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Docket Nos. 50-277
50-278

1901
PEACH BO:YOM ATOMIC PCWER STATION
ANNUAL 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

This Report is issued pursuant to the reporting requirements of 10 CFR 50.59 for
Peach Buttom Atomic Power Station Units 2 and 3 (Facility License Numbers
DPR 34 and DPR-56 respectively). This report addresses, but is not limited to,
tests and changes to the facility and procedures ac they are described in the
Updatec Final Safet, ‘nalysis Report. This report consists of those tests and
changes that were rumpleted in 1991. A summary of the safety evaluation for
each item, concluding that an unreviewed safety question, as defined in 10 CFR
80.Ld (a) (2) was not involved is included.



1991
PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
ANNUAL 10 CFR 50.50 REPORT

Table of Contents
System Pegy
Uns 243 1

Modifications
1498 HPCI, RCIC 2
1729 Misceliansous 3
5041 Fire Protection 4
5088 Turbine 5
£243 125/260 V DC 6
5346 ECC & RCIC 7
Nonconforr_ance Rapors
P-Qu2bs Diesel 8
P-90629 Instrument Alr 9
P 90586 Reactor Wate: Cleanup 10
P-90619 Alterraate Rod (ngerthon 11
P-20640 Residual Meat Flemoval 12
P-800560 Reactor Core !solation Cooling 19
P-O0725 Steam Leuk Detection 14
P-80762 Radlation Monitoring 15
P-90766 Fire Protection 16
P-90805 Resklual Heat Removal 17
P91317 Emergency Auxiiliary Transiormer 18
Review

£8W, RBCCW 19

Emergency Senr/ice Water 20
Procedures
AO-38D-1 and AQ-38D-2 Deminerallzer 21

Clesrance and Tagging  Performance Monltoring 22



fable of Coments

unit 2
Mlarm Moni {r
" Al
{ /W N ‘
Jrir y
vanou
} 4 F
Vary
& 5V
Eme Jency { e v §
13
! LA ‘ V’l
AKY
Raactor e Olal '
NuUCh } or Vesusal Instr anta
oY} I velen

Recombiner

Fire | Toteclion
High Prassure Coolant Inlectio

sigam Separator

Residual Heat Remov

“’..J’ Hrassure Coolamt nection
Service Water

Raactor Protection

Unit 3

nstrumont Nit o1

Resikdual Heat Remova
Circulating Water
Feedwater

440 V¥ t mief .:.)" Wy A_'_',L'-‘:"‘

imlle ) ! rgssure Coolamt inyectr

&~

P~

49

£
4
54




Table of Contents

Unit 3
Temporary Plant Allerations
TPA 367 Feadwater Heater
TPA 3184 Refuel Platform
TPA 3-40B-4 Ventlllation
TPA 36222 Control Rods
TPA 36204 Control Rods
TPA 36226 Control Rods
TPA 3.62-27 Control Rods
Procedure
8T 13183 Standby Liquid Control
Miscellaneous
Ingtallation
Installation Flood

ZRSEI8E

8



UNITS 2 & 3




PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 28 3

DOZKET No. 50-277 & 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.590 REPORY

Yalve Replucemen
MODIEZATION NO .. 1498

A SYSTEM: Migh Pressure Coolant Injection (HPCL), Reactor Core Isalation
Caooling MCIC), Core Spray

B DESCRIPTION:

This modification replaces two tiiting disc check valves In the cote spray injection line, and one swing
check valve each In the HPC! and RCIC injection lines with swing check valves. A minor reroute of
Core Spray loop "B piping was requitec] for this Installation. A HPCI and a RCIC equalizing tlock valve
were relocated 10 outside the outboard MSIV room

U FEASON R CHANGE ;

The replacerant of the tilting disk check valves was necessary because valve Indication was nu
rellable, the disc was sticking In the valve seat, valves woulkd not open fully, and two valves would not
ass testing requirements. The reroute of the core spray piping was done to eliminate an interference
with & Junction box. The core spray piping change was based on 181 {esfing results, and the block
valves were moved 10 minimize dose.

D. SAFITY. BIALUATION. SUMMARY ;

1) Does this madification increase the probabllity of oocurrence or the consequel-ses of an
accident or maltunction of equipment important 1o satety as previously evalua.ed in the safety
analysie report?

Answer:

No. The new valves do not impact any test procedures and are stitl flow actuated components.
The replacement of core spray piping meets the original design requirements.

2) Does this miodifoation create the possibliity for an accident or matfunction of a differced type
than any ovaluated proviously in the salety analysis repon?

Angy:
wo. The scope of Jils activity only involves the repla. sment of o« style of testable chack
valve with snather, and a minor block valv. relocation

3) Does this modification reduce he margin of sufety as dofinad in the basis for the Technicgl
Specifications?

Angwer:

| No. Technical Specificadon Secting 3.5 wes tgviewed and it was determined that there are no
nmits of regulations spacifically lsted for thase chock valves and thelr auxitiary components.



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 240

DOCKET No, 50-277 & 50.278

1981 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

A. SYSTEM: Miscellaneou

s modification resrranged mron reom office spece, added 2 lunchrooms with klitchenettes, and

drumant lab. UFSAR ‘I"' e )31 was revised 1) show the new air low paem ’I'J‘,"i"j, 1214 andd

4 were revisad (o show it

y shielding for the aroe s, and FPP figure B-7 was revised 1o show 1ire barriers

i §! hase rea locations The associated NCIs address the

An ;.- 10 the "f".‘."; made | \ this

W WoETO!

C. FEASON FOR CHANGE

4 IN.CAaLON was compieted opumize e work.ag environment and npliement humar factor

nendations
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 243

DOCKET No. 50-277 & 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.5% REPORT

MODIFICATION O 5041
A. SYSTEM: Fire Protectio

B. DESCRIPTION

! m ‘ woved the “ardox ¥ 9se e i ad piping, hangers, and electrical equipment
from i ol FSA action ] } and associated Tabies and Figures will b
g7 ] Jem
C. REASON FOR CHANGE
o 1Hon aliminated a hazard associated wi rol ) nabnabiny
D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY
Dows this modification increass e propabiifty of o irrence or the consequencet ol an accident
w malfunction of equ.pmert important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
FeDOr
Angswer
N The ProbDabity i atire is not in h\.lh‘t\‘ the remova 1 the hose reels The controd roon
parators and fire brigade are adequately equipped to handie a fire In the control roon
Does this modification create the possibiiity for an accident or malfunction of a diferent type thar
any evaluated previously in the satety analysis repon
Answer
N The eliminati f 8 redundamn tire subpreassio valé 0as not gate the possibility 10r a New
w differen i Of accKient
Y
U ndmicati recuce thw argin of satety atinex the basis tor th fech 1
péaciical \
Answer
0 achni o4 paciicat 314 was reviewad for makin ] t jol¢ inat




PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 2& 3

DOCKET Ko. 6§0-277 & 50-78

1991 10 CFR 50.5¢ REPORT

Turbine Valve Setpoint Changes
MODIFICATION NO.; 5085
A. SYSTEM: Turbine

B. DESCRIPTION ;

This modification revised the turbine stop valve closure (TSVC) and turbine control valve fust closure
(TCVFC) scram bypass setpoints. FSAR Sections 7.2, 14.5, and associated documentation will reflect these
changes.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE:
This medification corrects the TSVC and TCVFC scram setpoint. These changes are based on GE SIL 423,
D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY :

1) Does this modification Increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
report?

