Commonwealth Edison
1400 Opus Place
Downers Grove, llingis 60515

February 6, 1991

Mr. A. Bert Davis

Reglonai Administrator - Reglon 111
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, I1linols 60137

Subject: Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station Units 1 and 2
Response to Two Level IV Violations
Inspection 50-254/90022, 50-265/90021
NRC Docket Nos. $0-254 and 50-265

Reference’ T.J. Kovach (CECo) letter to A, Bert Davis (NRC),
dated February 1, 1991 transmitting the response
to a Notlice of Violation

Mr. Davis:

The attached response supercedes the Response to Motice of Violation
attached to the reference letter. The response attached to the referenced
letter, due to an oversight, did not include the first page of the response.

Hopefully, this has not caused any inconvenience. If your staff has any
questions concerning this letter, please refer them to Rita Radtke, Compliance
Engineer at 708/515-7284.

Very truly yours,

Ye A P o ’,’
A . He di‘{/&/"_!\,‘;,.

T. J. Kovach
Nuclear Licensing Manager

4 L.N. Olshan, Projsct Manager - NRR
T. Tavlor, Senior Resident Inspector
NRR Document Control Desk

RR: 1mw
fEB 7 1991

IMLDT LA/ ) ”C(j
1! PL10O21 20008 210206 5 (L& /

A« i POR  ADOCK OS0002%4 e
(] FDR /



RESPONSE TO MOTICE OF VIOLATION

Vielation )

Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station Operating Licenses DPR-29 and DPR-30,
Section 3.B. states that "the 1icensee shall operate the faciiity iIn
accordance with the Technical Specifications",
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Unit 1 Technical Specification 3.12.fF.2 requir.s all penetration fire
barriers protecting safety related areas be fntact or else a continuous
fire watch must be established.

Contrary to the atove, for approximately six weeks ending on September
20, 1990, the Unit 1 cable tunnel access hatch was open without a
continuous fire watch being established. A fire watch In 20 minute
intervals was performed during this time.

Unit 2 Technical Specification 4.12.8.1.d requires each Fire Suppression
System be demonstrated operable at least once per year by cycling each

testable valve 1n the flow path through at least one complete cycle of
full travel.

Contrary to the above, from April 20, 1989 to Janvary 2, 1990, Unit 2
sprinkler system valve number 2-4199-72 exceeded the Technical
Spacification requirement, In that. it was not cycled to verify
operability,

Unit 1 Technical Specification Table 4.8-1 requires the )icensee to take
a radiological effluent sample within 24 hours following a thermal power
level change exceeding 20% of rated therwal power in one hour.

Contrary to the toove, on July 2, 1990, a radlological effluent sample
was not taken when Unit 1 power level wus raised more than 20% of rated
thermal power in one hour.

Techniral Specification Table 4.1-1 footnote [2) states than an
instrument check shall be performed on high steam!ine radiation once per
shift.

Contrary to the above, on August 12 and August 14, 1990, the once per
shift instrument check of the main steam 1ine radtation monitors was not
performed.

Unit 1 Technical Specification 4 .3.F requires that prior to entering
Economic Generation Control (EGC) and once per shift while operating in
EGC, the EGC operating parameters be reviewed for acceptability.

Contrary to the above, on November 14, 1990, the licensee discovered
that the fore Monitoring Code that provides the EGC operating parameters
had not bee. run and, thurefore, reviewed, for approsimately 24 hours
while the unit was operating in EGC.

er, these examples are considered a Severity Level IV violation
ement I). (No. 50-254/90022-01 (DPR): 50-265/90021-01(DPR))
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ne Station recoanized potential problems with ensuring Technical
specification survelllances are met and took the initlative to

1

review thelr
general surveillance (GSRV) program

ouring the fourth quarter of 1990. the
ytation requested the Onstite Nuclear >afety Department to conduct an
wS5essment of the GSRV proaram That assessment 1s compiete and
recommendations have been made

Reviewing the exampies in aggregate, we identified a potential common factor
which 's related to personnel errors

