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Dear Administrative Judges:

Recently the NRC imposed a civil penalty of $600,000 upor the Applicants®
for certain violations at their Brunswick nuclear facility. Management
capability and QA/QC are issues here due to some of the intervenors'
contentions and are important due to the Commission's Memorandum CLI-80-12,
11 NRC 514 (1980). For these reasons we are sending you the NRC papers
relating to the penalty.
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Th el , unamnounced deupettions involved 137 inspector-houre on site i
the 238 o1 coview of licorsee procedurcs for ieplerenting changes to technical
speciticetionsy scheduling and tracking of surveillarce tost activities; and

[ PR o. Cireunstances surrounding the liceusee's tailure to inploment
s s i lance tests.

Eogul e

T ihe inree areas inscected, six violations were found in tvo areas (Failure to
woitorm surveillance tests - pavegraphs &, 7, € ond 9), (Failure to prepare
Procedares - paragraph 10),  (Failure tu take corrective action - paragraph 11).



DETAILS

1. Persons Contucted
Licensee Employecs

+«C. R, Lietz, 7lant Geneial Managur
B Forgan, Plant Gperations Manager
. Turker, Mopager of (porations
+C. ML Mosley, Jr., Manauer of Uperations OA/QL
*+L. A, Bishou, Mtarager of Technical Support
* F. R, Coburn, Divector GAZQL
*J. L. Harness, Tpecial Sssigument - Torperate Uversight

»

tC. S, Bahanaa, Acting Cirector of Requiatory Comnlience
o 0. BA1D, Fonsgor of Faintenance
*n. L. Enzory I8C/%1ectrical Mo ntenance Supervisor

.,

Goridn . YA Supervisoer

ovelny, PFegulatory Specialist
Poulk, Jrr., negulatory Specialist
*G. A. Thorpson, Praject Enginecr

). Mrore, Seniar Llectrical Sopecialist
*T1. G. Pertin, Enginesr<Transuicsion

Cther licensue empluyess cortacted included engineers, operators, and
oitice personnel,

*frterded exit interview on July 14.
tAttendcd exit lnterview on July 22

o Tpe inspection scepe and findings were summarized on July 14 and July 22 at
on-site meetings with those persons indica<ed in peragreph 1 above. Tno
Proensesy acknowledaed the findings,  An enforcement conference was held in
the Recion 11 office on July 14, 1922 with L. W. Eury and cther members of
the UPAL statf to aiscuss Nl concerns with CP&L's noncompliance with
Technical Specifications. On July 16, 1982, lir. James P. C'Leilly expressed
efdrticnal HRC concerns regarding CPAL's nonconplierce with Technical
tpecitication: in a telephone conference with Mr. J. A. Jores and
o, S, L Smith, Jr,

3.  Lirensee Actior on Previous Inspection Findings
hot Inspectea.

&, unresolved Items
Hnresclved items ére matters about which more information is required to
determine whether they are acceptable or miy involve nonconpliance or

deviations., New unresolved itens icdertified during this inspection are
discussed in paregraph 124, b. and c.



. Failure to Porfore Surveillance Teet,

é.

Circumstances Leading to Event ld ntificaticn

On June ¢, 1982, while starting a circulating water purp, Unit 1
experier ed a loss of voltage to Emergency Buses E1 and F? resulting in
¢ reector scovan,  Subsequent licensee cieluation of this event on

vune 28, (5 and 30 determined that undervo'tage relays, which had
tunctioncd as designed during this event by scparating the €1 and E2
buses from the offsite grid during a degreded voltage condition, had
never vooetved peviodic tests requiced by technical speciftications, At

3:42 p.o. o Juoe 30, the licensen notificd Region T1 of the missed
curveillince teste,

As o resu’t of this norification, Region 1! issued a confirma*ion of
action letior to the iicensee cu July ¥, which confirmed a conmt tment
by the Ticences to the following acticn on or before July if, 1332:

(1) lInvesticate the ceuse of tailure to periorm surveillance tests
involving degraded voltace relays on cicrgency elcctrical buses
[‘1 ard [-2

(¢) Feview 201 technica) speciication surveillance requirenents, and
ddintstrative cortrel svstens for assuring that surveillance
rechuit nants arc ret,

SY Revice aomeccart contra! systems 1o determine vhy thevs ’
survedtlance vequirenents vera pot incorporated ints the plant's
surved Tance procadures and schedules.

O July 16, the Yicensee informed Region 11 that ac a resuit of the
curveillince progran riview, aduiicnal surveillance reguireisnts were
eptificd as aot beino perfuried e that Unit 1 was beiry shutdow:
efler aeioriiring that a required surveillance test could not ho
complele’ prior to exceeding @ iiniting condition for operation (Lcay.
Yit 2 had beon Chutdesn for rerucling in April, 1987 and rumained
chutaown durino this period,

Scope of [n pection

Project und rasidert “nspectors roviewed the details 0F <he licernsees
program 10 identitying compliance with all surveiilance tests reguited
by the Techical Specifications ard the details of missed surveillance
tests thet vere decntified hy the Tieerses, The missed curveiilande
tests reviewed end diccusced in paragraphs 6, 7, 8 and ¢ consist of

che three tosts denti jed by the licersee, and one test identified by
the resid:wnt inspectors. Identification nf each test is given below
and cach fost s dincossed e subsequent paragrapi.




C. Identificaticn of Missed Surveillance Tests

(1) Less of Voltage/Pegraded Voliage relays TS5-LC0 3.3.3 and
TS-Surveillance Requirement <,3.3.1. (Failure to perform shift
chau;c: checks, wonthly functional tesis, and 18 month calibration
test).

(") Resctoae Later Cleanup Systew (RXCYU) Isolatior on Standby Ligud
Control (SLC) system initiation, TS-LCO 3.3.2 and TS-Surveillance
Regovrenent 4.3,2.2.1.  (Failure to perform 18 month channel
tuncLional test),

(3) Pri vy Conteinment Integrity, TS-LC0 3.6.1.1 and TS-Surveillance
Routrerent 4.6.1.1.  (Failure to perform 31 day verification of
contaiment penetration).

vivury containment leakao» testing, TS-1C0 3.6.1.7.0 and
s=turveillance Requirement 4,6,1,2.d. (Failure to perform type L

1

ang ceal leakrate test within requived 24 wonth intervel).

(4) p
1

boos of Voltace, Degraded Voltage Relays

recuinical Specificetions 3,3.3 and 4.3.3.1 for the 1oss o° voltage and
fdegreded voltage relays became effective fur both Brunswick Units on

vune 11, 1990, Technical Specification 3.3.3 requires that Friergency Corc
fotling Systen (CCCS) actuation instrumentation shown in Table 3.3.3-1 snal?
ouonporellas Technical Specification 4.3.3.1 states that ea~h £ees
douation dnslruoentotion channel shall be demonstrated operable by the
cerfornance of @ channei check, a channel functional test and a channel
Colbration duriny the operational condition and ot the frequencies shown in
Tevle 4.2,3-1. Tabie 4.3.3-1 requires a shi€t channel check, a monthly
turctionel test and a 13 month calibration o1 the degraded voltace relays
and o 1R menth calibvacion of the loss of voltege re ays. The licerses
vievtitred on June 30, 1982, as discussed in paragraph 5 of this repert,
that the relays testy had not been porformed since issuance of the Technical
Specrfacation.  Compliance with the action statement applicable to this
rechnical Specification requires the instrument channel to be conside~od
inoperable ana the inoperable channel to Le placed in the tripped condition
within one hour. Thus all degraded and loss of voltage relays would be
reguired by the Technical Specifications to be tripped, separating offsite
power from the Emergency fuses and initiating & resctor scram.