Answer:

No. This setpoint charge consarvatively decreases the minimum reactor power level for which the
TSVC and TCVFC scram function is operatis and insures consistency with assumptions in the safety
analysis report.

2) Does this modification creaie the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the safety analysis report?
Answer:

No. The TSVC and TCVFC scram continues to function 1o insert negative reactivity into the reactor
in anticipation of the pressurizaiion transient resuiting from turbine trip, TSV closure and TCV fast
abnormal operational transient, but will now rerform this function over a wider range of reactor
power levels.

3) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Angwer;

No. This is a more conservative approach than the Technical Specifications recommend. Sections
31,338 41, and 4.3 were reviewed 'n making this decision.




PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 243

DOCKET No. 50-°77 & 50-78

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPONT

Fuse Replacement.Instaliation. And Class Separation

MODIFICATION NO.: 5243

A. SYSTEM: 125/250 vV DC

B. DESCHIPTION;
This modffication replaced fuses that did not meet test criteria, removed redundant fuses, and provided
separation between Class 1E and non 1E electrical cir~uits associated with cables between 2(3)A(B)D18 and

2(3)A(B)D36, and 2(3)A(B)D18 and 2(3)A(B)38. FSAR Figures in Section 8.7 and FPP Section 6.1 were
updated to reflect these changes.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE :

This modification was necessary bacause the fuses falled PECo tests, to create separation between Class
1E and non 1E, and to ensure the functional requirements of the circults are ..tisfled.

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY :

1) Does this maxiification increase the probabllity of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or maifunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
report?

No. The fuse replacement and fuse block instaliations do not affect any existing accident analysis.

The operaiion ot other systems required for accident investigation are not affected, and the
radiological consequences of an accident are not increased.

2) Does this modification create the possibility for an accident or maltunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the safety analysis report?

Answer;

No. The new fuses have the same failure modes as the old fuses, but the new fuses have improved
design characteristics. No new failure modes are introduced.

3) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined In the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Answer:

ro. Technicai Specification Sections 3/4.9.A and assoclated Bases were reviewed to make this
determination.



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 24 3

DOCKET No. 50-277 & 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

Establishment Of Single-Unit Cooler Operation

MODIFICATION NO.: 5346

A. SYSTEM: Emergency Core Cooling (ECC) and Reactor Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC)
B. DESCRIPTION

This madification implemented a change in system operational alignment to isolate cooling water and electric
power to the standby Cooler in each of the ECC system and RCIC pump compartments. Also the valve
positioning for the ernargency service water (ESW) manual throttle valves on the cooling water outiet lines
from all ECC and RCIC room unit coolers, residual heat removal pump seal coolers, and core spray coolers
has been revised from locked throttle to locked open. FSAR Sections 5 and 7, Table 8.5.2t and Figure
10.7.1 reflect the changes made.

C. REASON FOR "HANGE

This modification was necessary 1c (eturn the system to a configuration consistent with the original design
intent of a single cooler operation and wili permit system flow balancing to provide the maximum cooling
water flow 1o the operating cooler. The changes will also ensure that maximum ESW flow is avallable for
components.

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY :

%)

2)

3)

Does this modification Increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment imponant to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
report?

Answer:

No. None of the changes will have an adverse impact on the operation or maintenance of

equipment. The probability of occurrence or consequences of proviously evaluated accidents and
malfunctions remains unchanyed.

Does this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the safety analysis report?

Answer:

No. No new accident initiators or malfunctions are created by these changes .

Does this modification reducc ‘he margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Answer:

No. Technical Specification Sactions 3, 4, and 6 were reviewed to make this detarmination.




PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 2

DOCKET No. 50-277

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

NONCONFORMANCE REPORT NO.: P-90288
A. SYSTEM: Diesel
B. DESCRIPTION:
This NCR addresses the consistency of the diesel canerators and plant installed equipment agreement with

design drawings. and the replacement of a 1/2" globe valve with a plug valve (petcock) at the E4 diesel
jacket coolant cooler vent connection. UFSAR Figure 8 5.1 has been changed 1o reflect these changes.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE :
This NCR is dispositioned rework to restore consistency to the diesel generators and to assure plant
installed equipment agrees with design drawings. The change in valve type provides for consistency

between the four diesel engines. The other three cooler vents utilize plug valves. Replacement with a *Q"
plug valve provides acceptable design, safety and functional characteristics.

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY ;

1)

2)

3)

Does this modification increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaiuated in the safety analysis
report?

Answer:

No. This activity did not affect the intendad function of the jacket cooling or standing AC power
systems. UFSAR Section 14.0 *Plam Sa‘ety Analycis' .vas reviewed. The replacement valve
periorms an identical safety function (mainains pressure boundary) as the original valve.

Does this modification create the possibiit for an accident or maifunction of a different type than
any evaluated oreviously In the safety analysis report?

Angwer:
NG. This activity maintains the design function of the affected systems ard components.

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the bas.. for the Technical
Specifications?

Answer:
MNo. Technical Specifications Section 3.9 A and C were reviewed in making this decision.



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 2& 3

DOCKET No. 50-277 & 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

A. SYSTEM: Instrument Alr

B. DESCRIPTION
This NCR addresses drawing discrepancies, identified during a walkdown, on valves and piping which
provide distribution of air. These discrepancies inciuded: differing line class representation, piping end

connection, and valve type or missing valve locked status. UFSAR Figure 10171 and associated
documentation were revised to reflect as-installed conditions.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE:
This NCR is dispositioned to use-as-is
D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY :

1)

2)

3)

Does this madification increase the probabiliity of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
reporn?

Angwer:

No. This is a drawing change to reflect the "as bullt" pl.nt condition. System function is not
affected by differing line Class representation, piping end connection, valve type or missing vaive
locked status.

Does this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any svaluated previously in the safety analysis report?

Angwer:
No. This a drawing correction only.

Does this madification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Angwer;
No. The disposition of this NCR does not reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis of any

Technical Specification. Technical Specification Sections 3/4.7 were reviewed in making this
determination.



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 2& 3

DOCKET No. 50-277 A £0-278

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

A. SYSTEM: Reactor Water Clean-up System

B. DESCRIPTION:

This NCR Is dispositioned to change the SAR Figure 4.9.1 and associated documentation to reflect better
detail and to add a symbol for & Tharmowell.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE
This NCR s dispositioned to revise documentation.

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY

1)

2)

3)

Does this modification increase the probabllity of occurrence or the consequences of an acckient
or malfunctions of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
report?

Angwer;

No. These are drawing changes only and do not reflect any changes to the physical plant
condition.

Does this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously In the safety analysis reporn?

Answer:

ivo. The changes malke the drawing agree with the as-built condition. These changes do not affect
the integrity, operability, or function of the system in any way.

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Answer;
No. Technical Specification Sections 3/4.6 A were reviewed for making this determination.

