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1.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

La Salle County Station
Units 1 & 2

Separation of Electrical Eguipment
Plant Wide Field Audit
Procedure

Scepe

Perform a Jetailed field audit to verify that the installed

¢lectr LI equlnrent and systems conform to the separation
crxte ia described ia the La Salle Final Safety Analysis
Report (FUAR), subsecticns 8.3,1.3 and 8.3.1.4 as projected
in Blectrical Work Specification J-2533. The audit shall
include a sample of not lass than 10% of the installed
Safecy-Related eguipmant and cables.

Ceneral

The audit shall be conducted by a Separation Task Force
Audit Team (Task Force) consisting of an engineer Task
leader with supporting engineering and technical personnel
designated by Sargent § Lundy and the Owner, who are
familiar with se::rat;on criteria, standards and guides as
they apply to the La Salle Cocunty Station electrical equip-
tems. No member of the Task Force shall have
participated in the design and installation of any equip-
ment ind systems subject to this audit.

The existin
Offices sha
center., (T

g onsite CW"***:ealth Edison Construction
11 be used by the Task Force for an audit control
elephone

The Owner shall desig¢nate a participating staff (CECo) Task
Force member as Safety Coordinator to perform liaison func=
tions between Ogerations/Construction forces and the Task
he Safety Coordinator a

1

force, T shall arrange for tags or
¢learancas, when required, for access to energizad circuits,
glackrical egquipment, panels, enclcsures, ~wxb;nﬂ°a~ and

Mo :0r control centers. In addition, he shall arrang for
scaficlding, ladders or other items required to vi ,‘1--; in-
spect cable trays or enclosures wnich are not readily acces-
sible.

The audit shall include samples of (but not limited to) the
following general categories:

a. Separation of redundant Class lE equipment.

b. Separation of redundant Class lE cable
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2.4.1

2.4.2

2.4.3

3.1

3.2

KQV.
Dated 7-'— 80

General (Cont'd)
Cont 3)

¢. Separation of associated circuits.

d. Ildentification (marking) of redundant Class lE equip-
ment and cables. g

e. Identification (marking) of ascrociated circuits to a
level indicative of the Class lE with which they are
associated. :

. Separation of redundant wiring, indicators and con=-
trols at panels and control bcards. '

The audit will include a review of conduit and conduit sup-
ports, cable tray and cable tray supports, cable in conduit
and trays, cable at control boards, and control board wiring
for portions of those systems listed in Table l. \
The specific equipment and systems to be audited are shown
on Separation Audit Forms and Cable Tabs which are listed
in Table 2. “
Saparation vic
ment and system
documented on add
lanecus items wil
integral part of

ns discovered during the audit of equip-

1 do n anpear in Table 2 shall be

ecaration Audit Forms., Miscel-
in Table 2A and will form an

égﬁit Criteria

The safety evaluation raport for La Salle County Station con-
structicn permit was issued on September 10, 1973. Since
Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.75 (Rev. 1) "Physical Independence

of Electrical Systems" applies to plants whose safety eval=-
uation report was issued after February 1, 1974, compliance
with RG 1.75 shall be in accordance with LSCS I'SAR Appendix
B, Amendment 48, Paga B.194.

Independence of redundant Class lE systems and equipment
shall be installed to ensure availability during any design-
basis event as described in FSAR subsection 8.3.1.4

"pPhysical Independence of Redundant Systems," 8.3.1.4.2.2
"Ccable Routing Criteria" and 8.3.1.3 "Physical Identification
of Safety-Rele »d Equipment." These criteria are transmitted
to the field by the La Salle Electrical Installation Work
Specification J-2559, Amendment 2, dated December 13, 1978.

Cable fira protection shall comply with FSAR subsecticns
3.3.3.2, 8.3.3.3, 8,3.1.4.2 and ¥SAR Appendix H, Fire l&azards
Analysis.



4.2

8.2

vate G

Audit Criteria (Cont'd)

The criteria reteired “o in paragraphs 3.2 and 3.3 (above)
shall be the basis for performing this audit,

Systems Selected for Audit

The audit shall be performed on sample portions of systems
and related electric equipment as shown in Tabl® 2. The
approximate total number o: Class lE cables installed for
each system and those to be audited are aluo included.

The cables selected reprasent a variety of physical loca-
tions; i.e., the AP system rep:osenca portions of various
switchgear and motor contral centers, DG represents cables
related to each diesel gener~tor, etc.

