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U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY. COMMISSION

REGION III

Report No. 50-454/95002(DRS); 50-455/95002(DRS)

Docket No. 50-454; 50-455 Licenses No. NPF-37; NPF-66

EA 94-265

Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
4450 North German Church Road
Byron, IL 61010

Meeting Conducted: January 9, 1995

Meeting At: Region III Office, Lisle, Illinois

Type of Meeting: Enforcement Conference

Inspection Conducted: Onsite at Byron Station Nuclear Plant, |
November 29 through December 20, 1994 i

i

Inspectors: R. M. Bailey, Operator Licensing Section 2
,

N. D. Hilton, Division of Reactor Project :

R. C. Paul, Office of Investigations l

Approved By: ddb l |( %5~
'

T. i. Burdick, Chief Date
Operator Licensing Section 2 j

Meetina Summary

Enforcement Conference on January 9. 1995. (Report No. 50-454/95002(DRS):
50-455/95002(DRS)1
Areas Discussed: The apparent violations and areas of concern regarding the failure to
taintain a licensed senior operator in the control room with a Unit operating at power and
to properly document that finding were reviewed. The corrective actions taken or planned
by the licensee were also discussed.
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DETAILS

I. Persons Present at Conference

K. Strahm, Vice President, Power Operations, Comed
K. L. Graesser, Site Vice President, Byron Station
G. K. Schwartz, Station Manager, Byron Station
T. E. Gierich, Operations Manager, Byron Station
R. F. Wegner, Shift Operations Supervisor, Byron Station
D. O. Brindle, Regulatory Assurance Supervisor, Byron Station
T. K. Schuster, SQV Director, Byron Station
H. D. Pontious, Nuclear Licensing Admin., Byron Station
C. Kudalis, OPEX Administrator, Byron Station
G. L. Feesaker, Operations Shift Engineer, Byron Station
S. Dresser, Operations Shift Supervisor, Byron Station
D. Boyd, Reactor Operator, Byron Station
S. D. Bomgardon, Reactor Operator, Byron Station
P. L. Maher, Shift Engineer, Braidwood Station
P. Planing, Shift Manager, Dresden Station
E. A. Broccolo, Station Manager, Zion Station
J. Wennerholm, Unit Supervisor, Zion Station
J. McSorley, Reactor Operator, Zion Station
J. B. Reis, Control Room Supervisor, LaSalle Station
M. T. Lesnal, Regulatory Performance Admin., Comed
W. Lipscomb, EA, Nuclear Operations Division, Comed
J. Gliebe, EA, Nuclear Operations Division, Comed
G. Wald, Nuclear Commission Admin., Comed i

D. Hubeler, IBEW Local Union 15 representative, Comed {
;

U. S. Nuclear Reaulatory Commission
!

H. J. Miller, Deputy Regional Administrator, RIII
C. D. Pederson, Deputy Director, Division of Reactor Safety, RIII I

M. A. Ring, Chief, Operations Branch, DRS, RIII i

M. J. Jordan, Chief, Operator Licensing Section I, DRS, RIII |
T. M. Burdick, Chief, Operator Licensing Section 2, DRS, RIII '

H. Peterson, Senior Resident Inspector, RIII |
'S. G. DuPont, Senior Resident Inspector, RIII

R. M. Bailey, Reactor Engineer, RIII
N. D. Hilton, Reactor Engineer, RIII

!
J. A. Lennartz, Reactor Engineer, RIII i
E. W. Cobey, Reactor Engineer, RIII !

K. Requard, Reactor Engineer, RIII
B. A. Berson, Regional Counsel, RIII
R. W. DeFayette, Director, Enforcement and Invest. Coord. Staff, RIII
P. R. Pelke, Enforcement Specialist, RIII
R. A. Capra, Director, Projects Division III, NRR i

R. R. Assa, Project Manager, NRR |
G. F. Dick, Project Manager, NRR l

J. R. Gray, Deputy Director, Office of Enforcement, (0E) i

M. A. Satorius, Enforcement Specialist, (0E) '
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2. Enforcement Conference

An Enforcement Conference was held in the NRC Region III office on January 9, 1995.
This conference was conducted as a result of the preliminary findings of the
inspection conducted from November 29 through December 20, 1995, in which apparent
violations of NRC regulations and license conditions were identified. Inspection '

findings are documented in Inspection Report No. 50-454/94026; 50-455/94026,
transmitted to the licensee by letter dated December 30, 1994.

The purpose of this conference was to (1) discuss the apparent violations, causes,
and the licensee's corrective actions; (2) determine if there were any escalating or
mitigating circumstances; and (3) obtain any information which would help determine
the appropriate enforcement action.

The licensee's representatives did not contest any of the apparent violations and
were in agreement with the NRC's statement of the areas of concern.

The licensee's representatives described the events which led to the apparent
violations, includino root causes and corrective actions taken and planned. A
summary of the licensee's corrective actions is included in the attached handout
that the licensee provided at the conference (Attachment 1). Among these actions
taken or planned in the area of operations were revised policies addressing mid-
shift turnovers, notifications to management and log entries to address some of the
NRC's immediate concerns. i
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ENCLOSURE
,

,
1

BYRON NUCLEAR POWER STATION

,

FAILURE TO MAINTAIN A LICENSED
SENIOR OPERATOR IN THE

CONTROL ROOM
.

ENFORCEMENT CONFERENCE

JANUARY 9,1995

REGION lli
.

t

e

|

|

'

i.

.



