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Special electrical distribution system functional inspectisn in
accordance with Temporary Instruction (TI) 2515/107 (. ‘%
Results: The team determined that the electrical dist »ution
system was generally functional and that engineering an.
technical support was good. Two violations were identified
regarding the failure to dvemonstrate the capability of the loss
of offsite power undervoltage relay logic circuitry to
autonatically de-energize the emergency busses for both units
(Paragraph 4.3), and two examples of inadequate testing; cne
involving 480Vac circuit breakers (Paragraph 3.1.1), and the
other involving calibration of safety related relays (Paragraph
4.1.1). Four deviations were identified regarding starting
capabilities of safety related motors (Paragraph 3.1.9), loading
values for EDG 2A (Paragraph 3.1.10), confermance of the diesel
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Executive Summary

During the period of October 7 through November 8, 1991, a Region
111 inspection team conducted an electrical distribution system
functional inspection (EDSFI) at the LaSalle County Station to
review the design and implementation of the plant electrical
distribution system (EDS) and the adequacy of the Engineering and
Technical Support (E&TS) organizations. The team reviewed the
electrical and mechanical support systems of tre EDS, examined
installed EDS equipment, observed ficld activities, reviewed EDS
testing and procedures, and interviewed selected corporate and
site personnel,

The team considered the design and implementation of the EDS at
Lasalle to be ?on-tnlly acceptable. Design attributes of the EDS
were retrievable and verifiable. The team found the EDS and
related support equipment properly installed in the plant and
considered the external material condition and housekeeping of
the EDS to be strengths., In addition, the team considered the
gquality of the surveillance testing program and the Lessons
Learned Program to be strengths. The team concluded that
overall the engineering and technical support organizations were
adequate. Engineering staffing levels appeared to be adeguate!
however, the training program for engineers needed improvement.
Enqinoorinz calculations were technically sound, although the
team identified some calculation weaknesses. The interface
between Engineering and Operations appeared to be adeguate. 1In
addition, the team considered the knowledge and expertise of the
engineering staff that interfaced with the team to be very good,

Several of the teams's concerns resulted in identification of
violations of NRC requirements, Examples included:

. Inadeguate testing of 480Vac circuit breakers.

N lack of a program to perform calibration of non Technical
Specification safuty related relays.

. Failure to test the capability of the safety related
undervoltage auxiliary relay contacts to de-energize the
safety related buses.

Several of the team's concerns resulted in deviations of UFSAR
requirements, For example:

’ Safety related motors were purchased with starting
capabilities which were limited to 80% of their nominal
voltage value.

A The lcading on EDG 2A was 2727kW while the UFSAR identified
& rating of 2627kW.
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Executive Summary

s A formal setpoint methodology for the degraded voltage
relays that addresses all known instrument errors was not
established.

. The diesel fuel oil storage and transfer systems did not
conform to the safety requirements of ANSL N«195,
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considered weak Engineering and Technical Support (E&TS) to be
one cause of these deficiencies,

The objectives of this inspection were to assess the performance
capability of the LaSalle EDS and the capab111t¥ and perfermance
of the licensee's E&TS in this area. For this inspection, the
EDE included all the emergency sources of power to systenms
required to remain functional during and following the design
basis events., EDS components reviewed included the EDGs, 125Vde
Class 1E and 250Vdc batteries and chargers, offsite circuits and
switchyard, 4kV and 480Vac switchgears, 480Vac and 120Vac Motor
Control Centers (MCCs), inverters, associated buses, breakers,
relays, and other miscellaneous components.

The team reviewed the adequacy of the emergency, offsite and
onsite power sources for EDS equipment, the regulation of power
to essential loads, protection for postulated fault currents, and
coordination of the current interrupting capability of protective
devices. The team also reviewed the mechanical systems that
interface with the UDE, including air start, lube cil, and
cooling systems for the EDGs, plus *the cooling and heating
systems for the EDS equipment. The veam walked-down originally
installed and as-modified EDS eqguipment for configuration and
equipment ratings and reviewed qualification, testing, and
calibration records. The team assessed the capability of the
licensee's E&TS organization with respect to personnel
qualifications and staffing, timely and adequate root cause
analyses for failures and recurring problems, and engineering
involvement in design and operations. The team also reviewed
training for EATS personnel relative to the EDS,

The team verified conformance with General Design Criteria (GDC)
17 and 18 and the applicable 10 CFR 50, Appendix B criteria. The
team also reviewed plant Technical Specifications (78), the
Updated Safety Analy=zis Report (UFSAR), and appropriate safety
evaluation reports (SERs) to verify that TS requirements and
licensee commitments were met.