Tre licensee coniacted Region I1 at 3:42 p.m. and reported the failure to
perform the survedsllance test requirement end stated they would have to
shutdows Unit 1 within an hour unless they could test tie relays (Unit 2 was
slrcady down for a refueling outage). The licensee proposed conducting the
‘equired relay tests by energizing Lrwergency fuses E-1 and E-2 with the
Dwergeacy Diecel Gonevators, then ceparate the offsite power from the
Energency buses.  This would permit calibration and functioral tests of the
retays without shutting down Lnit 1, RII did vot agree to the proposed test
method, end stated that Region 11 wonld contact MRE regarding the missed




surveillances and the licenseo's propesed action, RIQ contacted NRR and in
conference with LRE concurred that fnrediate chut down of the reactor could
te briefly deluyed to permit evelustion of alternate methuds for conplying
WIth the Tecknical Specifications. Tre licensce was called by RII and told
10 cantact NRR,

The Ticensee contacte.! NRP at 4:30 Pote on June 30, 1987 and NKR concurred
With their request to delay the inmediate action requirec by the Tecnnica)
“poecification action statement until 7:00 p.i., at which time a conference
11 between the iicersee and SRR would be convenad to esteblish an
eipropriate course of licensee action. The 7:50 poii. conference call
resuttod in LR granting an emcrgency technical specification change which
providea for temporary relief from the action statement and allowed
coutinued operation of Unit 1, provided that all loss of voltage and
fegroded voltage relays were tested on Unit 1 during the first cutage after
wuiy 7 and for Unit 2 prior to sta: tuo. Subsequently the licensee and NRR
cevised the connittuent to require tests of the reliys prior to July 15 for
Crdt 1 ard prior to startup or prier to July 1% far Unit 2 whichever
Cowdrved ticct. Satisfectery perfornance of the relay tests for both units
was completed by July 165,
The corweillanc: tests required on the lass of voltage ard dcoraded voltage
relays wore not perforied durng the roriod June 11, 1980 thru Jure 30,
SMoc, tur either Units 1 or 2, thus missing shift channel checks, moathly
tunctiors! tests . and one 18-ponth calibraticn. The failure to perforn the
curveliiance test ;equirvd to neet LCQ 3.3.3 is identified as a violation
Lol8 LINT-268-01).

keactor Water Cleanup System Isolatica on Initiation of Standby Liguid
ontrol

Technical Specification 3.3.2 requires that the isolation actuation
wstrumantotion crannels shown in Table 3.3.2-1 be operable as demonstrated
oy the surveillance requirements of Technical Specitication 4.3.2.1 af the
trequencies showre in Table 4,3.2-1.

Technical Specifications 3.3.2 and 4.3.2.1 for the isclation of the reactor
weter clearup (RWCU) system upon actuation of the standby liquid control
SBLEC) wystem bocame effective for Unit 2 on March 20, 1975 and for Unit 1
v October B, 1976, The specificating requires that every 18 ronths a
channel functional test be perforied fov the SLLC initiated isolation of the
el eystem, The licensce identificd on culy 16, 1987 (hat this test had
not been pertoried from the dates specificd above, when the Technical
Specifications for Unit @ and Unit 2 bocaue cffective, o the event report
dute.  In accordance with the Technice! Specification action statements the
Ticeasee manvally isolated the RNCU. $hus placing both units iy compliance
with Technical Specifications. The curveillance test requirement was not
met from Cctuber 8, 1976 to July 16, 1982 for Unit 1 and from March 20, 1975
to July 1€, 1987 ror Unit 2. The failure to pevforn the PHCU isolation
channel tunctional test is identified as a violation (50-324, 325/82-28-02).
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Primary Cont=:nnent integrity

Technical Specification 3.6.1.1 reouires that containment integrity be
maintained wlenever the reactor i3 in the operational conditions of Power
Operations, Stertup or Hot Shutdowr except while performing low nower
physics tests with the thermal power &t less than 5. of Rated Thermal Power
ard reactor coolant temperature at lees than 217°F.

(ue of curveillance requirements to assure primary containment integrity,
Techrical Specification 4.6.1.1a requires veritication, at least once per 31
eays, that a1l poretrations not capable of being closed by operuble
contemaent autonatic isolaticn valves and required to be closcd during

e cident conditi~ns are closed by valves, blind flanges or deactivated
autumatic valves secured in position, The licensee jaentified on July 15,
1302, that these tests had not been performea since tne effective date of
conversion to Standard Techinical Specitications for buth Units 1 and 2 which
vteurred on Decerber 07, 1977, The Technaical Specification actiun statewent
allows twe bours to denonstrate priagry containment integrity or be in at
ieant hot shutdoun vithan the neat 12 hours, The licensce initiated and
conpleted the inspection requirved for outside containment penet-ations
witnin the action statcoer’ allewance, Mo entry was made to the drywell to
verity perelrvations inside containrert, however evaluation by the licensee
af the spechitication appiicsble to inside the containue:t resulied in &
determination by the licensee that there were ny penetrations inside
corteamment which required verification, Conpliance with Technical
Speciticetion J.6.1.1 ane Technical Specification surveillaice requirement
L0010 wies aanioved oo Muly 15, 1962, However dering the period of
Coenner 22, 1977 1o July 15, 1982, the verificatien of primary contatiment
inteqrity recuired by Technical Specification 4.1.1.a was not performed,

The 1ailure to perten surveillence tests requived to weet LCO 3.6.1.1 is
iacntified o< 4 violotion (324/325/82-.8-03).

