"c,‘ JNITED STATES
v & NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
- ; WASHINGTON, D. C 20855

ENCLOSURE 1
SAFETY EVALUATION

RANCHO SECO NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION, UNIT 1
DOCKET NO, 312
GENERIC LETTER 83-28, ITEM 2.2.]

EQUIPMENT CLASSIFICATION
PROGRAMS FOR ALL SAFETY-RELATED COMPGNENTS

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Generic Letter B3-28 was issued by the NRC on July 8, 1983 to indicate actions
to be taken by licensees and applicants based on the generic implications of
the Salem ATWS events. Item 2.2.1 of that letter states that licensees and
applicants shall describe in considerable detail their program for classifying
all safety-related components other than RTS components as safety-related on
plant documents and in information handling systems that are used to control
plant activities that may affect these components. Specifically, the licensee/
applicant's submittal was required to contain information describing (1) the
critieria used to identify these components as safety-related; (2) the
information handling system which identifies the components as safety-related;
(3) the manier in which station personnel use this information handling system
to control activities affecting these components; (4) management controls that
are used to verify that the information handling system is prepared, meintained,
validated, and used in accordance with approved procedures; and (5) design
verification and qualificaticn testing requirements that are part of the
specifications for procurement of safety-related components.

The licensee for the Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1 submitted
responses to Generic Letter 83-28, Item Z.2.1 in submittals dated November 4,
1983, May 23, 1985 and December 3, 1986. We nave evaluated these responses
and find that they are acceptable.

2.0 EVALUATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

In these sections the licensee's responses to the program and each of five sub-
items are individually evaluated against guidelines developed by the staff and
conclusions are drawn regarding their individual and collective acceptability.

R Identification Criteria

Guideline: The licensee's response should describe the criteria used to
Tdentify safety-related equipment and components, (Item 2.2.1.1)
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Evaluation:

The licensee's submittal provides the classification criteria used to
determine whether equipment is safety-related. The licensee has a
procedure that is used to initiate the identification of equipment as
safety-related or nonsafety-related 1f no previous classification exists,
Conclusion:

The licensee's submittal for this item, meets staff requirements and is
acceptable.

Information Handling System

Guideline: The licensee's response should confirm that the equipment

classitication program includes ar information handling system that ic

used to identify safety-related equipment and compocnents. Approved
procedures which govern its development, maintenance, and validation
should exist, (Item 2.2.1.2)

Evaluation:

The licensee's submittal describes a computerized system for identifying,
listing, tracking and retrieving maintenance information on safety-related
equipment, The licensee also describes their administrative procedure
which defines the method for making changes tc the Maintenance Information
Management System.

Conclus jon:

We conclude that the licensee's submittal meets the staff requirements
for this item and is acceptable.

Use of Information Handling System:

Guidelines: The licensee response should confirm that their equipment
classitication program includes criteria and procedures which govern the
use of the information handling system to determine that an activity is
safety-related and that safety-related procedures for maintenance,
surveillance, parts replacement and other activities defined in the
introduction to 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, are applied to safety related
components. (Item 2.2.1.3)

Evaluation:

The licensee's submittal states that the Master Equipment List is to be
used to determine equipment classification prior to working on any plant
equipment, Administrative procedures require this use of the Master
Equipment List.
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Conclusion:

We conclude that the licensee's submittal meets the staff requirements
and .5 acceptable,

Managument Controls

Guideline: The licensee/applicant should confirm that management controls
used tu verify that the procedures for preparation, validation, and
routine utilization of the information handling system have been and are
being followed. (Item 2.2.1.4)

Evaluation:

The licersee's submitta) states that there is a Management Safety Review
Committec which sudits their QA program. The results of QA audits and
corrective acticus are reported to management.

Conclusion:

We conciude that the licensee's submittal meets the staff requirements
for this item and 1¢ acceptable.

Design Verification and Procurement

Guideline: The licensee/ayplicant's response shoulc document that past
usage demonstrates that appropriate design verification and qualification
testing are specified for the procurement of safety-related components and
parts, The specificetions should include qualification testing for
expected safety service conditions and provide support for licensee's
receipt of testing documentation which supports the 1imits of life
recommended by the supnlier. 1f such documentation is not available,
corfirmation that the present program meets these requirements should be
provided. (Item 2.2.1.5)

Evaluation:

The licensee's submittal stated that they had a Quality Contrel Instruction
which defines the method whereby quality class equipment requirements are
evaluated and documented.