The areas reviewed and the concerns and strengths that were
identified are described in Sections 3, 4, 5 and 6 of this
report. Conclusions are given at the end of each of these
sections. A list of the personnel contacted and those who
attended the exit meeting on November 8, 1991, is provided in
Appendix A of the report.

3.0 Electrical Systems and Components

3.1 Class 1E AC Systems

In order to assess the capability of the electrical distribution
¢ystem (EDS), the team reviewed the sizing, regulation,
protection and installation of selected EDS loads. The review
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included system descriptions, station UFSAR, equipment sizing
calculations, equipment specifications, electrical design
drawings, protective relaying curves, operating procedures and
plant walkdowns.

Vavious critical EDS components were evaluated to assess the
adequacy of important parameters such as continuous loading,
short circuit capability, etc. In addition, the EDS was reviewed
to assess its capability to provide adeguate voltage to safety
related loads under both starting and steady state operating
conditions. The preferred power source transformers were
reviewed for their kVA capability, connections %o the safety
buses and voltage regulation. The emergency diesel generators
(EDGs) were reviewed to assess the adequacy of kW rating for the
operation of EDS loads. The 4kV safety buses and their loads
were reviewed to assess load current, short circuit current
capabilities, voltage regulation, adequacy of cable connections
between loads and buses and the adequacy of the degraded grid and
logs of power relaying schemes. The 480Vac safety buses and
their connected loads were reviewed to assess load current, short
circuit current capabilities, voltage regulation, and the
adeguacy of cable connections between loads and buses.

3.1.1 Testing of 480Vac Circuit Bruakers

The team determined that the licensee was performing
instantanesus trip tests on 480Vac circuit breakers using a trip
current of 20 to 40 times the normal rating of the breaker trip
coils, rather than the maximum 15 times specified by the vendor,
The vendor, General Electric (GE), indicated that high trip
currents could cause more than nominal breaker contact wear
(pitting or deformation) and could result in damage to breaker
overcurrent trip devices (insulation damage from overheating).
GE recommended that Commonwealth Edison Company (CECo) perform
visual inspections and testing to determine whether breaker
contact damage or breaker trip device damage had occurred. On
November 6, 1991, during subsequent testing, two 480V breakers
failed to meet the acceptance criteria of 65 to 125 seconds for
the long time delay trip test. Since the fziled breakers were
Technical Specification related, the licensee eatered the
appropriate Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) on Units 1 and
2. After the failed breakers were repaired, the licensee exited

the LCOs.

The team determined that the licensee's engineering staff failed
to verify that the test currents specified by Sargent & Lundy
(8&1) were appropriate for the trip devices and breakers being
tested. The team considered the failure to perform tecting on
safety related 480Vac circuit breakers in accordance with the
requireme.ts and acceptance limits contained in applicable design
documents to be an example of a violation of 10 CFR 50, Appendix
B, Criterion XI (373/91019-01A; 374/91019~-01A) .
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The licensee has not developed a comprehensive program to
periodically test low voltage (480Vac) circuit breakers and
molded case circuit breakers. The team considered this to be a
weakness.

3.1.2 Regraded Gria  ~ “veltage Relaying Calculation

The team observed that calculation No. 4266/19A213, dated
October 7, 1991, did not take into account the errors/tolerances
of the various devices used in the undervoltage detecting
circuits such as tolerances of potential transformers and relays,
and errors in calibrating the relays. The team considered the
exclusion of errors and tolerances from the pertinent
calculations to be a design weakness.

3.1.3 Cable Sizing Design Basis

The team noted that the licensee did not have calculationeg to
verify that power cables were sized such that the cables would
not be damaged during the time it took the appropriate circuit
breaker(s) to clear a fault., The licensee stated that if the
cable was damaged, it would be replaced. The team considered the
lack of the sizing calculations to be a design weakness,

3.1.4 Transient Voltage Regulation

The team found that there was no transi'nt analysis to model EDG
voltage regulation under transient condivions. The EDGs are
required to accelerate under load to full speed while maintaining
acceptable voltage at the bus. Adequate desonstration of this
requirement can only be provided by a combination of analysis and
testing; however, the only documentation available for
demonstrating compliance were strip recorder charts containing
voltage and frequency traces taken during a test conducted in
1982. At that time, the momentary frequency dip was 5.2% versus
5% specified in the UFSAR. Due to the fact that the frequency
dip was of an extremely short duration, the team did not consider
this to be a problem. However, the team considered the lack of a
transient loading study for the EDGs to be a design weakness.

