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Mr. Charles V. Behl, Director
Division of Resctor Projects

U. S. Nuclear Reguletory Commission
Region I

475 Allendale Road

King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406

Dear Hr. Hehl:

Millstone Nuclear Pover Station, Unit No. 2
RI-91-A-187

In revieving our response to this allegation in our letter dated April 26,
1991, 4t has come to our attention that the clarity of our response to
Issue 2 could be improved. In the interest of sssuring that there is no
ambiguity in our response 1o this issue, we are providing sdditional
information regarding the seismic qualification of the RCS flov
transmitters noted in the allegation.

The original installation specification of the transmitters required that
the installation be done in sccordance vith Bechtel’s MS-66 criteria as
indicated in the second paragraph of our response to Issue 2. The MS-66
criteria wvas developed to allov field installation of instrumentation to
seismic reguirements without performing & specific seismic analysis for
each installation. Vhen instrumentation vas installed to these guidelines,
conformance to seismic stress enalysis criteria was assured. The
guidelines vere prepared in s very conservative manner using bounding
calculations to determine support regquirements. Our response did not
clearly indicate that our reviev of this allegation identified that the
instellation did not follov the guidance of this design document. The
MS-66 guidance required that the seismic span requirements of instrument
tubing wmeet certain limits. A reviev of the "as-built" configuration in
April 1991, indicated that the span requirements vere not met. Hence, the
instrument did not wmeet the criteria contained in the MS-66 guidance
requirement.
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Mr. Cherles V. Eehl, Director

U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
B13883/Page 2

July 18, 1991

This does not mean that the instrument tubing will feil during s postulated
seismic event. In order to resolve the issue, the instrument tubing lines
were analyzed using a computer code to determine the calculated stress
levels and to make s definitive determination of the sdequacy of the
transeitter tubing installation. .

The computer anslysis results shoved that stress levels in the instrument
tubing were scceptable and that during a postulated seismic event, the
installation would remsin functional. Therefore, the sctual installation
is ascceptsble. Draving changes vere processed which reflect the as-built
condition of the installation. The results of the computer analysis have
been documented.

Ve anticipate that this clarification will resolve any misunderstanding
regarding our response to this item. Please contact my staff if there are
any further guestions on this ites.

Very truly yours,

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY

o cz
Senior Vice President

ec: ¥. J. Raymond, Senior Resident Inspector, Millistone Unit Nos. 1, 2,

and 3
E. C. Venzinger, Chie«, Projects Branch No. &, Division of Reactor
Projects
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‘\}Aééza B13883

Mr. Charles ¥. Hehl, Director
Division of Reactor Projects

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region I

475 Allendale Road

¥ing of Prussis, Pennsylvania 19406

Dear Mr. Hehl:

Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 2
RI-S1-A-18B7

In revieving our response to this allegation in our letter dated April 26,
1991, it has come to our attention that the clarity of our response to
Issue 2 could be improved. In the interest of assuring that there is no
ambiguity in our response to this issuve, we are providing additional
information regarding the seismic qualification of the RCS flov
transmitters noted in the allegation.

The original instsallation specification of the transmitters required that
the installation be done in eccordance with Bechtel’'s MS5-66 criteria as
indicated in the second paragraph of our response to Issue 2. The MS-66
criteria was developed to sllov field installation of instrumentation to
seismic requirements vithout performing a specific seismic analysis for
each installation. When instrumentation was installed to these guidelines,
conformance to seismic stress analysis criteria wvas assured. The
guidelines were prepared in a very conservative manner using bounding

calculstions to de*srmine support requirements. Our response did no
clearl Wmumm
'!Efﬂi n ne loy.. the guidance of this design document. €
MS-66 guidance required that the seismic span requirements of instrument
tubing meet certain limits. A reviev of the "as-built" confi‘ﬁration in
April 1991, indicated that the Span requirements vere not met. Bence,
instrument did not meet the criteria contained in the MS5-66 guidance
requirement.