10



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 2& 3

DOCKET No. 50-277 & 50-278

1981 10 CFR 50.59 REPORY

{4 O ot !
CIeRANCY fa wee

NONCONFORMANCE FEPORT NO
A. SYSTEM Alterrate Rud Insertior

DESCRIPTION

R resolved an iInconsistancy betweean the 70 amp fuse rating for circuits 29-2303 and 292406 shown

Y
amps. The circults aftected

] Talu

£-27 (UFSAR Figure 8.7.2.a) and the fleld Installed rating of 3

poOwer for AR s ystéem solenoids Documentation was revised t how the 30 amp fu

FEASON FOR CHANGE

H I8 dispositioned

EVALUATION SUMMARY

Does this modification | bllity of occurrence or the consequences of an accident

Hunction of aquipment impontant 1o salety as previously evaluated in the salety analysis

o Ima

siOn refle '..‘\‘HE the corract 15 e as-inst 1%"\‘ based on the cable, load

ordination. A 30A fuse was d
13

088 this modiication craate the possibinty tor an af

any ovaluated previously in the satety analysis repon

Answer

JOBS

pases appicadie 1

i A . :
4 Y were reviewed




PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 24 3

DOCKET No. 50-277 & 50-278

1981 10 CFR 50.5¢ REPORT

NONCONFORMANCE FEPORT NO

A. SYSTEM

DESCRIPTION

HEASON FOR CHANGE

SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARNY

Answor

Answer




PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 243

DOCKET No. 50-277 & 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

NONCONFORMANCE FEPORT NQ.: P-90640
A. SYSTEM. Residual Heat Removal (RHR)

B. DESCRIPTION:

This NCR identified Inconsistencies the UFSAR and actual suppression chamber external pressure which

is identified as 2 psig but is actually 2 psikd. UFSAR Section M.3.2.4.9 and Table M.3.4 will be changed to

reflect 2 psid.
C. REASON FOR CHANGE:

This NCR s dispositioned to change the FSAR.
D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY :

1) Does this modification increase the probabillity of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated In the safety analysis
report?

Angwer:
No. This is an editorial correction only and makes no physical changes to the plart.

2) Does *his modification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the safety analysis report?

Answer:
No. This Is a text change only and makes no physical change to the plant.

3 Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specffications?

Answer:
No. Technical Specification Sections 3.7.A and 4.7 A were roiewed for making this determination.



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 2& 3

DOCKET No. 50-277 & 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

NONCONFORMANCE REPORY NO.: P-90650
A. SYSTEM: Reactor Core Isolaticn Cooling (RCIC)

B. DESCRIPTION:
This NCR identified inconsistencies between Function.) Control Diagram M-1-CC-43 sheets 4 and 10 and

the as-bullt configuration of the RCIC turbine speed control system. UFSAR Figure 4.7.2D and assoclated
documentation were revised to reflect the as-built condition.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE
This NCR s dispositioned to use-as-is, and revise diagrams.
D. SAFEYY EVALUATION SUMMARY :

1) Does this madification increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
raport’?

Answer:
No. This is a drawing change oniy and does not alter any equipment or hardware In the plant.

2) Does this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the safety analysis repor?

No. There has been no change to the plant configuration. This is a drawing change only.

3) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Speclfications?

Answer;
No. Technical Specification Sections 3.5D and 4.5D were reviewed for making this determination

13



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 24 3

DOCKET No. 50-277 & 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.50 REPORT

NONCONFORMANCE FEPORT NO.: P-90725
A. SYSTEM: Steam Leak Detection

B. DESCRIPTION:

This NCR clarifies documentation to identify that no area temperature monitoring exists in the reactor water
cleanup pump room. UFSAR Sections 4.10 and 7.3 were revised.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE:
This NCR is dispositioned to use-as-is.
D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY;

1)

2)

3)

Does this maodification increase the probability of occurrence or the cor- aquences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
report?

Answer:

No. Piant functional capabilities, as previously evaluated, are unaffected.

Does this modification create the possibility for an accident or maifunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in tha safety analysis report?

Angwer:
No. There are no hardware changes or changes to the operation of installed equipment as a result
of these changes.

Does this maodification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specitications?

Answer:
No. Technical Specification Sections 3/4.2,6,7, and 8 were reviewed for making this determination.

14



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 243

DOCKET No. 50-277 & 50-278

1981 10 CFR 50.59 REPORTY

~
P )

lscrepancies

NONCONFORMANCE REPORT NO

A. SYSTEM Radiation Monitoring

B. DESCRIPTION

NCR KkKlentifies a non-conformance between Table 7.13.2 and actual plant installation. The

conformance involved wording in describing the actual location of radiation

18-30J and ;E 18-30K ad 1o reflect as installed conditions

FREASON FOR CHANGE

positioned (i«

SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY

y moaitication Increase the probat Or the onsequences of an acciden
] )t eqQuipment importamnt 0 sal RS OFf 10US! gvaluated in the fif”’?‘r analysis

Angwer

r { d ¥ ", \{ 8 y - . . y | |~ 0 < < > - " »
N Lhanging the namepiate legend description of UFSAR Section 7.13, Table 7.13.2 to agree with
actual piam instaiation and syster 1esign aocumentation did not impact any accidents evaluated
the SAN UFSAR SaCtions ) 3 4 and L: pendix J were reviewed in l”\]‘?«‘fl‘.; this
astarmination

Does this modification create the POssiDiiity fo

<

any evaluated previously in the safety analysis report”

Answer

T | al & ]
b " ' , ne Bae ro rovia arnc
Vé schnical UONS Dases wert gviewed and

y Radwaste Radiatio




PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 243

DOCKET No. 50-277 & 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.60 REPORT

NONCONFORMANCE REPORT NO.; P-90766
A. SYSTEM: Fire Protection

B. DESCRIPTION:
UFSAR Figure B-2 of the Fire Protection Program was revised 1o show the 4" fire water piping to the Vendor

Building sprinkler system as a 12" diameter Main Fire Water Line. The drawing and the associated P&IDs
were changed to reflect the as-bullt condition.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE:
This NCR is dispositioned 10 use-as-is.
D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY ;

1) Does this modification increase the probaoility of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
report?

Angwer:
No. The design base function of the fire protection system is unaffected by this drawing change.

2) Does this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfuncrion of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the safety analysis reporn?

Angwer:
No. This change maintains the design base function of the fire line.

3) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined In the basis for the Technical
Speciications?

Angwer;
No. Technical Specification Sections 3.14 and 6.12 were reviewed for making this determination.

16



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 243

DOCKET No. 50-277 & 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

A. SYSTEM; Residual Meat Removal (RHR)

B. DESCRIPTION
This NCR identified the following valves that should be shown as normally closed to refiect the actual
configuration of the RHR system
HV-2-10-21672A B HV-3-10-31572A B
HV-2-10-21573A 8 HV-3-10-31573A B
HV-2-10-21618A B HV-3-10-316188
HV-2-10-21619A 8B HV-3-10-316198

in addition, the assoclated nitrogen bottle regulating valve must be shown as normally closed. UFSAR
Figure 4.8.2 was changed to reflect these changes.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE
This NCR is dispositioned to use-as-is and show these valves 10 be normally closed.
D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY ;

1)

2)

3)

Does this maodification increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment imponant to safety as previou.ly evaluated in the safety analysis
repont?

Answer;

No. These valves are used for surveillance testing. This change does not affect the performance
of the RHR system.

Doas this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the safety analysis report?

Angwer;
No. The performance of the RHR system is not degraded by the normally closed position.

