UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION g
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 K‘) 3 Fi N

0CT 101884

Docket Nos.: STN 50-454
and STN 50-455

MEMORARDUM FOR: The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board for Byron:
Ivan W. Smith
Dr. Dixon Callihan
Dr. Richard F. Cole

The Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board for Byron:

Alan S. Rosenthal
Dr. Reginald L. Gotchy
Howard A, Wilber

FROM: Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing
Division of Licensing

. SUBJECT: BYRON QUALITY ASSURANCE RELATED DOCUMENTS (BOARD
NOTIFICATION 84-167 )

In accordance with present NRC procedures for Board Notifications, the following
documents related to Byron quality assurance are being provided:

1. Letter dated July 3, 1984 from T. R. Tramm (Commonwealth Edison) to
James G. Keppler (NRC) concerning spot-welded electrical ccnnections
in Westinghouse motor control centers.

2. Letter dated August 9, 1984 from R, L. Spessard (NRC) to Cordell Reed
(Commonwealth Edison) acknowledging Commonwealth Edison July 23, 1984
letter regarding item of noncompliance.

3. Letter dated September 21, 1984 from James G. Keppler (NRC) to
Cordell Reed (Commonwealth Edison) containing an Appendix to
the SALP Board report (SALP Beard report provided in Board Notification
84-135, July 27, 1984),

4. Letter dated August 10, 1984 from R. L. Spessard (NRC) to Cordel] Reed
§Com?onwea1th Edison) enclosing Inspection Report No. 50-454/84-41
DRS).

5. Letter dated August 31, 1984 from R. L. Spessard (NRC) to Cordel) Reed
(Commonwealth Edison) enclosing Inspection Report No. 50-458 84-40/
(DRS) and 2 Notice of Vielation.

Letter cited September 24, 1984 frox R, L. Spessara (NRC) to Cordel)
Reed (Commonwealth Edison) enclosing Inspection Report No., 50-454/
€4-67; 50-455/84-45; and 50-456/84-26, 50-457/84-25 (DRS),

8410170267 > | . 3
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7. Letter dated September 27, 1984 from David H. Smith (Commonwealth
Edison) to James G. Keppler (NRC) which provides follow-up to the
July 3, 1984 letter mentioned above in Item 1.

omas M, Novak, Assistant Director

for Licensing
Division of Licensing

cc: EDO
. -_ ACRS (10)
Parties to the Proceeding
. See next page



CISTRIBUTION LIST FOR BOARD WOTIFICATION

Eyron Units 182
Docket No. 50-454,455

Or. A, Dixon Cellihan
ccug Cassel, Esg.
''s. iane Chavez
Dr. Richard F. Cole
vcseph Gallo, Esa.
Cr. Reginald L. Gotchy
“re. Phillip B. Johneon
Michzel Miller, Esg.
As. Pat Morrison
#len S. Rosenthal, £sg.
Ivén W, Smith, Esq.
Jchn Streeter, Reg. 11l
Or. Bruce von Zellen
Howard A. Wilber, Esq.
Steven P. Zimmerman, Esq.
Mr. Dennis L. Farrar
Mr. William Kortier o
Atomic Safety and Licensing . .
toard Panel ; W—
fiomic Sefety anc Licensing J
Appeal Panel -
Decketing and Service Section :
Document Management EBranch
Mr. Edward R. Crass
Mr. Julian Hinds
Yir. James G. Keppler
-évid C. Thomas. Esq.
“s. Lorraine Creek




Commonwealth Edison

+° One Fust nenona! ®aza Chicage iinnore
"~ AOCress Reply 1c Fos! Ollice Box 767
Cnicage. linors 0880

July 3, 1984

Mr. Jemes C. Keppler, Regionsl Administrator
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

799 Roosevelt Road

Glen £lly, IL 60137

Subject: Byron Gencrating Station Units 1 & 2
Breidwood Generating Station Units 1 & 2
hestinghouse Motor Control Centers
NRC Docket Nos. 50-454, 50-455, 50-456,
and 50-457

Deer Mr. Keppler:

On June 1, 1984 Commonwealth E£dison Company notified Mr. Robert
Lerch of & deficiency apparently reportable pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e)
regercing spot-welded electrical connections in Westinghouse motor control
centers at both Byron and Brazidwood stations. This letter provides an
interinm report to satisfy the 30-deay report requirement. For NRC trecking
purposes this deficiency is numbered B4-04 for Byron anc 84-09 for
Braicw~ocd. e

Descriction of Deficiancy

During : .ine maintenance of 480 volt circuit breaskers within s
Westi: nchouse 5 star series motor control center, s questionable
connection was identified on the wire that runs between the breskers and
the 480 volt bus. The wire has a lug 2t the breakers end. At the other
enc tne wire is spot welded to a clip (or stab) which engages the 480
volt bus. Vvisual inspection disclosed that some of the spot welCs did
not include all of the strends of wire in the connector. Any loose
“strands would not be available to carry current.

Anglvsis of Safety Implicastions

Oepending on the number of loose strands and the amount of
current in the wire, the circuit problems could very from no problems to
meSerate overheating or burning off the wire, with the possible failure
of the circuit to carr' any load.

inese breakers supply load to motor-operated val
motcres, instrument inverters and other safety relatec eoui
Cése-C ,-T25¢ analysis woulc te necessery to cetermineg Lhe
gerses.zces of incdivicuel cizevit failures.




J. G. Keppler -2 - July 3, 1984

Corrective Action

The potentially defective spot welds are zll being inspected.
Unzccepteble connections will be replaced. Another report will be
submitted by August 3, 1984 to document the results of the inspections
eand the schedule for repairs.

Please a2ddress any further questions regarding this matter to
this office.

Very truly yours,

//7/? .7‘//;{:’.4&«4-—‘

T. R. Tramm
Nuclear Licensing Administrator

Im

—

cc: QCirector af Inspection ang Enforcement

ES27N



ENLLUSURE 7

‘\\a' 2, UNITED STATES
g e Y NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMANSSION
o > o 2 REGION 11
Pan T, § %% ROOSEVELT ROAD
s Bov 2
. * T& "n GLEN ELLYN. ILLINCIS 60137
“b T E =

LUt oiess

Docket No. 50-45¢
Docket No. 50-4%%5

Commonwez1th Edison Company

TTN: Mr. Cordeil Reed
Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 605%0

i .

Centlemen:

R

Thank you fer your letter dated July 23, 1984, which provices supplementa)
informetion for the noncompliance which we brought to your etterticn in
inspection Report No. 50-454/84-27 anc 50-45:/84-19 forwarced by —ur letter
dated June 6, 1984, We will examine these matters during a subseuuent
inspection.

Your cooperation with us is appreciated.

SincereTy..

. ) : (::ﬁ:%SEQéSNiS:a\ bada

R. L. Spessard, Directer
Division of Re2ctor Szfety
¢cc: D. L. Farrar, Directoer
of Nuclear Licensing
V. 1. Schlosser, Project Manager
Gurner Sorensen, Sits Project
" Superintendent
R. E. Querio, Station
Superintendent

cc w/litr ¢ 7/23/84:

D¥2/Decurent Control D

Resicent Inspectar, R!

resicent Inspecter, F
grezidwoond

Phyllis Dunton, Attorney
cerergi's Cffice, Ervirgrrente)
seetreei Divisior

avg M, Whichaer
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MZ. Jemes G. Kepple:,

Regional Acministrator

Jniteo Stetes Nuclear Regulatory Commission
798 Rocsevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137

Sudbject: Byron Cenerating Ststion Units ) znd 2

B , 1&E Inspection Report Nos. 50-454/84-27
s end 50-455/84-1%

“eferences (a): June 6, 1984 letter from R. L Spescearc
to Corcell Reec.

(B): July 10, 1584 letter from D. Farrer
t0 J. Keppler.

Ces> mMr. Keppler:

This letter provides revisesg informetion regarcing one of the
itzre of noncempliance inentifiec in 1&E Inghection Aepost Nos.
50-454/84-27 ang S0-4£55/84-19. . Durzing the weex of July i5, 1584, the
C€ste wnich provided the basis for our reponse to Violation 2
(50-454/84-07-01; 50-455/84-19-01) was reviewec by & Region I11
Inspectior. As a result of this re-review the cetegorization of certein

insgection results has been changed.

The informetion provided on czges $ 272 € of 24teshzent & to
refecence (D) shouio De revised &s shown Delow. The cnanges are
whsesiineg,

' 8 28 Cdeficiencies were reported for wriong cocnnection cetail, wrong
weld length, elevation, auxiliary steel plate size, or missing
Sclis. A&fter review, it was foung that &3 gdeficiencies on 40
néngers were actually recorced. These &3 oceficiencies fall into the
fecllowing classes: £ e
&) 5 occur because the dgrawing revision hac nct changed @ deteil

which had been previously approved ov a Fislic Chenge Request or

Engineering Change Notice, or were “ecazuse of Crefting errors

cesuliing in ingcnsistent cirermsicas:

. ec 87 Cue tC me7ler Sii€ 870 if 828 SEEEE Bocegc L0 Se gccooe
T 5T sme fizet lespscsor: :




eview, the desta on the use of Memorandum 295
tuel ceficienciss existed l was 2 result of ©
t of n1ss:ng bolts, &nc 10 were & result of nemd
ovality geficiencies have not been inclucec in
ssed to exist s & result of Memorandum 293, oue
b Teguired tNat welil iNCpections witn acceptec.e d
Tecuisite. With TecerC tO the 12 cericienc.es, we 00 NG
inese constitute & 7Tzilure L0 assuTe tnet nchOﬂformzng c
hengers were identified anc correctec. Rather then fgili
essure that nonconforming hangers were identified anc co-
téere may have been an error of judgment in using accect
tTeveler records &s &n glterngtive mesns of a::e,.-n; &n
ceanection details which were not visible due to firepr oo«i 8.
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Flease address any questions you may have regarding this matter
this office.

ruly yours,

Attacnments




!
oS ey UNITED STATES

% NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
1 REGION 111
798¢ ROOCSEVELT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN. ILLINDIS €0137

September 21, 1384

Docket No. 50-454
Docket No. 50-455

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, IL 60680

Gentlemen:

This refers to the NRC's Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP)
Board report for the byron Nuclear Station, our meeting of July 19, 1984, to
review the contents of the report, and your written comments ceted August 21,
1684, relative to the report. Enclosed is an Appendix to the SALP Board

report consisting of a summary of our July 19, 1984, meeting, and your August 21,
1684, response.

ke have reviewed your written response &nd are encouraged by your
responsiveness and remedial actions. Your written comments coupled with your
verbal comments made during our July meeting indicate to us that Commonweazlth
Edison Company menzgement has an understanding of the performznce problems
icentified by the SALP Board and is taking action tc remedy them. The overall
improving trend observed by the -NRC in your performance during the &ssessment
period along with your stated goal of improving the reculatory performance in
21l zreas suggest that the results of the next assessment should be much
better.

In accordanze with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federa) Regulaticns, a copy of this letter with the
enclosure will be placed ir the NRC's Public Document Room,




~lommonwealth Edison Company

No reply to this letter is required; however, should you have guestions
regarding the SALP Board report, or Appendix thereto, please let us know anc we will
be pleased to discuss them with you.

Enclosure: Appendix to SALP
goard Report Nos. 50-461/84-22;
£0-455/84-15

cc w/enc):

D. L. Farrar, Director
of Nuclear Licensing

V. I. Schlosser, Project Manager

Gunner Sorensen, Site Project
Superintendent

K. E. Querio, Station
Superintendent

O¥2/Document Control Desk (RIDS)

Resident Inspector, RII1: Byron

Resident Inspector, RI1ll
Breidwood

Phy11is Dunton, Attorney
General's Office, Environmenta)
Control Division

O. W. Cessel, Jr., Esc.

Oizne Chevez, DAARE/SAFE

W. FPaton, ELD

L. Olshan, NRR LPM

2 September 2., 1984

Sincerely,

B Moppl

Jemes G. Keppler
Regioral Administrator
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APPENDI X

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 111

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY
BYRON NUCLEAR STATION, UNITS 1 AND 2

Docket No. 50-454
Docket Ne. 50-455_

Report No. 50-454/84-22
Report No. 50-455/84-15

Assecsment Period

Jenuary 1, 1983 through April 30, 1984

‘ r
- - . -



Meeting Summar!