Based on the knowiedge gained from the Onsite N clear Safety assessment, the
following corrective actions were developed which are broad-scoped and go
veyond those corrective actions to address each event |

ndividually



CORRECTIVE ACTIONS TQ PREVENT FURTHFR NONCOMPLIANCE

1)

2)

3

4)

5)

6)

7

The GSRV Coordinator wiil provide a Iisting of Technical Specification
survetllances for discussion at the Plan-of-the-Day meeting to keep
station management informed of surveillance scheduling, inciuding due
de’es, when grace periods are entered, and how much grace is left for
each surveillance. This began on Januvary 28, 1991.

A policy will be established and implemented to emphzsize management
expectations thau unless extenuating circumstances exist. the routine
use of the surveillance grace period will be eliminated and all GSRV
scheduled Technical Specification survelilances will be compieted on or
before the due date. The Production Superintendent will develop the
polir, statement by February 15, 1991,

A Surveillance Coordinator position for the Operations Department will
be establisned by May 1, 199). Ouring the interim the Station
Survelllance Coordinato- from Work Planning will oversee the Operations
Papartment Surveillance Coordinator duties.

Personnei who perform Technical Specification survei., ances will recefve
training on the importance of completing surveillances on time and
paying attention to detai) through the completion of the surveillance.
The Statfon will use the INPO "self-check" program as a guide for
developing a lesson plan. The lesson plan s expected to be compieted
by March 1 391 and training is expected to be completed by May 1, 1991,

The Technical Specification surveillance matrix currently maintained by
Regulatory Assurance wil' ke Incorporated into the GSRV program by
July 1, 1991,

A verification of the GSRV Tech Spec database will be performed for
complieteness and accuracy. A verification for the Operations Department
will be completed by July 1, 1991, and by June !, 1991 for all other
departments .

The Personnei Erre: Evaluation Presentation (PEEP) Program was
established in July 1990. The PEEP program brings the personnel
involved in an event and upper station management together for a face to
face discussion of the event. The event Is reviewed, facts are
presented, conclusions are drawn and proposed corrective actions are
discussed. Examples a and e of this violation were presented as PEEP
program events. In the future, all events which Include personnel error
as one of the primary causes will be reviewed by the Station Manag  for
che determination 1f a PEEP will be conducted.
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OATE WHEN FULL COMPLIAN

(for each individual example)

EXAMPLE 2

Full compliance was achieved on September 20. 1990 when continuous fire
watches were established for ail required areas.

EXAMPLE b

Full compliance was achieved on January 2, 1990 when valve 2-4199-072 was
cycled, proving operabllity and satisfying Technical Specification
requirements.

EXAMPLE ¢

Full compliance was achleved on July 4, 1990 when a reactor water sample
verified no increase In activity levels.

EXAMPLE ¢

Fu"" compliance was achieved on August 14, 1990 when the required Instrument
ch” *s per properly completed.

EXAMPLE ¢

Full compliance was achieved on November 4, 1990 when a new Coce Performance
Calculation was compieted, the automonitoring function of the Core Monitoring
Code was restored, and the Qualified Nuclear Engineer completed thermal Vimits
c-lculations,
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VIOLATION 2

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criteria XVl states, in part, that measures shall be
established to assure that conditions adverse to quality such as deficlencies
and non-conformances are promptly identified and corrected. These measures
thall assure that the cause of the condition i determined and ~orrective
action taken to precliude repetition.

Contrary to the above, on October 4,1990. it was fdentifled that corrective
actions for a previous Notice of Violation concerning the adequacy of work
fnstructions (NRC Violation No. 89022-02a) 4id not preclude repetition of a
simiiar event. On October 4, 1990 a violation for Inadequate work
‘nstructions concerning 11fted leads left unlanded for #3 and #4 turbine
cortrol valve fast acting solenold valves was ldentified. This is a repeat
viclation concerning electrical maintenance work narkage content and

Ins ructions.