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Spacifications?

Angwer;

No. There are no applicable Tachnical Specifications that specifically address this portion of the
RHR systam

17



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 2& 3

DOCKET No. 50-277 & 278

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

Power Cable Fallure

NONCONFORMANCE REPORT NO.; P-91317

A. SYSTEM: Emergency Auxiliary Transformer

B. DESCRIPTION:
This modification is an interim repair which involved abandoning cable 20AX04R(A, B, C phase) in place,
and removing a section of Cable OAX04T (A, B, C phase) between MH (rianhole) 061 and MH-09 and
replacing it with 15kV cable and splicing in MH-09. The total number of conductors between the transformer

and the bus duct has been changed from 27 to 24. The installation may be reworked in the future pending
additional evaluations.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE :

Two of the 27 cables connecting the 2 emergency auxiliary transformer OAX04 to the non-3eg phase bus
duct OOA19 failed.

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY :

1)

2)

3)

Does this modification increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously ~valuated in the safaty analysis
repor?

Answer:

No. The circuilt has the current carrying capacity to supply the actual worst case loading. The
original design requirements are satisfled with respect to current carrying capacity and an
acceptable voltage drop is maintained.

Does this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the safety analysis report?

Angwer:

No. The use of 8-1/C 1000 MCM cables and added splices has bean evaluated and found to meet
design requirements of the Auxiliary Power system.

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Ansgwer;

No. Technical Specification Sections 3 /4.9 and the associated Bases were reviewed for making this
determination.

18
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 2 & 3

DOCKET No. 60-277 & 50-7b

1691 10 CFR 50.50 REPORT

Coaling Water Cross Tie Yalves

REVIEW

A. SYSTEM: Emergency Service Water (ESW), Reactor Bullding Closed Cooling Water (RBCOW)
B. DESCRIPTION;

This review addressnd the closure of the 33-520 "A” and "B' ESW to Reactor Buililing Closexd Coaling Water
(RBCCW) cross tie valves. This clcsure was parformed in 19796 10 isolate the non-seismic RERCCW system
from the seismic ESW to assure the Integrity of the ESW pressure boundary dhiring and following a design
basis selsmic evert. Reportable Occurrence Repont No. 2-76-16/IF documentad this change. UFSAR
Sections 5, 7, and 10 were changed I reflect this closure.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE

To document the adequacy of the design configuration change In accordance with the vhkanned
10CFR50.59 Review requirements.

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMAR' @
1) Dues this medification increaso the probability of ocourrence of 1w conseguances of an accident

or maltunction of equipment important to saisty as praviously avaluated in the salety analysis
repan?

Answer:

No. These aceidents which are potentially negatively impacted by the change are accidents or
events that involve a Loss of Offsite Power (LOOF) or Loss of Coolant Accident (LOCA). All
systems that could be impantad by this change ware individually evaluated. 1t was daterminagd that
no Increase in the probabliity of an accident or malunction was created.

Q) Coes this modification ¢reate the possibllity for an accldsnt or matfunctinn of a diferent typa than
any evaluated praviously in the safety analysis tepon?

Angwer:

No. Systems that could be impacted by this modification were individually evaluated 1t was
dateemined that the modification does not create the possibitly of a Jdifferant type of accident oy
mafuncton,

3) Does this moitfication reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basts for the Technical
Specifications?

Angwer

No. Tethnical Gpecification So7 - 3 and 6 ware reviewed for making this determination,

13




PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 2 & 3

DOCKET Ne. 50277 & 50-78

19091 10 CFR 50.69 REPOR .

Yalve L'neup Changy

PEVIEW

A SYSTEM, Emargancy Service Waler (ESW)
8. DESCRIPTION.

This change clused the bypass valve around the air operated valves upstrearn of sach insenioe operating
Emargancy Core Cocling Systern (ECCS) and Reactor Care Injection Cooling (RCIC) Systerm room cooler.

. REASON FOR CHANGE

This temporary change is invoked when tha ESW Chemical injaction System g inoparable.

0. SAFETY EYALUATION SUMMARY;

1)

2

3

Does this modidication increase the profubitity of oocurrance or the consexjuencas of an accloent
or matunction of equipment important 1o satety us praviounly ovaluated In the safety analysis
rapon?

Angwer:

No. The position of thase valves has no haaring an the probabiiRy of an accident. The temporary
Ineup will not affort the ESW system's capebiity to support ECCS and RCIC equipiment i is callad
on 10 iitigate the consequen .as of an acckient

Does this madification creaie the possibiiity for an ancidant or malfunction of a aifersm typo than
any ovaluated praviotsty In the sadety analysls repont?

Angwar

No. Thie change does not affect the ESW systom's capsbility to support ECCS and RCIC
aqeipment § | is necesaary for mitigation of the conseQuances of an acciient.

Doos this modfication reduce the margin of satety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Spacifications?

Angwss;
Ne Technleat Specification Sections 3.5 and 5.9 were raviewed for making this detormination,



“: % "‘l.\ 'l.'..
PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 24 3
DOCKET No. 50 77 & 50-278
1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORY
! "."' R, AP0 pRITALE

N
E. f‘l‘l(;fdu?") o W) 1 arxd A ™0

R A. SYSTEM yermineralizer
Vi
B D STURIPTION
N TS FavASION Lronades Instruciaang for the usa of a arel; SNING Jamineraliz e
" QPEE TAD I g
"A‘,)fy"l x‘\ﬁ » ANGE
4
R EY wOan ;:‘f"'r\?*ﬂ AENLNGraizo WK1 vallar wess s
3
), SATESDY EVALUATION SURLAARY
\ N
3 ' " .
¥ | LGOS This moadtioatio O e 1) ""'""""r ¥ O ITence Qr the consequences of an acodent
¢ 4N
\ ¢ r mal O 1 Bguim Wnponant 1 diety as previcusly evaluated In the salety analysis
h ’ ) L]
J
[
-\
Answer
) \ " |
‘ Y i qored and matnained 1o the same speciiciticat NS as the existing systen
oas this modification fRgle e DOSSItY tor an accident or malfunction of a diferent !,‘;N‘ than
’

» » 1
Wlysis ¥ON




PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNTS 2&3

DOCKET No. 50-277 & 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.50 REPORT

Manyal For Clegrance And Tagging

PRODEDURE Clearance and Tagging Manual
A. SYSTEM: Performance Monltoring
B. DESCRIPTION:

‘mplementation of a Clearance and Tagging Manual to provide methods of protection for personnel and
plant equipment during operations, maintenance, and modification activities.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE;
This change Is necessary because of the changes instituted with the new computer.
D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY :

1) Does this modification increase the probabillity of occurrence or the conscquences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment Important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
report?

Answer;

No. This procedure will only be used for Load Dispatcher's Permits. No accidents are described
in the FSAR which involve this procedure.

2) Does this modification create the possibiiity for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the safety analysis report?

Answer:

No. The change is administrative only. No changes were made to the levels of control of
equipment.

3) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basls for the Technical
Specifications?

Answer:
No. Technical Specification Section 6 B was reviewad to make this determination.






PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 2

DOCKET No. 50-277

1961 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

MODIFICATION NO

A. SYSTEM

DESCRIPTION

\gwer

Answer




PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER ETATION
UNIT 2

DOCKET 1}, 50-277

19981 10 CFR 50.50 REPORY

Instaliation Ot Safety Grade N2 Supply
MODIFICATION NO.; 1516
A. SYSTEM: Primary Containment, Containment Atmosphere Control (CAC),

Containment Atmosphere Dilution (CAD)

B. DESCRIPTION

installation of a safety grade N2 supply to the caontainment isolation v-ives and an upgrade of CAZ and CAD
components, Including work on mechanical piping and tubtny, v..ves, fittings and switches.

e

1SON FOR CHANGE ;

This system will remove the need for the bottlad gas supply, and tre assnciated requirement 1o establish
and maintain alr supply syste™ leak rate citerla for individual use ., anu w4l allow verification of adequate
system performance by functiona! testing. The upgrade was aiso done 10 assure comphance with |LE.
Bullevn 79-01B and Regulatory Guide 1.97.

D. SAFETY_EVZ UATION SUMMARY :

1)

2)

3)

Vvoes this rmadification increase the probabllity of occurrence or the consequences of an aucids.nt
or malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
repeirt?

Answer.

No. Daesign requirements applied to this modification include, but are not limited to, seismic
Gaalification, quatity assurance, testal.ity, maintainablity, origisal equipment nerformance
specification, emironmental qualificati. separation criterla, safeguard power sources, and
protection from jet impingement.

Does this modification create the possibliity for an aceident or matfunction of a difsrent type than
anv ovaluated previ usly in the safety analysis report?

Answer:

No. The crteria used as a basis fos the protection and evaluation of one plant component from
adverse intaractions »f another plan! component during various operating cond®ions comply with
the UFSAR and ANS! standards.

Doer this modification reduce the rmargin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Spe fications?

Answer:
No Technical Specifications Sections 3.7 and 4.7 have been reviewed. All ioad stress acceplance

criteria for all components evaluated and /or repairsd by this work comply with the original design
cocle requirements specified in the UFSAR or as allowed by ASME Section X).



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 2

DOCKET Wo. 50-277

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

Drywell Cooler Fan Logic
MODIFICATION NO,; 1542
A. SYSTEM: Drywell Csaling
B. DESCRIPTION:

This modification changes the control logic of drywell coole: fans 2AV26 through 2GV26 to bypass the high
drywell pressuve or low rewctor water level trip signal.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE:

This maodification implements the NRC recommaendation to improve the plant recovery from high drywell
pressure (above 2 psig) per LE. Information Notice £4-35.

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY:

1) Does this mud*ication increase the probability of occurrence or tha consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
repor?

Angwer:

T probability of occurrence or the «onsdquences of an aceident or malfunction of equipment
important 10 safety previously evalualed in the safety analysis report has not been incroased.
Fallure of the new bypass circult may res it in increased loading on the emergedcy buses, however,
the additional load will not axcead the capacity of the dlesel generators. The eguipment adaed by
this modification has bee: locsted In safety refatad panels and has been mourted in a simiar

manner 10 that of safety related! componuims 10 prevent £ rage 1o the safety related equipment
Inaide the panel

2) Does this modification create the possibility for an acekdwat or malfunction of a different type than
any avalatad previously In the safety analysis rapan?

Anuwer:

The possibliity for an accident or mattunction of 2 different type than any evaluated previously in the
safety analysis report has no! bean created. Faliure of the bypass circult Aoes not result in the
placerent of unaceeptable loads on the emergency bus o its associated diesel generator. This
changs allows the operator to restart the drywel! cooler fans from the control room to improvs the
plant recovery froem high drywell pressure.

3) Does this rmaxdification rediuice the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Angwn;

The margin of safety as defined n the basis for the Technical Specifications has not been reduced.
Technical Specification Sections 3/4 § were reviewed In making this deteymination.




PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 2

DOCKET No. 50-277

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

Automatic Sprinkler Extension for Turbine/Generator Bearings And Front Standard

MODIFICATION NO.: 1822

A. SYSTEM: Sprinkler

B. DESCRIPTION:
This modification provided wet pipe automatic sprinkler protection for the turbine bearings, generator
bearings, and front standard, and removed the dry chemical piping and n. zzles. UFSAR Section 10.2.3.4

and FPP Sections 22, 29, 3.3.1, 5340, and associated tablcs and figures were revised to show these
modificsng

C. REASON. .~ HANGE:
This modification was an enhancement 1o comply with insurance (ANI) recommendations.

D SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY :

1)

2)

3)

Does this modification Increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety anaiysis
report?

Answer:

No. There is no equipment important to safety affected by this modification. The modification does
not require a revision to the analysis of safe shutdown in the event of a fire, thereforn, the
madification has no effect un the probability of occurrence of any postulated accident.

Does this modiiication create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the safety analysis report?

Answer:

No. This modification provides automatic sprinkler protection. It does not affect any safety related
or safe shutdown equipment.

Does this maodification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Angwer;
No. Technical Specification Sections 3/4.14 were reviewed for making this determination.
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC PCWER STATICN
Ut 2

DOCKET No. 50277

1981 10 CFR 50.59 REPOR\Y

o Exist ng Flow
MODIFICATION NO
A. SYSTEM: Various
DESCRIPTION

his modification replaced ex Isting flow transmitters with envir nmentally qualified fow transmitters in various
systems. It also replaced existing signal conditioning instruments assoclated with these flow transmitters
10 accommaodate the new transmitter with 4-20 ma output. Appropriate UFSAR Figures in Sections 4 and

were updated to reflect « hanges made by this modification

FEASON FOR CHANGE

This modification was necessary

SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 2

DOCKEY No. 50-277

1991 10 CFR 60.69 REPORT

MODIFICATION NO.; 6110
A SYSTEM; ESW/ECW

B. DESCAIPTION:

This odification replaced a section of the carbon steel pipe with a flanged stainless steel spool plece and
provided flow measuring devices. FEAR Sections 10.9 and 10.24 were revised to show these changes.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE ;
This modification was necess.ry 1o comply with ASME XI requirements
D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY ;

1)

2)

3)

Does this modification Increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or maltunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
repon?

Answer:
No. This modification was installed In accordance with the original design basis.

Does this modification create the possibllity for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously In the safety analysis report?

Answer:

No. This modification does not affect any current event Initiators or introduce any new event
initiators.

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined In the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Angwer:
No. Technical Specification Sections 3.9.C and 3.11.B were reviewed in making this determination



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 2

DOCKEY 'lo. 50-277

1991 10 CFR 50 59 REPORT

Atetnale Feed To Battery Chargars And 120 YAC Distribution Panels
MODIFICATION NO.; 5209
A SYSTEM: 4akv
B. DESCRIPTION:
This madification instalied alternate power feeds for battery chargers 2A003, 2BD03 and 120 VAC distribution

panele 20733, 20Y34, 20Y35, OOY03. Mhanges were made to FSAR Sections 8 and 9 as well as
Appendices F and J, and assnclated docurmertation.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE
This modification was necessary to resolve two outstanding problems associated with maintaining qualified
control power 1o the commaon dlesel generators, thelr assoclated 4kV emergency buses, and 1o Unit 2

instrument AC panels when performing tests and maintenance on Division | ur Il equipinent during a Unit
Z cold shutdown or refusling mode.