Attendance
RC

K. A. Connaughton, Byron Resident Inspector

W. L. Forney, Chief, Feactor Projects Section 1A

W. P, Gammill, Chief, Meteorology & Effluent Treztment Eranch (NRR)
! Guidemond, Chief, Operational Progrems Section
Hayes, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 18
Keppler, Regiona) Administrator

Lerch, Project Inspector

Marabite, Public Affairs Officer

McGregor, Senior Resident Inspector - Braidwood
McMillen, Chief, Operator Licensing Section
Norelius, Director, Civision of Reactor Projects
Olshan, Byron Project Manager (NRR)

Ramsey, Reactor Inspector

Reyes, Chief, Test Programs Section

Ring, Reactor Inspector

Spessard, Director, Division of Reactor Safety
Streeter, Director, Byron Project Division
Williams, Chief, Plant Systems Section

-~

MLV Or- oot o2
OMMrPpDbPOIZMm-0LIOEO

)
[Ral
L
o

. E. Jortberg, Assistant to Vice Presicent

. J. Meiman, Manzger of Projects iz

E. Querio, Suberintendent Byron Station

Reed, Vice P ident

I. Schlusser, Byron Project Manager

K. Schroeder, Project Licensing and Compliznce Superintendent
. J. Shewski, Manager of Quality Assurance

R. Tremm, Nuclear Licensing Administrator

o - OO<0OoO0 -4

o>
or
o
-1

C. Bukro, Chicago Tribune
£. McGreevy, Rockford League of Women Voters
8. Juhnson, Rockford League of Women Voters

Summery of Discussion

On July 19, 1884, the findings &nd conclusions of the SALP Board
cocumentec in Report Nes. 50-454/E5-22; 50-255/85-15 were discussec
with the epplicent in 2 meeting at the Holiday Inn in Glen Ellyn,
I11ineis. Althcugh the objective of the meeting was for the KRC and
the épplicent t¢c cdiscuss the SALP Boerd report, the mesling wes open

to rembers of the public s cbservers arc 811 perscns in attencance
were given the cppcrtunity to esk questicons of the NRC &t the
cenclusion of the AL and gpplicent discussion. Trere were no
questions eskec c? the KRL other than by merbers of the ezplicent's

staff.



The KRC's conclusions of the applicant's performence, glong with the
salient bases for those conclusions, were presented for each
functiona) zrez. The following items which were addressed in the
July 19, 1984, letter from J. G. Keppler to C. Reed transmitting the .
SALP Board report to the apnlicant were emphasized during the course
of the meeting:

The regulztory performance at the Byron Nuclezr Stztion was
considered acceptable during this 2ssessment period.

The rating improved from & Category 3 to 2 Ceteoory Z in four
functiona] areas (safety-related components; support systers;
electrical power supply and cistribution; quality cssurance),
but declined from a Categu~y 1 to & Ca.egory 2 in one area
(licensing 2ctivities) and remained at 2 Cetecory 3 in another
arez (preoperational testing). Additionally, of two areas
reted that were not rated during the last SALP, ore (fire
protection) was reted & Category 3 and the other (reinspection
program) Category 1.

Overzll, the reguletory performance showed an improving trenc.

In the preoperational testing arez, problems which surfaced in
the previous SALP period relating to the conduct of
preoperztional i{ects were largely corrected follcwing an
enforcement conference early in this assessment period.
However, toward the end of the period other concerns were
identified relating to the adequacy of review of preoperationzl
test resuits. Continued high prierity merzgement attention is
warrented to assure attention to detail anc rigorous analysis

“during the remaining test results reviews.

The success rete of operators in pessing the operétor and
senior cperetor license exams was considerediy below the
national average and wes a factor in reducing the rating to 2
Cetegory 2 in the licensing activities zree. The lower success
réte éppeared to be largely due to management's determination
to achieve & fuel load cate which wes unreelistic in terms of
plant readiness. Such action was not in the best interest of
the NRC or Commonwezlth Edison Compeny with regerd to optimum
vtilizetion of resources. The other factor contributing to the
reduced rating in the licensing activities arez w2s the
occesionel lack of supp..'ting detzils in submittels mede to
NRR ¢



The applicant expended considerable resources during this

assessment period in conducting the QC Inspector Reinspection
Program 2t the Byron Station. Substantial management
involvement was evident in this effort. The zpplicant's
conduct of the inspections and evaluation of the findings were
considered to be of high quality and were the rezsons for
assigning a Category 1 to this area.

: The 2pplicant's performance in the fire protection area wes

- rated separztely for the first time in this SALP. The Cetegory 2
rating reflects the NRC view that there wes & lack of concerted
managcement attention to the development and implementztion of
the fire protection program.

The applicant stated at the conclusion of the discussion *hat it believed

.. the SALP Board report clearly sets forth the bases for the NRC conclusions
in each of the functional areas, and that overall the report fairly

, essesses the applicant's performance. The zpplicant steted thet 21though

"1t might have given itself higher ratings in some of the greas, it
nonetheless understood and generzlly agreed with the shortcomings
identifild by the NRC and was taking actions to correct those problems.
The epplicant made additional comments which were subsequently submitted
in the August 21, 1884, written response to the SALP Board report &nd
which are addressed in Paragraph Z below

Written Comments Received From Applicant

~ny

The applicant submitted its written comments to the SALP Becard report in
&n August 2] 1984, letter from B. Thomas to=J. 6. Keppler. A copy of
that letter is. attached. -

Ritachment: Le“‘ter deted Avgust 2],
1584, from Bide Thomas to
cémes G. Keppler regarding
Eyron Nuclear Station SALP
keport Nos. 50-454/84-22;
50-455/84-15




Commonwealth Edison

v One Fust Nanora! Pizze Crucage liinow
r= Acoress Reply '0 ~0s! Ollice Box 767

Chicege. lliingis 60880

August 21, 1984

Mr. James C. Keppler

Regional Asministrator

U.S. Nucleer Regulatory Commission
795 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Subject: Byron Cenerating Station Units 1 and 2
SALP Comments
1&E Inspection Report Nos. 50-454/84-22
angd 50-455/84-15

Reference (&): July 10, 1984 letter from J. G. Keppler
‘r to Corcell Reed.

Dear Mr. Keppler:

Tnis letter provides Commonwezlth £dison's commente on the recent
SALP evalustion regarding Byron Station which was enclosed with reference
(2). All of these comments were made known to the NRC during our mesting on
July 21,7184, 1 will reiterste here cur resnonses to only the SALF Board's
most significant comments.

We are plessed to know that the NRC has notices an overzll
improvement in our regulatory performance at Eyron. The SALP Eocerc has
pointed ocut functionzl aress where asdditional improvements can be made.
Rppropriste increases in management attention will be given to gll those
gress. Imoroved regulstory pecformance in zll areas will continue to be an
important gozl on the Byron project.

We concur with the SALP Board's recommencation that aocitiona
gttention should be focused upon preparation for NRT RO and SRO license
exams. Poor results on the first written examinztion followed z period of

extremely hesvy preoperztionzl testing. It eappeers that the time zllocsted
Tor exam preperation was inadequate. This was correctes in preparing fer the
Jstoder, 1983 exams. License candicstes were not used for percperationgl
tesiing ectivities while they were in trzining ang more time was devoted to
review in prepsration for the exam. More instructor hours were 2iso0 provigec.
These sctiuns seed to have produced the cesired imorovement in exam resuits.
The percent passing that exam was close to the nztionzl gverasge. wWe expsct
further improvement in this area.

We 210 sgree that continued high priority anc meanmejess-t zitention
<5 waTTENIeL L0 assure satisfactory completion of the preoneratisn~z) tect
FeCER BT, STUI00S texen eatly in the eveiustion parios wsre effezcive in
«THICVImg the TOntrol anc socumentation ©f test activities. Reziot
s T=lv8T8NTS In the 1est revies process orovite sccitionzl sssurz~ce of tas
sklisfectosy completion of the testing progoam

~e!
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J. G. Keppler -2 - Rugust 21, 1584

The SALP Board's concern regarding the implementztion of the Byron
fire protection program is understangdable. Recent Region III fire protection
inspections at other plants have provided new insight into the NRC's
expectations regarding the implementation of the requirements for fire
protection at nuclear power plants. The Region III inspection &t Byron
occurred before the programs there could be upgraded. Each of the specific
N fincings are now being addressed. During 1584 we have mzoe & specizl
effort to involve individuals with fire protection expertise in gll aspects of
the Byron fi e protection program. We have zlso conducted an extensive review
of our program and delinreasted our commitments in much greater cetail. .
Attachment A to this letter summarizes the extent of these efforts. we ;
el

believe we zre adequately adcressing the SALP Boarc's concern in this ares.

R

Finglly, we ere plezsed that the SALP Board made special notice of
the efforts expended on the Byron QC Inspector reinspection program. We ,
eppreciate the NRC's cooperztion in the inspection and prompt review of the
results of this work.

Thank you for providing this opportunity to comment upon the SALP
evaluations.

Very truly yours,

{
¥ .//
'.’) -.,u ’;./’ Ll e T i

gide Thomas
Executive Vice-President

Im

103N -



Attazchment R

involvement of Fire Protection

Experts in the Byron Project

.. Individuals with eppropriste fire protection expertise zre involvec
in gll the various aspects of design, testing and operation at Byron Station
s Cescribed below.

Desion

R The initial design of all fire protection fezstures for
SyTocn/Sreicwood was r’Vl!h-u by fire protection enginzers from M&™ Frotection
Consultants for conformance to Nuclear Mutual Ltc. (NML) Property Loss
Prevention Stancards. As a result of this review, recommencations were issued
stating where compliance with certain standards was mandstory for the plant to
be insurgble and where non-compliance with certein stancards would result in
sNsurence penalties. All recommendations have been resolved to the
satisfaction of NM. and their consultants.

A iire protection engineer was utilized in conducting the fire
hazercs enelysis for Byron and Braiowood. The individuzl involved was Mr.
Thomas J. Kramer of Schirmer £ngineering.

Mr. Kramer participated in conducting tho fire hazards enalysis and
in prepzration”of the Fire Protection Report. He was involved in zll phases
of tnis asctivity during the initizl preparation of this report in 1977. This
inzluges the identification of fire zone and fire ares bounceries, the
icentificetion of fire zone combustible materizl inventuries anc the
subsegquent celculation of fire loading (Btu/ft4) for each fire zone, the
icentification of the fire protection systems which are present, -including
gstion s,st ms anc sutometic and manual suppression systems, ang the

-

ntification anc ane. ysis of a CG2sign basis fire in each fire zone.

Yoo OO B
Wm0

h 'y

R fire protection engineer wes not utilized during prepzrztion of the
safe shutoown gnalysis (Section 2.4 of the Fire P;o.e:t;o* Report) or fC° any
of the three subseguent amengments to the Fire Protection Report. Tne 1982
'°v.s:3ﬂ wes & general upcate of the report, meant to incorpcrate ths numsrous
cesign changes which had tzkem place over Lh- YE2rs, and to provide more
comzlete cesion details where such cetzils were not aveilable in 19/7 Tnis
revision glso included the Szfe Shutdown Anzlysis gs & new Sectiocn 2.¢ of the
repcri. Amengments 1 ang 2 incorperated changes resulting from :He Nw. review

f the report. Since the bazsic conclusions presenteg in the init

=] ti

w8378 NCh C"E“ugd, the use G: e fire protection ENQINSET was NOL CONS1ae
e -

«es T

N 2983, CELD enginesring procec.res.were estanlishel to reluice
Stziss of Cra~ings and/or caictuletions involving fire protection of the plant
1 T& clstributed to the CECc Fire Protection Engineer and wiv Freotestion
cime..iznts for their review. Comments are transmittec tc the Project
enzaT=2ring Deperiment gng eooropristely resolved.



Since Jsnuary, 1984 fire protection engineers from mMiv Protection
Consultants have been zctively involved in the updating of the Fire Protection
Repert and formulation of fire protecticn programs.