Audit Procedure

The Task Force shall review those cables, raceways aad
equipment listed in Table 2, to verify that the Installer
nas properly implemented the design referred to in para-
graphs 3.2 and 3.3.

The Task Force auditor shall visually verify that cable
routing, raceway separation, control panels and boards,
terminations, bar_,zrs, isolation devices and equjipment
identification do not present deficiencies that, under
single failure conditions, could result in the simulta-

_neous loss of redundant safety-related equipment with pos-

siblea subsequent lcss of ,afety function. Any violation
of the separation criteria shall be considered as a defi-
ciency.

ield audit forms listed in Table 2, shall be used with
he respective Cable Tab, for recording data.

ll "I’]

hs 3.2 and 3.3 ar
or use in this audz as
ce ghall become familia
em aas‘q1°d to various

Those'criteria listed in paragr
assigned identification numbers
shown in Table 3. The Task for
with contents and numbering s
separation criteria described.

Separation, Identification and Fire Barrier Requirementis

Separation, identification and fire barrier requirements
referred to in Table 3 shall be used by the Task Force to
record deficient or acceptance items for those cables in-
cluded on the Audit Forms,
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6.2

8.2

8.3

Rev. 0
pated 7-1-80

Separation, Identification and Fire Barrier Requirements
(Cont'd)

Missile, high 2nergy pipe and Fire Hazard Areas shall be
considered those shown on Sargent & Lundy Electrical In-
stallation Drawings. The Task Force shall be alert to
observe additional areas that may be hazardous to redun-
dant electrical systems and equipment and shall document
them in accordance with paragraph 2.4.3 of this procedura.

Segregation codes shall meet the requirements of Tables 4
and S. :

Audit Progress

A Task Force member shall periodically meet with a Repre-=
sentative designated bv *he Owner, to discuss audit
progress and to evaluate audit findings.

The Owner shall designate a time and location for such
meetings.

Audit Results

The audit results shall be prepared by the Task Force in
a report format which is acceptable to the Ownar, for
transmittal to the URC. .

The results shall contain a discussion of the corrective
action taken for those items found deficient during the
udit.

In the event a large number of deficient items are dis-
covared Auring this audit, the report to the NRC shall
gontain the Owner's proposal for any additional audit.
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DG

4G

HP

LC

NB

NR

PC

Re-{

Table 1

Systens Selected for Audit

Auxiliary Pcwer

Battery and DC Dis~-
tribution

Diesel Generator
Diesel Fuel 0il

Primary Containment
Instrument Nitrogen

HPCS

MSTV Leakage Contrbl
Leak Detection

LPCS

Auto Depressur-
ization

Neutron Monitoring

Primary Containment

and Reackor Vessel
L d 1

Isplatien

L 7 O

413

Peactor Core Iso-

VE

VG

vY

SN
Dated 7-1-

Reactor Protection

Standby Liquid Control

- Control Room - Aux.

Elect. Rm. HVAC

Diesel Generator Room
Vent

Auxiliary Elect. Equip.
Rm. Ventilation

Standby Gas Treatment
System Vent

Switchgear Heat Re-
moval '

Core Standby Cooling
System Equip. Cooling
(C5CS)
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Tabla )