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY ;

1)

2)

3)

Does this modification increase the probabillity of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or maltunction of equipment important 1o safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
repen?

Answer;

No. There are no specific UFCAR Chapter 14 accident analyses that discuss taking credit for the
126/260V DC system and the 120V AC instrument power supply systems. The modification does
not alter any assumption made in evaluating the radiological consequences of an accident,

Doer this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the safety ana'ysis report?

Answer:

M. This modification does not change the function of the battery chargers or the instrument AC
raneis

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis foi the Technical
Specifications?

Answer:
No. Tachnical Sperification Sections 3.9 and 4.9 were reviewed for making this determination



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 2

DOCKET No, 50.277

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

MCDIFICATION NO

A. SYSTEM

B. DESCRIPTION
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FEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION

1981 10 CFR 50.59 RE

NONCONFORMANCE FEPORT NO.; P 90214
A. SYSTEM: Nuclear Boller Vessl Instrumentation

B. DESCRIPTION;

This NCR addressed valve numbering changes, correction of drafting errors, and makes clarifications to
existing documentation. P&ID M52 sheets 3 G 4 and SAR Figure 7.3.1 will be changed.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE:
This NCR Is dispositioned 10 us-as-ls
D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY :

1)

2)

3)

Does this madification increase the probabiliity of occurrence or the consequences o an accldent
or malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
report?

Answer;

No. These are drawing changes only and do not reflect any changes to the physical plant
condition,

Does this madification create the possibliity for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously In the safety analysls report?

Answer;

No. The changes provide a jreater level of detall and clarity - the P&ID representation of the
plant’s actual as-bullt condition.

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined In the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Answer:
No. Technical Spacification Section 3/4.2 was reviewed for making this determination.



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER “GN“I?‘
2

DOCKET No. 60-277

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORY

NONCONFORMANCE FEPORT NO.; F-80216

A SYSTEM: Reactor Water Clean-up Cystem
B. DESCRIPTION:

This NCH addresses inconsistencies between the as-bullt condition of the reactor water clean-up system and
documentation. P&ID M.354 Sheet 2 and the SAR Figure 4.9 1 sheet 2 were changed.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE :
This NCA Is dispositioned to use-as-is
D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY

1)

3)

Does this modification increase the probablity of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of aquipment important to safety as previously evalu_.od in the safety analysis
repont?

Answer:

No These are drawing changes only and do not reflect aiy changes to the physical plant
condition.

Does this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfur "an of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the =afety analysis report?

Answer:

No. These changes do not affect the integrity, operabiiity, or function of the system in any way.
The consequences if a SAR evaluated accident are unchanged.

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined In the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Angwer:
No. Technical Specification Section 3/4 6 A werc reviewed for making this determination.



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 2

DOCKET N&. 50-277

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER ETATION
UNIT 2

DOCKET No. 50-277

1781 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

Besolution Of Discrepancy Between As Built And Documentatiun
NONCONFORMANCE FEPORYT NO.: P90376

A. SYSTEM: Radiation Monhoring System

B. DESCRIPTION:

This NCR involves a drawing discrepancy and Is dispositioned 1o change the UFSAR Figure 7.12.3 description
of 631194278 from a globe valve 1o Its as-is >onfiguration of a gate valve.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE :
This NCR is dispositioned to use-as-is

D. SAFETY_EVALUATION SUMMARY ;

1)

?)

3)

Does this modification increase the probabllity of ocourrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment important tc safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
report?

Angwer:

No. 63L-19427B provides a system pressure boundary and does not impact an accident or
malfunction important to safety as previously evaluated in the SAR.

Does this modification create the possibllity for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the safety analysis report?

Answer:

No. This is a description change only. Since the probability of fallure of a giabe valve Is the same
as that of a gate valve, thy fallure of 63L-194278 will not cause an accident of a different type than
previously evaluated in the SAR.

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Answer:
No. Technical Specification Sections 1.0,3/4.7 2/4.14 were reviewed for making this determination.
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION

A. SYSTEM: Recombiner
8. DESCRIPTION
This NCR identifies Inconsistencies between documentation and actual confipuration of the off-gas

recombiner steam supply drain piping installed correctly, but not shown correctly on UFSAR Figures 9.5.1,
11.2.1, and assoclated documentation.

C. FEASON FOR CHANGE
This NCR s dispositioned to revise cocumentation to show correct configuration.
D. SAFL Y _EVALUATION SUMMARY ;

1) Does this modification increase the probabllity of occurrence or the conseqguences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment imponant to safety as previously evaluated In the safety analysis
rapont?

Angwer:
No. This NCR makes no physical changes to the system.

2) Does this madification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated pre ously In the safety analysis reporn?

Answer;
No. This NCR changes documentation only.

3) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Answer:
No. This portion of the gas recombiner system is not addressed in the Techuica! Specifications.
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNITS 24 3

DOCKET No. 50-277 & 50-278

1981 10 CFR 50.5¢ REPORT

A. SYSTEM: Fire Protection

B. DESCRIPTION
This NCR Indicated that a wet standpipe In the turbine buliding Is connected 10 the 10 inch fire main
upstream of HR-116-19 only. The FSAR and associated P&ID showed the standpipe to be connected 1o the

main In two places. UFSAR Figure B2 of the Fire Protection Program and assoclated documentation were
revisad (o reflect the as-Installed condition

C. FEASON FOR CHANGE
This NCR Is dispositionad 10 use-as-is.
D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY

1)

2)

3)

Does this modification Increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or maltunction of equipment imporant 1o safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
report?

Answer;

No. The possibility of & fire of line break in the turbine bullding Is not Increased.

Dows this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluaiad previously In the safety analysls repon?

Answer,

No. The drawing change does not create the possibiiity of an accident or malfunction of a different
type than praviously evaluated In the SAR.

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications”?

Angwer:
No. Technical Specification Sections 3/4 14 were reviewed for .naking this determination.



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 2

DOCKET No. 60-277

1991 10 CFR 50.5¢ REPORT

NONCONFORMANCE FEPORT NO.; P-91169
A. SYSTEM: High Pressure Coolant Inlection

This NCR involved drawing changes to accurately reflect ciroult breaker size and replacement of a 256 Amp
clroult breaker with & 10 Amp circult breaker. UFSAR Figure 8.4 6, and assoclated doocuments were revised.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE
This NCR Is dispositionad to revise drawings to show this as installed, 10 Amp ciroult breaker for

MCC 20B36 compartment 52-3614 and 1o replace the Installed 35 Amp circult breaker in MCC 20837
compartmernt 52-3762 with a 10 Amp breaker.

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY

1) Does this modification Increase the probabiliity of oocurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment important to salety as previously evaluated In the safety analysis
report?

Answer:

No. The intended design function and operation of the plant Electrical Distribution system and the
and the High Pressure Coolant Injection system are not affected by this modification

2) Doas this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluatud previously in the safety analysis repon?

Answer:

No. The fallure modes of the 26 Amp and 10 Amp circult breakers are the same. No new accident
inltiators were introduced.