Fatlure o conduct Prinary Containnent Ponetration Lealage Rate Tects

Techrnacal Specrrication 2.6.1,2.b esteblishes a limit on the combined
cutainrent e xage rates for all percirations and valves subjuct to Type B
ancd U tests. Technical Specitication 4.6.1.2.d requires containment leakage
tests of penctratiors and valves subject to Type B and C tests be conducted
a. ‘ntervals no greater than 24 months.,

Periodic test jrocedure, PT 20.3, "Lccal Leal Rate Testing of Containmert
isclotion” Rovesion 11, weitten barck 31, 191 and inplenented April 20,
1981 removed scveral containment icolation valves from the Type C test
program.  Includes avong these valves were the Transversing lrcore !robe
(TIP) guide tute isclation valves. Table 3.6.3-1 of Technical Specification
3.6.2 ~learly incicales that TIP guide tube itolation valves (ball valves)
are primary contéinvent isolation valves. Nevertheless, the roquired safety
analysis, which was subaitted to tre Plast haclear Sotety Conmittee (PHSC)
tor justificaticr to delete the vi'ves, steted that the revision would not
préevert confortarce to 2 vechnical Specification,
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In June, 1982, 1 consultant to the licensee recomrended that the valves
previously deleted in Revision 11 to PT 20.2 be reincluded. Subsequently,
FT 20.3 was temporarilv changed on Jure 1! and June 12, 1422 to allow these
vaives to Le 1a¢c.] lear rate tested (Type € tect) on Unit 2. These
femporary procedure changes were subiitted to the PHSC for review with the
provision that a permanent revision to the procedure was not recomiended,
The PRSC reviewed the itens oo June 24, 195 and approved their use as
tetiworary change applicable to Unit 2 only.

On suly 16, 1932, the Resident Inspector roviewed the vaives contained in
these teupsrary changes and inforned thz licensce that some of the valves
fdentificd to require Type C testing on Umit 2 reflocted cimilar require-
ments fo: Urit 1 aua that Type € testing of these valves had not baen
pertoraed un Unit 1 within the past 24 months as reéquired by Technical
fpecification 4.0.0.2.d.  Included anong *hese missed tyne C tests were the
TiP Lall valves which had not been tostad since Aprit, 1979, Subscquent
Vicensee review of the LLRT program for Type B and Type C testing,
dentified an wdditional 36 electrical penetcations which had not been
tested since [ obruary 1080, These missad Type B and Type C tests are a
ielation 0f technical Specification 8.6.1.72.d and are identified as (324,
325/80-¢5-04),

Farlure To Frovice Required Surveillance Proced.res

iecheical Specatication 6.68.1.1 requires that written procedures shall be
eotablioned, vuplemented and maintained covering activities refeenced in
cpplicable proceduces recommended in Acpendiy A" of Reculatory Guide 1.33,
wovenbor 1972, tequlatory Cuide 1,33, November 1972, Item H.2 states that
specrfic procedures tor surveillance tests, inspections and calibrotions
chould Le writter for cech surveillance test, inspection, or calivration
listec in the Technical Specifications.

Cn Jure 30, 1582, the licensee inforied Region 11 hy telephone that a
corveillance test for testing luss of voltage and legraded voltage relays,
requivec by Technica Spocification 4.3.3.1, had not boern perforied at the
required frequency ror were there any procedures for perforning the tests
(item a). The subsequent licensee's investigation of compliance witn the
Technice) Specifications identified two additional surveillance requirements
which had vot becn perforued at the required frequencies nor had procedures
tor peitorming tne tesis been prepared (itews b oand ¢).  An adéitional
surveille .ce requirement was identified as not having a writier procedure
cor performing the test, although the interval for performing thic test had
net beon exceeded (Item d below),

furing the in<pection perivds covered by this report, the inspectors
reviewed the weteils related to the wisued surveillance tests and the
failure to prepare procedures. The required tests fo: which no procedures
«Cre written are:

¢.  Undervoltage end Decraded Voltage Reluy Testing (TS Table 4.3.3.1,
Items 53, ard 5b)
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b. PReactor Wioter Cleanup System Isnlation on Standby iquid Control
Initiation 115 4.3.2.1)

(. Primary Containnent Integrity VYerification (15 4.6,1.1)

J. Fire Suppression foan Concentrate Perforance Evaluation
(15 4.7.7.% b. &)

The failure to prerare writton surveillance tests as required to comply with
IS €.8.1.2 15 icentified as a violation (2247325/82-28-05),

F-ilure to Take Corrective Action - Surveillance No, 00AS-79-4(B)

Un March 23, 1979, Site Quality Assurance Surveillance Group personnel
coripleted a Brunswick Steam Electric Plant (RSEF) survey of Technical
Ssecification rvequiren onts,

vierations OA per-onnel reviewed docurentation Supparting the pertomance of
Arveillance requirsrents during calendar ycar 1978. This review was
porforicd to verity that approved procedures existed for al) surveillance
requirceents, tiat surveillance procodures were adeguate as written, that
sarveillance procedures were being controlled edequately, that the
frocedures wore Poeing followed and filled out correctly and cenpletely, and
that all surveiilance requirencnts were heing performed within the specified
trequency,

Uroes section soven of the surveillance vepert the euditor stated tiat
rericdic Test ©.2,3 Rovision 2 had a8 ciscrepancy in that a reference to
Technical Sgecification Table 4.3.2-1, liem 3.d., Channel Functional Test,
necded to be added 1o the pericdic test,

fuechnice) Spocitication Table 4.3.2-1, iter 3.d. snecifies that the
irstrumentation that isolates the reactor water cleanup (NWCU) system, on
inmiation o “tandby Viguid controid (SBLC), shall have an instrumct
cherrel functivral test pertoried at Toast once per 18 months,

Ui July 16, 1962 tie licensee identified that the surveillance specified by
Tahinical Specitication 4.3.2-1, 3.d. had not been performed since March 20,
1975 for Unit 2 ana October 8, 1976 for Unit 1. (Se= Paragraph 7 of this
reptrty, 10 CFR S0 ppendix B, Criterion VI "Corrective Action" stutes:
reasures shall be established to assure that conditions adverce to quality,
v ay failures, “aifunctions, aeficiencies, deviations, dofectve matorial
¢ W equipaent and wonconformances are promptly identified and corrected,

"he Carolina Power & Light, Corporate Quality Assurance Program, Section 10
bage 10-2 Item 10.3.3.5 states: Followup action shall pe teken to ensure
corrective action for deficiencies identified by the surveillance program is
vroperly implemented and conpleted in @ tiniely manner, The Carolina Power &
Light Quality Assurarce Program tor LSEP, ajpprove by NRR on Septerder 24,
1581 states on Page 17 under "Corrective Action” that the prograr requires
corrective action tn be initicted to preciude recurrence of conditions

2dverse to Quality as identifiod tarough audits, reports, and Licensee Event
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Feports; and that the progrem requirves follow-up reviews, audits,
inspections, e*c., Lo Le conducted to verify proper imnlomencation of
corrective action and 1o close ous the corrective action decumentation.

Certrary to the shove reguireicats, the failure to include a Technical
Skucitication survelllance requirtore .t in the surveiliance test progran
was 1dentified by a QA audit on Muvch 23, 1979, N5 action was token by
licensee wan 1ant to “orrect the identified proc-dure deficiency. This
fathure 16 fdentified a. a violation (324, 365/82-28-06),

Unresclvee 1teas
a. lIrvestiogation of Technical Specification Compliance

furing *his inspecticn the in<pocior identified that the licensee:
progran vesulting from the July ? LOA Jetter, for determining
conpliance with all surveillance tests listed in the Technical
Specitications haa been Timited to Unit 1 Technical Specificaticns.

