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Docket No. 50-346 APR 0 2 9%

Centerior Service Company

ATTN: Mr. Donald Shelton
Vice President
Nuclzar-Davis-Besse

¢/0 Toledo Edisun Company

300 Madison Averye

Toledo, OH 43857

Dear Mr, Shelton:

This refers to the NRC's Systematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) §

Report for the Dav1$ Besse Nuclear Station, and cur meeting o’ March 3, 1992,
which discussed “n detatl the contents of the report and your written comments
dated March 27, 1992 relative to the report.

Based on our discussions during the meeting and our review and evaluation of
your letter of response, we have reached the conclusion presented in the
enclosed meeting summary, With the incorporation of the re/ised pages from
Enclosure 3, the Irftial SALP Report, dated February 5, 1992, should be
considered the Fina) SALP Report.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice,” Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Fuderal Regulations, a copy of this letter with the
referenced enclosures, will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Aoom.

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

the Final SALP Report, please let us know and we will be pleased to discuss
them with you,

S1ncero1y,

;ﬁ
uw” ‘f"“ il
A, Bert Davis
Regional Administrater

Enclosures:
1. Final SALP 9 Report
No. 50-346/91001
(Meeting Summary)
2. Revision sheets
3. Revised Pages to SALP Report
4. Licensee Response Ltr,
dtd March 27, 19¢%1
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Enclosure 1

B et vy

Summary of Meeting with Toledo Edison Company on March 3, 1492

The finding= and conclusions of the SALP Board are documented in Report
No. 50=346/91001 and were discussed with the licensee on March 3, 1992,

While the meeting was primarily a discussion between the licensee and
NRC, 1% was open to members of the public as observers.

The following licensee ang NRC personnel were in attendance, as well as
the noted observers,

Centerior Energy Corporation

R. J. Farliag, Chairman, President, CEQ
M. R. Ediman, Executive Vice-President Power Generation
D. C. Shelton, Vice~President~Nuclear

Toledo Edison Company

. A, Gibbs, Director, Quality Assurance

. £. Jain, Director, Engineerin?

. o). Meyers, Director, Technical Services

. M. Salowitz, Director, Planning & Support
. F. Storz, Plant Manager

. W. Schrauder, Manager, Nuclear Licensing

4w O

M

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

A. B. Davis, Regional Adminfst, _.r

H. J. Miller, Director, Division of Reactor Safety

W. L. Forney, Deputy Director, Division of Reactor Projects
W. Levis, Senior Resident Inspector

J. B. Hopkins, Project Manager, NRR

R. K. Walton, Resident Inspector

A. Gavula, Reactor Inspectoy

J,
Other

Witt, Ottawa County Administrator

Opfer, Ottawa County Commission

Arnot, Ottawa County Commission

Fritz, President, Ottawa County Board of Commissioners
Reeves, Ohic EMA

Clayton, Ohio EMA

Schultz, Ohio EPA

Parish, Sandusky County EMA

Pennington, Deputy Director, Ottawa County EMA
Greer, Dircctor, Ottawa County EMA

Helsey, Director, Lucas County EMA

8
D.
S.
i
1.
g‘ Oclaire, Ohio EMA
K.
B.
Rl
J.
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REVISION SHEET
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NOW_READS

. lacked
thoroughness .

« « without sufficient
recognition of the unigue
plug and weld design.

Enclosure 2

SHOULD READ

. . lacked adeguate
detatl .

, but did not
provide enovugh technica)
information on the
unique plug and weld
design requiring the
NRC to reguest
additicnal information
and test reports.

Rasis: Based on information supplied to the licensee by their contractor
regarding the successful performance of an alternate welded plug at other
plants, 1t was assumed that no NRC review and approval was needed. However,

10 CFR 50,552 reguires that proposed alternatives to the ASME Code be authorized
by the Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation,

12 37

o« . design,
Misinterpretation . |

¢+ . desiyn,
Inadequate
Justification . . |

Basis: The issue more appropriately favolves {nadequacies of justification

for Code relief.
13 1

Although some knowledge
deficiencies were noted in

the engineering department,

the overall effectiveness
of training in the
engineering area,

The overal)

effectiveness of training
in the engineering

area . . .

