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SUMMARY
Scope:

This routine safety inspection by the resident inspector involved the areas of
surveillance observation, operationa) safety verification, and review of onsite
review committee activities .

Results:

In the areas inspected, no violations or deviations were identified. A
weakness involving the need t» conduct outage walkdowns and inspections for
systems, components and areas not accessible during power operation, due to
high radiation levels, was identified, paragraph 4. Although not identified as
a weakness, the licensee experienced numerous problems while attempting to
restart Unit 2 after the Ffebruary 2 scram. A significant number of these
problems were on systems and equipment that were worked on during the recent
refueling outage.

Unit 1 was operated at essentialiy 100 percent power except for a 2 day period
when power was reduced to permit bypassing a feed water heater.

Unit 2 was either shutdown or operatad at reduced power for all of the
repurting period.
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REPORT DETAILS

Persons Contacted
Licensee Employees

*K. Ahern, Manager - Operations
*H. Beane, Manager - Quality Control
*M. Bradley, Manager - Brunswick Assessment Project
*S. Callis, On-Site Licensing Engineer
S. Floyd, Manager - Regulatory Compliance
*R. Godiey, Supervisor - Regulatory Compliance
*R. Helme, Manager - Technical Support
*J. Holder, Manager - Outage Management & Modifications (OM&M)
B. Leonard, Manager - Training
P. Leslie, Supervisor - Security
*D. Moore, Manager - Maintenance
*R. Morgan, Acting General Plant Managar - Brunswick Steam Electric Plant
R. Poulk, Manager - License Training
*C. Robertson, Manager - Environmenta) & Radiological Control
*J. Simon, Manager - Operations Unit 1
J. Spencer, General Plant Manager - Brunswick Steam Electric F ant
R. Starkey, Vice President - Brunswick Nuclear Project
R. Tart, Manager - Operations Unit 2
G. Warriner, Manager - Ccntrol and Administration
*K. Williamson, Manager - Nuclear Enginrering Department (Cnsite)

Dther licensee empioyees contacted included construction craftsmen,
engineers, technicians, operators, office personnel, and security force
members,

*Attended the exit interview

Acronyms and initialisms used in tie report are listed in the last
paragraph.

Maintenance Observation (62703)
This area is covered under Special Report No. 92-04.
Surveillance Yhservation (61726)

The inspectors observed surveillance testing reguired by Technical
Soecifications, TYhrough observation, interviews, and record review, the
inspectors verified that: tests conformed to Technical Specification
requirements; administrative controls were followed, personnel were
gualified; instrumentation was calibrated; and data wes accurate and
complete. The (nspactors independently verified selected test results and
proper return to servize of egquipment,




The inspectcrs witnessed/reviewed porticis of the following test
activities:

OFIC-DPTOOL Calibration cf Rosemount Mode! 1153 Differential
Pressure Transmitter for Drywell Post LOCA venting
Flow Transmitter 2-VA-FT~2577

During observation of the above ¢ libration, licensee technicians
faentified several procedural inadequacies. These were submitted for
correction on Febvuary 12, 1992. The in:pector questioned the sequence
used for returning the equipment tc operation upon completion of ca
libration, and asked why the tools needed to accomplish this task were
not listed in the procedure. As a result, these items were also submitted
for addition/correction in the maintenance procedure revision request.
The inspector questioned *“he technician regardirg these erro s and, if
similar errors existed in other procedures they had recently performec.
Their response was that recent added management emphasis ana NC presence
in the field had resulted in new requirements for procedural compliance.
This has resulted in many examples of procedural guidance which were less
than fully adequate being identified., It sppears that licensee management
and supervision nave not, in the past, created an atmosphere that required
strict procedural compliance and ensured that procedural errors were
corrected when found. The inspectors noted that & review of recently
initiated QC inspections of maintenance and surveillance activities have
identified procedural weaknesses and inadequacies

Violatiors and deviations were not identified.
Operationa) Safety Verification (71707)

The inspectors verified that Unit 1 and Unit 2 were operated in compliance
with Technicel Specifications and otrer reguiatory requirements by direct
observations of activities, facility tours, discussions with personnel,

reviewing of records and independent verification of safety system status.

The inspectors verified that cocntrol room manning requirements of 10 CFR
50.54 and the Technical! Specifications were met. The review of logs
included those for control operator, shift supervisor, clearance, the
jumper/bypass and no ronfiicts with Technical Specification Limiting
Conditions for Operations were identified. Direct observations of contro)
room panels and instrumentation and recorder traces important to safety
were conducted to verify cperability and that operating pavameters were
within Technical Specification 1imits. The inspectors observed shift
turncvers to verify that system status continuity vas maintained. The
inspectors also verified the status of selected control room annunciaters.

Operaniiity of a selected Engineered Safetv Feature division was verified
weekly by ensuring that: each accessible valve in the flow path was in
its correct position; each power supply and breaker was closed for

components that must activate upon initiation signal; the RHR subsystenm
cross~tie vaive for each unit was closed with the power removed from the
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valve operatnr; there was no leakage of major components; there was proper
lubrication and cooling water available; and conditions did nct exist
which could prevent fulfillment of the system's functienal requirements,
Instrumentation essentia) to system actuation or performance was verified
operable by observing un-scale indication and proper instrument valve
lineup, if accessible.

The inspectors verified that the licensee's HP policies and procedures
were followed., This included observation of HP practices and a review of
area surveys, raagiation work permits, postings, and instrument
calibration.

