
( 
I 

• 

• 

consumers 
Power 
POW ERi Nii 

NllCHlliAN'S PROliRESS 
. Palisades Nuclear Plant: 27780 Blue Star Memorial Highway, Covert, Ml 49043 

_June 21, 1993 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Document Control Desk 
Washington, DC 20555 

GB Slade 
General Manager 

DOCKET 50-255 - LICENSE DPR-20 - PALISADES PLANT - CHANGE IN COMMITMENT -
ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL INSPECTION REPORT COMMITMENTS - NRC 
INSPECTION REPORT No. 91019 AND RESPONSES TO EDSFI CONCERNS 

The NRC conducted an Electrical Distribution System Functional Inspection 
(EDSFI) at the Palisades Plant from November 4, 1991 to December 13, 1991 and. 
documented the results in Inspection Report (IR) No. 91019, dated January 31, 
1992. By letter dated March 2, 1992, Consumers Power Company ~CPCo) responded 
to the violations and deviations identified in IR 91019 and identified 
corrective action necessary to address the violations. By letter dated 
March 31, 1992, CPCo responded to the open items contained in IR 91019 and 
identified corrective action necessary to address the open items. 

On January 14, 1993, NRC Inspection Report No. 92027 identified an unresolved 
item concerning incorrect information provided to the NRC (unrelated to the 
EDSFI). The cause of the unresolved item was an internal miscommunication of 
the NRC commitment and a miscommunication of a commitment due date requiring 
NRC notification. As a result of the corrective actions taken to ensure the 
NRC is provided with the correct and up-to-date information, we have performed 
a review of the open NRC commitments that we maintain in our commitment
tracking system. The review included commitments made to the NRC resulting 
from the EDSFI. Our review revealed that changes to the completion dates of 
the proposed corrective actions for one of the EDSFI violations, and one of 
the EDSFI open items had been made internally within CPCo without notification 

·to the NRC prior to the expiration of the completion dates. The changed 
completion dates and the reasons for the changes are discussed in the 
attachment to this letter. In addition, a corrective action which effectively 
addressed one of the NRC concerns during the EDSFI, has changed slightly and 
is also discussed in the attachment. 

In the attachment to this letter the NRC violation, open item, or concern from 
the EDSFI (IR 91019) is repeated, followed by the CPCo response and proposed 
corrective action from our previous correspondence. The last section under 

·each of the issues is a description and reason for the change in commitment. 
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As previously stated, a review of all EOSFI issues has been completed. This 
review was conducted as part of an EDSFI close out project. In addition to 
having reviewed EDSFI commitments which were to come due on or prior to the 
date of this submittal, we are now reviewing our progress in closing out the 
remaining EDSFI commitments. We have grouped the EDSFI commitments and have 
identified the interdependencies between individual issues to determine which 
issues must be resolved before resolution of others can commence. We will 
reconfirm the resources required to resolve each of the open issues, and 
establish a schedule for each required resolution activity. The end result of 
this overall review of open EDSFI commitments is to develop an EDSFL closeout 
plan which identifies the completion date for closure of each open issue, and 
reflects our efforts to focus resources toward the resolution of the remaining 
issues. 

Also as part of our review of EDSFI commitments, we have identified several 
commitments which will require rescheduling. The new completion dates for 
these commitments will be included in our EDSFI closeout plan. 

Since completion of the EDSFI inspection in November 1991, we have been 
working toward resolution of the open issues. Significant progress has been 
made as approximately 45 percent of all EDSFI commitments have now been 
closed. Our progress also includes the development of a design to modify the 
emergency diesel generator control circuitry to add coincidence logic to non
essential diesel generator trips. This modification, anticipated to be 
installed in the 1994 refueling outage, results from an EDSFI commitment. The 
design will undergo an independent third party technical review prior to 
installation. 

Our recent and ongoing efforts to review the status against our EDSFI 
commitments and to develop a closure plan for the remaining EDSFI open issues 
has been to place additional emphasis on completing the remaining open issues. 
Efforts will be placed on the most significant or prerequisite issues first, 
enhancing the overall progress toward closing the EDSFI issues. 

