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Dear Mr. Hukill: ACRS 10
HS1lver

You have recently been served a copy of a supplement to the petition of the
Unfon of Concerned Scientists on TMI-1, which petition was the subject of
Mr. Denton's letter to you of January 27, 1984, This supplement deals
further with environmental qualification, primarily of the emergency
feedwater system, and is enclosed for your convenience. The supplemcnt,
dated May 9, 1984, is being treated under 10 CFR 2.206 of the Commission's
regulations, and accordingly appropriate action will be taken on it within a
reasonable time.

In order to assist the staff in its evaluation of the supplement, we request,
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(f), that you submit a response in writing under oath
or affirmation that addresses each of the matters identified in the
supplement in connection with items 1. and 2. of the relief reouested therein.
;our gesggg:e is requested as soon as practicable, but no later than

une 8, .

Sincerely,

Original signed by
parrell G. Eisenhut

Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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As stated
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SUPPLEMENT TO UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS' PETITION
FOR SHOW CAUSE CONCERNING TMI-1 EMERGENCY FIEDWATZR SY3TT!

[nczoduction

on Janaary 20, 1984, the Union of Zoncerned Sciantists patitioned the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission for an order suspending the operating lizense for
Three dile [sland Nuclear jtation Unit No. 1 (T™I-1) unless 3ind until the
plant's Bmergency Feedwater (EFW) System complies with the NRC rules applicable
to systams important to safety (including safety-grade, safety-related, and
engineared safety feature systems). Union of Concerned Scientists' Petition for
Show Cause Concerning TMI-1 Smergency feedwater System, January 20, 1984, The
-ommission declined to take jurisdiction and referred the petition to the NRC
3taff because "(t]he Commission do2s not helieve the Plant specific challenges
raised in the UCS opetition warrant direct Commission action in the Ffirst
instance," Samuel J. Chilk, Secretary of the Commission, to Ellyn R. Weiss,
General Counsel, UCS, April 24, 1984, . l.

N Ay 4, 1984, UCS received a copy of a latter Jatad April 25, 19834, sanc
%0 GPU Nuclear by the NRC staff which discloses, as 'UCS 3lleged, that sitsl
components Of the T™I-1 SFW systam ir2 not environmentally jualified as reguirad
Oy 10 CFR 50.49 and General Jesign Criterion 4 of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50.
As Jdiscussed below, the information contained in the staff's ietter is the basis
for UCS supplementing the action requested in our original petition.
Furthermore, since the additional relief requested is directed in part against
the NRC staff, UCS requests that the Commission itself take jurisdiction in tha

first instance with regard to this supplement.



J13Cussion

On March 20-21, 1984, the NRC staff performed an audit Sf the environ-
mental qualification files for TMI-l. According to the staff, "[=)he primarcy
purpose of the audit was to review the environmental qualification documentation
+ « . for the emergency feedwater system." This is being done in order for the
staff to pra2pare a3 response to the Januacy 20, 1984, UCS Petition for Show Zause
oncerning ™I-1 Energency Feedwater System. The audit results were sent to the
commissioners and the parties to the TAI-l restart proceeding as an 2nclosuce 2
i cne-page letter from John F. Stolz to Henry D. Hukill, April 25, 1984. A copy
of the letter and its enclosure are attached. Because the cover lattar =rans-
mitting the audit results is misleading and deceptive, and because there is no
indication that the staff intends to properly follow-up the results of this
audit, UCS believes it is necessary to put the results on the decisional cecord,
0 place them in perspective, and to supplement the relief requested in our
January 20, 1984, Show Cause Petition.

The audit reviewed the environmental gqualification documentation for eight
component types, seven in the EFW system. Results of Electrical Equipment
Environmental Qualification Audit, GPU Nuclear Corporation, Three Mile Island,
Jait 1, Dockat No. 50-289, (hereinafter "Audit 2Rwesults™), 9. 1. The sover
lacter from Mr. 3tolz states:

In general, we believe that the files contain Jocumentation
that can be utilized to provide the basis for jemonstrating
that the EFW equipment is gualified, with one exception.

The innocent reader (or a busy Commissioner) might reasonably conclude
from this that the audit turned up satisfactory documentation of environmental

jualification in all but one case. The cover letter neglects o mention what is

found only by reading the enclosed audit results: that in none of the eight

files audited was the documentation in fact even close to adequate. It is a
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£23T Of 2ide Orweellian newspzak, Lf not an ducright falsernl, =2 =vist =nes»
remarkable negacive results into the cosy <onclusion offared in =ne cover
letter. The equipment audited were not minoc components. They included tne
emergency feedwater pumps, EFW sysiem valves, electrical cables, terminal
blocks, and flow transmitters (instruments).

To begin with, three widespread deficisncies wers uientified whis- pply
“to all the files reviewed.” First there was 10 2vidence that 3PYU 1ad -eviawed
tne documentation or concluded that that the 2quipment i3 jualified. Second,
the handwritten material in the files "is not signed or dated and shoys 110
indication that the statements/information contained on these 3heets has aver
oeen verified by a checker or approved." Thicrd, the files specify neither =he
duration of time for which the equipment has been gqualified nor the
post-accident period of time for which it is required to Efunction. Audit
Results, p. 1.

