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The design control violation, which is described as Part A of the enclosed
Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties (Ne*ice),
resulted from a failure to determine that the 1984 modification to tns
containment isolation valve design was not an acceptable alternative to

GDC 56. In addition, when the modification was made, you failed to request

a change to Technical Specifications to include the automatic isolation valves
and procedures were not put in place to periodically test these valves in
accordance with the applicable portions of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix J and
other testing requirements (logic testing, functional testing, and positive
indicator checks). A temporary exemption from GDC 56 was granted by the NRC

¢.. November 13, 1987, to be effective through the end of the local leak rate
outage in March 1988. To support operation with this exemption, you committed
to upgrade the effectiveness of the isolation scheme to include treating the
subject valves as primary containment isolation valves in a manner consistent
with Technical Specifications, revising the Emergency Operating Procedures and
enhancing operator training. On March 29, 1988, the NRC staff approved an
amendment to the Fermi 2 operating license which accepted your permenant
redesign of the containment isolation configuration as an acceptable
alternative to those specified by GDC 56.

The Technical Specification action statement violations, which are described
in Part B of the enclosed Notice, resulted from the failure to recognize

that the operation of the Division 11 NIAS CAC was required to support the
operability of a Standby Gas Treatment subsystem, Control Room Emergency
Filtration System damper and Main Steam Isolation Valve Leakage control
subsystem., This failure led to exceeding, by approximately thirteen days,
two Technical Specification action statements that required the unit to be
shut down. Specifically, the action statements for the Standby Gas Treatment
and Control Room Emergency Filtration Technical Specification required the
unit to be placed in COLD SHUTDOWN within 36 hours following the end of the
allowed seven days of inoperability specified in the action statements. In
this case. however, that seven day period ended at 10:15 p.m. on January 21,
1988, and notwithstanding the fact that the affected systems remained
inoperabie, the unit continued tu operate in violation of the Technical
Specifications unti] February 3, 1988. Your engineering staff did not provide
adequate guidance on the system interfaces to other departments and your
operations staff was not sufficiently inquisitive to identify these violations
when the Division 1] NIAS CAC was taken out of service. These violations are
another example of tne Fermi organization failing to fully appreciate its
Technical Specification requirements. The violations described in the Notice
resulted in significant degradations in the plant's ability to respond to
certain types of accidents.
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To emphasize the importance of proper system design in accordance with
regulatory requirements and the need to understand the affects of auxiliary
equipment on system operability and your Technical Specifications, I have been
authorized, after consultation with the Director, Office of Enforcement, and
the Deputy Executive Director for Regional Operations, to issue the enclosed
Notice in the amount of Two Hundred Thousand Dollars ($200,000) for the
violations described in the enclosed Notice. In accordance with the "General
Statement of *olicy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions," 10 CFR Part 2,
Appendix C (1988) (Enforcement Policy), the violations described in Parts A
and B of the enclosed Notice have separately been categorized at Severity
Level III. The base value of a civil penalty for a Severity Level III
violation is $50,000. The escalation and mitigation factors in the
Enforcement Policy were considered. The base civil penalty amount for the
violation in Part A has been increased 50% because of the minimal corrective
actions that were taken initially which necessitated NRC intervention and

by an additional 50% because of your poor past performance in the area of
engineering and technical support which included a previous civil penalty

(EA 87-232) for failures in this area. Mitigation of the civil penalty for
identification and reporting was considered but deemed inappropriate because
of your failure to fully recognize the scope of the problem at the time the
ifnitial modification was made. The base civil penalty amount has been
increased by 100 percent for the violation in Part B because of your pocr
past performance in handling out of service equipment, which was discuseed

in the Plant Operations section of the most recent Systematic Assessement of
Licensee Performance, as wel)l as for the inadequate engineering and technical
support mentioned above, which in this case allowed plant operations personnel
to operate the plant in a degraded conditon.

You are required to respond to this letter and should follow the instructions
specified in the enclosed Notice when preparing your response. In your
response, you should document the specific actions taken and any additional
actions you plan to prevent recurrence. After reviewing your response to
this Notice, including your proposed corrective actions and the results of
future inspections, the NRC will determine whether further NRC enforcement
action is necessary to ensure compliance with NRC regulatory requirements.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," Part 2,
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and its
enclosures will be placed in the NRC Public Document Room,






