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

MEMOPdNDUMFOR: 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:
I

BYRON OUALITY ASSURANCE RELATED DOCUMENTS (BOARD
~

NOTIFICATION 84-167 )

In accordance with present NRC procedures for Board Notifications, the following '

documents related to Byron qualify. assurance are being provided:
<

' Letter dated July (NRC) concerning spot-welded electrical ccnnections
3,1984 from T. R. Tram (Commonwealth Edison) to1.

James G. Keppler
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 Board report provided in Board Notification
84-135, July 27, 1984).

t

4. Letter. dated August 10, 1984 from R. L. Spessard (NRC) to Cordell Reed
(Comonwealth Edison) enclosing Inspection Report No. 50-454/84-41
(DRS).

a

5. Letter dated August 31, 1984 from R. L. Spessard (NRC) to Cordell Reed
(Commonwealth Edison) enclosing Inspection Report No. 50-454 84-40/
(DRS) and a Notice of Violation.

f. Letter dated September 24, 1984 frer R. L. Spessarc (NRC) to Cordell
Reed (Commonwealth Edison) enclosing Inspection Report No., 50-454/
24-67; 50-455/84-45; and 50-456/84-26, 50-457/84-25 (DRS).

;
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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.

'

-

homas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing

Division of Licensing

cc: EDO

... ACRS.(10)
~ Parties to the Proceeding
., See next page-
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DISTRIBUTION LIST FOR BOARD NOTIFICATION
:.- .,

~

.

Eyron Units 112'
Docket No. 50-454,455

. . .

Dr. A'. Dixon Ca11ihan
Oceg Cassel, Esq.
Ms. Diane Chavez
Dr. Richard F. Cole |Jeseph Gallo, Esq.
Dr. Reginald L. Gotchy
"rs. Phillip B. Johnson
Michael Miller, Esq.

- J'.s. Pat.Morrison
.

'

,.''Al'an S Rosenthal, Esq.
Ivan W. Smith, Esq. '

Jchn Streeter, Reg. III
Dr'. Bruce von Zellen

- Howard A. Wilber, Esq. ',

Steven P. Zimmerman, Esq.
Mr. Dennis L. Farrar'

~

-Mr. William Kortier !
*-

Atomic Safety and Licensing. - '

a.

Board' Panel. |
-

.

Atcmic Safety and Licensing . E

Appeal Panel --

Decketing and Service Section 1-
.

'
Document Maqagement Branch . ,

Mr.-Edward R. Crass -

,

-

Mr. Julian Hinds -

g
Mr. James G. Keppler t

: avid C. Thomas. Esq.
Ms. Lorraine Creek I

,
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. -:. " Arcress Reply to. Post Omce Box 767
?

1cnicage. m nois 6390
-
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'

July 3, 1984
,

,

-

Mr. James G. Keppler, Regional Administrator
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Road

.

Glen Elly, IL 60137
1

:
i

-Subject: Byron' Generating Station Units 1 & 2 i

Braidwood Generating Station Units 1 & 2
Westinghouse Motor Control Centers, ,

NRC Docket Nos. 50-454, 50-455, 50-456,-- e
.

and 50-457.
*

?>

Dear Mr. Keppler:
f',.

On June 1, 1984 Commonwealth Edison Company notified Mr. Robert -

.Lerch of a deficiency apparently reportable pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e)'
regarding spot-welded electrical connections in Westinghouse motor con ~ trol ,

conters at.both Byron and Braidwood stations. This letter provides an [' interim report to satisfy the 30-day report requirement. For NRC tracking
'

'

purposes.this deficiency is numbered 84-04 for. Byron and 84-09 for
-

Braidwood. '

Descriction of'befic'i2ncy ~

;,

.

During I .ine maintenance of 480 volt circuit breakers within a fWestinghouse 5 star series motor control center, a questionable i

connection was identified on the wire that runs between the breakers an'd' -

the 480 volt. bus. The wire has a lug at the breakers end'. At the other
'

end the wire is spot welded to a clip (or stab) which engages the 480
volt bus. Visual inspection disclosed that some of the spot welds did

;

not include all of the strands of ' wire in the connector. Any loose ~

" strands would not be available to carry current.
4

Analysis of Sa'fety Imolications
. .

. Depending on the nutber of loose strands and the amount of '

current-in the'wirt, the circuit problems could vary from no problems to
moderate overheating or burning off the wire, with the possible failure
of 'the circuit to carr ' any load.

Tnese breakers supply load to motor-operated valves, small
motcrs, instrument inverters and other safety related ecuipment. A

case- y-;ase analysis would te necessary to determine the actual
ccrse:.e.:es of indivicual circuit failures.

,

/
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U - J . C '. Keppler --2 - July 3, 1984

i

' Corrective Action
.

The potentially-defective spot welds are all being inspected.
-Unacceptible connections will be replaced. Another report will be 'l
submitted by August 3, 1984 to document the results of the inspections !
and the schedule for repairs.

Please address any further questions regarding this matter to'
this~ office.

. n .-- '

^

Very truly yours,
,

'
<<

!

&$<h-d<~
,

T. R. Tramm J

Nuclear Licensing Administrator
.. .

Im :_ .
i

-

p

. f
t-. .

.cc: Director af Inspection and Enforcement >
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Docket No. 50-454
Docket No. 50-455

,
.

Co=onwealth Edison Company
ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed ;

Vice President
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60590

-, . .
,

Gentlemen: '

,,

>>

Thank you for your letter dated July 23, 1984, which provicas supplanental
information for the noncompliance which we brought to your attentien in
Inspection' Report No. 50-454/84-27 and 50-455/84-19 forwarded by cur letter
dated June 6, 1984 We will examine these matters during a subse4uent
in's pection. :

~

Your cooperation with us is appreciated. <

Sincerely,'
,

;

-4.

~ Q A p e-%-
- ' -

R. L. Spessard, Director
Division of Reactor Safety

cc: Di L. Farrar, Director

of Nuclear Licensinc
V. I. Schlosser,' Project Panager
Gunner Sorensen, Site Project

,* Superintendent
R. E. Querio, Station.-

Superintendent *

,

cc w/itr dtd 7/23/84:
DF.3/Decur.ent Control Desk (RJDS) ,

Resident Inspector, R!!* Syron
-

Resident inspector, P.Ill
Braidwood

Phyllis Dunton, Attorney -

Ger.erai 's Office , Er.virorrer.:a1
Cc-teci Divistor,

''t. e e '' . '<|h i c he r -
*

-
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July 23, 1984

L
o

Mr. James G. Kepple1,
Recional Administrator
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Road
Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137 *

.

Subject: Eyron Generating Station Units 1 and 2
,

I&E Inspection Report Nos. 50-454/84-27 ',
, ,,

"~ ,

- and 50-455/84-19
.

Re'ferences (a): June 6, 1984 letter from R. L. Spessard
to Cordell Reed.

(b): -July 10, 1984 letter from D. Farrar
to J. Keppler.

. . .

Dear Mr. Keppler:

This letter provides revised infort.ation regarding one of the
iters of nonecmpliance identified in I&E Inspection Report Nos. ;

50 454/54-27 and 50 455/84-19.- Dur-ing the week of July 19, 1984, the
data wnich provided the basis for our.reponse to violation 2
(50-454/84-07-01; 50-455/84-19-01) was reviewed by a Region III
Inspectcr. As a result of this re-review the categorization of certain
inspe: tion results has been changed. -

The information provided on pages 5 and 6 ef Attachment A to
reference (b) shoulo be revised as shown below. The enanges are ;
underlined.

2. 35 deficiencies were reported for wrong c:nnection cetail, wrong
*

veld length, elevation, auxiliary steel plate size, or missing
bel s. After review, it was found. that 43 deficiencies on 40
han;ers were actually recorded. These LI deficiencies fall into the
following classes: '

.

a) V occur because the drawing revision had not changed a detail
Thich had been previously approved by a Field Cnange Recuest or
Engineering Cha,nge Notice, or were Oe:ause of draf ting errors
resulting in inccasistent ci ensicns;

; .' .ere due tc re.ter sire'a : in s: s cases 5:: ear t te er ~rs'

57 0.9 e fi r s " i *,s c e C ~ o r ; ;
.

m , \ d q,\ f *;\ (.i. '
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'Jamh$,0. Keppler-
~ '

-2- July 23, 1554
,

.

After review, the data on the use of Memorandum 295 indicates that
.12 actual deficiencies existed:' I was a result of damace, I was a
Yesult of missino bolts, and 10 were a result of member size. The 4

~

weld.ouality deficiencies hav'e not been included in the conclation
~ '

assessed to exist as a result of Memorancum 295. ove to fact Inat
2E5 reovireo tnat welo incoections witn ecceptacle results were a
recuisite. With recaro to the 12 ceficiencies, we ao not fine tnat-
Inese constitute a failure to assure tnat nonconforming cable tray t.
. hangers were identified and corrected. Rather than failing to [as.sure that, nonconforming hangers were identified and corrected,

.

thore may have been an error of judgment in using accepted weld 5-

traveler records as an alternative means of accepting hanger
" Eccanection details which were not visible due to fireproofing.

Please address any questions you may have regarding this matter
to this office. '

.

Very 'ruly.yours,
. . .

(Lv= ,s

D. L. Farrar i

Di, rector of Nuci~ ear Licensing
-

.

10
,

i

.

Attachments

.

.

'

,

.-
~

.
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Docket No. 50-454 .

Docket No' 50-455 '

.-

Commonhealth Edison Company
ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed

Vice President
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690-

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, 1954, to .

review the contents of the report, and your written conments dated August 21,
1954, 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,-

1954, response.

We have reviewed your written re'sponse and are encouraged by your * *

responsiveness and remedial actions. Ycur written comments coupled with your
.

verbal comments made during our July meeting indicate to us that Commonwealth f
Edison Company management has an understanding o.f the performance problems t

identified by the SALP Board and is taking action to remedy them...The overall
improving trend. observed by the -NRC in your performance during the assessment
period along with your stated goal of improving the regulatory performance in
all areas succest that the results of the next assessment should be much -

~~

better. !.

'

In accordan:e with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice.," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulaticns, a copy of this letter with the '

.

enclosure will be placed in the NRC's Public Docum~ent Room. '

.

~O

e

M

*
.
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^2cmonwealthEdisonCompany 2 September 21, 1984
' '

.

.

No reply to this letter is required; however, should you have questions -

regarding the SALP Board report, or Appendix thereto, please let us know and we will
be pleased to discuss them with you.

'

Sincerely,_
,

.

;

- Sk f
James G. Keppler *

Regional Administrator
.. . .....

Enclosure: Appendix to SALP
Ecard Report Hos. 50-461/84-22;*-

-

50-455/84-15 [
t

cc w/enci: '

D. L. Farrar. Director ;
of Nuclear Licensing

V. 1. Schlosser, Project Monacer
Gunner Sorensen, Site Project' |

' * '

,

Superintendent
iR. E. Querio,. Station
.

Superintendent '

DM5/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)
.

* '

Resident inspector, Rill Byron
.

,

-

,

Resident Inspector, Rll! !
Braidwood I

Phyllis Dunton, Attorney ;'
General's Office, Environmental

.

Control Division
,

D. W. Cassel, Jr., Esq;
Diane Chavez, DAARE/ SAFE

-

'

W. Paton, ELD L
L. 01shan, HRR LPM I..

+
,

t

.-

,

.
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APPENDIX.
,

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

REGION III
.

i;

. :
j

SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

4

-;.:. .

.

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY I
.

['s

.

-!
L-

'

BYRON NUCLEAR STATION, UNITS 1 AND 2

. . ..

,

I-

t
Docket No. 50-454., t

. Docket No. 50.455c !

. . . .

:

;-

!

Report No. 50-454/84-22 -

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

,

Assessment Period- $ <,

.

.-

, .v ,

i. January 1, 1983 through April 30, 1984
.

4p . g

CQ u ja uM T~
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.

1,. Meetino Summary

a. Attendance

NRC

K. A. Connaughton, Byron Resident Inspector
W. L. Forney, Chief, Reactor Projects Section IA
W. P. Gammill, Chief, Meteorology & Effluent Treatment Branch (NRR) '

~-
W. G. Guldemond, Chief, Operational Programs Section
D. W. Hayes, Chief, Reactor Projects Section IB
J. G. Keppler, Regional Administrator '

R. M. Lerch, Project Inspector
R. J. Marabito, Public Affairs Officer

i
,

L. G. McGregor, Senior Resident Inspector - Braidwood
J. I. McMillen, Chief, Operator Licensing Section

_

, . . -

C. E. Norelius, Director, Division of Reactor Projects
L. N. Olshan, Byron Project Manager (NRR)

.

