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January 10, 1932

Docket No. 50-266; 50-301
License Mo, DPR-24; DPR-27
EA §1-148

Wisconsin Electric Power COmpang

ATTIN. I, Jemes J. Zach, Vice President
Wuciear Power Department

23) Vest Michigan, Room 308

Milwaukee, Wisconsin £320)

Dear Mr, Zach:

SUBJECT: HIOTICE OF VIOLATION ANT PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES -
$150,000 (INSPECTION REPORTS NO. 50-266/91026; 50-301/91026)

This refers to the special inspection conducted on October 1 « November 1,

1007, at the Poiut Neach Nuclear Power .tation. The ‘rspection included a
review of the circumstances surrounding the September (¥, 1991, fatlure of

the Unit 2 main steam isolation valves (MSIVs) to close uper demand from the
control room during 2 plent shutdown for o scheduled refueling outage, The
regort documenting thie inspection was sent to you by letter dated November 15,
1991, As a result of the irsmection, significant violations of JRC requirements
were identifind, AL enforcement conference was held on November 22, 1991, with
you and members of your staff to discuss the violations, their causes, and your
corrective actions.

The violations described in the enclosed Notire of Vielation and Proposed
Imposition of Civii Penalties (Notice) invelve (1) the failure to report MSIV
malfunctions, (&) failure to properly test MSIVs, and (3) the failure to take
adequate corrective action to prevent recurrence of the MSIV malfurctions,
Collectively, these violations resulted in the Unit 2 MSIVs being incperable
for an indetermineble puriod of time during the last operating cycle, Of
garticular concern to the RC is that throushout the cperationa) history of the
oint Beach Nuclear Power Station, the MSIVe repeltbdl{ failed to function as
described in the Sarety Analysis Report (SAR) and facility Technical Specifi-
cetions (71S), i.e., close within five seconds with low steam flow, and sta*ion
management failed to adequately address the potential sionificence of this
problem, which was gencrally known to the operat uns and maintenance staff,

Information developed by the inspection indicated that it wes routine for plant
personnel to use & sledge hammer to “manuailg assist” MSIV closure durin
shutdowns and not document those actions, NRC inspectore found hammer blow
marks on each MSIV in both units. Operators interviewe. by the NRC stateu that
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they did not consider the majority of the MSIV probtlems te be an opersbility
concern, as most occurred during system shutdown when the valves were not
undergoing TS survedllance testing, This practice has occurred 4n both units
since the start of commercia) cperation, Consequently, a comprehensive record
of the MSIV problems wes not develrped and effective corrective actions were
not taken to assuré the operability of this safety component

It appears that stetion personnc] only focused on the “as-left" condition cf
the velves prior to startup sirce testing could only be perforred during an
outage and there was no Technical Specification limiting condition for
operation (LCO). Plant documents indicated that station personnel often
retionslized that steam flow would assist 4n the closure of the MSIVs durin
operation, This reasoning was flawed because the MSIVs are expected to shu
autometically under low steam flow conditions and in some cases, when called
upon Lo operate, the MSIVs remained in their ful) cpen position which prevented
steam flow from assisting valve closure,

The root causet of the viclations and your subsequent corrective actions were
discussed dur1n? the November 22, 1991, enforcement confercice., You indicated
that the major factor contributing to the violations appears to have been a
mind~set of plant personnel specific to the operebi |1ty of MSIVs, This led to
the fatiure te properly document component deficiencies to that the root cause
could be evaluated. To correct this problem, you indicated &t the conference
that you planned to: (1) conduct a written survey of operations anc
s’ .nance personnel to determine if chronic or repetitive probleme exist with

"o safety-related equipment; (2) perform a systematic review of equipment

t. fes for the past five years to determine if repetitive problems cxist

‘v other safety-related equipment; (3) request an INPO Opercting Experience

© st Visit to seek aavice on root cause analysis; (4) comnare assumptions
naue for accident analyses between the Final Safety Analysis Report, the
Limiting Conditions for Operations Section and the Surveillance Section of the
Point Beach Technical Specifications; (5) ensure that the squipment addressed
in item (4) 1s adequately covered in the preventive maintemance program; end
(6) add a requirement in the Maintenance Work Request taceing process to
consider whether a conditior 1s reportable to the NRC,