These three deficiencies, which appliad to evary :ype of component
audited, would be enough in themselves to lead one :o conclude that GPU's <laims
that the equipment is environmentally qualified ars without foundation. However,
the specific component-by-component deficiencies are even worse,

For the motorized valve actuators in the £F9 system w~hich w~erz audized,
the file did not even document the motor manufacturer, the insulation class, ind
the current type despits the fact that the November 5, 1982, Technical Zvalua-
tion Report (“TER") for TMI-1, sent to GPU on Oecamber 10, 1992, specifically
noted these amissions as deficiencies. Topies of tne pertinent TER pages ar»
enclosed. They clearly document that in 1982, GPU was told =hat it had failed
€3 2stablish that the EFW valve actuators in ™I-1 were sufficiently similar o
the components which had actually been tested so as to make reliance on the

tests valid. GPU never submitted a justification for continued operation (JCO)
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Y1th tnesa components; it simply contiqued to asser: =Aar 2y wer:» ualifiad.
Howver, over 13 months later, =ne Incumenciation still do2s not 2xist %2 support
thes2 claims.

The TER preparad by Franklin Research Center concluded with respect to
Squipment [tem L5 (EFW system valves EF-V1As8) as follows at page 5i:

C. The licensee has cited Limitorgue reports 30027 and 30003
as 2vidence of qualification for this 2quipment itam.
Similarity has not been 2stiblisned oetseen the installad
2quipment and the test specimens in 2ither ceport. Sevaral
POLNES snould also be noted about the licensce's
qualification package for this equipment itaem:

1. 30027 tested a class RH insulated Mva (motorized valve
actuyator| and the licensee has a class 3 insulated 1WA
installed. Because of this, 30027 cannot be used to
demonstrate the functional Capability of the installed
equipment to withstand a temperature transient to the
levels stipulated in the report.

2. Te heat transfer analysis presented in 30027 could be
applicable, however, 80027 tested a model SMB-C +hich
1s of a different size and mass than the instail 3
2quipment [which is model SMB-000]. The licensee hhas
not provided an analysis of these differsnces.

These precise deficiencies still exist.

“oreover, the staff audit of March 20-21 shows that the temperature
profile used by GPU to claim qualification was less severe than would result
from a break of the pipe which supplies steam to the turbine-driven pump. GPU
nas provided no justification for using a less severs environment. Again, this
13 not a newly-discovered deficiency. The 1982 TER found:

3. T™e licensee claims that the VA temperature will not
exceed 250F, the qualification level established in 30003
(the test report relied on]. The licensee hNas not provided
an adequate technical rationale to support the statement
made on page 3a. The data presented in 30027 [the second
test report relied on] was for a specific size and mass ‘WA
exposed to a specific temperature transient, all of which
are different from the licensee's parameters. For the
licensee to draw conclusions with no additional analysis is
not valid. Other heat transfar analysis (sic] have been
performed on this size MVA which show thit an axposure to
J50F for 60 sec. and 300F for 180 sec. results in a limit
switch surface temperature of 291F. This heat transfer
analysis more closely simulates the licensee's postulatad



ASTidsNC Transient and 1ndicatas tnat sne ‘WA temperatucs
Muld rise above che level crepocrzed in 30003, ~hich it
3Nould be noted again has not s2en demonstrated to be
applicable to this equipment item because of similarcicy.
Id. at 51 and 5j.

Tat fundamental deficiency still exists.

T™e sad truth is that, almost five sears aftac IE Bulle:in 79-913
tequired all licensees :o document tha environmental qualification of
2lacicical safety 23uipment and 1S5 months ifter the TER was issued, 3PU 413 not
njave Jocumentation to adequately suppor: that ﬂ Of the 2ight =ypes of
“omponants iudited is 2avironmentally qualified.

The next example is the two motor-driven emergency f2edwater pumps,
certainly basic components neaded for decay heat removal following a
postulated design basis accident -- and particularly important in the case of
TAI-1 where the staff appears intent on supporting GPU's position that the
turbine-driven EFW pump need not meet the Commission's rules prior to restart.
3ee Safaty Svaluation by the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation Supporting
Director's Interim Decision Under 10 CFR 2.206 (Seismic Capability of
Emergency Feedwater), April 27, 1984. The first deficiency notad by the staff
1s that the "file does not coutain information to establish similarity between
these motors and the motor, lead wirss and insulation tested.” Audit Results,
2. 2. Indeed, GPU did not even seek such information until “arch 15, 1994!
Once again, this pracise problem was Srought to GPU's attention in the 1392

TER:

The licensee has not provided avidence of similaricy for the
installed motors to the tested motors or insulation systams.

« Equipment Item 51, p. Sf.
In fact, the environmental qualification deficiencies of the TMI-1 SFW
pump mocors were identified much e>rlier in the staff's “"Partial Review,
Equipment Qualification Report Sy the Office of Nucle2ar Reactor Regulation®

(hereinafter, "1981 Review") for TMI-1, transmitted to GPU by letter from
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T™onas 4. Novak =9 H. 2. Hukill, Februacry 25, 1981. See 1981 Reviaw at 3=2,
motors ZF-P2A and EF-P2B. The staff's February 25, 1931, lenter iiraz=ad 3PY
to "provide within 10 days of ceceigt »f this letrer, a written statament,
signed under oath or affirmation supporting the safe operation of your
facility, that takes into account the NRC staff's preliminary list of
deficiencies.”