Ssparation sad (denc!fication Aequicemsacs

.
Criteria Croup L
Physical Sepacacica

—fritesis Candirion Phyatcal Separation
La Cable tray withinm the same division L. 1 foat veartical sepacation
. 2, ) lach horizoncal separation
b Cable tray or condult of diffurent dlvisions in Pro= L. ) feet hoclzoncal fcom alde rall u adjacent
tected Zooes (low probanlilety of Selng suoject to tray slde rail
damege froa alesiles und/or conllagracion) 1. § feet vercical from bottom of upper to .up of
lover tray
3. Where hoclzontal or vertical dlatance cannoc be
wet, harriers of | (n-h transite and & loch air
space ahall Se provided
e Cable .ray ot condult of diiferent dilvislons ta Aazaed 1. [0 [eet separation of a & inch relaforced coa~
Tones (Nigh prabaptlity of delng s.0jece to damige crete wall
from alosiles and/or conflagratioa)
Misstle Areas Fire (Conflagrazion Aress)
Turbine Bidg. (Maia Flooe) 0Ll Storage 200m
-
Raactor Feed Pump Tucbines Turdine 0Ll Tanks !
Reactor Bldg. Operating (nslde Turdine Shieid
Tleor Walls feaeath “ain
Floor
Olesel Fual 011 Storage
Ganerscor Mydrogen Sywees .
Id Open cadie scays of different dlvisions ia Jeneral L, J feet horitontal flce alr space
Plsat Zones 1, 5 feet vecrtical flce alr space
3, Pire reststant barcier vith divenstons sulficiant
ts aatntalo alninua free alr spaciog of | and 2
L &, Whare hortzontal and vertical distances cannot
. he met, linftattons of Critecia b shall de net
™ Lhle trays ar condulets of dlifecent divisions that 1, L2 inch vertical sepacation and tray "ust de
cross each cther (la 7rotected lones)’ covered for § feet euch side of (atacsection of
g conteelines of trays
it "Clas® LL Cunttoi daarda and Panels of dlffecent dlvie T, Cubles entering panel sust have ) fuoc sepaca~
slone 'n Protecied Zones (Cantrol ooa 40d Aux. Equip. tion between divisions
foos) 2. Whers ) foot separation cannot be set, canle of
ooe division should de (nstalled (A condult o &
= L ] L ERTS polne where ) (oot icparation 19 atrined
ig Lass LE Control Soards sod Panels of different divie T ot sate than one diviston in panel
slons tn Cencral Plant lones 2. 1 ineh ale space between panels
ib Containmunt Flectricsl Penvtratioss secving Close [E i, See Criterts la
Clegules fxvou disiilon) J
" N335/ PCL S. PS5 Syatenms Zouted in accordaace with F544 subsection
8.3.1.4.2.2
b Condsit® within the sime divigion 1 tneh horfzoncal and vertical separation
Ceit: .24 Group 2
Idencification
Cefteris LR S Cquipment tdentification
A" s _Taagull Ta_accordince with Tuhle &
n sole . lo sccordance with Cable Tab
2. Cable tag with permanent macerial to esch cable
end and where Lt pusses thArough & wall or an
encliosure
1c Nimep e In accord.ince with Tobles « & )

11 or 13
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Survellliance Date: [nobmrory ¢° . 1931 File No. 33.5.i
LASALLE Q.A. SURVEIL!.*NCE DEPORT NO. n1=79
-‘.
Follow Up
Audit No, 1-80-63
Contractor/Organization O%served: Project Coustr: tion
(~tegory: (10)
7inding #1 (Question #2) 1
Contrary to the LaSalle County FSAR,24% of tke 37 Class 'E ~ubles
equipment audited werae improperly marked,
Auditze Response:
Project Constructlon takes exseption to tha gener2l wording of thi
finding. (he discussion portion of the finding ri'kes no tEewut L7
indicate ary’ established trands or attach severi.. level tro the =+ ‘it
resulcs listed in Attachmznt 2, In additioun, the auditors dia n
:eview any of the clectrical contractors quality <rocedurvs Lo
analyvze the measures established co control the ' sas of itews rhar
were identified, The following is a list waich + ‘tegori.,~s "1l »F
the safety-related iLtems contained in Attachment '@
\ . 3afety Related Coa'uit Identificcuion  Nurber o™ Ton= v nf X980 00
duit/Cab Revian. d
L. Mot tagged proparly or not taggaed
«t terminal toxes of ecuipment,
valves, cable :ray, c¢tc, &7 11.%:
2., 3yoken off or missing tags 5 leedla
3. Tagged with two separate seg. tags 1 V.22,
4, TIncorractly marked 1 0,29
B, Safecy Ralated Cable Idennification
1, '"Brady'" tags not legible 9 240N
2«  Incowzastly tacszec »
(a} mnumber transnosition 2 V505
(b) wronz color tag J 14237
3, lot ragged inz.de panel or J3 6 1.5
4, Tagged twice 1 Q.27
5. Auditer arrors
(a) stated cable service did not
: match rable tab description (2) (0.5
(b) stuted cable was not tagged , '
above egquipment (11) L2+ 75" )
7CD's response to each of the above categoric~ is as falliwss
~ Category A.,1: Discussion with the auditors ndicated thar
specific problem in this catetnry was that the
segregation tazs were not nay ‘cally «t the
o piece of equipment., That is, 'ac segregilion
5 was at the end of the rizid duit but nnt ar
the equipment end of theflexi' e conduit whic




_LegoTvY

o
connects the rigid conduit to the equipment,

.

