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CHIEF, ENGINEERWNG ASSURANCE

CHANGE NOTICE NO. 5

1.0 PURPOSE AND SCOPE

This change is issued to reflect the transfer of the Operational Design
. Review (ODR) Group from Operations Services Division to Advisory Operations
¢ Division.

0 2.0 CHANGE

2.1 Remove and discard all pages of EAP 3.1, Rev. 2, Change Notice No. 4,
presently contained in the EA Manual.

* 2.2 Insert the attached copy of EAP 3.1 into the EA Manual.

2.3" File this Change Notice in front of .EAP 3.1.

‘8504280299 860415 ||
PDR ADOCK 05000410 ¢ |
L. PDR | .
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1.0 PURPOSE AND SCOPE

1.1 To establish the requirements for verification of SWEC
nuclear power plant designs.

1.2 The requirements of this EAP apply to all SWEC QA
Category I designs. .

2.0 GENERAL

2.1 Verification of nuclear power plant designs shall be
accomplished by "independent objective  review" of key
design docunents. The purpose of this review is to
verify the adequacy of design by substantiating that the

design inputs have been correctly selected, and that the

design meets the specified inputs.

2.2 Definitions

2.2.,1 Independent Objective Review (verification)
performed according to this EAP by individuals
having no direct or immediate supervisory resp
for developing the design. This review is per
"key design documents" in addition to the c¢

review required for each document type by the
EAP.
2.2.2 Key Design Documents - Those design docum

establish design criteria, describe the design
or otherwise define the design to the detail ne
allow preparation of final design output
These documents are identified -by type in
paragraph 4.0 of this EAP.

«

- A review
or groups
onsibility
formed on
onformance
applicable

ents that
approach
cessary to
documents.
Table I,
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‘above. The chart included as Attachment 6.2 to this EAP
shows typical relationships between key design documents.

wondie

Rev. 2

Conformance Review =~ A review of design documents,
required by the applicable EAPs, prior to the issue of a
document. This review is performed by individuals, other
than the preparer who are competent in the concerned
discipline and normally includes the originator's
supervisor and other individuals responsible for
preparation of +the design. This review is a required
portion of SWEC's design control program but does not
constitute a means of mecting the requirements of this
EAP for verification of nuclear power plant designs.

_Verification of a power plant design is performed in the

following general sequence:

~Verification is initiated by independent objective review

of the key design documents that first identify the
design requirements that apply to the Project and the
design approach developed to satisfy these requirements.
These first key design documents are normally the System
Descriptions issued for a Project. When a Project

- schedule requires preparation of a PSAR before issue of

Project System Descriptions, independent objective review
of the PSAR is the first step in verification of the

‘plant design.

. ?"Succeeding lower 1level key design documents, issued as
‘the design is developed, are subjected to independent

objective review to assure that:

_ —Requirements- established by the previously verified

* key documents have been met.

e Design information added to further define the design
is verified according to this EAP.

- Independent objective review of the remaining key design

documents issued by the Project is conducted as in b.

#4714 2This chart is for illustrative purposes only and does not

2.4
SATILT S
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- LI
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represent mandatory prerequisities in the design process.

Independent objective review shall consist of addressing

: - -tHe queéstions listed in Attachment 6.3 as they apply to
Yo UiiEhe -key design document being reviewed.
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The depth of an independent objective review may range .
from a review of all aspects of the design, including all'’
supporting documentation, to a review limited to such
items as the design approach and the adequacy of the
results obtained. The depth of a review shall be
determined by the responsible individual or group (as
identified in Table I) based on:

e Importance to safety. ) . ‘ L

»
- - -

e Complexity of the design.

in

e Degree of standardlzatlon and similarity to prev1ously
proven designs.

¢ Degree of design completion shown by the“apcuﬁént CH.1'

being reviewed.

-~

P

PROCEDURE

NOTE: This section of the EAP does not‘ﬂapbly to (CH.2
calculations (see EAP 5.3). h

Each Progect shall submit the key design dbéuments
identified in paragraph 4.0 to the individuals or groups
shown as vresponsible for independent objective review.

Upon request by the reviewer, the Project shall Talso
provide a summary of governing and supporting docunents
used as input to the key design document, including when
necessary, identification of data sources and- bases for
assumptions. Identification may be by reference,
description, or inclusion of copies. ' '

The individuals or groups identified in paragraph 4.0 as
responsible for independent objective review shall
conduct their review to ensure that. all applicable
questions listed in attachment 6.3 have been addressed.
Reviewers assigned to perform independent gobjective
review shall be competent in the concerned. disciplines
and shall have no direct or supervisory respon51b111ty
for the design being verified. N T

Independent objective review, based upon .the: £actors
identified in 2.5, may range from a rev1ew ‘performed by .
an individual, to a review meeting initiated by the
responsible individual or group to obtain the
participation of other disciplines or groups.



