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SAFE ENERGY COA: ]T]ON 07 M]ChlGAN
P.O. 3CX 331 . IC"RC T . IICHIGA:7 48161

February 15, 1986

Mr. Harold Denton
Director
Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Denton:

The Safe Energy Coalition of Michigan (SECOM), pursuant to

the code of Federal Regulations for Energy (10) under Section

I 2.206, " Requests for Action," and Section 2.202, " order to Show

Cause," petitions the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

including the Offices of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Inspection
,

and Enforcement, and Region III, requesting that these offices

institute immediate proceedings regarding the ineffective and

incompetently managed and operated licensee program at the Fermi

2 nuclear power plant.
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The immediate actions requested in the SECOM petition

include the following:

(1) Elevated enforcement that would issue an order to
ins ti tu te an immediate proceeding to revoke the Fermi 2

license (NPF-4 3 ) .

(2) Serve on the licensee, the Detroit Edison Com pa ny , a
show cause order and demand hearings to set forth the facts
and law on which the licensee relies to respond to the
forthcoming allegations presented in this petition as to why
the NRC should not revoke the Fermi 2 license.

The Safe Energy Coalition of Michigan contends that the

following five allegations and the supportive facts and

documentation in this petition request, warrant your immediate

actions so that prevention of any further degradation of

management and equips. eat will not occur. Because of the history

at the Fermi 2 nuclear power plant and the present situation

Detroit Edison is emboiled in, the public's health and safety, the

protection of the environment and above all the interest of the

communities surrounding the Fermi 2 nuclear facility, are the

basis for mandated action by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission as

provided in the Atomic Energy Act and the Energy Reorganization

Act, as well as the accompanying regulations.

The SECOM allegations set forth in this petition are as

follows:

(1) The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission has not elevated
the enforcement actions against the licensee to the necessary
levels mandated and provided for in the Acts and Code of

Federal Regulations, as a result of the events that have
occurred at the Fermi 2 nuclear power plant

(2) Continuing lack of management controls at levels
required to meet NRC regulations and requirements; the
result has been ineffective grograms and incom petence at
critical levels of the organization incTuding operations,,

maintenance, security, and engineering
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(3) The twenty-six violations issued recently were willful
in other words, showed careless disregard for requirements

(4) The licensee has been unable to comply with certain NRC
requirements.

(5) The recently released operations improvement plan will
not provide the substantive changes needed to correct the
serious breakdown of operations at the Fermi 2 nuclear
plant.

Supportive Facts As To Allegations

In regard to the SECOM Allegations, tspecifically no. 1& 2

but not exclusively), the purpose of the NRC enforcement actions

is to " promote and protect the radiological health and safety of

the public including employees' health and safety, the common

defense and security add the environment (10 CFR Part 2 Appendix

C). The regulations for enforcement procedures also are for the

purpose of

ensuring compliance with NRC regulations and license*

conditions

* obtaining prompt correction of non-compliance

* deterring future noncompliance, and

encouraging improvement of licensee performance, and by*

example, that of industry, including the prompt
identification and reporting of potential safety problems
(10 CFR Appendix C Pg 128)

It is im po r ta nt to note that the Detroit Edison Company has

been at fault in every one of the areas at the Fermi 2 nuclear

plant which will be discussed throughout this petition. In

addition, the Nuclear Regtlatory Commission has the authority for

" prom pt and vigorous enforcement action", that "will be taken

when dealing with licensees who do not achieve the necessary

meticulous attention to detail and the high standard of
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compliance which the NRC ex pects of its licensees." The

regulations (10 CFR Part 2 Appendix C Pg 128) state that "In no

case, however, will licensees who cannot achieve and maintain

adequate levels of protection be permitted to conduct licensed

activities" (10 CFR Part 2 Appendix C Pg 128)

The procedural framework of the Nuclear Regulatory

Commission authorizes the agency "to make orders immediately,

i effective if the public health, safety or interest so requires,

or in the case of an order to show cause, if the alleged
i

! violation is willful," (10 CFR Part 2 Appendix C Pg 128) - the
f

{ latter of which is one of SECOM's allegations and will be
!

discussed later.