3.1:% EDG Neutral Grounding Resistor

The team cbserved that the EDG grounding resistors had been
installed within the EDG control cabinets. The licensee had not
performed a thermal analysis to determine whether the components
located within the cabinets couid successfully operate at the
high temperatures generated by the grounding resistors. The
license~ proposed to open the door of the cabinets following a
ground fault alarm: however, this proposed solution may not be
adequate until verified by analysis. During a ground fault
condition, the energy dissipated by the grounding resistors could
be as high as 4.5kW. The team considered the lack of such a
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thermal analysis to be a design weakness,

3.1.6 4KV _ESF Circuit Breaker Overcurrent Protection

The team deterrined that the overcurrent protection relays for
the Division 3 (kV ESF feeder breakers were not properly set to
¢lear a fault when powered from the Divirion 3 EDG. 1In addition,
the licensee could not demonstrate that the overcurrent
protection relays for the Division 1 ard 2 4kV ESF feeder
breakers would clear a fault when poweed from the Division 1 and
2 EDGs. The team determined that the licensee had set the
Divisicn 3 relays to protect the 4kV buisses and loads from the
higher fault currents that would he expected when the busses were
supplied by offsite power. In the event of a fault, the fallure
to isclate Class 1E components from the resulting fault currents
could lead to component degradation or failure.

The licensee responded by stating that the consequences of an
uncleared fault would be limited to one division. The team
concurred with the licensee. However, the team considered this
condition to be a design weakness. This item is considered open
pending additional licensee analysis (373/91019-02(DKS);
374/91019-02(DRS) ) .

3.1.7 gelsmic Qualification of 480vVac ESF Switchgear

The team determined that a seismic evaluation had not been
performed to demonstrate the adequacy of racked out spare 480Vac
ESF circuit breakers installed in ESF switchgear. The licensee
subsequently generated calculation No. CQD 053566, dated October
10, 1991, The calculation demcnstrated that the switchgears'
seismic qualification remained valid.

3.1.8 Fast Transfer from Unit Auxiliary Transformer to System
Auxiliary Transformer

The licensee lacked an analysis to demonstrate fast transfer
logic. The team noted that during normal plant operation the 4kV
busses are supplied from the unit auxiliary transformer. 1In case
of loss of power from the normal source, the affected busses are
fast transferred to the alternate system auxiliary transformer,
However, the team noted that if the voltages are sufficiently out
of phase at this rtage, the motors already connected to the
busses will experience high inrush current and transient torqgues.
This could cause failure of some motors. No study had been
perrormed to evaluate this concern.

The licensee responded by developing a calculation which
demonstrated that the fast transfer would be completed in 4.88
cycles with a motor volts/hertz ratio that would not exceed 1.33,
The values of six cycles and 1.33 motor volts/hertz are
considered to be industry acceptable values, The team found this

5
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response acceptable.

3.1.9 gtarting Voltages at Safety Related Motors

The team noted that the design documentation for the majority of
4kV and 480Vac safety related motors specified that the motor
starting voltage must be at least 80% of nominal voltage. This
is contrary to UFSAR Section 8.2.3.2.2 which states that all
safety related motors are capable of starting with voltage at
their terminals equal to 75% of the nominal values. Inadequate
motor starting voltages could prevent the motors from performing
their safety functions. The licensee acknowledged this concern
and indicated that this issue would be addressed as part of the
onToinq dogradcd voltage reviews being conducted at Commonwealth
Edison facilities.

The team considered the B0% motor starting voltage requirement
for safety related motors to be a deviation (373/91019~05A(DRS) ;
374/91019-05A(DRS) ) from the commitment made in UFSAR Section
8.2.3.2.2.

3.1.10 EDG 2A loading

The team noted that the loading calculation for EDG 2A identified
a continuous loading value of 2727kW, This is contrary to UFSAR
Table 8.3~1 which states that the continuous loading on ED3 2A is
2627kW. The EDC is rated for .600kW continuous and 2860kW for
2000 hours. The licensee indicated that the safety significance
of this issue was minor since the 2000 hour rating was not
exceeded. The team concurred with this position: however, the
team pointed out that the actual EDG 2A loading may be higher
than 2727kW since the existing loading calculation did not
account for all EDS losses such as cable losses.