PRy
-

- e
Ty

EAP 3.1,
Page 4

Tt
3.4

3.4.1

St

oo,

ey
3.4.2

H e g
AT Jla vy

SN £
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3.6.1

Rev. 2,

Standard Key Design Documents

Key design documents prepared as standards for SWEC use
shall be prequalified by an independent objective review
by the individual or group indicated as respon51ble (by
document type) in Table I. °

Progect documents prepared by adopting prequalified
standard design documents, with no changes other than
editorial changes, in accordance with the following EAP's
w1ll not require independent objective review.

0"Project specifications prepared from prequalified

..y~ Mmaster specifications according to EAP &.12.

":1PrO]eCt documents that duplicate prequalified standard

de51gn documents (e.g., System Descriptions prepared
:for a SWEC Reference Plant) according to EAP 2.8.

“When changes, other than editorial changes, from a pre-

qualified design document are required to meet the
requirements of the Project, the Project document will
require independent objective review.

" Duplication of Key Documents from Another Project

Project key design documents prepared as dupllcates of
documents from another Project shall not require
independent objective review provided that:

¢ The document being duplicated has been subjected to
independent objective review and:

¢ The document is adopted by the new Project as an
"exact duplicate" according to EAP 2.8.

When changes, other than editorial changes, from the
document being duplicated are required to meet the
requirements of the new Project, the new document shall
require independent objective review.

Documentation

Satisfactory completion of independent objective rev1ew
shall be documented by the responsible individual's
signature or initials on the document as indicated by
Table I. The reviewer shall print the letter win
following his signature or initials, except that the "I
is not required if the document title page or title block
provides a space identified as "independent reviewer" for

the reviewer's signature or initials. Independent




EAP 3.1, Rev, 2

Page 5 7 %
. objective review of specifications shall be documented
according to EAP 4.7, 4.12, or 4.13 as applicable. # L CH.3

3.6.2 The individual responsible for independent objecﬁive&
review shall ensure that his comments have been resolved
before approving the document. The individual's approval
on the document indicates fulfillment of his
responsibility for independent objective review as

assigned by this EAP. HE 3

.«

3.6.3 Independent objective review by Boston officé-pgpsonnel
' of key design documents prepared by an Operations Center
or SWEC-NY may be documented according to EAP §,2q.

3.6.4 When independent objective review includes a meeting
initiated by the responsible individual to obtain
participation by other disciplines or groups, the'results
of the meeting shall be documented, distributed to the
cognizant Division and Project personnel, and maintained
on file by the individual responsible for the review. K
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KEY DESIGN DOCUMENTS . - . v .

1,

“

‘4.1° + Table I identifies key documents by type, the EAPs that

apply to preparation, the individuals or groups
., responsible for independent objective review and the
we methods of documenting approval to indicate satisfactory
?9';L * completion of independent objective review. -
Y- WYY S8 .
fimdn S0 n .
s NG oars : .

- .~
-

e - aty »

Syston Descriptions
s o -
TRl R mt 4T Wl

.« Technjcal Topicei -
Reports : N

Preliminscy Safety

Analysis Report
{Sec Note)

Conceptus! Owgs
e Site Plan
e Plot Pien
+ © Gen, Arrangeponts

Flow Diagrams
Logic, Disgrans
Ons=Line Oiagrams.
Electricat Design

Criteris

Structural ODesign
Criteria

Mastor Specificstions
Project Specifications

Dasign Specifications
for Structural Support
and MC Coaponents

Calculations

2.6

2.9,

3.3

2.10

5.16

TABLE 1
RESPONSIBLE FOR
Operstional Oesign Review (QOR)
Group, Advisory Operations Olv.
Reviever designated by EAP 2.6

I3

plvision Licensing Represent=
ative

OOR Group, Advisary Operstions
Oivision

OOR Croup, Advisory Operstions
Division

ODR Group, Advisory QOpsrations
Division

Reviever designated dy Chlef

. Engineer, Electricat Division

Electricat Olvision Specialist

1

Revievers des{gnated sccording
to EAP 5,19

Reviever dosignated according
to EAP 4,12

Reviewver designated accarding
to EAP 4,313

Reviewer designated according
to EAP 4.7

Reviever designated according
to EAP 5.3

HETHOD OF
Sign title page®
Approve "Approvsl

Slip” per EAP 2,6%

Approve Review/Approval
Slip per EAP 2.9,

or Change Request

form per EAP 2,107,

as applicable

initist draving*

Initisl disgran®
tnitisl dliagram®
Initial disgrame
Sign title page*
Sign citle page*
Per EAP 4,12

Por EAP 4,13

Per EAP 4,7

Per EAP 5.3

«

eThe Jotter "1™ shall be printed following the reviewer's signature or initials, uniess the title

pago ar biock provides identification ss "independent reviewer” (refer to Parsgraph 3.6.1}).

