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M. Jordan// Chief Date
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AREAS INSPECTED

A special, reactive safety inspection to review the circumstances surrounding
the installation of an unauthorized temporary alteration to the 211 battery
exhaust ventilation system.

RESULTS

Four apparent violations were identified involving: 1) failure to perform an
operability assessment for the 125-Volt D.C. bus, fed from battery 211, when
the battery exhaust ventilation system, a safety related support system, was
inoperable; 2) failure to provide an adequate annunciator response procedure
which would have ensured that the hydrogen concentration in the battery area
would not have exceeded the design limit for hydrogen; 3) failure to follow an
annunciator response procedure; and 4) failure to perform a safety evaluation
to demonstrate that a change to the facility would not have resulted in an
unreviewed safety question.
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1.0

Summary of Events

On July 21, 1995, while performing a walkdown of the 125-Volt D.C.
system, a NRC inspector noted that a portable fan had been chained to
one of the 211 battery room’s two fire dampzrs exhausting air from the
battery room. This fan was labeled with an equipment in use tag and had
a scheduled removal date of "in the future." The licensee was
immediately notified and they initiated the immediate corrective actions
described in section 3.1 of this report. Subsequent investigation
revealed the following:

. On July 10, 1995, an Action Request, #950037095, was written due
to the battery room 211 exhaust fan running at the high
differential pressure trip setpuint. It was approved and assigned
a BO3 priority on July 11, 1995, which resulted in it being placed
on a nine week work schedule.

. On July 19, 1995, the battery room 211 exhaust fan tripped on high
differential pressure and a portable fan was installed to provide
an alternate means of ventilation. However, the licensee failed
to recognize that the installation of the pcrtable fan constituted
a change to the configuration of the plant by altering the air
flow throughout the battery room, which could have resulted in an
unreviewed safety question. Specifically, the battery exhaust
ventilation system as described in the facility’s Updated Safety
Analysis Report, was a safety-related, safety category | system
that includes as part of its safety design basis the requirement
to maintain the battery area hydrogen concentration to Tess than
two percent.

In addition, the licensee failed to recognize or question the
impact of the inoperable battery exhaust ventilation system on the
operability of the 125-Volt D.C. system; therefore, the licensee
failed to perform a formal operability assessment in accordance
with BwAP 330-10, "Operability Assessment Process,” which
incorporates the guidance contained in Generic Letter 91-18.

. On July 22, 1995, the battery room 211 exhaust fan was returned to
service.

During follow-up inspection of the licensee’s corrective actions. the
NRC inspector noted that the 211 battery exhaust fan had a lorg history
of tripping on high differential pressure dating back to at lTeast 1988,
The most recent example of this fan being inoperable was during the
period of November 22 through December 2, 1994. In the past the
Ticensee was primarily concerned with maintaining the temperature of the
battery area within acceptable limits; and since ambient temperature
during the November 1994 time frame was not a concern, the battery area
was not sampied for h,/0, concentration nor was a means of temporary
ventilation established in accordance with the requirements of the
Control Room Annunciator Response Procedure, BwAR 2VX01J-1-A6, "Battery
Room 211 Exhaust Fan 2VEO3C Diff Press High."

In response to the NRC questioning the operability of the 125-Volt D.C.
bus, when its support systems were not available, the licensee provided
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2.0

a calculation on August 3, 1995. This calculation was performed to
verify that the existing battery exhaust ventilation system was adequate
for the proposed modification of the stations 125-Volt [.C. batteries
and was completed on February 7, 1994. This calculation contained an
assumption that the hydrogen would build up in the room in a homogeneous
manner. Utilizing this assumption, the calculation concluded that it
would take 15.32 days for hydrogen concentration to uniformly reach the
design l1imit of two percent while the battery was on float charge and
11.46 hours while on a boost charge. When this assumption was discussed
with the licensee, they indicated that this was an acceptable assumption
in Tieu of there being no standard methodology for this calculation.
This assumption is valid with the exhaust ventilation system in
operation; however, with the exhaust ventilation system inoperable it
was considered nonconservative,

Root Causes

The inspectors identified the following causes that may have contributed
to this event:

. The licensee’s staff, specifically the operations staff on shift
during these time periods and the system engineer, did not
recognize * design basis of the battery exhaust ventilation
system or question its impact on the operability of the 125-Volt
D.C. system. As a result of this:

. A formal operability assessment was not performed in
accordance with BwAP 330-10, "Operability Assessment
Process," which incorporates the guidance contained in
Generic Letter 91-18.