The reviow crocrar nas <ince boer extended to cover Unit 2, whicn is in
a refueling outage, but the survey had not bean cumpleted at the close
of this inspection. Although it is not expected by the licensee that
new significant itens of failure to perform surveillance tests will be
1wsentitcd, therr are difforences in the Techaical Specificaticns
betwecn Unit 1 and tinit 2 which must be considered to determine if
addilionai failures o perforn surveillance has accurred. This iten is
tentified os an unrcsuived iten (324, 325/82-28-07).

Lo Periodic Test Cross Reference to Tachnical Specifications

Purire early phases of operation at the Brunswick nlant the licensee
had pregared a gocurent, Administrative Inctruction (AI) 2%, entitled
"Periodic Tust Cross Reference to the Technical spocifications” tine
pungose of the docuwent was to provide a cross reference list betwoen
the Tecknical Specification surveillaace requirenents and tae plant
procedures. instructions oc other docurentation which inplemented these
recaiver ats,  Al-33 was maintaincd as an up-to-date document until
Februery 1977, Liconss  representativec stated that following
revicior &, issucd in . oruary 1977, changes which would have
paintained “he docuw ¢ current were no longer made, On December 9,
1920 the licewsoe de. ced document Al-32, steting:

‘Qelets this .rocedure in its entirety. It i5 no longer required
vince the PT's now reference the appropriate technical specifi-
cation eteyo, There is no requirescnt to have a cross reference,
it was originally designed to ensure the periodic tects were
written, This ha< been accomplished”.

The icenses stated that deletion of this procedure in 1950 15 now
considercd to have been incppropriate nd either A'-23 or a similar
methot for raintaining & cross-reference to assist in assuring

compliance wvith Technical Specification requivements will be put in
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placeS Thic item is identified as an unresolved item (324/325/82-
28-08).

Audit ot All Provisions of Technical Specification |

Technical Specification €.5.4.1.a requires that the Qperations and
Maintenance Unit of the Corporate huclear Safety and Quality Assurance
~udit Section shall perforn audits of plant activities. One of the
cctivities is the audit of conforwance of facility operations to all
orovisions contained within the Technice | Specifications and applicable
licensee conditions at least cice per 12 months. The licensee stated
that they couoly with this specification, relative to surveillance
tests, by selectirg three or four periodic Lests and determining that
the facilit. cunforms to the requirements of the tests ond the
Technical Specification. At the oxit interview the inspector informed
the liceuser that the limited audit ronducted represented questionable
compliance with this Technica) spacification and that a further review
6f their method of couplying with Technical Specification 6.5.4.1.a
would be rade in consultation with Region 11 managerent, This item 1s
identiticd ¢s an unresolved icen (304/325/82-28-09),



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 708838

S B

Carolina Power and Light Company
ATTN: Mr. E. E. Utley

Executive Vice President
411 Fayetteville Street
Raleigh, NC 27602

Gentlemen:

SIBJECT: PROPOSED CIVIL PENALTIES: EA-52-106
(REFERENCE INSPECTION REPORT 50-324/82-28 & 50-325/82-28)

A special inspection was conducted by NRC Region II inspectors on July 12-14, and
July 20-22, 1982 to determine the status of compliance of the licensee's opera-
tions at the Brunswick facility following ‘e issuance by Regfon II of a
Confirmation of Action Letter on July 2 am a followup letter on July 20, 1982,
The findings of the inspection were discussed with Brunswick facility management
on July 14 and 22, 1982. NRC safety concerns relating to the findings were
expressed by the Region Il Administrator to Carolina Power and Light Company
(CP&L) management during an enforcement conference held in Region I on

August 24, 1982, An additional enforcement conference was conducted in Region 11
on December 22, 1982, and another at the Brunswick site on January 6, 1983, to
further identify our concern for the lack of diligence demonstrated by the
licensee in implementation of technical specification requirements. is
conference was held because of the detection of additional potential examples

of failure to meet limiting conditions for operation and surveil'ance requirements,
On January 23, 1983, an additional event occurred. This event, relating to
refueling activities, is st111 being examinred for possible enforcement action,

The chronology of events, the licensee commitments made during the enforcement
conferences, and the violations identified are presented in the enclosed Notice
of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties. The inspection findings
indicate that the Brunswick facility has been operated, in some cases since the
issuance of the operating licenses (December 1974 for Unit 2 and September 1976
for Unit 1), without certain surveillance procedures and verification by surveil-
lance tests that a number of safety systems would perform in accordance with
design specifications if called upon to operate. Surveillance tests for which
procedures had not been developed included: test and calibration of the 4.16 kv
emergency electrical bus undervoltage relays; visual verification of the status
of primary containment penetrations; verification of the automatic fsolation of
the reactor cleanup system on actuation of the standby Tiquid control system;
leak rate testing of 36 electrical containment penetrations and containment
fsolation valves in the -transversing incore probe guide tubes. As a result of
the failure to develop procedures, the required surveillance tests were not
performed. While testing performed subsequent to the identification of the

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECFYPY REQUESTED
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missed surveillances demonstrated the affected equipment to be operable, the
Brunswick facility was operated for an extended period of time without the
necessary assurance that the equipment would function properly if called upon,

In addition, an audit conducted in April 1979, identified the lack of one of
these surveillance procedures; however, the audit f1nd1n? was mischaracterized by
the auditor and the licensee failed to correct this problem and take action to
preclude recurrence. Further, when the licensee identified in June 1982 the

fact that the Teak rate testing had not been performed for Unit 2, it failed %o
recognize that the requirement also applied to Unit 1 and continued to operate

fn violation of its technical specification until the "esident Inspector brought
this to the licensee's attention., The cause of these violations appears to be a
breakdown in corporate and facility management controls in the areas of corporate
oversight, facility management and operations, and problem identification and
correction.

We are concerned about these violations particularly considering the length of
time the violations continued undetected and the failure to take action to correct
problems that were fdentified. These violations, when viewed collectively,

and in light of the more recent additional examples of failure to meet Timiting
conditions for operation and surveillance requirements, which we have not yet ~ .
fully evaluated, suggest a programmatic failure that unless co~rected could

fead to more serious events, .

After consultation with the Commission and to emphasize the need for significant
improvement in corporate and facility management controls, both with respect to com-
pliance with technical specifications and quality assurance oversight, I have

been authorized to issue the enclosed Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition

of Civil Penalties in the cumulative amount of Six Hundred Thousand Dollars.

Item A in the Notice relates to your failure to conduct several surveillance
tests required by your technical specifications over an extended period of time.
As a result of these violations, the Brunswick facility was operated without
verification by surveillance tests that these safety systems would perform in
accordance with design specifications. [tem B in the Notice relates to the
failure of your quality assurance program to detect these missed surveillances
and your failure to correct the problem once the lack of one of the surveillance
procedures was identified. The violations have been categorized at Severity
Level II1 (Supplement I) pursuant to the NRC Enforcement olicy published in

the Federal Register, 47 FR 9987 (March 9, 1982).