_ - ._

.
..

s

:

|
,

AGENDA :

|

,

Opening K. Graesser
,

introduction G. K. Schwartz |
-

Chronology S. Dresser / G. Heesaker

Safety Significance R. Wegner k

Conclusions R. Wegner
:

Corrective Actions T. Gierich

Overview ;

Site K. Graesser
Company K. Strahm '
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' APPARENT VIOLATIONS
;

i

Failure to maintain a licensed senior operator in the common unit dual control room
iwith a unit in other than cold shutdown or refueling in accordance with 10 CFR 50.54 -
|(m)(2)(iii);
t

Failure to record the occurrence in the operations shift logs in accordance with ,;
Technical Specification 6.8.1. ~
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OVERVIEW of CHRONOLOGY

Fridav. October 14.1994 (1st Shift, Thurs. 2200 - Fri 0600)

U2 Shift Supervisor (SS) relieves Station Control Room Engineer, (0203).
.

U2 SS exits Main Control Room (MCR) with the Turt>ine Bldg Equipment.

Attendant (EA) to supervise swapping of 2B Feed Water Pump oil filter,'
(0210).

NSO's realize no SRO in MCR and call on radio for an SRO to retum to
.

( MCR, (0230).
L .

!
U2 SS retums to MCR followed shortly by the U1 SS and then the

|
.

SCRE, (0232). '

After tuming over to SCRE, U2 SS reports error to Shift Engineer,.

(0245). ~

i

SE and U2 SS review Tech Spec Table 6.2-1 (Minimum Shift Crew.

Manning) and decide no Tech Spec violation has occurred. '

Fridav. October 14.1994

SS's and SE assume duties and begin shift-

Saturday. October 15.1994 (1st Shift, Friday 2200 - Saturday 0600)

SS's and SE perform closer review of Tech Specs and determine the.

incident violates Tech Spec 6.2.2.b which requires an SRO in MCR at all
times.

l

SE documents incident on a PlF and the Operations Manager is later.

notified. It is not clearly communicated that a Tech Specviolation has
occurred.

Mondav. October 17.1994

PlF is reviewed at Screening Meeting by Shift Operations Supervisor.

(SOS)and Regulatory Assurance. Identified as a 30 day reportable event
(LER). -

3

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __



. - -. .- . _- .. . . . . - _ . . . .

, .
..

.

i

NARRATIVE of CHRONOLOGY
,

!
' October'14,1994

On first shift, during the early moming of October 14,1994, the Unit 2 Turbine Building
Equipment Attendant (EA) came to the Unit 2 SRO Shift Supervisor (SS) in the SE's j

.
'

Office r3 questing guidance for swapping the oil filter on the 2B Feedwater Pump. The ~
|g SS needed to talk to the Unit 2 NSO on an unrelated topic, so he told the EA to go to j

the Unit 2 desk and that he, the GS, would Join him in a moment. At about 0201 hrs, .

the SS entered the Control Room and joined the EA at the U2 Nuclear Station
:

. Operator (NSO) Desk intending to discuss the pending filter swap with the NSO and 1
the EA. '

The Station Control Room Engineer (SCRE) approached the U2 NSO Desk and asked
the U2 SS to relieve him for a few minutes. The SS agreed and, after a tumover, the i

SS assumed the Command and Control duties of the Control Room Supervisor SRO.

This SS stated that he normally moves his security badge to a different location on his
body when he is performing a relief for the.SCRE, as an additional reminder of his
Control Room Supervisor responsibilities. On this occasion, however, he forgot to

,

move his badge [ Lapse of Memory / Recall]. There is no policy or procedure that
;

requires the Control Room Supervisor SRO to perform this action. The SCRE exited
the Control Room at 0203 hrs leaving the SS in charge of the Control Room. "

:
-

?
The SS then discussed the procedure for swapping the Feedwater Pump oil filter to

|
the EA. When he had completed his explanation, the EA was still not comfortable

{with performing the filter swap alone. The SS was focusing on the EA's lack of ,

confidence in, performing the pending task and his role in helping the EA [ Tunnel
Vision). During this conversation, the SS became so involved that he mentally
reentered his normal role as an in-plant supervisor. The SS told the NSO that he
would accompany the EA and help him with the task, a routine part of his normal first

!line supervisory duties [ Habit intrusion). The NSO was not aware that the Shift
|Supervisor had taken the SRO duty for the Control Room [ Unawareness], and j

therefore, ha did not remind the SRO of his Control Room Duties.
','-

The SS did not remember at that moment that he had the responsibility as the SRO in -f
the Control Room [ Lapse of Memory / Recall]. Unfortunately, his Shift Supervisor j
instincts came into effect [ Reflex / Instinctive Action). He exited the Control Room at i
0210 hrs, and accompanied the EA to the 426' Turbine Building to help swap the oil |filter on the running FW pump. In no way at all were the SS's actions malicious or

-|Intentional. i

!

!
,

$

!
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During a phone conversation at approximately 0230, the Unit 1 NSO was told that a !
Maintenance Foreman was going to be coming in to talk to the SCRE. The Unit 1

i
NSO commented to the other NSOs present that the SRO was not in sight.- On

|infrequent occasions, the SRO is out of the line of sight of the unit panels for short j
periods of time, such as when checking the back panels, going to the copy machine, :
or to the printers. The NSOs had been involved with their duties, and were not j

' immediately aware that there wasn't an SRO present in the Control Room
)

[ Unawareness). One of the extra NSOs performed a quick check behind the panels
|and determined that there was no SRO present in the Control Room. The' Center i

Desk NSO immediately called the SE office. When no one answered, the NSO called
|

on the radio for an SRO to come to'the Control Room. Three messages were j
transmitted in a short time (within a minute).