. The requirements of the Control Room Annunciator Response
Procedure, BwAR 2VX01J-1-A6, “Battery Room 211 Exhaust Fan
2VEO3C Niff Press Wigh," were not accomplished during the
period of November 22 through December 2, 1994.
Specifically, this procedure required either a H,/0,
concentration sample in the battery room be performed and/or
an alternate means of ventilation be established. Failure
of the licensee to accomplish this procedure appears to be
due to the operations staff only being concerned with
battery room temperature which was not an issue during this
time frame.

. The licensee's staff did not recognize that the installation of
the portable fan chained to one of the battery room's two fire
dampers constituted a change to the configuration of the plant
which could have resulted in an unreviewed safety question.

. The licensee's staff was not sensitive to the significant increase
in core damage frequency associated with battery 211 being
potentially inoperable due to the required support systems being

incapable of performing their required functions.




. The system engineer was not familiar with the recurring nature of
the material condition deficiencies associated with the 211
battery room exhaust ventilation system.

. The licensee's staff was not sensitive to the safety significance
of the battery exhaust ventilation system or recognize its impact
on the 125-Voit D.C. system when work requests associated with
restoring the system to an operable status were assigned
relatively low, BO3, priority.

. The Control Room Annunciator Response Procedure, BwAR 2VX01J-1-A6,
Revision 5, "Battery Room 211 Exhaust Fan 2VEO3C Diff Press High,"
was not adequate to ensure that the design 1imit of hydrogen in
the battery area would not be exceeded; in that, this procedure
did not require hydrogen monitoring or specify a sampling
frequency.

3.0 Licensee Corrective Actions
3.1 Immediate Corrective Actions

B On July 21, 1995, the licensee obtained a H,/0, sample in the 211
battery room. This sample was obtained by walking around the
inside perimeter of the room with a portable instrument.

. On July 21, 1995, the licensee removed the previously installed
portable fan.

. On July 21, 1995, the licensce changed the priority of the
previously generated work reguest, #950059609, from a B03 priority
to a BOl priority and returned the battery exhaust ventilation
system to operation within one day.

. On July 21, 1995, the licensee initiated a Problem Identification
Form (PIF); however, the PIF was reviewed on August 2, 1995, and
other than indicating that an unauthorized temporary alteration
had been installed, it was incomplete. In addition, it indicated
that there were no immediate corrective actions.

3.2 low- r , i

. In response to the NRC’s operability concern, on August 3, 1995,
the licensee provided an operability determination based on a
calculation that assumed hvdrogen concentration would build up
homogeneously throughout the room. Utilizing this assumption, the
licensee concliuded that it would take 15,32 days for hydrogen to
reach the design Timit of two percent with the battery on float
charge and 11.46 hours with the battery on boost charge.

’ On August 10, 1995, the licensee performed a test of the air flow
throughout the 211 battery room with the exhaust ventilation
system secured. They measured 60 CFM air flow in the reverse
direction; however, the motive force for this air flow and its
reliability are unknown. The measured value of 60 CFM is much



4.0

greater than the minimum required 3.72 cfm; however, it was in the
reverse direction.

On August 10, 1995, the licensee revised their annunciator
response procedure to require that a shiftly H,/0, concentration
sample be taken, that a temporary alteration to provide
ventilation be established, and that an operability determination
be conducted.

On August 17, 1995, the licensee initiated a programmatic walkdown
of systems to identify any other unauthorized temporary
alterations to the facility. The estimated completion date is
August 25, 1995.

The licensee plans to conduct a special test procedure, SPP-95-
042, "U-2 DIV 21 MEER 211 Battery Room Hydrogen Concentration
Test," to determine the rate at which hydrogen will accumulate in
the battery area with the battery exhaust ventilation system
secured.

ion

The following apparent violations were identified:

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, "Instructions,
Procedures, and Drawings,” requires, in part, that activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions,
procedures, or drawings, of a type appropriate to the
circumstances and shall be accomplished in accordance with these
instructions, procedures, or drawings.

BwAP 330-10, "Operability Assessment Process,” requires, in part,
that an operability assessment be performed when any system,
structure, or component (SSC), which supports any SSC explicitly
subject to the facility's Technical Specifications or Updated
Safety Analysis Report in order to perform their specified safety
function(s), involves a loss of quality or functional capability.