For the reasons stated in the Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of
Civil Penalties, we have concluded that a total penalty of Five Hundred Thousand
Dollars for Item A and a tota) penaity of One Hundred Thousand Dollars for Item
B should be assessed. A larger penalty could have been proposed. However, it
appears that you recoanize the seriousness of the problems at the Brunswick
facility, that you are prepared to commit whatever resources are needed to
correct these problems, and that you have planned and begun to implement
extensive actions to achieve basic improvements in management, operations and
quality assurance performance. The effectiveness of these programs has yet to
be demonstrated. Accordingly, I believe that the actual proposed penalty is
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necessary and sufficient to emplasize the significance which we attach to
the continuing violations at Brunswick and the need for corporate management
to fully and effectively implement corrective actions.

The details of the long-range improvement program and the results of the
near-term corrective actions were furnished to the Commission on October 29,
1982 and discussed in a meeting in Region Il with your management on

November 10, 1982, in a meeting at the Brunswick site on January 6, 1983, and
fn a meeting with the Executive Director for Operations in Bethesda, Maryland
on January 19, 1983, The actions described in your long-range improvement
program were the subject of an NRC Confirmatory Order issued on December 22,
1982. The results of the implementation of this program will be a principal
factor in the Commission's determination of the need for further enforcement
action,

As 1 indfcated at the meeting on January €, 1983, it is vital that effective
communications with and between all segments of your staff be estab)ished and
that all segments of your operations staff be invoived in identifying program-
matic deficiencies and in developing procedures to remedy those deficijencies.

I consider these efforts to be no less important than any item in your long-
range improvement program addressed in the Confirmatory Order I {ssued on
December 22, 1982. Accordingly, in you: response to this Notice of Violation

and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties, you are directed to describe the
efforts you have taken and intend to take to ensure that effective communications
between management and staff are established and maintained.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2,790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice,” Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regu'ations, a copy of this letter and the enclosure
will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room.

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosure are not subject to the
clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

Sincerely,

S,

Richard C, oung,(Pirector
Office of pection and Enforcement

Enclosures:
Notice of Viclation and Proposed
Imposftion of Civil Penalties

cc w/encl:
C. R, Dietz, Plant Manager
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PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES

Caro’ina Power and Light Company Docket Nos. 50-324 & 50-325
Brunswick Units 1 and 2 L;cggs:OZOS. DPR-62 & DPR-71
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On June 28, 1982, while operating at 80% power, Unit 1 reactor lost voltage to
certain emergency electrical busses and tripped. It was returned to power on
June 29. The licensee's post-trip evaluation of the event revealed that certain
relays associated with the emergency electrical busses of Units 1 and' 2, although
they functioned properly, had not been tested or calibrated as required by
technical specifications. Action statements for the relevant limiting conditions
for operation required shutdown of Unit 1 (Unit 2 was shut down for refueling)
until test and calibration of the relays was accomplished.

On June 30, the licensee requested and was granted NRC approval for continued
operation of Unit 1 while the required tests and calibrations were being per-
formed. On July 2, NRC Regfon II issued a Confirmation of Action Letter
confirming the licensee's commitment to review all technical specification
surveillance requirements and the administrative cortrol system for assuring that
surveillance requirements were met.

On July 15, Region Il was informed that the licensee review of technical
specification surveillance requirements had revealed additional missed surveil-
lance requirements that were not covered by procedures. The tests involved
limiting conditions for operation and required implementation of action state-
ments for continued operation of Unit 1. Upon discovery of these missed sur-
veillances, the licensee wrote the necessary procedures and conducted the
required tests. The test results showed that the equipment would have functioned
if called upon.

On July 16, NRC inspectors informed Region Il and Brunswick management that
containment leakage tests of certain penetrations and valves had not been con-
ducted at the required frequency. Although, the Ticensee had implemented
appropriate procedure changes on Unit 2 in June 1982, no procedure change had
been implemented for Unit 1 which had similar requirements. On receipt of this
information, Unit 1 was shut down. The Region II Administrator and the
Executive Vice President of Carolina Power and Light Company discussed the
sftuation by telephone., It was agreed that neither unit would be operated
until the licensee had completed a comprehensive review of technical specifi-
cation surveillance requirements, corrected such violations as might be dis-
closed by the review, identified the root causes of the violations, and
presented the Commission a proposed revision of its management control program
to prevent recurrence of similar violations,
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On July 20, NRC Region Il issued a Confirmation of Action _etter detailing broad
commitments made by the Ticensee in several previous telecommunications. The
letter covered certain specific assignments of review responsibility for the
corporate Nuclear Safety and corporate Quality Assurance staffs, implementation

of an extensfve training program, assignment of a full-time operationally

qualified corporate representative on site, assignment of a special corporate

panel to review the adequacy of corrective actions which the licensee had committed
*o take, nd formal notification of Region Il prior to resumption of Unit 1 or
wnit 2 power operation.

On August 24 an enforcement conference was held at the Region I1 offite. The
Region Il Administrator reviewed NRC inspection findings relating to facts
disclosed since June 28, expressed NRC concerns about the failure of corporate
and facility management controls to prevent the violations indicated by the
findings, and asked the licensee what actions had been taken or were planned

to reestablish satisfactcry management control of licensed activities. The
Senfor Vice President of CPAL presented recommendations and conclusions
furnished to CPAL by a panel of senior management officers from the nuclear
power industry, retained by CP&L to review the adequacy and completeness of
actions taken by CP&L, and to recommend additional management actions needed

to assure future compliance with the Brunswick technical specifications. The
Senior Vice President detailed the actions taken by CP&L to implement the panel's
recommendatfons and described actions taken or planned to meet each item identi-
fied in Regfon II Confirmation of Action Letters dated July 2 and July 20,
Beyond the commitments previously made, the licensee described an improvement
program involving extensive assignments of corporate and facility staff respon-
sibilities desigied to achieve basic improvement in management, operations, and
quality assurance performance. The management structure for monitoring the
improvement program was presented. The individua)l responsible for each program
objective was named; each task was stated and th» expected date of task completion
was specified. The current status of achievement of the program objectives was
described. The Ticensee stated that commitments made during the conference
would be incorporated in its improvement program which would be submitted in a
comprehensive report to the Regfon II Acministrator by November 1, 1982. This
report was submitted on October 29, 1987.