!

j Furthermore, general policy for elevated NRC enforcement

! actions include " civil penalties, orders modifying, or

suspending, or revoking licenses, or orders to cease and desist

from designated activities" (10 CFR Part 2 Appendix C IV Pg 128-

29). The SECOM petition request for revocation of the Fermi 2

license is supported in other sections of the law. Section

; 186 (a) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (P.L. 703) authorizes the

NRC to revoke licenses under certain circumstances:
i

Any license may be revoked for any material falsa statement
in the application or any statement of fact requi.ed under
Section 182, or because of conditions _ revealed by such

i application or statement of fact or any report, record or

j inspection or other means which would warraul the Commission
-|

to refuse to grant a license on any original application, or

|
for failure to construct or operate a facility _ in accordance
with the terms of the construction permit or license or the

technical specifications in the application, or for

Jn terms andi violation of, or failure to observe ac
provisions ~~ f this Act or-~ f any regulation of theo o
commission. (Pg 955)

!
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Indeed, the licensee, The Detroit Edison Company, has been

involved in failure to operate their facility in accordance with

the terms of the license by not following the technical

specifications, and for violations and the failure to observe the

law and regulations of the commission. The ramifications for

these failures are provided for in the issuance of enforcement

actions, some of which have been mentioned. (Director, Division

of Reactor Projects, NRC Region III to Wayne Jens, Detroit Edison

Com pa ny former Vice-President Nuclear Operations). The Atomic

Energy Act of 1954, (Section 234), the Energy Reorganization Act

of 1974, (Section 206), and the Code of Federal Regulations

(10 ) (Pa rt 2, Appendix C) (:B) under " Civil Penalty" describes the

provisions for violations by stating that:

Ineffective licensee programs for problem identification or
correction are unacceptable. In cases involving
willfullness, flagrant NRC identified violations or-

serious breakdown in management controls, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commssion~ intends to apply its full enforcement
authority where such action is warranted, including issuing
appropriate orders and assessing civil penalties for
continuing violations...

In fact, this part of the regulations describes the

circumstances at the Detroit Edison Company's Fermi 2 nuclear

power plant very accurately. This is why the Safe Energy

Coalition of Michigan has asked that elevated enforcement

authority be taken by the NRC. The facts, reported in letters,

and other investigative documents between the NRC and Detroit

Edison company, we believe, warrant such elevated actions.

The request for actions and the allegations set forth in
|
,

I
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this petition are supported by the summary of the problems at

Fermi 2 in a December 24, 1985 letter from James Keppler, Region

III Administrator to Wayne Jens, former Vice-President of Nuclear

Operations, Detroit Edison Ca om pa ny. In this NRC letter Mr.

Keppler states that the Fermi 2 nuclear power plant:

has experienced numerous events involving operational errors
and degraded plant equipment. Furthermore, programmatic
weaknesses have been identified by the NRC concerning
engineering and security. A number of events occurred
despite the efforts of your Compa ny to improve the
regulatory performance o[~the Fermi 2 sta_ tion.,

The events of concern have been attributed to four

functional areas which are the: operations group, maintenance

group, engineering staff, and security organization. Mr.

Keppler continued in the letter that

the diversity of problems and functional areas involved with
these problems indicate to the NRC that the present
management systems have been ineffective. If left
uncorrected, and current trends continue, signifiicant
safety problems mag develop at the Fermi 2 facility.

Further the safety significance was mitigated only by the

operating history (Inspection report 50-34118 504 0 (DRP) ) , because

of the length of time and the low power levels.

In addition to the situation described in Mr. Keppler's

letter of December 24th, the results of a special NRC safety

inspection conducted during the period of July 1 through October

15, 1985, of activities at Fermi 2 (Inspection Report No. 50-

341/85040 (DRP)) identified twenty-six violations of NRC

requirements. The report summary states:

The majority of these fall into the category of failure to
follow procedures. This represents a breakdown 15~ tee
licensee's ability to operate the plant in accordance with

_
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prescribed procedures as required by the technical

|
s peci f ica tions (pg 15)

|
|

The licensee reviewed monthly surveillances from Jan - June'

1985 of the problems the operations section had in following

procedures. "The licensee had sufficient knowledge of procedural

compliance problems to inititate corrective actions rather than

wait for a larger data base." (Pg 15) The breakdown occurred

despite this. Many of the violations identified in the report

were repetitive, and the NRC stated "they demonstrated a major

breakdown in the licensee's administrative controls to safely

o pera te the plant." (Pg 16)

The decision regarding NRC proposed enforcement action based

on the findings of this inspection report are to be issued in

separate correspondence to the licensee when a decision is

reached by Region III. (January 7, 1996 letter, from Charles

Norelius, Director, Division of Reactor Projects, NRC Region III

to Wayne Jens, Detroit Edison Company.) SECOM has been told in

several telephone conversations in January 1986 with Region III

of the NRC that civil penalties would be forthcoming.