'

:

During his absence from the Control Room, the SS had been assisting the EA in !
swapping the Feedwater Pump oil filter. They had finished the job, but the SS was j
still in the plant when the Center Desk NSO made his request over the radio. The SS .!
realized what he had done, and immediately retumed to the Control Room. The Shift

|Supervisor reentered the Control Room at 0232 hrs, after an absence of 22 minutes. i

)

The other SRO Shift Supervisor (SS2) on duty that moming also heard the radio
!

message, verified the message over the radio, and came to the Control Room,
!

entering at 0234 hrs, just after the other SS's retum. Moments later, at 0237 hrs, the. 1
SCRE also retumed from his plant tour. He then assumed the responsibility of t'he- '|Control Room Supervisor SRO. '

!

At no time during this incident did a transient or accident occur. Unit 1 was in Mode 6
and Unit 2 was in Mode 1, steady state and stable throughout the period that the SRO !
was absent from the Control Room.

I

!When the SS was relieved of the Control Room Supervisor SRO responsibility, he
went directly to report his error to the Shift Engineer (SE). The SE counseled the SS

|

,

on what the Company expects of the SRO manager in the Main Control and how j
these expectations apply to the SS when he takes on that responsibility. The SS
volunteered to write the PlF and the SE said he would handle it after he had more

|
j

facts. The SS was visibly upset by the matter so the SE took him outside for a walk
!

to get some fresh air and to put his mind at ease by explaining that it wasn't on ;
purpose and that the event would be looked at as a mental lapse on his part and not j
malicious in nature.

!

Knowing of a requirement for an SRO in the Control Room, the SE & SS reviewed '
Tech Specs for applicability. Looking at Tech Spec Table 6.2-1, titled Minimum Shift
Crew Composition, the SE and the SS decided that although there was some question

;

whether or not minimum manning had been maintained (per paragraph 2 Table 6.2-1) !
the requirement was now satisfied and there was no sense of urgency to write a PlF.

5 '

|'
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Since it was now late in the shift the SE decided to continue his investigation the next
day at 1800. The next evening further clarification was found in Tech Spec 6.2.2.
Retuming to work later that evening (Friday night for Saturday, October 15, first shift) )were two of the NSO's from the previous night. After the 2300 shift briefing an SS t

' informed the SE that the NSO's from the previous night were discussing the matter of i

the SRO leaving the MCR with the new NSO's. The SE went into the MCR on Unit 1
!

and questioned them about the matter asking who noticed that the SRO was gone, i
what prompted them to notice & why did it take so long to notice. Away from_ the main i

conversation an NSO asked the SE how high had this gone and the SE replied that so
far he was the only one but that the Ops Manager would be informed later that night
when he came in to support an outage' appreciation event at 3 AM. The SE then

!
called Security and requested door records for the MCR. After reviewing those

i

records it was determined that the absence was 22 minutes and that there was no
'

other SRO in the MCR at that time. The PlF was then written. Although the SE
;

realized that a Tech Spec requirement had not been met he did not realize.at the time ~

that it was outside the bounds of the Tech Spec and therefore did not make any
further notification or log it. '

Later that shift, at approximately 0300, the SE talked to the Operations Manager. He |
told the Ope ~ rations Manager that they had experienced a problem and that a PlF had

|
been written. The SE stated that the SRO had left the MCR. The SE told the !
Operations Manager that when the NSOs realized it they immediately called the SRO

.[
back to the Control Room. The Operations Manager misunderstood this and thought 1
that the SRO was just heading toward the door [ Verbal Communications]. During this
conversation, the SE did not indicate that a Tech Spec violation was involved.

|

The incident was reviewed at the next PIF screening meeting which was held Monday, - !
October 17. Per BAP 1250-2, Problem (Deviation) Identification and Root Cause

{investigation Procedure, the incident was reviewed by the Shift Operations Supervisor i

and the Regulatory Assurarice Department, and identified as a 30 day reportable
-

event (LER). The PIF was assigned as a significance level 3 and investigation level 3.
!,

,

When the SS retumed to work (from his " weekend') on Tuesday the 18th, the Shift
Operations Supervisor (SOS), who had been present at the PlF screening meeting the !
previous day, met with the SS to ask about the details of the event. The SOS asked
the SS how long he had been out of the Control Room. The SS replied that it had

.

!been for about 20 minutes. The SOS recognized the severity and magnitude of the ;
event and had a Security Computer report of the Control Room access generated to

_

i
obtain an exact time figure for the duration of the event. This information was-

|obtained Tuesday moming and was discussed with the Operations Manager at that
time. I'

:
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SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE.

Event Safety Sianificance was Minimal

Number of SROs on shift = 4*

Number of ROs on shift = 6
(During the event, at least 5 ROs were in the MCR) . <

;

U-1 Status: Stable in Mode 6*

Boron 2135 ppm, ARI, SR NI 3 cps, RCS at 82 F and 0 psig 5

Rx Vessel Level being maintained below Rx Flange
,

U-2 Status: Stable in Mode 1*
I-

Rx at 99 %, Turbine at 1167 MWe, RCS at 580 F and 2235 psig

No off normal events occurred during the MCR SRO's absence. No significant !
*

reactivity changes were in progress. No actual adverse safety impact.

The STA was available within 10 minutes of the MCR.
*

Once it was noticed that the SRO was not in the MCR, two Shift Supervisors !
*

responded to the RO's radio call and immediately reported to the MCR. ;

j -
- !Reaulatory Sionificance

:

Shift Supervisor failed to focus on his responsibilities as SRO in Charge of the
|

*

MCR. ~

.

Technical Specification wording in " Administrative Controls" (Section 6) was not
*

noticed at the time of the occurrence. Later, upon the Shift Engineer's return,
the PlF was written and the proper Reportability determination (ie. 30 day LER)
was made.

,

On-shift Licensed Personnel were sensitive to the matter but did not
i

*

aggressively communicate the issue to upper management. '

Past events were not identified, so corrective actions could not be identified*

which would have prevented this more serious event from occurring. I

i

a

7
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o CONCLUSIONS

* - THE ACTION WAS UNINTENTIONAL

The communications in the control room were less then our expectations.*

The middle of shift reliefs were less then our expectations.*

The communications of this event and the communication of the significance of*

this event did not meet our expectations.