Contrary to the above, from November 22 through December 2,
1994, and July 19 through July 22, 1995, an operability
assessment was not performed when the battery 211 exhaust
ventilation system was inoperable, a system which supports
the 125-Volt D.C. Bus 211 which was subject to the
facility’s Technical Specifications.

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion V, "Instructions,
Procedures, and Drawings," requires, in part, that activities
affecting quality shall be prescribed by documented instructions,
procedures, or drawings, of a type appropriate to the
circumstances and shall be accomplished in accordance with these
instructions, procedures, or drawings.

Contrary to the above, as of August 4, 1995, the Control
Room Annunciator Response Procedure, BwAR 2VX01J-1-A6,
Revision 5, "Battery Room 211 Exhaust Fan 2VEO3C Diff Press
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5.0

High," was not adequate to ensure that the design limit of
hydrogen in the battery area would not be exceeded; in that,
this procedure allowed the Shift Engineer the discretion to
not perform hydrogen monitoring and it did not specify a
sampling frequency.

. Technical Specification 6.8.1, requires, in part, that written
procedures be established, implemented, and maintained covering
those activities referenced in Appendix A, of Regulatory
Guide 1.33.

Regulatory Guide 1.33, Appendix A, requires, in part, that
Abnormal, Offnormal, or Alarm Conditions be covered by written
procedures.

The Control Room Annunciator Response Procedure, BwAR 2VX01J-1-A6,
"Battery Room 211 Exhaust Fan 2VEO3C Diff Press High," requires,
in part, that with the battery exhaust ventilation system secured
and at the Shift Engineer’s discretion either perform a H,/0,
concentration sample in the battery rcom and/or provide an
alternate means of ventilation.

Contrary to the above, from November 22 through December 2,
1994, the 211 battery exhaust ventilation system was
inoperable; and, the licensee did not monitor the 211
battery room for H,/0, concentration or provide for an
alternate means of ventilation.

. 10 CFR Part 50.59, "Changes, Tests, and Experiments," requires, in
part, that the licensee shall maintain records of changes in the
tacility and that these records must include a written safety
evaluation which provides the basis for the determination that the
change does not involve an unreviewed safety question.

Contrary to the above, on July 19, 1995, the licensee
changed the configuration of the 211 battery room
ventilation system by installing a portable fan and did not
perform the required safety evaluation to demonstrate that
the change would not result in an unreviewed safety
question.

Safety Significance

The battery exhaust ventilation system, which was a safety related
support system for the associated 125-Volt D.C. statien battery, was
required to maintain hydrogen concentration in the battery area to less
than the design limit of two percent. Battery 211 was cne of two 125-
Voit D.C. batteries for unit 2; however, battery 211 and 212 did not
contain identical loading. The loss of D.C. bus 211 was considered an
initiating event for an accident sequence which was the third highest
contributor to core damage frequency. In addition, the licensee’s PRA
analysis indicated that with battery 211 out of service the core damage
frequency was increased by a factor of 14.




Management Debriefing

The inspectors met with licensee representatives (denoted in

Section 7.0) after the inspection on August 21, 1995, to discuss the
scope and findings of the inspection. During the exit meeting, the
inspectors discussed the documents and processes reviewed by the
inspectors during the conduct of this inspection and the likely
informational content of the inspection report. Licensee
representatives did not identify any such documents or processes as
proprietary.

Persons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison Company
*K. Strahm, Vice President, PWR
*T. Tulon, Station Manager
*D. Cooper, Operations Manager
*B. Kerr, Site Engineering and Construction Manager
*J. Meister, Assistant Site Engineering and Construction Manager
*D. Miller, Technical Services Superintendent
*D. Skoza, Engineering Superintendent
*B. McCue, Support Services Director
*R. Flessner, Site Quality Verification Director
*B. Byers, Work Control Superintendent
*L. MWeber, Shift Operations Supervisor
*£. Adams, System Encineering
*J. Lewand, Regulatory Assurance - NRC Coordinator
*E. Roche, Site Vice President Executive Assistant
J. Bergner, Site Engineering

Gosnell, System Engineering

Decker, System Engineering

Nichols, System Engineering

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

*M. Jordan, Chief, Operational Programs Section
*t. Cobey, Reactor Inspector

*E. Duncan, Resident Inspector

*M. Kunowski, Resident Inspector

*Uenotes those present during the exit meeting on August 21,
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ABOuRseute Send comments to: Tha
Secretary of the Commission, U S,
Nuclear Commission.