Conclusion:

We conclude that the licersee's submittal meets the staff requirements
and is accepteble,

“Important To Safety" Comments

Guideline: Generic Letter 83-28 states that licensee/applicant equipment
classification programs should include (in addition to the safety-related
components) a broader class of components designated as "Important to
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Safety." However, since the 3ener1c letter does not require the licensee/
applicant to furnish this information as part of their response, staff
review of this sub-item will not be performed. (1tem 2.2.1.6)

Progrlm

Guideline: Licensees/applicants s.ould confirm that an equipment classi-
cation program exists which provide. assurance that all safety-related
components are designated as safety-related on plant documents such as
drawings, procedures, system descriptions, test and mainienance instruc-
tions, operating procedures, and information n.:dllng systems so that
personnel who perform cctivit!os that affect such safety-related components
are aware that they are working on safety-related components and are
guided by safety-related procedures and constraints. (Item 2.2.1)

Evaluation:

The licensee's responses to these requirements were contained in the
submittals dated November 4, 1983, May 23, 1985 and December 3, 1986,
These submittals describe the licensee's program for identifying and
classiiying safety-related equipment and components which meets the staff
requirements as indicated in the preceding sub-item evaluations,

Concluston:

We conclude that the licensee's program addresses the staff concerns
regarding equipment and component classification and 1s acceptable.
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ABSTRACT
This EGAG [gano, Inc. report provides a review of the submittals for

the Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating Station, Unit No. | for conformance to
Generic Letter B3-28, Item 2.2.).
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FOREWORD

This report ‘s supplied as part of the program for evaluating
1icensee/applicant conformance to Generic Letter B3-28 *Required Actions
Based on Generic Implications of Salem ATWS Events.® This work s being
conducted for the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation, Division of PwWR Licensing-A, by EGAG ldaho, Inc.

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission funded this work under the
authorization B&R 20-19-10-11-3, FIN No. 06001.

Docket No. 50-312
TAC No. 53709
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FORMANCE T R TER 83. ISn2.2.0-.
EQUIPMENT CLASSIFICATION FOR A THER SAFETY.RELAT MPONENT

RANCHO ${€0-)
1. INTRODUCT)ON

On February 25, 1983, both of the scram circult breakers at Unit | of
the Salem Nucledr Power Plant faltled to open upon an automatic reactor trip
$ignal from the reactur protection system. This incident was terminated
manudlly Dy the opera.or about 30 seconds after the tnittation of the
dutomatic trip signal. The fatlure of the circult breakers was determined
to be related to the sticking of the undervoltage trip attachment. Prior
to this Incident, on Fedbruary 22, 1983, ot Unit ) of the Salem Nuclear
Power Plant, an automatic trip signa) was generated based on steam
generator low-low level during plant startup. In thds case, the reactor
wis Lripped minudlly by the operator almost coincidentally with the
dutomatic trip.

following these incidents, on February 28, 1983, the NRC Executive
Director for Operations (£00), directed the staff to investigate and report
on the generic 'mplications of these occurrences at Unit | of the Salem
Nuclear Power Plant. The results of the staff's inquiry \nto the gener ¢
implications of the Salem unit incidents are reported In NUREG-1000,
“Generic Implications of the ATWS Events at the Salem Nuclear Power
Plant.® As a result of this investigation, the Commission (NRC) requested
(by Generic Letter 83.28 dated July 8, l’tl') 411 Ncensees of operating
reactors, applicants for an operating license, and holders of construction
permits to respond to generic Yssues ralsed by the analyses of these two
ATHS events.

This report 13 an evaluation of the responses sudbmitted by the
Sacramento Municipal Ut))ity District for Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating
Station, Unit No. ) for Item 2.2.) of Generic Letter 83-28. The actua!)
documents reviewed 4% 4 part of this evaluation are 1isted In the
references at the end of this report.




2. REVIEW CONTENT AND FORMAT

ftem 2.2.1 of Generic Letter 83.28 requests the licensee/app)icant to
submit, for staff review, o gescription of their programs for
classification of their séfety.related equipment inc)udes suppor ting
‘nformation, in consideradle Feled), a3 \ndicated in the Quidelines
preceding the evaluation of each sub-item.