™e sum wotal of GPU's resporse to this was a latter dated ‘tar=n 12,
L331, from H. D. Hukill ©o T. M. Novak wnich stated in its entirety:

This letter is in response to your cequest of February 25,
1931 regarding environmental gualification of electrical
2quipnent. Our 3taff has reviewed the preliainary list of
deficiencies set forth in your letter of Februacy 25, 1981,
taking into account the information contained in our
submittals of October 31, 1980 and January 30, 1981. Based
on our review of these submittals and the planned activities
underway for the restart of T™I-1, there will be adequate
assurance that ™I-l will operate safely following authoriz-
ation for restart.

3ased upon this entirely conclusory lattar, the staff wrote i 3afaty
avaluation report which stated that GPU had "completed a preliminary review
teview of tne identified deficiencies and has determined that, after due
consideration of the deficiencies and their camifications, continued safe
operation would not be adversely affected.” TMI Restart dearing, Tr. 21,966-7.
The fact is cthat the staff nad then no basis Ffor Jjudging whether GPU's
Sweeping, uJnsupported claims were true and, even worse, now has faces that
GPU's claims ~ere and continue “o be false.

T™e list of fundamental deficiencies disclosed by the recent staff audit
39¢s on and on. For example, the files for electrical cable ~ontain "no
documentation to establish similarity between the cables tested and *those
installed.” Audit Results, pp. 2, 3. No gualified life for the cables has

Seen astablished. 1Id. at 3. We will not go into the deficiencies in each



=2M0Net tyge in Jetail; 3 copy ~f the Audit RWsuylts i3 3ncl o34, Mhay
23tablish beyond r2asonable Juestion that th2 files o not =2staolisa the
Jualification of any of the components.

Under these circumstances, Mr. 3tolz's assertion that the "files ~ontaia
documentation chat can e utilized to provide the basis for demonstrating -rhat
the EFW equipment is gqualified,” is at best 1 deceprive semantic circumlocu-
ion and at worst a pataat falsehood.

In addition, the Commission 3aould be awar2 tha: TAI-1 was dne oF the
plants wnich the staff assured you had no environmental qualificat .on
deficiencies as of June 30, 1982 -- that each component had either oear
Jemonstrated to be environmentally qualified or a valid justification tor
continued operation (JCO) had been provided. On the contracry, for the
components audited by the staff, no JCOs were provided and qualification is
still not established. Despite the staff's 1982 assurance o the Commission
that tnere were no environmental qualification problems it TMI-1, the staff 1ad
tO0 request an extension of time to respond the =nvirsnmental qualification
aspects of UCS's Show Cause Petition, which the Commission 3granced.

“oreover, although the staff recommended restart of TMI-1 on December 5,
1983, wnen the staff began belatedly %o pursue this issue in order to respond
£2 UCS's Show Cause Petition, it informed 3PU tnat irs "orincipal concern with
the petition would be at :time of restart will the 2lant neet the 2xisting
cegulations?”® Transcript of March 3, 1984, “eecing with 32U, TMI-1
Environmental OQualifications, p. 142. During that meeting, 32 solemnly
assured the sctaff chat the environmental qualification files had underzone an
"independenc® review by GPU quality assurance personnel and that they Eully

Supported GPU's claims of jualification.
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R. £ [NRC]: Any lJeficiency identifiad in this [TZR|, 2ag2 oy

2, +@ expect that you have answer td those defici=ncias.
Whan the inspector joes out there, the TER will serve as 3
guide to inspect.

MR. MAUS (GPU]: That has been our premise. That is what we
tried to do, (O be sure we had the information in the file.

MR. LE: Did you make that commitment? If you made that
commitment, then we will proceed.

“R. 4AUS: We even had a trial assessment on nur file by our
own QA to make sure that this xind of information is in thera.
We had independent verification if you will.

MR. HARDING (GPU]: I am not sure how independent.

MR. 1AUS: It is independent, beli2ve me. We 2ven had a trial
run to make sure. We might say yes, we have it, but we ire
prejudiced so we let somebody 2lse take a look at it, saying
hey, do they really have it. Okay?

Id., pp. 25-26.

It is now manifest that GPU either lacks the competsnce to evaluate
environmental gqualification or is untrutnful. (Indeed, since the "independent
review" was done by GPU gquality assurance personnel, we must juestion their
competence or integrity.) As recently as February 24, 1984, GPU stated that it
nad "responded to the outstanding concerns® raised in the environmental
qualification review. Licensec's Response to Union of Concerned Scientists'
Petition for Show Cause Concerning TMI-] Emergency Feedwatar System, p. 17. The
Audit Results demonstrate that they have not done 30; the same Asficiencies
identified by the NRC's contractor in 1982 are still outstanding. See also, GPU
Nuclear Technical Response to Union of Concerned Scientists' Perition £ar Show
Cause Concerning TMI-1 Bmerjency Feedwater System, February 24, 1984, signed
under oath by Richard F. Wilson, Vice President for Technical Functions, who
claims that GPU "documented the resolution of outstanding qualification
items...." 1Id., p. 4, emphasis added. These assertions were not withdrawn in

the two sudsequent “revised” responses to UCS's petition filed by GPU, =he
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Lacest being dated April 26, 1984, Hne month after the 3Caff's audiz. [n aither
=ase, whether cooted in ineptness or dishonesty, GPU's claims ace iezarly
JNtrfustwortny and tnhere is thus a0 basis for concluding that wvital safaty
2quipment in the emergency feedwater or any other safety system (s eithe.
environmentally qualified or thac a valid justification for zontinued operation
f1as been provided.