Following the present 1993 refueling outage, we will be re-assessing the EDSFI 
resources and adjusting, as necessary, the closure of the EDSFI issues. Once 
the re-assessment is complete, we will present the closure plan to the NRC. 

Gra~ 
General Manager 

·CC Administrator, Region III, USNRC 
NRC Resident Inspector - Palisades 
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Violation No.I. IR 91019 

10 CFR 50, Appendix 8, Criterion III, requires that applicable regulatory 
requirements and the design basis be correctly translated into drawings, 
procedures and instructions. Criterion III also requires that design changes 
be subject to design control measures commensurate with the original design. 

Contrary to the above, from March 1986 until December 13, 1991, the licensee 
failed to translate a design change, which re-sized 17 thermal overloads 
associated with safety related motors, into field instructions for 
implementing the changes. 

Reason for the Violation 

The reason for the discrepancies found between installed overload heaters and 
those specified in the setting sheets for motor control centers (MCCs) No. 1 
and No. 2 was procedure inadequacy. System Maintenance and Construction 
Services (SM&CS), a section of the Consumers Power Company corporate 
1 aboratory, 1 aboratory procedure PD-11, "Test Procedure for Mo 1 ded Case 
Circuit Breakers," Revision 7-1985, used for testing of molded case circuit 
breakers, did not require SM&CS personnel to compare installed equipment with 
that specified in the setting sheet. · 

Breakers within MCCs No. 1 and No. 2 were tested by SM&CS personnel in 1986. 
Breaker testing was performed in conjunction with the plant electrical 
maintenance department's preventive maintenance of the breaker buckets. 
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During the bucket preventive maintenance, the breaker was removed from the 
bucket by electrical maintenance and given to SM&CS for testing. Upon 
completion of testing, the breaker was returned to the plant electrical 
maintenance department for reinstallation in the bucket. In 1986, SM&CS 
personnel were not explicitly required by the SM&CS procedure (PD-11) to 
verify that the settings of protective devices listed on the setting sheet 
(e.g., starters, breakers, -0verload heaters, etc.) matched those installed in 
the bucket. Based on information provided by SM&CS personnel who performed 
the breaker testing in 1986, the verification of protective devices listed on 
the setting sheets was considered an SM&CS responsibility. However, this 
verification was apparently not performed in this instance. Furthermore, 
System Protection Engineering did not provide the revised setting sheets to 
the plant. In 1986, the method by which the plant would have been notified. of 
an equipment discrepancy was through a deficiency notice generated by SM&CS 
personnel during breaker testing. No deficiency notices have been located for 
MCCs No. 1 and No. 2 from 1986 testing. Thus, plant personnel were not aware 
of the equipment discrepancies. Absence of the deficiency notices also 
supports the belief that a comparison between installed and required equipment 
was not performed . 

Additional means now exist to prevent installed equipment from going unnoticed 
and unchanged from that specified in the setting sheet. Upon issuance of 
setting or equipment changes by System Protection Engineering, the plant 
Systems Engineering Department receives an information copy of the revised 
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setting sheet which notes any changes. This serves to notify the plant of 
changes in overload heater sizing and allows for these changes to be made via 
the work order process prior to SM&CS personnel coming onsite to test the 
device. 

Corrective Actions Taken and Results Achieved 

1. Provide walkdown verification of setting sheet specifications for MCCs 
located inside containment. For Safety Related MCCs operability 
determinations will be made for discrepant information. 

2. All MCCs located outside of containment have been walked down for 
component verification. These results will be utilized to implement 
actions to ensure plant equipment matches the setting sheet 
specifications. For Safety Related MCCs operability determinations will 
be made for discrepant information. 