Initis) Testing

Initial tests of water systeme were performed by station personnel
and witnessed by vendor representatives and MiM Protection Consultants.
Corcentration testing of carbon dioxice anc Halon pgas suppression systems were
performed by venoor representatives. The results of these tests were zlso
reviewed by M&M Protection Consuliants.

Acministrative Controls

The stztion Fire Marshall oversees the pperation and maintenance of
fire protection equipment and administrative controls. At Bvron, this
inoivioual has completed the following specific training: “Firefighting for
Nuclezr Power Plant Personnel," Texas A&M University; "Operztion Pnase Fire
Protection", General Physics Corporetion; and "CECo Semirar", CECo Production
Training Department. An operating engineer and an instrument mzintenznce
foreman z2lso attended the Texzs A&M class.

Recently, & graduate Fire Protection Engineer was hires to provice
cnsita engineering expertise.

The initial fire

Tre-nlans were developed with the zssistance of fire
psotection enginesrs from Sch

nirmer Engineering.

-~

ctrocrate Support

The Technical Services Nuclear Department staff includes st least one
fire protection engineer who meets the reguirements for memdership in the
Society of Fire Protection Enginesrs. Tnis engineer is involved in inspection
end reporting activities concerning preperty insurance for the nuclesr
plants. He also ensures thst the snnuzl fire protection audits required dy
the Tech Specs are performed.” He is avzilable for reviews cof cesigns,
procecures, etc. “He is also involved in cay-tc-dey fire protection sctivities
such s answering code relsted guestions or solving prodlems st ell stztions.
In agcition he chairs meetings of the station fire msrshals to excnange
infecrmation enC review matters of mutuzl interest.

He gdvises the Nuclear Stetion Division Manazgemant with resgelt L0
LT 32 s &3 ' 2 - b 3 - - - 3
3222078 6r policy Tor specific Tire protection pgrobliems gng Qanelic lssues,
wees Tire rostection incicents octur, he gdvises the (ire mgrshals wiJ M@
-, - - - i & . . 5 3 . .. . P P Y ja=uie -
neve tre potentisl Tor & similar episode. He proviCes CCrdllete Ovelview lf
.- &L - -1 - - -3 .ol L& & 1 =
tne Tire protection sres while visiting the stations. At thrcese times he

2 - e - & &3e ) ) 2w po >e

écvites stetion and corporate management of potential prodlem™s witn 1€
-, . 1]
SLELION'E progran.




Quality Assurance

The corporate quality assurance department incluces & fire protestion
engineer who advises ingividual auditors with repgsrd to the scope, timing,
quantity, enc technical standards for audits of fire proteciion program
implementation and participate in the audits of fire protection. During 1984
the level of sctivity in this ares has been increased significantly.

Specisl Tesk Force

L Because of the concerns expressed by the NRC on January 20, 1984, &

fire protection task force was esteblished to insure that all engineering,
licensing and operating fire protection azctivities for Byron Station are
coordinated snd correctly implementes. A gualifiec fire protection engineer
has workeC with the task force. The task force has met periodically ang i
expecied to continue operzting through the Byron 1 fuel lozd or beyond if the
neec exits. .

The initis] tasks which were addressed by the task force were to
assure that: - ~

1. The Fire Protection Report is accurate, particulerly with respect to
essociated circuits ang control ang instrumentation cables.

2. The testing program for fire protection systems is documented, reviewed,
&engd acceptable in accordance with applicable commitments.

3. Fire Protection expertise used in the oversll fire protection program is
icentifieS anc documented.

&. 811 deviations from NRT fire protection guicdance, incluging nFPA Coces
where gppliceble, ang comnitments sre identified and cocumsnted.

5. A listing of 211 procedures required to implement fire protection program
commitments is preparec.

R schedule fer the completion of all open items in the fire protection
éreez is prepared.

7. Other fire protection issues arising from the NIT revieas of the fire
crotection arez or for other rezsons sre scoress

ec.
8. FReview Byron/Erzicwood against the specific criteriz cf fppendix R ang BT7
= each jtem or prepere

§.2-1. Frepare & report oocumenting compliance with

= 4 2 e 5 & - b 2 o N v g
svigtion T2cuestis for submittel to WRC.

bt - - - - - o - - . - - - . - - -2 - -
$. E-onstzate $°2 Cocutent that & service water svstes existe w=ich is @n

- s - -~ 1 3 L e

ecsCuete Tackup 1o the fire weter system.
T o~ -t - - = & - - —mm bt 4
ITSSE (es«e have Usen covsieted ang Lne results of this werk are cocumenied in
F o so sm & - [ o - & 2 - -
~mET2e"8 3 angd & to the Fire Proteciion report.
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Shyet AUG 1 01984

Décket No. 50-45% 3‘/"‘,‘/

Commonwealth Edison Company

ATIN: Mr. Cordell Reed
Vice President

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, 1L 60890

Gentiemen:

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Messrs. N. Choules
and ¥. Moser of this office on June 11, June 13-15, June 18-22, June 26-29,
July 2-3, July 5-6 and July 13, 1984, of activities at Byron Nuclear Power
Station authorized by NRC VOﬁstructwon Permit No. CPPR-130 and to the discus-
sion of our findings with Mr. Queric and others of your staff on July 6 and
13, 1984.

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of 2 selective
examination of procedures and representative recorads, observations, and
interviews with personnel.

Ko items of noncompliance with NRC reguirements were identified during the
course of this inspection.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), 2 copy of this letter and the enclosure(s)
wiil be placed in the NRC Public Document Room unless vou notify this office,
by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter and submit written
application to withhold information contained therein within thirty cays of
the czte of this letter. Such application must be consistent with the re-
guirements of 2.790(b)(1). If we do not hear from vou in this regarc within
the specified periods noted above, @ copy of this letter and the enclosed
inspection report will be placed in the Pubiic Document Room.

7 ——
(Lol % UNITED STATES UJ f“‘-‘}u‘-‘b
é‘-s g t/p



Commonwealth Edison Company ; 2

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

- . . « 4 p - -
wrosd 3, - .
vem = @ .
- &  SSsse u .
e e

R. L. Spessard, Director
Division of Reactor _afety

Encliosure: Inspection Report
No. 5N=45£/84-41

cc w/encl:

D. L. Farrar, Director
of Nuclear Licensing

V. 1. Schlosser, Project Manager

Guaner Scrensen, Site Project
Superintendent

R. E. Querio, Station
Superintendent

DM28/Document Control Desk (RIDS)-

Resident Inspector, RIII Byron

Resident Inspector, RIII
Eraicwood

Phyllis Dunten, Attorney
General's 0ffice, Environmental
Control Division

Ms. Jane M. Whicher

Diane Chavez, DAARE/SAFE

W. Paten, ELD

L. Olshen, NRR LPM

Rill R11] 53 I RI1I A11] RIY]
L " t‘fr\/ L 8/ e 5 L F A
Chccies/ia Moser Hawk{ns Haves walker, R. Spessard

2
G7/25/¢¢8 A



U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION III

Repert No. 50-454/84-41(DRS)
Docket No. 50-454 License No. CPPR-130
Licensee: Commonwealth Edison Company
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, 11linois 60690
Facility Name: Byroi, Station, Unit 1

Inspection At: Byron, Illinois

Inspection Conducted: June 11, June 13-15, June 18-22, June 26-29, July 2-3,
July 5-6 and July 13, 1984

WLG/W

Inspectors: N. C. Choules ?//0/95‘
Date °*
/IZ&WfM'/ R
M. M. Moser 7]‘4/7—5‘
Jate
Approved By: E. C. Hawkins, Chief B8/10/84
Quality Assurance Programs Section Date !

Inspection Summary

Inspection on June 11. '13-15, 18-22, 26-2%: July 2. 3, 5, 6, and 13, 1984
(Report No. 50-454/84-41(DRS))

Areas Inspected: Routine, announced inspection by regional inspectors of the
mainienance program; design change program, surveillznce test and czlibration
control program; test and experiments program;, and measuring and test equipment
program. The inspection involved 200 inspector-hours onsite, four inspector-
hours 2t Operations Analysis Department (OAD) in Maywood, I1linciz, snd ten
inspector-hours at the corporate headquarters by two inspectors.

Results: No items of noncompliance were identified.




2.

Perso

DETAILS

ns Contacted g

Commo

nwealth Edison Company (CECo)

*R.
*R.

inspe
*Deno
**Den

Progr

E. Querio, Station Superintendent
C. Ward, Assistant Superintendent Administration and Support
Services

*L. A. Sues, Assistant Superintendent Maintenance
*G. K. Schwartz, Operating Engineer
*D. E. St. Clair, Technical Staff Supervisor
*T. E. Didier, Master Instrument Mechanic
*R. D. Branson, Master Electrician
*R. R Er1ckson Master Mechanic
TE% XM, Mudge, Maintenance Staff
*A. Chernick, Quality Control Supervisor
*D. A. Sib1e, Quality Assurance Engineer
*R. G. Gruber, Quality Assurance Engineer
** *R. Poche, Licensing Cocrdinator
*D. .Ruehimann, General Instrumentation Supervisor, OAD
*W. H. Koester, Station Nuclear Design Engineer
*J. Bitel, Director Quality Assurance for Operations
**R. Rhodes, Maintenance Staff
USNRC
*J. M. Hinds, Senior Resident Inspector bt
K. A. Connaughton, Resident Inspector
Other personnel were contacted as a metter of routine during the

ction.
tes those zttending the exit interview on July 6, 1984.
otes those attending a followup meeting on July 13, 1S84.

am Areas Inspected

&.

Desion Change and Modification Proagram

The inspector reviewed the licensee' s design change and modification
program to ascertain whether the QA program relating to design change
activities had been established in accordancz with the licencee's
Quality Assurance Pregram; 10 CFR 50, Appendix EB; the Technica)l
Specificetions and ANS] N45.2.11-1874,

(1) Documents Reviewed

(2) Eyvron Agministretive Procedures

"

p BAP 1650-1, "Modification Processing Procecure,
Revision 1 (Draft) and Revision 1

(8]



2 BAP 1600-1, "Initiating and Processing & Nuclear Work
Request," Revision 3 (Draft)

3 BAP 1340-5, "Issuance of Documents that are
Controlled," Revision 5 .

4 BAP 1340-3, "Station Drawing Change Control,"
Revisions 3 and 4

5 BAP 400-11, "Preparation of Maint/Mod Procedures,”
Revision 0, (Draft)

[ BAP 400-10, "Preparation of Station Traveler,"
Revision 0 (Draft)

7 BAP 400-8, "Maintenance Alternations," Revision 1

8 BAP 400-3, “"Setpoint Changes," Revision 2

| | BAP 300-5, "Temporary Alteration," Revision 7

. (b) Station Nuclear Engineering Department/Project Engineering
(SNED/PE) Procedures

1 .2, "“Safety Related ASME Code Design Specifications,”
Revision 2

2 Q.6, "Modifications Originated by Station Technical
Staff," Revision 7

3 Q.7 "Modifications Initiated by SNZD," Revision 1

4 Q.8, "Field Change Request," Revision 6

2 Q.9, "Design Change Notice," Revision 2 ,

] Q.12, "Classification and Listing of Szfety-Related
Items and ASME Section I11 Components," Revision 5

 ; Q.16, "Drawing Change Request," Revision 3

8 Q.51, "Design Document Breparation znd Review,"

Revision 0 (Draft)

(c) Quality Assurance Manual Quality Procedures (QP)

QP 3-1, "Design Control"

QP 3-2, "Design Change Control"

QP 3-51, "Design Control For Operatiors, Plant
Modifications"

Twiro !

(2) Result of Inspection

(2) QP 3-51 was the Quality Assurance Manuz)] procedure which
provided the generic instructions for &)1 cperating
Commonwealth Edison plants regarding the control of design
changes (modifications). The procedure which implemented

- the instruction for the Station was BAP 1€50-1. When the
inspector initiated the inspection, a drzft BAP 2650-1
p.ocedure had been prepared. Review of the craft proce-
dure indicated that the procedure steps were very brief
and provided less guidance in many instances than was
provided in QP3-51. During discussions with licensee
representatives, the inspector stated that E-P 2e80-1
shoulc contein Soth the details in (23-251 &~ ecsitional
requiremerts unigue to the Staticn so thet personnel would
oniy have to refer to cne procedure. During this inspec-
tion, the licensee revised and approved the procedure to

L%



(b)

(c)

(d)

include more details. The inspector reviewed the reviseg
procedure and has no further guestions regarding this
matter.

