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Commonwealth Edison
1400 Opus Place
¥  Downers Grove. lllinois 60515

April 23, 1991

Mr. A. Bert Davis

Regional Administrator - Region {1l
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, lllinois 60137

Subject: Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station Unite 1 and 2
Response to Two Level IV Violations
Inspection 50-254/91005
NRC Docket No. 50-254

Reterence: Mr. P. Phillips letter to Cordel! Reed dated March 25 1991
Transmitting NRC Inspection Report 50-254/91005

Mr. Davis:

This letter is in response to the inspection conducted by Mr. | T. Yin from January
28 through February 14, 1991 and March 21, 1991, of activities at Quad Cities Stat:
The referenced Inspection Report indicated that certain activities appeared to be Ir
violation of NRC requirements. Commonwealth Edison (CECo) has reviewed the
notice of violations and in all but one example agrees that the violations occurred &
described. The attached Response to Notice of Violation provides response to the
proposed violations 1.b,, 2.a,2b. and 2.¢

CECo has reviewed proposed violation 1.a. and believes that this item does not
represent a violation of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion Ill. CECo concludes that an
adequate design review was ﬁer‘lormed for modification M-4-1-88-019, and in light of
the information contained in the Response to Notice of Violation for 1.a., CECo
requests that the Staff reconsider this example of the violation.

If your statf has any questions or comments concernin? this letter, please refer
them to Rita Radtke, Comphance Engineer at (708)515-7284.

Very truly yours,

Nuclear nsing Manager

cc: L. Olshan, Project Manager, NRR
T. Taylor, Senior Resident Inspactor
NRR Document Control Desk
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RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION

VIOLATION 1

EXAMPLE a

DISCUSSION




DISCUSSION (comtinued)
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CORRECTIVE STEPS TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

EMP { "Elect M

CORRECTIVE ACTION TO PREVENT FURTHE R NONCOMPI IANCES

DATE WHEN FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIEVED

VIOLATION 2

EXAMPLE a
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DISCUSSION (continued)

CORRECTIVE STEPS TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

CORRECTIVE ACTION TO PREVENT FURTHER NONCOMPLIAN( ES

DATE WHEN FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIEVED




EXAMPLE b.

The testing associated with Modification M-4-0-89-066 was inadequate ¢ assure
adequate air-operated containment valve leakage in that the test did not specify a
minimum leak rate but rather evaluated a lea' 1ge time irrespective of intial testing
pressure.

DISCUSSION

As a pant of the modification desi yn basis revier the inspector evaluated the
licensee's response to NRC Ge ieric Lettor (G ) P8-14. The leak test for
containment valves in response to GL 88-14 was coiisidered unacceptable Test
acceptance criteria stated that air pressure shall be maintained at 65 psig for a
15-minute holding period. The inspector reviewed several valve test results and
noted that depending on the initial instrument air (IA) system p.essure, the same
leakage rate would fail a valve in one test, but allow it to pass in another test. For
example, suppression chamber isolation valve AD1601-60 failed with a leak rate of
0.53 psig/min., but the reactor building vent exhaust valve 56428 passed at a
higher initial A system pressure with a leak rate of 0.787 psig/min. Procedure
QTS 105-9 "Pneumatic Accumulator System Pressure and Fail Sate Test,” was
deficient since the pressure decay portion of the test did not include a firm system
starting pressure requirement. The acceptance criteria for the test required a final
pressure of 65 psig after a valve actuation and a 15 minute waiting period.

CORREVTIVE STEPS TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED
The station has revised the test procedure QTS 105-9 to include a starting

pressure. Acceptance criteria for the accumulator system leakage now depends
on the system leak rate anc is not atfected by system operating pressure.

CORRECTIVE ACTION TO PREVENT FURTHER NONCOMPLIANCES

CECo believes the corrective staps taken above will prevent turther
non-compliance.

DATE WHEN FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIEVED

Full compliance was achieved on April 8, 1991 when test procedure QTS 105-9
was revised and approved.

EXAMPLE c.

Although minor design change 04-1-91-009 specified that functional verification
testing for the Motor-Operated Valves would be performed using the VOTES
method, no testing acceptance criteria were specified
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DISCUSSION

The inspector selected one Minor Design Change (MDC), P04-1-91-009, for

review. This MDC was 1o replace reactor core isolation cooling (RCIC) system

Motor-Operated Valves (MOVs) 1-1301-22 and 26 spring packs. The spring packs

had been too stitf to meet the licensee engineering MOV thrust window

requirements. A review of the 10 CFR 50.59 design change evaluation and

systems interac.ion studies was completed and no deficiencies were identified.
owever. during the inspection the following concerns were identified:

The MLC work package specified that functional verification testing would
use the VOTES method, but failed to specify the acceptance criteria (thrust

windows). Test acceptance criteria had previously been determined by
licensee Engineering in a December 7, 1990, letter to the station.

CORRECTIVE STEPS TAKEN AND RESULTS ACHIEVED

Acceptance criteria was added to the work package for the MDC on February 14,
1991, This corrected the deficiency

CORRECTIVE ACTION TO PREVENT FURTHER NONCOMPLIANCES

The Minor Design Change Program is being reviewed and changes will be made to
ensure test acceptance criteria is specitied in MDC work packages. These
changes will be made by July 1, 1991,

DATE WHEN FULL COMPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIEVED

Full compliance was achieved February 14, 1991 when test acceptance «ril.>ria
was added to the MDC work package.
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