The final juestion is #here =ne NRC droceeds from here. Despite -he facts
that all eight of the eijht component files audited were deficiant in
fundamental ways, and that the 3taff has concluded that the audit comments are
"jenerally applicable to all TMI-1 environmental qualification files" (latter
from Stolz to Hukill, April 25, 1984), the staff apparently has no plans to 30
further. It directs GPU to respond only to the specific items audited.
Although it is suggested that GPU "ccnsider® the broader implications, no
response 1s required. This makes a mockery of the "audit® method of regulation.
When an audit of only a small fraction of saf:s-y 2quipment shows 100%
non-compliance, the staff surely cannot continue to oerate as if everything n--
audited is in compliance. Suggesting that GPU “"consider" the incredible
implications of this audit is hardly sufficient. The NRC must have a rational
Sasis for concluding that operation of T™I-1 would Se safe; that it manifestly

does not have.

Relief Requested

The information contained in tne Audit Results and discussed her2in
provides compelling support for UCS's 3how Cause Petition. There is not
teasonadble assurance that the ™I-1 emerjency feeedwater system would function

in Cilrcumstances when it is needed for decay heat removal.
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P2rnaps the most discurbing aspect of tnis situation i

M

NRC staff's support, claimed that all of tnese components wer2 fully jualified
(or nad a valid justification for continued operati~1) and that the documenta-
tion to prove it was in GPU's files. If UCS had not filed a 3Show Cause
Petition, the staff might never have discovered otherwise, and certainly not
prior to restart. How can the Commission have any confidence in the accuracy of
ta2 assertions made by its own regulatory staff when it is apparant =hat the
staff has simply been echoing the unsupported assertions of GPU? One is Sorced
Lo conclude that the .regulat:cty process is institutionally unable to cope with
an intransigent or incompetent licensee. As Chairman Pall;dino has remarked,
quality cannot be regulated in, it must be built in. The sorry situation at
TAI-1 provides a dramatic illustration of the reason why management competence
and integrity are such crucial requirements for a nuclear licensee. it is
ironic that at this moment, with GPU's competence and integrity one »f the
central lssues in question in the restart oroceeding, tie staff nas jiven a0
indiczzion that it perceives the connection between its Audit Results and that
Lssue, much less that it intends to take the apnropriate action.

It is UCS's position that the fac:s described herein call for the
following relief (in addition to that requested in our January 20, 1984 3how
Cause Petition):

L. As a precondition to restart, the staff should be directed =9
independently vecify that documentation axists and that it is technically
suffficient to demonstrate environmental qualification of 2ach and avery
electrical component in the emergency feedwater sys:em and in every other system

regquired for proper operation of the emerjency fa2edwatar system.
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The OJffice of [nvestigatinons should he directad =) tameitacaly

lnvestijate w~necher GPU has made natarial false stataments to NRC in s9nnes=ion
with the envirommental qualficacion program. 3ecause this issue bears direc:ly
on GPU's competence and integrity, the investigation should be completed before
a vote on restart.

3. The Offfice of Inspector and Auditor should be directad t» investicata
and determine wnether the NRC 3taff has provided false or misleading :1f>cmation
S0 the Boards or to the Commission, or has been ieralict in irs fucy in
connection w~ith the issue of environmental jualification in ™I-1.

Submitted ay,

a@@;ewm

General Counsel
Union of Concerned 3cientists

Harmon, Weizs % Jordan
2001 S Street, N.W., Suite 430
Washington, DC 20279

Dated: May 9, 1984
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Docket No. 50-289

Mr. Henry D. Hukill, Vice President
and Director - TMI-1

GPY Muclear Corporation

P, 0. Bor 480

Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Jear My, Hykill:

As you know, the NRC staf® and a consultant audited the Three Mile Is'and,
Unit 1 (TMI-1) electrical equipment environmental qua'ification files or
March 20-21, 1984, The primary purpose of the audit was *0 review the
environmenta’ qualification documentation relied upon to Aemonstrate
qualification of electrical equipment within the scope of 10 CFR 2C.4¢ for
the emercency feedwater (EFW) system.

[n general, we believe that the files contain documentation that can De
utilized to provide the basis for demonstrating that the EFW equipment is
oualified, with one exception. The exception, the Squar: D Diodes, is

further discussed in enclosure (1) which contains our detailed audit

ccmments. Most of these detailed comments were provided to GPU s*taff during
the audit or at the ex't interview. We believe that the comments pertaining

to the EFW svstem should be expeditiously resolved. Therefaore, we request

that you provide a detailed submittal addressing your disposition of al’
comments pertaining to the EFW system within 14 days of receipt of this Tetter,

Al though the audit focused specifically on the EFW system, we believe the
auait comments to be generally applicable to all TMI-1 environmental
qualification files. You should consider them accordingly.

Sincerely,

“

o .
‘

’ W
R 4 I
\ &S -
cofin F. Stolz. Chief
Jperating Reactors Brancn =d
Oivision of Licensing

Fnclosure:
T™I-! EQ Auait Comments

ce w/enc'osure:®
See ner* pane



Resuits of Electrical Equipment
Environmenta’ Qualification Augit
GPU Nuclear Corpeoration
Three Mi'e Is’and, Unit 1
Docket Mo. 50-289

On March 20 and 21, 1984, the NRC staff and a consultant from EGAG,
icano, audited the electrical aquipment environmental gqualificatiocn
files for Three Mile Island, Unit 1. The primary purpose of the auait
~as Lo review the environmental gqualification documentation relied upon
10 demonstrate qualification of electrical equipment within the scope
of 10 CFR 30.49 that is associateg with the Emergency Feedwater [(EFW)
System. A total of seven files containing EFW equipment qualification
documentation were reviewed. One additional file for equipment not
dssociated with the EFW system was reviewed.