Tho PSAR (s & "koy dasign document” only wnen it is the first documentation of the design

NOTE
inputs{soe Attacheent 6.2). In this case, the PSAR remains a "key design docusent® only untii
sudbsequent docusents are Issued to record this inforsation.

»

~
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6.0
6.1
‘6.2
6.3

-
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REVISIONS TO KEY DOCUMENTS . - s 3 a

NOTE: ' This- section of. the EAP does not apply: to
calculatlons (see EAP S 3). : . T

When a document subJected to 1ndependent obJectlve review -

is revised, the proposed revision shall be resubmltted

for approval to the individual or group designated by
Table I.
The individual, or representative of the group shall

review the proposed change to determine its effect on the
design as previously verified.

The depth of the independent objective review may range
from a determination that the changes do not affect the
design and that therefore, the previous ver;ﬁlgat&pn is
still valid, to a detailed review of the qhanges to -the

e #MIEY

extent necessary to verify the change and its effect on’

the total design. Approval shall be -indicated’ -accordlng
to paragraph 3.6. . e sz s
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Flow Chart
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NUGLEAR _PROJECTS _COMMITTED TO “KEVISION 1""OR REVISION 2 TO:
BEBULATORY GUIDE 1.64 - @~ — ~opT e

L3

~.a

AL , initial issues of and subsequent rev151ons to key de51gn i
aéguments shall: be subject to 1ndependent ,objective review %
ording to the] requirenients of this EAP. For calculations, the
11cable portions of this EAP and independent objective review §
eﬁulrements contained’ in EAP 5.3 .shall be applied to initial CH 4
isdgues and all subsequent revisions. e SN

ALJ OTHER NUCLEAR PROJECTS EXCEPT SHOREHAM 1 (J.O0. No. 11600)

—‘-“s-.-\\- B et v
Alr initial Yssues of Kkey de51gn documents issued after
FehQruary 8, 1977* shall be subject to independent objective
review. ‘

[ od
<

i

(_.‘ll 4

t
Subsequent revisions to.  all key design documents, other than
caIculatlons, which contaln a change in design concept shall be oy, 4
suQJect to 1ndependent objective review. This review shall be
limited to that portlon of the design being changed. Revisions
thﬁt do not involve a change in design concept shall be reviewed,
appzoved and 1ssued in accordance with applicable EAPs.
.a? ‘lx
Eqrz calculatlons, the applicable portions of this EAP and
independent objective review requlrements contained in EAP 5.3
: Ha}l be applied to 1n1t1al issues and all subsequent revisions.

e
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=1 < 15 3 ( . -4 . 71 ¥4
wThe‘?PrOJect Englneer is responsible for determining if a
ﬁrevxszon involves a change in design concept as, for example,
wherf a, flow diagram is revised to change a fluid system from a
a tmo~pump.svstem to ,a.three pump system, or when a logic
diagram is revised -:to change the pump control logic from
automatic ogeratlon to manual operatlon.‘
Mu. 4

When 1ndepeﬁdenﬁ‘=ob3ect1ve “review of a revised key design
document 1s*requ}redﬁ,the Project shallinotify the reviewer

by clearlyo-statxng this. requlrementton the routing slip or CH.L
i form used t¢5transm}t'the document.
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QUESTIONS TO BE ADDRESSED AS
APPLICABLE DURING INDEPENDENT,
OBJECTIVE. REVIEW OF KEY DESIGN

DOCUMENTS

[}

Question:

SWEC Interpretation:

Example:

Question:

SWEC Interpretation:

Example:

Question:

SWEC Interpretation:

Were the inputs correctly selected and
incorporated into the design?

Were the

and design

selected

inputs (design requirements

criteria) correctly

and incorporated in. the:
design document being reviewed?

Review of a System Description (for a
fluid system) shall

redundancy

requirements

ensure . that-
are correct.

Review of Flow Diagrams for  this

system shall

redundancy

requirements,

ensure that  the-

as listed in.

the System Description, have 6 been
incorporated into the Diagram.