Review of the Station's drawing control procedLre BAP
1340-3, Revision 3 revealed the following concerns:

3 The procedure did not describe how drawing revisions
were handled between initiation and completion of &
modification. There was no assurance that if two
engineers were independently developing modifications
which affected the same drawing that they ~ould be
aware of other modifications affecting the diawing.

o

The procedure required the stamping of all existing
drawing aperture cards and control room critical
crawings as "Revision Pending." The cards and
grawings were stamped upon receipt of construction
drawings for a modification rather than at the time

of the installation of the modificatioen. There could
be considerable time celay between receipt of drawings
and initiation of a modification. Stamping the
drawings too far ahead of instaliing the modification
could be confusing to the drawing users.

During this inspection, the licensee revised and approved
BAP 1340-3 to address the above concerns. The inspector
reviewed the revised procedure and has no further
guestions. T b

-

The licensee had not specified appropriate guidelines

for reporting modifications to the NRC as reguired by

10 CFR 50.59. Neither had the licensee established
appropriate guidance to assure the review of modifica-
tions by the Offsite Review and Investigative Function

in accordance with Technical Specificetion, Section 6.5.
The licensee agreed to adcress these concerns. This is
considered open pending further review during a subsequent
inspection (454/84-41-01).

The inspectors reviewed the SNED/PE procecdures related to
modifications and spent one day &t the corporate offices
reviewing the modification program with SNED and QA
personnel. A1l safety-related modifications are trans-
mitted to SNED for development. SNEID ihen serds the
mejority of the modifications to architect/engineering
firms for development. The procedures have been
constructed accordingly.

SNED has recognized that their procecures are not entirely
edeguzie 10 assume resacnsibility for the deveTcpment of
the rerzining modifications. Accordingly, tney have
prepared & new graft procedure (Q.51) to cover the
preparztion and review of desicon documents. Feview of

I



this draft procedure indicated thzt the following ANSI
N45.2.11 requirements were not compleiely addressed in the
. procedure:

p! No reguirement existed to review the modifications

for 211 of the design input listed in Section 3.2 of
ANSI N45.2.11-1974. Provisions for review of some of
the design input are provided for in other procédures
but a complete 1ist in Section 3.2 had not been
developed.

ro

A11 of the items 1isted in Section €.2.1 of ANSI
N45.2.11 regarding design review were not included
in the procedure.

During this inspection, the licensee revised the procedure
to include the above. The inspector reviewed the reviced
procedure and has no further guestions.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

Tests and Experiments Program

The licensee had not developed a QA program related to the control

of tests and experiments as defined in the Technical Specification

and 10 CFR 50.58. The licensee statec that a program would be

developed This is Zonsidered to be an open item pending further
review during a subsequent inspection (454/84 41-02).

Surveillance Testwngﬁand Calibration Contro)

The inspector reviewed the program for the control and evaluation of
surveillance testing, calitration, and inspection &s recuired by
Section 4 of the Technica) 5pec1f1catmons end Inservice Inspectmon
of Pumps and Valves as described in 10 CFR 50.55a(g). The calibra-
tion of safety-related instrumentztion which is not specifically
controlled by the Technical Specifications was also reviewed. The
following items regarding the surveillance testing program and the
calitration of safety-related instrumentztion were considered during
this review: master schedules for surveillance testing, calibration,
and inservice tes,1ﬂg had been established; responsibility had been
assigned for the mzintenance of ihe master surveillance schedule;
formal requirements for tne conduct of surveillance test, calibra-
tions, and inspectidns in accordance with approved procedures had
been esfablished; responsibilities and definition of methods for the
review and evaluation of surveillance test and calibration cata had
been established; responsibility to assure thet reguirec schedules
were satisfied had been established; anc calibration reauirements
for nontechnical specification safety-relzted instrumentis had been
esteblished. )

won



(1) Documents Reviewed:

(2)

“(b)

Bvron Administrative Procedures

(]

fwiro

I~ v v I

oo

BAP 400-7, "Preventative Mzintenance Program .
Revas1on 0 and 1

BAP 400-8, "Maintenance Alterztions," Revision 0 and 1

BAP 1400-1, "Byron Station Surveillance Program,"
Revision 2

BAP 1400-2, "Surveillance Request Form Completion,"
Revision 2

BAP 1400-3, "Surveillance Status Tracking By the SYFA
Computer,” Revision 1

BAF 1400-4, "Technical Specification Surveillance By
Frequency," Revision 1

3AP 1400-5, "Technical Specification Surveillance By
Operatung Mode," Revision 1

BAP 1400-6, "Te.hn1ca1 Specificatioen Limiting
Cond1t1on for Operation Action Reguirement (LOCG&R),"
Revision O

BAP 1400-7, “Technical Specification Surveillance
Procedure Format," Revisions 1 and 2

BAP 1400-8, "Procedural Changes Upon Receipt of a
Technical Specification Change,” Revision 0

BAP 1400-9, "Tech Spec Dzta Package Cover Sheet
Comp1et1or &nd Use," Revision 0

BAP 1400-T2, “Technwca‘ Specifications Surveillance
Procedure Master Listing," Revision 1

BAP 1400-T5, "Tech Spec-Data Cover Sheet," Revision 0

'§yron Surveillance Procedures .

o

fw

o I~ oy v I

o

BIP 2000-004, "Frequency of In Plant Instrument
Calibration," Revision 1

BIP 2000-006, "Contro)l of Master Test Report Forms
for the Instrument Maintenance Department, "
Revision 1

BiS 3.2.1-002, "Surveillance Functional Test for the
Steam Generator Loop 1A Pressure Compensation
1P-0515 Channel (Prot.II)," Revision 0

BIS 3.2.1-201, "Calibration of the Stezm Generator
Feedwater Mismatch Protection Set I1," Revision 1

BOS 0.1.1, "Shiftly and Daily Operating Surveillance,"
Revisions 0 and 1

BVS 0.5.2 AF3, "Auxiliary Feedwazter Valve Indication
Test,”" Revisions 0 and 1

EBVS 0.5.3 A8.1, "Boric Acid Transfer Pumps and
Associated Discharge Check Vzlve," Revision 0
BVvS 0.5.3 AF.1, "ASME Surveillance rec..re~ents for
Puy111ary Feed-ater Pumps, Revision
gvs § 2 £.2-1, “ASME Surveillance Fecuirements for
Safety Injecticn Pumps," Revigicn O



10 BVS 5.2.f.3-1, "ASME Surveillance Requirements for
Residuz] Heat Removal Pumps," Revision D
- 11 BVS 6.2.1.b-1, "ASME Surveillance Reguirements for
Containment Spray Pump," Revision O -
12 BVS 6.2.1.c-1, "Containment Spray Automatic Valve
Actuation," Revision 0
13 BVS 7.1.2.1.2-1, "Motor Driven Auxiliary Feedwater
Pump Monthly Surve111ance " Revision 0
14 BVS 8.2.1.2.d-1, "125 Vvolt Battery Bank and Charger
Operability and Battery Capacity," Revision O
15 Selected calibrztion records and procedures for
safety-related equipment not required to be
calibrated by the Technical Specifications.

(2) Results of Inspection

(a) The licensee had estzblished a master list and schedule of
surveillance tests required by the Technical Specifica-
tions. The inspector selected 20 surveillance tests
required by the Technical Specifications and verified that
they had been included in the master schedule &nd that the
planned schedule was in accordance with the Technica)
Specifications.

The licensee had estzblished a master schedule and list
for calibration of szfety-related instruments which were
not specifically required to be calibrated by the
Technical Specifications. Seven instruments in this
category were selected at raridom and it was verified that

- they were included in the master calibration program, that
calibration procedures had been established and that the
instruments had been calibrated.

(b) The procedures which controlled surveillances and calibra-
tions reguired by the Technical Specification were
designated BAP 1400-1 through 1400-2. One concern was
identified during the review of BAP 1400-7, Revision 1.
The procedure specified that Shift Engineer permission
"should" be obtained prior to performing & surveillance,
and that surveillance procedures "should” inciude a "Tech
Spec Dzta Package Cover Sheet." These requirements are
mendatory for &11 Technical Specification surveillance
tests and the "shoulds" needed to be replaced with
"shalls". During this inspection, the licensee revised
and epproved BAP 140(0-7 to address the concern. The
inspector reviewed the revised procedure anc has no
further questions.

(c) Review of the licensee's program for the control of cali-
bration and surveillence of safetv-related inetrurents that
are rot reguired by the Technice) Specificetion revesled
that there was nc program procecure cescr) t"g (i) how
instrument calibrations and surveillances are ini tiated,

e |



(2) closed out, (3) actions to be taken for Ceviation, and
(4) actions to be taken when surveillance and calibrations
are not compieted on time. Discussion with the licensee's
representatives revealed thzt these instrument. and compo-
nents were to be controlled through the preventative
maintenance program. Review of the program procedure for
the control of preventative maintenance (BAP 400-7,
kRevision 0) indicated that it was inadequate to accomplish
the above. During this inspection, the licensee revisecd
and approved BAP 400-7 to address the concerns. The
inspector reviewed the revised procedures and has no
further questions.

(d) The licensee's procedure for the control of shift and gaily
operating surveillance was BCS 0.1-1, Revision 1. Review
of this procedure indicated that there were several
surveillance data sheets which were to be completed each
shift, but there was no requirement to assure that all the
surveillance data sheets had been comple.ed and submitted
to Shift Control Room Engineer (SCRE) at the end of each
shift. The licensee revised the procedure to require that
surveillance data sheets be submitted to the SCRE and that
the SCRE review the data package to assure &)1 surveill-
ance data sheets are attached prior to signing the cover
sheet for the data package. The inspector hzs no further

- E question regarding this concern.

(e) The inspector reviewed several surveillance and calibra-
tion procedures to determine-if independent verification
.as required by Section 1.C.6 of NUREG-0737 had been
addressed. The following concerns were identified:

1 Review of instrument surveillance and calibration
procedures indiceted that the provisions for
independent verification for eguipment returned to
the normal lineup was inadequete. The procecdures had
the following statement relzted to independent
verification:

o "1. The functiona] test sha)) be considered
complete &nd acceptable if:

b. The loop reflects current plant
- condition after it is returned to
' service."

There was no required signoff that step b. had been
eccomplished ancd there were no directions toc heave
independent verification of vaive enc/cr switch
pcsitions if the plent status wae such that the loop

wés not indicating.
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To correct these problems on & temporary basis, proce-
dure BAP 400-9 was revised to require independent
verification requirements to be determined and
attached to each applicable instrument calibration or
surveillance procedure. This is to be done until the
Frocedures are revised to include the proper independ-
ent verification. The licensee commitied to revise
the monthly functional test procedures first and then
the 18 month calibration procedures. A1) procedures
are planned to be revised by the firsi refueling
outage. Approximately 300 procedures will reguire
revision. This item is considered to be open pending
further review during a subsequent inspection
(454/84-41-03).

Review of several BVS surveillance procedures
revezled that only some of the procedures required
independent verification of valve énd breaker lineups
after testing. Examples of tests which did not
require independent verification were BVS 2.2.5.3°),
Revision 0; BVS 5.2.f.2-1, Revision 0; BVS 6.2.1.b-1,
Revision 0; and BVS 8.2.1.2.d-1, Revision 0.

Examples of tests that did require independent
verification were BVS 0.5.3.AF-1, Revision 0;

BVS 0.5,3.AB-1, Revision 0; and BVS 7.1.2.1. 8-,
Revision 1.

Based on the sampling of procedures, it was eépparent
that 2 complete review of all surveillance procedures
needed to be performed to identify all independent
verification problems. The licensee stated they
would perform this review and revise, procedures to
include independent verification where applicable
prior to veing the procedures. This is considered to
be an opepr item pending further review during a
subseguent incpection (454/84-41-04).