Mr. Charles V. Behl, Director

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
B13883/Pege 2

July 18, 1991

This does not mean that the instrument tubing will fail during s postulated
seismic event. In order to resolve the issuve, the instrument tubing lines
vere analyzed using & computer code to determine the calculated stress
levels and to make a definitive determination of the adequacy of the
transmitter tubing installation.

The computer analysis results shoved that stress levels in the instrument
tubing were acceptable and that during a postulated seismic event, the
installation would remain functional. Therefore, the actual installation
is acceptable. Draving changes vere processed vhich reflect the as-built
condition of the installation. The results of the computer analysis have
been documented.

Ve anticipate that this clarification will resolve any misunderstanding
regerding our response to this item. FPlease contact my staff {f there are
any further questions on this item.

Very truly yours,

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY

T czka
Senior Vice President

ce: ¥. J. Raymond, Senior Resident Inspector, Millstone Unit Nos. 1, 2,
and 3
E. C. Venzinger, Chief, Projects Branch No. &, Division of Resctor
Projects
E. M. Kelly, Chief, Reactor Projects Section 4A
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April 26, 1951

Docket

No. 50-313¢

Mr. Charles V. Hehl, Director
Division of Reactor Projects

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region 1

475 4llencale Road

King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 15-06

Dear Mr. Hehl:

ADSI%4

Millstone Nuclear Pover Station, Unit No. 2

RI-50-A-187
4 Ve have completed our review of an sllegat
Millstene Unit No. 2 (RI-S0-A-187).

As requested

fon concerning activities at
in your transmittal

letter, our response does not contain any personal privacy, proprietary, or

safeguards information. The material

releaswd
discretion. The NRC letier and our response
limited distribution on & “"need-to-knov"

contained in this

response may be

to the public and placed in the NRC Public Document Room at your

have received contrelled and

basis during the preparation of

wk_ ) this respense. Based upon our request on March 15, 1991, Region I
M personnel exterded the ocue date for this response to April 26, 1991.
Additional time was reguested t ongoing INPO evalua
L prepate  for an Enforcement Conference held on ' involving an
N ' ongoing allegation-related matter. ————
Issue 1 )
Isometric draving 25203-23512 contains a number of deficiencies including
inaccurate transmitter piping distances and incorrect support mounting
orientations.
Please discuss the aczcuracy of the sbove assertion and your corrective

actions wvith regard to any
identified draving problems
configuration control.

gre indicative

Bachground

identified deficiencies.

Please discuss if
of a generic problem with

Draving 25203-28512 is a general representation of the installation for all

the
built dimensions. The dravirg shovs a
instrusent and states that it is "typical® for

T105 310100 »

MmN REV 480

instruments in questicn and not detailed documentation of specific as-
tubing configuration for one

all eight.
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Mr. Charles ¥. Rehl

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
AQ9154/Page 2

April 26, 1991

Response

The draving referenced in the statement (25203-23512) does not exist. In-
vestigation into the subject indicates that the correct number should be

25203-28512 and that this draving does have the discrepancies noted.

Draving change 1eguest M2-P-178-30 wvas initiated to correct draving
25703-28512. This activity took place after the discrepancies wvere
tdentified during the 1990 refueling outage. The only potential
implication of the discrepancies wvas that the seismic analysis may have
been affected. NNECO has perfcrmed a {g15515_%5;1x313_31_1h3_cnnliguration
as defined on draving 25203-28512 with "as-built"™ dimensions that wvere
taken during the refueling outage. This analysis 1is docunented in

SOR #90-076, Rev. O and vas completed on April 12, 1991. The results of &£

the analysis verified that the configuration in {ts existifig condition is o
E€TSmically sound. — A

e

The discrepancies identified vith this isometric draving do not represent a
generic problem vith configuration control. A procedure is nov in place
(ACP-QA-3.10) requiring upgrade of iscometric dravings vhenever changes are
made. When a design change is accomplished, the proposed change is "valked
dovn" in the field before and after implementation and "as-built”
configuration is documented at that time. This procedure vas not in place
at the time these modificaticns vere made.

