U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION III

Report No. 50-341/84-19(DRP)
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Inspection Summary

Inspection on June 16 through July 31, 1984 (Report No. 50-341/84-19(DRP))

Areas Inspected: Routine, unannounced inspectirn by resident inspectors of
Ticensee action on previous items of noncompliance; licensee action on previous
inspector identified items; review of licensee action on 10 CFR 50.55(eg reports;
regional requests; IE Bulletins; IE Circulars; preoperational test witnessing;
independent inspection; fire protection; operating procedures; operating staff
training; allegations; radiological emergency response exercise; plant tours.

The inspection involved a total of 361 inspector-hours onsite by 3 NRC inspectors,
including 80 inspector-hours onsite during off-shifts.

Results: Of the fourteen areas inspected, no items of noncompliance or devia-
tions were identified in thirteen areas. Within the remaining area, one apparent
item of noncompliance was identified (failure to document nonconforming condi -
tions, paragraph 5).
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Resident Insp2ctor on a tour of the Fermi 2 plant on July 31, 1984,
The purpose of the tour was tc assess the licensee's preparations and
readiness for the issuance of an operating license and review identi-
fied areas of NRC conrern.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.
Final Construction Assessment

Duke Power Company completed its Final Construction Assessment of
Fermi 2 on July 14, 1984, and presented their report to Detroit Edison
and NRC management on July 31, 1984, The .nspectors supported the
efforts of the NRC observer. The Senior Resident Inspector was the
backup to the NRC observer which resulted in considerable effort being
expended in supporting the NRC effort.

The details of the Duke assessment and the comments of the NRC observer
will be documented in Inspection Report (50-341/84-21).

The inspectors reviewed 21 DECo responses to the findings of the Duke
CAT on July 5, 1984, A1l the responses reviewed had been approved by
the Construction Assessment Support Team (CAST) leader. The review
revealed that 7 findings reported nonconforming conditions which

were dispositioned without benefit of nonconformance documents by DECo
and an additional 3 findings were dispositioned incorrectly.

Project Procedure PPM 7,13, Section 1.1, states that deviations shall
be reported in a deviation disposition request (DDR) and Section 1.2
states that systems transferred to the System Completion Organization
(SCO) shall be documented on a nonconformance report (NCR) for~ and
processed in accordance with plant operations manual (POM) procedure
12.000,.52T. Section 3.1 of POM 12.000.52T, Nonconformance Report,
states that all personnel discovering nonconformances shall initiate
an NCR,

Documents which incorrectly specified motor lead terminations were
identified on June 18, 1984, A design change request (DCR) was issued
rather than an NCR. Incorrectly sized fuses were identified on

June 18, 1984, and a design change notice (DCN) was issued rather than
a NCR to correct documents and replace the incorrectly sized fuse.

The prublem was compounded by changing the DCN tc a Field Modification
Request (FMR) on July 18, 1984, Three separat. findings were made on
June 14, 1984, relating to incorrectly sized resistors. A NCR was
subsequently written on July 11, 1984, to correct documents which
incorrectly identified resistor wattage ratings. A loose terminal
strip was identified on June 18, 1984, An operations/maintenance work
request (PN-21) was issued to correct the deficiency. Subsequently a
NCR was written on July 17, 1984, to document the condition. A missing
ground strap was identified on June 20, 1984, A PN-Z1 was issued to
replace the ground strap. Subsequently, a V(R wa. issued on July 6,
1984, Seven examples are listed above in wn :h NCRs were not issued



to document nonconforming conditions. This is considared to be an
item of noncompliance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion XV (341/84-15-03(DRP). This is a repeated noncompliance as
identified in Inspection Report Nos. 50-341/82-10 anc 50-341/83-31.