-
,,

C. B. Ramsey, Reactor Inspector t
L. A. Reyes, Chief, Test Programs Section *

M. A. Ring, Reactor Inspector I

R L. Spessard, Director, Division of Reactor Safety
J. F. Streeter, Director, Byron Project Division
C. C. Williams, Chief , Plant Systems Section

, ,

CECO !
:

R. E. Jortberg, Assistant to Vice President i
T. J. Maiman,' Manager of Projects ' '

R. E. Querio, Suoerintendent Byron Station
C. Reed, Vice P ident ? <

V. I. Schlosser, Eyron Project Manager !
C, W. Schroeder, Project Licensing and Compliance Superintendent '

W. J. Shewski, Manager of Quality Assurance -

T. R. Tramm, Nuclear Licensing Administrator |'.
-

.s

Other '

T

C. Bukro, Chicago Tribune..
E. McGreevy, Rockford League of Women Voters
B..Juhnson, Rockford League of Women Voters

b. Summary of Discussion ; ,

On July 19, 1954, the findings and conclusions of the SALP Board
documented in Report Nes. 50-454/85-22; 50-455/B5-15 were discussed
with the applicant in a meeting at the Holiday Inn in Glen Ellyn,
Illinois. Althcuch the objective of the meeting was for the NRC and

,

the applicant to discuss ,the SALP Board report, the meeting was open
to rembers of the public as cbservers ar.d all perscns in atter. dance
were given the c;ptetunity to ask questier.s c,f the NRC at the
cenclusion of the :.F.C and applicant discussion. Inere were no
questions asked cf the NRC other than by members of the applicant's
staff.gs

,

0

-- - - - ~ , . ,, m _ & _- . - - - - - ~ , - - -



.

*
-.. o

.

.

'The NRC's conclusions of the applicant's performance, along with thei

salient bases for those conclusions, were presented for each,, ,

functional area. 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 applicant were emphasized during the course

,.

.

of the meeting:
,

The regulatory performance at the Byron Nuclear Station was.

considered acceptable during this assessment period. ,4,

t
The rating improved from a Category 3 to a Category 2 in four i.

functional areas (safety-related components; support syste::.s; p
electrical power supply and distribution; quality Lisurance).- [but declined from a Categcry;l'to ;a Ca'.egory 2. in one area

-

,
" "

(licensing activities) and remained at a Category 3 in another-
. area (preoperational testing). Additionally, of two areas !-'- G*

rated that were not rated during the last SALP, one (fire' ~

'

protection) was rated a Category 3 and the other (reinspection-.

_ ', program) Category 1. ~

/1

0
Overall, the regulatory performance showed an improving trend. ' h.

l .u
'

U.

In the preoperational testing area, problems phich surfaced in "
. j

the previous SALP period relating to the conouct of _;
preoperational tests were largely corrected folicwing 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 preoperational
test results. Continued high prir-rity management attention is
warranted to assure attention to detail and rigorous analysis

"durin'g the remaining test. results reviews. .
,

The success rate of operators in passing the operator and [.

senior operator license exams was considerably below the i
national average and was a factor in reducing the rating to a I~Category.2 in the licensino activities area. The' lower success
rate appeared to be largely due to management's determination
to achieve a fuel load date which was unrealistic in terms of 6
plant readiness. Such action was not,in the best interest of

'

"
the NRC or Commonwealth Edison Company' with regard to optimum [utilization of resources. The other factor contributing to the '

reduced rating in the licensing activities area was the
occasional lack of supp . ting details in submittals made to a

~

NRR. '

.v

e

.

.
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t The applicant expsnded considerable resources during this.

assessment period in conducting the QC Inspector Reinspection-
.

Program at the Byron Station. Substantial management
involvement was evident in this effort. The applicant's
conduct of the inspections and evaluation of the findings were

If considered to be of high quality and were the reasons for'#

assigning a Category 1.to t,his area.

The aphlicant's performance in the fire protection area was.

-- rated separately for the first time in this SALP. The Category 3,

' - rating reflects the NRC view that there was a lack of concerted ',

management attention to the development and implementation of .

.the fire protection program. ',
.

Y . ;-
c

The applicant stated at the conclusion of the discussion that it believed
2%the SALP -Board repo~rt clearly sets forth the bases for the NRC conclusions '

.

"?''in each of the functional areas, and that overall the report fairly
',' assesses the applicant's performance. The applicant stated that although-. -

, it1might have given itself higher ratings in some of the areas, it,'

'nonetheless understood and generally agreed with the shortcomings i.
,-

p Lidentifi;d by the NRC and was taking actions to cor' rect those problems. |'The applicant made additional comments which were subsequently submitted
;

in the August 21, 1984, written response to the SALP Board report and
3 which are addressed in Paragraph 2 below.

. - -

2. Written Comments Received From Aoplicant -

I

The applicant submitted its written comments to the SALP Board report in-

j an August 21 1984,- letter from B. Thomas to"0. G. Keppler. A, copy of
* ' - that. letter. is-attached. - .

;

. .
.< .

Le'ter dated August 21, :,Ai.tachment:
.

1984, from Sid'e Thomas to '

James G. Keppler regarding
Syron Nuclear Station SALP '

Report Nos. 50-454/84-22; .

50-455/84-15 L
,

.

-
t

-

s ,.
,

eI *

. *

t

_ _ _ _ __-
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Commonwcalth Edison

0'''; Chicage, mmois 60690
One hrsi Naber.at Rata Crucape mmes
Acaress Aeply to t'est Othee Box 767

. .

. ,

.'

.-

August 21, 1984.
,

Mr. James G. Keppler
Regional Administrator
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799. Roosevelt Road
Glen Ellyn,'IL ~ 60137

-

4

Subject: Byron Generating Station Units 1 and 2 '

SALP Conrnents ;
I&E Inspection Report N s. 50-454/84-22
and 50-455/84-15

. , . . _ .

Reference (a): July 10, 1984 letter from J. G. Keppler [
.

6 to Cordell Reed.
.

I
Dear Mr. Keppler: I

. .'--

.This letter provides Commonwealth Edison's comments on the recent
54LP evaluation regarding Byron Station which. was enclosed with reference -

(a). All of these comments were made known to the NRC during our meeting on
July 21,"1934. I will reiterate here cur responses to only the SALP Soard's |.most significant comments.

!'
- .-

We are pleased to know that the NE has noticed an overall
.

improvement 16 our regulatory performance at Syron. The S4LP Eoard has
pointed out functional areas where additional improvements can be made. ;
Appropriate increases in management attention will be given to all those iareas. Improved regulatory performan:e in' all areas will continue to be an
important goal on the Byron project. '

i

We concur 'with the 54LP Board's recommencation that aoditional iattention should be focused upon preparation for N E RO and SRO license
iexams. Poor results on the first written examination followed a period of

extremely. heavy preoperational testing. It appears'that the time allocated' - ,

|. for exam preparation was inadequate. This was corrected in preparing fc; the
i 0:tober, 1953 exams. License candidates were not used for pert?erational <

testing activities while they were in train'ing and more time was devoted to
review in preparation for the# exam. More instructor hours were also provided.
These actions seeE to have ' produced the cesired improvement in exam results.
Tne percent passing that exam was close to the national average. We expect
further improvement in this area.

We also agree that continued high priority.and mana;erent attention
is Wa.rante".;. to assure satisfactory Co !?letion of the preoperati ,al test

* ti:ns taken early in the evaluation perio: wde effe:tive in |; :: gra:- :. .

L. im;;;ving_t e control and 00rumentation cf tept 2 tivities. Re::.nt
7 37;: verents in the test revica' process provice accitional assura . e of toe
'

: satisfactory completion cf the testing p c;;am.

-c, e p ~/o A SU
g mf w' / vb,. n ,r -

e
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J. G. Keppler -2- August 21, 1984
,

:

The .54LP Board's concern regarding the implementation of the Byron
'

-

fire protection program is understandable. Recent Region III fire protection -

-inspections at other plants have provided new insight into the NE's p
expectations regarding the implementation of the requirements for fire i

protectlon at nuclear power plants. The Region III inspection at Byron :
occurred before the programs there could be upgraded. Each of the specific P
NC findings are now being addressed. During 1984 we have made a special y
effort to involve individuals with fire protection expertise in all aspects of L
.the Byron fire protection program.' We have also conducted an extensive review D
of our program and delineated our comitments in much greater detail. ie-

'Atta'chment A to this letter summarizes the extent of these efforts We I:.

.- believe we are adequately addressing the S4LP Board's concern in this area. II
a, t.

,

Finally, we are- pleased that the S4LP Board made special notice of I:
the efforts expended on the Byron QC Inspector reinspection program. We E

appreciate the NE's cooperation in the inspection and prompt review of the h
results of this work. !.

}lThank you for providing .this opportunity to comment upon the 54LP -

evaluations. 1.

b
c
!

L >

f..., . .

Very truly yours, [
!!

Ie < .

t

.
" '. . a . . ., ., . e-~~ .

.
'

. :

Side Thomas !.

Executive Vice-President C

p-
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Attachment A. .,

Involvement of Fire Protection

Experts in the Byron Project

Individuals with appropriate fire protection expertise are involved ;_ .,.

in all. the various aspects of design, testing and operation at Byron Station .

as' described below. F

;.
c

Design f
;:. . -

The initial design of all fire protection features fc. .
"-re

Byren/5:Eidwood was reviewed by fire protection engineers from M&M Protection,,

Censultants for conformance to Nuclear Mutual Ltd. (NML) Property Loss P..
Prevention Stancards. As a result of this review, recommendations were issued f

stating where compliance with certain standards was mandatory for the plant to
be insurable and where non-compliance with certain standards would result in L
insurance pehalties. All recommendations have been resolved to the F

satisfaction of NFL and their consultants. -

- .
- ;

A fire protection engineer was utilized in conducting the fire a
hazards analysis for Byron and Braidwood. The individual involved was Mr. '

Thomas J. Kramer of Schirmer Engineering. h
U

. a
Mr. Kramer participated,in conducting the fire hazards analysis and ,-

in preparation'of the Fire Protection Report. He was involved in all phases bof this activity during the initial preparation of this report in 1977. This
included the identification of fire zone and fire area boundaries, the [f,
identification-of fire zone combustible material inventuries and the f:-

2subsequent calculation of fire loading (Stu/ft ) for each fire zone, the
1 identification of the fire protection systems which are present, sincluding ;

cete: tion systems and automatic ~and manual suppression systems, and the ~

icentification and analysis of a design basis fire in each fire zon
.

A fire protection engineer was not utilized during preparation of the b
'

-

safe shutcown' analysis (Section 2.4 of the Fire Protection Report) or for any
of the three subsecuent amendments to the Fire Protection Report. Tne 1952

'

revision was a general update of the report', meant to incorporate the numerous
design changes'which had taken place over the years, and to provide more
com0lete desion details where such details were not available in 1977. Tnis~

! revision also included the Safe Shutdown Analysis as a new Section 2.4 of the
report. - Amendments 1 and 2 incorpcrated changes resulting from the NRC review
of the report. Since the basic conclusions presented in the initial rep' ort
were n:: changed, the use of a fire protection engineer was not considered to
te~ essential.

_ In 1933,'CECD engineering DroesC;res.were estarlished 10 re:Jire
:?its of Crawings and/or Calculations involving fire protection of 17e plant

ic re cistributed to the 'CECc Fire Protection Engineer and M5M Protection
~

C:~.5.'.tants for- their review. ' Comments are transmitted to the Pr0 ject
~~C.i sering Decartment and appicpriately resolved. '

. .' ..- . . _ . . . _ _ _ _ - . _ _ - _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . _ . . _ , , - _ _ _
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Since January,1984 fire protection engineers from M&M Protection
Consultants have been actively involved in the updating of the Fire Protection
Report and formulation of fire protection programs.

-

Initial'Testino

Initial tests of water systems were performed by station personnel i
and witnessed by vendor representatives and M&M Protection Consultants. [
Concentration testing of carbon dioxide and Halon gas suppression systems were

'

performed .by vendor representatives. The results of these tests were also
're911wed b'y M&M Protection Consultants.

'

a,
e

Administrative Controls |

;
.

The, station Fire Marshall oversees the operation and maintenance of
fire protection epulpment and administrative controls. At Syron, this
individual has completed the following specific training: "Firefighting for
NJelear Power Plant Personnel," Texas A&M University; " Operation Pnase Fire
Protection", General Physics Corporation; and " CECO Seminar", CECO Production
Training Department. An operating engineer and an instrument maintenance
foreman also attended the Texas A&M class.

, .-

Recen.tly, a graduate. Fire. Protection Engineer was hired to provide
onsite engineering expertise. ,

bThe initial fire pre-plans were developed with the assistance of fira
protection engineers from Schirmer Engineering. *

.

