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10CFR50, Appendix R Compliance Information Letter
Response to Request for Additional Information

Purpose

The purpose of this letter is to provide the NRC Staff with the
information requested in a letter dated September 30, 1994,"I
associated with the August 1994 Millstone Unit No. 2 reactor
coolant pump (RCP) motor lubricating (lube) oil collection system
modifications. The request pertained to an incorrect statement
contained within our letter dated August 23, 1994.'*) During a
telephone conversation with NRC Region I Staff on November 4, 1994,
it was agreed that this letter would be submitted on or before
November 14, 1994.

Summary

Northeast Nuclear Energy company (NNECO) has reviewed the RCP motor
lube oil collection system modifications conducted during the unit
shutdown of August 1994 and our August '13, 1994, letter to the NRC
discussing those modifications. We have determined that the cause
of the incorrect statement that all credible lube oil leakage sites
will be collected and contained was due to the lack of attention to
detail by the review team in identifying the lube oil cooler plugs,
combined with the lack of design independence, during the design

(1) R. W. Cooper letter to J. F. Opeka, " MILLSTONE UNIT 2
COMPLIANCE WITH 10 CFR 50, APPENDIX R," dated September 30,
1994.

(2) J. F. Opeka letter to the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission," Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 2 ,

10CFR50, Appendix R Compliance Information Letter," dated (
August 23, 1994. |
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input development phase of the project. We have also reviewed the
process used to prepare the August 23, 1994, letter, and we believe
that, although enhancements to the process may be appropriate, the
correspondence review and approval process is not likely to
identify design omissions of this type that are contained within
the letter. Causes and corrective actions to address these two
factors are discussed below.

Background

On July 27, 1994 Millstone Unit No. 2 was removed from service to
conduct modifications to the RCP motor lube oil collection system.
As these modifications were nearing completion, NNECO was requested
by NRC Region I Staff to submit a letter, prior to startup,
describing the modifications and documenting that the modified
design met the requirements of 10CFR50, Appendix R, Section III,
Paragraph O.

In a letter dated August 23, 1994, NNECO provided the information
as requested by the NRC Staff, extracted in part from the subject
Plant Design Change Record (PDCR). The letter stated that:

The collection system was redesigned to provide increased
assurance that lube oil from all credible pressurized and
unpressurized leakage sites will be collected and
contained.

The letter concluded with the statement:

Based on the discussion in the previous section, we are
confident that the enhanced lube oil collection system
will function consistent with the requirements of
10CFR50, Appendix R, Section III, Paragraph 0, with the
previously-granted exemption.

During a walkdown in containment on August 24, 1994, with NNECO
personnel, an NRC Resident Inspector questioned the adequacy of the
design, due to several potential lube oil pressurized leak sites
(including two lubricating oil cooler shellside plugs) that

,

appeared to be unprotected by the modified system. NNECO agreed '

with the inspector's observation and augmented the design to
capture the potential leak sites. These sites were protected with
additional deflector shields and the design of the collection
system was then reviewed and walked down to verify that in fact all
potential leak sites had been protected. The unit was returned to
service on September 3, 1994.

. _. - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ -
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In the Staff's September 30, 1994, letter, the NRC expressed
concern that NNECO's initial modification was deficient regarding
the apparent leakage sites and that NNECO's letter, dated August
23, 1994, failed to reflect this deficiency.

Discussion

NNECO has reviewed the design of the RCP motor lube oil collection
system modifications conducted during the unit shutdown of July and
August 1994, relative to the August 23, 1994, correspondence to the
NRC, and the Staff's September 30, 1994, request for additional
information. The August 23, 1994, letter provided a comprehensive
discussion of the operational events. This letter does not
reiterate that discussion, but provides a discussion of the events
relevant to the design reviews and letter preparation.

Lube oil Collection System Design Process

In response to the July 27, 1994, Millstone Unit No. 2 shutdown to
modify the RCP motor lube oil collection system, several teams were
organized to attack the resolution of the lube oil leakage, as
discussed in the August 23, 1994, letter. One engineering team was
assigned to review the existing lube oil collection system design
capability, assess 10CFR50, Appendix R, Section III.O compliance,
and identify potential leak sites. A second engineering team was
assigned to develop concepts for additional collection devices to
enhance Appendix R, Section III.O compliance, update the design,
and install additional oil collection devices, as necessary, based
on the potential leak sites identified by the first review team.
The unit maintenance department was tasked with investigating and
repairing the lube oil systems on all four motors and performing
routine preventive maintenance, as appropriate. The causes of the
RCP lube oil leakage and the lube oil collection system's capture l
capability were investigated by an independent reviewer trained in |
root cause techniques. '