The actions described in the licensee's long-range improvement program were the
subject of an NRC Confirmatory Order issued by the Director of the Office of
Inspection and Enforcement on December 22, 1982. Un that same date another
enforcement conference was held in the Region II Office with senfor managers of
Carolina Power and Light Company, Ouring that meeting, additional events similar
in nature to those fdentified previously and which had recently been revealed

at the licensee's Brunswick facility, were discussed. On January 23, 1983, still
another event occurred, This event is still being examined for possible enforce-
ment actfon. These events heightened the NRC's concerns regarding the safe
ope-ation of the Ticensee's facility.
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The NRC inspections, conducted by Region II between July 12 and 22, 1982, con-
firmed the violations in Items A and B below. These violations show that, since
the dates of {ssuznce of the Brunswick licenses, the licensee failed to conduct
certain surveillance tests. Although subsequent testing proved that the equip-
ment requiring the surveillance tests was operational, he licensee operated the
facility without the necessary assurance that the equip. nt would have functioned
as required. The failures to provide surveillance procedures and conduct the
required testing identified in Item A represent a significant flaw in management
controls which failed to ensure that, as each technfcal specification change,
modification, or revision was issued, the required surveillance procedures were
established and implemented. It also indicates a sfgnificant flaw in control

of the QA audit program for assuring that surveillance tests required by technical
specifications were beinj conducted. Item B relates to the lfcensee's failure

to correct this problem once the lack of the surveillance procedure identified

in the third part of Item A was discovered in 1979 and exemplifies a further

flaw in the Ticensee's QA program, seec1f1cally with re$ard to fdentification

and follow-up on audit or operasional surveillance find ngs. The same flaw was
brought to the licensee's attention on two previous occasie s: as Item C in the
Notice of Violation transmitted by Regfon Il Tetter dated January 9, 1981 and
again on page II.B.8 of NRC Investigation Report Nos. 50-324/80-44 and 50-325/80-46
transmitted on October 21, 1981. -

To emphasize the need for significant improvement in management control of the
Brunswick facility, particularly with respect to compliance .ith technical
specifications and quality assurance oversight, the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
missfion proposes to impose civil penalties in the cumulative amount of Six
Hundred Thousand Dollars for this matter. In accordance with the NRC Enforce-
ment Poiicy 47 FR 9987 (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C) (March 9, 1982), and pursuant
to Section 234 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended ("Act"), 42 U,5.C.
2282, PL 96-295, and 10 CFR 2.208, the particular violations and associated
civil penalties are set forth below:

A. License Condition 2.C(2) of License Nos. DPR-71 and DPR-62 requires the
licensee to operate the Brunswick facility in accordance with its
technical specifications.

Section 4 of the technical specifications identifies specific checks,
--3ts, and calibrations that must be performed at specifieu intervals to
demonstrate operability of systems -ad components required by Section 3.
Technical Specification 6.8.1.a requires the Ticensee to establfish imple-
menting procedures recommended in Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33-
November 1972. Item H.2 of the Guide specifies that procedures are
required for each surveillance test, inspection, and calibration listed
fn the technical specificatione.

Contrary to the above, th: licensee did not establish and maintain proce-
dures for each surveillance test, inspection, and calibration listed in
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the technical specifications. Significant examples of this failure to
provide surveillance procedures are cited as I[tems 1 through 4, below.
Furthermore, this failure to provide surveillance procedures resulted in
failure to perform the surveillance testing required by technical
specifications to demonstrate operability:

1!

Technical Specification 3.3.3 reguires operability of Emergency Core
Cooling System (ECCS) actuation instrumentation shown in

Table 3.3.3-1 and Technical Specification 4.3.3.1 requires that the
operability of the instrumentation be demonstrated by perforpance of
channel checks (once each shift), channel functional tests Teach
month), and channel calibrations {once each 18 months). however,
between June 1980 and July 1982, the licensee did not perform these
checks, tests, or calibrations for the 4.16 Kv Emergency Bus
Undervoltage (Loss of Voltage and Degraded Voltage) relays as
required by Items 5a and 5b of Table 4,3.3-1.

Technical Specification 3.5.1.1 requires maintenance of primary con-
tafnment integrity anc Technical Specification 4.6.1.1.a requires
that the integrity be demonstrated once each 31 days by verifying
that all penetrations, not capable of being closed by operable
containment automatic fsolation valves and required to be closed
during accident conditions, are closed by either valves, blind
flanges, or by deactivated automatic valves that are secured in
position. However, between December 1977 and July 1682, the
licensee did not perform thesn 3l-day verifications.

Technical Specification 3.3.2 and Table 3.3.2-1 requires that
isolation actuation instrumentation be operable and Technical
Specification 4,3.2.1 requires the licensee to demonstrate
operability by certain specified checks, tests, and calibrations, one
of which is a channel functional test of the reactor water cleanup
system isolation upon actuation of the standby Tiquid control system.
This test is required every 18 months. However, this test was not
performed on Unft 2 between March 1975 and July 1982, It was not
performed on Unft 1 between October 1976 and July 1982.

Technical Specification 3.6.1.2.b establishes the maximum allowable
leak rate from primary containment through penetrations and valves,
except for the mafn steam isolation valves, subject to Type B and C
tests. Technical Specification 4.6.1.2.4 requires that these Type B
and C tests be conducted, except for tests involyin airlocks, every
29 months. However, between April 1979 and July 1932. the licensee
did not conduct Type C tests of the traversing incore probe gquide
tube isolation valves in Unit 1 even though these valves are
fdentified as being primary containment isolation valves “n Technical
Specification Table 3,6.3-1. The licensee also failed to condu-t
Type B testing of 36 electrical penetrations through Unit | primary
containment between February 1980 and July 1982.
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[f a Ticensee should have been aware of the existence of a condition
which results in an ongoing violation and fails to initiate corrective
action, each day the license2 should have been aware of the condition
may be considered a separate violation subject to a separate

additional civil penalty, In addition, the licensee has been cited
for previous similar violations. (Notices of Violation and Ins ction
Reports 82-05 and 82-16 were issued March 31 and June 18, 1982.?e
Furthermore, multiple examples of failures to perform surveillance
tests were identified during the inspection period. Even when it
identified the fact that certain surveillance tests required for Unit 2
had not been performed, the licensee failed to notice that the same
technical specification requirenents also applied to Unit 1° As a
result, the licensee continued to operate in violation of its technicai
specifications until the Resident Inspector brought this to the
Ticensee's attention. In this case, the Ticensee was aware on April 4,
1972 that it di1d not have a procedure for certain surveillance tests
and these tests were not being performed. The licensee fatled to take
corrective action to develop procedures for these and the other surveil-
lance tests, notwithstanding its opportunity to do so. Consequently,
each day the licensee operated after April 4, 1979 is considered a sep-
arate Severity Level III violatfon for purposes of computing a civil
penalty. In view of the circumstances of this case, we are proposing
aicumu1at1ve penalty of Five Hundred Thousand Dollars for these viola-
tions.

(Civil Penalty $500,000.)

B. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI and the licensee's accepted QA program
require the licensee to establish measures to assure that conditions adverse
to quality, such as failures, malfunctions, deficiencies, deviations,
defective material and equipment, and nonconformances are promptly {denti-
fied and corrected. It requires, in the case of significant conditions
adverse to qualicy, that the measures assure that the cause of the
condition is determined and corrective acy on taken to preclude repetition.
It requires the licensee to document and report to appropriste level of
management the identification of the significant condition adverse to
quality, the cause of the condition, and the corrective action taken,

Contrary to the above, when the quality assurance program detected the
absence of a surveillance test procedure in a report, submitted on April 4,
1979, covering the results of Site Quality Assurance Surveillance 0QAS-
79-4(8), the identified condition adverse to quality was not corrected;

nor did the Ticensee determine the cause and take action to preclude
recurrence.