Violation 1.A concerns multiple failures to report the safety function problems
encountered with the MSIVs, This was caused in part by the failure of station
personnel to document known equipment problems, the failure of management to
set sdequate reporteb?l’ly thresholds, and the failure to have promptly
elevated information concerning the September 29, 1991, event to the
appropriate level of manacement., The NRC is concerned about the nerrow view
adopted by the station in the past regarding what constituted a reportable
event for the MSIVs,

Violation 1.B involves inadequate MSIV testing. The testing performed under
brocedure No, 17-280/285, “Inservice Testing of Main Steam Stop Valves," did

not demonstrate that the MSIVe would perform satisfactorily in service due to
preconditioring f the velves by other procedures. Point Beach Procedure OP-13A,




Wisconsin Electric Power Company « 3. January 10, 1992

“Secondary System Startup,” which sequenced ]T-280/285, to perform the test of
record during startup, was deficient in that 1t directed the operators to cycle
and precondition the .alves prior to testing, Additionally, the velves were
not timed when initially closed per Point Beach Procedure 0P<13B, “Seconder)
System Shutdown." HKad this been done, 1t ¢ not 1ikely that the MSIV
performance problems would have gone undetected.

Taken collectively, Violations 1.A and !.B represent & potentially significant
Tack of attention or carelessness towards 1icensed responsibilities in assuring
that the MSIVs would perform satisfactorily. Therefore, in accordence with the
“Genera) Statement of Policy end Procedure for NRC Enforcement Actions,"
(Enforcement Policy) 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C (1881), Violation 1 has been
classified 25 2 Severity Level I!1 violation,

Violation [] involves the faflure to evaluate fdentified MSIV malfunctions and
institute effective corrective actions to preclude repetition. This vioiation
1s distinct frowm Violation 1 in that on several occesions, problems with MSIV
No., 2MS-2017 were identified and entered into the station corrective action
system, However, the 1987 and 1990 valve problems were rot adequately reviewed
to determine the root cause and consequent1g. adequate corrective action wese

not taken to prevent recurrence. HMad this been done, 1t 15 not 1ikely that the
September 29, 190907, MSIV failures would have occurred, Therefore, in accordance
with the NRC Enforcement Policy, Viclation 11 has been categorized at Severity
Level 111,

The consequence of these violations 1s that the MSIVs, which are part of 2
system designed to mitigate a serious safety event, wou'd either not close,

or not close on a timely basis, and therefor~ may not have performed their
intendec safety function, Therefore, to emphasize tne need for timely
notification and reporting of events, and the prompt identification and
correction of significant deficiencies, ! have been suthorized after consuita-
ion with the Director, Office of Enforcement, and the Deputy [xecutive Director
for Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Regicnal Operations and Recearch to issue the
enclosed Notice of Viclation and Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties (Notice)
in the amcunt of $150,000 for the violations described ‘r the enclose” Notice,
The base amount of a civi) penalty for each Severity 111 violation o problem

is $50,000. Violation I was assessed a civil penalty of $50,000, while Viola~
tion 11 was assessed a civi) penalty of $100,000. The escalation and mit1?at1on
factors set forth in the Enforcemert Policy were considerad for each Severity
Level 111 vicolation as discussed below,

The base civil penalty for Viclation | was escalated by 50 percent for NRC
identification of the reporting and testing deficiencies. A 50 percent
mitigation was applied for your corrective actions, vhich were discussed sbove.

An additiona) 100 percent mitigation was applied for your overal)l good past
performance as exemplified by your most recent Systematic Assessment of Licensee
Performance (SALP) and good enforcement history in these areas, notwithstanding
one reporting violation in the safequards area. However, a 100 percent escalation
was applied for the factor of muitiple examples based on the four reporting
examples described in the citation and the numerous examples of failure to



S T -

B e e e Ll N e e e = i e e

Wisconein Electric Power Company - 4 - January 10, 1992

properly test the MSIVe., The other factors were considered and no further
adjustments were deemed warranted,

For Yiolation 11, the base civi] penalty was escaloted 50 percent for NRC
fdentification of the deficiencies in your corrective action program, No
adjustment was made for your corrective actions, once the problem was identified
to you. Though you addressed the equipment trending deficiencies and the
mismetch between equipment recuired by the Technica! Specifications versus the
Safety Analysis Report, no sdditiona) management oversight or audits were
proposed at the enforcement conference to ensure that corrective actions were
effective in preveniing recurrent component failures. We acknowledoe that
following the corfervu.ce you proposed zdditiora) corsective action, An
edditional L0 percent escalation was wpplied for your past poor performance in
this area, as evidenced by o civi] peralty of $87,500 1ssued in Apri) 100( (see
£A 09-3545 for your failure to effectively 1mg1omont & program to correct
fdentified deficiencies in 2 timely menner. The remaining factors were
considered and no further adjustment to the base civil penalty is considered
appropriste.