Root Cause Investigation
1

!In evaluating the design function, NNECO conducted a root cause
investigation and has determined the root cause and contributing
causes for the failure to identify the lube oil cooler shellside
plugs. This evaluation determined that the root cause of the
failure to identify the oil cooler shellside plugs was an oversight i

Iby the identification / review team in identifying the oil cooler
plugs combined with the failure to have the Millstone Unit No. 2
Appendix 'R' RCP Lube Oil Collection Potential Leak Site Matrix
independently reviewed. Such a transmitted Design Input is
required to be independently reviewed per the guidance of Nuclear
Group Procedure (NGP) 5.05, " Design Inputs, Design Verification,
and Design Interface Reviews," or as a Fire Protection Quality

________ - __________________- -______________________ __-
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Assurance (FPQA) document per the guidance of NGP 2.14, " Nuclear
Fire Protection Program."

The independent reviews were not performed due to supervisory
judgment that the Review Team, comprised of three (3) qualified,
experienced individuals who, as part of the document preparation,
worked together and checked each other and the document for
correctness and applicability. Although these self-checks and
reviews are not considered a formal independent review, this level
of review was considered adequate. This rationale resulted in a
formal independent review (pursuant to NGP 5.05) not being
performed.

The Millstone Unit No. 2 RCP motor lube oil collection Design
Philosophy contained an inherent conflict which contributed to the
design oversight. The Specific Design Guidelines section
identified all potential leak sites, including " threaded
connections, nipples, plugs." The same section contained " areas
excluded as leak sites: cooler body, welded piping fittings and
piping between fittings identified above." This design conflict
was not recognized due to inattention to the detail provided in the
Design Philosophy. This conflict could have been identified by an
independent reviewer.

The motor vendor manual drawings did not clearly show the plugs in
the oil cooler shell. The Review Team relied heavily on these
documents, with a secondary emphasis on field walkdowns to confirm
those areas identified. While opportunities existed to identify
the plugs in the field, the design assumption that the body was
e:cempt influenced the level of attention paid to field observations
of the cooler.

Recommended Design Corrective Actions

Two corrective actions were recommended, as a result of the root
cause investigation. The first corrective action is to ensure that
design inputs, transmitted via memorandum, are independently
reviewed. This corrective action has been implemented by the
issuance of NGP 5.31, " Engineering Record Correspondence," Rev. O,
dated October 4, 1994.

The second recommended corrective action is to provide this
evaluation to all Unit [ Engineering) Managers and Supervisors for
review and discussion at the next appropriate Department Head
Meeting. The emphasis of the discussion is the importance of the
independent review for QA documents, including FPQA.

_ _ _ _ _ -_____ _ _-_ _ __-___ _ ___
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Correspondence Process

NNECO believes that the August 23, 1994, letter describing the
motor lube oil collection system upgraded design, as it had been
described in the associated PDCR, was processed properly, pursuant
to NGP 4.01, " Communications with the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission." Inputs for the technical portions of the letter were
provided, in various forms (e.g., draft PDCR, written memoranda,
written comments on initial letter draft, etc.), from a number of
sources (e.g., Unit Design Engineering personnel, Unit Technical
Support Engineering personnel, and Unit and Corporate Fire !

Protection Engineering personnel, and Unit Maintenance). The I

information was then collated and the letter draft was prepared and
distributed by Nuclear Licensing for review and approval. The
letter received extensive review, comment, and approval from
discipline and management personnel associated with the project
(e.g., Unit Design Engineering, Technical Support Engineering, the
Technical Support Fire Protection Engineer, Corporate Fire
Protection Engineering, Unit Maintenance, the Unit Director, and
Nuclear Licensing) . After the individual reviews and approvals
were obtained, the letter was forwarded for Executive Vice
President signature.

The interface between the site and the corporate office was managed
closely. The majority of the personnel responsible for approval of
the design modifications, input to, and preparation of the letter
were permanently assigned to the Millstone site or were temporarily
on site supporting the unplanned outage. Unit Engineering Design,
Unit Technical Support Engineering (including the Fire Protection
Engineer and System Engineer), Unit Maintenance, Nuclear Licensing
and others are permanently assigned on site and interfaced
frequently during the preparation of the August 23, 1994, letter.
For instances in which a reviewer was in the corporate office,
facsimile transmissions and telephone conversations were utilized
to obtain review, comment, and approval.