Ccr:brate Succort
i

The Technical Services Nuclear Department staff includes at least ons
,

* fire protection engineer who meets the recuirements for membership in the
Society of Fire Protection Engineers. This engineer is involved in inspection
and reporting activities concernine prcperty insurance for the nuclear
plants. He also ensures that the annual fire protection audits required Dy
the Tech Specs are. performed.# He is available for reviews of cesigns,
procedures, etc. "He is also ' involved in day-to-day fire protection activities
such as answering code related questions or solving problems at all stations. <

In addition he chairs meetings of the station fire marshals to exenange
information and review matters of mutual interest.

He advises the Nuclear Station Division Management with respe:I to
,

a: tic .s or policy for sps:ific fire protection pr:blems and generi issues.
Wmen fire ;r;tection incidents o:ccr, he advi,ses the fire marshals w7: may
nave the potential for a similar e?isode. He' provides cor?: rate overview in
tne fire protection area while visiting the stations. At these times he
a: vites station and corporate management of potential problems witn :ne
stati:n's program.

--
_ __ ._ _ . .
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Quality Assurance

The corporate quality assurance department includes a fire protection
engineer who advises individual auditors with regard to the scope, timing, -

quantity, and technical standards for audits of fire protection program
implementation and participate in the audits of fire protection. During 1984
the level of' activity in this area has been increased significantly.

.

.

Soecial Task Force h
r

. , .. Because of the concerns expressed by the NRC oh January 20, 1984, a (..

fire' protection task force was established to insure that all engineering,
licensing and operating fire protection activities for Syron Station are f

-

coor'dinated.and correctly implemented. A qualified fire protection engineer ;I
-has worked with the task force. The task force has met periodically and is
expected to continue operating through the Byron 1 fuel load cr beyond if the r[

,

need exits... , . ~

.The initial tasks which were addressed by the task force were to .

assure that: - -

'
-. ,

1. The Flie Protection _ Report is accurate, particularly with respect to !

associated circuits and control and instrumentation cables. '
, c

L 2. The testing program for fire protection systems is documented, ' reviewed,
~

-

and acceptable in accordance with applicable commitments.
t

.

3. Fire Protection expertise used in the overall fire protection program is hidentified and documented. ;

'4 - All deviations from' NRC fire protection guidance, including Nr?A.Coces
where applicable,' and commitments are identified and documented.

A $1 sting of all procedures required to implement fire protection program i:
.

5.*.
commitments is prepared.

6. A' schedule for the completion of all open iteb.s in the fire protection '

area.is prepared. .,.
,

t

7. Other fire pr5te: tion issues arising from the NR review of the fire -

protection area or for other reasons are addressed.
.

E. ~ Review Syron/Eraidwood against the soecific criteria of f.ppendix R and BIP
9.5-1. . Prepare a report cocumenting compliance with each item or prepare

_

de=,'istion ::: vests for sub.mittal t o NRC. '

9. emonstrate and d :usent that a service water system exists w.icn is an
aoeauate ba:kup to the fire water system.

T9ese tasks have been eoT leted and tne results of this werk are cocumented in
' s : e ,ts 3 and a to the Fire Protection Report.

- . .: , .- -. -- - . - . - . . _ _ - . . .-- . . , - . - . . . - .
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Decket No. 50-454 k-Yl
I

Commongealth. Edison Company
ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed

Vice President
Post Office Box 767 s
Chicago, IL 60590

,

Gentlemen: *

e . . .-

This . refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Messrs. N. Choules
.

'
'

and 8. Moser of this office on June 11, June 13-15, June 19-22, June 26-29, I
July 2-3, July 5-6 'and July 13, 1984', of activities at Byron Nuclear Power LStation authorized by NRC Construction Permit No. CPPR-130 and to the discus- (.
sion of our findings with Mr. Querio 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 o.f a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and {:. , .

interviews with personnel. j,

No items of noncomplian'ce with NRC requiremerits here identified during the
course of this-inspe'ction.

.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure (s)
{'will be placed in the_ NRC Public Document Room unless you 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 days of '

the date of this letter. Such application must be consistent with t'he re-
quirements of 2.790(b)(1). If we do not hear from you in this regard within

,

the specified periods noted above, a copy of this letter and the enclosed
_ inspection report will be placed in the Public Document Room. ;.-

:
**
..

.

e
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Commonwealth Edison Company 2

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

Sincerely, -

-

' % - *- I ; ; .... ' ; .'i. L , . ,
--

; _. . ,
.

_ _
-
-

R. L. Spessard, Director E

Division of Reactor Safetv '

Enclosure: Inspection Report
No. 50-454/84-41 '9-

G- . . -
cc w/ enc 1: U

D. L., Farrar, Director
.,

-

of' Nuclear Licensino *

V. I. Schlosser, Project Manager hGunner Sorensen, Site Project '(Superintendent '

R. E. Querio, Station
.

'

Superintendent -

DMB/ Document Control Desk (RIDS)" i;
Resident Inspector, RIII Byron

# Resident Inspector, RIII
!Braidwood'

Phyllis Dunton, Attorney
, j;
- '

. General's Office, Environmental
~ !Control Division '

Ms. Jane M. Whicher I'
Diane Chavez, DAARE/ SAFE -

W. Paton, ELD
,

L. Olshan, NRR LPM J

.

.-

.. -

.

--

'

.

.

RIII~ RIII M!I RIII. 811 Rill
#

|}} c(,uies/id MW /j Of hk h DV
C.i Moser Hlwk.ns Hayes Walcer, R. Sp?ssard
07/25/54

, .t,
,
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION <

-
.,

REGION III r

*

.

Report No.'50-454/84-41(DRS) *

-

: Docket No. 50-454 License No. CPPR-130

Licensee: -Commonwealth Edison Company
,Post Office Box 767'

Chicago, Illinois 60690
-

:
Facility Name: Byros. Station, Unit 1 -

(..
!'

. Inspection At:' Byron, II'linois
u

Inspection Conducted: June 31, June 13-15, June 19-22, June 26-29, July 2-3,' mJuly 5-6 and July 13, 1984
[

$D &
Inspectors: .N. C. Choules T /C/E@

,

Date '

|}}$Y M '

I//S!M. M. Moser
:/

Date. , ,
r

:. 5..

Approved By: E. . C. -Hawkins , Chief , 6/lO784
Quality Assurance Programs Section 'Date 8

h

Inscection Summary '

[.

Inscettion on June 11. 13-15. 19-22, 26-29; July 2. 3. 5, 6, and 13, 1984
(Recort No 50-454/84-41(DRS))
Areas Insoected: Routine, announced inspection by regional . inspectors of the
maintenance program; design change program, surveillance test and calibration "

,,

control program; -test and experiments program; and measuring and test equipment
program. The inspection involved 200 inspector-hours onsite, four inspector-
hours at Operations Analysis Department (OAD) in Maywood, Illinoic, 6nd ten
inspector-hours at the corporgte headquarters by two inspectors.
Results: No items..of noncompliance were identified.

'
s

e

-g\ -
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'

.
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DETAILS
-

.

1. Persons Contacted
,

Commonwealth Edison Comoany (Ceco) -

-

*R. E. Querio, Station Superintendent
*R. 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 '

.
*H. R. - Erickson, Master Mechanic i. . .

~ '** *M.' Mudge,. Maintenance Staff
;

*A. Chernick, Quality Control Supervisor-

,.
' *D. A. Sible, Quality Assurance Engineer

2

"R. G. Gruber, Quality Assurance Engineer
!*" *R.'Poche, Licensing Coordinator [*D. .Ruehlmann, General Instrumentation Supervisor, OAD i

*W. H. Koester, Station Nuclear Design Engineer
*J. Bitel, Director Quality Assurance for Operations

**R. Rhodes, Maintenance Staff -

I USNRC
\.

"J. M. Hinds, Senior Resident Inspector '

.K. A._Connaughton, Resident Inspector ;
I'

Other personnel were contacted as a matter of routine during the i
inspection. !

.

* Denotes those attending the exit interview on July 6, 1984.
-

"" Denotes those attending a followup meeting on July 13, 1984. '

2. Procram Areas Insoected
,,

a. Desion-Chance and Modification ?rocram ~

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 accordanca.with the licensee's .

Quality Assurance Program; 10 CFR 50, Appendix B; the Technical
Specifications and ANSI N45.2.11-1974.

(1) Documents Reviewed
,

~

(a) Eyron Acministrative Procedures
-

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

2
. . .-_. - . - - . . . _ , - , - , _. .,,,
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2 BAP 1600-1, " Initiating and Processing a Nuclear Work
'

~ Request," Revision 3 (Draft)-

_ 3 BAP 1340-5, " Issuance of Documents that are-

Controlled," Revision 5 -

4; RAP 1340-3, " Station Drawing Change Control,"
Revisions 3 and 4'

'T 5 BAP 400-11, " Preparation of Maint/ Mod Procedures,"
* Revision 0, (Draft)

'-
! BAP 400-10, " Preparation of Station Traveler,"_-

Revision 0 (Draft)
Z -BAP 400-9, " Maintenance Alternations," Revision 1

3
8 BAP 400-3, "Setpoint - Changes ," Revision 2
9 BAP 300-5, " Temporary Alteration," Revision 7 L

!
.(b) ' Station Nuclear Enoineerino Department /Proiect Engineerino [,.

-
7:; . - (SNED/PE) Procedures

e, - 1 - Q.1, " Safety Related ASME Code Design Specifications," -

-

' Revision 2 '

2 ~ Q.6, " Modifications Originated by Station Technical [Staff," Revision _7 c
3 Q. 7 " Modifications Initiated by SNED," Revision 1.

,

4 Q.3, " Field Change Request," Revision 6
5 Q.9, " Design' Change Notice," Revision 2

. ..

.6 Q.12, " Classification and Listing of S.afety-Related
,-

. Items and ASME' Section III Co,mponents," Revision 5 I

2 Q.16, " Drawing Change Request," Revision 3
'

8 Q.51, " Design Docume.nt Preparation and Review," ;.a
Revision 0 (Draft)' i

.
-

_.
,

(c)- Quality Assurance Manual Quality Procedures (QP)
_

1, QP 3-1, " Design Control"
2 QP 3-2, " Design Change Control" .

'
3 QP 3-51, " Design Control For Operations, Plant

,

Modifications"
1

(2) Result of Inspection
.. .

(a) QP 3-51 was the Quality Assurance Manual procedure which
provided the generic instructions for all operating

~

Commonwealth Edison plants regarding the control of design -
,~

changes (modifications). The procedure which implemented .

- the instruction for the Station was BAP 1650-1. When the
inspector initiated the inspection, a draft BAP 1650-1 *

pcocedure had been' prepared. Review of the draft 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 licer,see
representatives,.the inspector stated that E*.P_1650-1,

should contain both the details in QD3-51 and seditional
requiremerts unicue to the_ Station so that personnel _would
only have to refer to one procedure. During this inspec-
tion, the licensee revised and approved the procedure to

3
-. . . - - . . . __ _ - - - -- . - . _ - , . . . _
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.includemore5etails. The inspector reviewed the revised
'

procedure and.has no further questions regarding this-
..,

+ ~ matter.
.

~

.(b) Review of the Station's drawing control procedure BAP
1540-3, Revision 3 revealed the following concerns: '

-

1 The procedure did not describe how drawing revisions
were handled between initiation and completion of a
modification. There was no assurance that if two 6- - - .

engineers were independently developing modifications'
,

which affected the same drawing that they sould be h
aware of other modifications affecting the drawing. [

f.2. The procedure required the stamping of all existing L
'

drawing aperture cards and control room critical !!.,. ; .

drawings as " Revision Pending." The cards and
drawings were stamped upon receipt of construction*-

,'

drawings for a modification rather than at the time
{'of the installation of the modification. There'could

be considerhble time delay between receipt of drawings I$ and initiation of a modification. Stamping the .'.

drawings too far ahead of installing the modification
could be confusing to the drawing users. A,

. . p
m . During this inspection, the licensee revised and approved

_',

BAP 1340-3 to' address the above. concerns. The inspector
' ' reviewed the revised procedare and has no further !:'questions. j,-

.,

.- - . i
.(c) The. licensee had not specified appropriate guidelines

for reporting modifications to the NRC as required 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 Specification, Section 6.5.
The licensee agreed to address these concerns. This is

'

considered open pending further review during a subsequent ;.
' inspection (454/84-41-01). i.,.,

e
(d) The inspectors reviewed the SNED/PE procedures related to -

'

modifications and spent:one day at the corporate offices
reviewing.the modification program with SNED and QA

.