The team considered the identified 2727kW loading of EDG 2A to be
a deviation (373/91019-05B(DRS) ; 374 /91019~05B(DRS) ) from the
commitment made in UFSAR Table 8.3-1.

3.a.11 conclusion

The team did not identify any condition which would indicate that
the saf~ty related AC distribution systems would be unalle to
performs its safety function. A significant weakness was
observed in the area of 480Vac circuit breaker testing.

3.2 PC Systenms

The team reviewed the station Class 1E DC systems. The
inspection included the review of the 125vdc battery design with
respect to sizing, duty cycle loading, electrolyte temperature,
battery age and capacity. The associated battery charger designs
were reviewed for total loading requirements and the bases of
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these calculations were checked for their adequacy. The battery
chargers' sizing and design criteria were reviewed for their
ability to meet applicable standards and power input/ocutput
requirements., Short circuit calculations for the 125Vdc and the
250Vdc systems were reviewed relative to system parameters and
requirements, applicable standards, correctness, accuracy and
standard engineering practices. Voltage drop studies and cable
gizing calculations for the 125Vdc (ATWS circuit breaker
controls) and the 250Vde system were reviewed relative to systenm
parameters and requirements, applicable standards, correctness,
accuracy and standard engineering practices. A review of
breaker/fuse coordination and sizing was performed to determine
if protection schemes for the DC systems conformed to standards
and practices used for station design.

3.2.1 Battery Sizing Calculation

The team's review of the battery sizing calculations indicated
that temperature, design, and aging margins were not applied when
sizing the Unit 2, Division 2, 125Vdc battery. Technical
Specification 3.7.7.1 allows the temperature in the battery room
to go down to 50°F, The team noted that at this temperature, the
battery would not have the required temperature margin of 19% to
ensure adequate voltage output. The team considercd this to be a
design weakness. The licensee indicated that the battery was
scheduled to be replaced during the next Unit 2 refueling ocutage
in January 1992. This is considered an open item (374/91019-
08(DRS)) for the NRC to followup on the battery replacement.

3.2.2 125Vdc Battery Main Fuse

The team determined that no fuse or circuit breaker was provided
to protect the 125V battery and the main distribution bus from
short circuits. A catastrophic failure of the battery could
occcur if a fault is not removed from th: battery in a matter of
milliseconds., The team considered the lack of a protective
device between the battery and main distribution bus to be a
design weakness,

3.2.3 425Vdec Voltage Drop Calculation

The team determined that 125Vdc voltage drop anaiyses were not
available. The licensee stated that the cables feeding 125Vdc
loads were sized in accordance with Sargent and Lundy
requirements and standards. To resolve this issue, the licensee
performed a voltage drop analysis which considered four worst
case safety related circuits fed by the 125Vdc batteries,
Subsequently, on November 26, 1991, the licensee provided voltage
drop calculation No. 4266/19D49., The team considered this
calculation to adequately address the four circuits selected by
the licensee. The licensee committed to perform a comprehensive
125Vdc voltage drop study, to include safety related circuits.

9
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This study will be completed by January 31, 1992. Pending
completion of the study and subsequeni NRC review, this item is
unresolved (373/91019~03(DRS): 374/91019~03(DRS) ).

3.2.4 250vde Short Circuit Calculation

During review of the 250Vdc short circuit ca.culation, the teanm
noted that the values used for cable resistance were
nonconservative. The cable resistance values selected reflected
elevated cable temperatures instead of the minimum operating
temperatures. The licensee subsequently revised the calculation
using the more conservative resistance values. The revised
calculation showed increased values of short circuit current but
did not chanye the acceptability of the calculation. However,
the team considered the initial use of nonconservative cable
resistances to be a design weakness.

3.2.5 250vde Voltage Drop Calculation

During review of the voltage drop calculation for the Anticipated
Transient Without Scram (ATWS) control circuit, the team noted
that the value used ror inrush current (between battery and
battery bus) was norconservative. The licensee subsegquently
revised the calculation using the more conservative inrush
current value. The revised calculation demonstrated that the
voltage available on the ATWS control circuit was acceptable.
However, the team considered the use of a nonconservative value
to be design weakness.

3.2.6 conclusion

The t.sm determined that the overall design and installation of
the DC systems were generally acceptable. Design attributes were
generally retrievable and verifiable. However, 125Vdc voltage
drop calculations were not available and the Unit 2 battery had
an inadequate design margin. Most of the concerns noted above
were due to insufficient attention to details when performing DC
system analyses.