Review of procecures BVS 0.5.3AF.1, Revision 0 and
BVS 0.5.3.AB.1, Revision 0 indicated that valve
Tineup was being independently verified. The veri-
fication was documented by two indepencent signoffs
which stated “System returned tc 'As Found' Status. "
The two signoffs represented verification of the
positions for approximately 20 valves. Independent
signeffs for each valve did not exist on the data
sheet. The inspector is concerned that the present
system for verificetion increases the probability fer
errors relative to valve position. Llicenses personne)
stieted thet they would review the concern. Fending
further review, this matter is consiceres open
(454/84-41-05). -

ko items of noncorpliance or deviations were igentified.

w



Test and Measuring Equipment Program

The inspector reviewed the licensee's test and measuring equipment
program to ascertain whether the QA program relating to test and
measuring equipment had been established in accordance with the
Quality Assurance Program and 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requirements.
The following items were considered during this review: eguipment
inventory lists, calibration frequencies, and calibration procedur=s
had been established; requirements for calibration status marking
recall system for calibration and out of calibration controls had
been established; anc control for adding new equipment to inventory
lists had been established. The implementation of the program was
2lso reviewed.

(1) Documents Reviewed

(g2) Bvron Plant Procedures

1 BAP 400-4, “Control of Station Measurement and Test
Equipment," Revisions 2 and 3

2 BAP 598-47, "Byron Station Chemistry Quality Control
Program," Revision O

3 BCP 510-1, "Laboratery Instrumentation Quality
Control Calibration Schedule," Revision 1

4 8CP 510-2, "Laboratory Instrumentation Quality
Control Calibration Log and Data Sheet," Revision 2

-] BCP 520-3, "Proper Handling and Storage of Equipment,”
Revision O

[} BCP 540-1, "Corrective Action-Calibraticn," Revision 2

~ d BIP 2000-5, "Control of Instrument Test anc Measuring

Equipment," Revision 5 :

8 BIP 2400-24, "Certification of Wallace and Tierney
Compound Pressure Gauge," Revision 0

. BIP 2400-28, "Certification of Ashcroft Compound
Gauge," Revision 9 ;

10 EHP 4200-3, "AMP Wire Crimp Tool Calibration,”
Revision 3

11  BNP 3400-1, "Certification of Mechanical Maintenance
Measurement Equipment,” Revisions 1 anc 2

12 BRP 1170-1, "Administrative Controls For Health

Physics Instrumentation," Revisions 0 and 1

(b) Quality Assurance Manual Quality Procedures (QP)

1 QP 12-1, "Calibration of Commonwealth Edison Company
Test and Measuring Equipment"

2 QP 12-51, "Contrel of Test and Measuring Equipment

. for Operations-Porteble Test anc Measuring
Eouipment"



(c) Calibration Records for Measuring and Test Equipment

(2) Result of Inspection

3

Ir

QA Number

020810BY
019803BY
1275208Y
153823BY
04580544
041830BY
0218078Y
0548178BY
248E10BY
2438088BY
052807BY
0510647

01970717
0528077

0940517

Serial Number

130
3207
8142

- -
-
- -

(a)

Instrument or Eouipment

-

Mansfield and Green Pressure Tester

Hydraulic Pressure Tester
Digital Multimeter
Doric Trendicator
Vernier Caliber
Micromenter Standards
Torgue Wrench

Clamp on Ammeter
Go-No-Go Gage

Crimper

Insulation Tester

AC Ammeter

John Fluke Voltmeter
Megohn Tester
Standarc Resister

Instrument or Equipment

Cutie Pie Radiation Detector

Air Sampler

Flow Meter

Model 1015 X-Ray Monitor
Conductivity Cel

HRSS DH Meter

AARIS CPP-3002 Proportions Counter

The licensee's procedure for the control of test and
measuring equipment, except for the Radiation Chemistry

Department, was BAP 400-4, Revision 2.

Review of this

procecure revezled the folliowing:

1

o

1w

There was no requiremeni that new eguipment would not
be used until it was calibrated and tagged.

The procedure required QA stickers to be attzched to

calibrated equipment.

It did not describe the type

of QA stickers and what they should cuntain (e.g.,
date calibrated and date due for calibration).

Sectien 3.¢.(2)(2) indicated that a work recuest was
to be used to initiate certification of equipment.

interviews revealed that, in actual prectice., either
e blanket work reouest or s computer recort wgs used.



F

Section 3.c.(2)(f) required the identification and
assessment of plant equipment/systems that were
measured or tested with equipment later found to be
out of calibration. However, the procedure did not
specify the method to accomplish this.

During this inspection, the licensee revised and approved
BAP 400-4 to address the comments. The inspector reviewes
the revised procedure and has no further guestions.

(b) Review of department procedures revealed the following:

P BMP 3400-1, Revision 1, was the Mechznical Maintenance

Department's procecdure for the control of measuring
and test equipment. There was no guidance in the
procedure regarding the attachment of czlibration
stickers to eguipment.

1~

ERP 1170-1, Revision 0, was the Health Physics
Department's procedure for the control of measuring
and test equipment. The procedure did not specify
controls for calibration standards used in the
calibration of health physics instruments.

1w

There was no procedure addressing the issuance and
control of measuring and test equipment zssigned to
the Instrument Mzintenance Shop.

The licensee revised and approved procedures BAP 3400-1
and BRP 1170-1 to address the comments. A new procedure,
BIP 2000-5, was prepared anc approved to control instru-
ment maintenance test and measuring equipment. The
inspector reviewed the revised BMP 3400-1, BRP 1170-1,
and the new BIP 2000-5, and has no further questions.

(¢) The inspector reviewed the implementatiun of the test and
measuring equipment programs. Calibration records of
selected equipment listed in Section 2.d.(1){c) were
reviewed at the Byron station and at OAD to verify instru-
ments were being calibrated at the required freguencies
and that they were being properly tagged to indicate
calibration status. Traceability to the National Bureau
of Stendards was also verified.

No items-of noncompliance or deviztions were identified.

Mzintenance Progrem

The inspector reviewed the licensee's maintenance program to
ascertain whether the QA rrogram relating to maintenance ectivities
hed been establishec in accorcence with the Quality Assurznce
Progrem and 10 CFR 50, Appendix B recuirements. Tre fcilow
were considered guring this review: written procecures had been




established for initiating reguests for routine and emergency main-
tenance; criteria and responsibilities had been designated for
performing work inspection of maintenance activities; provisicns and
responsibilities had been established for the identification of
appropriate inspection hold peoints; methods and responsibilities had
been designated for performing testing following maintenance work;
methods and responsibilities for eguipment contro)l had been clearly
defined; documentation requirements have been estzblished to '
identify the persons who performed the maintenance, the replacement
parts uses, the corrective action taken, and the root cause of the
equipment failure; and administrative controls had been established
fer controlling special processes.

The inspector also reviewed the 1icensee's preventative mzintenance
program to verify that a written prcogram had been established which
included responsibility for the program, a master schedule for
preventative maintenance, and documentation requirements. Imple-
mentation of the licensee maintenance and preventive maintenance
program was also reviewed.

(1) Documents Reviewed

(a) Quality Assurance Manuzl Quzlitv Procedures (QP)

QP 3-52 "Design Control for Operations Plant Maintenance"

(b) Byron Station Procedures

1 8AP 300-7 "Equipment Lubrication," Revision 2
- 2 BAP 300-18 "Removing and Returning Egquipment
- Out-of-Service,” Revision 5
3 BAP 300-36 "Locked Equipment Program," Revision 2
4 BAP 400-7 "Preventative Mzintenance Program,"
b5 Revisions 0 and 1
5 BAP 400-8 "Work Request Coordinating Procedure,”
i Revision 1 (Draft)
6 BAP 1100-15 "Station Housekeeping/Equipment Preserve-
= tion," Revision &
7 BAP 1400-1 "Byron Station General Surveillance
3 Program,” Revision 2
8 BAP 1600-1, "Initiating and Processing a Nuclear Work
B Request," Revision 3 (Draft)
S BHP 4200-37 "Setting Ceared Limit Switches on
o Limitorque Valve Operators,” Revision 1
T 10 BHP 4200-29 "Setting Torgque Switches on Limitorgue
i Valve Cperators," Revision 1
11 BHP 4200-40 "Remove &nd Reinstzll Torgue Switches on
o Limitorocue Valves," Revisior ?
12 BHP 4200-41 "Limitcrque Operatir Electrical Checkout,"”
u Revision 0
i3

EHP £268-45 "Tergue Switch Settings of Mofor Operatec
Valves," Revision D

Yo
to



14 BMP 3000-3 “Control of Personnel Qualificztion Records |
fer Special Processes,” Revision 1
15 BMP 3100-3 "Interna) Inspection and/or Minor Repair
of Valves," Revision 2 "
16  BMP 3100-T4 "Internal Inspection and/or Minor Repair
of Valves Checklist," Revision 0 '
* 17  BMP 3100-008 "Mechanica) Clesure Procedure,”
Revision 1 :
18  EMP 3100-T8 "Mechanical Closure Dztz Sheet,"
A Revision 2
7 42  BMP 3118-5 "Installation of the Upper Internais of
the Reactor Vessel,” Revision 2
20 BMP 3118-6 "Instrumentation Pori Column Assembly,"
Revision O
21 BMP 3118-7 "Reactor Vessel Closure Hea¢ Installation,"
’ Revision 1 '
" 22 BMP 3128-T7 "Reactor Vessel Closure Head Installa-
. tion Checklist,” Revision 1
23 BMP 311S-1 "Disassembly, Inspection, Parts Replace-
ment &nd Rezssembly of the Resicual Heat Removal
Pumps,"” Revision 0
24 BMP 3118-T1 "Disassembly, Inspection, Part: Replace-
ment and Reassembly of the Residua)l Hezt Removal
Pumps Checklist," Revision 0
25 BMP 3300-3 "Cleaning of Parts and Materials,”
FRevision 2 ’
26 BMP 3300-T2 "Cleaning of Parts anc Materials
Checklist,” Revision 1
.. (c) Work Recuests
Number Description
3 £ 07561 12 Diese) Generator
2 B 07583 SX Makeup Pump
3 g 07802 Bus 111 Eattery Charger
2 4 k07832 1D Diesel 0i1 Storage Tank Drain Valve
(d) Work Recuest Form (New Version) CECo £8-2228(s) 12-§&3
(e) Selected Preventative Maintenance Tasks
(2) Results of Inspection
(8) The licensee's prccedure fer the conire’ ¢f corrective
meintetence aclivities was BAP 400-&, Fevigicn 1 (Draft)
"Work Sa2zuest Coorcirating Procegu~e”) anc E4f 160041
Revigics 3 (Dra‘.) ("Initiating anc Processing e Nuclesr
Work Recuesti”,. . The inspectic-'s -eview 0f 4% 400-F ang
BhP 1800-1 enc the associetes W~ork Recuest (wR) forr
reveziec that EAP 1600-1 anc EAP 400-F icpeiner cescribe



(b)

(¢)

the initiation and processing of & Nuclear Work Reguest
(WR). The inspector reviewed the craft revisicns of the
two procedures and noted certain advanizges to the
licensee that could be derived by combining them as one
procedure. The licensee subseguently incorporzted the BAP
400-8 procedure into the BAP 1600-1 and inc’uded some of
the inspector comments. The new draft wzs reviewec by the
inspector and additional concerns were icentifies. The
licensee agreed to provide additionz) instructions in the
revised draft procedure concerning the following issues:

T

Indicate what actions the office supervisor is to
tzke when & completed work package is received from
computer entry personnel.

I~

Irstructions which specify when & Discrepancy Report
(DR) is to be initiated.

LY

Provide a2 description of what activities are involved
in obtaining shift suthorizaticen to perform work for
@ work request. This should incluce referencing the
out of service procedure S4P 300-18.

1

There was no reguirement to record the equipment
tagout number on the WR form to provide traceability
from the WR to the taguut.

Ion

There wzs no requirement for the coaonizant mzinten-
q

Pending review of the revised draft procecdure, these items
are considered open (454/84-41-06).

Severzl of the maintenance procecures (BMP) did noct have
instructions for mazintaining interne) clea='‘necs ¢. ¢
méintenance work. The licensee agreed to review a1l EMP
procecures for adequite cleanliness controls &nc revise
the procedures &s required. Pending review of the revised
procecures, this item is considered open (432/82-41-07).

