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PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY

NUCLEAR GROUP HEADRDQUARTERS
98565 CHESTERBROOK BLVD.
WAYNE. PA 19087-5601
8. M. SHITH a0 Ve March 20, 1997

SENIOR VIOR FNESIDENT - NUGLEAN

Docket Mos. $0~277

50-278
License Nos. DPR-44
DPR~56
Director, Office of Enforcenent
Us €, Nuclear Reguiatory Commissior
ATTN:  Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555
SUBJECT: Peacn Bottom Atomic Power Station - Units 2 and 3

Reply to a Notice of Violation and Froposed
Impesition of Civil Penalties
NRC Inspection Report Nos. 50-277/91-33; 50-278/91-33

Attached is Philadelphia Electric Company's (PECo) response
to the subject Notice of Violation (NOV). The NOV was identified
in the resident's routine inspection 9i-33/33 and consisted of
two parts, Part A of the vioclation concerned a Technica
Specification Viclation due to Autor.tic Depressurization System
(ADS) valves being inoperable on Un.t 3 and Part B concerned

inadequate corrective action to ensure that a similar condition
did aot exist ca Unit 2.

We feel that our comprehensive corrective actions identified
in the attached response will preclude repetition of this
violation., Please find enclosed an affidavit and a check in
payment of the civil penalty,

If you have any questions or desire further informacion,

please do not hesitate to contact us.
Sincergly,

ce: T. T, Martin, Administrator, Region I, USNRC - .
J. J. Lyash, USNRC Senior Resideni Inspector {"M/()p g 287009
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Response Lo Notice Ol Vielation 91-33-01
PART A

Restatcment of the Viclation

Unit 3 Technical Spec.fication Liniting Condition for
Operation (LCO) 3,%.E.] reqguires that the Automatic
Depressurization Subsystem be operable whenever there is
iriadiated fuel in the reactor vessel and the reactor
pressure is greater than 105 psig and prior to a startup from
a Cold Conditiun, except as specifie. in 3.5.E.2 below.

Unit 3 Technical Specification LCO 3.5.E.2 requires that from
and after the date that one valve in the Autowmatic
Depressurization Subsystem is made or found to be isoperable
for any reason, continued reactor operation is permissible
only during the succeeding seven days, unless such valve is
soonsr made operable, p.ovided that during such seven days
the HPCI subsystem ig operable.

Unit 3 Technical Specification LCO 3.5.E.J requires that if
the requirements of 3,L.E cannot he met, an orderly shutdown
shall be initiated and the reactor pressure shall be reduced
to at least 105 psig within 24 hours.

Contrary to the above. beti.een December 7, 1989 (shortly
after plant startup from a refuelinyg outage) and September
d4, 1991 (when the plant was shutdown for another refueling
outage), during which time the reactor was operatine and
reactor pressure was greater than 105 psig, the Automatic
Depressurization Subsy.tem (ADS) was invperable, During that
time, the HPCI sulsystem was also inoperable for a total of
510 hours, and the reactor was not shutdown and reactor
pressure was not reduced to at least 10% psig. The ADS was
inoperable due to incorrectly installed thermal insulation
around the ADS safety relief valves, resulting in s/ gnificaut
dearadation of the asscociated solenoid operated valves,
cables, and splices, and in the ability of the ADS valves to
perform their intended safety function.

Admission or Denial of Alleged Violatioa

PECo acknowledges the violation with the clarification that
two of the five ADS valves were determined by an engineering
evaluation to be operable for design basis events, The other
three valves were outside of the environmental qualification
(EQ) envelope and therefore may not have functioned properly
during certain design basis events involving a harsh
environment in the drywell,
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Background of the Viclation

buring the pipe replacement outage in November 1987, the
mirror insulation was removed from all 11 Unit 3 Main Steam
Relief Valve:' (MBRV's) by the Peach Bottom Maintenance FPitter
Group., The MSRV's were then removed and sent offsite for
rebulld and testing., After the MSRV's were serviced they
were returned and reinstalled on September 5 and 6, 1989, by
the Maintenance Fitter Group., Extensive damage to the MSRV
mirror insulation was identified by the fitters and they did
not feel qualified to perform the necessary repairs. The
reingulation of the MSRV's was then assigned to the
contractor hired to reinstall drywell insulation., Extensive
repairs and alterations to the mirror insulation were
performed b the contractor. Following reinstallation of the
insulation, several walkdowns of the mirror insulation in the
drywell were conducted, but did not result in identification
of the MSRV insulation deficiencies of the type identified
during the eighth refueling outage.