$:3 Mechanical Systens

The team reviewed the adequacy of the mechanical system design
for support of the EDGs. The review included system walkdownsg,
examination of the mechanical support system design
documentation, engineering, vendor, purchasing and plant
operations documents including the UFSAR, Technical
Specifications, and Regulatory Guides. The team examined
mechanical system calculations, process and instruwment diagrams,
pump and fan performance curves, tuel oil tank capacities,
heating, ventilation and air cenditioning (HVAC) flow diagrams,
manufacturers technical manuals and detailed component drawings.



3.3.1

EDG Fuel Oil Transfer and Storage Systenms

The team identified a number of deviations between the as~built
EDG fuel oil transfer and storage systems and ANSI N-1965,

Section 9.5.4.2 of the UFSAR states that the LaSalle EDG fuel oil
transfer and storage systems conform to the safety reguirements
of ANSI N~-195., The team identified the following deviations to
this commitment:

Section 7.3 of ANSI N-19% grohibitu permanent
interconnections between the fuel oil storage tanks and
auxiliary equipment such as engine driven fire pumps.
Contrary to this requirement, the laSalle fuel oil systen
design had such a connection between the Division 3 (HPCS)
storage tanks and the diesel driven fire pump day tanks,

The licensee evaluated this issue and concluded that the
fire pump connection did not affect the HPCS EDGC minimum
fuel inventory because the piping of the fire pump fuel eoil
transfer system was completely independent of the EDC fuel
0il transfer system piping. Further, significant loss of
fuel from the Division 3 storage tanks due to failure of the
non-seismic diesel fire pump fuel transfer system was
prevented by means of a fail-closed solenoid valve. Th.s
valve was normally closed except when the diesel fire pump
fuel transfer pump is coperating. 1In addition, the HPCS EDG
minimum inventory included a 1000 gallons contingency margin
for manual fire pump day tank filling, te=ting and sampling.
The teamn agreed .th the licensee's evalu.“ion,

Section 8 of ANSI N-195 requires that each of the seven day
fuel oil storage tanks be provided with high level alarms,
Contrary to this vequirement, none of the storage tanks were
provided with high level alarms. The licensee evaluated
this issue and subsequently concluded that the tank filling
procedure would normally protect against overflow and that
in the unlikely event an excessive amount of fuel oil was
added to the storage tanks, it would be directed to the roonr
sumps. An alarm set at 2'11" below the top of the sump was
gignalled in the control room to alert the operator to
initiate appropriate action. The team agreed with the
licensee's evaluation,

Section 5.4 of ANSI N-195 reguires that a minimum margin of
10% be added to the calculated minimum tuel storage
requirement if a conservative alternate calculation is not
used. Contrary to this requirement, the team determined
that a non-conservative approach had been used in
determining the minimum requirement for on site fuel storage
for the Division 3 EDGs and that the licensee had only
provided a 1000 gallons margin instead of the required 10%
margin (approximately 2975 gallons). The minimum required
on site storage should be 32725 gallons instead of the

9
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29750 gallons specified in Section 3.8.1.1 of the Technical
Specifications. The licensee evaluated this issue and
subsequently concluded that the margin provided was
sufficient to allow for manual fire pump day tank filling,
testing and sampling. The team agreed with the licensee's
evaluation,

The team considered items a, b and ¢ as examples of a deviation
(373/91019~05C(DRS) ;7 374/91019~05C(DRS)) from UFSAR Section
9.5.4.2.

3.3.2 EDG Alr Dampar

The team noted that the fresh air intake damper for each EDG room
was designed to fail in the closed position. Failure of the
damper in the closed position would cut off the supply of outside
air. This could result in EDG failure due to heat buildup in the
room. The team considered this a design weakneos.

3:3.3 EDG Air Start System

The team determined that the licensee had no piping stress
analysis for instrument air lines connected to the EDG air start
receivers. The team requested the licensee to demonstrate that
the lines could withstand a seismic event. During the course of
the audit, the licensee had an analysis prepared by Sargent and
Lundy which demonstrated that the lines were adeguately
supported.

3.3.4 conclusion

The team concluded that the design and operability of the
mechanical systems supporting the LaSalle LEDGs were adequately
demonstrated during the course of the inspection. 1In general,
the team found the licensee's staff to be knowledgeable in their
respective fields of expertise, particularly the design and
operability of the EDG auxiliary systems and HVAC systems.