£s

ine
- LB

Hold peints were not normally specified in 1=e riintenance
procecures. QC and QA inspectors identified hold points
on & case“by-case basis during their review of the W2s
There wes no written guidance on the estzblishme~t ¢f hold
peintls: hence, there was no assurance that zzesuzie hold
peints were being consistentiy esteblished. Pencing
further review, this item it consicdered coen

(£34/22-43-08).




Coen ltems

Open items are matters which have been discuss2d with the )icensee, which
will be reviewed further by the inspector, and which involve some action
oen part of the NRC or licensee or both. Open items cisclosed during the
inspection are discussed in Section 2, Paragraphs a.(2)(c), b., c.(2)(e)l,
c.(2)(e)2, c.(2)(e)3, e.(2)(2), e.(2)(b), and e.(2).(c).

Exit Interview

The inspectors met with licensee representatives (dencted in Paragraph 1)
on July & and July 13, 1984, and summarized the purpose, scope, and
findings of the inspection.
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Aprendix 59

corrective action taken and the results achieved; (2) corrective action to be
taken to avoid further noncompliance; and (3) the date when ful) compliance
will be achieved. Consideration may be given to extending your respense time
Tor good cause shown.

e & P
AUG? o /Kj e< /v'/'*fw,»r-"’L

Pate R. L. Spessarc, Director
Division of Reactor Safety




U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSICON
REGION 111

Repert No. 50-454/84-40(DRS)

Docket No. 50-452 Construction Permit No. CPPR-130

Licensee: Commonwealth Ecison Company
" Post Office Box 767
Chicage, IL 60630

Feacility Name: Byron Station, Unit 1

'nspe'twon At _ Byron Station, Byron, IL

¢ ‘.‘-

Z:s*e:t1on Conductec: Byron Station on June 11-13, July 5-§, July £-1Z, and
. August 16-17, 1%84.
Chicago, IL on July 16-17, 1984.

Inspector: H.)’alker . M g -3/-&¢

Date

kpproved By: F. Rawkins, Chief c‘/§ I[ES“{

Quelity Assurance
Programs Section

C

Inspection Sumfary

Inspection on June 11-15, July 5-6, July 8-12. July 16-17, and August 16-17.
1252 /ResOrt Ne. £.-454/84- qO(DPS)‘

Arezs Insoected Routine, announced inspection by & regional inspector of
0x/0C pregram edm1nvstrut1on operations and construction audit srograms; and
cerrective acticn progreém. The inspection involved & totzl of €2
inspectcr-hours onsite and 15 inspector-hours at cor poretie hezdcuerters
Results: Of the three areas inspected, cne item of noncompliznce was
1centifiecd (de.iciencie< in the audit program being performed by the Byron

Station QA organization) FParagraph 2.b.(2){e)).



e St e e S R R

DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo)

**J. 5. Bitel, Director of Quality Assurance (Operations)
R. D. Branson, Master Electrician
*w. B. Burkamper, Quality Assurance Supervisor (Operztions)
5. N. Cempbell, Office Supervisor
*A. J. Chernick, Quality Control Superviser
T. E. Dicier, Master Instrument Mechanic
N H. R. Erickson, Jr., Mzster Mechanic
R. A. Flahive, Assistant Technicel Staff Supervisor
*R. G. Gruber, Quality Assurance Engineer
... K. J. Hansing, Quality Assurance Superintendent
Z. E. Harl, Quality Assurance Staff Assistant
g. Jacocbs, Technicel Staff
“XL. M. Johnson, Quality Assurance Engineer
**G. F. Marcus, Director of Quality Assurance (Engineering & Construction)
C. A. Mumford, Quality Control Inspector
*R. J... Poche, Technical Staff
*R. E. Querio, Byron Stztion Superintendent
R. G. Rhoades, Mzintenznce Staff
A. S2"ler, Training Coordinator
*D._E. st. Clair, Technical Staff Superviser
H. 7. Studtmann, Cenerzl Supervisor - Quality Assurance
L. A. Sues, Assistant Superintendent-Mzintenance
T. J. Tulon, Operzting tngineer J
"R. C. Warc, Assistant Superintendent Administration and Supplies
*J. L. Woedridge, Quality Assurance Supervisor (Construction)
USNRC

*P. Brochmen, Resident Inspector
¥. Connaughton, Resicent Inspector
*J. M. Hinds, Jr., Senicr Resident Inspector

Cther personnel were contacted as & metter of routine during the
inspeciion.

*Incdicetes those attencing the exit meeting on July 1z, 1682 &t the
Eyvron Station. :

**incicates those attencing t
Ccrporete Offices on July 1

Ny



Frogrem Areas Inspected

This inspection was pr1nar11y concucted to determine the cdegree of imple-
mentation of the operations QA program to support the issuance of an

operating license.
ére planned in order for the NRC to nake this assessment.

Dther in-pections in this area have been conducted or
The results of

this inspection are documented in the following sections of this report.

é.

-
-
-

QA/0C Administraztion

The administration of the Byron QA/QC program was reviewed to verify
compliance with regulatory reguirements and operationazl QA program

commitments

The inspection was performed by reviewing applicadble

procedures end records and conducting personne1 interviews,

(1) Documents Reviewed

() Q. P. 2-1, "Procedure for Revision of the Quality Assurance
Manual"

(b) Q. P. 2-52, "Quality Assurance Program fer
Operations = Training"

(c¢) Q. P. 2-53, "Quality Assurance Program for
Operations - -Classification of Structures, Systems and

Y
Components” ~

(d) Quality Assurance ‘emorandum No. 7, "Quality Assurance

Engineer/Inspector Qualifica*ion Program to Meet the
- Requirements.of ANST N45.2.6" '

(e) BAP 1000-0, "Quality Control Index"

(f) BAP 1000-2, Revisien 3, "Quality Assurance Hold Tag"

(g) BAP 1000-3, Revision £, "Quality Assurarce Reject Teg"

(h) BAP 1000-4, Revision ¢, "Discrepancy Recorc for Stores
Meteriel"

(1) BAP 1000-E, Reviction O “Qu;i‘ty Contrel Review of 181 &nd
KOE Fersonnel Certxrareg1ows

(j). EAP 1210-1, Revision 1, "On-site Review Functions"

(k) BAP 1210-2, Revision 0, "Selection of Ferscnnel to
Participate in the Cn-site Review ang Investigative
Function”

(1) BA®» 1210-4, Revision O, "Signature 4lternzles iCr
Procesure) Contert &2 Technice! Review



(m) BAG 1300-1, Revision 0, "Station Frocedure Manuzls"

(n) BAP 1310-4, Revision 1, "Preparation of Temporary
Procedures and Temporary Changes to the Permanent
Procedures"

(2) Results of Inspection

(g) Du=ing the review of procedures used by the guality
assurance crganization, the inspector noted that quality
assurance department memoranda were being used as
procedures to describe methods for performing guzlity
related activities. The following observations were mzce
with regard to these documents:

1. No documented procedure existed for preparation,
review, approval and control of queality assurance
depariment memoranda.

2. Individual quality assurance depzariment memoranda
contazined only the signature of the Corporate QA
Manager and there was no evidence of the reguired
review by a knowledgeable person other thar the
originator.

These issues were discussed with CECo QA personnel. On

July 9, 1984, the inspecter reviewed revised ccpies of all

seventeen qua]1ty assurance department memo'anda The

memorznca contained the reguired signetures and & new
procedure which described the reguired procedurzl controls
hed been developed. The memoranda have been issued for
use and the inspector has no furtiher concerns regarding
this matter.

(b) During ihe review of Quality Assurance Depariment Memorandum -
No. 7, czted April 1584, the inspector noted thzt in some
ceses the procedure a)llowed training to be Su*sL\Lu*ed for
the exparience levels specified by ANSI N45.Z2.6-1978. This
procedure was revised and reissued &ang is now ecceptable.
The inspector has no further guestions regarding this
metter.

CElo QA personnel performed & review of certification
.. recorcs of personnel who were qualified to Memorandum
< Ko. 7. The review wes periormed to Ce.e'n~r— if QA
personnel had been certified to the minimum experience
requirements specified by ANS] N45.2.6. T.~ ceparate
r

surveiilance reports, genersted as & resvit of this
revie~, were reviewsd by 1ne WAL .:s:e:':'A Cne ¢ the
surveslignce reports ecclressed the certificatlion c‘ Syron
- persctnel encg the c;ﬁe gegit with tre certification ¢f
0L peseennel 2t other CECo ruciezr faciiit-es A revie.
of the surveillances by ;ﬂ hRC inspecticr C€ig not ingicate
a2 prebler with QA personnel zssignec 1o Syron, however
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the certifications of some personnel azssigned to other
projects appeared to be questionable. A subseguent review
o selected certification records 2t the Corporzie QA
Office failed to resolve the issue because some of the
resumes did not contzin sufficient detail. This matter is
unresolved pending further review (454/84-40-01).

(¢) During the review of procedure BAP 1210-2, the inspector
noted that the Quality Control Supervisor had designated
all QC Level 11 inspectors as unrestricted azlternztes to
the on-site review committee. The inspector questioned
whether a1l these designated alternates were gquzlified in
gl]l areas in which the QC Supervisor would be involved.
CECo personne) at Byron indicated they would perform 2
review of the qualifications of these individuzls and would
modify the alternate's responsibilities zs épproprizte. A
new assignment of aliernzte responsibilities was issuec on
July 12, 1884. The inspector was proviced z copy of the
revised issue. Pending review of the alternztes' qualifi-
cations for the revised azssignments, this item is
considered unresolved (454/84-40-02).

(d) During a review of QA personnel cer.ification records the
inspector noted that one of the QA engineers had not been

recertified in one NDE discipline. The QA Supervisor was .-

not aware that the engineer's certificetion was not current
and had not established 2 method tc ensure that only quali-
fied personnel were zssigned to work in respective NDE
ciscipiines. There was no indicatien that the Q4 engineer
.had performed work in the uncertified discipline. This
metter is unresclved pending review of 2 controlied method
to ensure essignment of qualified personnel to specific
work assignments (454/84-40-03).

Audit Prooram

The Byron QA zudit program wazs reviewed to verify compliance with
regulatory reguirements and QA program commiiments. Inspection of
the 2udit program included a review of corporate QA aucits of
suppliers &nd the Byron project, operations Q4 zudits of
pre-cperational testing, and & cursery review of constiruction Q4
augits. Audits eof construction enc operetions (inclucding
pre-operationz]l testing) were conducted by sepérate quality
organizations who réport through separzte channels tc the corporzte
QA menafer. This inspection primarily covered internzl zudits by
operztional quelity assurance; however, audits by construciion
quelity assurance were briefly reviewed to cetermine if the prodlems

notecd during the operetions QA review, 2s decscribed below, z)so
existed in the construction QA eree. Corporete (F aufits were &1s0
reviewed. The inspection wes terformed oy reviewing zoplicable
proececures anC records &nd concducting personne) interviews

-




(1) Documents Reviewed -

(a) Procedures

1. Q. P. 18-1, "Quality Program Audits"

2. Q. P. 18-5]1, "Audits for Operations - Quality
kssurance Program Audits"

Q. P. 18-52, "Audit and Surveillance of Maintenance,
Spare Parts and In-service Inspection Activities"

Qua].ty hssurance Departiment Memorandum No. 3,

"Quality Assurarce Audit and Surveillance of Nuclear
Station Technical Specification by Station and
Off-site Personnel”

3. Quality Assurance Department Memorandum No. 5, ;
“0fT-site Audit Plans - Engineering/ Construction

€. Quality Assurance Departiment Memorandum No. 13,
"Quality Assurance Audit and Deficiency Number1ng"

7. Quality Aesurance Department Memorandum No. 16,

"Training
(b) Aucit Schecules for 1983 and 1984
(c) Eight Constructicn Audit Files
“(d) Thirteen Cperations Audit Files
(e) Auditer Qualificztion Records i

Results of Inspection

The inspectcr reviewed audit schedules and recorcs for project
QA sucits cf construction, project QA audits of pre-operaticnal
testing, corporete QA audits of the Eyron project, ang audits of
Byron suppliiers. Selecied auditor certificetion records were
&élsc reviewec.