Quring the course of the audit, the staff and its consultant asked
questions of and provided comments to GPU concerning the files and
documentation reviewed. Some of the comments are applicable to al)

the files the staff and its consultant adudited, and are very likely to

ve applicable to all GPU EQ files. In addition, comments on the specific
files audited may also be applicable to many other files. Therefore,

GPU shouid review all £Q files and update them, as necessary, in

iccordance with the commerts identified beiow. The comments made oy the
staf® ang its consultant which are applicable %o 1l! the files rayiewed

are Tisted first, followed by the comments made on specific equipment files.

1. The EQ files contain no indication, other than SCEW sheets ( some
of which were in the process of being revised) and some brief
Nandwritten sheets, that the documentation has been reviewea oy
GPU nor that it has been concluded by GPU that the equipment is
qualified.

ra

Most of the handwritten material in the files is not signed or dated
ind shows no indication that the statements. iaformation contained
on these sheets Nas aver Deen ver'fied Dv 4 :hecker or approved.

3 The files do not specify the required post-accident operating time
for the equipment nor the Jurazion of time ne equipment has bDeen
demonstrated to be qualified. specifying Jurition of accident um
a SCEW sheet and referencing the FSAR is ~ot ddeguate. Similariy,
'ndicating on a SCEW sheet that qualificatian “as been demonstrated
for cont:nuous operation or for the duration of time for wnich the
equipment ~as tested is neither correct nor does it document wny
5UCh a post-accigent operating time is acceotaple



Limitorgue Motorized Valve Actuators

EF-V1A&B, Model SMB-000, TER Item No. 15
EF-V2A&4B, Mode! SMB-0, TER Item No. 11

5 The file should document che motor manufacturer, insulation class
and current type for each actuator to establish applicability of
the £EQ documentation.

2. The temperature profile used to evaluate the gualification of the
actuators is a time history following a main steam line break for
@valuation 295 ft. of the Intermediate Building. However, the
temperature profile resulting from a steam supply to EFWP turbine
Iine break appears to be a more severe environment for approximately
the first 800 seconds. The file needs to contain justification
that establishes the adeguacy of the EQ documentation for demonstrating
qualification to this more limiting line break.

3. GPU should review Equipment Environment Qualification Notice No. 24
of IE Information Notice 83-72, and document the results of their
evaluation of that information in the file. (This comment was not
provided to GPU during the audit.)

westinghouse Pumps

EF-P2A&B, Model HP 450, TER Item No. 51

) The file does not contain information to establish similarity
between these motors and the motor, lead wires and insulation
tested. A March 15, 1984 letter from GPU to Westinghouse requests
the information needed to establish that s milarity. A response
to this letter should be pursued and placed in the file.

One of the EQ documents in the file, WwCAP 7329, states that i
motor without a heat exchanger 's gualifiea ‘or short term post-
accigent operation. The file snould document whether the
installation in TMI-1 i1ncludes a heat exchanger and, 1f not, the
adequacy of the EQ documentation for demonstrating qualification
of the pumps for the period of time they are required to operate
post-accident.

L]

Continental Wire and Cable Co. Cable

TER [tem No. 107

1 The file contains no cocumentat'on to estad!isn simrlarity
Detween the cables tested and those installed. The file must
contain either a letter from the manufacturer that estaolishes
the applicability of the test report, or documentation describing
now GPU has geterminea tnat tne i'nstalled cable 's similar to the
speci1mens tested.



2. GPU should document in the file an aging calculation, using infor-
mation from the test report, that @s.ablishes a qualified )ife
for the cabdle.

Kerite Cable

TER Item No. 106

jame two comments made for Continenta) Wire anad Capbie Co. Cable

Sguare 0 J1ioage

Mocel JTXIN6J71A, TER Item No. 116

8 EQ documentation currently in the file is not adequate to
demonstrate qualification. However, these diodes are associated
with ASCO OC solenoid valves and, according to GPU, there are no
such valves associated with the EFW system that are required to
be environmentally qualified. Therefore, these diodes would not
De required to be demonstrated qualified. GPU should document
the bDasis upon which these diodes are exemptea from being quali-
fied, ana evaluate wnether there are any 0C solenoid valves
anc assoclrated diodes in a narsh environment 3rea that are
required to be qualified.

States Termina! Block

Mode! NT, TER Item No. 110

1. 'he file should document the specific equipment associated with
these terminal blocks, and GPU must determine whetner the R
reacings documented in the test report are acceptaole ‘ar thne
application(s) of these terminal blocks.

Foxporo Transmitters

FT-791, 779, 782 & 788, Mode! NE L30OM, TER [tem No. (None)

% The EQ documentation, WYLE Test Resort 315592-4, states that tne
end user must address specific accuracy requirements for each
application and evaluate total loop error. GPU must document
such an evaluation using the demonstrated accuracies *rom the
test report.



Other than SCEW sheets indicating 23.62 years, the file contains
no assessment of qualified life by GPU. The file should document
GPU's qualified life determination.

The transmitters were tested with interfacss as« described in the
test reports, e.g., with a Corax electrical curductor seal assembly
with integral electrical junction box, flexible conduit with nholes
arilled in it, etc. The file should document that the transmitters
in TMI-1 are either installed as tested, or a description of their
installation provided and the applicability of the test report to
their installed condition justified.