FPagalatory
Washingtos, DC 20888, ATTN:
Docketing and Servics Branch.

Hand delives commaents to: One White
Flint Nort's, 115858 Rockville Pike.
Rockvilis, MD between 7:43 a.m. to 4:15
p.ra., Federal workdays.

Copies of comments may be examined
at the NRC Public Document Room. 2120
L Street, NW., (Lower Lavel),
Washington, DC
POE FURTIIIR RFORMAATION CONTACT:

(301-504-3741).
B IBIITT A SHPORIED TION

Back growd

The NRC's cazvent policy on
enforcemant conferences is addressed in
Section V of the latest revision to the

current policy wit* regard to
enforcement confarences or to adopt a
new policy that would allow most
enforcement conferences to be cpen to
a by all members of the public.

Policy Stadcment

Position

m:rmu-ruqc two-year
progeam to »

Md“r::mmt

conferences. The NRC will monitor the

progrusm and dstermine whether to

conducting

conferunces on an assessment of

the following criteria:
(1‘“&.“&«&.

(2} Whather the open conference
impacted the licsnsee's participation in
the conference:

(3) Whathae the NRC expended a

emount of resources in
making the conference public: and

(4) The extent of public interest in
opening the enforcement conference

Enclosure 2



Foderel Regiwtar | Vol 87, No. 138 / Friday, july 10, 1982 / Notcss 0783

Crtwaria For Sedsordey Cgpos three cotagurins of icessees will be nhhab—-.lmthn
':'-—.:cd—- ComRarcia reaCLomR, $1gm8. banmors, peoters. eic., not Larger
Enforcement conferences will not b m““ Ol [rcomaien. wih tham 18" be parmitted, and that

Opett 10 the prabilie if the edorcement canesst of the remaining types of ﬁwmmﬁ“ﬂmm
mwﬁmhm”- 1 Anssecarding Opes Exndorosness conduct (e enl/aroement conlereoce

; U Lo damon vLh ragsory |
individual, ar if the action, though net Comfersnces Pm‘dz

taken against an individual. turns on As soam as if is detarmined that an I .

whether an individusl has commitied enfarcement conferance will be open to L, CO0tDNE 10 be & mesting between

opan the NRC and the licenses. Whils the
W gl ] gt ‘;':%“'“‘“';'."":‘m‘c“"g:z Public obeervation, i is 504 ope for
SR S el A e
mﬁz:ﬁ“ of an NRC mem conferences are reziinded (hat (1) ths
Of(grl:v‘dm uMnd(n tnlm ?mmm” mm mc:‘b';’:m
Privacy Act information, or other further review and may be subject to

- will to the enforcement conference

" action and (2) the
peoprietary B sized conference roces. Wd {
wwm statements of views or expressions o
medical misadministrations or Suu' Iumﬁ;nh;”“w“, ;"' Spriate opinion made by NRC employees :;
oversxposures will be open assuming enforcament conderence hes been ap:nhmtmlumw €
the coaference caa be conducted scheduled and that it ks opes 1o public i L e——
without dieciosing the exposed ohevation nzucnt determinations or betiefs.
(ndividual's same. In addition, The NRC intends to announce open o addition to :nnamon
enforoement csefersnces will not be enforcement conferences (0 the public 6 AENOCY'S oy e g
open to the public if the conference wili normally at lsast 10 working days is m“ mlcmm
bs conducted by telephooe or the advancs of the enforcament conference m". to ’
relatively emall licensee's facility. (1) postid i the Pobiie submit written comments anonymouily
o g ol Document Rocm: ':u':hw'b.hwnm'
Exscattve Director for Operations, wd

couteoce wlactbe (3] To e lecroni buleun bouns  Dincoe of e Ot o Enarcmnes

opem to the pubtic tn special cases review and considers

where good canse bas baen chows alier umnub&hnidthbu-&u Detad at Reakcwlie, MDD, this 7 dey of jwy

the banafit of public ey the public may call 1982

o the polential (301) 4634732 4o obtain e recording of For the Neciear Rigulatory Comamis o
on the § anlorcamant ection (6 & upcomivg P e—— Samwesl | Chilk,

particular case. conferences. The NRC will ioews another  Secreary of the Comaistion.