The supplier sudits reviewed were acceptieble. Corporite audits
of the Byron project were generally acceptable. The construction
QA -@udite, which were reviewed, appeared to be thorough and well
controlled even though two programmztic cdeficiencies were
identified. Alithough twc of the prctlems noted in the operztions
QA audits alsc existed in the construction QA aucit zrez, the
impact azcezreC to be minor due to the uvse ¢f rmore exterienced
personnel &n rore invelvement by manégetent &nd Tesad auditers.
Project Oh sucits of operetions ectivities (ingliding pre-crers-

o




Ce-

tional testing) were being satisfacterily condugted, except for
those discrepancies noted in the following sections of this
report. Specific observations made during the review were as
follows:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

able.

The inspector reviewed the three corporate & dits of the
Byron project conducted during the past two vears. The
eudits appeared to be comprehensive in scope and depth;
however, the inspector noted that the Byron project QA
organization was not included within the scope of the
sudit conducted on August 8-12, 1283. This item is
unresolved pending further review of periocdic corporate
aucits to verify that they include, within their scope,
review of the Byron QA orgeanization (454/84-40-04)

During the review of azuditor certification records for

operations QA aucditors, the inspector noted that certain

personnel had limitec nuclear guality assurance exper‘ence.

Most were recent college graduates with short term qualiity -
experience at the Byron Station. This ig an open item . i
which will be reviewed at a later date (454/84-40-05). ;

During the review and discussion of project QA audit
schedules for operations QA for 1883 and 1884, the inspector
noted that there was no system to assure thazt required .
technical specifications items are audited periodically as '
required by the technical specificaticas. The inspector was
informed that this system would be prepzred in the near
future when personnel experienced in cperztions were avail-

Currently, audits of technical specifi .ations requirements
only verify that the applicable recuirements have been
included in procedures. This was bec. u:se the Byron techni-
cal specifications have neither been approved by the NRC nor
implemented by the licensee. This item is open pending

review 0F the aucdit scheduling system anc the conduct of
audits that verify technica) specificaticns compliane
subseguent to plant operation (454/84-40-06).

In reviewing coustru-tion QA aucdit No. €-84-(05, which was
conducted on Westinghouse pipe support celcuiations, the
CECo euditor determined that two errors were found in each
of the twe calculations reviewed during the eudit. These
calculations had beer checked and usec in pipe support
design. An observatiion wés issued &s & result of the
problem. This observation was closed with the following

stetement: "Due to the fect thet none of these erreors
were significant no furilher acttion ¢ required. This item
is ccrnesiceret ciosed." This cbeservetition wes clesec
without requiring @cticn Dy wWestinghouse (e review acdi-
tionz) celculations for errors cr tc accress reasons that
perscns checking calceletfons €ic net cetect the errcrs




(e)

No additionzl .calculations were reviewed by the zuditors.
The licensee's action taken does not appear to be adeguzte.
This item is unresolved pencding NRC review of the calcula-
“ tion errors (454/84-40-07).

During the review of project QA audits, the following
observations were made:

<

jro

p

Audit procedures QP 1€-51 and 18-52 (operations

QA zudits) and QP 18-1 (construction and supplier
audits) were found to generaily adcress the reguisite
requirements of ANSI N45.2.1Z and N85.2.23, with the
exception noted below.

2. Paragraph 4.4.6 of ANSI N45.2.12 requires that
recommendations for correcting pregram
deficiencies be included in the aucit report.

b. Paregreph 4.2.2 of ANSI N43.2.12 describes the
megngetory &uvdit responsibilities for lead

agLditors.

€. Paragraph 5.2 of ANSI N45.2.12 and Regulatory
Guide 1.144 specify auoit record requirements.

¢. Paragraph 2.3.4 of ANSI N45.2.23 specifies audit
participation time requirements &¢ 2 basis for
lead auditor qualification.

e. Paragraph 2.3.2 of ANSI N45.2.23 reguires an

evéluation of both written and orel
communication skills for lead auditor
qualification.

The inspector's review was not performed to the depth
which would ensure that 211 Tine items in ANSI N45.2.12
enc h35.2.23 were procecurally acdressed.

Azcerdingly, the corrective action with regard to

this item should include an indepth review of the
procedures to ensure inclusion of the &ppropriate
reguirements.

Augit plens regquired by Paregcraph 4.2.1 of
ANSI-N&5.2.12 were not being prepared for cperations
G~ internzl aucdits of the Byron Staticn. This
orcbiem was not noted in construction aucits.

Leed suditors were assigned &s leac gucitor for

severel sudits simultanecusly. As & result, some of
vhe cuties specitieC in reregraph 4.2.¢ of

ANEl NE5.2.12 Tor @ Tesd suCitor were nol being
pericrrec. For exemple, ‘edd gugditors cic not &ctively

"
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participate in the performance of many of the audits
ara there is no objective evidence that other
activities required for lead auditers (e.g., coordin-
ation of the audit) were being pe-formed. In most
cases, audits appeared to be performed with little
participation, guidance or supervision by the lead
eauditor. The impact of this problem zppeared to be
minima]l in the construction QA area.

>

During the review of records for operations QA

audit B4-17 the inspector noted that checklist iitems
indicated as discrepant were not adegquately addressed.
Two items indicated as discrepant were nct covered by
findings ~r observetions and records provided no
explanations. The checklist for this zudit indicated
seven discrepant items. Two findings and one observa-
tion were issued which addressed only five c¢f the seven
discrepant items. This was not in accordance with
Paragraph 4.5.1 of ANS] N45.2.12. Similar deficiencies
were not noted in the other 12 operztions zudit reports
which were part of this review. Additionzlly, similar
problems were not evident in the construction QA
audits.

B

Audit reports did not identify auditors participating.
in the audit 2s required by Parzgrzph 3.2 of
Attachment C of Procedure QP 18-51 and

Paragraph 4.4.2 of ANSI N45.2.12. Similar problems
were not evidert in the construction QA aucits.

During the review of audit finding No. 1 from
operations QA Audit 84-15, the inspector noted that
the finding was closed wi ithout the benefit of eappre-
priate corrective action. Although more than 20 per-
cent of the records reviewed were deficient, the )
finding was clesed without reguiring & review of the
bzlance of the respective recerds. This wz: not in
accorcance with Paragraph 4.5.1 of ANSI N25.2.12. Of
the 13 operations audits reviewed, this was the only
instance where fzilure to take c;p' rigte corrective
action was identified.

These ceficiencies (items 1. th'ouon 6.) in the zucit pro-
gram bewng perforned by the Byron stations QA crganization
gre censidered to be zn item of noncomplience with 10 CFR 50,
kppencix B, Criterion XVIII (454/84-40-08).

Concerns noted 0LT1n’ the review of pro EC; CA zudits were

ge To01lows:
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content. . For example, the operations QA audit
procedures (QP 18-51 and QP-52) did not describe or
define the documents or methods used to report audit
findings and audit observations. These issues are
defined in QP 18-1. This is an open item pending
further procedural review (454/84-40-08%).

1

In most cases, project operations QA internz) augits
verified progremmztic requirements but cid not verify
implementation of those requirements during
pre-operational testing activities. In other ceses
where veritication of implementztion seemed to be
required the verification was not performec. For
example, checklist item number & of audit 84-04 asks
the gquestion, "Is distillec water used to refil)
stztion batteries?" The zuditor verified the
requirement was included in the approprizte
procedure; however, there was no actual verification
that distilled water was used to refill station
batteries. This is an open item pending review on 2
subsequent inspection (454/84-40-10).

jw

Checklists contained general guestions with no
details as to sample size or methods of

verification. These are left to the cdiscretion of
the auditor during the auoit. In some ceses, this
eppears to result in inadeguate verificztion of
checklist items. This is an open item to be reviewed
in & subsequent inspection {454/84-40-11).

In some céses, audit records (i.e., reports or
checklists) did not indicate if the audits were
performed by reviewing records, verification of
herdware or witnessing of work perfcrmed. The
inspector noted this in the records for Audit 83-33.
This is an open item pending further review of
current audits (454/84-40-12).

B

The auditor certification files at the Bvron stztion were
reviewed to determine if the certifications were
acdequzte. There were two items that coulid not be fully
eveluztec.

1. A copy of the lead auditor qualification exzmination

™ recuired by Paragraph 4.2 of ANSI N45.2.23 was not
included in the auditor certificetion files &t the
site. Copies of the examinations wire on file in the
treining files of the indivicuels which are mzintained
g% e corporate QA office '



(%)

Evidence that auditer trazining courses completed
(as indicated in the certificetion records) included
the specific training required by Paragraphs 2.2.1
and 2.2.2 of ANSI N45.2.23 was not included in the
certification file at the site.

This is an open item pending further review of the
Byron Stetion auditor certificeation records
(45484-40-13).

c.~- Corrective Action Program

The inspector reviewed the corrective action program and its
implementation to verify conformance witih regulatory requirements
and quality program commitments. The review inclucec the quality
trending program, action taken as the result of audit findings, and
the use of the Action Item Record.

(1) Documents Reviewed

(g) Procedures

1. Q. P. 16-51, "Corrective Action for
Operatiions - Corrective Action System"

Quality ‘Assurance Depariment Memorancum No. 6,
S “Trending of Audit Deficiencies”

e

(b) Audit Status Log
-(c) -Selected Action Item Records

(2) Results of Inspection

During the review, the inspector ncted that Byron Operations 5
did not agve a procedure for trending of discrepancies by cause
or discrepancy iype. The inspector was inforred that gyron
personnel were aware of the need for this procedure and it will
be develcped in the near future. This metter is unresolved
pending further review (454/84-40-1¢4).

Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is reguired in
croer to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of
noncompliance, or ceviations. Unresolved items cisclecsed curing the
intpection are discussed in Paragraphs 2.2.(2)(b), 2.a.(2)(c),
2.8.(2)(¢), 2.b.(2)(a), 2.b.(2;(g), and 2.c.(2).




{pen Jiems

Cpen items are matters which have been discussed with the licensee, which
will be reviewed further by the inspector, and which involve some action
on the part of the NRC or licensee or both. Open items disclosed during
the inspection are discussed in Paragraphs 2.b.(2)(b), 2.b.(2)(c),

.0 02X(T) 2., 2.b.(2)(7) 2., 2.b.(2)(f) 3., 2.0.(2)(T) 4., and
2.b.(2){g).

Exit Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph 1)
&t the Byron plant on July 12, 1884, and summarized the purpose, scope anc
fincings of the inspection. On July 17, 1884, the inspector summarized
the inspection results for licensee Quality Assurance representatives at
the Corporate Quality Assurance Offices in Chicage.




UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION I
788 ROCSEVELT ROAL
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINDIS 60137

GEP 24 1984

Docket No. 50-454
Docket Ne. 50-435
Cocket WKo. 50-456
Docket No. 50-457

Cormenwealth Edison Company

ATTN: Mr. Corcdell Reed
Vice President

FPost Office Box 767

Chicego, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

This refers to the specie1 safety inspection conducted by Mr. ). W. Muffett of
this office on September &, 1584 of activities at Sercent & Lundy Encineering
concerning Byron Station, Un1ts 1 and 2 end Brzidwood Station, Units 1 and ¢
zuthorized by NRC Construction Permits No. CPPR-130, No. CPPR-13), MNo. CPPR-13Z
end ko, CPPR-133 and to the discussion of our find1ngs with Mr. T. Tramm 2t the
conciusion of the inspection.

The encloséd copy o7 our inspection report identifies areas exemined during
the inspection. Within these arees, the inspection consisted of 2 selective

erzminztion of procedures anc representative reccrds, observaticns, aﬂd

interviews wi h personnel.

No items of noncompliance v “th NRC requirements were identifiec during the

course of this inspection.

In &ccordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), & copy of this letter and the enclosure(s)
vwill be pleced in the NRC Public Document kuom unless vou notify this office,
by telephone, within ten cays cf the cete of this letter anc sutmit written
zzzlicztion to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of
the date of this letter. Such applicetion must be ccnsistent with the re-
cuirements of 2.7°0(b)(1). 1f we do not hear from you in this regerd within
the specified periocs noted zbove, & copy of this letter anc the encioses
inspection report will be pleced in the Public Document Room.