.. personnel.' All-safety-related modifications are trans-
~

_ . _ mitted to SNED for development. SNED then ser ds the
majority of the modifications to architect / engineering
firms.for development. The procedures have been
constructed accordingly.

SNED has recognized that their procecures are not entirely.

'adecuate to assume' responsibility for the deveTopment of
the remaining modificatior.s. Accordingly, tney have

'

prepared a new draft procedure (Q.51) to cover the -

preparation and review of design documents. Review of

,

- _ . _ . _ . - ~ ___ , _ _ . . ~ . . __ .- . ..._.- _ , , , , _ . . _ - , , _ - - - _
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this draft procedure indicated that the following ANSI
N45.2.11 requirements were not completely addressed in the- .. ,

. procedure:
,

-l' No' requirement existed to review the modifications
for all 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 procedures,
but a complete list in Section 3.2 had not been

_ developed.

.

2 All of the items listed in Section 6.3.1 of ANSI
N45.2.11 regarding design review were not included

,in the procedure. :

(

Durin'g this inspection, the licensee revised the procedure ',, . s
"''

to_ include the_above.' The inspector reviewed the revised-

<

procedure and has no further questions.,

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

b. 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 50.59. The licensee stated that a program would be
ideveloped. This is considered to be an open item pending further
review during a- subsequent inspection (454/84-41-02). <

c. Surv.eillance Testino and Calibration Control

The inspector reviewed the _ program for the control and evaluation of ,'
surveillance testing, calibration, and inspection as required by '

~

Section 4-of the Technical Specifications and Inservice Inspection -
,

of Pumps and Valves as described in 10 CFR 50.55a(g). .The calibra-
tion of safety-related instrumentation which is not specifically
controlled by the Technical Specifications was also reviewed. The
following items regarding the surveillance testing program and the
calibration of safety-related instrumentation were considered during"

;. this review: master schedules for surveillance testing, calibration,
and inservice testing had been established; responsibility had been
assigned for the maintenance of the master surveillance schedule;
formal requirements for= the conduct of surveillance test, calibra-

.

tions, and inspections in accordance with approved procedures had
been esfablished; responsibilities and definition of methods for the

'

review and evaluation of surveillance test and calibration data had
been . established; responsibility to assure that required schedules
were satisfied had been established; and calibration requirements
for nontechnical _ specification safety related instrumencs had been
established. '

.

. g

5
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!(1) Documents Reviewed*

- .
,

(a) Byron Administrative Procedures

,

1_ BAP 400-7, " Preventative Maintenance Prog' ram,"
Revision 0 and 1 -

- 2- BAP 400-9, " Maintenance Alterations," Revision 0 and 1-

BAP 1400-1, " Byron Station Surveillance Program,"3_
Revision 2

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

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

- BAP 1400-4, " Technical Specification Surveillance By6

Frequency," Revision 1
7, SAP 1400-5, " Technical Specification Surveillance By I,. ,," Operating Mode," Revision 1
p BAP 1400-6, " Technical Specification Limiting.

4 Condition for Operation Action Requirement (LOCAR)," ;
Revision 0 ;

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

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

E BAP 1400-9, " Tech Spec Data Package Cover Sheet
Completion and Use," Revision 0 '

.

.'~
12

' ~
BAP 1400-T2, " Technical Specifications Surveillance

Procedure Master Listing," Revision 1
,

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

~

(b') Byron Surveillance Procedures. -

-
BIP 2000-004, " Frequency of In Plant Instrument1
Calibration," Revision 1

2_ BIP 2000-006, " Control of Master Test Report Forms
,

for the Instrument Maintenance Department.," iRevision 1
|;3 BIS 3.2.1-002, " Surveillance Functional Test for the

Steam Generator Loop 1A Pressure Compensation ?
" 1P-0515 Channel (Prot.II)'," Revision 0

.

L 4 BIS 3.2.1-201, " Calibration of the Steam Generator
Feedsater Mismatch Protection Set II," Revision 1

5 BOS 0.1.1, "Shiftly and Daily Operating Surveillance," ;

Resisions 0 and 1
"p BVS 0.5.2 AF3, " Auxiliary Feedwater Valve Indication

Test," Revisions 0 and 1
7
-

BVS 0.5.3 AB.1, " Boric Acid Transfer Pumps and.
Associated Discharge Check Valve," Revision 0

8 BVS 0.5.3 AF.1, "ASME Surveillance Requirements for
Auxiliary Feedeater Pumps, Revision '

C - EVS 5.2.f.2-1, "ASME Surveillance Recuirements for
Safety Injection Pumps," Revisicn 0

_

f
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-
BVS S.2.f.3-1, "ASME Surveillance Requirements for10

Residual Heat Removal Pumps," Revision 0-
. .

- -BVS 6.2.1.b-1, "ASME Surveillance Requirements for
,

11
Containment Spray Pump," Revision 0 -

M BVS 6.2.1.c-1, " Containment Spray Automatic Yalve
Actuation," Revision 0

: M B,VS 7.1.2.1.a-1, " Motor Driven Auxiliary Feedwater
.Pump Monthly Surveillance," Revision 0

- M BVS 8.2.1.2.d-1, "125 Volt Battery Bank and Charger ;

- Operability and Battery Capacity," Revision 0
M Selected calibration records and procedures for -

'

safety-related equipment not required.to be ;
calibrated by the Technical Specifications. '

|f
(2) Results of Inspection

~-
.

.. -_

(a) The licensee had established 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 and that the
planned schedule was in accordance with the Technical,

Specifications.

The licensee'had established a master schedule and list
for calibration of safety 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 ver.ified tha.
they were included in the master calibration program, that, . -

calibration procedures had been established and that the ,

instruments had been calibrated.
J

(b) The procedures which controlled surveillances and calibra- ' . -
tions required by the Technical Specification were ~

designated SAP 1400-1 through 1400-9. 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 a surveillance,,,

and that surveillance procedures "should" include a " Tech
Spec Data Package Cover Sheet." These requirements are

,

mandatory for all Technical Specification surveillance
tests and,the "shoulds" needed to be replaced with

",, "shalls".' During this inspection, the licensee revised
and approved BAP 1400-7 to address the concern. The
inspector reviewed the revised procedure and has no
further questions.

(c) Review of the licensee's program for the control of cali-
bration and surveillance of safety-related inst,ru.ents that
are not recuired by the Technical Specification revealed
that there was no program.procecure describing (I) how

' instrument calibrations and surveillances are initiated,

'

7
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(2) closed out, (3) actions to be taken for deviation, and
(4) actions to be taken when surveillance and calibrations-

,

are not completed on time. Discussion with the licensee's
representatives revealed that these instrument.and compo-
nents were to be controlled through the preventative ,

maintenance program. Review of the program piocedure for
- the control of preventative maintenance (BAP 400-7,

Revision 0) indicated that it was inadequate to accomplish
the above. During this inspection, the licensee revised J

-~

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 daily
operating surveillance was BOS 0.1-1, Revision 1. Review -

'

of this procedure indicated that there were several *
, ... .

" surveillance data sheets which were to be completed each I
shift, but there was no requirement to assure that all the "-

,

'' surveillance data sheets had been completed 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 all surveill-
ante data sheets are' attached prior to signing the cover
sheet for the data package. The inspector has no further ^

question regarding this concern.-
. , ,

r
(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
',

-

peccedures indicated that the provisions for
independent verification for equipment returned to

^
the normal lineup was inadequate. The procedures had
the following statement related to independent
verification:

,

"1. The functional te'st shall be considered
"

complete and 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
accomplished and there were no directions to have
independent verification of valve and/or swit,ch ,

pcsitions if the plant status was such that the loop
'

was not indicating. -

.

.,
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To correct these problems on a temporary basis, proce-.,

'g'
' 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
procedures are. revised to include the proper independ-
ent verification. The licensee committed to revise

.

' the monthly functional test procedures first and then*

the-18 month calibration procedures. All procedures
,- are planned to be revis'ed by the first refueling

outage. Approximately 300 procedures will require
revision. This item is considered to be open pending

- further review during a subsequent inspection .

!
(454/84-41-03). j;

F2 . Review of several BVS surveillance procedures
revealed that only some of the procedures requireds-

independent verification of valve and breaker lineups-

after testing. Examples of tests which did not,, :
require independent verification were BVS 5.2.f.3-1,
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.AS-1, Revision 0; and BVS 7.1.2.1.a-1, -

Revision 1.';.

,

Based on the sampling of procedures, it was apparent''

, that a complete review of all surveillance procedures
needed to be performed to identify all independent

- -

verification probl, ems. The licensee stated they
would perform this review and revise. procedures to
include independent verification where applicable
prior to using the procedures. This is considered to

.be an open item pending further review during a _

subsequent inspection (454/84-41-04).
.

-

3 Review of procedures BVS 0.5.3AF.1, Revision 0 and
BVS 0.5.3.AB.1, Revision 0 indicated that valve ~

i

lineup was being independently verified. The veri-..

fication was documented by two independent signoffs
which stated " System returned to 'As Found' Status."
The two signoffs represented verification of the
positions for approximately 20 valves. Independent
signoffs for each valve did nnt exist on the data.z

sheet. The inspector is concerned that the present
system for ver'ification increases the probabili.ty for
errors relative to valve position. Licensee personnel
stated that they would review the concern. Pending
further-review, this matter is considered open

.. .(454/84-41-05). -

No items of nonconoliance or deviations were identified.

9
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d. Test and Measurino Ecuipment Procram
.

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 considertd during this review: equipment

-

inventory lists, calibration frequencies, and calibration procedures -

- had been established; requirements for calibration status marking
- recall system for calibration and out of calibration controls had

been . established; and control for adding new equipment to inventory
,;lists had been established. The implementation of the program was

also reviewed.

(1) , Documents Reviewed [
. .. .; '

,

(a) Byron Plant Procedures -

..

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

'7
2_ BAP 599-47, " Byron Station Chemistry Quality Control

Program," Revision 0.

3 BCP 510-1, " Laboratory Instrumentation Quality
..

'

Control Calibration Schedule," Revision 1
4 BCP 51032, " Laboratory Instrumentation Quality '

Control Calibration Log and Data Shest," Revision 2 -.;. ,
'

5 BCP 520-3, " Proper Handling and Storage of Equipment,"
Revision 0

6 BCP 540-1, " Corrective Action-Calibration,," Revision 2
2 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
9_ BIP 2400-29, " Certification of Ashcroft Compound '

Gauge," Revision 9
p BHP 4200-3, " AMP Wire Crimp Tool Calibration,"

Revision 3
11 BNP 3400-1, " Certification of Mechanical Maintenance

Measurement Equipment," Revisions 1 and 2 .,,

-
BRP 1170-1, " Administrative Controls For Health12 *

Physics Instrumentation," Revisions-0 and 1 h

(b) Quality Assurance Manual Ouality Procedures (0P)
.,. .

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

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

for Operations-Portable Test and Measuring
Eauipoent"

~

m

4
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'(c). Calibration Records for Measurino and' Test Eouioment
. .

,

1- OA Number Instrument or Eouioment.

'

020810BY Mansfield and Green Pressure Tester
019803BY Hydraulic Pressure Te' ster

: 127920BY Digital Multimeter
-

153823BY Doric Trendicator -

'
045805A4 Vernier Caliber

- 041830BY Micromenter Standards
021807BY Torque Wrench
0548178Y Clamp on Ammeter
249810BY' Go-No-Go Gage

-249808BY Crimper
052807BY Insulation Tester

. .. A ~051064T AC Ammeter
~

0197071T John Fluke Voltmeter
.

052807T Megohn Tester.

,#
094051T' Standard Resister -

2' Serial Number Instrument or Eouipment
.

130 Cutie Pie Radiation Detector .

3207 Air Sampler
8142 Flow Meter

"

Model 1015 X-Ray Monitor -
----

Conductivity Cell----

HRSS OH Meter----

AAIS CPP-3002 Proporti,ons Counter----

(2) Result of Inspection
'

'

(a) 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_

. procedure revealed the following:
,

- 1 There was no requirement that new equipment would not .

be used until it was calibrated and tagged...

2 The procedure required QA stickers to be attached to
calibrated equipment. It did not describe the type '

of QA stickers and what they should contain (e.g.,
-da.te' calibrated and date due for calibration).,.

3 Section 3.c.(2)(a) indicated that a work request was
to be used to initiate certification of equipment.
Interviews revealed that, in.ac.tual practice, either
a blanket work request or a computer report was used. i

-

.

11
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4, Section 3.c.(3)(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 reviewed
.the revised procedure and has no further questions.

(b) Review of department procedures revealed the following: '

1 BMP 3400-1, Revision 1, was the Mechanical Maintenance
Department's procedure for the control of measuring
and test equipment. There was no guidance in the

-

procedure regarding the attachment of calibration-
-

-j stickers to equipment.
.