We did not fully ensure our expectation of the proper control room culture.*

. . We did not have the proper focus on superior plant operations for all conditions.

We hesitated in writing the PlF - we did not display our expectations of*

conservative plant operations.

This was a self identified event. The PlF process worked in that when the*

problem was identified, the PlF was written and the investigation began to fully
understand the problem. The safety net was tested and it worked.

This is NOT indicative of past operations performance.*

_

8
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CORRECTIVE ACTIONS |

|
PURPOSE i

To ensure the operators at Byron Site feel the responsibility they are charged*

with. |

!
Not to just focus on this event, but to look at enhancements to total plant* '

operations and get back to core business.

Not minimize this event as a once in a lifetime. Think of this event as it should*

never had occurred and it will not ever occur again.

Look at what allowed this event to occur. )
*

.

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS j

THE OPERATIONS MANAGER*

1
J

1

|

|
l

I

I
i
:
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I
SHORT-TERM CORRECTIVE ACTIONS AS A RESULT OF THE EVENT (All ;
completed)

|

Placed a physical barrier in place to prevent the duty SRO from leaving the_ *

Main Control Room (clasp on the Security Card Readcr Badge)..

I
Communicated the event to all our operators (see attached daily orders). |

*

Communicated our expectations to all our operators (see attached daily orders). i
*

Performed a Level 111 Root Cause Investigation to determine proper casual*

factors (started on 10/18/94).
{
;

* ' The root cause investigation was completed and identified 12 inappropriate I
actions From the inappropriate actions 26 corrective actions were pursued. Of |
the 26 corrective actions recommended 23 have been completed with 3
currently in progress (see attached EVENT /PlF CORRECTIVE ACTIONS). !

,

Involve our oporators in our corrective actions. Shift Enaineer and SRO*

joygived in the avant were resoonsible for develonina further enhancements, j
.

'
t

,

-|

-|
|
!

f
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Revised Policies for the Operrations Department*

Log entries and tumover items (BAP 350-1)o
;

,

Control Room. announcements on who is in charge after a tumover(BAP ' j
o

335-1)
,

How to conduct a mid-shift tumover (BAP 300-1,335-1) . ,'
o

Notifications to management (Operating Policy 400-16): ;
o

_ Moming phone message on plant operations (Operating Policy 600-1)o -

Notifications both inside and outside the company (Operating Policy 400-o .

,

3

16) !

Minimum manning requirements (BAP 320-1)
.o

Shift Engineers were assigned the task of re-focusing on their responsibilities !
*

and developing the Shift Engineer Mission Statement of responsibilities (see
'

enclosed). '

Other examolas of imorovements are: '

*

. Operations Self Assessments in Training
|

o
o Electronic Rounds and Tumovers

;
_ Shift Engineers' Ownership in monthly meetingso *

Operations Managers discussions with requal groups during requalo..

,

Shift Operations Supervisors number one assignment of involvement ino
Training to ensure gut expectations are being met. "

i
!
r

h

:
t

$.

i

t

:
;

.;

I
i

i

!
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i ACTION AS A RESULT OF THE EVENT i
*

! :
. '

!esson Plan regarding Tech Spec Section 6. Highlight '

event occurred. The
r for saf] and conservative -

. pertinent to Licensed Operators on shift and train i
, '

e event because we . ,
>

tthre environment we
:| Shift Logs and Tumovers to enhance documentation and'

|sw w] must not confuse our , view of such.
economic goals. -

:

agineers that was started . 3 Managers' meeting, the Byron Operations Manager will l
ensure the upper levels of icluded will be the root cause, causal factors, and the I

wide leadership values to !
;
'

sament of the last U-2 unit :

of changing the Security Door access computer to ;
from exiting.

i

sporvisor reviewed both the
seting cnd the Operating

-

Oalvert Cliffs to ensure our
4

ysis, removing barriers)-
!

in:gers on the
ed to cnsure we have the
ns. WO need to ensure that i
ry tivs operations will be
e r:wnrdsd or supported.

,

;
.,

'

:This is being done ' i

r qu 1 class seminars on i,. ;
,

3

is cf d;;fsnse !
.

*

!

|
|

. ,

om th::m: elves and
;
'
,

to saf ty of these units,
ndition, must be our i

,

.!

ctrol room command '

!
t

|

j.

;
.

i
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h Comnlete
MANCEMENTS '

i edure enhanced. Yes
^es were being developed when the event occurred. The

#was given to a new site strategy for safe and conservative
; strategy was recognized prior to the event because we

ided in 12/10/94 Yes
) the company focus on the competitive environment we r order.
)that our operators and the site knew we must not confuse our
$ conservative operations with our economic goals. -

,,

r order. |lorship coaching of the Operating Engineers that was started '

rear. The coaching was started to ensure the upper levels of Mure enhanced Yes
ement knew our expectations to provide leadership values to
The Operating Engineer's self assessment of the last U-2 unit

(
ras part cf that change process.

uled in 12/10/94 YesCanager cnd the Shift Operations Supervisor reviewed both the
r order.

cent INPO Operations Managers meeting and the Operating j
nce Seminar recently concluded at Calvert Cliffs to ensure our j
Broper. (PlF generation, Trend analysis, removing barriers) edure enhanced. Yes

conf:r:nce to all Site Operations Managers on the
the chillenge to operations. We need to ensure we have the

edure enhanced. YesOf] cnd conservative plant operations. We need to ensure that
) oper-t:rs need to know that conservative operations will be
I-cons rvative operations will not be rewarded or supported.