Corrective Action to Avoid Future Non-Compliance 

The procedure for the testing of molded case circuit breakers, PD-11, "Test 
Procedure for Molded Case Circuit Breakers," was revised in 1989 to explicitly 
require SM&CS personnel to verify that installed protective devices (e.g., 
breakers, starters, overload heaters, etc.) match those specified by the 
setting sheet. (This requirement exists in the 1991 revision of the 
procedure.) The verification requirement should prevent equipment 
discrepancies from being overlooked during future breaker testing. 

Date of Full Compliance 

Full compliance will be achieved with replacement of thermal overload heaters 
or when revision to setting sheets has been made. This is currently scheduled 
for completion by June 1992. · 

Change in Commitment 

By letter dated January 14, 1993, the NRC issued Inspection Report 92027 which 
included an unresolved item relating to incomplete and inaccurate information 
being supplied to the NRC. CPCo responded to the unresolved item in IR 92027 
on February 16, 1993, pointing out that one of the causes of providing the 
incomplete and inaccurate information had to do with a discrepancy in the 
determination of due date versus target date on corrective action associated 
with commitments made to the NRC. One of the corrective actions from our 
February 16, 1993, response was to " ... review all open NRC commitments to 
assure all due dates are identified as such and not as target dates ... " 
Included in this review was corrective action associated with the EDSFI 
violations, open items, and concerns. "Target dates" within the Palisades 
corrective action system do not require notification of the NRC prior to 
changing the completion dates; however, a "due date" requires NRC notification. 
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From the review of the NRC commitments, we determined that the corrective 
action associated with Violation 1 of the January 31, 1992 NRC letter 
(IR 91019) had been assigned a target date instead of a due date. The 
corrective action related to Violation 1 had been assigned a completion 
(target) date of November 1992 (via the plant corrective action system) prior 
to the issuance of IR 91019. Following the issuance of IR 91019, the 
corrective action document associated with Violation 1 retained the November 
1992 completion (target) date; however, in our March 2, 1992 letter, CPCo 
committed to verifying the setting sheet data against the installed thermal 
overload heaters in all safety related MCCs by June 1992. The June 1992 date 
was inconsistent with the previously assigned corrective action completion 
(target) date. A revised completion date and the reasons for the revised 
completion date are discussed in the following paragraphs. 
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Following completion of the EDSFI, we conducted a verification of the 
installed thermal overload.heaters in all motor control centers (MCCs) in the 
plant. Concurrent with the verification, our System Protection Engineering 
(SPE) staff was in the process of revising the criteria used in sizing thermal 
overload heaters. Therefore, a decision was made to delay replacement of any 
discrepant thermal overload heaters until SPE completed revising the sizing 
criteria and confirming that the thermal overload heaters were sized to the 
new criteria. During the verification, other discrepancies such as incorrect 
breaker settings and missing starter data, as well as the discrepancies 
between the setting sheet data and the installed thermal overload heaters, 
were identified. 

Since the November 1992 corrective action completion date was considered to be 
a target date versus a due date, the completion date was extended to the 1993 
refueling outage without notifying the NRC. The completion date for the 
corrective action for Violation 1 was changed in recognition of the need for 
additional time to comply with the changes in the revised SPE sizing criteria 
and to resolve the additional discrepancies found between the setting sheet 
data and the installed thermal overload heaters. An operability determination 
had been performed as part of the original 1991 corrective action for this 
discrepancy, therefore, a·delay in the completion· of this corrective-action 
does not create any nuclear safety concern. 

Some of the thermal overload heaters in question on MCCs 1 and 2 provide 
overcurrent indication only for the motor operators of safety related motor 
operated valves (MOVs) and do not interrupt the function of the motor 
operators of the safety related MOVs. Verification of the nameplate data for 
four of eight MOVs located in containment was obtained in the recent forced 
outage. Nameplate data on the four remaining MOVs was not obtained during the 
forced outage because of the inaccessibility of the nameplates or because the 
nameplate was missing. Nameplate data on hand at this time has been forwarded 
to SPE for evaluation. Currently, due to other priorities, engineering 
resources required to complete the engineering packages to change the thermal 
overload heaters are not scheduled during the 1993 refueling outage. 
Therefore, the changeout of the thermal overload heaters has been deferred to 
a subsequent outage, possibly as late as the 1994 refueling outage. 
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Open Item 91019-10 

3.1.13 Diesel Generator Trip Logic 

The team noted that the EOG control scheme employs the following automatic 
trip mechanisms that do not require two or more independent measurements of 
the trip parameter: 
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• Generator trip on underspeed {<600 RPM) through the Field Shutdown 
Timer. 