Part of the test sequence is seismic qualification. GPU should
document that the seismic testing performed is appl 'cable to
T™I-1.

On page [X-22 of the test report it is stated that a formal report
will be issued to answer ancmaly NOA F37. Similarly, on page X-2%
it is stated that justification for a test intarruption anomaly NOA
F42, will be provided in the final test report. Until the formal
report addressing NOA F37 and the final test report addressing NOA
F32 are reviewed by GPU and placed in the file, GPU should document
'ts evaluation of the anomalies ang their affect on the qualification
of the transmitters.

Foxboro Transmitters (Not associated with EFW System)

RC3A-PT3 & 4, RC3IB-PT3, Mode! E11GH, TER Item No. 78
°T-282, 285 & 288, Mode! E11AM, TER Item No. 79
SPBA-PTL&2, SP6B-PT1&2, Mode! E11GM, TER [tem No. 81

1
| 8

L

The EQ documentation reviewed does not resolve the deficiencies
identified in the TER for these transmitters. However K the SCEW
sheets now reference the WYLE Test Report 35592-4, being usea by
GPU to estaplish qualification of transmitters FT-791, 779, 782
and 788 (Model NE130M). GPU stated *hat the WYLE report is
referenced only to address aging and qual: fiegc !ife for these Sl
models. In order to resolve al) the geficiencies for these
transmitters, including aging and qualifiea 1ife, GPU should
determine the applicability of the WYLE report for Qualifying
these transmitters. Regardless of whether the WYLE report is
used, GPU should document in the file the resolution of the

TER geficiencies. [If it is determined that the WYLE report can
be used, the following commer®s are applicable in addition to those
ibove for the Model NELIOM transmitters

The file should documen: *nat “ne “urmg raration simu jted
the testing i1s applicacle to the TM[-1 transmitters.



On page iii it is stated that additional testing 1s be)ng performed
Dy the manufacturer to extend the accident radiation gqualification
and to confirm the aging analysis ‘or the silicone capsu'e O=-rings
of transmitters represented Dy test specimen F-1 (Mode! NEll).

GPU should document whether the testing compieted thus far
adequately addresses aging for tnase transmittars since additional
testing appears to de necessarv. [f it is detarmineg tnat tne
result of the adaitional test:ng are neeceaq %o conf'rm *ne 1g1ng
analysis, then GPU snould review the tast resu'ts ing piace “hem

'r the file when they become avai apnle.

On page [-7 it is statea that Faxboro Repors No OER-81-1906
providges justification for quaiification or untesteg transmitters
by similarity to those tested. Aiso, page [-171 refers o Foxbore
document QOAACOl2 for similarity information. GPU shoulid procure
Liese documents, review them, and place them in the file to
aadress similarity and substantiate the applicapility of the

wfLE report for these transmitters, particularly to Moge! E11AM.
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EQUIPMENT ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION REVIEW OF EQUIPMENT [TEM NO. 1S |

SQUIPMENT ITEM NO. 1S

MOTORIZXD VALVE ACTUATOR LOCATED IN THE INTERMEDIATE BUTLDING

LIMITORQUE MODEL SMBOOO WITH CLASS B INSULATION

REQUIRED OPERATING TIME: CONTINUOUS

TER CHECKXSHEET NO. 15

LICENSEE REFERENCE(S): 662, 2876

FUNCTION (PLANT ID): ::nzxm FEEDWATER PUMP SUCTION LOFW/MSLB MITIGATION
EF-V=-1A, 1)

-iCENSEE SUBMITTAL: SCEW(S): 3, 4 OF 30

ION R DEFICIENCY SER - CIRCLED ITEM(S) ONLY:
(Sew Section ] of this TER for Legend)

L@ = op o8 s,Q@Q)s, (R, M, I, N, RN, DN, SEN, QI, RPS, None,

Not stated, Not applicable

2ISTING OF APPLICABLE CHECXSHEETS:

contencs Qiecxsbeet Page No.

Squipment ltam la

Jummary of Licensee Rasponses to the NRC SER ib

tquipment Environmental Qualification Summacy Porms 2

Licansee Reasponse to NRC SER Ja, Ior—ey—ed—

Jystem Consideration Raview B i S s )

Zquipment Environmental Qualification Review ey ey ey, 5 T
S¢g, Sh, Si, 33

installed ™I Lessons Leacrned laplementation (V-1

Squipment Summary

Maintenance and Replacement Schedule Summary Tty

E R IR R
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SQUIPMENT ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION REVIEW OF EQUIPMENT TEM NO. L2 |

e et

_X_ Toe Licesnsee (has/Mee-nee rovided a cesponse O the SER concecns.

_’X_ The Licensee (ZS¥/has not) specifically stated that the equipmenc is .
qualified and/or will function wban expcsed o the applicable DBE
environmental secvice conditions. ]

X the Licensee has presented informatioca wbich showa thecrs ace nO
outstanding qualification deficiencies.

e Licensee (has/has not) proposed a corrective action for this equipment ;
{Lam whose qualification has not Deen fully established.

— Justification for intacim operation (has/has not) been provided by tle
Lizensee for this equipment Ltam.

Corzective action specified by the Licensee:

—_ Squipment ceplacement wiin qualified equipment

— Equipment sodification

—— Iquipment relocation above subaerjencs level

— Ralocats or shield equipment from radiaticn source

- Verify qualification by additional (testing/analysis)

— Equipment relocation to a aild environment

- Qualification testing of equipment in progress

— Othec ( )

The Licensee has provided other information for this equipment ltam
that can be construed as a basis for justification for interin
operation.