Project Constructirn is cuite aware of this prac
and does not consider it a separat.on "violation’
because the flexible conduit is Llimited to 18"
minimum | 6' ma-imum. This interpretation was
agreed to by both SUED and S&L in A meeting on
Qetober 21, 1°
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and 030 ere are nume reas~n3 why these tags
could have been knocke aft ne conrluit was
installed, Theretfore, ths :a +val kdown o ocedure
which is being gene od by Project Construction and
HPF contains a check for missi wzregation tnzgs,
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Category B3 = In the letter datéd ’-4-37 (sec attuchud), T.
£, 'Jatts astates tha. the lcw per-ent
of cablaes found without jcentifization marking ineidn
the panels does not .ons=itute a pwo':lem of corccrnm,
since the ma ority o cables were mared just abeve
the panels per H, P. Foley Work lanstruction 'I-507,

Category B5 - The T, £, Watts lettrr 2«4=81 states -hat there appears
to have been a misirterpretation of the identification
criteria as pointed cut in S&L latter 659 dated October
31, 1980, In fact cubles not being v irked above pan:ls
13 a violation of a H. P, Foley procelure an! not khe
LaSalle FSAR,

Deficiencics from area walkdown #48 were axamined, which was
conducted in the Uni: I feactor buildirg at alovution 673, hetween A~T
& 8,915 and performed on 11-1-80, Al-o axaminetd +nre deficiencles thar
were discovered in arsa walkdowm 3 sairformed on 1-31-81 and condueted
in the Unit I Rcactoyr building, at alc 'atinm 736 lLinween A-J & 8,9 - D4
These deficiencies appeared to have {dentificd mauy taggirs: doficianeios
for both conduit and cable, which indicates th-t procedure CE=13 '3
apparently being nroperly implemented and providins the nesas~amy canteal
for identifying these type of deficiencies.

Severul discrepzncies between the szhle sezreazation ind the
conduit code which resulted lrom errors un the S&1. "1 dravings wewe
varifiad te have baen corrected., The nffostad eabl=3 were IHF2'9, 1RR1SA,
1RH406, 1RR152 and 1RR138 and the diseapansies av deseribul in che
a~tached S&L letter 0539, dated 10=21=80 on page 2. DPased npon Froject
Engincerings concurrence with Proiect Constriction und S& reosconens
rhis audit and the Zact that the Eypes of dafician~tos identificd for
the most part will be sontrolled by the finrl arec valkdovn, thia

finding is considered closci,
JZ , /:'
Reportcd b:':%!(,’é :Q L/’E‘,f n-uw:_z////_v
Raviewcd by: QM TRTGBR N Mo 2ukect

approved by: 2 O\ assa Nt t7/20/ 8

ce: ', J, Shewski/G., F, Marcus
L. J. 3urke/'’. H, Donaldson
v, B, Ouaka/0, A, ¥ile
Contractor
B. R. Shelton
B, B, Stephenscn
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Project Construction response to ~ach categorv iz as follows:

Category C.1.2: Discussion with the avditors indicated that the
specific proo.em in this categorv was that tho seeregation tags
were no* pnyzically at the piece ~f eauipment. 11t is, the sepg-
regation tag was at tae end of tle ririd conduit but not at the
equipment ernd oi the flexible concuit witich eonnects the rigid
conduit to the equipment.

Project Construction is quite aware of this practice and does
not consider it a separation "violation" because Lhe flexible
conduit is lizmited to 18" minizmus and o' maximum. This interpretation
:ggoagreea %9 oy both SNED and 34L in a meeting on October 21,

Category C.1.b: Tais item involves associated sevregation tags
That nave a solid wnite background instead of a rheiped tackeraund,
All of the associated conduit sogregacion tags purhased ‘or
LaSalle have a white background and are stampzd with a nuinber

to indicate the division asscciation. Thiz type ~f tag nas beern
accepted by Project Conctrustion, Qa arnd the RC far many

years. However, ln a zeeting on October 21, 1680 3IED anrd

84l recommended that a striped tape be added in addition to

the white metal taz to furtner indicate the divicion assocliation.
The striped tene for each of the three associaten Jdivisicens

has Yeen ordzir2a aud will be acded to the conduity when Lt i3
received. This additional taping will be veritfied during the aren
walkdovns mentioned in Finding #1l.