• Engine and generator trip on engine underspeed (<120 RPM). 

• Engine and generator trip on jacket water low pressure, start circuit 8 
only. 

• Engine and generator trip on generator overcurrent. 

Since these trips do not employ coincident logic, they increase the potential 
for spurious EOG trips, which could cause loss of a division during an 
emergency. 

In addition, the non-coincident jacket water low pressure signal provides an 
unintended DG trip mechanism and can result in the engagement of the air start 
motors while the engine is running. This could cause equipment damage and 
deplete the starting air supply. The licensee had previously identified these 
conditions and has committed to correct them by the fourth quarter .of 1992. 
Pending further NRC preview of the licensee's corrective action, these issues 
remain open (255/91019-lO(ORS)). 

CPCo Response 

During the development of Design Basis Document DB0-5.06, "Diesel Generator 
Controls," a Discrepancy Report No. (ORN) F-CG-91-106, entitled "Emergency 
Non-Coincident/Non-Bypassed Trips," was issued to identify and evaluate the 
diesel generator automatic shutdown logi~. As many as four process or system 
conditions can cause automatic diesel generator shutdown under circumstances 
which are unacceptable according to the NRC's technical criteria (i.e., Branch 
Technical Position No. ICSB-17; superseded by Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.9). 
Because this aspect of the diesel generator control circuit design represented 
a potential conflict in the plant's licensing bases, a corrective action 
document, O-PAL-91-160, was initiated to evaluate the issue. The corrective 
action which resulted from O-PAL-91-160 was to modify the diesel generator 
control circuits to meet RG 1.9. 

Also, during the development of DB0-5.06, ORN F-CG-91-107 was issued to 
identify and provide a basis for the process or equipment conditions which can 
cause automatic shutdown (i.e., low jacket water pressure and engine 
underspeed [<120 rpm]). These items were never intended as shutdown signals. 
Rather, an apparent (original design) oversight, wherein the diesel generator 
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"engine started" signal was not designed to seal-in, makes the unit 
susceptible to automatic shutdown from these process signals. This occurs if 
the "engine started" permissive conditions fall below the sensing instrument 
settings at any time during operation, following a legitimate start. 
Additionally, a related condition was identified where the lack of the seal-in 
feature can cause the re-engagement of the air start motor, with the engine 
running, for the duration of the overcrank trip timer setting. As a result, 
the potential for air start motor damage or needless starting air depletion, 
or both, is introduced. 

The occurrence of a diesel generator unit trip on "low jacket water pressure" 
or "engine underspeed" can occur due to non-coincident signals during 
emergency operation. These trip are not in conformance with the NRC's 
technical criteria. Modifications to the control circuit described in 
Deviation Report No. D-PAL-91-160 will resolve this issue. 

Corrective Action 

A modification to correct these diesel generator control circuit deficiencies 
will be completed during the 1993 refueling outage. 

Change in Commitment 

Facility Change (FC) 940, "Emergency Diesel Generator Breakers and Protective 
Trip Logic Upgrade," has been developed to implement the commitments made to 
the NRC regarding this open item. Although significant progress has been made 
toward the completion of this modification, the facility change will not be 
completed during the 1993 refueling outage as previously identified. 

