolers. One cooler in the HPCI Room, the 'B' Core Spray
Room, and the 'B' RHR Rcom was jumpered in MANUAL because of a.
previously reported cable separations problem. The remaining
RHR Room coolers were each jumpered to the appropriate mode,
either RUN or AUTO. Although these switches could fail to .
MANUAL, a failure to 0FF is precluded. For the remaining ECCS.

i room coolers the MANUAL leads were lifted. This would prevent
the cooler from running when the associated ECCS pumps were not.
This was done to avoid overloading the ESW System. The inspec->

tor noted that in the ' A', 'C', and 'D' Core Spray Rooms, and
in the RCIC Room, a "RUN" mode cooler could fail to 0FF. How-
ever, the remaining cooler would remain in AUT0, assuring at
least one operable cooler per room as required by Technical
Specifications.

;

i The inspector discussed this LER with licensee engineers and
i operators, reviewed appropriate electrical schematics, and

verified that training information had been provided to li-
censed operators. The licensee is reviewing various possible
long-term corrective modifications, including wiring changes,
switch replacement, and cam replacement. The cooler control
design is not generic to BWR's but was done by the architect
engineer (AE). The licensee is attempting to determine through
the AE if any other plants could be affected. The inspector
will follow licensee long-term corrective actions' and evaluation
of potentially generic aspects of this problem (277/82-25-05 and
278/82-24-02).

; 8. Physical Security

The inspector spot-checked compliance with the accepted Security Plan and
implementing procedures, including: operations of the CAS and SAS, over 15
spot-checks of vehicles onsite to verify proper control, observation of
protected area access control and badging procedures on each shift, inspec-
tion of physical barriers, checks on control of vital area access and es-
cort procedures.

An individual expressed concern to the inspector that, on December 25, 1982,
the security force may have been short-handed due to unexpected failure of
one guard to report for work and that one guard would probably refuse to
enter the power block, even in event of an intrusion.

The inspector reviewed security logs and records which indicated that a
guard had been unexpectedly absent from day shift December 25. But a night-
shift guard stayed over until another guard reported in and the number of
guards on-shift always exceeded security plan requirements. The inspector
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i
separately interviewed the guard named in the latter concern, his sergeant,'

'

and the security force captain. Each disagreed with the concern. The in-
spector had no further questions.

No unacceptable conditions were identified.

9. IE Bulletin Follow-up--IE Bulletin 80-10 Contamination of Nonradioactive,

! Systems
.

This bulletin was reviewed in Combined Inspection Report 277/82-16 and 278/
82-16. At that time the licensee agreed to provide additional clarifica-
tions or comitments on two items. These are listed below with the addi-
tional information.

-- A January 29, 1982 letter justified not sampling for a Recombiner Closed
'

Cooling Water heat exchanger leak to Service Water, in part, by stating
that two separate (casc:: ding) leaks are needed in order to contaminate
Service Water. Under current plant operating conditions, only one leak
is actually required. The licensee reviewed this item again in PORC and

! concluded that existing sampling for contamination is adequate, given
i the design and operating provisions for keeping the proper differential

pressure between systems.

-- The licensee has not comitted to items (3) and (4) of the bulletin. The
licensee agreed to address.these items in written procedures by March 10,
1983.

The inspector had no other questions at this time. This bulletin remains
| open pending review of licensee implementation of comitments.
|

10. In-Office Review of Periodic and Special Reports

10.1 Monthly Operating Report

Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station Monthly Operating Report for Units
2 and 3 for the month of November,1982, dated December 10, 1982 was
reviewed pursuant to Technical Specifications and verified to deter-
mine that operation statistics had been accurately reported and that,

! narrative sumaries of the month's operating experience were contained
therein.

;

10.2 Thermal Mapping Reports

Isotherm surveys of the Conowingo Pond section of the Susquehanna
River are required by Environmental Technical Specifications when,

river flow is less than 15,000 cubic feet per second and less than'

three cooling towers are operating. The inspector reviewed the
following Thermal Mapping Report:

Report Number and Date Survey Date

| No. 82-8 - December 15, 1982 November 19, 1982

No violations were identified.

't
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11. Unresolved Items
t

Unresolved items are items about which more information is required to ascer-
tain whether they are acceptable, violations, or deviations. An unresolved
item is discussed in Detail 7.

12. Management Meetings

12.1 Preliminary Inspection Findings

A summary of preliminary findings was provided to the Station Superin-
tendent at the conclusion of the inspection. During inspection, li-

,

censee management was periodically notified of the preliminary findings
,

by the resident inspector. The dates involved, the senior licensee
representative contacted, and subjects discussed were as follows:

i Senior Licensee
'

Date Subject Representative Present

December 16, 1982 Routine Discussions Station Superintendent

December 22, 1982 Routine Discussion Station Superintendent

! December 30, 1982 Technical Specifications Operations Engineer
(TS) adherence

December 30, 1982 Management Controls on Station Superintendent,

' Blocking

January 5, 1983 Seismic Bottle Checks Operations Engineer
;

January 5, 1983 Equipment Malfunction Technical Engineer'

Followup

| January 6, 1983 Security Assistant Station
Superintendent

January 6, 1983 TS adherence, Seismic Station Superintendent
Bottle Checks, Equip-t

! ment Malfunction
i Followup

January 10, 1983 Summary of Preliminary Station Superintendent
Findings

12.2 Attendance at Management Meetings C.,nducted by Region-Based Inspectors

: The resident inspector attended entrance and exit interviews by
region-based inspectors as follows:

1

__ _ _ _ _ _ . , ._ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ . - , ._ __ ______ __ _ _ _ _ ___. _ _



- .. .

16

Inspection Reporting
Date Subject 9eport No. Inspector

12/13/82 Entrance) Fire Protection 277/82-24 L. Plisco
278/82-23

12/14/82(Entrance) Health Physics 277/82-26 B. D. O'Neill
12/17/82(Exit) 278/82-25

1/10/83 (Entrance) Emergency 277/83-01 N. Tere
Planning 278/83-01

i
f

|
l

4

l

l
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