Are assumptions

necessary to perform-

the design activity -adequately
described and reasonable? Where
necessary, are the assumptions
identified for subsequent reveri-

fications

Are assumptions

when the detailed design
activities are completed? .

the design activity

described

Review of

hecessary to perform

adequately

and reasonable? Are the
assumptions which need to be confirmed
at a later date identified?

Calculations

that assumptions on ]
calculations were based were properly-

identified,
reasonable.

Are the
quality
specified?

Are the‘

quality -
§pecified?

shall ensure:
which the:

oo

quality and’
- requirements”

A N

adequately described, and
appropriate

assurance
appropriate technical and"

assurance

» requirements-
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rod BT u F o

C, o 3 N . “
RS- SO & chnlcal Requirements

4'

“ -,K‘“Rev1ew of a Specification for a
. g knpump :shall .ensure that technical
fe Lt requlrements such as: "The
de51gn temperature and pressure
3G.-";l-sh§11 .apply to all pressure
ne on ﬂ” contalnlng parts of the pump,"
' ‘are ‘incarporated.

Quality Assurance Requireménts

[P

-t . Rev;ew of.ﬁa Spnecification for a
- ..fabrlcated ‘tank “shall- ensure-that
cw ,‘ .mlll,xest reports are checked for
"adherence to material
Sg e speq;flcations. , -

w

.;Are the appllcable codes, standards,
Cand; regulaﬁory requirements, including
"appilcable issues and addenda properly

1dent1f1ed and are their requirements
for' de51gn ‘met?
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SWEC Interpre'i':

< Are ‘fhe““gpplicable codes, standards,
and regulatory requlrements, including
appllcable jssues- ‘of these documents
properly.cldentlfled and correctly

egrrn reflected An the design document being
AT rev1ewed

»a
e
-
-y Ay - -
ST &3228 ”;-’-'-k" & RPN ) i
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ML e L L
B30 e FRe e
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.

Example: ' **' 'RevieW Of a System Description for an
fer Easpmi . v n T dedge L electrical system shall ensure that
) ) applicable codes, standards, and
regulatory requirements are listed in
the . System Descrlptlon. Review of
*Jn;._,rrellmlnary One-Ytine-Diagrams for this
: ﬁeﬁ“:ﬁquyStem,“;shall ensure that codes,
Cmge ¥ opn T standardsh\ ‘and _ regulatory
L ipaesy aeTgguireménts, listed in -the System

Description which call for redundancy,
etc,“ are .'correctly reflected in the

Dlagramz__ R TN TN

L2850, SugT
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SEREEN i tE mpesry i - ] .
wsemhguestlonu nr"‘ - ’“1- Jkﬁc ; appllcable construction and
) . openatlng experlence been considered?
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 SWEC Interpretatlon-" ‘Samer """ '

Example: ‘Review of a General Arrangement
sxample .
Drawing shall -ensure that applicable
operating experience has been

‘considered. For ‘example, from
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vV ose 2 5'-?54"':.
s o Iy ng _experience in the field, it has been
1..sm FLLoBn W8IfSund -necedsary to design A PEAfform
e mh oy sEoil - smi m . . (at 2R optimum height) in the
= s Extdiiifff?f?-ia PR dontarnment building. This is to
;ﬂ;;““‘f; ‘”:1vf‘”‘":‘:;:'facflltate access of = maintenance
:;:, et :'"personnel in the periodic in-service
e aa T TITVRASNNES fnispéction (ISI) of the steam
SELIEY L ith 77, Y1937 gendrdtor tubes, in order to reduce
e ; P TLeT PR rddTation exposure to personnel.
LRSS TOLT BN, 9%
6. uestlon. v Have the design interface requirements
Tl E L BT Iyt A
o & lpéen'satisfied? N
‘" JSWEC ‘Irite pretation“h‘_Has"‘fhe design provided for required
1oL L L e u“f:;lnterface with other systems,
T otrhovTes e St ““components, or structures?
LELY o7 iy I
Example: w1 .22 pevidn of a System Description for a
e © ... i.,fluid system shall ensure - that
D - ;:?1nterface design conditionS&with¥Gthek
= ceen xoYfluid] systems, such as flow rate,
Sl S - mperature rise, etc, are specified
- =+ % -*when’ heat“transfer is involved.
7.. Question: e oy Was an approprlate design metho od used?
s 23T ldngs el coolvinenciesn. DEWS
o) o -~ ~L NS W s vy B
BF % SwEC InterpretatiSn:Ej Sam mes g
\ T LABLILrnEn P s s ;
. Example: P *Review™ of  a structural Calculation,
e SEES Tt “forTsizingt structural -members, shall
ensure” T that an approprlate
R N calculat;onal method was ussd -
T LT . 8. gt
b €= : . o —— -
8. Question: "t Is the” output reasonable compared to
. inputs?‘-
pl“ SWEC Interpretat1bn~" TE 'the 5butput (design document being
',:) " ,jphwm'77»5;:——37~—&evieﬁed}~reasonable compared to -input
rms s ] e e "“5;: "“*Tde51&n requlrements - and  design
;;5:%;‘*}:_ o ie;;‘? ﬂcr1té¥1d§?; This requires an overview
tars v 2% wnr fem o mein, as *Sppoked] to detail checking.
i b, weddTs e a 2w e BT DL AT S n.a-»-..:“
a7 Lo kwnuvsT ey JSloosgvvoe:s g
Y 'Example: {==0s Rev1ew ‘'6f Flow Diagrams shall ensure
that ‘e 1{"the size of piping in ‘the
b5 e nsan \ s Dlagram . for a given flow rate,
t9EA - PEAPEEC S L4 .- ol
Chete. tiren ned sooe it 'temperatﬁte,“etc, of the MBI being

