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By letter dated November | 1990, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission requested
Niagara Mohavk to submit add onal information regarding station blackout. The
requested information vas t« » submitted by January 4, 1991, in order for the Staff

to complete its evaluation o 1@ Mile Point Unit 1. This letter is to inform you

of a delay irn our submittal.

Niagara Mohavk retained tvo outside consulting firms to assist in the preparation of

t response to the Staff’s request for additional information. This assistance

A
d & reanalysis of reactor coolant system inventory, a transient analysis of

Room heat-up, and an analysis of containment heat-up. The results of these

)6 vere received during the veek of December 31, 1990, Howvever, the actual
py documentation has not yet been received for the Control Room and
iment heat-up analyses

vide assurance that these analyses are accurate and reflect present plant
ation, an internal independent review and verification will be performed by
Niagara Mohawvk Niagara Mohawvk btelievee that the completion of its

is necessary based on the complexity of these

! internal review
analyses and their importance in
demonstrating the ability of Nine Mile Point Unit 1 to wvithstand and recover fron

station blackout, Therefore, ve have chosen to delay our response until this revi
] § mplete liscussed oul

Manager, Mr, D. §. Brinkman, we plar
delay submi O\ sponse unti vary 25, 1991,

Very truly vours,

NIAGARA MOHAVK POVER CORPORATION

\; <
e

C. D. Terry
Vice President

Nuclear Engineering

Regional Administrato
V: .. e i O0¥ :'t'

Mr. R . Capra, Proj

Mr. D. S. Brinkman, |
Records Management
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Restatement ¢

95a(9) requires impiementation of &n Inservice festing (1ST) progran
( &nd valves whose function i1s required for safety in accordance with
the applicable edition of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vesse) Code, Section
Rl The applicable edition of the Code tor the purpose of the [S1 program 1§
the 1980 Edition through Winter of 1981 addenda. Three examples of failure t
adequately implement the provisions of the Code in administrative and
technical procedures were identified:
section X1, Article IWV 34 ., requires that category A and B valves
that cannot be exercised every 3 months aguring piant operation shai)
be exercised during cold shitdowns. The "Peach Bottom Atomic Power
station Units 2 and 3 Pump a.d Valve Inservice lesting Program,"
section 5,2.2, states that valve testing will commence within
hours after reaching cold shutdown and will continue until al
are complete or the plant is ready to return to power, Any te
not completed at one cold shutdown will be performed during
subsequent cold shutdowns.

Lontrary to the above, as of October 29, 1990, the licensee's

program scheduling and implementing procedures did not contair
rovisions 1o ensure that cold shutdown testing is initiated

nsistently and in a timely manner, nor to ensure that al)

components are tested during periods of cold shutdown. As ar

\

required testing was conducted during periods
' this operating cycle,

ection XI, A cle IWV 3510, requires that safet
e periodically tested. The ‘icensee's IST pre
exemption from IWY 351(. and use of ANS | /ASME
alternative test requirement. Both IWV 3510 anc require

a valve fails to function properly during a regular test, an

‘ sample of valves will be tested.

K
r
L

above, as of October 29, 199( e licensee had not
program impiemen?iﬁg procedures or responsibilities
Lhe expanded test sample rec ed following test

a st
performed,

0, states that Lategory A and B valves
onCe every three months, The necessary
determined by observing an appropriate
Indicator or observing indirect evidence, such as changes in system

nressure or fiow rate, which reflect disk position. The "Peach




ttom Atomic Power Static - i 3 Pump an
esting Program," states at e C¢ $ and
removal minimum flow !ine e ; g 1 he ¢

quarterly in the forward

ontrary to the above, as of Octol 29, 1990, the licenses ] not
stablished technically adequate procedures fur performance of the
orward direction testing of the core spray and residua eat remova
nimum flow l1ine check valves in that the procedures did not require
servation of either direction o indirect evidence of valve disk
pyvement.

SevVEerity olatio (SuUpp lement

the olation (Example 1)

jrammatic controls he Peach Bottom Inservice Testing (IST) Program for
‘ ‘ tdown were not properly implemented., Surveillance
implemert this testing; however, effective means
‘e performed during cold shutdown were not put inte
01S were not properly implemented to ensure that
utdown that was not completed prior to returning te
ompleted during !

ubsequent shutdown, 3Since the IST program
It dependent ) ‘0g 1 10
|

)

1ssue and track routine S7
schedule the i

1stIng of the cold shutdown
orwarded tc 5T Coer the IST Coordinator,
for information only. Poor communic at
plan from either party to effectively track

the uns duled STs There also was a lack of coordinatior
r agministration ¢ rogrammat i ontrols were in place te
components » Lested ::1'. the corred frequency an
or event de

tracked.,
being performed when required was
in-house 1 S L ¢ 10N correClive actions were not vet

\

Ouring the implementation of the IST program, relief

n e Preventative Maintenance (PM) program, Tt

ane

the v would be tested at the correct frequency, alleviating the
additiona. surveillance test procedures

. The requirement to ensure tha!
expanded testing is performed following a test failure was addresced by




iure A-127 In-Servi
ementing were not written t¢ -
ariure ate the appropriate cont y 10 Ovide ad
: \

ire and the lack of communication between Mai
the testing was performed were the cause

that y(-‘\gd ',,“(5. in the :},‘ ;‘VL,_JV\'\" were
€ n the Preventative Maintenance Program. Additiona

18w was ongucted to verif

y

'y. a4 review of

]

‘et valves tested since the inception of the IST program w onducted tc
the number of failures that have occurred where additional test

Y

t
erformed, nis review identified only one occurrence where this
irement was not met. An effort 1s currently

[€7

underway between the (51
p and Maintenance Enc ering to develop procedural controls that
Jately address the equirements.

nd subsequent review f the surveillar

ray (CS) and Residua)l Heat Remova) (RHf
verity the opening of these valves wers
rly testing is performed on each pumi
"ated minimum flow valves open, rifica

w

y M P" ("\1"‘{" \lyy& r i nd 5 "t("\\"."

propriate § 1tien by the ST Re t
the procedure for system testing., A Corre
init \;\’Y‘\',\"\c"‘;y t( incorpor:
g 'nto the re 1s and to tra hese r

"L o . 14 . . \ 4
addition, lgar Quality Assuran Divist

n

determi y A {A ’ | . nan ¢ \ 1 A g N
: jQ.z n'nt f addition companent testing 1s adequate
programmalic weaknesses can be identified. As a result

- S

'S & nigh level of confidence that other valves are appr

G

5 { ‘)”;
nases whict e es gne 1 3 A ¢ ME
Ct B Jes ne € with ASMi
10on X1 ? Y mr \ A ¢ f ¢ = . :
( i C pump a valve tes g, and L0 ensure consisten
nistrative procedures Addit ‘

- S48

eagures or methods used t

Cy between M

ly, the specific implementation
to comply with the regulations are being

R
'] 3 Ur

§ performed will be evaluated and the mos
impiemented, The method to perform expan

are [ N . P,
adequacy. Uuring this review process methods to ens
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