In addition to the twenty-six (26) violations incurred to

date by the licensee, at least eighty (80)_ Licensee Event Reports

have been filed since fuel-loading in March, 1985. Review of

these safety events has also raised considerable criticism from

the NRC. At a September 10, 1985 review meeting at Region III

headquarters in Chicago between the NRC staff and Detroit Edison

management, Detroit Edison's Bob Lenart, Assistant Manager,

Nuclear Production, admitted that the company's performance was

7
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"less than ex pec ted " and the " problems are greater than

expected". The company representative Mr. Lenart also stated,

"We have had numerous problems; the structure (of the

organization at Fermi 2) is not finely tuned or well put

together". Mr. Keppler, Region III administrator, told the

Detroit Edison Company that they have had a " lousy performance"

and that the " errors were excessive." Mr. Keppler went on to say

that "our confidence is shaken" and "today's climate does not

permit an expensive learning process."

Furthermore, a licensee event follow up (Inspection Report

50-341/85042 (DRP) event) conducted on October 1 through November

30, 1985 also was critical of the Detroit Edison Company:

the inspectors' review of the LFRs have revealed several
areas of weakness in the licensee's program. Discussion
with tE licensee demonstrated that they do not have an
effective tracking system and are unable to status LERs.
(Pg 3) (S ECOM Allegation #4)

Also in this inspection report section (94700) the inspectors

criticized the licensee's safety evaluations of events "to be

less than adequate, referring to LER No. 85-060 " Primary

Containment Valve Left Open" (October 11, 1985). This event

constituted a breach of containment and the condition existed for

2 1/2 months undetected by the licensee. (Three violations have

been issued on this event.) The inspectors considered the safety

evaluation statement filed with the NRC and concluded that this

statement "does not constitute a safety evaluation" and that

"this is not an isolated case". (Pg 4) Finally, the inspectors

state that they consider the licensee's "LER program to be less

8
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than adequate and the licensee must take the necessary steps to

strengthen their program". (Pg 4)

| On January 9, 1986 Mr. Keppler, Regional Administrator NRC,

sent Mr. Walter McCarthy, Chief Executive Officer, Detroit Edison

Company an internal NRC Region III memorandum dated January 3,

1986. The memorandum was written by Stevie DuPont, Reactor

Inspector. Test Programs Section, Engineering Branch, Division of

Reactor Safety, with the subject being "LER Review of 1985 Fermi

2 LERs". DuPont performed the review "as a result of my own

! (Stevie DuPont's) personal concerns with the quality of Fermi's

LERs". (Pg 4)

The purpose of DuPont's review was "to determine whether the

licensee adequately evaluated the events for root causes and

properly corrected for root causbs". (Pg 1) The review identified

three areas of concern:

1) Lack of knowledge or status _of equipment and systems

2) Lack of control of operations and evaluations
|

3) Failure to follow procedures.

In response to this major breakdown in controls at the

Fermni 2 plant and the licensee's inability to meet NRC

requirements and regulations, the NRC has taken 2 major steps in

the progression of possible actions that the regulations
'

stipulate. In Table 2, " Examples of Progression of Escalated

Enforcement Actions for Similar Violations in the Same Activity

Area under the Same License" of 10 CFR, Part 2 Appendix C are the

following actions the NRC can issue:

i
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a) Civil Penalty

b) Suspension of affected operations until the Office
Director is satisified that there is reasonable assurance
that the licensee can operate in compliance with the
applicable requirements, or modifications of the license, as
appropriate

c) Show cause order for modification or revocation of the
license, as appropriate

d) Further action, as appropriate

To date, as mentioned previously, the Nuclear Regulatory

Commission has issued twenty-six (26) violations and SECOM has

verbally been assured by Region III that civil penalties will be

forthcoming. This is the first level of action (a). The second

enforcement action the NRC has taken, as relates to step (b) in

Table 2, was the issuance of a Confirmatory Action Letter on July

16, 1985 restricting the licensee to 5% of full operating power

at Fermi 2. The letter was issued by Region III due to the July

2 inadvertent criticality incident when control rods were pulled

out-of-sequence. Nine examples of violations of technical

specifications were identified in the evaluation of this event.

(Inspect f ;n Report No. 50-341/85040 (DRP)) . The Safe Energy
i

Coalition of Michigan commends the NRC for these warranted

enforcement actions because of the history of serious problems at

Fermi 2.

However, the Safe Energy Coalition of Michigan believes that

because of the licensee wrongdoings and because of the

ineffective and incompe ten tly managed and operated licensee

program, that the NRC must elevate the enforcement to the next

level, a show cause order to revoke the license as requested in

|
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this petition under 10 CFR 2.206 and 2.202.

The twenty-six (26) violations issued stand alone as enough

evidence on whether elevated enforcement should be instituted.

"Section 151 of the Atomic Energy Act authorizes the NRC to

conduct inspections and investigations and to issue orders as may

be necessary or desirable to promote the common defense and

security or to protect health or to minimize danger to life or

property" (10 CFR Part 2 Appendix C).

The NRC actions to date have not provided the necessary

assurance to the communities surrounding Fermi 2 that the

problems at Fermi 2 have been fully resolved or will be. The

licensee must be penalized to the next level of enforcement.