As previously stated, esch of the st sub-ttems of ftem 2.2.1 1y
evaluated 10 & separate section In which the guideline 1y presented; an
evaludtion of the licensee's/epplicant's response Vs mdde; 4nd conclusions
bovt Yty acceptadi ity are orown.



3 ITEM 2.2.) . PROGRAM
3. ) \n

Licensee ang applicants shoul. comirm that an equ'pment
Cidssification program s in plece which will provide dssurance thet a!l
séfely-related components are designated 43 safety-related on plant
dorumentdtion such 43 procedures, system gescriptions, test and maintenance
Instructions 4nd 'n Yutormation handling systems so that personre!
performing activities that affect such sdfely-related components are dware
thet they dre working on sdfety-related components ond are gquided bdy
sdfety.related procedures and constratnis. Licensee and applicant
responses which Address the features of Lhiy program are evaluated in the
remd\nder of this report.

3.2 (valyation

The licensee for Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating Station Unit No. |

proviced 4 response to Gener'c Letter 83-28 on November 4, 19032.

May 23, 1985 ang Decemver 3, 1986.% These submittals nclugeg
Information that descrides thelr safeiy.related equipment claseification
program. In the review of the licensee’'s response Lo this \tem, 't was
dssumed that the Information ond documentation supporting this program )s

dvalladle for aud't upon request.

3.3 (Conclyston

The staff concludes that all the dasic requirements of the equipment
class)fication program ore 'n place and address the concerns of the items
of ltem 2.2.) of Generic Letter 83.28.



ITEW 2,200 « IDERTIFICAT ] Ok CRITER]A

igelin

The criterig for toentifying components as safety-related shoulo de

bresented. Thls showld include 4 fescription of meany for hendling

fub-components or parts gy wel) a4 Procedures for nitiating the
‘oentification of components 4% séfety-relateo or hon«safety re
Previovs clessification eatsted

lateo V! no

.2 fxalyetion

The 1icensee's submitte) Droviges ine classificatton criteria used to
deler@ding whelher @ siructure, system or Compongnt 1y safely relatec Thiy
'S consisient with the gefinition Qlech 0 Jtom 2.2.1.

10ent 17100 ihe procedure wied 1o

The Mcenge

nttate the 1gentification of components
és safety-reloted or ronseiety-related V¢ no previoys classification
eristled

4 ) ;gng!ggggn

The 1icensee s Fesponse to this Yiem V¢ complete and s dccepladlie




ITER 2.2 1.2 « INFORMATION MANDLING SYSTEM

$.1 Gylgeline

The licensee or applicant shoald confirm that (he program for
equipment classification \ncluce, an Information NanEIIng System that 1
Vied 1o loentify safety.related components. The response should contirm

thet this Information handling system Includey & 1ist of safety-relates

CQuiDment ang that procedures esist which govarn ity development ang
vallgaiion

$ 2 \on

The Vicensee descrides the nformation handling system used for
‘gentifying safety-related componenis as ¢ computerized method of 113ting,
Lracking, 4no retrieving maintensnce \nformetion or plant equipment . This
System 15 known 4% the Maintenance Information Hanay mant System (MINS)
The BIMS consisty of the Master [ouipment List (REL), the Drawing Ingex,

the Spare Parts System, the Mort Regquest System, the Auniliary Tadle:

PYS1em, ¢no the vendor L1st System. AdmIn\strative procedure AP 42 gefines

the RIRS content, (he responsidi ity and authority for 400119, changing, or
geleting Information and the method of ROk NG Changes

5.3

The licensee's response /for this Ytem Vs considered to be complcte ang

Is acceptadle




6. ITEmM 2.2.1.3 . ust o EQUIPMENT CLASSIFICATION LISTING

6.1 Guigeline

The 1icensee's gescription should show how station personne) yse the
equipment ¢lassification Informatton hangling system to getermine
(d) when an activity 1y safety-relates, ang (D) what procedures are to be
vied for maintenance work, fovtine survei)lance testing, accomplishment of
Ges1gn changes, ang performance of SPeCIa) tests or studles. wWe should be
eble 1o ga'n configence from our Feview that there wil) be no confus'on
about when activity Vs safety.r¢lates