Rework and repair are defined by sections 5.3 and 5.5, respectively,
of POM Procedure 12.000.52T. The inspectors noted three NCR disposi-
tions to CAT findings which were not consistent with the definitions
provided in 12,000,52T. The NCRs were dispositioned "repair" when the
disposition should have been "rework" in accordance with the proce-
dural definitions. The action required for repair dis.. .tions is
different than that required for rework.

Based on the limited sample (21 of 199 Duke findings), the inspectors
conclude the licensee should review the nonconformance procedure and
its implementation. Thirty-three percent of the sample revealec that
noncor.forming conditions were not identified on nonconformance reports
and fourteen percent listed incorrect NCR dispositions. It should be
noted that «11 of the items which were not identified on NCRs were
electrical.

IE Bu1letin Followup

For the It "ulletins listed below the inspector verified that the Bulletin
was received .v licensee management and reviewed for its applicability to
the facility. 1+ the Bulletin was applicable the inspector verified that
the written response was within the time period stated in the Bulletin,
that the written response included the information required to be reported,
that the written response included adequate corrective action commitments
based on information presented in the Bulletin and the licensee's response,
that the licensee management forwarded copies of the written response tc
the appropriate onsite management representatives, that information dis-
cussed in the Ticensee's written response was accurate, and that corrective
action taken ty the licensee was as described in the written response.

a. (Closed) IE Bulletin 72-03 (341/72-03-8B). Limitorque Valve Operator
Failures. This bulletin concerns malfunction of electric type valve
operators, Limitorque Models SMB-00 and SMB-000, that were manufactured
between 1969 and 1971, with specific deficiencies. The licensee was
requested to perform the following actions; 1) determine whether the
described valve operators are installed or scheduled for installation,
and 2) if the described valve operators are identified, inform the
NRC as to number of valves, valve location or intended location,
corrective action taken or planned, and schedule for completion.

The inspectors reviewed DECo response EF2-15071 dated February 8, 1983,
and DECo internal memo EF2-68182 dated March 28, 1984, in which the
licensee's investigation revealed that five of the described ._imitorque
valve operators had been suppiied to DECo for installation ir Fermi 2.
The licensee's corrective action was to eplace the defective torque
switches and test the repaired cperators. Two valves for the recircu-
lation system were repaired and tested at the factory. The two



installed valve operators were repaired and tested at the site. The
final remaining valve was a spare valve and the torque switch was re-
placed and testing will be performed prior to installation. This
bulletin is considered to be closed.

b. (Open) IE Bulletin 78-14 (341/78-14-BB). Deterioration of Buna-N
Components in ASCO Solencids. This bulletin concerned the failure of
Buna-N material in scram pilot valve solenoids which prevented the
valves from properly venting air from tne scram valve. The licensee
was requested to review Buna-N material applications and to determine
need for replacement. Review of DECo letter EF2-68172 dated March 14,
1984, identifies those solenoid valves having Buna-N material and
describes their replacement. This response does not address those
solenoid valves that have been backfitted for alternate rod insertion
nor does it adequately address the periodic maintenance program to
ensure components do not exceed useful life. This bulletin is to
remain open pending further review by the lic~nsee and NRC inspectors.

c. (Closed) IE Bulletin 83-07, Supplement 1 and Supplement 2 (341/83-07-BB).
Apparently Fraudulent Products Sold by Ray Miller, Inc. This bulletin
was issued to inform power reactor facilities that fraudulent products
may have been sold to nuclear industry companies by Ray Miller, Inc.
An updated and comprehensive 1ist of Ray Miller, Inc. customers for
the years 1975 through 1979 was provided to power reactor licensees.
Based on the information made available regarding specific purchase
orders for which materials were apparently substituted, licensees were
requested to determine whether suspect material had been provided and
had been installed in plants, evaluate its safety significance, and
tac or dispose of the suspect material not yet installed. Review of
DECo response EF2-67828, dated May 8, 1984, indicated that through an
extensive investigation, no Ray Miller, Inc. products have been
provided to Fermi 2 nor used in safety-related systems at Fermi 2.
This irvestigation consisted of a 100% review of DECo and their site
contractors purchase orders made directly from Ray Miller, Inc., a
comparison of DECo purchase orders with the bulletin list, and a
review of all ergineered equipment that was designed and fabricated
before delivery to Fermi 2.