There should never be recurrence of such a major breakdown in

licensee control to safely operate the plant. Indeed Fermi 2

should never be allowed to start up. Appendix C of 10 CFR

" Purposes of Enforcement", has clearly stated your mandate to

tak " prompt and vigorous enforcement action" and that it "will

be taken when dealing with licensees", as the Detroit Edison

Company , "who do not achieve the necessary meticulous attention

to detail and the high standard of compliance which the NRC

expects of its licensees." (Pg 128)

The regulations further allow the NRC to issue orders in

addition to civil penalties (Pg 132) 10 CFR --- and revocation

orders may be used when a licensee is unable to comply with NRC

requirements, as has been the case with the licensee and as

alledged in the SECOM Allegation #4. The operating history of

11
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the licensee presented in pa r t in this petition has clearly shown

that the licensee, the Detroit Edison Company, has been unable to

comply with NRC requirements. In addition to the operational

errors and poor regulatory performance mentioned in the petition,

"the security organization has been unable to properly implement

the provisions of the security plan as evidenced by the numerous

violations identified by both Detroit Edison and the NRC"

(December 24, 1985 Letter, Keppler to Jens) This gives

additional support for revocation of the license.

The regulations also state that:

Orders are made effective immediately without prior
opportunity for hearing whenever it is determined that the
public health, interest, or safety so requires, or when the
order is responding to a violation involving willfulness.
The term willfulness as used here embraces a spectrum of
violations ranging from deliberate intent to violate or

falsify to and including careless disregard for
requirements. (10 CFR Pg 133 SECOM Allegation #3)

In addition, the licensee "will ordinarily be afforded an

opportunity to show cause why the order should not be issued in

the proposed manner." (10 CFR Pg 133) the latter is also included

in 10 CFR Section 2.202, " Order to Show Cause," and which allows

the NRC to:

ir.s ti tu te proceedings to modify, suspend, or revoke a
license or for such other action as may be proper by serving
on the licensee an order to show cause which will (1) allege
the violations with which the licensee is charged, or the

potentially hazardous conditions or other facts deemed to be
sufficient ground for the proposed action (10 CFR 2.202)

These regulations provide for the Safe Energy Coalition of

.
Michigan's two requests set forth in this petition: proceedings

i

to revoke the license and an order to show cause. The

12
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substantial safety issues raised by the NRC in its documents as

to the licensee history once again supports the requests as

allowed in the aforementioned regulations.

The SECOM Allegation #3 should be discussed in terms of the

'
regulations. SECOM alleges that the twenty-six violations issued

recently were willful, or showed careless disregard for

requirements. As stated before the regulations allow for orders

to be issued when a violation involves willfullness. When the

Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement, " finds that the
4

public health, safety, or interest so requires, or that the

violation is willfull the notice of violation may be omitted and

an order to show cause issued.' (10 CFR Section 2. 20 2 (c) ) The'

public's interest in the alleged willful violations should be an
;

i additional impetus for the NRC to fulfill the SECOM requests for

^

action.

Allegation #3 of wi11 fulness has its support detailed in the

NRC Inspection Report mentioned prior to this and issued November

14, 1985 (Report No. 50-341/8 504 0 (DRP) ) which involved

inspections on July 1 through October 15, 1985 and Management

Meetings on July 23 and September 10, 1985. Further support is

found in the January 3, 1986 Stevie DuPont, Region III memorandum

on "LER Review of 1985 Fermi 2 LER's", also previously raised.

Some examples of the alleged willful violations and events at

Fermi 2 include the following:

1) Out of Sequence Rod Pull / Inadvertent Criticality, (July
1, ~T7857 - Licensee failed to adhere to the provisions of
technical specification 6.8.la covering the startup of the
reactor. The Nuclear Production Organization did not
provide the appropriate supervision of activities nor was

13
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the Nuclear Shift Supervisor sucessfully discharging his
duties. The SAO or Shift Operations Advisor failed to

| become involved in the resolution of short period alarms.
l

2) Control Room HVAC (July 1985) - The supply fan switch was
out-of-speci'fication position for 27 shift turnovers, even
though a CRIS " dot" had been placed on the switch and the
event entered into the equipment status file. These latter
two went unno*1ced for 27 shift turnovers. Subsequent
reviews of the og either failed to note the entry or failed
to recognize significance (6 NSS turnovers, 15 NASS
turnovers, 27 NSO turnovers). The licensee also failed to
evaluate the consequences of removing com ponen ts from
service.