FC 940 could not be completed in the 1993 refueling outage for a number of 
reasons. Initially, as conceptual engineering developed for the modification, 
the scope of the project began to increase, thereby increasing the amount of 
detailed engineering required for the modification. Secondly, engineering -
documentation for the replacement stored energy breakers was not available to 
support the 1993 refueling outage date, further delaying the development of 
the detailed design. Therefore, management decided to continue work on the. 
modification package, but did not require the completion of the modification 
in the 1993 refueling outage as previously committed. Our underlying concern 
was the impact of installing the modification on an accelerated schedule 
during the 1993 refueling outage and the resulting potential negative effect 
it might have on emergency diesel generator performance. 

Detailed design for this modification is expected to be completed by July 
1993, followed by an independent third party technical review. Installation 
of the FC 940 modification is scheduled for completion in the 1994 refueling 
outage. 



Open Item 91019-22 

Inspection Report Paragraph 3.3.1.1 - Fuel Oil Supply System 

The team identified the following discrepancies in the design documentation 
associated with the EOG fuel oil storage tanks: 

• Fuel consumption tests were not documented. 
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• The calculations regarding the capacities of the EOG day tanks and belly 
tanks were inconsistent. 

• The low level day tank alarm setpoint did not provide an accurate tank 
inventory. 

• The UFSAR, TS and various engineering analyses stated different EOG 
running time capabilities. 

The team noted that the day tank emergency supply lines and their external 
valves OE-115 and 116, were not included in a maintenance and testing program 
to assure their availability at all times. The supply lines provide 
compensation for the fact that storage tank T-10 and its appurtenances are not 
seismically or tornado qualified. The team was also concerned that the TS 
required minimum 16,000 gallons of fuel in storage tank T-10 would not assure 
7 days of dedicated EOG fuel supply. The licensee currently maintains tank 
levels above the TS minimum to satisfy calculated 7 day fuel supply 
requirements. The licensee's responses to the team's concerns committed to 
evaluate and provide necessary corrective action by the fourth quarter of 
1992. This item remains open pending NRC review of the licensee's corrective 
action (255/91019-22{0RS)). 

CPCo Response 

During the inspection, the NRC noted a number of discrepancies in the 
calculations and docume~tation (i.e., FSAR and the technical specifications) 
associated with the diesel fuel oil storage analyses. 

The issue regarding the current Technical Specification 3.7.li limit on diesel 
generator fuel oil supply was addressed by CPCo in 1989 as a result of the 
Configuration Control Project. We determined that the technical specification 
limit of 16,000 gallons of diesel fuel oil in T-10 would not support 7 days of 
diesel generator operation. This is documented in LER 89-005, dated March 3, 
1989. Corrective action for that event included performing a calculation to 
determine the actual diesel fuel oil storage capacity. As a result, a 
technical specifications change request was submitted on November 11, 1989 to 
increase the diesel fuel oil storage capacity requirement. We are currently 
awaiting NRC approval of this technical specification change request. In the 
interim, the more restrictive diesel fuel oil storage requirements are being 
administratively controlled via Standing Order 54, Section 3.7.li and will 
serve to insure an adequate supply of diesel fuel oil is maintained. The 
remaining issues concerning diesel fuel oil storage analysis are currently 
being evaluated. 
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The NRC also identified a weakness in the calculations for the diesel fuel oil 
storage capacity in. that fuel oil consumption rates utilized in the 
calculations had not been verified by testing. CPCo had utilized the original 
diesel generator fuel consumption rate {obtained by test at the factory) in 
our calculations. Data obtained during the performance of technical 
specification surveillance test {TSSP) M0-7A, "Emergency Diesel Generators," 
indicated the existing fuel consumption rates were nearly equal the factory 
test data. A more formal test needs to be performed. 

The NRC team also identified a weakness concerning the emergency fill lines to 
the diesel generator day tanks in that they are not included in the 
maintenance and testing programs. CPCo will develop a maintenance and testing 
program commensurate with the significance and probability of the failure of 
the emergency fill lines. 

Corrective Action 

The remaining issues concerning diesel fuel oil storage analysis are currently 
being evaluated and will be completed by the end of 1992. Recommended 
corrective actions resulting from this evaluation will be documented and 
appropriate completion dates will be assigned. The formal test to determine 
the diesel generator fuel oil consumption rate as well as the maintenance and 
testing program for the emergency fill lines to the diesel generator day tanks 
will be developed by the end of 1992. 