™he Licensee (has/has not) provided a schedule Zor the proposed
corrective action. (Schedule for accoapllisbing the corrective
sction o)

- The Licensee statas that the equipment Ltem does 10t require qualification
and/or should be exempted from environmental qualification.

I.a Qualified IT.c Qualified Life Deficiency
1.0 Modification IIl.a Exempt |

12,5 ot in Scope

II.b Not Qualified v Documentation Not Available
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EQUIPMENT ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION REVIEW OF EQUIPMENT TEM NQ. (S |

-

EQUIPMENT SNVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION SUMMARY PORM

DESIGNATION:

E

NRC REPLUIREMENTS
Documented Bvidence of Qualificacion Adequate
Mequate Similarity Between Equipment and Test Spoci.ncn 2atablished
AMjing Degradation Evaluated Adequataly
Qualified Life or Replacement Schedule Bstablished (If Required)
Program 2stablisbed o Identify Aging Degradation
Criteria Regarding Aging Simulation Satisfied (If Requirced)
Critecia Regarding Temperature/Pressure npo-u:u
0 Peak Tampercature Adequate
Q Peak Pressure Adequate
o Duration Adequata
o Required Profile Enveloped Adequataly
@ Stsam Exposure (If Required) Adequate
Critecia Regarding Spray Satisfied
Criteria Regarding Submecsgence Satisfied
b9, Critaria Regarding Radiaticn Satisfled
e Gritaria Regarding Test Sequence Satisfied
*_-' Criteria Ragarding Test Pailures or Sevece Anomallies
e (If Any) Satisfied
< 4 Criteria Regarding Punctional Testing Satisfled
; Critecia Regardina Instrument Accuracy Satisfied
hag Test Duration Margia (1 hour + Punction Tise) Satisfied
R Criteria Regarding Margins Satisfied (NUREG-0S88, Cat. @)

]

LA r . ' 4 ‘ay o
LL.‘.....L- i ittt s S i et e o 3 y

-

[T FEEETTE R TR

DESIGNATION:
SRC QUALIPICATION CATECORY % = CATEGORY

I.a Equipment Qualiflied
t.b Equipment Qualification Pending Modification

e~ I.a  Zquipment Qualification Mot Batablished
II.b Equipment Not Qualified
II.¢c Equipment Satisfles AllL Requirements Except Qualified Life

[T TH

hJ or Replacement Schedule Justified

14 III.a Equipment Exeapt From Qualification
. III.0 BSquipment Not in the Scope of the Qualification Review
¢ 194 Documentation Mot Made Available

0 |

Cea Ewnluathon on pa.ae. Y
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EQUIPMENT ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION REVIEW OF EQUIPMENT ITEM NO. AS

v
et o

ix NOTES "I" DENOTES APPPOPRIATE NOTES

x __L 1. The Licensee 2as not provided documentaction from the
asnuf scturer which escablishes similaricy between the ‘
‘ {nscalled equi c nd :h‘ estc specimen in the referencea
dccumenc(s). (NOTE

1. The Licensee has not ldentified the c.Lus of the i{nsulacion
system used for the motor in the motorized valve actuator.

3. The Licenses has oot ildencified wvhether or oot this motorized
valve actuator incorporates a motor-braks assembly.

4, The Licensee has ot identified the clasa of the {osulacion
cystam used for the motor-brakes assembly (Lf applicable). |

5. The Licensee has not {dentified tha motor manmufacturer for
this sotorized valve actuacor.

6. The Licensee has not identified the msmufacturer of the
scotor-braka assembly (if spplicablae).

X
‘ x 7. The Licensee has oot {dentified the type of curreat used in
> 8

b
o .

“‘.‘ Fe ‘{

v e At
2
Al iy s

the motorized valve actuator.

§. The Licensee has 2ot idencified the type of curremnt used in
the motoc-braka assembly (1f applicable).

“.
<

9. The Licenses has 00C established a qualified life estimate

::] for this motorized valve actuator based om techaically
s\':J Juscifisble sethods and conservacive assumptions. (N TS 3)
5 10. The Licensee has stated that the only harsh parameter
.. that this motorized valve actuactor is exposed to is radiacion.

Js
- RN

LI. Since radiatiom L3 staced to bde the ounly harsh parsmeter and
cousidering the extensive radiation tasting of the motors
used in this type of motorized valve sctuator, the specified r
radiacion dose of - is cousidered to be of |
sufficiently low value as %o oot affect this equipment
item. This equipment item {s cousidered qualified for this

! parsmecar.

1
|
12. The Licensee has committed to replace this equipment iCem. I
!

The Licenses has stacted the following:
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4?; NRC Contract No. NRC-33-73-118 ‘

i Franiuin Ressareh Center FRC Project Na. CS257 | "uce
A Divamon of The Fransin |nsohue FRAC Assignment NQ_.JJ | S q
20t and Race Sewen, Puls. Pa. 19103 .215) 448 (000 FRC Task No. “Je

EQUIPMENT ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION REVIEW OF EQUIPMENT ITEM NC. /S

NOTES:

<A s licenaes has submiised Swo lecters fiom Limfcorgue £o EDS wnizh vers

ot referenced ou the 3vstem Component Zvaluacion Woriksheec:s (S2ZWs).