3) RCIC/ Core Spray Room Cooler (July 1985) - The H!gh
Pressure Core Injection (HPCI) had been inoperable from July
11 - July 24 so that for sixteen hours the HPCI, RCIC and
Division I core spray systems were inoperable while the
reactor was in the startup condition. The licensee violated
Technical Specification 6.8.1.a - failed to review past log

entries, failed to write a work order (PN-21) to de-energize
the feeder breaker, the failure to observe for two shift
turnovers the out-of-position RCIC/ Core Spray room cooler
fan switch, and the licensee failed to evaluate the

consequences of removing components f rom service (Limiting
Conditions for Operations)

4) Cooling Tower Bypass Valve (July 26, 1985) NPF-43
License Condition 2.c. (9) (d) was apparently violated. This
valve was closed and de-energized but the license requires
it to be open and de-energized. This affected the Division

| I Emergency Diesel Generators, and all Division I emergency
core cooling systems were inoperable including the core
spray and residual heat removal systems. By chance the

I licensee complied with the Limiting Condition for Operation

(LCO) as a result of the failure of the South Reactor Feed
Pump on July 23, 1985.

|
5) Hydrogen Recnmbiner - Work Order PN-21 269327, was
completed on June 20, 1985, by completing maintenance on the
Division II hydre en recombiner. The work order stated that

m

post maintenance testing was required but the Nuclear Shift
Supervisor signed the order off withouth the leakage test

having been done. The licensee did not take action as
required in technical specification 3.0.3, exceeded the 30

day LCO limit, and did not place the plant in hot shutdown
within six hours. The leakage rate was in excess of

allowable containment leakage.

6) Breach of Primary Containment Integrity - On September 2,
primary containment boundary valve (containment1985 a

monitoring system) was discovered open and uncapped and had
been so since June 20, 1985. The Nuclear Shift Supervisor

was not informed for 39 hours after the discovery. The

14
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licensee failed to maintain containment integrity and did
not follow the required technical specifications. The
procedural documents for implementation failed to identify
the required documents.

These are just a few examples supporting SECOM's

Allegations, especially 3 and 4. Besides these violations, the

eighty (80) Licensee Event Reports are filled with the licensee's

willfullness and inability to follow NRC requirement. These

include missed surveillances such as Rad / Chem unaware of out-of-

service equipment, unavailabvle statusing to verify operability

of equipment, inability to control operations such as controlling

equipment and testing, inadequate understanding of duties such

that the Operations Staff failed to perform required functions,

failure to follow procedures, weakness in training of personnel,

lack of restoration of equipment to service, extreme weakness in

general knowledge of Instrument and Control personnel of their

jobs and functions. (Janua ry 3, 1986 DuPont, Region III

memorandum) These very serious examples of safety violations

should prompt the immediate attention to the SECOM requests. The

prevention of a serious accident must be guaranteed by the NRC

taking elevated enforcement action.

The final SECOM Allegation #5, regarding the recently

released operations improvement plan states that this plan will

not provide the substantive changes needed to correct the serious

breakdown of operations at the Fermi 2 nuclear plant. Indeed, it

is our contention that the breakdown of operations has been an

ongoing problem from the early 1970's as documented in the

Michigan Public Service Commission Staff Report of February,

15
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1984, Staff Investigation of Enrico Fermi 2 Nuclear Power

Project.

On October 10, 1985 the Detroit Edison Company issued its

Reactor Operations Improvement Plan in a letter to Mr. James

Keppler, Region III (VP-8 5-019 8 ) . Additional information

regarding the plan was submitted on November 27, 1985 in letter

VP-85-0219 and on January 29, 1986 the licensee issued its

" Response to Request for Information Pursuant to 10 CFR 50. 54 (f) "

VP-86-0008. This is the licensee response to the December 24,

1985 Keppler letter asking for more information to allow the NRC

to determine whether or not the Fermi 2 license should be

modified, suspended, or revoked.

Detroit Edison claims in VP-85-0198 that the root causes of

the Fermi 2 problems were due to " inefficient and administratively

burdensome procedures". The licensee claims a commitment to

excellence and that the corrective actions that are to be

implemented will assure that operational events are behind them

and will not recur. The licensee claims their analysis has

identified the problem areas that needed to be resolved before

performance could improve. The licensee states, "On the strength

of this plan and our people, I firmly believe that our performance

has already improved and will get even better".

It is unclear to SECOM how more management with the same

people in charge, except for the recent replacement of Wayne

Jens, Vice-President of Nuclear Operations, will improve the

serious situation to the level of perfection that is needed to
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operate and maintain a safe nuclear plant. SECOM is not convinced
'

that these changes which the Detroit Edison Company proposes can

give the level of confidence necessary to operate this plant.

The assumption is made by the licensee that management can

evaluate the situation and the problems accurately, that they

know what they are doing. The record of operations at Fermi 2

clearly shows the opposite to be true. Even with their

enthusiastic optimism for objective monitoring criteria,

independent monitoring, reviews, and verification, the same

ineffective organization will be providing the proposed changes.