"'ycarrled‘“”ls reasonable, based on the

. rev:.ewer S. expel;)lenseg.g'c‘_‘.e__ A%z

-~ s - N LA Y Tope < 4 . ve
Sheosen: Th b TuIe ) e wir e . tE LcLnatl
S Jic i g eramer Pa da s i vamer Trm— -
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9. Questlon.x . . " Are the spec::.f:.ed parts, equipment, .
SV e .* “tan, and”’” Procésses suitable for the |
:;‘ IR Yy o, _a‘._\"‘ $ 3 &
Vi e L f'?tlt“,lf?d application? <
‘SW’EfC ‘Interpretat on} "_‘:"'Séme'«'if":’
=% T el - . - -j:.' wdi
"L E:éample':‘_” ' j“:“ IR Rev:.eW”of Flow Diagrams shall include
:: L Ry e ‘; ‘-an” gvérview to ensure that the types
BT EEA LR i 8o "valves specified are adequate,
Aee TLrEMuosr  RAWE dhig."'globe versus gate.
ChaletE L, UTs pemondl oy =_:rsl~=..- - E .
10.-Question: Ewivbaged the spec:.f:.ed materials compatible
ey e w1th each * other and the des:.gn
Jagd o molalalEegs s AR 'envrronmental _conditions tolwhiZh--the"~
Brdintt nloear wraalehg materlal Will bé exposed?
% < R L. '-? I ...,.. 2320400
“.SWEG ' Interpretation:'#*'Are'the" specified materials compatible
e« % s i, .. + ... wWith each _other and will _ they
ST NS e s Y *adequately ° withstahd." -the . désign
T EAES R Uw 2. 9RE enyitonmental conditions to which  the
SR f G ;' "_“ materi%l- will be exposed?
e ek w Mo d L Sl e s Sa o LANERRNC
Review - '0f 'Specifications shall ensure
that specified materials are
. compat:.b‘l’e' S with each other - with
o ~ -5 § respect"“" “£o” minimizing galvanic m
AR T T A Fod .Vcorrhgszton "% etc, and will adequately
pTRTITREGEN S EL 2L 2 "‘,_.\o{li_ths"tand' " 'environmental conditions
< -such-*aS' wet"steam in piping.

11% Question: + =% a0l el H”ave 'ade ate maintenance features and
. . - ™ § A R 2
A ot re‘?.;urrement“s been specified?

" b . >
= a P

12.. Qh'estion: Are accessibility and other design
provisions adequate for performance of
needed maintenance and repair?

: 3'r:=»,~.-:m &y _‘-____".;_5‘* gfwit T 0B . PR TR
”SWEb'”Inte’i:pret‘ata,on . 50r pacgedd _
2} iofis1 ¥ and. ~1’2-v e ‘-‘- I“a'- o Have tonn adequate maintenance :
. *--”»'- SRR R '.“"_ F 43 bipshtures been "specified?
BEeA EL. M0 9B a3 r’e. -m,_‘..:‘ fie Y’
“b. -7 ‘Hav‘e-- ‘prov:.s:.ons been made to °

ensure “that' Hecessary,- maa.ntenance

) oo, 8% ang repa:.r can be perfo¥medZhiv -<-
s gl eratogy Wil
12 £ mEhhe ShE 20 SiwiiIliia
xample of A a_’nd—_"- R et L
"“»’12 T romant Wl (abov‘e‘)- Review " of a System
TTHET TR WAL Description shall ensure that the