December 22, 1992 Change in Commitment 

By letter dated December 22, 1992 we notified the NRC of a change in the 
completion dates of the commitments associated with this open item. The 
changed commitments were identified as follows: 

1. The available on-site fuel oil inventories for diesel fuel oil storage 
tank T-10, day tanks T-25A/B, and diesel generator belly tanks have 
been verified but require formal technical review. The evaluation-will 
be completed in the first quarter of 1993. 

2. The formal test to determine fuel oil consumption rate will be 
developed in the first quarter of 1993 and is scheduled to be performed 
in May 1993. 

3. The results of items 1 and 2 above will be coupled with a detailed 
diesel generator electric load evaluation to finalize the required fuel 
oil inventory for the analyzed event. The final comparison between 
required.fuel oil inventory and the available fuel oil inventory will 
be completed by October 1993. The electric load evaluation is 
presently in progress and is expected to be completed by August 1993 to 
support the final comparison. 

4. The present emergency fill method for the diesel generator day tanks is 
being re-evaluated to determine the best alternative. Once the best 
alternative is determined, a functional test will be conducted. 
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Completion of the functional test is expected by December I993. It 
appears that a fjll connection or fill method inside the rooms that 
contain the diesel generator day tanks will be more dependable and will 
requtre less effort to maintain. 

Change in Commitment 

Item I is partially complete in that the "usable" on-site diesel fuel oil 
inventory has been determined. The "available" on-site diesel fuel oil 
inventory is dependent upon other fuel oil demands placed on storage tank 
T-IO. ·A revised completion date for Item I will be included in the EDSFI 
closeout plan. 

Item 2, fuel oil consumption rate testing for both emergency diesel 
generators, has been completed and the results are being compiled. The 
results of this testing will be incorporated into the remaining emergency 
diesel generator fuel oil concerns. Completion dates for the remaining 
emergency diesel fuel oil concerns will be included in the EDSFI closeout 
pl an. 

The previously identified completion dates for item 3 and item 4 (August, 
October and December I993) are being re-evaluated. The priority placed on 
these items relative to other scheduled work and emergent work is currently 
being evaluated and will be included in the EDSFI closeout plan. 

NRC CONCERN #I7: LACK OF ELECTRICAL ISOLATION BETWEEN CLASS IE AND NON-IE 

DESCRIPTION OF CONCERN 

The J200/5A CT's for Breakers J52-J05 and J06 for 2400 V Class JE Bus JC are 
connected-to Class JE overcurrent relays J5J and Non-Class JE ammeter and 
wattmeter located in the control room. There is no electrical isolation 
between these two circuits (the same applies to Bus JD). An earthquake 
(common mode failure) can cause open circuit in the protective system 
resulting in a failure of both Class JE protective systems. 

Reqt: Physical and Electrical Isolation shall be provided between Class JE 
and Non-Class JE Circuits 

Ref: IEEE 308 FSAR Section 8.J. 

RESPONSE TO CONCERN 

The design of the current transformer control scheme for the 2400 volt 
breakers I52-I05 and I52-I06 is as described in the concern description. The 
condition. is attributed to the age of the Palisades design and the changes in 
the "state of the art" which have occurred since the Plant was designed and 
constructed. 



• Palisades was designed in the I960's prior to the develcopment of current 
design standards (eg. IEEE-308) and thus prior to today's definition of Class 
IE. Subsequently, electrical equipment classification has been backfit to 
Palisades to designate equipment as Class IE or non-Class IE. The use of the 
term Class IE at Palisades means that the system or component provides an 
essential function as provided in the IEEE-308 definition of Class IE. The 
ammeter and wattmeter do not perform an essential function and thus are 
classified as non-Class IE. Although the Plant was originally designed and 
qualified by analysis to provide safety related functions, original equipment 
may not meet all of the design and testing criteria of IEEE-308 and other 
standards incorporated by reference therein. 