Category C.2:

This item involves segre$ation tags that were broven off or
missing. H.”., Feley (FPF, “ork Instructions 301 end 302 requires
that these ©:73 are installed and this is verifie! by HPF OC on

checklists =>iCa=023 and 030, [here are numerous ceasons why

L

these tags could have becn &nocked off after the ¢oipduit was
installea, ~..2refore, the area wualkiown proceaure which ic heing
generated by Project Construc=ion and HPF cantain., a check for
missin: s2zrecation tags. Zacause a missing segrszgation *ag

is easily identificd, Proj2¢t Congtruction tfeels tnat the area
walkdown prosecurs 15 the correct mechanism ©o replace anv

of these missing tags.

Category C.J:

These items involve one conduit which had two se, 72gation tags
and one condu:it wnich nad the wrong color tag. Ihare 18 a0
evident reazon why this was not identified during HPF's GC
inspections. The area walkdown procedure indicated above
requi.es another reviav of these tags and chould 2 1 susticlent
control to carrect the low percintaze of tnis typ of mividenti-
fications.
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Category D,30b:

This item involved associnted ca~les which were marked with ~ne
piece of white tape and one piece of colored tape instead of the
normal striped merker. This was done by HPF Procu-tion cn a
temporary basis because they ran out of associate’ markers. This
was written up by HPF Q€ on a Cor-ective Actinn [ieport. Inis
controlled document will bhe required to be closed Hut prinr to
Project Construction turning over the particular areas to LaSalle
Operating. It i3 Project Construction's opinion that this bins
been and will be the best method to control the remarking

and assure its completion.

Category D,b:

This item involves a caole being marked twice, It is

very similar %o Categories 3.2 and 3.7 in that the HPF controls
(WI 400 and S00) are the sare., Only one examnle ~f this does nat
warrant any additional action, besides one of the narkers was

correct.

Category D.52 & D.S5b:

As stated in S&L Letter 659 dated 10-31-80 (copy a*tached),
thirteen safety related cables should not have been found unacceptabla
by the audit team. This was a misinterpretation of the LaSalle
iientification criteria and *these cablas do mee¢t the requirements
£ the LaSalle 7SAR. (For Item 3.5.b please note that tue
tagging of cables above a parel is a requirement ol HPF WI 2S00,
but because these cables were identified insice tne panel, the
LaSalle FSAR cable identification criteria was no® violat-d.)

Corrective Action and Date 27 Full Comoliance:

The field is correcting the specific items listed 'n Atta~hment 2.
The ste=<us of this i3 nearly complet2 as incicatea on the attached
copy. The area walkdowns mentioned alove will be conducted on 2
scheduls whish i3 commensurate with the schedulec 'rea turnover

%o the LaSalls Cperatinz Department, As stated in findine 21,

it is Proiect Construction's opinion that no furth r a¢ctinn then
this is justilied,

Follow Up Action

Category C.1.2

The T. E. /atts letter dated lecember 23, 1980 o T, E. Quaka

(3ee attached) concurs with Project Construction that the sepregating
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concern, since the majority of "the cables werr maried juct
outside the panels per H., P. Fol:z, VWork Tnstructinn (WI=5N0).

Since Foley's

work instruction requires identific~tion both

above and inside the panels, it cppears that reas nable cntrl
is established to address these types of deficiencies in
the future.

Category D.3.5

Based upon the fact that associated cables were marked with one
plece of colored tape and one picce of white tape on a

temporary Ddas
docurented the

is, and Foley Corrective Action Reports have
locztions where this practice was mred, a system

of control iz in place,

Catagory D.5

In reference

£5 S&L letter 659 dated 1.0-31-30 (See Ats'd) net. ar the

FSAR ror SiL's Cabl Identification Criteria lor LnSalle Cormty
Station require that a calle be tagged where Lt enters an

enclosure.

Consequently, twenty six agsociated cable idencified

during the audit as naving this daficicncy are to he dropned,

based upon °r

yiect Cnzineerings concurrence (letter dated Dwir=B3])

-

with S&L and Fioject Construction that no violatinn of ta- F3AR eriste,

s s
<

neies from area /alkdouwn # 4R

As indicated in Finding #1 deficie

were examined, which was conducted in the Urit I Practor hulilding
at elavaticn -73, batrwen A=J and 8,9-15 2ad perin-med on 11-1-80,
Also examined ware deficiencies that ware dizcover-¢ in ar=3a

- .