This is a Severity Level III violation (Supplement I)
(Civil Penalty - $100,000)
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Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2,207, Carolina Power and Light Company

{s hereby required to submit to the Director, Office of Inspectfon and Enforcement,
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555, and a copy to the
Regional Administrator, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region II, within
30 days of the date of this Notice a written statement or explanation, including
for each alleged violation: (1) admission or denial of the alleged violation;
(2) the reasons for the violation, if admitted; (3) the corrective steps which
have been taken and the results achieved; 54 the corrective steps which will

be taken to avoid further violations; and (5) the date when full compliance will
be achieved. Consideration may be given to extending the response time fur good
cause shown. Under the authority of Section 182 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 2232,
this response shall be submitted under oath or affirmation.

Within the same time as provided for the response required above under 10 CFR
2.201, Carolina Power and Light Company may pay the civil penalties in the
cumulative amount of $600,000 or may protest imposition of the civil penalties

in whole or in part by a written answer. Should Carolina Power and Light Company
fail to answer within the time specified, the Director, Office of Inspection and
Enforcement will issue an Order imposing the civil penalties proposed above.
Should Carolina Power and Light Company elect toc file an answer in accordance
with 10 CFR 2,205 protesting the civi) penalties, such answer may: (1) deny

the violations 11sted in this Notice, in whole or in part; (2) demonstrate
extenuating circumstances; (3) show error in this Notice; or (4) show other
reasons why ..e penalties should not be imposed. In addition to protesting the
civil penalties, in whole or in part, such answer may request remission or
mitigation of the penalties. In requesting mitiyation of the proposed penalties,
the five factcrs contained in Section IV(B) of 10 “FR Part 2, AS ndix C should
be addressed. Any written answer in accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 should be set
forth separately from the statement or explanation in reply pursuant to 10 CFR
2.201, but may incorporate statements or explanatiors by specific reference
(e.g., giving page and paragraph numbers) to avoid repetition. Carolina Power
and Light Company's attention is directed to tne otier provisions of 10 CFR 2,205,
regarding the procedures for imposing a civil penalty.

Upon failure to pay any civil penalty due, which has been subsequently deter-
mined in accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFR 2,205, this matter
may be referred to the Attorney General and the penalty unlcss compromised,
remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civil action pursuant to Section
234c of tne Act, 42 U.S.C. 2282,

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Office of ' IAspecti¥n and Enforcement

Dated in Bethesda, MD
this 18 day of February 1983



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of Docket Nos. 50-324

50-325
Carolina Power and Light Company License Nos. DPR-62
Brunswick Steam Electric Plant DPR-71

(Units 1 and 2) EA-82-106
CONFIRMATCRY ORDER

T

A
The Carolina Power and Light Company (CP&L, the "licensee") is the holder of

Facility Operating License Nos. DPR-6”? and DPR-71 (the "licenses") which
authorize the operation of the Brunswick Steam Electric Plant, Units 1 and %
at steady state reactor core power levels not in excess of 2436 megawatts
thermal (rated power). The licenses were originally issued on December 27,
1974 for Unit 2 and September 8, 1976 for Unit 1, and will expire on

February 6, 2010 and February 7, 2010 respectively. The facility consists
of two boiling light water moderated ard cooled reactors (BWRs), located at

the licensee's site at Southport, North Carolina.

On June 28, 1982, while operating at 80% power, Unit 1 reactor lost voltage
to certain emergency electrical busses and tripped. I{ was returned to power
on June 29. The licensee's post-trip evaluation of the event revealed that
certain relays associated with the emergency electrical busses of Units 1 and
2, although they functioned properly, had not been tested or calibrated as
required by the NRC. On June 30, the licensee requested and was granted,

NRC approval for cortinued operation of Unit 1 whilz the required tests and

calibrations were being performed. On July 2, NRC Region II issued a




Confirmation of Action Letter confirming the licensee's commitment to review
Technical Specification testing and calibration requirements and the control

systems for assuring that these NRC regquirements were met.

On July 15, 1982, Region II was informed that the licensee's review of Technical
Specification requirements revealed that additional NRC testing requirements

were not met. The testing requirements involved limiting conditions for opera-
tion which require plant shutdown within a certain time period if the tests are
not conducted satisfactorily. Upon detection of these missed tests, the licensee
wrote the necessary procedures and conducted the required tests. The test results
showed that the equipment would have functioned properly if called upon to

orer-te.

On July 16, 1982, NRC inspectors on site informed CP&L that containment leakage
tests of certain penetrations and valves had not been conducted at the required
frequency on Unit 1. On receipt of this information, CP&L determined that the
required surveillance testing could not be conducted in a timely manner and

Unit 1 was shut down. The licensee iiad identified in June 1982 its failure to
perform the same leakage tests on the same valves on Unit 2. The Region II
Administrator and the Executive Vice President of CP&L discussed the situation

by telephone It was agreed that neither unit would be operated until the
Ticensee had completed a comprehensive review of Technical Specification require=-
ments, corrected such violations as might be disclosed by the review, identified
the root causes of the violations, and presented the NRC with a proposed revision

ef its programs to prevent recurrence of similar violations.



On July 20, 1982, NRC Region II issued a Confirmation of Action Letter which

confirmed the broad commitments made by the licensee in several previous
communications. This letter covered: certain specific assignments of
responsibility for the Corporate Nuclear Safety and Corporate Quality Assurance
(QA) staffs; implementation of an extensive training program; assignment of a
full-time corporate representative on site; establishment of a special corporate
panel to review the adequacy of committed corrective actions; and formal

notification of Region II before resumption of Unit 1 or Unit 2 power operation.

On August °*, 1982, an Enforcement Conference was held at the Region II office.
T'.e Region II Administrator, together with sen‘or Inspection and Enforcement (IE)
and Nuclear Reactor Regulations (NRR) officials, reviewed with senior CP&L
representatives the NRC inspection findings relating to the facts disclosed
since June 28, 1982, expressed NRC concerns about the failure of CP&L controls
to prevent the violations indicated by the findings, and asked the licensee what
actions had been taken or were planned to establish effective management systems
to control safety-related activitics. The Executive Vice President of CP&L
presented recommendations and conclusions developed by its staff and reviewed

by a panel of senior management officers from the nuclear power industry,
retained by CP&L to review the adequacy and completeness of actions taken and
planned by CP&L and to recommend additional management actions which may be
appropriate to assure future compliance with NRC requirements. The Executive
Vice President detailed the actions taken by CP&L to implement these recommenda-
tions and described actions taken or planned to meet each item identified in
Region II Confirmation of Action Letters dated July 2 and July 20, 1982. Beyond

the commitments previously made, the licensee described a longer range program



involving extensive re-assignments of corporate and facility staff responsibil-
ities for achieving early and long-range improvement in overall management and
operations. The management structure for monitoring the improvement program

was presented in detail. The individual responsible for each program objective
was named; his task was stated and the expected date of task completion was
specified. The current status of achievement of the program objectives was

also described. The licensee stated that commitments made during the conference
and its improvement program would be further developed to assure completeness,

and that the program would be submitted in a report to the Region II Administrator

by November 1, 1982.