3) Doas this madification raduce the margin of safely as defined in th~ basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Angswer;

No. Technical Specification Sections 3. /4.7, 3/4 9 and associated bases were reviewed for making
this determination.
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 2

DOCKET No. §0-277

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

Lost Pants In Reactor Vessel
NONCONFORMANCE FEPORT NO.; P-91183
A SYSTEM: Stearn Separator
B. DESCRIFTION:
While removing the lockpin 1o manipulate the steam separator latching tool, the lanyard clip became

detached from the lock pin and fell into the reactor vessel. The lost part analysis evaluated the effect on
safe reactor operations of the lost pan and the cumulative effect of the clip and previously lost pans.

C. REASON FOR CHANGE

This NCR was dispositioned to have GE perform a full lost pans analycls to determine a use-as-s
assessment because the SAR assumes that lost pars do not exist.

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY ;

1

2)

3)

Does this modification increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accldent
or malfunction of equipment important 1o safety as previously evaluated In the safety analysis
repoen?

Answer:

No. The lost parts do not interfere with control rod motion or fuel bundle coolant low. The lost
objects do not create a chemical or corrosion concemn.

Does this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the safety analysis repon?

Angwer:

No. The lost objects will not block control rod operation, cause fuel bundle flow blockage or, cause
damage 1o reactor Internal components. The abillity to safely shutdown the plant Is maintained.

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Answer:
No. Reactor water chemistry limits and reactor performance will be unaffected. The Bases for

Technical Specification Sections 1.1, 33A 36A and 36B were reviewed in making this
determination
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 2

DOCKET No. 50-277

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

NONCONFORMANCE FREPORY NO.; P-91283
A SYSTEM: Residual Heat Removal (RHR)

B. DESCRIPTION
This NCR addressed the replacement of a 480 VAC Westinghouse type HFB circult breaker feeding the RHR
recirc loop A return valve MO-2-10-25A  The breaker tripped due to high inrush current experienced during
valve operation.  Testing of the breaker found the breaker tripped at a much lower current on the A phase

than on the B and C phases. In additicn, the Instantaneous trip setting of the breaker was not set high
enough to prevent the breaker from tripping as a result of high In-rush current.

C. FEASON FOR CHANGE

This NCR is dispositioned to replace the breaker to prevent trip on inrush current, and increase the
instantaneous trip setting.

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY :

1) Deces this modification increase the probabliity of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment impontant to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
report?

Answer:

No. The breaker was replaced with a functionally equivalent one. The change on the instantaneous
trip setting of the new breaker 1o prevent inadverient tripping will have no effect on any accident
identified in the SAR. The RHR system tunctions have not been changed.

2) Does this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a differert type than
any evaluated previously In the safety analysis repon?

Angwer:

No. The new breaker will perform the same function as the original breaker and the ability to open
and close valve MO-2-10-25A Is maintained.

3) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Answer:
No. Technical Specification Sections 1/2 2 and 3/4 5 were reviewed for making this determination.
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 2

DOCKET No. 80-217

1961 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

' Channg Tr

TEMPORARY ALTERATION NO.; 2-1307
A. SYSTEM: Reactor Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC)
B. DESCRIPTION

Installation of a jumper to Insert ‘C' channel trip.
C. FEASON FOR CHANGE:

The Technical Specifications state that when the number of operable channels Is less than required the
channel should be placed in the tripped condition or RCIC should be declared inoperable.

D. SAFETY EVALVATION SUMMARY ;

1) Does h.s modification increase the probabliity of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of aquipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
repoi*?

Answer;
No. This configuration is sale because It Is more conservative.

2) Does this modification create the possibliity for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously In the safety analysis report?

Answer:
No. This is only a jJumper to inltiate a trip.

3) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Answer:
No. Technical Specification Section 3.2 was reviowed for making this determination.
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER IT&‘T:GI
T2

DOCKET No. 50-277

1981 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

Reteat Of Loss OfF ower Alarm
TEMPORARY PLANT ALTERATION: TPA 2.23.07
A. SYSTEM: HMigh Pressure Coolam Injection (HPCI)
B. DESCRIPTION
This TPA was installed 1o defeat the HPCI gland seal blower DC motor power loss alarm,
C. REASON FOR CHANGE :

The undervoltage relay for the gland seal blower motor had falled and was bringing up an alarm, masking
any problem with ¢ ftical equipmaent.

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY ;

1)

2)

J)

Does this modification Increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
of malfunction of equipment important 1o safety as previously evaluated in the salety analysis
repon?

Answer:

No. Undervoltag. condltians on the HPCI gland seal blower are not detected by alarm, amd havy
no Impact on HPCI operablity

Dowes this moditication create the possibiity for an accidert or malfuriotion of & different ty pe than
any evaluated previously in the satety analysis renon?

Answer.

No. Operators were able to monitoy for dagradation of the 1PCL systern. The gland seal blower
is not requl ad for HPCI operability and the loss of power alarm for #t provides ho sataty function,

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as detinec in the basis for the Tuchnical
Specifications?

Anywer;
Na. Technical Specification soction 4.5 C was reviewed for making this determination.



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER ﬂm
1991 10%%‘%
Service Wbt Yalve Lineup Dutng Chiler Maintenance
TEMPORATY BLANT ALTERATION: TPA 2.30.07
A SYSTEM: Service Water
8. DERCAIPTION;

This TPA involved opening valves MV-2-30-21741 and 21762 to provide cooling v “ter to a refrigerant vapor
recovary system during the repalr of a drywell chilier.

C. REASQN FOR CHANGE:

This modification was required to pravent loss of the refrigerant to the atmosphere during repair of the
chiller

(1. SAFETY EVALUAT L SUMMARY
1) Does this modification increase the probabllity of oocurrence or the ¢ ansequences of an accidont
or malfun.tion of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated In the safety analysie
opon?
Angwer:
No. Service Water Is nut a salety related system,

2) Does this modification ¢1eate the possibility for an accident or matfunction of a adferent type than
any evaluated previouzaly in the safety analysis \spont?

Adswer:
No. Service Water is not a salety related system.

3) Does this modificaiion reduce the margin of safety as defined in the bacs for - » Technical
Specifications?

Angwer:
Na. Service Water Is not mentionied In the Tecrwlcal Specifi~ations.




PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
uNIT 2

DOCKET No. §0-277

1991 10 CFR 60.60 REPORT

Reactor Protection Mator Gaostator (M/G) Set Monhoring
JEMPORARY PLANT ALTERATION; TPA 2.60-16
A SYSTEM; Reactor Protyetion
B. ESCRIPTION
This TPA added a voltage recordor 1o the 2 8" M/G set
C. FRASON FOR QHANGE :
This allowed batter moritotlng -~ M/G voltage output and voltage reguiator Input and output.
D. SAFETY ENALUATION GUMMAN; .

1)

2)

3)

Does this modification Increase the probahiity of ocoinvence of the consequences of an accident
or maltunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
rupon?

Answer,

No. The M/G .t I8 protecied from ¢ fallure in the monitoring equipment by fuses, and the
aquipment s seismically mounted

Doos (his madification creats the possibility for an accident or maltunction of a different type than
any eviluated previously in the safet, analysis report?

Angwer,
No. This TPA only connects monitoring equipment o the M/G set.

Does this madification reduce the margin of safety as defined i the basis tor the Technical
Spechications?