', 2 BRP 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.

3 There was no procedure addressing the issuance and
, control of measuring and test equipment assigned to

,.

the Instrument Maintenance Shop.

The licensee revised and approved procedures SAP 3400-1
and BRP 1170-1 to address the comments. A new/ procedure,

i' BIP 2000-5, was prepared and . approved to control instre-
ment maintenance test and measuring equipment. The
inspector reviewed the revised BMP 3400-1, SRP 1170-1,
and the new BIP 2000-5, and has no furthe,r questions.

(c) The inspector reviewed the implementation 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 DAD to verify instru-
ments were being calibrated at the required frequencies*

.

and that they were being properly tagged to indicate
calibration status. Traceability to the National Bureau

.of Standards was also verified.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.
.

e. Maintenance Procram

The inspector reviewed,the licensee's maintenance program to
ascertain whether the QA program relating to maintenance activities
had been established in accordance with the Quality Assurance
Program and 10 CFR 50, Appendix S requirements. The foilcwing items
were_ considered during this review:' written procedures had been ~

.

12
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established for initiating requests for routine and emergency main-
tenance; criteria and responsibilities had been designated for

- performing work inspection of maintenance activities; provisions and
responsibilities had been established for the identification of
appropriate inspection hold points; methods and responsibilities had
been designated for performing testing following mainteriance work;
methods and responsibilitiesefor equipment control had been clearly-

: defined; documentation requirements have been established 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 '

for. controlling special processes. -

The inspector also reviewed the licensee's preventative traintenance
program to verify that a written program had been established which

. . included resporisibility 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 Manual Quality Procedures (QP)

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

(b) Byron Station Procedures
,

1 BAP 300-7 " Equipment Lubrication," Revision 2
2 BAP 300-18 " Removing and Returning Equipment,

Out-of-Service," Revision 5
.

3 BAP_300-36 " Locked Equipment Program," Revision 2
4, BAP 400-7 " Preventative Maintenance Program,"

Revisions 0 and 1
5 BAP 400-8 " Work Request Coordinating Procedure,"

'

Revision 1 (Draft)-

6 BAP 1100-15 " Station Housekeeping / Equipment Preserva-
tion," Revision 4

7 BAP 1400-1 " Byron Station G.eneral Surveillance,,

Program," Revision 2
8 BAP 1500-1, " Initiating and Processing a Nuclear Work

Request," Revision 3 (Draft)
~

BHP 4200-37 " Setting Geared Limit Switches on9
Liinitorque Valve Operators," Revision 1

'

10 BHP 4200-39 " Setting Torque Switches on Limitorque
Valve Operators," Revision 1

IJ BHP 4200-40 " Remove and Reinstall Torque Switches on -

Limitorque Valves," Revision '

-
BHP 4200-41 "Limitorque Operatcr Electrical C,heckout,"12

Revision 0
g EHP 4299-A4 "Terque Switch Settings of McCor Operated

valves," Revision D

- 13
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14 EMP 3000-3 " Control of Personnel Qualification Records

'

for-Special. Processes," Revision 1
*

' - 15 BMP 3100-3 " Internal Inspection and/or Minor Repair
aof Valves," Revision 2

.

16 BMP 3100-T4 " Internal. Inspection and/or Minor Repair
of Valves Checklist," Revision 0 ~

;[7 - BMP 3100-008 " Mechanical Closure Procedure,"
-

Revision 1 *

_

-- EM? 3100-T8 " Mechanical Closure Data Sheet,"18
'

Revision 2
-

19 BMP 3118-5 " Installation of-the Upper Internals of
the Reactor Vessel," Revision 2

20 BMP 3118-6 " Instrumentation Port Column Assembly,"
Revision 0

21 BMP 3118-7 " Reactor Vessel Closure Head Installation,"
Revision 1, , .

' C '-
- 22 BMP 3118-T7 " Reactor Vessel Closure Head -Installa---

,
, tion Checklist," Revision 1

~

.
4, 23 BMP 3119-1 " Disassembly, Inspection, Parts Replace-

.

ment and Reassembly of the Residual Haat Removal
Pumps," Revision 0

~24 BMP 3119-T1 " Disassembly, Inspection, Part: Replace-..,

ment and Reassembly of the Residual Heat Removal
Pumps Checklist," Revision 0

25 BMP 3300-3 " Cleaning of Parts and Materials,"
, , Revision 2 ,

26 EMP 3300-T2 "Cleanino of Parts and Materials
Checklist," Revision 1

,,(c) . ork Reouests ,W '

Number Description

1 .E 07551 1A Diesel Generator

;2 E 07 93 SX Makeup Pucp ~

. -
5 07802 Bus III Eatterv Charcer3

- -

'"
4 E 07E52 10 Diesel Oil Storage Tank Drain Valve

(d) Work Recuest Form (New ; Version) Ceco 85-222E(s) 12-83

(e},,SelectedpreventativeMaintenanceTasks

(2) Results of Insoection

(a) The licensee's precedure for the control cf ccrrective

maintena ce activities was BAP 400-E, Revisicr: I (Draft)
,

("kle ri: :t:eest Coorcinating Procecure") an: EAF 1600-1,
,

Revisicr 3 (Ora't)' (" initiating ar.c Procesring a h'uclear
Work Recusst";. ,The inspecter's review of EAP 400-E anc
EAP 1600-I and the associate: Werk Recuest (WR) fore
revealed that .EAP 1500-1 and SAP 400-5 tcgether cescribe

1
~
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the initiation and processing of a h'uclear Work Request
(WR). The inspector reviewed the draft revisions of the* '*

. two. procedures and noted certain advantages to the
licensee that could be derived by combining them as one-

procedure. The licensee subsequently incorporated the BAP
400-8 procedure into the BAP 1600-1 and included some of
the inspector comm,ents. The new draft was reviewed by the

-

inspector and additional concerns were identified. The
licensee agreed to provide additional instructions in the
revised draft procedure concerning the following issues:. -

1 Indicate what actions the office supervisor is to I
take when a completed work package is received from '

computer entry personnel. >

'3rstructions which specify when a Discrepancy Report,, , ; s 2 - "
.,

''f : ' (DR) is to be initiated.
'--

3- Provide a description of what activities are involved i
in obtaining shift authorizatien to perform work for '

a work request. This should incluce referencing the
.out of service procedure SAP 300-18.

4 There was no requirement to record the equipment
tagout number on the WR form to provide traceability -, efrcm the WR to the tagout.

F5 There was no requirement for the cognizant mainteii-
. ante work analyst to evaluate if the WR qas a design

,

change and document this. decision on the WR form.._

. Pending review of the revised' draft procedure, these items
1are considered open (454/84-41-06). ;.

t

(b)' Several of the maintenance procedures (BMP) did not have . .
'

instructions for maintaining internal clear.liness during
maintenance work. The licensee agreed to review all BMP
procedures for adequate cleanliness controls and revise
the procedures as required. Pending review of the revised,

"

procedures, this item is conside' red open (454/54-41-07).

(c) Hold points were not normally specified in the maintenance
procedures. QC and QA inspectors identified hold points

2,, on a case by-case basis 'during their review of the WRs.
" There was no written guidance on the establishmer.t of hold "

points; hence, there was no assurance that adeo.uste hold
points.were being consistently established. Pending
further review, this item is considered coen

(454/54-41-08).
.

6
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31 Ocen Items
~

Ope'n items are matters which have been discussed with the licensee, which
will be reviewed further by the inspector, and which involve some action
on part of 'the NRC or licensee or both. Open items disclosed during the
inspection are discussed in Section 2, Paragraphs a.(2)(c), b., c.(2)(e)1,
c.(2)(e)2, c.(2)(e)3, e.(2)(a), e.(2)(b), and e.(2).(c).,

4. -Exit Interview

The inspectors met with licensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph 1) ,

on July 5 and July 13, 1984, and summarized the purpose, scope, and '

findings of the inspection.
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ENCLOSURE 5 6.A. ..

/ UNITE D STATES -<

~ ,: N % [</ j.,! NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONy, .

c REGION lit
o,, ? ,[ 799 ROOSEVELT ROAD

gv*....f c L es Ettvu. ittinois sot 27
-

AUG 311984

Occket No. 50-454 N Y* h b
.

Commonwealth Edison Company '

ATTN: Mr. Cordell Reed i
Vice President

Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690 ,

{

Gentiemen:
.

i
~ * c~_.

This refers to the routine safety inspection conducted by Mr. H. A. Walker of
thismoffice on June 11-15, July 5-6, July 9-12, and August 16-17, 1984, of '

activities at the Evron Nuclear Power Station authorized by NRC Construction
Permit No. CPPR-130Td on July 16-17, 1984, of activities at your corporate
offices in Chicago. Our findings were discussed with Mr. R. E. Querio, ,

Mr. J. S. Bitel, and others of your staff at the conclusion of the inspection.

The enclosed copy of our inspecti.on report identifies areas examined during -the inspection. Within these a:eas, the inspection consisted of a selective
examination of procedures and representative records, observations, and t

interviews with personnel,
i

This inspection constit'utes part.of our effort to assess the status and
adequacy of yo0r ope' rations quality assurance program and its implementation .

to support readiness for issuance of an operating license to Byron Unit 1.
Other inspections in this area have been conducted or planned in order for us
to make this overall assessment. We reccgnize that all aspects of this
program are not required by the NRC to be implemented at this time.

,

During this inspection, certain of your activities appeared to be in~ non-
ccmpliance with NRC requirements, as specified in the enclosed Appendix.
A wrii. ten response is required. These items relate.to the adequacy of the

*

audit program being implemented by the Eyron Station' quality assurance.-
crganization. Additionally, other audit program weaknesses are delineated in
Fara;raph 2.b. of the enclosed inspection repcrt. These weaknesses, as well '

as tr.e item of nonccmpliance, need to be resolved in order for us to make a
positive assessment regarding!the implementation of your operatiens quality

, assurance program? Therefore, we request that you address each of these
weaknesses in your response to this letter.

In acccrdance with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a cecy of this letter anc the enclosures
wil' :s olaced in the NRC Public Docu en. Ec0: urless you nctify inis office,
b 10'.e-hone, withir. ten days of the catt of tnis ietter and set-it written
2: .' ;;stion to <itnneic informaticn ccrtained thereir, within th'-ty days of

.
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JCommonwealth Edison Company 2
*

-
.

the date of this letter. Such application must be consistent with' the re-
quirements of 2.790(b)(1). If we do not hear from you in this regard within
the specified periods noted above, a copy of this letter, the enclosures, and
your response to this letter will be placed in the Public Document Rcom.

,

'

The responses directed by this-letter (and the accompanying Notice) are
,,

not subdect to the clearance procedures of the Office of Management and ;

'

Eudget as required by the Paper. work Reduction Act of 1980, PL 95-511. j

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

'Sincerely, s
.

' " " '
^;1C h*;;T h-1 's T 5r.- L; :. .. :

'

- - - . -
.

-
..

.I'"
,

R. L. Spessard, Directo,
,

Division of Reactor Safety t
.

''
Enclosures: E

1. Appendix, Notice
of Violation ,-

2. Inspection Report
.

No.~50-454/84-40(DRS) '

*dc w 'ar.cis
'

D. L. Farrar, Director .

of Nuclear Lice ~nsi'ng
'

V. I. Schlosser, Project Manager ,
'

Gunner Sorensen, Site Project ,

'5;;erintendent
R. E. Querio, Station

Superintendent . *

'

DME/:ocument Control Desk (RIDS)
Resident Inspector, R!II Syron
Resident Inspector, RIII 4'

.
~

Braidwood -
o,

Phyllis Dunton, Attorney >

Ger.eral's Office, Environmental
Ccr. trol Division .

-

- D. L'. Cas sel , Jr. .. Esq. :
Dia.e Chavez, DAARE/ SAFE
R. Rawson, ELD

.

}bl _a|d~ Y.(fk |:,

] ,s .

-\ R]]1 R111, -n RIII
0 't\ (lh

:::: '6 111
. .2 Y $0

.t-/sf Hawkins * iS:les Walker' Sthe ri c - (pessard
g[

;
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Accendix..,

.

'\
'

'

i -NOTICE OF VIOLATION---
'

,
;

'

-

:.~;-

.

2 Commonwealth Edison Company ~ Docket No. 50-454
Eyron 1-

3 ,
*

As a rrtult of the ins'pection conducted on June 11-15, July 5-6, July 9-12
'

July 15-17, and August 16-17, 1984, and in accordance with the General Policy
and Procedures for NRC Enforcement Actions, (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C), the:

following violation was identified:
-

,
. .