>ect:tions to everyone in operations. This is being done , oj",,d*d 12/10/94 Yes

oaching sessions in small groups to requal class seminars on
Ellons.

edure enhanced. Yesaust und:rstand they are the last line of defense
aust und:rstand they are in charge
Eust n::t accept the status quo
aust h va a questioning attitude
aust n:t cceept work-arounds

ded in 12/10/94 YesEust cxpect superior performance from themselves and
t order.

J sam 3 from their crew. '

) be cbove any personal interest. The safety of these units,
D full disclosure of any abnormal condition, must be our
sponsibility. !

nust feel the Responsibility of the control room command

.

13
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An Operating Department Self Assessment Committee was established to look*

)at this event along with our operating culture (including communications, '

command and control responsibilities, MCR professionalism and decorum,
benchmarking, et). This Committee, consisting of one person from each level 1

in the Operating Department, will be a standing committee that reports to the |

Operating Manager and looks at operations as a whole to improve operations {high standards. '

In addition, not as a result of this event but accelerated because of it, we have=

assigned the Operations Self Assessment Committee to look at all of the shift
operations and have implemented the following recommendations:

Two SRO's assigned to the Control Room. SCRE will be single point ofo
accountability. He will be relieved of Administrative duties and will
maintain his overview function.
Rules of conduct for the SRO tumover in the Main Control Room,o
Relieving the shift operations of some of their administrative burden too
enhance focus on our unit operations -

Operating Management, who work outside of the MCR, directly reportingo
to the Shift Engineer will work out of the Shift Engineer's office.

o Reinforce the ' quiet time" for MCR Tumovers and enhance the Shift ,

Briefing protocol. '

.

,

f

b

!

!

s
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EVENT CAUSAL FACTOR OVERVIEW .;

:

.!-

,
Lanse of Memorv!RaemH- i

Shift Supervisor failed to move his badge as had been his practice to
,

help him to remember when he was in charge of the control room. :

When Shift Supervisor went into' the field with the Equipment Attendant i
he did not remember that he was in charge of the control room. '

i
Tunnel Vialon: '

Shift Supervisor became so involved in explaining procedure to _
Equipment Attendant that he mentally re-entered his normal role as
in-plant supervisor.

Habit intrusion /Ranarive/ instinctive Action i

Shift Supervisor accompanied Equipment Attendant into the field as he
usually does in the performance of his first line supervisory. duties.

,

i

Unawarenew i

NSO had not been told that Shift Supervisor had assumed control of I

control room and so did not remind shift Supervisor that he could not
accompany Equipment Attendant into the field. ;

.

O
NSOs involved with their duties and not immediately aware that no SRO j

). was not present in the control room. ;

)
,

Not FamiligtWith Sources.
On shift licensed personnel could not find Technical Specification that !
required one SRO to be in the control room at all times.

i

Written Communication:
Shift Engineer did not log event because believed it was an issue of
personnel error by the Shift Supervisor.

IVerbal Communteitions: '

Operations Manager misunderstood Shift Engineer to say the Shift
Supervisor had been stopped at door and he was leaving control room
instead of that he actually had left for some time.

.

15

i

, . . _ _ _ _ _ - - . - . . _ _ _ __ . . . . . - - _ . . __ -. , ,
!



- - . . - - - ---

4

..

. |.

.

EVENT /PIF CORRECTIVE ACTIONS
.,

;

!
'

. Iannaronriate Action Correcsive Action $gg g Camalm

* Ihe SS did not totally refocus ; Re-enforce Management expectations Included in 10/19/94 & Yes |
'

- his attention on his new when accepting a position's 12/10/94 Daily Orders.
responsibilities and left the - responsibilities.

~ Control Room while responsible i
. for the Control Room SRO Develop a clasp to remind wearer of Clasp in use beginning Yes ;

duties. SRO responsibilities. 10/19/94.

Review BAP descriptions of roles Procedures enhanced. ' . Yes _j
and responsibilities of Licensed Shift ' - i
Personnel and ensure responsibilities ; [
are clearly documented. ;

(BAP 300-1. BAP 335-1) |

!

Review possibility of changing the NIS #454-180-94- No I
door access cosnputer to prevent the 01500 01 tracks this !

L last SRO from exiting. item to completion. '

* Shift personnel did not realir.e Counsel the personnel regarding their Both the SE and the SS Yes-
their responsibility to pursue the responsibilities concerning this event. received counselling on ' !
issue in an aggressive and timely 10/19/94 in addition to . !
manner. disciplinary action. I,

Communicate management included in 12/10/94 Yes
expectations to all shift personnel to Daily Order. !

expeditiously notify the appropriate
personnel (including upper Operations

,

enanagement) upon Technical
Specification violations or potential |violations. i

immediately realize or identify 6 of Tech Specs. Daily Order.
~ !

a Personnel on shift did not Emphasize the importance of Section included in 10/19/94 Yes
*

|
the Tech Spec Requirement that j
was applicable. 'I

Revise BAP 320-1 and BAP 335-1 to Procedure enhanced. Yes :
clearly include the appropnate I
Technical Specification requirement. j

' !

Enhance Training lesson Plan IRR written to train No I
regarding Tech Spec Section 6. operators in let quarter . |

1995.
'

e
- I

*
t

'!e

l

* $
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Inannronriate Action Corrective Action Status Comnlete.

. Shift personnel did not Emphasize use of logs and rumovers Included in 12/10/94 Yes
document the event in the as a communications tool and as a Daily Order.
respective 1.og Books or note it legal document concern.
as a Turnover item.

Counsel the SE and SS regarding SE and SS received Yes
tSeir responsibilities. counselling on 10/19/94

Develop Computerized Logs and Efforts are ongoing in No
Turnovers to enhance documentati, this area
and upper management review of

!+ such.

Review BAP 350-1 for possible Pmeedure enhanced. Yes
enhancements.