Basis: This ‘s a broad statement and fs not indicative of any significant

knowledge deficiencies in the erngineering department.
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FINAL SALP REPORT
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 111
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SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

Inspection Report No. 346/91001

Toledo Edison Company

Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Station

July 1, 1990, through November 30, 1991

Enclosure 3

SALP 9
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Eeclosure 3

The overall effectiveness of training in the engineering area, as reflected fin
the support of, and credibility with, operations and maintenance organizations
was good. The engineering staff was experienced in all phases of design
engineering and as & resylt design packages were done at the site. Syrtem
engineers' experierce levels were good. Not only did they receive detadled
training on their specific systems, they were also provided the apportunity to
attend nationa) industry conferences related to system or associated companent
performanca. In add- ion, a continuing educaticn program encouraged personne)
to obtain advanced degrees. Training effectiveness in the inftial oparator
license area and regqualification training programs was very good.

2. Performance Rating

Performance 1s rated Category 2 with an improying trend in this area.
Performance was rated Category 2 during the previocus assessment period.

3. Recommendations

None .

Pret it i

6. Safety Assessment/Quality Verification
1. Analysis

Evaluation of this functiona)l area was based on the results of 12 routine
{nspections by resident f{nspectors, and 3 inspections by region=based
inspectors. In addition, licensee reguests for amengments, exemptions ur
relfef, responses to NRC generic communitations, and other finteractions with
the NRC staff were considered.

Enforcement-related performances comtinued to be good. [ne violation was
identified where the corrective action to preclude recurrence of a similar
event was inadecuate. This event involved the overfill of steam generator 1<2
and subseguent release of 700 gallons of water to an onsite storage pond during
the seventh refueling outage. A similar event occurred during the sixth
refueling outage. This event was atiributed to personnel error, as was the
case with the sajority of events at the site. Management took many initiatives
to improve humaa pecformance and to reduce the number of personnel errors;
howaver, some pr blems with perscnnel errors remained.

Management eT:c.liveness in ensuring quality was generally good, as shown by
the corrective sctions taken in response to unresolved {ssues previously
identiffed by NRC staff. The licensee has addressed systematic weakn' .ses by
modifying the SFAS circuitry to prevent unnecessary SFAS actustions when the
plant is in a mode where SFAS is not required. Their commiiment to 2ero fuel
defects resulted in the ultrasonic inspection of all fuel rods used in the
present opereting cycle. The licensee performed a shutdown risk assessment to

fdentify the contributions to risk and to recommend methods to minimize that
risk during a refueling outage. The assessment was comprehensive, focused on

13
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Docket Number %0.344
License Number NPF.3
ferial Number L-979

March 27, 1992

United States Nuclest Regulatory Comnission
Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20588

Subjects Response to Initial Syetematic Assessment of 1 icenses
Performance (SALY) § Report (IR 91001

Gentlemen;

Toledo Edison Company (TE) hay reviewed the initisl SALP © Repore
(Inspection Report No, $0-346/92001) for the Davin-Besse Nuclear Powet
Statdon, covering the periud Tuly 1, 1990 through Movember 30, 1891

The SALP tranwmittal letter (Log Number 1.2601), dated February &,
1992, stated that TE may provide written comments to the HRC within 30
deys after the March 3, 1992, SALT § meeting.

Attached ate TE's comments concerring the SALP 9 Reporr.

Tf you should have any questions tegarding this matter, plesse contact
Mi. R, W. Schrauder, Manager - Nurlear Licensing, et (&i9) 240-2366

Very truly yours,

' A\.ﬁ \’Q
FAF

Attachment

ce: A, B, Davie, Reglorsl adminiscrator, NRC Region 111
J. B. Hupkins, NRC/NRR DB.) Senlor Project Manage:
W. Leviw, DB-1 NRC Serior Resident Tnapector
Utility Rediologicel Safety Board

Operaring Compuries
Claveigny Blec! ¢ lhuminglng
Totwag Boeon
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Docket MHumber $0-348
License Number NPPF.3
Serial Number 1.879
Attachment |

Page |

RESPONSE TO INTTIAL SALP & REPORY

1. ASME Code
On Fage 12, in t'.¢ Engineering/Technical Support (E/TS5) analyels section
(patdgreph 7). ‘he indtiel SALF teport states: “The licensee’s
applicetion of the Ameticen Society of Mechanical Engineer's (ASME) Code
AL times lacked thoroughness, most notably dn en applicetion dealing with
steam generator tube plugging. In this cawe, an ASME Code relief focused
of an automet' . welding process without sufficient recognition of the
utiique plug and weld deeign. Misintorpretations of the ASME Cods aleo
were noted in the submittal of the licenser's second l0.year inservice
resting program for pumps and valves *

At presented, this statement in the SALF Report incorrectly creates the
perception of & general weakness fn the understonding end thorough
application of ASME Code requiremente. The fects surrounding the examples
provided {n the SALP Repett do not support the cunclusion reached. 1In
fpet, activities accomplished during the SALP & period demonstiated &
genersl strength in Loth understanding and epplication of ASME Code
requiremants.