During the initial review, the inspectors notified the licensee that
their response to this bulletin was late and not signed under oath or
affirmations as requested by this bulletin. The licensee was requested
to respond prior to March 22, 1984, but their response was dated

May 8, 1984, The inspectors have in turn notified the iicensee of the
significance of timely reporting. The licensee has subsequently re-
submitted the response under oath and affirmations. This bulletin is
considered tc be closed.

IE Circular Followup

For the IE Circulars !isted below, the inspector verified that the Circlar
was received by the licensee management, that a review for applicability
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8. Preoperational Test Witnessing

The inspectors reviewed portions of preoperational test procedures, reviewed
procedure results complete: to date, toured the areas containing system
equipment, interviewed personnel, and observed test activities of those
preoperational tests identified below.

During this review, the inspectors no!:d that the latest revision of the
test proceduce was available and in use by crew members, the minimum crew
requirements were met, the test prerequisites were met, appropriate plant
systems were in service, the special test equipment required by the proce-
dure was calibrated and in service, the test was performed as required by
approved procedures, temporary modifications such as jumpers were installed
and tracked per established administrative controls, and test results for
the tests observed by the inspectors indicated that acceptance criteria
were met,

a. Emergency/Standby Power Supply System.

The inspectors veviewed poitions of Preoperational Test Procedure

PRET. R3000.003, Revision 1, "Emergency Diesel Generators (EDG) Load
Profile Test and Load Sequencing". The inspectors observed the
following portions of PRET. R3000.00?: Division 1 EDG 11 and 12,

24 Hour Run Tests; and Division 1 EDG 11 and 12, Emergency Core Cooling
System (ECCS) Start With Loss of Offsite Power Tests,

The 24 hour run test consisted of simulating an undervoltage on the
Emergency Safeguard Features 'ESF) Bus to determine if the EDG starts
on the loss of offsite power and energizes the emergency busses. The
¢CCS Start With Loss of Offsite Power Tast consisted of simulating

an undervoltage in conjunction with an ECCS actuation test signal to
verify de-energization and load shedding of emergency busses; EDG
starts on the auto-start signal and energizes emergency busses; and
energizes the autc-connected shutdown loads through the Toad sequercer.

During testing, the inspectors verified proper EDG starting, sequencing
of loads, ECCS pump startina, synchronizing the emergency bus to an
offsite power source, transfe: ring of loads to offsite power source,
and restoring the EDG to standby status. During the performance of
testing, the inspectors observed that the shift test engineer and
nuclear supervising operator were in control of testing activities,
testing was being performed in accordance with procedures, and testing
was performed with no problems identified. The inspectors did note
that both EDG 11 and 12 exhibited oscillations in the exciter D.C.
voltage and that this was subsequently identified cn a Test Engineering
Disposition Report (TEDR). The shift test engineer believed this tc

be a minor governor adjustment.

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified.

11
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10.

11.

Initial investigation revealed that the operator notified the tagging
center Nuclear Shift Supervisor of the abnormal lineup. The operator
was informed that no further action was required as a subsequent valve
lineup would detect and correct the out-of-position valve. The subse-
quent valve lineup was not performed because a valid lineup was still
in effect as no work had been done on the system and the one oqt-of-
position valve was returned to normal position. This was the informa-
tion on which the Nuclear Shift Supervisor based his decision.

The DER did not reflect the cause of the ev~nt, only the effects of
the action. The licensee did not accept closure of the DER and is
continuing investigating the event. This is considered to be an
unresolved item (341/84-19-09(DRP)). The inspectcrs will review the
results of the licensee's continuirg investigation.