Anwwer:
Neo Technloal Specification Section 31 was roviewed for making this determination.
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DOCKET No. 80-277

1991 10 CFR 50.89 REPORTY
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 3

DOCKET No. 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.60 REPORY

This NCR identifies changes to PAID 6280 M- 333 and related P&ID 6280-M-327 as a result of discrepancies with
the as-built plant condition for the Instrument Nitrogen system for Unit 3. NCR P89232.313 identifies nine
Individual tems requiring evaluation, including nuinerous changes to valves, drain taps, piping, and pressure
switches  These discrepancies were generated as a result of a fleld walkdown of the system

C. FEASON FOR CHANGE;
This NCR Is dispositioned 10 use-as-s

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY :

1)

2)

3)

Does this modHfication increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an acoiient
or malfunction of equipment important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
repon?

Angwer;

No. These change: do not affect the function or peration of the Instrument Nitrogen system or
interfacing systems In a manner that would Increase the probability of occurrence of a translent
acckdent, of event prev.ausly evaluated in the UFSAR Chapter 14.0 Appendix G

Does this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a differant type than
any evaluated proviously in the safety analysis repornt?

Angwer:

No. These changes do nol affect the tunction or operation of the Instrumeni Nitrogen systemn or
interfacing systems in a manner that would attect the satety related function of any component
requinad to mitigate the consequences of a transient, acoldent, or event previously evaluated in the
UFSAR, including Chapter 14.0 and Appendix G

Does this modification reduce the margin of salety as defined In the basis for the Technical
Specithcations?

Answer:
No. The Instrument NRrogen system is not sddreased in any Technical Specification.  Additionally

thase changes specified to the Instrumaent Nitrogen Systern do not affect the Technical Specification
bases of any interfacing systam



PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 3

DOCKET No. 80-277

1991 10 CFR 50.58 REPOR1
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER "A‘ﬂ;ﬂ
UNIT 3

DOCKET No. 60-278

1991 10 CFR 50.5¢ REPORT

A SYSTEM: Circulating Water

B. DESCRIFTION:
This NCR identified inconsistencies between P&ID M-312 Shee! 2 and as-is condition of the plant. UFSAR

Figure 11.6.1 was revised to show that valves HV-3-28A-38011A, B, C and
HV-3-28A.3012A.8 C are carbon steel instead of brass valves.

C. FEASON FOR CHANGE
This NCR s dispositioned to use-as-is.
D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY

1)

)

3)

Does this modification increase the probability of ocourrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipmert imponant 1o safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
repon?
Answer:

No.  These valves meet system design requirements and have no impact on the plant accident
scenanio described in the UFSAR

Does this madification create the possibility for an accident or maltunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the safety analysis report?

Angwer:
No. This is a drawing change only and does not change the current plant configuration,

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined v the basls for the Technical
Specifications?

Angwer;
No. Technical Specifications do not address these vaives.
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER ﬂw
3

DOCKET No. 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

NONCONFORMANCE FEPORT NO . P 91116
A SYSTEM: Feedwater

B. DESCRIPTION:
This NCR identified inconsistencies between documentation and actual plant configuration.  Moditication

2361 replaced conical orffices with fat plate orffices. LIFSAR Figure 4.49.2A and associated documents did
not reflect these changes

C. FEASON FOR CHANGE
This NCR is dispostioned . revise documents.!
D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY ;
1) Doss this madification incraase the probabllity of occurrence of the consegences of an accident
z p::"unctkm of equipmant important to safety as previously evaiuated In the safety cnalysis
Answer:
N This s a document update only

2) Does this modification create the possibility for an accident or matfunction of a different type than
any evaluated previously in the salety analysls repornt?

Angwer.
No. This Is a document change only,

4) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Angwer:
No. Technical Specification Sections 3.8, 3.6, and 5.0 ware reviewed for making this determination,
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1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORY
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1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 3

DOCKET No, 50-278

1 10 CFR 50.58 REPORY
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 3

DOCKET No. 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.58% REPORT
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PEACH BOTTON ATOMIC POWER STATIOM
UNIT 3

DOCKET No. 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.56 REPORT

sonirol Rod Cireyltry
TEMPORARY PLANT ALTERATION: TPA 3627
A. SYSTEM: Control Rods
B. DESCRIPTION:
This TPA was completed to jumper in the full-in indication for coattol rod 10-19.
C. REASON FOR CHANGE:
This control rod has a full-in PIP problom

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY ;

1)

2)

3)

Does this maodification increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment imponant to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
renc:1?
Angwer

No. Rod 10-19 will be blocked full-in. while this TPA is applied so that roc’ 02-43 and any other rod
can not ba withdrawr, similtaneously.

Does this mad  “ation create th» nossibility for an accidert or malfunction of a different type than
any evaluatea previously in the afety analysis report?

Answer:
No. This TPA only allows the refuel mode one roc permissive interlock *) be operational

Does this modification reduce the margin of ~afety as detined In the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Angwer:

No. Technical Specification Sections 310A and 410A were reviewed for meking this
determination.



PFACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION
UNIT 3

DOCKET No. 50-278

1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

Control Sod Clrouliry
TEMPORARY PLANT ALTERATION: TPA 3.62.27
A SYSTEM: Control Rods
B. DESCRIPTION:

This TPA jumpered In & clusure signal for rod 34.27.
C. REASON FOR CHANGE

The reed switch orn the PIP probe Is defective.
1. SAFETY EVALUATION SUMMARY ;

1

2)

4

Does this modification Increase the probabliity of occurrance or the conseguences of an accident
or maliunction of equipment imporant to safety as previously evaluated n the czfety analysis
report?

Answer;

No. Rod 34-27 will be blocked tull-in while this TPA is applied so that rod 54-27 and any other rod
can not be withdrawn simultaneously.

Joes *his \ aodification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a different type than
any avaluated previously In the safety analysis repor?

Answar;
No. This TPA only aliows the refuer mode one rod permisshe interlock io be operational.

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for the Technical
Specifications?

Angwer:

No.  Technical Specification Seciions 3.10A and 4.10A were reviewed for making this
determination
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION

UNIT 3
DOCKET No. 50-278
1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORY
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PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC ¥ ‘WER STATION

UNIT N/A
DOCKET No. 50-277 & 50-278
1991 10 CFR 50.59 REPORT

Installation Of A Fish Ladder At Conowingo Dam
INSTALLATION

A SYSTEM; Flood

B. DESCRIPTION

This review discusses the fish ladder instalied at Conowingo Dam and Its impact on Peach Bottom Atomic
Power Station during a major flood event.

C. FEASON FOR CHANGE ;

installatic<. f the fish ladder reduced the regulating gates at Conowingo from three to two and made
ch=nges to operational procedures for Conowingo Dam as described in UFSAR Section 24354

D. SAFETY EVALUATION SUNMARY
1) Does this moaii.wution Increase the probability of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or maltunction of equipment Important to safety as previously evaluated in the safety analysis
repornt?
Answer:

No. The changes will not affect flood levels at Peach Bottom as described in the UFSAR.

o Does this modification create the possibility for an accident or malfunction of a diffurent tvpe than
any evaluated praviously In the safety analysis repon?

Angwer:

No.  Changes at Conowingo do not affect flood levels at Peach Bottom.
|
|
|

3) Does this modification reduce the margin of = v as defined In the basis tor the Technical
Spectfications?

Answer:
No. Technica €pecification Section 3.12 was reviewed for making this determination.