An example of thorough ASME Code sprlication during the SALF § period
involved s proposed altegnative to Section XI of the ASME Code. 1t
involved inspections of the outside diameter weld surfaces of the core
{lood and reactor vesvel nozzles. This effort by TE avoided at 'east

60 Rem anticipated from uslng the lnspection techniques specified in the
ASME Code.

Toledo Ediscn's commitment to proper intarpretstion and sppllication of the
ASME Code was exemplified by the formation of & Davis-Besse ASME Code
Committee. This committes has been successful In reviewing and advising
TE personnel/departments on ASME Code queries. In addition, TE has been
active in obrtaining and maintaining the National Board Inspection Nuclear
Repeit (NR), Valve Repair (VR), and Repair (R) Stamps tor sdde. Code

| compliance.,

A Steam Generator Tube Plug

Toledo Edison contracted ARB/Combustion Englneering (CE) to perform
steam generstor inspections and steam generator tube plug
installations for the seventh tefueling outage. In one steam
generator tube location where a backup plug was required, & welded

. plug wae specified because of insufficient clearance for a mechsnical

| plug. During ite review of CE's methodology for instsllation of the

| beckup plug, TE identified that the sutomatic welding process fo:
steam generator tube plugging is not senctioned by Jection Y1 of the
1986 edition of the ASME Code. Although the sutouatic welding
process is sanci.oned by the 198% edirfon of the ASME Code, the NRC
has nyt yet endorsed thay edition.
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Docket Number 50-346
License Number NPF.)
Serlal Number 1.979

Attachment 1

Fage 2

Toledo Fdison‘s attention to detall and Code knowledye was manjifested
in TE'e request for tellef from ASME Code Section XI to permit
machine welding of steam generstor plugs in & letter dated

September 3. 1991 (Serial 1978).

Frior to submittal of the relief request, as part of its independent
desigr verification process, TF reviewed the acceptability of the
plug design specification. 1In addition, CT wes regquested to submit @
letter of justificetion and & strese report for the proposed weld
design and plug meterdal INCO 82, Based on reviews of the ASME Code,
the information supplied Ly OF, and the successful petformance of the
INCO 82 welded plug in other plants, TP concluded thet the weld
design and plug materisl were acceptaile and in compliance with the
1906 edition of Sectivn XT of the ASME Code. 5Since the only
departure from ASME Code requitements was In the area of the
automstic welding process, the relief request (serial 1778) centered
on the welding process; other technical information was not intended
te be included.

Not withstanding the above, the NRC's review of the rellef request
focused un the plug material and weld design., Aw & result, the NRC
questioned CL's materjal selection and weld design of the backup
wlug. follow.up information and test reports were gsent to the NRC to
support the use of INCO AZ with the proposed weld design in steam
generator tube plugging applicetions.

The NRC accepted the autometic welding process, proposed plug
material, and weld deeign in {ts Safety Eveluation Report (SER) dated
October 31, 1992 (Log 3614). Although the plug meaterisl and weld
design Lesues were resolvad, the NRC regquested informetion be
provided by the end of the eighth refueling vutage on long term
corrosion of INCO 62 in steam generator tube plugging applications,

In conclusion, characterizing T as having a lack of thoroughnees
based on the steam generator tube plugging Lesue is Inappropriete.
The SALP § final teport should Le revieed to accurately charscterize
the lesue,

10 Yesr Ine rvice Testing (15T) Program

Toledo Bdiscon submitted the second 10 year IST progiem on Merch 22,
1990, Tole o Edieon i{dentified areas where compliance with ASME Code
tequirements was considered Impractical ot burdensome. In these
canse, telief was requested. The fssue does not involve
misinterpretation or omission of ASME Conde cequirements, it involves
the sdequacy of justification for Code rellef. Thiv is different
than misinterpretation cr omission. The final SALP 9 ceport should
be revised to drclude this clerificetion