Fire Protecticn

DECo agreed at a June 5, 1984, meeting to review the Region III and NRR
concerns relating to fire protection and return at a later date to present
their resolution to these concerns.

The licensee presented their proposed resolutions to NRR management staff,
I & E staff, representatives from Region III and tF> Senior Resident
Inspector at a meeting heid in Bethesda on July 11, '984. The licensee
pronosed several solutions to satisfv the inspection team's concerns.
DECo, after listening to staff comments, proposed a ra2solution which will
satisfy several of the inspection team's concerns. Tris meeting will be
documented in Incpection Report (50-341/83-16).

Operating Procedures

The inspectors performed a review of selected opevating procedures in the
following category: Uperations Procedures--Emergency.

The procedures were reviewed for technical adequacy, applicable operating
limits, regulatory requirements and prescribed steps important to the pro-
tection of the health and safety of the public. The procedures were also
reviewed to determine whether they were consistent with the general guidarce
of ANSI N18.7.

The inspectors reviewed the following Operations Procedures--Emergency:

29.000.01 Level/Pressure Control, Revision 0, August 9, 1983

29.000.02 Cooldown, Revision 0, August 9, 1983

29.000.03 Primary Containment Control, Revision 0, August 9, 1983

29.000.04 Contingency for RPV Flooding, Revision O, August 9, 1983

29.000.05 Contingency for .evel Restoratior, Revision 0, August 9, 1983

29.000.06 Contingency for RPV Pressure Reduction, Revision O, August 9,
1983

29.000,08 Reactivity Control, Revision 0, Auqust 9, 1983

13




12,

13.

Upon completion of the review, the inspectors held an exit meeting with the
operations engineer to discuss their concerns. The majoi item of concern
to the inspectors was securing of an ECCS system to prevent injection into
the reactor vessel as described in Procedure 29.000.02. The licensee has
indicated that this is consistent with the BWR Owners Group recommendations
in BWR Emergency Procedure Guidelines. This iten will be followed up in a
subsecuent inspection report pending review of the BWR Emergency Procedure
Guidelines.

N¢ items of noncompliance o« deviations were identified.

Operating Staff Training

An inspection was conducted by a member of the NRC Reactor Training Center
during the week of uuce 18, 1984, to determine the effectiveness of licensed
operator training., The inspection included the review of abnormal response
procedures, reviewing licensed operator retraining curricula ano observing
licensed operators' responses to given transients.

The inspector revieweu nine abnormal response procedures in preparation
for the checkout of the o.>vators. His review indicated that several of
the procedures needed to be ciorified. An operator was given a transient
and asked how he would respond. The operator selected thz appropriate
procedures and walked through the procedure with the inspector. The
inspector questioned the operator during various phases of the walkdown

to determine the operator's understanding ot the procedure and the effects
of the evolution on inter“acing systems. The inspector interviewed opera-
tors from three sections in order to attain 2 representative sample. The
inspector considered that operator knowledge was acceptable.

The inspector met with licensee management at the conclusion of his inspec-
tion to discuss the results of his cbservations and recosmended changes in
the operator retraining program. The licensee took immediate action to
implement some of the recommendations. No items of noncompliarce or devia-
tions were identified.

Followup on Allegations

(Closed) Allegation (RII1-84-A-0092) Alcohol Use at Fermi. The concern was
that DECo posts signs at plant entrances that state alcohol and drugs are
prohibited from entering premises; but that during the strike, alcohol and
food were brought on site in trailers to provide comfort to working
employees, and that alcohol could be found in the Bechtel temporary housing
quarters.,

During interviews with licensee manacement, it was pointed out to the
inspectors that alcohol had been provided to those employees locked in on
DECo fossil fuel plants. DECo's policy of aot allowing alcohol on the
Fermi site was still in effect and currentlv teing enforced. Fermi has a
pciicy of dismissing employees on the spot if found bringing alcohol on
site.

14
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