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Mr. E. C. Venzinger, Chief

Projects Rranch No. 4

Division of Reactor Frojects

U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region I

475 Allendale Road

King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406

Dear Mr. Venzinger:

Millstone Nuclear Pover Station, Unit No. 2
RI-90-A-0202

In reviewing our response to RI-90-£-0202, dated December 21, 1990.(1) it
vas noted that our response to Issue 2, Ttem d could be subject to some
different interpretations and further clarification might be helpful to
ensure the completeness of our response. The following additicral material
is provided to address the points that ve have investigated as part nf the
response to this allegation. For ease of review, the original issue anc
our response is repeated below. Our response does not contain any personal
privacy, proprietary, or safeguards information. The material contained in
this response may he released to the public and placed in the NRC Public
Document Room ¢t your discretion. The NRC letter and our response have
received controlled and limited distribution on a "need to know" Dasis
during the preparation of this response.

d. Vas there a QC hold point or similar reviev that should have prevented
the deficiency in the original termination.

Response

The deficiency with the original termination was that there was unqualified
braided material covered by the Raychem splices vhich in turn caused the
enlices to be unqualified from an EEQ standpoint. An inspection plan with
a specific irspection sheet for this type of Raychem splice was included in
the &4W0 for the original termination. The inspection sheet specified under

cable preparation that there be, "1. No braided jacket or non-qualified
material...". This attribute vas signed off satisfactorily wvith no open
items by a QC inspector.
259140060 920218 }/ C}
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1. E. J. Mroczka letter to E. C. Wenzinger, "Nillstone Nuclear Pover Station,
Unit No. 2, RI-90-A-0180 and RI-90-A-0202" dated December 21, 1990.
0834 HEV 488 :
) ,} Z H *“.‘ '; 8 > L.

Lot M AT NS N AL

>



Mr. E. C. Wenzinger, Chief

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
B13717/Page 2
January 31, 1991

Supplementary Response

This inspection point specified in our procedures is considered to be
sufficient to ensure that Raychem splices are made in conformance with
station procedures for this type of wvork. If folloved completely, the
inspection plan is sufficient to prevent this deficiency.

Upon investigation it was determined that the QC inspector did not
personally verify that this configuration existed prior to the spiices
being completed. The inspection vas signed off without the inspector
personally verifying the configuration of the splice.

The inspector provided the following summary of the events surrounding this
particular vork order:

¢] In preparing for the inspection, hre overlooked the pronedure
requirement to ensure that the insulating braided muterial was stripped
back outside the Raychem splice area.

o The work was being completed in an area ot high local ambient
temperature, The assigned electricians and inspector assigned were
interested in completing the job in the most efficient manner
consistent with procedure requirements to aveid any heat stress
problems.

v The electricians assigned had 2 history of completing work in
accordance vith procedure requirements and in a timely and professional
manner . In past dealings with the two electricians the inspec.or had
verified that they routinely folloved procedure requirements ani at all
times shoved an interest in completing their work in a quality manner.

There was a desire to have this vork completed and return the system to
service. This particular vork assignment had originally been started by
tvo electricians who estimated that they would not be able to complete the
vork during their normal work day and that some overtime would be needed to
finish the job that day. One of the electricians had a family commitment
that evening and had declined an offer of overtime to complete the work.
Due to this s.ctustion, two other electricians agreed to work overtime to
complete the work. They were assigned to this work during their lunch
break and replaced the original crev. The original crev vas assigned other
vork,

Late in the afternoon, the original crev wvas in the general area and
visited the job location to inquire as to the status of the work. They
found neither member of the second crev of electricians at the job
location. The job had progressed to the point that the heat shrink tubing
vas partially installed prior to being heat shrunk into place. They noted
that the braided material had not been stripped back as required by the
procedure. They went back to finish up their assignment as it wvas near
quitting time.
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U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commissioun
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January 31, 1991

After completing their work and on the vay back to the shop, they met the
inspector and the electricians assigned to the job. .t was at this point
that they were told that the vork had been completed.

During the discussions, the original crev of electricians as*ed how the job
had went and it the braided material had been removed from the wire prior
to the heat shrink splice jackets being applied. The crev pe-forming the
vork responde¢ that it had been in al. cases.

This question resultad in the inspector revieving his docimentation for the
work. It vas at this point that he discovered that he had missed a step in
the procedure. He had not verified that the insulating braided material
had been stripped avay on the wires from the area of the Raychem splice.
He could not remember if the braided material has indeed been removed by
the electricians.

The inspertor privately questioned the electricians who bad done the work
about removal of the braided material. They indicated to him that the
braided material had been stripped back by them prior to making eact
splice. The inspector signed-off on the inspection step at this time
vithout personaily verifying that the braidud material had been removed.

"ne of the electricians who was originally assigned to the work was
concerned that sufficient time had not passed from the time that he had
seen the splice partially assembled incorrectly and the time that the
second crev had completed the work to have alloved the insulation to be
removed and the work completed correctly. Recall that it was this crev
that believed there vas not sufficient time available that day to complete
the work without overtime.

The electrician took this concern to his management for guidance and
resolution. The Department Manager recognized that if there was any
concern about the quality of the job that it should be verified. The only
vay to do this for this particular configuration vas o reopen the junction
box and inspect each splice.