The most recent plan VP-86-0008 of January 29, 1986 calls

for the Development of a Nuclear Operations Improvement Plan to

be reviewed by the Independent Overview Committee of outside

e xpe r ts and ultimately the Detroit Edison Board Nuclear Review

Committee and Walter McCarthy, Chairman of the licensee board.

In addition, a Security Improvement Plan will be implemented.

These plans are to address planning, accountability, attitude,

communications, teamwork, follow-up, and training in the entire

organization to " assure improved regulatory, operating,

engineering, maintenance, and security procedures". The plan is

to be initiated no later than May 1, 1986 and full implementation

is to occur by July 1, 1986.

Walter McCarthy claims that new management, the plant

operators, and support staff will provide for " demonstrated

satisfactory performance". The plan contains few substantive

changes and plant history supports SECOM's claim that this

17
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company cannot operate and manage Fermi 2 and guarantee that NRC

laws and regulations will be followed in the future and that the

public health and safety and the protection of the environment

will not be jeopardized. This has not been the case since fuel

loading March 20, 1985 and our allegation stands that the

situation will not be substantively changed in the future.

The licensee has hired consultants since 1974 including the

Institute of Nuclear Power Operation, (1982-83), the Management

Analysis Company (1979), Bechtel Power Corporation (1978),

Commonwealth Edison (1978), Daniel Construction Company (1974),

University of Texas / Department of Energy Study (1979), Stone &

Webster Engineering Consultants (1979), Cygna (1982-83), Duke

Power Com pany (1984). In addition the Detroit Edison Company

has formed its own internal audit programs and review committees,

to make changes in operations and management (1978, 1979, 1980).

(Michigan Public Service commission Staff Report, 1984).

According to the (MPSC) staff report of 1984, Edison's

Project Management Organization was adopted early in the Fermi 2

project and its concept is widely used in the industry. The

Staff report states that there has been a long history of

problems at Fermi 2 and that the methods of operation have been

problematic from the early stages of design and construction.

"The construction and planning activities needed strong and

dynamic management" and "the project was stagnating due to weak

and relaxed controls". (Pg 124) Especially significant f rom the

history of this plant, is that Detroit Edison's problems continue
with " lack of attention to detail at all levels of the

18
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organization" (Wayne Jens February 13, 1985 meeting with the NRC

at Fermi 2). As early as 1974, the Daniel Construction Company

Review found that:

Project Controls were found inadequate due to inadequate
document control, a poor materials management system and
overall lack of control in the reporting system. Under
Quality Assurance major weaknesses were found in the
organization make-up, inadequacy of QA - document control (Pg
121)

The Management Analysis Corporation's review in 1979 of the

Fermi 2 project revealed that there was " inadequate planning and

lack of communication". The Fermi 2 project was reorganized as a

result of this review. Another review by INPO in 1982-83

criticized the licensee's " serious defects in the operator

training program, major weaknesses in radiation protection areas,

inadequate staffing, and sloppy procedures and inefficient

testing". (Pg 263) This past history of problems, the

recommended and implemented changes of the operations and

management at Fermi 2 has shed light on the overall continuing

ineffectiveness the licensee is plagued with. If sixteen years

of experience with numerous reviews have not helped the past

problems how can the licensee today with its so-called "new

management structures" try to correct the similar and identical

problems that just keep recurring?

SECOM firmly believes that there has been little done to

assure the NRC and the public that the Detroit Edison Company can

change. The Fermi 2 license should be revoked. It is impe ra tive

that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission implement the SECOM

requests for action by instituting proceedings for revocation of

19
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i the Fermi 2 license and the issuance of a show cause order

demanding hearings.

This SECOM request for action is based on an analysis of

available documentation that starkly reveals a pattern of

oversight and neglect so deep and pervasive that only federal

action can protect the health and safety of the citizens of

Michigan.

Respectfully submitted,

&d

Jennifer Puntenney
24220 Locust
Farmington Hills, MI 48018
313/477-3441
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WHO WILL MAKE r
|

HEADLINES IN 1986? !
$

i.
,

$

T HEY'RE new faces and rising stars. Some are familiar
h
t-

names, and some are people you haven't heard of- yet. But ,

by the time the year draws to a close, we'll bet many of the names on ;
this list will be familiar to you. i

How can we tell in January who will be famous in June? We didn't i

use a crystal ball, or pull names out of a bat. Instead, we polled Free i'

f8
- Press reporters who cover beats from city hall to the auto business to (

' rock music for their best bets on who will make news in the coming i
)g g * j Q year.We wanted new faces as well as old, and we ended up with a fasci- 4

.[ /[fd nating list. It's not inclusive, but it's a good sign that the new year is j
*-shaping up to be a lively year for Detroit.