+ The PIF was not written in a Emphasize writing PIFs on all Included in 12/10/94 Yes !timely manner or written such identified problems with content Daily Order. |that it clearly related the problem consistent with management
{that had occurred. A Security expectations.

report of the Control Room j
'

access doors was not included Counsel personnel regarding their Personnel counselled on Yes
with the PIF package. responsibilities. 10/19/94.

.

* On. shift personnel experienced Emphasize the importance of concise SE received counselling Yes
communication problems with communications within the on 10/19/94.
upper Management. Department.

Counsel the SE about his need to included in 10/19/94 Yes
better communicate with personnel Daily Order.
throughout the organiution.

Revise Operating Policy #40016 to Policy enhanced. Yes
instruct the SE to notify appropriate
personnel upon Technical
Specification violations and potential
violations

17
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:k- Inappropriate Actann Corrective Acelan $1g:33 Camniate -

a' A description of the event was Reinforce management expectations included in 12/10/94 -Yes
not included in the morning Plant . concerning the content of the phone . Daily Order.

' Status phone message. message.

Review Operating Policy #600-1 to Policy enhanced Yes
address message content and to have
the SE responsible for overviewing *

the meeting.
)

+ Ihe Senior Resident inspector Emphasise management support for Included in 12/10/94 Yes
"

was not expeditiously notified. open, honest, and timely notifications Daily Order.
and communications.

| I
L

Additional hems

+ Control Room Decorum and Reinforce Management expectations Included in 12/10/94 ' Yes
Professional behavior did not for Control Room Decorum and Daily Order.
match Management expectations. Professional behavior.

* On Shift organization requires a Reevaluate Control Room Manning / Final implementation in Ongoing
critical self assessment with Roles / Responsibilities, progress.
conesponding corrective actions
due to: Implement two SROs in MCR. -
1) performance issues,
2) desirability of 2 SROs in the Reduce Administrative Work load
Control Room, from on-shift personnel.
3) advei. of Electronic Work
Control System and Electronic
Out of Service,

and

4) NRC concerns.

* Ensure other 5 Comed Sites are Byron OM to present at upcoming Being scheduled No
aware of this event. OM seminar

.

19
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SITE VICE PRESIDENT OVERVIEW
;

.. ')
From the presentation, I believe you can see our Operations' Personnel are* "

dedicated to do 100% of the job and are absolutely concemed with Safe
Conservative Operations. ~ On October 14,1994, the. Shift' Supervisor and Shift
Engineer did not meet our expectation and standards, nor did they meet their

;own. '

.

As Tom Gierich said, in 1994 we have been focusing on enhancements in the -*

operating area.~ lt is our No.1 Rusiness Strategy for 1995 and one of our : ,

*

Focus issues.
,

3

During 1994, we have been reviewing:- * '

Our concems on Operational performance. Byron has always had a !
=

. strong record.
!

Reviewing PlF's for human performance issues, to classify so we are..e

able to address, and correct.
Operating 9" sager has had meetings with Shift Engineers and- !

.

Operating L.gineers.
:

As stated the event was self-identified, had low safety significance, but=

high management significance. !

I hope we have shown during our discussion that we have taken this event very
*

:

' seriously. We don't believe the facts support escalated enforcement. Byron
) Site has been operation focused, has had a strong conservative operating i

,

approach and this event showed us that "yes' we have the opportunity for '

further improvements.

We believe the root cause of the event was as our Causal Factor showed it to
* F

be, a " lapse of memory / recall". I was concemed that the event was ,

j
characterized in the inspection Report as ' inattentiveness to duty" because this
phrase has a special meaning in the Nuclear Industry that applies to,

occurrences like sleeping and not to inadvertent actions taken in pursuit of plant
responsibility.

j

.
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BAP 350-2T;
Ravision 1

File Location: 1.02.0169

DAILY ORDER SUBJECT
SHEET OrSUBJECT:
EFFECTIVE DATE: A'> d-79 '

Sao in & /MCL| .

ErrecT,yE runu, ii.ir. 9 y

WRITER / DEPT. MM/ 04hof. j/ SRISMj
AtrTuoRIZED BY: d/&

ORDERS: M ot !

let week we had an occurnace that resulted in a Techme=1 Specification Violation that inu should all be
>

aware of. For a penod of 22 minutes, there was not a SRO in the Main Contml Room. Tech Spec 6.2.2.b
-

states, ". .. at least one licensed Semor Operator shall be in the conrol room". This was a very serious
nustake on our behalf with obvious q.J.; j repercussions. This is %.1,1c to having a NSO leaving
the "at the controls area" (ie. horseshoe) for 22 mimnesObviously that can't happen.

The following short-term correenve actions (3) need to be . .. ... .icated:
1.

The Duty SCRE will use the identificotton claso that has been made uo. This glgg be passed
Lvm one individual's film badge to the other to identify the SRO in Command and Control of,'

the MCR. This clasp will function as a positive control method for ensuring the SCRE/CRS
cannot physically card out of the MCR.

2.
You need to realize that Tech Spec Section 6 requirements are equally imponant as other-
Te*ch Specs. The people involved had some question about the Tech Spec impact since it
was in Section 6. This is a misconception. "Ihis event is considered operation prohibited by-
Tech Specs" and is reportable to the NRC per 10CFR 50.73 (a)(2)(i)(B). An 1.ER uill be utitten.
Reportability Manual SAF 1.15 applies for this incident.

3.
The serionsness of this event must be communicated to alllicensed personnel on shift. This
Daily Order satisfies this for now; more information will definitely follow.

.