By letter dated October 29, 1982, the licensee described the improvement pro-
gram and provided the implementation plan for: ensuring safety and operating
efficiency at Brunswick; strengthening management control; reinforcing disci-
pline of operations, procedural compliance, and regulatory sensitivity, focusing
attention and resources on long-term needs; and ensuring implementation of
siecific improvements. In view of the importance of these issues to safe
operation, I have determined that these commitments are required in the

interest of public health and safety and, therefore, should be confirmed by

an immediately effective Order.



I11

Accordingly, pursuant to Sections 103, 161i(3), and 182 of the Atomic Energy

Act of 1954, as amended, and the Commission's regulations in 10 CFR Part 2

and 10 CFR Part 50, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATELY THAT:

~n

The licensee shall implement the Brunswick Improvement Program described
in the enclosure to its October 29, 1982 letter to the NRC; a copy of

the enclosure is included herein as Attachment 1. The scheduled times for
completing specific action item tasks described in the enclosure may be
shortened, but shall not be extended without prior written approval by the
Region II Administrator. The licensee shall notify the Region II Admin-
istrator, within 20 days following the effective date of this Order, of
any action item tasks for which scheduled completion dates preceding the
date of this Order were not met ana establish new completion dates, which

are acceptable to the Region II Administrator, for those tasks.

Following completion of the reviews and assessments identified in Action
Items V-5 and VII-1 through VII-5 of the Brunswick Improvement Program,
the licensee shall promptly provide copies of all applicable reports on
such studies and assessments to the NRC Region II Administrator. Within
60 days from the date that such reports are available to the Ticensee, the
licensee shall inform the Regional Administrator, in writing, of its
assessment of each recommendation provided in the reports. The licensee

shall include its plans and schedules for implementing each recommendation



and, for any recommendation which the licensee decides not to implement
an evaluation which supports that decision. The licensee's plans and
schedules for implementation of the recommendations shall be subject to
the approval of the Regional Administrator. The scheduled times for
completion of actions may be shortened, but shall not be extended without

prior written approval by the Region II Administrator.

Iv

The licensee may request a hearing on this Order within 30 days of its
issuance. A request for a hearing shall be submitted to the Director, Office
of Inspection and Enforcement, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 20555. A copy of the request shall also be sent to the Executive Legal
Director at the same address. ANY REQUEST FOR A HEARING SHALL NOT STAY THE
IMMEDIATE EFFECTIVENESS OF THIS ORDER.

If a hearing is requested, the Commission will issue an Order designating the
time and place of any such hearing. If a hearing is held, the issue to be

considered at such hearing shall be:

Whether, on the basis of the matters set forth in Sections II and III of

this Order, this Order should be sustained.



In the event that a need for further action becomes apparent, either in the
course of proceedings on this Order or at any other time, the Director will

take appropriate action.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Richard C. DeYoung, Director

Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland

this day of December 1982



Docket Nos. 59-324
50-325

License Nos. DPR-62
DPR-71

Carolina Power and Light Company
ATTN: Mr. E. E. Utley

Executive Vice President
411 Fayetteville Street
Raleigh, NC 27602

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: CONFIRMATORY ORDER: EA-82-106
(REFERENCE REPORT NOS. 50-324/82-28 and 50-325/82-28)

Based on the results of an NRC inspection conducted at the Brunswick
Steam Electric Plant between July 12 and July 22, 1982, and information
supplied by the Carolina Power and Light Company, we conclude that the
Carolina Power and Light Company has given insufficient attention to
assuring adherence at the Brunswick facility to the testing and surveil-
lance requirements of the NRC that are identified in the referenced
inspection reports. As you know, you are responsible for developing and
assuring meticulous implementation of policies, practices, and guidance
sufficient to ensure that the facility is operated in strict compliance
with regulatory requirements.

Our inspection findings indicate that, since issuance of the operating
licenses for the two Brunswick units, the units have been operated
witrout verification or demonstration by surveillance tests that several
safety systems would, if called upon to function, operate in accordance
with design specifications. Moreover, because of apparent weaknesses in
your program for identifying and correcting problems, the results of
audits conducted by your staff, which were themselves insufficient,
received inadequate attention. Had this system of audits received
adequate attention, this problem might have been recognized and corrected
on any number of occasions since 1975, instead of remaining undetected
until July 1982. As expressed by the Region II Administrator during the
Enforcement Conference with your Executive Vice President and other
senior members of your staff in the Region Il office on August 24, 1982,
the NRC is seriousiy concerned with the extent of the failure of your
control system to prevent the safety violations identified in the
referenced correspondence.

In response to the raferenced inspection findings, we wish to note that
several meetings and telephone conversations were held between repre-
sentatives of NRC
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Region II and Carolina Power and Light Company. As a result of these
communications, Confirmation of Action Letters were issued by Region II
on July 2 and July 20, 1982. Together, these two letters confirmed your
commitments to: perform a complete review of Technical Specification
testing and calibration requirements; perform a complete review of your
procedures; perform a complete review of your administrative and manage-
ment controls; conduct extensive training and testing of operating and
other personnel involved in nuclear activities and related matters;
assign a full-time corporate representative at the Brunswick site who
would report to the Executive Vice President; and establish a Corporate
Panel to review the adequacy and completeness of the actions taken before
the resumption of power operations.

During the August 24 Enforcement Conference, your Executive Vice Presi-
dent described the actions taken or planned with regard tuv each item
listed in the Confirmation of Action letters. He also described addi-
tional actions initiated by Carolina Power and Light Company to achieve
basic improvements of a continuing and long-range nature in management,
operations, and quality assurance performance. The Carolina Power and
Light Company's program and commitment for accomplishing the necessary
improvements was forwarded to the Region II Administrator in a letter
dated October 29, 1932.

As you are aware, the NRC is currently evaluating this entire matter to
determine what further enforcement actions are necessary. The corrective
actions which you have undertaken, as described in your October 29 letter
are being considered as a part of that evaluation. However, apart from
any other decisions as to the appropriate enforcement actions to be
taken, we believe that positive and expeditious completion of those
initiatives is essential to the continued safe operation of the Brunswick
facility. Therefore, a Confirmatory Order, effective immediately, is
enclosed to confirm the commitments, including completion dates,
contained in your October 29 letter. This action is being taken to
assure the disciplined implementation of your commitments on a time
schedule commensurate with their safety significance.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice,"

Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federa! Regulations, a copy of this letter and
the enclosed Confirmatory Order will be placed in the NRC Public Document
Room.



The responses directed by the enclosed Order are not subject to the
clearance procedures of the Office of Management and Budget, as specified
by the Paperwork Reductior Act of 1980, PL 96-511.

Sincerely,
Richard C. DeYoung, Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

Enclosure:
Confirmatory Order

cc: See Page 3
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cc w/enc):
Sherwood Smith, Chairman of the Board
and Chief Executive Officer