The NRC will strive to conduct open Foderal Register notios after the toll-tree [FR Doc. #3-16333 Plied 7-9-02 843 ..
mmtwdmmm I seaaps sravomis ary elabbistued onLrse coss

S el program in scox dance To sestet the NRC tn making e
l(lmmabumduﬂ md“- 31734

elg ioadtredmnale (o rowted

conducied by the NRC will be opes for attanding & particalar enforcement

public obsarvaton; conference should notify the individest (L OF rectiong s negee
(2) Al loast cne opan ideertified in the meettrg notice Vol &, No. 138
conference will be canducted tn sach of esnounciog the open enforcement )

the regional offices; and ccnfurencs o later than Gve business Pridey. july 17, 1982
(3) Open entforcamant confsrences UaYs priot to the snforcement

mllbo;:zndmcdwm.vmdh cotfurenca. a8

types of licensees. MUCLEAR REGULATORY
;ronmdpommhiuhh é-;mw"o"‘uhm COMMISION

selection process and to sttempt Lo meet

;hnhmgoohmtoduhoum m}nmﬁhmm Two-Year Triad Program for

ourth bie enjoroement canlersace orcement conferences continus Conducting Open Enforcement
involv&bmol&noalmd to nosenally be beid st the NRC Conterences; Policy Statement
licensees will mormeally be opwn to the offices. Momb‘notﬁh;n pvébUc be Correction

Public during the trial program. al'owed access to regional .
However, in cases where thers is en offices w0 sttemd opan enforcameant lnwdadomt%l%ﬁﬁb;‘ﬁma
ongoing adjudicatory proceeding with  conferences in sccordance with the 00 page 30782 in the lssue tbcy'
One or more intervenars, enfarcemest “Standard Operating Proosdares For July, 10, 1962, on pege 30782, in
conferences tavolving (ssues related 1o Providing Securtty Sapport For NRC modwlmgndcum"‘hdd
the subject matter of the ongoing Hearings And Meetings™ published in the fifth lina. "July 11, 1962" sho
tdjudication may eleo be opened. For November 1, 1991 (58 FR 58251). These read “July 11. 1904".

'he purposes of this trial program. the procedures provide that visitors may be  ga.ises cons wesers




Two-Year Trist for
Conducting Open nforcement
Conferences; Continuation of Trial

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

ACTION: Supplement to Policy
Statement; Continuation of Trial

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) is issuing a
supplement to its two-year trial program

conducting open eniorcement
conferences. purpose of this
supplement is to inform the public of

L co?ununtion of the trail

program until the commission acts upon
the NRC staff’s recommendations

regarding open enforcement
conferences.

FOR FURTHER mF ORMA TION CONTACT:
James . Director, Office of
Enforcement, U S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555
(301-504-2741).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The ‘
Commission published a policy .
statement on the implementation of a

two-year trial t0 allow selactad
enforcement m:.. to be open o

maintain the current policy stated in
Section V of the “General Statement of
Policy and Procedure for Enforcerant
Action,” (Enforcement Policy) 10 CFR
Part 2, Appendix C that, “enforcement
conferences will not normally be open
to the public,” or to adopt a new policy
that would allow most enforcement
conferenices to be open to attendance by
all members of the public. Comments
were required to be provided to the
Commiuiondon m'bofon the
completion date of the trial program. A
correction to the original notice was
issued on July 17, 1992 (57 FR 31754)
to correctly identify the scheduled
completion of the tria) program as july
11, 1954.

On May 13, 1994, the Executive
Director for Operations directed s
reexamination of the NRC enforcement
program by a Review Team of seniar
NRC staff. ME;? of this comprehensive
review of the Enforcernent , the
NRC intends to consider the issue of
whether the Commission should
establish open enforcement conferences
as the normal practice. In the imterim.
the NRC is continuing the o
enforcement conference tri program
pending the outcome of the
Enforcement Policy Review. The Review
Team intends to complete its review of
the Enforcement Policy in early 1995,

As part of its review of the
Enforcement Policy, the NRC intends to
issue a Federa! Register notice soliciting
public comments to assist the Review
Team. This notice will include
soliciting comments on the issue of
open enforcement conferences.

Dated at Rockville, MD, this 13th day of
uly 1994,

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
James Lisberman,

Director, Office of Enforcement.
[FR Doc. 9417500 Filed 7-18-04; 8:45 am)
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