4.0 Calibration, Surveillance Testing and Configuration
control

The team performed walkdown inspections of the EDS to identify
the material condition of the electrical eguipment and panels.
Portions of the "as installed" configuration of the EDS were
examined to determine its compliance with design diawings and
documents. Certain electrical maintenance procedures and work
orders were reviewed tc ensure the EDS was being properly tested
and maintained. Data sheets from completed ~alibration and
surveillance procedures were reviewed to verify the EDS operated
in accordance with design specifications. The protective relay
setting drawings were reviewed to verify that calibration
requirements were addressed. The method us«ed for fuse control
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was examined to ensure correct fuse sizes and types were
installed.

4.1 Relay Calibration Proaram
4.1.1 Time Delay Relay Calibration

The team noted the following discrepancies between design
drawvings and the EDG time delay relay settings associated with
relays installed in panel ODGO3JB:

Actual Time
Time Setting Setting on

Tine Delay on Drawing the Relay
Relay No. Function (Seconds) = [(Seconds)
K=32 Field Flash
Relay 5.0 1.8

K=33 Diesel Low Lube

0il Pressure

Bypass Relay £0.0 43.0
K=39 Overcrank TD

Auxiliary Relay 15.0 14.0

The above relays were part of the EDG-0 start logic. The teanm
determined that these non Technical Opecification safety related
relays were not calibrated since plant startup and vere not
included in the licensee's calibration pregram. Investigation by
the licensee revealed an additional two time delay relays
installed on EDG 1A and EDG 2A that were improperly set. The
licensee stated that the as-found relay settings would not
adversely affect EDG operability. The team considered the
failure to include non Technical Specification safety related EDC
time delay relays in the station's calibration program to be a
violation of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XI (373/91019-
O1B(DRS); 374/91019-01B(DRS)).

4.2 Pegraded Voltage

4.2.1 Regraded Voltage Setpoint Methodology

The team determined that the setpoints for the degraded voltage
protection relays contained in Table 3.,3.3-2 of the Technical
Specifications were not based on a setpoint methodology that
addressed all known errors associated with this instrument. The
licensee, in response to FSAR Question Q31.,1%59, committed to
address instrument accuracy, calibration, and drift allowance.

Technical Specification Table 3.3.3-2, Trip Function D.2.a
requires 3814 + 76 volts. The team's review of historical as-
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’ Complate motor contrel circuit (120 veolt) voltage drop
analysis for Division 3 by November 27, 1991.

p Revise preliminary calculations utilizing actual equipment
data by December 31, 1991,

. Finalize dates for all future actions (design changes,
Technical Specification changes, etc.) required to correct
any issues resulting from revised calculations by April 30,
1992,

Pending NRC review of the licensee's evaluation of thig issue,
this is considered an unresolved item (373/91019«06(DRS)
374/91019-06(DRS) ) .

4.3 Surveillance Testing Program

The team determined that surveillance testing of the Unit 1,
Division 1, safety related loss of offsite power (LOOP)
undervoltage (UV) logiec circuitry did not test the capability of
auxiliary relay contacts to automatically de-energize emergency
bus No, 141Y by tripping the associated tie breakers. The
licensee was performing this test function by de-energizing bus
No. 141Y by manually tripping breaker No. ACB 1412. This LooOP
simulation did not demonstrate that the UV logic design could
automatically de-energize the emergency bus in response to an
undervoltage condition,

Failure of a tie breaker to trip open would prevent the automatic

re-energization (by the emergency diesel generator) of that

emergency bus in response to a LOOP or LOOP in conjunction with a

loss of coolant accident (LOCA), This finding affected all
autotx related electrical divisions for both units (total of six
(6) divisions). The team considered the licensee's failure to
adequately demonstrate the de-energization of the energency
busses in response to a LOOP to be a violation (373/91019-
O7(DRS): 374/91019~07(DRS)) of Technical Specification
4.8.1.1.,2.d,4. The licensee entered the appropriate LCOs and
took immediate corrective acticns. By November 8, 1991, the
licensee had successfully demonstrated the capability of the
auxiliary relays to automatically trip their associated tie
breakers,

The team reviewed 43 additional surveillance test procedures and
concluded the quality of the procedures was very good. Overall,
the licensee's surveillance test program was considered a
strength.

4.4 Electrical Field Inspections

During field inspections of safety related panels ODGO3JB, 1H13~
P628, 2H13-P625, and 1H22~-P028, the team identified as-built
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