,

_ 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVIII, as implemented by the Commonwealth
| .Ecison Operaticas Quality Assurance Program including a commitment to
i ~ AN514N45.2.^12 and ANSI N45.2.23, requires that a comp ehensive system of

'

'

% .- planned and periodic audits be carried out in accordance with written procc- |
; ' dure?' or check lirts by appropriately trained personnel to verify compliance
; with all aspects cf the quality issurance program and to determine the ' effec--

tiveness of the program.1

E #
' ' ~ '

Contrary to the above, certain deficialties were identified in the audit

program being performed by the Byron Station-quality assurance organization asr

E follows: *

. .

4 1. Audit Procedures QP 18-51, QP 18-52, and QP 18-1 which were being used
[ did not address a number of the ANSI N45.2.12 and N45.2.23 requirements.

,~
? - / . w.

-

- 2. Audit plaps..were not prepared.for project audits as required Ey
j Paragraph 4.2.1 of ANSI.N45.2.12.

.
,

E

3. Lead auditors were not performing all aud'it related activities as:

[ required by Paragraph 4.2.2 of ANSI N45.2.12.
- .

[ '4. Cerrective or remedial action was not recuired fcr all audit itsas noted i
as deficient, as required by Paragraph 4.5.1 of ANSI N45.2.12.=

.: 4

| 5. Audit reports did not identify participating auditors as required by,,.

: Paragraph 4.4.2 of ANSI N45.2.12.
E

k E. An Audit finding was closed without appropriate corrective action as .

E required by Paragraph 4.5.1 of ANSI N45.2.12.
: .. .

; This is a SeveritE level IV violation (Supplement II).
I

Persuant to the ' provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, you are reouired to submit to thisk
E cf fice within thirty cays of the date of this Notice a written statement or
. E;; ' a%Etion ir. reply, including for each item of nencompiii .:e: (1)

m <t)
E O/

; # N
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Appendix 2
*

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

.

AUf31 YB# dc g ,-x X
Date R. L. Spessard, Director w

Division of Reactor Safety
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- U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY C0!&,I5510N
,*

*

. REGION III-

,

d 1

Report No.' 50-454/84-40(DRS) -

'

Docket No. 50-454 Construction Permit No.'CPPR-130 .

Licenset: Commonwealth Edison Company.
,'-

Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

Facility Name: Byron Station, Unit l'
t

. Inspection At: ~ Byron Station, Byron, IL '

.
.,,,..; .

Inspection Con' ducted: Byron Station on Jt.ne 11-15, July 5-6, July 9-12, and ['r, August 16-17, 1984. 1
Chicago, IL on July 16-17, 1984. l!

Inspector: H. Walker - f- 5/ -J-4-,

' '

Oate
-

-
-

Approved By: .F. hawkins,-Chief 6/E 1/64
-

~

~ Quality Assurance Date '

Programs-Section

:
-

Insoection-Sumr"sry ' ''
,

_Insoection on Junc jl-15, July 5-6, Julv 9-12, July 16-17. and Aucust 16-17,
-

1954 - ( Re:: ort Nc. S'.4454/84-40(DRS)) [Areas Inspected: Routine, announced inspection by a regional inspector of -

-QA/QC. program administration; operations and construction audit procrams; and F
'

corrective action program. The inspection involved a. total of 92 -

inspector-hours onsite and 15 inspector-heurs at corporate headc;borters. f
.Results: Of the three areas inspected, one item of noncompliance was '

'
Licentified (deficiencies in the audit program being performed by the Byron-

15tatien QA organization) Paragraph 2.b. (2)(e)).
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DETAILS

1. " PeEsons Contacted

Commonwealth Edison comoany (CECO)

**J. 5. Bitel, Director of Quality Assurance (Operations)
R. D. Branson, Master Electrician -

*W. B. Burkamper; Quality Assurance Supervisor (Operations)
~&. N. Campbell, Office Supervisor
"A. J. Chernick, Quality Control Supervisor
T. E. Didier, Master Instrument Mechanic
H. R. Erickson, Jr. , Master Mechanic..

R.-A. Flahive, Assistant Technical Staff Supervisor !-

*R. G. Gruber, Quality Assurance Engineer [
K. J. Hansing, Quality Assurance Superintendent ~ ;. , , , . . ,

- Z. E. Harl, Quali ty Assurance Staff Assistant
cB. Jaccbs, Technical Staff-

..

"' *L. 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 Station Superintendent '

R. G. Rhoades, Maintenance Staff
A. 52'lar, Training Coordinator

"D ;E.. St. Clair, Technical Staff Supervisor ~

H. P. Studtmann, General Supervisor - Quality Assurance
L. A. Sues, Assistant Superintendent-Maintenance
T. J. Tulon, Operating Engineer

. '

'

"R. C. Ward, Assistant Superintendent Administration and Supplies
*J. L. Woodridge, Quality Assurance Supervi.sor (Construction)

USNRC
L:

*P. Brochman, Resident Inspector
K. Connaughton, Resident Inspector

,

^J. M. Hinds, Jr. , Senicr Resident Inspector ,

b

Other personnel were contacted as a matter of routine during the..
'

inspection.
.

" Indicates those attending the exit peeting on July 12, ISS at the
Eyron Station.

,

.r

"* Indicates those attenoing the exit meeting at the Commenwealth Edison
Ccrporate Of fices on July 15-17, 19S4.

.

.
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- 2. ,Procram Areas Inspected
,

*

Thi's inspection was primarily conducted to determine the degree of imple-
mentation of the operations QA program to support the issuance of an
. operating license. Other in pections. in this area have been conducted or

.

;
are planned in order for the NRC to raake this assessment. The results of
this inspection are documented in,the following sections of this report.

.

a. 0A/0C Administration
~~-

.

The administration of. the Byron QA/QC program was reviewed to verify y
compliance with regulatory recuirements and operational QA program f
commitments. The inspection was performed by reviewing applicable ;
procedures and records and conducting personnel interviews.

(1) -Documents Reviewed- - I
. .., .,

.-se - - s

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

-

''' . 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 ;

'

Components"
,, ,

(d) Quality Assurance Memorandum No. 7, " Quality Assurance ['Engineer / Inspector Qualif-ica+ ion Procram to Meet the
Requirements of.. ANSI N45.2.6" ~-

__

..

BAP 3000-0, " Quality Control index"(e)

(f) BAP 1000-2, Revision 3, " Quality Assurand,e Hold Tag" E
i

(g) BAP 1000-3, Revision 4, " Quality Assurar.ce Reject Tag"

. (h) SAP 1000-4, Revision 2, " Discrepancy Record for Stores ,

Mate rial" .

...

(i) BAP 1000-5, Revision 0, " Quality Control Review of ISI and
NDE Personnel Certifications"~

(j)..EAP1210-i, Revision 1,"On-siteReviewFunctions".

(k) BAP 1210-2, Revision 0, " Selection of Personnel to
Participate in the On-site Review and Investigative
Function"

.

. (1) EAP 1210-4, Revision 0, " Signature Alternates fer
Procedural Conter.t' and Technical Eeview'

,

.

n e,- - .--y,,
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''' - (m) . BAG 1300-1, Re. vision 0, " Station Procedure ~ Manuals"
*

(n) . BAP 1310-4, Revision 1, " Preparation of Temporary*

Procedures and Temporary Changes to the Permanent
Procedures"

(2) Resu'lts of Inspection

(a) Du-ing the review of procedures used by the quality 1

assurance organization, the_ inspector noted that quality *

.,

assurance department memoranda were being used as
procedures to describe methods for performing quality

. [
related activities. The following observations were made
with regard to these documents: ,[

i;

1. No documented procedure existed for preparation, f
" "e review, approval'and control of quality assurance ,f

department memoranda... ,

r-i, ;,

L Individual quality assurance department memoranda [
contained only the signature of the Corporate QA E

'Manager and there was no evidence cif the required
' " review by a knowledgeable person other than the

originator.
.

These issues were discussed with CECO QA personnel. On
' July 9, 1984, the inspector reviewed revised copies of all

seventeen quality assurance department memoranda. The
.

memoranda contained the r.equired signatures and a new
. procedure which described the required procedural' controls,.

had been developed.' The memoranda have been issued for
* - use and the inspector has no further concerns regarding g

this matter. [
p

(b) During the review of Quality Assurance Department Memorandum-
No. 7, dated April 1984, the inspector noted~that in some
cases the procedure allowed training to be substituted for i
the experience levels specified by ANSI N45.2.6-1978. This -

procedure _was revised and reissued and is now acceptable.
.

The inspector has no _further questions regarding this
,

''

matter.

CECO QA personnel performed a review of certification
.. records of personnel who were qualified to Memorandum
' No. 7. The review was performed to determine if QA

personnel had been certified'to the minimum experience
requirements specified by ANSI N45.2.6. Two separate
surveillance reports, generated as a reselt of this
revies, ware revie+:ec by tne NRC inspec ar One cf the

- surveiiiance reports acdressed the certification of Eyror.
0A personnel and the other dealt with tr.e certificatic.n cf

- Oc perscrnel et other CECO naciegr fAcilitiGc, i rGrie -

of the serveillances by the NRC inspectcr did not incicate
a problem with QA personnel assignec to Eyren; heaever..

~

4
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the certificai.icns of some personnel assigned to other-

projects appeared to be questionable. A subsequent review
*

of selected certification records at the Corporate QA
,

-

Office failed to resolve the issue because some of the -

resumes did not contain sufficient detail. This matter is
unresolved pending further review (454/84-40-01).

|
(c) During the review of procedure BAP 1210-2, the inspector

4

.

noted that the Quality Control Supervisor had designated
all QC Level II inspectors as unrestricted alternates to_

-~

the on-site review committee. The inspector questioned :

whether all these designated alternates were qualified in ;

| all areas in which the QC Supervisor would be involved.
7

CECO personnel at Byron indicated they would perform a
review of the qualifications of these individuals and would !

,

'

,_ , .
. modify the alternate's responsibilities as appropriate. A !" -:- new assignment of alternate responsibilities was issued on

!<
. July 12, 1984. The inspector was provided a copy of the [

.

*, revised issue. Pending review of the alternates' qualifi- [cations for the revised assignments, this item is
[:considered unresolved (454/84-40-02). g

y.

(d) During a review of QA personnel cer ifica' tion 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 certification was not current ; -.''
and had not established a method to ensure that only quali- !

fied personnel were assigned to work in respective NDE :
.

disciplines. There was no indication that the QA encinear L
..had performed work in the uncertified discipline. This.,,

matter is unresolved.pe.nding review of a controlled method '

- to ensure assignment of quali~fied personnel to specific
,

work assignments (454/84-40-03). '

b. Audit Procram i
*

!, -

The Byron QA audit program was reviewed to verify compliance with
.Iregulatory requirements and QA program commitments. Inspection of

the audit program included a review of corporate QA audits of*,

suppliers and the Byron project, operations QA audits of '

pre-cperational testing, and a cursory review of construction QA <

audits. Audits of construction and operations (inclucing .

pre-operational testing) were can' ducted by separate quality
organizations who. report through separate channels tc the corporate

'QA cana6er. This' inspection primarily coverad internal audits by
. operational quality assurance; however, audits by construction -

quality assurance were briefly reviewed to cetermine if the problems
noted during the operations QA review, as described below. also
es.isted in the construction QA area. Cor?cre:e U aedits were also

, reviewed. The inspection was ;erformed by reviewing applicable
procedures anc records and conducting personnel interviess.

i

5
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'(1) Documents Reviewed
"

-

(a) Procedures-
.

1._ Q. P.18-1; " Quality Program Audits"

2. Q. P.18-51, " Audits for Operations - Quality '

Assurance Program Audits" :
.

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

: 4. Quality Assurance Department Memorandum No. 3, k" Quality Assurar.ce Audit and Surveillance of Nuclear i

Station Technical Specification by Station and [
Off-site Personnel" ?- ; i. -

5. -Quality Assurance Department Memorandum No. 5, i,

'-
' . , "Df f-site Audit Plans - Engineering / Construction [.

t
6. Quality Assurance Department Memorandum No.13,

,

" Quality Assurance Audit and Deficiency Numbering" I
.

:
.

7. Quality Acsu'rance Department Memorandum No. 16,
" Training'

"

(b) Audit Schedules for 1983 and 1984 j

(c) Eight Construction Audit . Files

6 "(d) ' Thirteen Operat~ ion's Audit File,s !
~ ?

'

U '(e) Auditer Qualification Records L
x
>

(2) Results of Inspection *
.

.

" '
,

.

'
.

.The inspect r reviewed audit schedules and records fo'r project
,

L QA audits cf construction, project QA audits of pre-operational f,

testing, corporate QA audits of the Byron project, and audits.of "

Byron suppliers. Selected auditor certification records were-

also reviewed.
.