The nominations, please . . . |
- The editors }

N ?
t

On the hot seat #3 Can state Cerections Director sk. #,' y' Q fend off the controversies - eari
prisoners, overcrowding, escap.

.In March, Walter McCarthy,60, chairman of squa m.ng - h are closmg in on him.e

y , k Detroit Edison, will flip the switch on the
5 Fermi 11 nuclear power plant near Monroe.

Michael Guido,31, was elected m}oThe plant has been plagued by skyrocketing costa -
x the latest tab is $3.8 billion - and problems that have born after a campaign filled wi
7 delayed the startup. The nation's nuclear industry will E anti-Arab rhetoric. Now there'so

\ . be watching to see whether it works. new ordinance closing most city parksu
dents. Black organizations, which conside

~

Everyone seems to be mad at Wayne State be racially motivated, have threatened
.

0 University President David Adamany,49. Un- Dearbornstaes. Althoughatemporaryt t
E der fire by affirmative action supporters, declared, the issue is still sunmering.

,

*
3

Mamany also stirred up critics by proposing to )
y eliminate the College of Arts and Sciences, and for {
r- / taking a 32.5 percent pay hike while faculty members Now in the job 1

?f .' got only 5.5 percent. Adamany was hailed as a great }
- ,' h when he came to WSU in 1982; he's now a favorite

Roy C.(Joe) Hayes,45, the new U.S.

bthy Brodie: She'll have to Detroit, has at least three big can
E

. . .
him - the John DaLorean fraud <b Cnd bear it.

3 u She'llhavetopinandbearitinhernewjobas
Dorothy Brodie, a former national affairs cade indictment of former UAW Vice-Presid
to Mayor Young, dislikes public attention. Battle, and a drug case involving the Pony :

j ,

head of the Detroit Transportation Corp., set up tot

l oversee completion of the star-crossed People Mover. Dapper Detroit FBI chief Kenneth
loves the spotlight and seems tol

E getit.Walton has declared Michig.'
Ronald Temple, 44, is the fifth president of inferno of public corruption" and set up ho ,

4E Wayne County Community College in as tips from the public. ||
many years. College trustees unanimously|

chose the former University of Cincinnati dean in Dennis Archer,43,is only the s4
; hopes he would bring some peace and qmet to the to sit on the state Suprema (

Ormd&dl cedbv it's a tall order. _ _ _

E gggggggg gjt
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TURBINE* -

Fermi in GK-~ ~- g REPAIR

0 h--Q-i-{.R &
"

.

,

___.p:::.g UPDATEtrouble again .g. g[.-
h * ' + #m The HRC cave V_r - The south

Fermi 30 daVs to come
- reector feed

( up unth a p'lan to pump turbine
is still down,

/ J run the complex
-

saf ely and without the ts right f olks still doun .c:incehd #

g;p O.>?+ all the nistakes that July. Most of' you maintenance people
have plagued the site know hon lon9 turbine repair s take
since it war oivon you have ell worked on t her, at the

licence.1:noning t he opere' tans other plants in the syrten. We'=. c
seen vendor repr. cone and 90 inric1r of Fermi management thev uill . disgust t hat is all exec one and he
is still here for some unk:til almc.st be a. devise a pisn ufaichxupossible t c f ollow andat certainly noun iewale

aredes a-nd craf t rearon. This 2r e small turbine and
ma ell rite T shtruare. rhould have been comple ted lon9 re g o,rconnel a ni

Monagement at Fermi se .ms but scain to ruuch ava naaement
r to be able to find th2 hardest interference end do2nce Chings the

ira ~io do t.hin9 r even 2f the no. t Fer rei tra v n211 keer t h'2r t u r v2 n e
vious way is st arin9 th+w in the d ou n r t il'l lon 9+ r. In v 9 2 n+ u h - t it uill--

.

be like uhen t he main turbino har tof ece. Th2s
f eet her be repaar ed, it's much laroer and

nore cor s hc.uld t ake iorever,
**THE FEde i. lex itl U n Y ".been true in

[. . > the part and-
y s ,

4 1 en rure-

f sull hold r'

jpt tu fr ^11 ", Time Runs Out'e fQ r
M

3
por ReaCEOrdecis2ons. .

.

v ,

g, ._M .% During the f enour
'

outa9e of 85 the reactor
, ' .

_ e_
Su dome was removed and then

replaced. This job t ook-

| d''
.

J many man hours to achieve and now.