—nnSde leCSery vers daced: 12-10-80 (PSR 4 31) and 1-7-31 (i3 2SR 4 7).
———leisRex of chege lecters houevar escablishes the gecessary siailaricty

£ £ < 7 g #1, the licensee has

———hiatad che followilg documenty which vere geither submitted or refer-
———2acsd_on the ICIFg. The oge excepcion to this befng Limitorgue Tesc
M‘

Limttorgue .

Limitorque Tast Raporz 3-0027

EDS Lettar =o Linitorque, dated 1.'26/81
EDS lLattar %o Limitoruge, dated 2/24/81
RCC, Limitorque and EDS, dated 3/10/81
Limitorque lattar to EDS, daced 1,/11/81
Liaitorque lettar to DD, dated 4/L/80
Talax from Liaitorgue %o EDS, dated S/12/81
ROC, Limitorque and EDS, dated S5/12./81
ROC, Liaitorque and 23S, dated 6/2/81
EDS Lattar =o Liaitorgque, dated 6,%,/31
ROC, Limitorgue and EDS, dated 6/.0/81
EDS Lettar to Liaitorque, dated 6/18,/8L

—tc3use these documents vers 2ot submit:ied, their applicabilicy or

—SROTSancCEe tO0 the Teview camnot be decermised.

—lid 201290 darn Tieilengiy LEDNS Tl !

Q. o )
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, ‘ A O con af e 71 anedin |reonse FRC Assignment Na. 11 | Sh
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[EQUIPMENT ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION REVIEW OF EQUIPMENT ITEM NQ. LS

1 34m

<of a 40 vear qualified life If shis equioment i{rem ‘9 simdlar =o she
- —
cesc smcmcg ia che sg:’:nsﬂ :nsz:sm is should be zocad -bge --eo

r ac accelerat £ $uns L AP
AQ vears. Also, from che Jlog-iife daca orowided i3 2CR F 229, 1o L2
rdvard - - reg 4 rha lage

fe aci ° (4 4 £
sas gslgs 30coT “ 4 1 4 4

——Ih8 Licensee shov'd invescigate this fssue wicth the mapufacguger and
address the thermal aging of any other organic =macerials {dencified.

R —
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EQUIPMENT ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATICN REVIEW QF EQUIPMENT TEM NO. /.S

-

C. The licensee has cited Limisomue =ssor=y 30027 zod 30007 a4 tvideace of

qualificacion for this equioment item. Similar<ty has oot been established

batween the inytalled eguirment and che test specimens in either ravore.

Several points should alsc be noted about the licensee’s qualificacion

psackage for this equipment item:

*
i
" A '
v v " ]
B A (Y PR W N

1. B0027 tasted a class BH insulated MVA and the licensee has a class 3

insulited MVA inscalled. 3ecause of cthis, 30027 caonot be used 2o

4

i
t

demcustrate the functional capabilicy of the installed equijment to

withstand a Cemperaturs tracsient to the levels stipulated ix

the repore.

The heat transfer analysis presemted {a 30027 could be applicable,

however, 30027 tested a zodel SMB-J0 which is of a different size

and aass thea the inscalled equipment. The licensee has not provided

et gt e

an analysis of these differences.

The licensee claims that che MVA . emperature will not exceed 2507,

the qualification level sscablished in 30003. The licensee has not

provided an adequats technical raticnale o suppors =he statement

aade on page Ja. The datz presenced in 30027 was for a specific

8ize and mass MVA exposed Zo a specific temperacturs cransienc, all of

which are different from the licensea's parmmeters. For the licensee

to draw conclusioms with 30 additional analysis is a0t valid. Other

heat transfer analvsis have been performed on this size MVA which

siow cthat an exposure to JSOF for 60 sec. and JOOF for 180 sec. resulrs

in a limit switch surface temperacture of 291F. This heat cransfer

analysis aore closely simulaces che licensee's posculaced accidenc

e T i W i
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EQUIPMENT ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION REV'EW OF EQUIPMENT ITEM NO. /= }

O

Cransient and indicatesg shap she MUA semperacurs would rige above he lovel -
reported is 30003, which it should be soted sgain has got been decermiged So

be appicable to this equipment item because of si~ilaricy.

-




TNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATCRY COMMISSION

~=RTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ nereby certify tna: copies of "Supplement to Union »f Concerned
3cientists' Pecition for 3hcw Cause Concerning TMI-1 Znergency Feedwatar
System" have been served on =he following persons by hand delivery to 1717 4
Street, N.W., Washington, 0.Z., or where indicatad by an asterisk, by deposit
in the United States mail, first class postage prepaid, this 9th day of “ay

1984.

Nunzio Palladino, Chairman
U. 5. Nuclear Requlatory Commission
washington, 0.C. 20555

Victor Gilinsky, Commissionac
J. 5. Nuclear Regulatory Zommission
Washington, D.C. 20555

James Asselstine, Commissioner
U. 5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Frederick Berathal, Commissioner
U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn
Washington, D.C. 20555

Thomas Roberts, Commissioner
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, 0.C. 20555

Dockating and Serv.ce Section
Office of the 3acratacy

J. 5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
wasnington, 0.C. 20555

Heczel Plaine, Esg.

Genz2cal sunsel

J. 5. Nuclear Regulatory “ommission
Washin3ton, =.2. 20955

* Mc. dency 0. Hukill
Director of Tr-.

G2U Nuclear orperation
P. 2. 20x 480
Middletown, 2A 17057

* Thomas A. Saxter, £s3.

shaw, 2ittman, 2ntcs § Trowbridge
1800 1 3:reet, N.¥.

Wasniagton, 0.C. 20036
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