Finelly, you committed to a numher of acticns fo]Iowin? the enforcement
conference in a letter to us deted December 3, 1991, If you plan to deviate
from any of those commitments, please advise us 15 advance of the deviation,

You are required to respond to thic letter and should follow the instruciions
specified in the enclosed Notice when preparing your response. 'n your response,
you should document the specific actions token and any additional actions you
plan to prevent recurrence, After reviewing your response to this Not'ce,
including your proposed corrective actions and the results of future inspections,
the NRC will determine whether further ARC enforcement action is nec.ssary te
ensure compliance with NRC regulatory requirements,

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," » copy of
this letter, 1te enclosure, and your responses will be nlaced 4n the NRC Fublic
Pacument Room,

The responses directed by this letter and the enclosed Notice are not subject
to the clearance procecures of the 0ffice of Management and Budget as required
by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, Pub, L. No, 96-811,

Sincerely,
a. |

A. Bert Davis
Regional Administrator

Enclosure: Notice of Violation
and Proposed Imposition of
Civi) Penalty

(SEE ATTACHED CONCURRENCE)
See Distribution Next Page
R lm-“" RI111 D:0E R111 nm
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properly test the MSIVs., The other factors were considered end no further
adjustments were deered warranted,

For Violatfon 11, the base civi) peralty wat escalated 50 percent for NRC
fdentification of the deficiencies in your corrective action Erogrnm. No
adjustment was mede for your corrective actions, once the problen was identified
to you. Though you addressed the equipment trending deficiencies and the
mismatch betwenr eguipment required by the Technica) Specifications versus the
Safety Anelysis Report, no additional manacement oversight or audits were
proposed at the enforcement conference to ensure that corrective actions were
effective in preventing recurrent component feilures, We acknowledge that
following the conference you proposed additional corvective action., An
soditional 50 percent escelation wes applied for your past poor performance in
this area, os evidenced by a civi) penalty of $67,500 fssued in April 199C (see
EA 89-?543 for your feilure to effectively 1m$10m.nt 8 program to correct
fdentifled deficiencies in a timely manrer, The remaining factors were
considered and no further adjustments tu the base civi) penalty 15 considered
appropriate,

Finally you committed to & number of actions fo11owin? the enforcement
conference in a letter to us dated December 3, 1991, If you plan to deviate
from any of those commitments, please advise us in advence of the deviation,

You are required to respond to this letter and should follow the instructions
specified in the enclosed Netice when preparing your response, In your response,
you should decument the specific actions taken and any additiona) actions you
plan tu prevent recurrence. After reviewing your responte to this Notice,
including your proposed corrective actions and the results of future inspections,
the NRC will determine whether further NRC enforcement action ‘¢ recessary e
ensure compliance with NRC regulatory reouirements,

In zccordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," a copy of
this letter, its enclosure, end your responses wili be placed in the NRC Publie
Document Room.

The responses direrted by this letter and the enclosed Ne' ce are not subject
to the clearance procedures of the 0ffice of Menagement arc Budget as recuired
by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, Pub. L. No, 96511,

Sincerely,

A. Bert Davis
Pegional Administrator

Enclosure: Notice of Violation
and "roposed Imposition of
Civi) Penalty
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¢¢ w/enclosure:
DCD/DCB(RIDS)
OC/LFDCR
6. J. Maxfield, Plent Manager
Virgi) Kansble, Chief Boiler Section
Charies Thompson, Chatrman
Wisconsin ub1§c Service Commnission
Pobert M, Thompson, Administrator
Wisconeir Division of Emergency Government
Chief, Radiation Protection Section
Wisconsin Deptl, of Me.1th and Socie! Services
Wisconsin Electric Power Compony

January 10, 1992
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I Thompson, DEDS

J. Sniezek, DEDR

v, Lieberman, OF

L. Chendler, OGC

J. Gu'cberyg, OGC

1. Murley, NRR

J. Partlow, NRR

Enforcement Coordinstors
Ri, RI1, RIV. RY

Resident Inspector
. Ingram, GPA/PA

D, Wil Mems, 01G

B. Hayves, (]

£. Jordan, AEOD

R. Laufer, OF
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