The Operations Verification Foim (OVF) for Maintenance
Request Form (MRF) BH09258 for the pipe replacement
modification stated that "all drywell insulation to be
inspected on MRF BBUJ474". However, no vork was performed on
MRF 48009474 and the OVF was lignod off stating that fact.
Three other MRFs were referenced for drywell insulation work,
but none of their associated OVF's indicated that the
inspection of the mirror insulation was conducted.

Special Procedure 1142) was written and approved by the Plant
Operations Review Committee (PORC) to ensure that all
insulation irside the drywell that was, or may have been,
disturbed during the Unit 3 outage was properly repaited or
replaced. This proceaure was very detailed and referenced
the proper prints including the MSRV insulation detail. The
special procedure was completed and closed out on November
16, 1989, but did rot note any MSRV insulation disvrepancies,

A general drywell inspection was conducted on December 1,
1989, Lut tne MSRV insulation discrepancy was not detected.
The Unit J generator was then synchronized to the grid on
December 1, 1989, with the insula’ion installed in a manner
with the body of the MSRV on the air operator end of the
valve uninsulated., This resulted in temperaturrs in excess

of 400 degrees P around the solencid velve and associated
cabling.,

On October 27, 1990, Unit 3 was shutdown for a midecycle
outage. During this time, the main valve seat of the "E“
MSRV was suspected to be leaking and was replaced by the
Maintenance Fitter Group. A maintenance fitter craf.sman
questioned the crientation cf the mirror insulation or the
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insulation would require alteration, The maintenance fitter
craftsman also identified that all 11 MSRV's were installed
in a similar manner. This concern was expressed %o the
maintenance unit coordinatcr, The maintenance unit
coordinator knew that the MSRV insulation was extensively
repalred during the pipe replacement outage and, based on the
information presented to him, considered the MSRV's to be
adeguately insulated. No follow-up investigation or
evaluation wae initiated, and Unit 3 was returned to gservice
on November 21, 1990,

l
} MSRV. Tou reinstall the insulation as he remembered, the
}
{
|

On Septewbs '4, 19%:, Unit 3 was shutdown for the eighth
refueling cu.age. During the performance of preventive
maintenance tasks on September 24, 1991, it vas discuvered
that the associated wiring on three of the MSRV solenoid
valves showed signs of heat damage. This observation could
not have been made during any of the previous walkdowns or
inspections because the dama?od wiring was concealed in
conduit. After further examination, it was determined that
heal damage on the MSRV's was the result of the improperly
installed mirror insulation,

Reason for the violation

A causal factor analysis has been performed concerning this

event, The most significant contributing factor of this

event was that no one perceived any technical risk with '
insulaticon, It was determined that the personnel involved in |
this avent were primarily concerned about insulating piplng |
and components., They believed that the function of

insulation was limited to thermal efticiency or personnel

protection. It was only after the event that the

slonificance of ingulating toc protect critical equipment “rom :
exposure to high temperature heat sourcves and thermai

degradation was fully realized. Additionally, due to this

percepticn, information was never requested or provided on

areag where ingulation could be critical to guitounding

eguipment or components,

|

|

| Tnadequate training and guidance and inattention to detail

l were other factors in this violation. Maintenance Reguest
Form 8809258 did not contain sufficient MSRV ingulation

’ inspection details, The inspection of drywell ineul.tion
after the pipe replacement failed to identify the
discrepancies with the installed MSRV insulation. The
performer of Special Procedure 8P 1142J had seen the damaged
MERV insulation prior to its repair and, when performing the
final ingpection, was so impressed by the improved visual and
physical condition of the MSRV insulation that he did not
identify the installation discrepancies.
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Critical areas with ‘nsulation design requirements will be

identifica and inspected. Insulaticn design requirements for |
components, systems and environmental effects will be

revieved to ensure proper application, Subtle design

concerns involving insulation that could potentially cause

operability concerns on safety equipment will &lg&5 be

evaluated,

Information concetning design reguiremeits will alsc be
captured in the Plant In.ormation Management System for use
by maintenance planners, This will ensure that insulation
tasks are not lost and will enhance the capability to provide
complete work package infcrmation,

Thig event will also be reviewe' nd discussed with personnel
who supervise contractors, The importance of fully
evaluating work .coTe and providing adeqguate information to
perform that work will be stressed, Additicnally, the role
of sipervisors to ensure that work is performed correctly
will be emphasized. This will be accomplished by March 31,
1992,

Date Whern Full Compliance Was Achieved

Compliance with Technical Specifications was achieved on d
September 15, 1991, with the shutdown of Unit 3 and reactor ‘
pressure less than 105 peig, Insulation repaiis were !

completed during the refueling outage and Unit 3 was returned
to service on January 8, 1992, r
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