,
(10H7/Nd&bhkSHIFT SE SS SS SCRE NSO NSO NSO NSO EO RWS |k ud N M $T p./ (gp N* va 9f W y y prL-

*,

M wS N W W ham erh W W h Y k__

(v c.t

hM 36M /Y $ C% 4 % /D W Wu

'

g .y .e -
, -

" r r s. t ::i 8.) (Final)
i3 25GM
!(0615A/0032A/041989) C -7

-1-
p.. t

|
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If aamaane was loolang at our performance the past several weeks, they umuld probably question what'sjoccurred. De followmg is a list ofsome of the more na*=hla=hla mats:

a. 2B AF Pany Trip due to operator - -. - - . . dunng the U-2 Rx Trip Response. ]
b. U-1 Train B Cmat Vennt=naa inalanaa dunng an SSPS pre . with SED. i

c. IB ING Trip while hangmg the DC X tie Survedlance. .!

d. 1B CV Pump Startg with no oil in the Gear Changer.
'

His list doesn't include a compie of tbs eqmpment sw that han occurred. Our otpetin is
gg[ to go into detail on any of these. De point is OUR d _rs har been for ne,. sreflor. This last - {

-

event has the tww=it=h y of resukang in a Level HI, Civil Penalty Violanon.t i

!
At this time, we need to increase our focus. Operanng " 1 = will be evaluating themsehts and |

also shiA performance. We wiH decule enor to each Mode Chante utether ut are operating in a
flawless, conservative mannar. Only aAer we are annena4 mill Unit I progress up in modes i

j

('amanmiennanc is at the heart of much of this - co==aniewaons with each other in th MCR i1

field, with other departmants,. to upper ====ge= ear and also to the NRCl You should call myself or
e . n the

Tom Gierich, day or night, to discuss any of this.

Recency, *M Operations Department received notice of a SALP 1 Rating fmm the NRC. Let's use this
latest incident to get back on track where we all have worked so hard to get.

I -

.

b

i
,

!
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AAer a week and a half. the NRC has concluded their "Speciallnspection" regarding the 10/14/94
incident where an SRO was out of the MCR for 22 minutes. The meeung minutes are getting typed up
and we hope to get them out soon. As with any serious event (of which this conti=== to be) there are j

many lessons to be learned. The purpose of this letter is not to point fingers at anybody. More
- i i snily, we must take a cnucal self ace <<===t of our performance That being to learn from our 1

mistakes and move ahead in pursuit of connnnous improvement.

As of Friday, the NRC can't tell us what the violations are, or what the severity might be at this time. In
addition to the lack of SRO in the Contml Room being a potennal vialatian. there are a couple other main ;

points that came out of the lama and need to be d>=r===ad lure. The two areas are "MM s4M
Eggg(g"and our ILy i ;'s "Reperaar eide Erener " A few words will be presessed here regardag

'

each. Also. they are coarunnny to look at our station's Ovemme Records for the BIR06 panod. The *

O.T. was excessive and the dan ===*=*ian of devianons was not stellar. More informanon is pendmg in [
this area.

,

|

*

- .

NRC Comment HI: Mid ai)t Turnovers /Reuefs must have a k%ker level of formality.
|

Response la- Generally, we do a goodjob at conduenng -End of ShiA" Turnovers It has been noted .

that our mid-shiA reliefs (e.g. breaks for lunch or tours) are inconsistent, at best. We ecced der ANY |
turnover br SRO or RO Licensed Individuals (NSO. SCRE. SE. SM have a smalar level offormautv '

and seriousness es rAe shittfr ones. The extreme example that has always been 5--- . -W is, *1 had -

it, you got it". I woukt expect that the mid-shiA turnovers take a mimmum amount of time - both to ,

transfer all essential items and also for the new person to be comfortable to resume duty. We reahze this |
is situational with the duty extra NSO, for example. 7&c turnover must neve de same level ofcontent i

as &c end ofshiR ones mise. They must include plant status, Tech Spec issues, evolutions / work in l
'

progress, inesf~.~ assirnnente etc. The latest Turnover sheet, IAg entnes, and " Work in Progress" )
=- sheets should allbe referred to Self ?=. '= = respect for h-w duties. and personal = ---- =N!hy go

a long way. The NRC was quite critical of our MCR decorum. We must all realize that professionaham
.,

and other cultural aspects build over time. Always room for 6.ymm ssi here. I

l

Response 16: The SRO in Charge of the MCR (Le. SCRE / CRS) must be known by the Control Room )
NSO's at all times. Whenever de SCREturns over to anoder SRO. he must _ _ _ - v re'M+ sll
NSO's the fact &at a reliefhas been made and sao har - _- i_*"% of =_ -L-L_ de R~~&-

saiviner e/de NSO's. It is imperatrve that the NSO's know who has these dunes.

Currently the SCRE's are using a clasp, anschad to their Security Badge, to MM he following-t

a. Provide a posmve control ==ehad for prevennng them from is im sy leaving the MCR.
b. Act as a symbol that states he understands and has accepied the responsdahties of the CRS.
c. Finally, it shows other people who has ca====ad and control and who is supervisms the

NSO's.

Rennense ic: Anv time one ofde dree theit (0.L2h NSO's ameover. der -_4 beferne de SCRE/
CRS der a fumever est #sken misce and sise tg de wh de samsw is. 7Mr incisdsr And midshM |ameeverr and end e/s4M surnevers. 11 e SRO in charge of the MG must know who has the unit i

responsibdsties of manipulatag the controls Dadire'ad NSO's (e.g. RH System / Primary Parameter
watch) should also infonn~the CRS aAer turnovers. If an operanon is important enough to have a
dedicated h=ead ndividual, then it is important enough to have a fonnat turnover and ==haarp-=*i

notification to the SCRE. This should not be lea ap to any guesswork. I
'

.
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i.- NRC Cr--- W2- " - ' ^ ' - / 0--- -^ . of Event was unaccentable.