.items . within | the - .System that
requ‘ﬁlre‘ ; prov:.srons T slifor
' maintehance have been identified,

e.g., pumps, valves. 0
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o i 6C bactioszy - ] A RNEL-S
. uF sldg1l vz o epe@is N-(above), Review ~ of &% '—Y—S stem
. . e Esitr fcias "Déscription shall ensure  that
" TTARTETT adequate provisions have been
made wfor necessary. . maintenance

"and repa:.r' ofa"the“""equa.pment
‘ebt i~ . f_pfe LrmeteaiC woii 35 5uch. factors as access:.bg.l,:.i‘::_y of
2yt eunt Dz x::.;,:‘;;_,g;;;;rgj:, T \.hg\ eqy:.pment valving=*to" a:.d
wraur€my  pur o Laliiruce  zevk re.moval of the equipmnent in the
. Liviz E 9,ﬂ:case £=°f pumps, redundancy for

maihtenance purposes, etc, ‘Should

S oerarraamtd  t.gareran berrosar be..,copsa.dered REFEEE SRS
apiFes . Lt C TS :fap..':r r AL
13..-Question:. .. 7" . ; . I. '_ .ac{e ate accessn.bn.ln.t been
- e o - w s - -mnv~’ “‘
Lt hmed e p qylded go. perform the ‘in-service
: ! 1nspect10n expected to be required

ej:.'-: 3 ne e loraree bell _du_r,a.ng*{the. plant. :J'.lf'e*-s:" Fuene: DENE
apn .’9:?:' LR : T
o SWEC Interpretatl ... Have:r, adeqq_a'te access:.b111ty requlre-
o . - _.:“._‘..;rw ntzeggs..beeh e specified so that. in-
-v . e~ S€rvice. . :Lnspecta.on expected to be
: requ:.red during the plant life can be
- 1.2 ' . amiz-czperformed?.. s 18, S d
esr LT “:E-.f;f‘:s. ~g A
- Example: o - -, RE vt;’.ew ~of,. a System Description. shall

, aimpe ¢ rim | ensure.. tha_t. adequate accessibility
Fre g (space) - requ:.rements " have been
&

ern srnicn opopecified:for in-service inspection of
. - ©o:oat omssw =h,e, equ:.pment etc. i .

- e

134

buw

14., Question: . ... ..c;- ﬁask,the . design properly ,.considered r

£ g nadlatlon .exposure to the pubTi¢ " and

i A B plant personnel?
. A o e ., oz2EnLh %
5 SWEC Interpretation:. ‘vSame s v e T
. ' LHALARTANLE  .hirn :
Example: . .Review of a General . Arrangement

Drawing shall ensure.c_athaug...,l dequate

A EL . ST srsuraRs cons;deratz.o,n ~has’ ~ been ot gu’/ém to

: “from rada.at:.on by use of concrete
mQls et cwal].,,:s, .etc..;.

Dn 8 e nead  znoleltis
avnzner viEt yYsEveden ISz Sers . "L .
15. Question:... .o 52z vi , .~z the acceptance criteria
A incorporated in the design documents
: o sufficient to allaw. kvemfa,ca,tm{that
. me~i I 5 e’ wsiess desidn . requirements have ‘7 been
"”_a’.}";}';:"-_'v-i-,:-;' sv.,-hvé '"..,e, . ,:_;sat}sf_ﬂ,actorlly accomplizhedz ===
G T ART IR %l
: WEC Interp.rei:at:.on: Same,:, o,
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IR A e 7 CmIrrapey B Cn _.‘”3 o
NEAIT SR+ Ly o PRI & O o it
Ex%mgfﬁ?‘ A7 “@‘“'“'Rev1éh““8fw“a Specification ‘for
equrpment shall” ensure that suff1c1ent
acceptance'“crlterla--xs scontdined.:in
o . e imin o the spec1§}catlon 'so 'that compllance
THO BT 2 VRISSATANAINTEN 1Y désTgn  -requiréments 'L Catiiibe
TS LA ensufey Suchl as perfdfmarice data (flow
SO PO B R A J““raté )*1n~the case of pumps.
guatdepée | ekt emwy :
16 folfestioh: 7874 -7, THive 3 adequate preoperatioral  and
i?,w“ ﬂg;;z:‘ R ‘"subseiﬁene perlodxc test requireménts

SWEC Interpretatlon

=Exémglé:

17. Question:

‘SWEC. .Interpretation:

‘Example:

.