The supplier audits reviewed were acceptable. Corporate audits
of the Byron pr'oject were generally acceptable. The construction
QA'Eudits, which were reviewed, appeared to be thorouch and well
controlled even though two programmatic deficiencies were
identified. Although two of the prcblems noted in the operations <

QA audits also existed in the construction QA audit area, the
impact ap; eared to be minor due to the use of more ex eriencee
personnel and more involvement by manage ent and lead aucitors.

,

Project QA audits of operations activities (ir.clecing ore-c; era-+

E
-
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tional testing) were being satisfacterily conduqted, exc'ept for' -

those discrepancies noted in the following sections of this
report. Specific observations made during the review were as*

- *

~follows:
.

(a) The inspector reviewed the three corporate ardits of the
Byron project conducted during the past two years. The
audits 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 -
~

audit conducted on August S-12, 1983. This item is <

unresolved pending further review of periodic corporate .

audits to verify that they include, within their scope, '

review of the Byron QA organization (454/84-40-04) e

me.--
"(b) During the review of auditor certification' records for L

operations QA auditors, the inspector noted that certain
, personnel had limited nuclear quality assurance exper ence.

experience at the Byron Station. This is an open item -
(h

i

. Most were recent college graduates with short term quality<.,

o

which will be reviewed at a later date (454/84-40-05). !
b

(c) During the review and discussion of project QA audit :
"

schedules for operations QA for 1983 and 1984, the inspetter . '

noted that there was no system to assure that required
,

.

technical specifications items are audited p.eriodically as .

required by the technical specifications. The inspector was--

,-

informed that this system would be prepared in the near '

future when personnel experienced in cperations were avail-
.

able.
'

'

.:. . ,: : a >

Currently, audits of' technical'specifi [ations requirements ~

only verify that the applicable requirements have been I

included in procedures. This was becs.use the Byron techni- U

cal specifications have neither been approved by the NRC nor.. ;

implemented by the licensee. This item is open pending
revies of the audit scheduling. system and the conduct of -

audits that verify technical specifications compliance /
subsequent to plant operation (454/84-40-05). p

'

. .

(d) In reviewing constru-tion QA audit No. 6-84-05, which was
conducted on Westinghouse pipe support calculations, the
Ceco auditor determined that two errors were found in each
of'the twd calculations reviewed during the audit. These ,

~

calculations had been checked and used in pipe support '

.-

design. An observation was issued as a result of the
problem. This observation was closed with the following
statement: "Due to the fact that none of these errors
were significait no further action is recuired. This item
is considered closed." This observatior was clcsed

~

without requiring action by Wes.incheese tc review acdi-t

tional calculations for errors or tc accress reasons that
perscns checking calculatsens cid nc; csiec; the errcrs.

|
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''' No additional . calculations were reviewed by the auditors.*

,

The licensee's" action taken does not appear to be adequate.
This item is unresolved pending NRC review of the calcula--.

.

tion errors (454/84-40-07).
4

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

'

-- Audit procedures QP 18-51 and 18-52 (operations1.
QA audits) and QP 18-1 (construction and supplier

_~~ ,,

' audits) were found to generally address the requisite e

requirements of ANSI N45.2.12 and N45.2.23, with the
exception noted below. .

*
Y
6

--
Paragraph 4.4.6 of ANSI N45.2.12 requires that Ia.
recommendations for correcting program J.

:, . e:. deficiencies be included in the audit report. [
t

'* <,, b. Paracraph 4.2.2 of ANSI. N45.2.12 describes the
mandatory audit responsibilities for lead y
auditors. (

r

c. -Paragraph 5.2 of ANSI b'45.2.12 and Regulatory- -
.

Guide 1.144 specify auait record requirements.
'

d. Paracraph 2.3.4 of ANSI N45.2.23. specifies audit e
participation time requirements as a basis for
lead auditor qualification.

L

' --
Paragraph 2.3.2 of ANSI N45.2.23 requires an -e.

'

evEluation of both written and oral-~

communication skills for lead auditor
qualification.

The inspector's review was not performed to the depth
which would ensure that all line items in ANSI N45.2.12
and N45.2.23 were procedurally addressed.

,

A:ccrdingly, the corrective action with regard to i

this . item should include an indepth review of the L

procedures to ensure inclusion of the appropriate*
.-

'

requirements.
.

2. Audit plans required by Paragraph 4.2.1 of
ANSIIN45.2.12 were not being prepared for operations
QA' internal audits of the Byron Station. This"

..

problem was not noted in construction audits.

-- Lead auditors were assigned as lead auditor for3.
several audits simultar.ecusly. As a result, some of
tr.e cuties specified in Faragrapn 4.2.2 of
A'iS I N 5.2.12 for a lead aucitor ware ret being*

perferrec. For example, lead audit:rs cic not actively
.

-

..r - _ - - _ _ ._ _. ._. , - - , , - - . . _ - . _ _
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_
participate in the performance of many of the^ audits )> -

ar.d there.is no' objective evidence that other
'' activities required for lead auditors (e.g., coordin--

ation of the' audit) were being performed. In most
cases, audits appeared to be performed with little
participation, guidance or supervision by the lead
auditor. The impact of this problem appeared to be
minimal in the construction QA area. .

-

_, During the review of records for operations QA'4.

audit 84-17 the inspector noted that checklist items -

indicated as discrepant were not adequately addressed. '

'
Two items indicated as discrepant were not covered by '

findings or observations and records provided no ;
explanations. The checklist for this audit indicated -

a seven discrepant items. Two findings and one observa-,

46 . tion were issued'which addressed only five of the seven *

-discrepant items. This was not in accordance-with1-
'

Paragraph 4.5.1 of ANSI N45.2.12. Similar deficiencies< , -
,

were not noted in the other 12 operations audit reports
~

,.

which were part of this review. Additionally, similar
problems were not evident in the construction QA '

y.

audits.

5. Audit reports did not identify auditors participating..-
in the audit as required by Paragraph 3.2 of,''

Attachment C of Procedure QP 18-51 and (
Paragraph 4.4.2 of ANSI N45.2.12. Similar problems

, were not evident in .the construction QA audits. "

~

6 .~ During ihd review of audi.t finding No.1 from
,

operations QA Audit 84-15, the inspector noted that ~

the finding was closed without the benefit of appro- L
priate corrective action. Althouch more than 20 per- 1
cent of the records reviewed were deficient, the !!

*

finding was closed without requiring a review of the
balance of the respectives reccrds. This was not in
accordance with Paragraph 4.5.1 of ANSI N45.2.12. Of ;
the 13 operations audits reviewed, this'was the only '

"' instance where failure to take appropriate corrective
'

action was identified.
.

These deficiencies (Ite'ms 1. througn 6. ) in the audit pro-
-

,, gram being performed by the Byron stations QA organization
are censidered to be an item of noncompliance with 10 CFR 50,-

Appendix-3, Criterion XVIII (454/84-40-08).

(f) Concerns noted durin; the review of project QA audits were
as follows: '

.

--

The three audit procedures (QF 15-1, 15-5; and1.
18-52) were not ccmp,lete and were c'if ficult to.

follow. The documents were not consis ent in

t

i

e
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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 (454/94-40-09).

2. In most cases, project operations QA internal audits .

verified programmatic requirements but did not verify
implementation of those requirements during_

pre operational testing activities. In other cases
,

~

where verification of implementation seemed to be
required the verification was not performed. For ;.
example, checklist item number 8 of audit 84-04 asks <

the question, "Is distilled water used to refill
~

. station batteries?" The auditor verified the .-
'

'u%- - requirement was included in the appropriate L
procedure; however, there was no actual verification [,

' '<, that distilled water was used to refill station !!
batteries. This is an open item pending review on a {subsequent inspection (454/S4-40-10). v.

f:
'

3. Checklists contained general ' questions with no-

details as to sample size or me.thods of
verification. These are left to the discretion of .

~

_the auditor during the audit. In some cases, this
appears to result in inadequate verification of F

checklist items. This is an open item to be reviewed :

_ in'a subsequent inspection (454/84-40-11). |
-...

4. In some cases', audit records-(i.e.., reports or F
~~ ~ ~ ~

~~

checklists) did no't indicate if the audits were .

~

'

-
'

performed by reviewing records, verification of
hardware or witnessing of work perforced. The '

-

inspector noted this in the records for Audit 83-33. .
,

-

This is an open item pending~further re' view of
current audits (454/84-40-12).

'

' '

(g) The auditor certification files at the Byron station were
' reviewed to determine if the certifications were

adequate. There were two items that could not be fully
evaluated. .

1. A copy of the lead auditor qualification examination
f ~~ recuired by Paragraph 4.2 of ANSI N45.2.23 was not

included in the auditor certification files at tne
site. Copies of the examinations w:re on file in the
training files of the indivicuais which are maintained
at the corporate QA office. ,

-

.

10-
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. L . Evidence .that auditor training courses completed
~'

, . .(as indicated in the ' certification records) included~, the specific training required by Paragraphs 2.2.1
'

and 2.2.2 of ANSI h'45.2.23 was not included in the
- certification file 1at the site. .

- This is an~open item pending further review of the
' Byron Stetion auditor certification records

~

.

- (45484-40-13). .

~ ~

c. Corrective' Action Program

The inspector reviewed the corrective action program and its
s

implementation to verify conformance with regulatory requirements -

and quality program commitments. The review included the quality
# trending program, action taken as the result of audit findings, and

the use of.the Action Item Record.. ..
...

- ,. . . . ..

(1)'' Documents-Reviewed |-
'

,,j

(a) Procedures

' 1' Q.'P.116-51, " Corrective Action for. .
.

-

Operations - Corrective Action System"

h Quality * Assurance Department Memorandum No. 6, [
*

" Trending of Audit Deficiencies" p:. .
<

-(b) ' Audit Status Log j

~(c) -Selected Action ' Item. Records ,

. - .
-

.. :

(2)- Res~ulta of Insoection 1
('

During the review, the inspector neted that Byron Operations [.

did not have a procedure for trending of discrepar!cies by cause '

or discrepancy type. The inspector was informed that Byron
personnel were aware of the need f.or this procedure and it will '

be developed in the near future. This matter is unresolved.

pending further review (454/84-40-14)..
,

.
..

3. -Unresolved Items '

'

Unresolved items are matters about which more information is required in
crder to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, items of
noncompliance, or deviations. Unresolved items disclosed during the
inspection are discussed in Paragraphs 2.a. (2)(b), 2.a.(2)(c),

'2 a.(2)(d), 2.b.(2)(a), 2.b.(2)(d), and 2.c.(2).
.

m.

.

.
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.-4.. Open Items-

Open 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),
2.b. (2)(f) h,~ 2.b.(2)(f) h, 2.b.,(2)(f) h, 2.b. (2)(f) h, and
2.b.(2)(g).'

.

5. Ex.it-Interview

The inspector met with licensee representatives (denoted in Paragraph 1)
at -the. Byron plant on July 12, 1984, and summarized the purpose, scope and
findings of the inspection. On July 17, 1984, the inspector summarized
the inspection results for licensee Quality Assurance representatives at -

the Corporate Quality Assurance Offices in Chicago. -
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SEP 2 41934

Docket ~No. 50-454-
Docket No. 50-455
Docket No. 50-455
Docket (o.50-457 ,

Ccemonwealth Edison ~ Company '

ATTN: - Mr. Cordell Reed
'Vice President ;

Post Office Box 767 >-

Chicaco, IL 60690 s

. nd.-: f'

Gentl emen: r..

t j.

This refers to the 'special safety inspection conducted by Mr. J. W. Muffett of p
this office on September 4,1984 of activities at Sargent & Lundy Engineerine A
concerning Byron Station, Units 1 and 2 and Braidwood Station, Units 1 and 2 v
authorized by NRC Construction Permits No. CPPR-130, No. CPPR-13), No. CPPR-132 .

*,and No. CPPR-133 and 'to the discussion of our findinos with Mr. T. Trarxa at the
conclusion of the inspection. [., ,,

The enclosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas examined during $
the inspection. Within these areas, the inspection consisted of a selective 1

"extmination of procedutes and representative records, observaticns, and
interviews with personnel .

~ -, . ~ .

No items of noncompliance v'th NRC requirerdents wdre identified during the
course of this inspection. t

5'In accordance 'with 10 CFR 2.790(a), a copy of this letter and the enclosure (s) -
will be placed in the NRC Public Document kom unless you notify this office,
by telephone, within ten days of the date of this letter anc submit written
a;clication to withhold information contained therein within thirty days of
the date of this letter. Such applice. tion must be censistent with the re--

ouirements of 2.790(b)(1). If we do not hear from you in this regard within*

the specified periocs noted above, a copy of this letter and the enclosed
inspection report will be.placed in the Public Document Room.