Commonwezlith Edisen Company

We will gladly discuss any ouestions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely,

o L. Spessard

R. L. Spessard, Director
Division of Reactor Safety

Enclcsure: Inspection Report
‘Nos- 50-454/84-67(DRS); -
No. 50-4£5/84- £~(DP<)
Koo 50-456/84-26(DRS);
end ho. 50-457/84-25(DR

cc w/enc}:
P. L. Farrar, Directer
of Nuclear Licensing
. Schlosser, Project Manzger
er Sorensen, Site Froject
perintendent
. Querio, Station
Sunerintendent
“Z/Document Control Desk (RIDS)
Resicent Inspector, RIII Byron
Resicent JInspector, RIII
Erzidwonc
Prv114s Dunton, Attorneyv
Generel's Office; Environmental
Cortrol Division
. wn, Cassel, Jr., Fsa.
‘2re Chezvez, DAARE/SAFE
. Peton, ELD
. Clshan, NRR LPM

V.
Gu

n
S
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U.S. NUCLEAR R

m

GULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 111

Report No. 50-454/84-67(DRS); 50-455/84-45(DRS):
50-456/84-26(DRS): 50-457/84-25(DRS)

Docket No. 50-454; 50-455; License No. CPPR-1320; CPPR-1
50-456; 50-457 License No, CPPR-132; CPPR-1

Licensee: Commonwezlith Edison Company
Post Cffice Box 767
Chicago, I11inojs 60680

Facility Name: Byron Station, Units 1 & 2
ik el ‘ Brzidwood Station, Units 1 & 2

Inspection At: Sargent & Lundy tngineers, Chicagn, I1lincis

Inspection Conducted: September 4, 1884

< u%—*
Inspector . y. W. Muffett . 5?/; hﬂ/é L
vete
(}%f‘//f;—\ / y
toproved By: D. H. Denielson, Chief ?/'“jf’-/
‘eterizls & Processes Section vete

Irecection Summary

Ingnsction orn September 4, 1984 (Report No. 50-454/B4-67; 50-455/84-45; znd
toeest/ob-20; 20-£57/84-¢5(URS))

Z-s3¢ Irepectec: oSpecia: ernounced safety inspection to review celculations
concerning the primery shield well, the reactor pressure vessel shield wall,
ent the use of 1/4" concrete expansion anchors. This inspection invoived &
tote)l of © inspector-hours by one KRC inspector.

=ssults: No items of nencompliance or devietions were icentifiec.




DETAILS

1. ' Persons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo)

*7. Tramm, Nuclear Licensing

Sargent & Lundy Engineers (S&L)

R.
A.

M.

McCullough, QA Division
W. Hooks, Assistant Head - Structural Engineering Divison
Al-Dabbagh, Senior Engineering Analyst

J. N. Diebold, Senior Structural Engineer

2. _Allezaztion Concerning Primarv Shield Wall and Reactor Pressure Vesse)

‘Srielc wal)

Allegation

On February 14, and May 27, 1884 anonymous allegations concerning
Sergent & Lundy design practices were received by the NRC. One o1

the allegations is summarized below. The remaining 21legations hav:
been addressed in a2 separate Region IIl inspection report (50-454/8:-13;
50-455/84-08, Section I1).

The individua) a)leged that the Byron plant was unsafe beczuse of
foundation problems, and the sacrificial shieid founcation was weak
by a factor of 505. The alleger clzimed the foundation would move,
slide or crack in an earthquake of 4.5 on the Richter scaie causing
radiation tc leak from the contzinment. The al'eger knew that a S&l
Division Head knew of the problem, but does nct know what CEZCo was told.
The design was made prior to Three Mile Island, but has since been
checked by S&L. 1In checking the cdesign S&LL "fixed the bocks." The
&lleger statecd that data for the sacrificia) shield to 7oundation
connection was manipulated to mzke the bocks look gooc. The alleger
contended that the ouantity of rebar in the sacrificial shield anc
founcetion hac been significantly reduced. According to the &lleger

& group of ten S&LL engineers had informec S&L managementi of these
preblems. Allegecly, S&L fired cne engineer &nc cid ndot promote the
others. The alleger claimed to have in his possession Lhe eriginal
records of the manipulated data.

NRC Findings

In response %0 this allegation, inspecticns were Concuctec &t Sargent
anc¢ Lundy on April 25, and May 23, 1584, These inspectiions revedied
the following four significant technicel iss‘ ¢ concerning the Primary

enis ¥
Shield Wall ang the Reactior Pressure Vesse)l Srocle wWall

~y



" (1). In the ~eismic analysis of the Primary Shield wall (PSW) and other

walls in this area, the w&lls are assumed to act together &s & unit
(a single cantilever beam). This assumption is also used to
aportion seismic loads among the various walls. No analysis is
provided to justify this assumption.

(2) 1In the thermal analysis of the PSW the affect of the censtraint
provided by these other w&lls is neglected (nonsymmetrica) affect).
This is nonconservative in regard to thermal stresses.

(3) In the analysis of accident conditions on the PSW, the PSW is
assumed to be on a2 “pinned base" (free to rotate). The engular
displacement of the "pinned base" is then applied to the interior
base mat. This is roncenservative because it neglects the stress

. produced by deflections which deviate from the "pinned base"
eassumption. (Thick shell affect.)

(4) 1In the Reactor Presssure \essel Shield Wal) znalvsis, the connection
between the top beams and the embedced plates is identified a2s "7%
over stress under accident concitions." The enalysis contains no
justification nr explanation as to why this condition is acceptadle.

These issues were ciscussed with the licensee and its Architect/Engineer
and was clessified as an open item. At the close of the discussion the

licensee committed to perform analyses to address these jssues.

On September 4, 1984, the additional analyses were reviewed. The
analyses are contained in the following documents:

“~.SESD Calculation 4.3.1 which addressed the distribution of loads
among the various walls. :

SESD Ca2lculation 4.3.2 which addressed the effct of nonsymmetrica)
constraint by cther walls in relation to thermal stresses.

Bvron/Braicwood Calculation Book €.1.3 "Primary Shield Wall Fina)
Load Check" which addressed the issuve of structura]l boundary
conditions &t the Primary Shield Well - Basemzt Interface.

Byron/Eraicwood Calculation Book 8.95.2, Revision &, "RPV Shield

well Design", which addressed the previocusly icentified locazl over

stress condition.

:
e

A11 of the abcve analyses were reviewed in detail &nd found to De
accepteble. The structura) adequaecy of the structures coverec by these
anzlyses has been demonstrazied. The allegation concerning an engineer
teing fired &nc others not being promoted in response tc szfely concerns
wes cezlt with in inspection report 50-452/84-13(0%). Interviews
conducted cduring this inspecticn i~dicetec no evicence of tlechnical

concerns emeng engineers icertified by the 3lleger. The &llegation

tar



. cencerning the "books" being manipulated to "look gocg" was 2lso

investigated. No evidence of manipulation was found, but in light of the
additional confirmatory analysis done by S&L this point becomes moot.
Also the inspection report 50-454/84-13 deals with the additiona)
allegation concerning hangers. Report 84-13 and this report covers al)
issues in the allegation. Therefore the allegation could not be
substantiated. This closes the open item (454/84-25-01; 455/84-18-01;
456/84-11-01; 457/84-11-01) concerning this allegation.

Allecation Concerning The Use Of 1/4" Concrete Expansion Anchors

&.

A11egltion

In the same body pf 2llegations mentioned in Paragraph 2 zhove, the
following 2’ilegation was 2lso made:

The 2lleger stated that 1/4" expansion anchor bolts holding electrical,
HVAC, instrumentation, and mechanica)l panels to flcors and walls were
underdesigned by 30-50%. The zlleger further adv.se¢ this problem was
identified three years 200 2t Zimmer and Marble Hill. Allegedly, S&L
demoted the engineers after they had identified the prodlem. The 2lleger
stated this problem was alsc appliceble to Byron, EBraidwood, LaSalle and
Clinton.

NRC Findings

Cn May 22-23, 1884, various calculetions concerning the use of 1/4"
concrete expansion anchors (CEAs) were reviewed. These celculations
were not sufficient to allow & conclusion to be crawn relative 10
the use of 1/4" CEAs. Therefore this became an unresc)ved item.

On September 4, 1884, further calculations and drawings were reviewed
cencerning the vse of 1/4" CEAs. Sargent and Lundy Czlculation 7.16/17.5
“4' and 8' Loca) Instrument Panels" (anchored using 1/4" CEAs), output
from Sargent & Lundy's Anchor Assembly Analysis Progrem (CINCH), and
crawing M-33, Revision L, sheet 38 were reviewed znt found acceptable.
These caiculations cover the following Local Instrument Pénels:

2PL50J 2PL78JA
2PL52J 2PL78JB
2PLSE) 2PL7SJB
2PL7C) 2PLELJA
2PL74) 2PLB1JE
2PL75J ¢ 2PLB2JA
' ZPLEE) 2PLE2JA
P67 ) 2PLE2JE
2ruat) 2PLELJA
2PLEY. 2PLE4JE
ePlice OPLECJ
2PL7 7% CPL53J
SPLESCA OPLEZIA
¢PLESJE OPLS2JS

aFLES,




"~ The calculations reviewed were acceptable and showed no evicdence of

» underdesign. This review of S&L design method concluded thai S&L
methodology for the design of 1/4" CEA is correct. This methodology
is essentially the same for a)) other plants (Zimmer, Marble Hil1,
Braidwood, LaSalle and Clinton). No evidence of technical concerns
or adverse personnel actions were indicated in interviews with engineers
(who the alleger stated were knowledgible area) &s cetziled in report
50-454/84-13(DE). Therefore this allegation could not be substantizted.

- This closes the unresolved item 454/84-25-02; 455/84-18-02; 456/84-11- 02;
© &57/84-11-02) concerning 1/4" CEAs.

4. Exit Interview

The inspector met with representati.es (dencted in Paragraph 1) at the
conclusion of the inspections. The inspector summarized the scope and
“.=findings of the inspections noted in this report.

‘e,

"
-
-




- Y. Zccress Recly i ot Ohice Box 767
g S/ Chicago. liingis 60850

September 27, 1984

Mr. Jemes G. Keppler

Recional Administrato:

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region 111

759 Rogsevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Sub ject: Byron Station Units 1 and 2
Braidwood Station Units 1 and 2
10 CFR 50.55(e) Fingl Report

s | Westinghouse Motor Control Centers
= NRC Cocket Nos. 50-454/455 gnd 50-456/457
References (2): T. Tramm Letter to J. G. Kepple:

cated July 3, 1984.
Dear Mr. Keppler:

On June 1, 1584, the Commonwealth Edison Company_notified
your office of a Jeficiency reportable pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e)
regarding spot-welcded electrical connections in wWestinghouse Motor
Control Centers at our Byron and Braidwood Stations. Reference (a)
srovided information concezning this matter to fulfill the thirty
cay reporting requirement. For tracking purposes this deficiency

wgs zssignec Number 84-04 fior Byron and 84-0% for Brzidwecod. The
purpcse of this letter is to update the status of corrective actions
being taken to resclve this deficiency. This letter is considered

te be 2 final report.

estinghouse Electric Corporation has furnished acceptance
criteris for the two wire sizes invelved. At cur Byron Station, @
12C% inspection of safety-related motor control centers hzs been
conguctied and all defective connections, basec on the wWestinghouse

.-, acceptance criteria, have been 1dentified. A review has been mazde
of the identified conneciions gnc some have been founc that are
gcecugatle TC carry thelr cesign loac. These will pe reolzced to
eTing thenm to cesign sgecification in the nesr future. The
cemaining connections havwe been replaced using westinghouse-supplied
replacement wipe stabbers.

W
&
'

e o : : S
At cur Breaicwocc Station, & 100% inspection of il
P " % - awsy spmaie 1
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Please address any questions that you or your staff mey have -

concerning this matter to this office.

Veﬂy truly yours,

: b kT [
b [u,xJ l \c}\,..LL
evid H. Smith
Nuclear L ~ensing Administreter

cc: NRC Resident Inspector - Breaidwood
- - Director of Inspection and Enforcement

““U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
. washington, D.C. 20555
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