18. Question:

SWEC .Interpretation:

Exiﬁgle:

-ane

’h‘"been aﬁproprlately specified?

OVITE L ....b,x

Same.

Review of a’'System.Description -shall
‘ensure that periodic tests required of
the system have been specified so -that
the prov1s1ons, e.g., pressure taps,
etc, -for performing the testing are
provided 'in the design.

Are adequate handling, storage,
cleaning, and shipping requirements
specified?

Same

Review-of a“Specification shall ensute
“that “the Ustandard Technical
Requlrement" ‘selected for cleaning of
a fabricated ‘assembly is suitable for
the application, e.g., will not result
in entrapment of corrosive residues.

Are adequate identification
requirements specified?

Are -adequate ‘requireménts specified
for identification of ‘materials,
components, *and “equipment?

'RévieW‘df’a:Speéfﬁidétion shall ensure
that ‘the ‘marking requirements
(1nclud1ng "tHe marking ‘method)
spec;fled for -the’ itém are adequate to
prov;de -identification ‘and permit
traceablllty to -required records
(e.g.,  ‘adequate information on
equipment nameplate, marking of
component serial number). .
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requirements for record
preparatlon, review, - approval,
= retentloQAW.etc.,adequately spec1f1e§7

el grnriihiivee? % 2o
~ne i REir fEns Snygane LIids he Agiooe T

. SHEC _Interpretation: - ;.Same 5 ;¢! goors
9 %3, arna 2ade GF neizanitiled: epr
;ﬂggyngg:qgﬂgmhw-gqgg°~ 3gwfgﬁ§6fn§. Specification shall ensure
wols 2~ B fnnnmOizgs.q '1?*~%§¥9Q;.- of requirements for
o Liny LRl L& ;ﬁ¢'=:_ p;epangthnuuand retention of records

KA =T " neécessary - to provide obJectlve
Sre lissrsemacsace | o2Vidence . that the item as“:ggenﬁ,
B PR rogassedic}nspected or tested-by‘th
s Cvisatrlsqr - leseSUpplier” CT.in accordance w1th
- oo spec1f1ca€10n requirements.
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Enclosure #28

The following 1s a telecopy from INPO to NMEC describing the status on the
NPRDS and SEE-IN program enhancements. .. .. :

NUTAC GENERIC LETTER 83-28 SECTION 3.2.1

4

-

Pg. 17, 3.2.1 ENHANCEMENTS TONPRDS

Q.

.Y

The present definition of component in NPRDS (extracted from IEEE
603-1980) is ‘'more applicable to ' electrical components.. The
definition should’ be ‘ improved to - describe mechcanical components
better. PN

LA PO

STATUS

‘The Component Boundary Working Group of the NPRDS Users Group has

developed component boundary definitions.: Their guidance will appear

in Revisions' 2 and 3 of the'Reportable Scope Manual.,. ., .

e w -

=

The present failure reporting guidance needs improvement in the

following areas: - . Coca L.

== Guldance is needed to provide better information for analyzing
the role of piece parts' as a.’/factor, .in- causing , component
failures. ..

==  The guidance should be revised to indicate that utilities should
supply information when inadequate <vendor information dis
identified as a causal or contributing factor in a failure. The
guidance should provide users.of the data bage the ability to
retrieve readily those failures involving inadequate vendor
information (example, key work sorting, coding). O

==  Present failure reports are often sketchy in providing details
of the failure analysis conducted by utilities. .. The  guidance
should emphasize the importance of providing more complete
results of failure analysis when one is conducted. Although
detailed failure analyses are not always conducted for every
failure, when they are conducted. they . should be provided in
NPRDS failure reports. In this: way, the SEE-.IN Program and
~other utilities can derive more: benefit. from.. the work of each
lltility. e n I <7 LS PRI L W3 g

ar

STATUS

The Reporting Procedures Manual has been revised to contain guidance

.on’ identifying inadequate vendor information. An audit process has

. been dihplemented wheréin each -imcoming.failure report is reviewed

[T

before insertion -into the--.data base. .This review includes the
adequacy of the narratives in identifying inadequate vendor
information and ‘providing details .of the failure .analysis conducted.
This information is readily retrievable - by test searches of the
narratives. . 7
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NUTAC GENERIC LETTER 83-28' SECTION '2.2.2

Pg. 19, 3.2.2 ENHANCEMENTS TO SEE~IN UEDATE

(o)

"Reports should be generated for potential fallures caused by faulty
or missing - vendor—-supplied information or other ETI. The VETIIP
recognizes 'that .the. utility will uncover errors in ETI (e.g., during
review of the information, -writing of .instructioms, dtesf;ing, etc.)
before- anyone else. It .is .xecommended that test equipment, technical
information faults be reported over NUCLEAR NETWORK for réview by
INPO under the SEE-IN program”.