Resense Jet For this event. the PF wasn't wntsen in a tunely manner due to not being able find the -

specific wording in Tech Sper.s. We know there was a requranent: wejust didn't get to the precise words
that first day of the occurrence. De PF was wrnsen the second night upon further review ofTech Specs.
In handsight, this was a mustaire. Dare are severalitems to present:

. .a. ::'<,;.ideMFifANY-- ' ^er; is - ' T:_' A edelselen 4serner &_~
*^ *

se he madnsesder sud se Aser e MF. Ourlow PF threshold is imponant. MF's desid ;

&a wissa 1/esrrir e A&st e/s resimales.
!

-

b. naMFwimmarmaaresessasiser. ner deedd he a 'assed siens' desardseise e(da j
armeisnt Fannammer h er et avoided Asist de adannir. don'tiser ahrd it.
Lasfr. MPs amar he abasdr. Operating has a good record of PF generancs. Timah===5c.

was a concern for this inculent and others. na MFnendr te er wasst. serir andsieme sp
dsKE insSKnede ederma-dmassief har es u_ . " ' re _' _ eseruMarr

'

andruesranNRey,
- - - -

'
i

!

I
Resenst 26 Openmag 14gs and Turnover Sheets are our omrmnt annnnanenemn nesesenwir j
needs te # - _m had inhetaans and P01EN11AL inW~ Lars '- T'! '- .h the ewmat er |
cencern. Many peopic review the Shift Engineer Logs, Whny. They are used daily to understand

!the =paa~ of ewnts and also to confirm regulatory s,c 1- == The SE has this E _7 =NEty. ;

!
None of this should be new. It is very rare that we see someone write too much. Lar's e# eeremer re &c

!
more norreme. Other operators depend onit. Nongeraung people depend onit. "

The turnevers should cewer sMnes dat haue '- ' AND "!_a ther are --_-f __. Alse. rher ' :--!?
he used for ementens er issuar D-2--VING ;-- " "- - Operanng management has a responsibility to

{

,

4o.My pursue your cost erns. You have the . , - ' %y to bring them to our anennon.
j

Our paper 14 ail' is imponant and legally requued. We cannot afford the remote appearance of i
indiscretion. We don't operate that way; we can't afford to operate that way. ,|

}

F_carense 2c: Nothing beats the tunahnast and effectiveness of verbal cornanmications. I/semseher is
sersensiv troubCar veu. e ahene cou Aouldbe made- te : _ m:in en oike. er a home. en our
agggg Anvene gag gal [. We are recepave to talking at any time and even conung in for issues. His .;
anchules concerns that go beyond unit generanon. We are interested. It's ourjob. Unsvminininy of any
level of manarement should gg be a barner.

Another point to ask yourselfis, did the person gally understand my message? We like to beheve three-
legged rammnannaae are the ben way to cmmfirm that the person has racerved the message. It there's |

some doubt, don't be embensued or hesitate to ra== alt another point ofview. This bunness is too
camphemart for any one person or two persons to know it all

RamosarJd: Finally, the Daily Stams mormag phone call made by the SCRE is also imponant.
r_= Mrs .'- + '' - rumsars viesssionesss='au swu se.esaural weunaranain
seen and hensse If that's a gecanon as to what should be included, call myself or Toen first ifyou want.
We will anoot liialy err on the side of repornas the me=mma To repest, our P!F threshold is low.
Yh=* PIF's" is subpectrue, of course. It doesn't maan "SIGNIFICANT P!F's" What you may think

is nunor or trmal, very often is not to others ifin q==nna, call it in. Operators aren't typically sky;
don't be here either.

|
,

1
_-_ _ _- _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ . - . - .-- - - - - _-.



-|
''

'-,.
.

. .j

. ,

#
. . ,

y: (
,

!

' Conclusion- |
t

I

As , . Ay stated. there have been a lot ofissues that arose out of tius event. What makes Byron fsuccessful is a proactave approach towards impienwanag appropnme correcove accons. We are
!

rwwtwhng the P!F weno up ourselves; so mMeanal Saal correcave acuans will be for'heaming The !nomssary BAP's or Poheses will be *=haarmri in the near future.

t
Hopefully, this wnse-up gives you a beser idea of what is e and what is needed rigiu now. It is

, not possible to explain all the background of what's transpund these past several weeks. I apologize if
1.- some of this isn't thoroughly evplasaart 11 is ddficult to cetr all the bases in a coupic page loner.

There are a lot of resources wuhan our control for resolving issues. The snost imponant one in our !

depenment is the people. Our Fidos med Valses me sound. . Let's conunne to work together, focus on !
ourjobs, and get back on track - towards a World Claar Oomertons. We all have the '-Ah. talent
and perseverance to succeed.
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December 1994

We the Shift Engineers at Byron Station have three primary
responsibilities which must befollowed at all times: protect the health and safety
of the public and plant personnel, protect the plant investment, and generate
eficient cost efecdve power. To meet these responsibilities, the Shift Engineers
must be leaders who demonstrate thefollowing attributes: .

,

We are responsiblefor the activities at the station and;
*

accountablefor making thefinal decision.

We are highly motiwatedpeople who take on

challenges willingly and continually lookfor opportunities
to improve operations at the station.

We are committed to meeting the needs of the station.

Ne are proactive problem solvers and decision makers

who solicit inputfrom all resources, reach valid conclusions !

and take action.

We set high expectationsfor our performance as well

as those around us.

Ne are goal oriented; we prioritize tasks, optimize

resources, and complete tasks correctly and in a timely manner.

We act as positive role models.

Ne are coaches who continually provide constructive
criticism to promote betterperformance.

We are team builders who instill cooperation and
participation in all team members. |

Ne are communicators who actively listen andprovide |

clean and concisefeedback.
'

I
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