Issue 2

The reactor cooclant flov transmitter test connections are missing svagelok
port connectors and svagelok cep assemblies. One unidentified test
connectinn is bent at the reducer location. Quality Assurance Audit Q5-274
may identify a number of prodblems vith test connections. A wodificasion of
this system controlled by Plant Design Change Record (PDCR) 2-66-83 did not

inciude seismic certification for W! the

original purchas -

Please discuss the accuracy of the above assertions. Please discuss the
safety significance of any identified p-oblems as wvell as your corrective
actions -°nd actions that you have take i to ensure plant safety. Please
discuss seismic qualification of the reactor coolant flov transmitters.

!uck‘round

PDCR 2-66-B3 was wvritten in 1983 to upgrade the reactor coolant flowv
indicating systes vith more reliable instrumentation that is also qualified
for EEQ service.
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Mr. Charles ¥. Hehl

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ADS3%4/Page 3

April 26, 1991

Svagelok pert connectors and caps are fittings vhich have been included in
the tubing configuration to facilitate calibration activities. They serve
no critical purpose to the safety function of the instrument vhile it is in
cervice, These fittinge fall outside the pressure boundary of the process
system and by definition are not subject to the same design criteria as
other components which normally do see process pressure. These de-
ficiencies are not considered "design” problems but normal maintenance
discrepancies vhich were brought to the attention of department supervision

and corrected. L ?
Response ilﬁldéug“ut’?

The test fittings discussed above perform no function vhile the instrument
is in service. Therefore, there is no safety significance to the reported
deficiencies. The discrepancies were identified during calibration
activities and promptly corrected. Quality Assurance Audit QS-274
identified these same maintenance discrepancies. The discrepancies vere
corrected by A¥0 Nes. M2-90-12328, M2-90-12326, #M2-90-12327, and
M2-90-12328.

The transmitters vere procured and installed to meet appropriate seismic

_requirements. POCR 2-66-83 clearly states that the nev instruments are

qualified <o IEEE 323 (1974) and 344 (1975) vhich covers requirements for
seismic and EEQ qualification. The instruments vere inst in
accordance with Bechtel’'s MS-66, "Seismic Instrument Mounting Details,” an
vendor requirements for seismic qualification.

Purchase Order 2B3-318 does not exist. Purchase Order £28590, wvhich is the
order for the referenced transmitters, specifies the purchase of instru-
gents nuclear qualified in sccordance vith IEEE 323 and 344 and a Certifi-
cate of Tonformance from the vendor stating such.

vas _brought to managemenl's attent? via memo 901006A on
. A seisnmic gualjfication reviev vas initiat valuate
seismic ntegrity of the RCS flov transmitter tubing as

showvn O ' . - . The review vas {inalized on

April 12, 1%8si1._ and TORTIUTEY That— TN twhking &ng transmitter SUppor

ccreme "2s installed” is seismically acceptable for its intended usage.

Issue 2 ?

The procedures for salibrating the RCS flov transmitters (SP-2402% and
$P-24183) contain a3 number of deficiencies including: static alignment
offset values »ay not be correct; the as-left alignment check is completed
after the transmitters have Leen statically aligned; and calculational
errore exist for the resctor protection system bistable and input
resistance values. These deficiencie- have veen identified to management.

The

concern
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June 21, 1991

T0:

2 Q‘JKZL

FROM: Terry /Arnett
MP2 1&C Engineer
(Millstone Ext. 5447)

SUBJECT: Memo# 9S01C12A "RCS Flow Transmitter Installations"

@SS :ttached is the documentation package concerning the
review of the RCS Plow Instrumentation seismic qualification.
The conclusion was that the installation ﬂxg not meet the
uide line ¢ MS-66 for seismic class 1 tubing. cmputer
§T217eis however shows that the lines will remain intact and
perform as designed follewing 2 seismic event. Based on the
results cf the analysis the instailation i table.

Drawing changes have been processed IO re lect the as built
condition of the installation.

ce: J. Becker
file
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