. g it looks like at uer ell done in vann.
I "!1 hg73yigg,"".h'psuJ'&t. ';p'i'.*be r eactor har'J2$esels Still Down :

accident and because t! The (c.ur diesel oeneratorr 2n theUR complex are still doun even been ctown so lon9 due to an outaae
man which 2r ra2d to hnve been ec e lr.f.ed.pou9h new part r x-nd ext enrivaw.s-r are b<nno ured. Ir seescF t.h a t th + .mour c+ 2 n t he r e ctor ':.x - :) s.

| cry t au.e one is repe ar eci, af ter at t2 red out end soon u221 nc.t be 4.ble to. The2 ef or e t her it needs repairing a9 sin. These perform str dut"'heppen. t he donesne'.'a te ble mu r t012 ere prouen machiner in
ust ry-evervuh er e e:<:ce pt at murt a952n be t.e ken of f along nath

brrut. M & y be if oy er s t ion s k neu ho.u t he r e s.c t or hewd.Eteasu reparator,
run there en92ner t hey nould last d2 yer knd most af not 611 t he f uel-t o

L m a*.- be bet t er yet at on.:s s n eer 2ng replece t he rource. This .to b 2r e
Juld keep the2r s o c e lle.d ''k n c u hon" n c.1 n 91 5 2 : . neek r hut ci o u n . 4. n y c.n e

et of m a2nten ence's h a ar and let out t h e r e n 211) n c. 9o bei 2t u211teke
oos e o uys r ey.91r thew th+.uey they lon9c2 et Fe z r. 2 ''
O c.u hon t h2ngs u c.u l d t.h e n be done

end t he en92nes n ould l e. r t , but
y[h t iYt

t . .Y- h D S D ''.M u ch wor e t o cc,me

Nn
i

| / 2 84
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Fcrmi (cont.) Undargrsund. i .

-

the hardest way to do things even t

though the most obvious way is pOper OSSOilSstaring them in the face "
,

workerleam.is pictured a necktiedAt the top -

ng on a water-cooler. {g gn
There are feur articles on the t'

sheet, each with accompanying
illustrations. t By CHARLES SLAT

Alongside a picture of a man Evening News staff writer
boiling in a pot is the article
" Fermi in trouble again." It An underground newspaper, of-

.

explains the NRC's Dec. 24 de- j sorts, has surfaced amcag workers
[. mand for documentation about at Detroit Edison's Enrico Fermi 2

nuclear plant.how Edison intends to restart and ;

[ run the plant. ; ! Called "The Fermi Underground,"
An illustration of a worker with I the 'first issue of the single-page,,

|
an oil can accompanies " Diesels letter-sized paper bears tidbits about,

- plant problems and was distributed. still down," a complaint about the :

f|
i troubles with the emergency diesel by the hundreds at the plant lasti,

generators at the plant. "These | week.g
d,iesels are proven machines-in i

Subtitled '"A true u'pdate*" '
~

leaflet is computer-generated,' the
g

i{ [eN M'fj'y*,{ ' **C'P! 8 re-
plete with cartoon-like illustrations.

to run these engm.ations knew how ,iIt has a decidedly anti-managementoMaybe if oper[ es, they would > tone and makes repeated referencesr

engmeering would keep their so f
f last, or , maybe better yet, if to "the Fermi way," which, it
( Implies, involves management

called,s'know how out of mamte- |. seeming "always to be able to find,
nance hair and let those guys . , ., y y n..I ,

repair them the way they know I
'

how, things would be done right see FERNU, Page 10A
butand the engines would last'ermithings must be done the F

.: way, even ifit's the wrong way." | pj ,,,.p "O b'
0A drawing of a wrench and a tool 1

'
' o

ON @ 8dand17 /tleuG
-.

! kit is featured with VTurbine i

-- epair -update,"-which -laments-, - .
' '''' ' ' . ' 'how long it has taken to fix the '

failed south reactor feedwater
pump. ~

And an hourglass drawing ac- i,

j companies " Time runs out for '
,

reactor," -a blurb which , claims ,
that the neutron source in the ;,

; , reactor - the' trigger for chain
[ reactions - is " tired out" and,

I'
soon must be replaced. It says that
means that the reactor willhave to *

t be partially dismantled in what is
- normallyasix-weekjob. ,,

j Designated "Vol.1," it adds,

there is "much more to come." A
second issu'e was ex

'.distributedthisweek.pected to be !t ._,
Plant sources indicate that the '

. flyer may be a direct result of ;
"The Moderator," -a ? company ,,

~newspaper for plant employees
,

whicfiis seen by some as less than'

frank in its discussions of the-

! plant's status and its problems.
! The paper also has materialized*

despite the utility's various effortse
y to get feedback - anonymous or

otherwise- from plant workers.
"With any ooeration that large,.

no matter how many lines of
communication you have open,
someone's bound to be dis-
satisfied," said Edison spokesman
Martin Bufalini. He said it
sounded as if some disgruntled
worker is using the plant's. com-
puter's to air his gripes.
-