STATUS

;‘MY' s - o -
3 ot "

There ‘were ‘over 200 operating experience messages entered into
NUCLEAR -NETWORK by the. utilities in 1984.  Many of thesé involved
early notification to .the industry of problems involving ‘compoment
failures, egquipment .testing and. maintenanc;.e problems. Also, INPO
accesges the NRC computer in Bethesda each working day to determine
plant status information including scrams and 50.72 reports, ' and
relays the highlights of this information to the industry via NUCLEAR
NETWORK.:. These reports, ‘along with the other SEE-IN reports and

‘NPRDS,: generally keep the utilities up-tordate. on current information

regarding testing, maintenance and design problems with components,
often well in advance of information supplied to utilities by the
affected vendors.

"The SEE-IN Program should be broadened by INPO to improve the
ability to trend NPRDS data. Present methods of trending” afe largely
qualitative and subjective’ in nature. They depend largeJ.y_ on’_the
ability of analysts to-.recognize .the. need to look for - degrading or
unacceptable system and component reliabili,ty.‘ INPO should develop
methods to use NFRDS in a more quantitative fashion to ‘detect trend
problems. This enhancement is presently under development by INPO."

STATUS

.

Upon receipt by .INPO each NPRDS .fallure report is prescreened by
computer. The computer prescreening is based on selected fields that
are coded by the utility, (one of these is failures reported to
manufacturer) to indicate the effect of the failure on the system in
which it occurred and on the entire plant. Those failure reports
selected by..this prescreening are assigned for review according to
the plant that originated the report.

In addition-to the above screening of individual failure reports, a
quarterly screening is performed on all failure reports after they
have been sorted according to the components involved. Each INPO
reviewer is assigned a selected set of components and, at the end of
each quarter, screens all the failure reports for each type of
agsigned component. The purpose of this screening is to identify
significant trends in a particular type of component failure.
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STATUS

NUTAC GENERIC.LETTER 83-28 SECTION 3.2.1 (Cont'd)

Utilities should develop -dnternal :methods to ensure that their NPRDS
reports are -<clear and complete and that the program guidance is
followed appropriately. .

STATUS

a

The INPO audit ddentifies failure reports that are no clear and
complete, Discrepancies are resolved via telephone with the reporter

'~ before the report can be accepted into the data base.

+ For some fallures it may not be possible for utilities to provide a

complete failure description within the time frames for reporting to

“NPRDS. Utilities should still submit preliminary f£failure reports
within the established time frame. Utilities should revise these
" reports when the necessary information is available. However, the

present system does not provide methods for utilities to indicate
that reports will be revised later. NPRDS should be modified to
permit each utility to readily identify which of their reports still
requires follow-up information. Utilities should report a failure
event promptly and include an initial analysis. Detailed and

-complete information should be provided in a timely manner once final

analysis has been completed.

STATUS

During the audit process, an incoming failure report may be accepted

with a statement in the narrative that the failure analysis is
incomplete and will be updated later. The utility has the capability
to retrieve that failure report at a later date and revise the
narrative. This may be done several times, if desired.

The present scope of NPRDS reporting may not meet all the needs of
individual utilities for monitoring the reliability of their own
gafety~related components. Each utility that decides that additional
systems and components should be added to their basic scope of NPRDS
systems and components should request that INPO ‘accept these

systems. INPO will consider these requests, identify the additional

resource requirements needed to handle these requests, and notify
utilities when it is able to accept additional information.

®
o A

INPO has developed a procedure for receiving, evaluating, and
responding to such requests.’ '

-

- ase
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NUTAC GENERIC LETTER 83-28 SECTION 2.2.2

Pity,
e

We are algp__ developing an automated screening program for applicaﬁt:ion
to NPRDS ‘component failure identification fields.' These include
combinations of NPRDS component, engineering, manufacturer, system,

,applicatiou and unit fields. The NPRDS screening program’ ‘will be

used to idént:ify significant component failure trends. Significant
failure rat:es identified by the'' computer screenin} * will be
:!.nvest:igated and analyzed further by INPO personnel. Results’ Will be
diaseminat:ed - ‘thé industry by INPO for generic component
performance problema and to specific utilities regarding individual
plant perfomance concerns. .
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