;

j.-
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Come.onwealth Edison Company 2
-

SEP 2 4 . S4e
. .-

L We will gladly. discuss any cuestions you have concerning this inspection.

Sincerely.

"Origiarl S!; sd by i;. L. Spessard"--

"

R. L. Spessard, Director
,

Division of Reactor Safety '

_

Encicsure: Inspection Report
finv 50-454/84-67(DRS);* I

'
-

.No. 50-4E5/84-45(DRS); s
'" N:e5D-456/84-26(DRS); ,

and No. 50-457/84-25(DRS) F

'

cc w/enci: -

D. L'. Farrar; Director
of Nuclear Licensing

, ,

V' .I . "Schlosser, Project Manaaer i.

Gunner Sorensen, Site Pro.iect'
~

" '

Superintendent !
'

R. E. Querio, Station-

Superintendent
DME/ Document-Control-De'sk (RIDS) s

Resident Inspector,'RIII Byron # '
*

Resident Inspecto'r, RIII
.

*

Eraidwood i
P.nyllis Dunton, Attorney '

.

General's Office; Environmental t

Control Division
D. W. Cassel , Jr. , Eso'.
Diar.e Chavez, DAARE/ SAFE
W. Piton, ELD*

''

L. Dishan, NRR LPM.-

:
*
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

' - REGION III-

_ _

,

i

ReportNo.5d-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-130; CPPR-131
._, 50-456; 50-457- License No. CPPR-132; CPPR-133

Licensee: Commonwealth Edison' Company
Post Office Box 7.67

'Chicago, Illinois 60690
1-

Facility Name: Byron Station, Units 1 & 2 g
'

"rR- Braidwood Station, Units 1 & 2 fi
i-.

Inspection At: Sargent & Lundy Engineers, Chicagn, Illinois j
i

Inspection Conducted: September 4, 1984 j;
,

ph h* ?Ws.

Inspector- . W. Muffett 72 8Y .,

Daie
V

bWbw k" N
Approved By: D. H. Danielson, Chief N'

'

Taterials & Processes Section, Date

Inscettien Su m ary -

Inspection on September 4, 1984-(Recort No. 50-454/84-67; 50-455/84-45: and
50-45 /84-26; 50-457/E4-25(DRS))

.4 ses.Insoectec: Special announced safety inspection to rev1ew calculations -'concerning the primary shield wall, the reactor pressure vessel shield wall,
** and the use of 1/4" concrete expansion anchors. This inspection involved a-

,

total of 9 inspector-hours by one NRC inspector.
Resuits: No items of noncompliance or deviatinns were identified. *

- :
*
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' DETAILS E
,

1. * Persons Contacted }
Commonwealth Edison Company (CECO) [

>

*T.-Tramm, Nuclear Licensing -

Saroent' & Lundy Engineers (S&L) '

"M._McCullough, QA Divisidn
,

"R._ W. Hooks, Assistant Head - Structural Engineering Divison
,

A. Al-Dabbagh, Senior Engineering Analyst
J. N. Diebold, Senior, Structural Engineer i

* ~

..,,.,, Denotes .those attending the exit interview.. . . . ,
, ,

2. ,, Allegation Concernino Primary Shield Wall and Reactor Pressure Vessel..
.,

' Shield Wall ,

p.

a. Allegation !J,

g
On hebruary,14', and May 27, 1984 anonymous ' allegations concerning -

Sargent & Lundy design practices were received by the NRC. One o1
the allegations is summarized below. The remaining allegations havt -

.

been addressed in a separate Region III inspection report (50-454/84-13; L

50-455/84-09, Section II). .

r

The' individual ~ alleged that the Byron plant was unsafe because of i

foundat. ion. problems, and .the sacrificial shield foundati6n was weak
by a. factor of 50%. The alleger- claimed the foundation would move,
slide or crack in an earthquake of 4.5 on the Richter scale causing '

radiation to leak from the containment. The alleger knew that a S&L
Division Head knew of the problem, but does not know what CECO.was told. >

The design was made prior to Three Mile Island, but has since been *
<

checked by S&L. In checking the design S&L " fixed the bocks." The .

alleger stated that data for the sacrificial shield to foundation .

connection was manipulated to make the books look good. The alleger h
contended that the quantity of rebar in the sacrificial shield and [,-
foundation had been significantly reduced. According to the alleger .

a group of ten S&L engineers had inf ormed S&L management of these
problems. Allegecly, S&L fired one engineer and did not promote the *

"

others. .The alleger claimed to have in his possession the original
records,cf the manipulated data.,

b. NRC Findings
'

In response to this allegation, inspections were conducted at Sargent
and.Lundy on April 25, and May 23, 1984. These inspections revealed

- the following feur significant technical issues cencerning the Primary
,

Shield Wall and the Rea tor Pressure vessel Snield Waii.
.



"7
.

. _.

. .

'

.

.

' (1). In the Oeismic analysis of the Primary Shield Wall (PSW) and other
walls in this area, the walls are assumed to act together as a unit.

,

(a s. ingle cantilever beam). This assumption is also used to -

aportion seismic loads among the various walls. No analysis is c
provided to justify this assumption.

(2) In the thermal analysis:of the PSW the affect of the constraint
provided by these other' walls is neglected (nonsymmetrical 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 a " pinned base" (free to rotate). The angular
displacement of the " pinned base" is then applied to the interior p.

base mat. This is r.onconservative because it neglects the stress 4

. produced by deflections which deviate from the " pinned base"
,..

" f) assumptioni (Thick shell affect.)
{s.
'

(4) In the Reactor Presssure Vessel Shield Wall analysis, the connectione,
' between the top beams and the embedded plates is identified as "7%

over_ stress under accident conditions." The analysis contains no
justification nr explanation as to why this condition is acceptable.

,

These issues werr; discussed with the licensee and its Architect / Engineer
and was classified as an open item. At the close of the discussion the
licensee committed to perform analyses to address these issues.

,

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 Calculation 4.3.2 which addressed the ef fct of nonsymmetrical-
.

constraint by other walls in relation to thermal stresses.-

Byron /Braidwood Calculation Book 6.1.3 " Primary Shield Wail Final.

Load Check" which addressed the issue of structural boundary
conditions at the Primary Shield Wall - Basemat Interface.

..

Byron /Braidwood Calculation Book 8.99.2, Revision 4, "RPV Shield.

Wall Design", which addressed the previously identified local over
stress condition.

>

.%

All of the abcVe analyses were reviewed in detail and found to be
acceptable. The structural adequacy of the structures covered by these
analyses has been demonstrated. The allegation concerning an ' engineer
being fired and others not being prcmoted in response te safety concerns
was dealt with in inspection recort 50-4 5 /84-13(OE). Interviews

- conducted during this inspection iacicatec no evicence of technical
concerns among enoineers identified by the 311eger. The allegation

3
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concerning the " books" being manipulated'to "look good" was also.

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 additional ^

: allegation concerning hangers. Report 84-13 and this report covers all
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.

3. A1_lecation 'Concernino The Use Of 1/4" Concrete Exoansion Anchors -

-

. _

t-

a. Allec_ation 4

In the same body of allegations mentioned in Paragraph 2 above, the
following ailegation was also made:

.

' - "4. . The s11eger stated that 1/4" expansion anchor bolts holding electrical,.

HVAC, instrumentation, and mechanical panels to floors and walls were,

*- underdesigned by 30-50%. The alleger furt.her advised this problem wasp e,,
~

identified three years ago at Zimmer and Marble Hill. Allegedly, S&L
. demoted the engineers after they had identified the problem. The alleger ''

-stated this problem was also applicable to-Byron,.'Braidwood, LaSalle and'

C1'i nto n.*
-

g

b. .NRC Findings' , .

'On May 22-13,-19S4, various calculations concerning Ehe use of 1/4"
concrete expansion anchors (CEAs) were reviewed. These calculations
were not sufficient to allow a conclusion to be crawn relative to
the use of-1/t" CEAs. Therefore th'is became an unresolved item.

.. ., _ . .

- On September 4,1984, further cal'culations and dr awings were reviewed
concerning the use of 1/4" CEAs. Sargent and Lundy Calculation 7.16/17.5 '

"4' and 8' Local Instrument, Panels" (anchored using 1/4" CEAs), output
from Sargent & Lundy's Anchor Assembly Analysis Program (CINCH), and .

drawing M-33, Revision L, sheet 38 were reviewed and found acceptable.
These calculations cover the following Local Irstrument Pinels:

-
.

.

2PL50J 2PL78JA '

2PL52J 2PL78JB'
-

2PL55J 2PL79JB .

2PL70) 2PL81JA .

2PL74J 2PL81JB
2PL75J / 2PL82JA

.c 2PL65J 2PL82JA
2Pl.67J 2PLS2JB -

2PL5CJ 2PL64JA
2PL57J 2PL84JB
2PL7e] OPL50J
2PL77): OPL53J

2* 2PLE50A OPL53JA ,

2PL85J5 OPL53J5
2PL65). t

.

4-

_. _ ,,_ , - .. _ _ .
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The calculations reviewed were acceptable and showed no evidence of
underdesign. This review of S&L design method concluded that S&L.

.

methodology for the design'of 1/4" CEA is correct. This methodology
is essentially the same for all other plants (Zimmer, Harble Hill,
Braidwood, LaSalle and Clinton). No evidence of technical concerns
or adverse personnel actions were indicated in interviews with engineers .

. (who the alleger stated werei knowledgible area) as detailed in report
50-454/84-13(DE). Therefore this allegation could not be substantiated.
This closes the unresolved item 454/84-25-02; 455/84-18-02; 456/64-11 02; .

..'~457/84-11-02) concerning 1/4" CEAs.
,

4. ' Exit Interview
.

The inspector met with' representati'.es (denoted in Paragraph 1) at the
, conclusion of the inspections. The inspector summarized the scope and

":/:-findi'ngs of the inspections noted in this report.
.
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J Acetss Rep:y ::: Fes: Ciace Box 767. , ,,

gg - Chic ge iiiincis 60590

-

.,

September 27, 1984
- . .

Mr. James'G. Keppler '

Regional Administrato-
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

, ;

Region III '

.799 Rdosevelt: Road .

Glen Ellyn, IL 60137
,

i.

Sub ject : Byron Station Units 1 and 2
s

Braidwood Station. Units 1 and 2 -

*

. 10 CFR 50.55(e) Final Report :
70 Westinghouse Motor Control' Centers [' NRC Docket Nos. 50-454/455 and 50-456/457.

~

't ..

References (a): T. Tramm Letter to J. Gi Keppl
dated July 3, 1984. [

'

~ Dear Mr. Keppler:%

On June 1,.1984, the Commonwealth Edison Company _ notified-'

your office of a deficiencycreportable pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55(e)
regarding spot-welded electrical connections in Westinghouse Motor
Control Centers at our Byron and Braidwood Stations. Reference (a) ;

provided information concerning this matter to_ fulfill the thirty
~

day reporting requirement. For tracking purposes this deficiency
was assioned. Number 84-04 f'or~ Byron and 84-09 for Braidwcod. The
purpose of this letter is to update the status of corrective actions
being-taken to resolve this deficiency. This letter is considered I

to be a final report.

Westinghouse Electric Corporation has furnished acceptance
criteria for the two wire sires involved. At our Syron Station, a

,

100%. inspection of -safety-related motor control centers has been
conducted and all defective connections, based on the Westinghouse
acceptance criteria, have been identified. A review has been made.

of the identified connections and some have been found that are
acequate to carry their design loac. These will be reolaced to
bring them to design specification in the near future. The
remaining connections hav.e been replaced using westinghouse-supplied
replacement wire stabbers.

i

At our Braidwood Station, a 100% inspection cf all
safety-related motor control centers and necessary rerairs will be
cc..:ue:ed cncurrently anc will be initiated fellcaing receipt cf
Westinghouse replacements. It is anticipated thE 2 pir;ial
- -10:ent cf r; place.en; <! e stabbers 111 os receive: Ov s...

~"
-

-i~ -0::ccer. All Eraiceccc inspecticns and recairs aull'oe' complete
. . .> . - e. n. : , ., .< r. 1 f...~ . .-.... .- - ... . ,
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j' - Please '. address any questions _'that you or your staff may have "-

concerning this matter to ,this office.

Veqytrulyyoprs, ,.

~.

~

0L fQC.)-

avid H. Smith
Nuclear Lliensing Administrator

cc:- NRC Resident Inspector - Braidwood
,

... Direct 6r of Inspection.and Enforcement.. .

"-U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ,

,

Washington, D.C. 2D555,

. .
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