6.2 fva! f

The 1icensee's response States that section 2.) of Quality Assurance
Procedure QAP), "Quality Assurance Class\fication*, estad!)ishes 4 procedure
for classifying systems, Structures, subassemb!ies, components ang design
Characteristics 50 a3 10 establish the degree of quality assurance activity
related to the'r Manutacture, erection, Installation, maintenance, or
In-service \nspection. |t 4130 estadlishes that Nut lear Engineer ing
determines the classification of Systems and components. The MEL i useo
for this.  In agattion 40minitirative procedure AP ) requires 1) that o
wOrk request be submitieg for gocumentaiion of maintenance. mogitications,
9Na other work Vtems, 4nd 2) the OA class of the \lem dbe recorged on the
work request.  The cognizant engineer determines what procedures are
required for the work based on the QA class specified on the work request
The licensee states that al) Procedures are reviewed by the Plant Reviey
Commitiee (PRC)

L

The licensee's response Lo this Ytem Vs complete and Vs scceptadle




Too ATEM 2.2.0 4 - MANAGEMEN! CONTROLS
1. igelin

Ranagertal controls that will .« ysed by the licensee to verify that
the information hanaling system for equipment ¢lassification hds been
Prepared accoraing to the opproved procedures, trat 1ts contents have been
vallgated, that 1t 1s being maintained current, .nd that 't s deing useo
1o getermine equipmen, classification as Intended shall be gescribed  The
gescription of these controls shall be In sufficient geta!) for the statt
Lo getermine that they are 'n place and are workable.

1.3 |!‘l“‘|]gn

The Ticensee's response states that the Rancho Seco Technical
Specifications, [tem 6.5.2 8.0 require thai the Randgement Safetly Review
Lommittee avo't the QA program. Quality Contro) Iastruction eCl.2
describes the QA audit program. The purpose of this progrem \s to prov'ge
for systematic, planned audits of nuclear sdfety-related aspects of
operation, maintenance, inspection, testing, mogdification, administration
4n0 Lhe nucledr operations, testing, modification, administration and the
nuclear operations quality assurance program to verify that they are in
dccorgance with their respective Iicense requirements. The result of
4uaits ang corrective action are reported to management. The Nuclear
Erecut've Director determines the effectiveness of the QA progrem based on
this Information

1.3 ggnglggggg

We 11ng the licensee s response to this ftem compleie ang )y
dccepladle




8. ITEM 2.2.0.5 DESIGN VERIFICATION AND PROCUREMENT

8.1 1gelln

The applicant s or licensee's ,idmitta' should document that past
uidge demonsirates Lhat appropriate cesicn verVfication and qQualification
testing 1s specified for the procurement of safety-related components ang
parts. The specifications should include qualification testing for
expected safety service conditions and provide support for the
pplicant ‘s/1'censee’'s receipt of testing documentation to support the
Timits of 1ife recommended Dy the supplier. 1f such uocumentation 1§ not

dva'lable, confirmation that the present program meetls these requ'rements
shoulc be provided.

8.2 fxalvation

The 1icensee Included within nis response Quality Control
Instruction QCI-4 which defines the method whereby quality class
requirements are evaluated and documented. The procedure applies to
OA Class ) parts ano materials.

8.3 Conglysion

The licensee's response for this Ytem \s considered to be complete and
's acceptadle



9. UTEM 2.2.1.6 - “IMPORTANT 10 SAFETY* COMPONENTS
9.1 igelin

Generic “etter B3.28 stater .nat the Micensee's or applicant s
equipment classification prog.em should Include (in agdition to the

sdfety-related components) a broader class of components designated as

olMOf“ﬂ‘ (o SHO(,,' However , since the v.h.r\( letter goes not require

the Ticensee or applicant to furnish this Information as part of their
response, review of this item wil) not de performed



10. CONCLUS]ION

Baseo on our review of the licensee's response to the specific
requirements of Jtem 2.2.1. we fing that the information proviged by the
licensee to resolve the concerns of Item 2.7.1 meet the requirements of
Generic Letter 83.28 and 15 acceptable. Item 2.2.).6 was not reviewed o
noted \n Section 9 of this report.

10
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