This correspondence approval process relies on discipline and
management personnel, designated on the correspondence sign-off and
distribution sheet, (in this case those who were responsible for
the identification and re-design of the RCP motor lube oil
collection modifications) to be responsible for the accuracy of the
information contained. Their signature on this sheet certifies
that, within their area of responsibility, the correspondence is
accurate and complete, except as noted by the reviewer on the sign-
off sheet, or on attached comments. At the time the August 23,
1994, letter was distributed and signed-off, the lube oil
collection system modified design was believed to be accurate as

,

represented in the PDCR. |

l
!

|
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Correspondence Self-Assessment

The completeness and accuracy of correspondence submitted to the
NRC was chosen as the 1994 self-assessment topic for Nuclear
Planning, Licensing and Budgeting. This decision was made before
the accuracy of our August 23, 1994, letter, was questioned. This
topic was chosen based on the importance we place on this area, and
the recent instances of identified errors in our correspondence.
The assessment was conducted by a team comprised of individuals
from Northeast Utilities Corporate Legal Department, Seabrook
Licensing, NNECO Nuclear Licensing, and Nuclear Training. Because
the self-assessment was conducted after the submittal of the August
23, 1994, letter, the process used to prepare the letter was a
specific focus of the team.

This self-assessment was performed to evaluate the completeness and
accuracy of correspondence submitted to the NRC pursuant to
NGP 4.01. The intent of the assessment was to identify the
existence of any favorable or adverse trends and provide
recommendations for improving the effectiveness of the assessed
activities.

The assessment team reviewed existing processes, procedures, and
selected recently-docketed correspondence. The assessment team
focused specifically on the current approach used to prepare,
review, and approve such outgoing correspondence. The assessment
team contacted a number of other utilities, and the Nuclear Energy
Institute to better understand the preparation, review, and
approval processes that are being utilized in the industry for
correspondence submitted to the NRC. The self-assessment methods,
findings, and recommendations are contained within a report dated
November 9, 1994. This report is being made available to the
Resident Inspector staff for their review.

Self-Assessment Conclusions and Recommendations

The assessment team found that the basic process for preparing,
reviewing, and approving NRC correspondence is consistent with the
approach taken by other utilities, and does provide a framework for
producing complete and accurate submittals. The recent problems
have developed primarily as a result of inadequate implementation
of the process.

The assessment team believes that those involved in preparing
outgoing correspondence understand their respective roles and i

responsibilities for the completeness and accuracy of NRC !
submittals. They appear to understand the importance and necessity
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of 10CFR50.9(a) compliance. However the assessment team has made
the following process modification recommendations:

* recommending that reviewers verify, to the maximum extent
possible, the existence of objective evidence in support
of factual assertions;

identifying lead technical department responsibility fore
letter preparation, including those delegated by their
management to review correspondence on the correspondence
signoff sheet;

* having the lead technical department be the final
technical signoff on the correspondence signoff sheet;

disseminating information regarding the changes to be*

made to the process to the appropriate Nuclear Group
personnel, and providing feedback regarding problems
encountered, both at Northeast Utilities and throughout
the industry; and

a performing a review of a larger sample of docketed
correspondence to determine the extent of any problems
regarding past docketed correspondence.

The report's recommendations are being evaluated and will be
implemented where appropriate.

With respect to the Millstone Unit No. 2 RCP motor lube oil letter,
the assessment team believes that the correspondence review and
approval process could not have been expected to identify design
omissions, since the review and approval process would not have
reasonably included an independent review of the PDCR.

;

Conclusion

NNECO considers the design and modification of our facilities with
the utmost regard for safety and consistent with applicable codes
and requirements. We take equally seriously our responsibility to
provide complete and accurate information. Our review of the RCP
motor lube oil design has identified causes for which corrective
actions are being implemented. Our correspondence self-assessment
initiative has recently been completed. The results are being i

reviewed, considered, and enhancements will be incorporated as
appropriate. |

_ _ - . - - - _ - - _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ _
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We trust that this letter is responsive to the Staff's request. If
you have further questions on this subject, please contact Mr.
M. J. Wilson at (203) 440-2081 or me.

Very truly yours,

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY

FOR: J. F. Opeka
Executive Vice President

A-BY: ( -

E.'~X. DeBarba
Vice President

cc: T. T. Martin, Region I Administrator
G. S. Vissing, NRC Project Manager, Millstone Unit No. 2
P. D. Swetland, Senior Resident Inspector, Millstone Unit

Nos. 1, 2, and 3
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