The inspectors verified by general observations that: the security
organization was properiy manned and security personnel were capable of
performing their assigned functions; persons and packages were cherked
prior to entry intu the PA; vehicles were properly authorized, searched,
and escerted within the PA; persons within the PA displayed photo
fdentification badges; personnel in vital areas were authorized; effective
compensatory measures were employed when required; and security's response
to threats or alarms was adequate.

The inspectors also observed plant housekeeping controls, verified
position of certain containment isolation valves, checked clearaizes, and
verified the operability of onsite and offsite emergency power sources,

a. On February 2, at approximately 4:00 a.m,, power was reduced to B0
percent and Unit 2 commenced main turbine weekly valve testing.
After testing the intercept, stop, and bypass valves, testing was
started on CV No. 1. CV No. 1 tested satisfactory and the 1/2 scram
signal on RPS channel Al was reset. When CV No, 2 was tested, the
normal turbine control valve fast closure Bl trip and load reject
Channel "B" signal was received generating a 1/2 scram. When the
operator released the control valve test push button, the Bl turbine
control valve fast close pressure switch reset, but the Al pressure
switch for CV No. 1 immediately *ripped before the operator had an
opportunity to reset the Bl chan. .. 1/2 scram. This resulted in a
full reactor scram. This scram resulted in reactor vessel water
level decreasing and the unit received a aroup 2, 6, and 8 isclatien
signal. HPCI and RCIC started on a low resctor water level of 115
inches. RCIC injected but the low level signal did not exist long
ennufgn to cause the HPCI injection valve to open. Some problems were
experienced in getting the Startup Level Contrui Valve (SULLV) to
open and RFP "A" seized up. After reducing feed pressure, the
operatar was able to open the SULLCV and a normal shutdown was
initiated.

An investigation of this event by the licensee was initiated to
determine the root cause of this event. This investigation found
that the EMC pressure switch for CV No, 1 was very sensitive and may
have actuated due to a drop in EHC header pressure when CV No. 2 was
tected. This investigation also found, that the seals on ERC "A" and
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determine what méterinl was used for the retaining cap screws for RFP
28, This review did determine that the cap screws installed in RFP
1A and 1B were 316 S5. A substequent ~agineering review dete mined
that the 316 SS was an acceptable substitution. The licensee
installed the correct retaining cap screws in RFP 2A and compieted
the other repair activities on RFP 2A on Februsry 10.

During contro: valve tesiing on Unit 1 on February Z, an auxiliary
operator, through video observation, discovered that FwH 3B was
having excessive latera' aovement (approximately 4 - 6 inches), and
the extraction steax suppiy 1ine to the Fwil 3B was vibrating more
than usual. The unit was at B0 percent power for large valve testing
at the time of the abuve obs~rvation. Since this srea 1s a locked
high radiation levei, i(nd Unit 2 had just experienced a res ‘or
scram, the engineering staff decided to walkdown the Unit 2 buii 3A
piping since 1t was a wirror image of Unit 1 FWH 3B and extraction
piping. This ralkdown would allow enginearing to familiarize
themselves with the piping and component layout and also determire 1f
Unit 2 had experienced t* ime movement.

The walkdown of Unit ¢ ... 4A found that 3 of the 4 anchor bolts were
damage and required replacement. A walkdown of Unit 2 FWH 3B also
revealed damage to all heater anchor bolts and a Joose support. The
licensee developed a repair plan for the FWHs that replaced al)

damaged bolts, A review of the steam extraction 1ines found that two
supports had been removed as a par® of Plant Modification 86-040

which was implemented in 1987. An engineering review determined ihat
these supports were stil)l needed and they were reinstalled in Unit 2.

An inspection was conducted in Unit 1 FWH 3A and 3B. No significant
damage was observed in FwH 3A, Repairs were reguired on FwH 3B, but
since the unit was in operation, a decision was made to bypass *™e

FwH 38 and perform the necessary repairs during a Unit 1 mini-outage
scheduled for Apri) or May 1992. Power was reduced to less than 30
percent and the FWH 3B was bypassed on Febriiry 4,

The above problems with the FWHs indicate that components, pining,
ard systems that are not accessible during power operation, because
ot high radiation Jevels, are not receiving adequate walkdowns during
unit shutdowns and outages. This damage to componenis (s not being
1dont1:10d and is & weakness that warrants additional licensee
attention.

On February 6, the licenses commenced a restart of Unit 2 with only
Reactor Feed Pump (RFP) 2B operable. The inspector observed numerous
alarms and problems during the startup. These included problems with
SRM "B" which couid nnt be withdrawn and was inftiating a rod block.
SKM "B" was bypassed in order to clear the rod block. IRM "F" yas

spiking with IRMs "G" and "N" bypassed The operators had difficulty
maintaining vessel level because the Startup Level Control Vaive

(SULCV) was sticking open. The exciter coolant low-flow annunciator
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KHR
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Health Physics

High Pressure Coolant Injection
Instrumentation and Control

NRC Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Inspector Followup Item
Integrated Planning, Budgeting and Scheduling
Intermediate Range Monitor
Licensee Event Peport

Loss of Coolant Accident

Nuclear Regulatory Comnission
Outage Management & Modification
Protected Area

Procedures Adminisiration Manual
Process Instrument Calibration
Plant Nuclear Safety Committee
Pounds per Square Inch Gauge
Quality Assurance

Quality Centrol

Reactor Core Isolation Cooling
Reactor Feed Pump

Residual Hest Romoval
Revolutions Per Minute

Peactor Protection System
Suppress fun Pool Temperature Monitoring System
Source Ra Monitor

Stainless Stee)

Shift Technical Advisor

Startup Leve! Control Valve
fechnical Specification
Unresolved Jtem

Work Request/Job Order