This 15 a Severity Level 1V violation (Suppiement [).
(No, 50-265/90021-02(DRP))

RISCUSSION

Or Octaber 3, 1990 Quad Clties Unit Two was operating in the RUN mode at
approximately 32 percent of rated core thermal power. At 1650 he' rs, while
performing the Turbine Control Valve Fast Closure Scram Instrum (tation
Functional Test, Turbine Control Valves (TCV) #3 and #4 falled tu fast close
and provide a half-scram on Reactor Protection System (RP®) Channel 'B'. The
#3 and #4 TCV test permissive 1ights de-energized and valve position
Indicators showed full closed. TCVs #1 and #2 tested satisfactorily. The
fast-action solenoids provide fast closure (less than one second) of the
turbine control valves to protect the turbine from overspeed when the load is
removed. The purpose of the scram is to anticipate the rapid increase in the
prassure and neutron flux which may result from the fast closure of the
turbine control valves.

The fallure of TCVs #3 and #4 to fast close and provide a half-scram was due
0 the Tact that the wires to the colls of the fast-acting solenoids were not
landed inside the local junction box located on the respective control valves.

The cause for the 11fted lsads was due to a management deficiency in the
flectrical Maintenance (EM) Department. The Work Packages Initiated to
perform the work did not provide for adequate documentation of 1ifted leads.

A contributing cause was the fact that the "As Left Condition-Work Performed"

section of QAP 1500-528 was not properly completed vy the EM Individuai who

I1fted the leads. Had this been completed properly, 1t would have provided an

Indicetion to the subsequent EM crews that the leads were 11fted and to reland
iem upon installation of the rebui't solenoics,

The junction box covers were reinstalled after the leads vere |ifted to remove
the old solenoid valves. This Vs standard maintenance practice. Thererore,
there vas no visual evidence that the leads in the Junction boxes were

11F¢rd. With the junction bex covers replaczd and ro documentation of 1ifted
‘e2.s In the work package, a different crew completing the work did not
recognize an incompiete circuit. Therefore, leads 11fted at the local

Junction bores we e not relanded after installation of the rebuilt solenolds.
INLDY12/11



CORRECTIVE ACTIONS TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

The 1ifted leads for the FASVS on TCVs #3 and #4 were relanded in their
respective junction boxes on October 3, 1990.

CQBRECIIME“AQIIQNS_IALLM_IQNPRE!EHI_EHRIHEB_HQH:QQMELIANCI

1) An Electrical Maintenance (EM) procedure, QCEM 700-14, “Lifting and
Landing Leads", was written to outline the steps required for I1fting
and landing leads ‘hen hecessary to perform maintenance work., This was
compieted on Noveroer 16, 1990,

2) EM work anaivsis have been Instructed to inciude a Lead Lift and Land
Log Sheet in EM work packages tn properly document lead 1ifts ang lands
at locations other than those at the device beir laced,

3 EM personnel have been tra:ned on the "Lifting and Landing Leads"
procedure .,

4) EM personnel have also been traine: on the importanc: of properly
f1111ng out QAP 1500-528, Work Request History ru.m.

5) A1l Maintenance personnel will review this event at their weekly
tallgate meetings by February €, 1991,

6) A Personnel Error Evaluation Presentation (PEEP) was held on October 22,
1990. The event wes reviewed and as a corrective action the use of a
Lead Lift and Land Log sheat was proposed.

7 Development of a Maintenance Department “Work Analyst Guideline" was
begun n July 1990. This guide will aid the analyst in preparing
maintenance work packages. The guide!ine will be issued by February 28,
1991 and training comp.eted hy March 31, 199).

Previous corrective act'uns placed emphasis on verification of field
condictions. The lead, rere properly 11fted, however, documentation of the
I1fted leads was inadequcte. With the addition of the Lead LIft and Land Log
Sheet and training of Electrical Maintenance personne! on its use,

Common' zaith Edison 1s confident that the recurrence of this event will be
prevented.

Full compliance was achieved on October 4, 1990 after the leads had beer
relanded, the test successfully completed, and outage report terminated.
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