A vork order was vritten to inspect and revork the connections as needed to
complete each splice in full compliance vith the station procedure. An
inspector vas requested to be present for the entire vork evolution.

Visual inspection of the splices indicated that the braided material
appeared to be under the Raychem sleeve on two of them. Each of the
defective splices vas cut out and replaced in full conformance with station
procedures. A subsequent destructive examinacion of one of the remov~d
splices confirmed that the non-qualified braided material vas indeed part
of the entire splice. The second splice was not cut open, but clearly
shoved the braided material passing into the Raychem sleeve itself.
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Your cooperation with us (s appreciated. We wiil gladly discuss any questions you may have

conceming this information.

Enclosure: Details

cc w/o encl:

S. E. Scace, Station Director, Millstone
Public Document Room (PDK)

Local Public Document Room (LPDR)
State of Connecticut

bee wiencl:

W. Raymond, SRI Milistor ¢
M. Perkins, RI-90-A-232

J. Stewart, DRP

yCharles . He

Sincerely,

/Qrip?ﬂal Signed By

it (L' e\ sna 0{ A
AT

Division of Reactor Projects



=an_ 1 ¢
L

" |
- g & v M TE——
St e

ARHFED-PISTRIBUHTION=NOTFOR-PUBHC DISCLEGSURE

ENC1 7SURE

The following problems have been identified concerning biennial procedure review and work
on a main feedwater pump coupling.

l.

L

A potential confusion exists in the 1&C department concerning the biennial review of
department procedures, specifically with the requirements nf a new 1&C depariment
instruction 3.02 which deals in part with technical specification applicability. An
individual was recently tasked with biennial review of 1C 2417C, which was to be
used in the replacement of excore nuclear mitrumentation. During the review, a
question arose concerning technical specific2tion apphicadility. A memo to department
supervision was generated addressing the quesiion to the 1&C department head.

Has there been adequate training on the performance of biennial reviews so that the
individuals tasked with this responsibility can properly fulfill their responsibilities? Is
the generation ot a memo ¢ t = department head appropriate means of communication
for questions dealing with the completion of biennial reviews? Please discuss.

Maintenance work was compieted on a main feedwater pump coupling without
appropriate tagout controls. This work was accomplished during restoration from the
recent outage. The shift supervisors involved were (*). A decision was made not to
remove the feed pump from service during the coupling replacement.

Please discuss the validity of the above assertions. Please discuss if any procedural
non-compliances were involved in the feed pump coupling repiacement and if the
tagout control was adequate. Please include any generic deficiencies which may have
been identified in your review.

The identity of (*) may be obtained from the senior resident inspector.

i———— S T ————
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Mr. Charles V. Hehl, Director

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
A09351/Page 3

April 26, 1991

Please discuss the validity of the above assertions. Please discuss if any
procedural noncompliances were involved in the feed pump coupling
replacement and if the tagout control was adequate. Please include any
generic deficiencies which may have been identified it ur reviev.

The identify of (*) may be obtained from the Senior Resident Inspector.

Background

The "B" Steam Genera'or Fee - (SGFPF) wvas removed from service and
adequately tagged during puvr; - .ing, folloving over.peed testing of the
"B" SGFP turbine on Novembe , 1990. After the overspeed test, the "B"

SGFP was . xge’ under .learance #2-2744-90 to the AVO M2-88-02626 ("B"
SGFP overhaul), which was still active at the time and was used to finish
up other work on the pump on November 9, 1990.

Resgonse

The maintenance supervisor verified that the pump was tagged, but he
apparently did not actually verify the tag clearance number against both of
the AVOs vritten for this work. The maintenance supervisor did not realize
that AWO M2-89-05948, which stated that the pump coupling vas properly
lubricated and coupled, was never released by operations and never tagged.
A rlearance vas vritten by the Operations Department (2-1599-90) for this
ANO. This clearance was not used, and was canceled and subsequently
diostroyed. There is no further reccord of this documentation.

The wo:. in questior was performed safely; hovever, the resurrection of
complete and accurate documentation of this maintenance activity is not
possible. The issue has been discussed vith the maintenance supervisor and
he has been counseled to properly verify rthat the specific activity being
performed is covered under a specific tagging earance.

After our reviev and evaluation, we find ttat none of these issues taken
either singularly or collective'y present ¢  indication of a compromise of
nuclear safety. Ve appreciate the opportun.ty to respond and explain the
basis for ovur actions. Please contact my staff if there are any further
questions on any of these matters.

Very truly yours,

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY

Lo

E. J. czka .
Senior Vice President

ce: W. J. Raymond, Senior Resident Inspector, Mills.one Unit Nos. 1, 2,
and 3
E. C. Venzinger, Chief, Projects Branch No. 4, Region I
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ALLEGATIO . RI-A-232-01

1 performed a review of the I & C Department Instructions
referenced in the licensees April 26, 1991 letter to W. Hehl. The
instructions referenced do provide adeguate guidance to enable a
qualified individual to perform a satisfactory biennial rrocedure
review, One minor deficiency wae noted during the review.
Instruction 3.01 addreesee the biennial review in Section 5.2 which
addrcsses procedure format, but it does not refer to Instruction
3.02 Form 3 which addresses the espec‘fic iteme to be evaluated
during a biennial review. This could lead to confusion if an

individual was not aware cf the furm in Instruction 3.02.
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