9 

Design criteria for the independence of non-Class IE circuits from Class IE 
circuits were first provided in IEEE-384. Again, these requirements post date 
the Palisades design. The only commitments which Palisades has with regard to 
the requirements of IEEE-384 are associated with post TMI modifications made 
in NUREG-0737. However, Palisades does attempt to meet the intent of IEEE 308 
and IEEE 384 requirements for all recent modifications. 

The issue identified by this concern relates to the lack of isolation between 
the Class IE current transformers on the safety related buses and non-Class IE 
ammeter and wattmeters located in the control room. While we agree that 
isolation meeting the requirements of IEEE-384 is not provided, we do not 
consider this lack of isolation to be a· significant concern. To fail both 
safety related buses, the two current transformer ~ircuits would have to open 
simultaneously. We consi~er that opening both of these circuits 
simultaneously could only occur as a result of a common mode failure during a 
seismic event. 

The issue of seismic qualification of mechanical and electrical equipment for 
plants of Palisades vintage is being addressed generically as Unresolved 
Safety Issue {USI-A-46). To resolve this issue, Palisades intends to use the 
methodology provided by the Seismic Qualification Utility Group {SQUG) in 
their Generic Implementation Procedure. This procedure has been reviewed by 
the NRC and has been found to-be a generally acceptable method for resolving 
the seismic issue. Evaluations performed by the Seismic Qualification Utility 
Group (SQUG) has indicated, that instrumentation of the type represented by 
the ammeter and wattmeter do not fail during seismic events if the equipment 
is adequately mounted to a control cabinet which is anchored firmly to the 
floor. This conclusion was reached by SQUG following their review of the 
actual damage caused by I9 earthquakes of various magnitudes. The data base 
used in this evaluation contained over IOO facilities. A copy of Chapter 20 
of EPRI NP-7I49-D, "Summary of the Seismic Adequacy of Twenty Classes of 
Equipment Required for Safe Shutdown of Nuclear Plants," is included as 
Attachment I. This chapter provides a summary of the seismic adequacy of 
instrumentation panels and cabinets and the installed instrumentation. Page 
20-7 of this chapter discusses the earthquake experience at the Pleasant 
Valley Pumping Plant. This plant contained a large number of ammeters and 
wattmeters, none of which were significantly damaged during an earthquake with 
a recorded average peak ground acceleration of 0.56g. 

Although we do not consider current transformer isolation to be a significant 
concern, it has become apparent to us that isolation requirements for 
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Palisades need to be better defined. To this end, the Configuration Control 
Project has developed a work activity to define the design basis for 
isolation. A copy of the position paper describing the scope of this activity 
is included as Attachment II. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Palisades was designed and constructed prior to the issuance of present day 
IEEE standards related to isolation of Class IE and non-Class IE circuits. 
Although we have subsequently designated portions of the current transformer 
circuits as non-Class IE, we do not believe that there is a credible event 
which would operi both of these circuits simultaneously resulting in a loss of 
both safety buses. This conclusion is based on work performed by SQUG to 
evaluate equipment damage resulting from actual earthquakes. Palisades does, 
however, plan to develop a Design Basis Document related to isolation 
techniques as part of the Configuration Control Project. 

Change in Commitment 

By letter dated March 30, I993, CPCo provided the NRC with an update of the 
status of the Configuration Control Project (CCP). The Attachment to our 
March 30, I993 letter identified completed design basis documents (DBDs), DBDs 
currently under development, and DBDs to be developed. In the category of 
completed DBDs, we identified a completed report entitled "Electrical I&C 
Isolation," which effectively addresses the NRC concern described above. This 
report has been changed to an engineering aid, EGAD-ELEC-I6, "Electrical 
Control Panel Isolation Criteria, Practices, and Exceptions." As such, a 
design basis document (DBD), as described in our March 30, I993 letter and as 
committed to during the EDSFI, will not be developed. 