——~

walkdovn »5 performed on 1=-3l-3l and conductad in the Unit I
Reactor building t
deficiercics apneared to nave identifi:c many tag-ing deficiencies
for both conduit and cable, which indicatus that urocedur:

ig apnorently being preperly imnlemented au. providing the

QCP=15

’

necessary conirais

Several 4
concduit cod
17

were ver

1HP21¢
descri
page 2

£4
-
b ™

ped in +he attuched S&L lettier
., Based upon Proj2ct Lnginecii

{zcrapancies b
o

gtween A=J ani 8.9=1¢. Thege

o

a elevation YEo

.

or identifyinc thes2 type of c¢~liciencias.

etwaeen the cadle serregation and toe
¢h resultayd Iro e e .. s EI drawir.gs
nave baen corriLiutia. - - s 1bles wvere
1RR182, wnd L3KL.S S0  ssscteunncles are
. 2

9, dated 1U=31=80 un
s

=
7
.£S corcurrence with Prc ject

Construction and S&L responses To this audit and “'.e fact that
the types of deficiencies identified for tha2 mos’. part will be controlle

by the
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£final orea walkdewn, this finding is :nnsidered closed.
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Finding #3 - Guestion #i

Contrary to the LaSalle Ccunty Station FSAR,flve r-nels were
dentifiec -z naving wirirz separation violations ..\ the conrrols

or termina. -locks inside the panels,

- -

Ine fallowin: internal panel wiring deficiencies were identified

d'uing the audit:

1. Panel 1:-13-P614 has Cable 1RRO92 blue-associated and Cable
1RRC89 yellow=1s:ociated terminating into Recorder B333-R639.
Cables z.ie in contact with ecch other und terminate at =ome
block.

Also, -n same -2nel, Cables RH369, RR184, RRC ) yello .~associated
and Cablzs 09%, 092, ’53 blue-associated termiate in’»
Re sorde s B33=-F001.

2. A Panel 1PM1CJ, lain Control Room Division 1 associd ed

cables vare terainated with Division 2 associated caov"s
at the same terminal tlocks.,

j. At Pane. 12MC9J, Maia Zontrol Room Division 1 ~zcociared
Cable 1FC025 is bundled %*scether with Divisien 2 assoc.ated
catles z.d terminated a2t T3l2 wita cables,

+, Paral 1517-P811, NSSS/#PS Trip System 8. Divicion 2 Cables
1PC075, 1lCC32, 1FC090, and 1PCO91 are sundlet and terminaring
togetner with RPS Cables BaC at same Terminal 9lock. '

5, Panel .- .2=PA09 NSSS/RPS Trip System A, Division 2 Cable:
1NBC&5, LFCOSL, 1PCl4Q, and 1RR339 are bundled and termirvating
together with RP3 Cables A2C at same Terminal Hlock,

Juditee Re:ronse
sal's letter £59 dated 10-31-80 states that Items 1, 2 and 2 of
this findin- do not violate the LaSalle Separation Criterla.
The lezter --es on to say that for items & and 5, che existin; field
installati-n cdo not directly violate any stated criteria, but
“oes state that the criteria is vague at this transition point

- in the cabl 's routing. Praject Construction does not feel Tthat
any rebundli..; ic warranted until additional crituvia is ‘inallzod;
namely, to +.at extent should tae rebundling occur and on-» buidled
«hat is the separ.tion requirements of the ouadles.



rorrective Actisn and the ~1te of Tull Compliance:

Until additionazl criteria is réceired femn SNID cr S&L, Project
Construction maintains that the existing field inctallations do
not viclate the LaSalle Separaticn Critaria,

Egllgw Up_Action

Project Eagineering is in agreemeunt with S&L's decision that

items 1, 2, and 3 identified in this finding do not violate

the LaSalle Separation Criteria (reference Wntts letter dated
2-4=81). In addition, Project ZInzineering is in agreement

with S&L and 3tation Construction that reburndling or reterminating
of cable is not justiliable at this time, since items 4 anit S

are not directly violating any stated criter’a. Consequ-ntly
this findinz is considersd clased.
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Follow 'p Action Con't

Foley Work Imstruction 103 proviles a traveller and the sequence
to be followed in order to assure that wiring type desizn changes
on safe-y related items are incorpcrated and inspected, Traveller
packages for cables 1RTOGL and 1RLU71 have been written and issued
to Foler for field revision, These two travel ler pacrages are
schedulad to be completed mo later than 3=9-31,

It was established in discussion with the senior S&L audit team
member, that during the course of tne audit additional panels

otner than the panels being audited were also examined for separation
criteria which included entry point violationms, This audit coverage
constituted examininu at least 90, of all Unit I safety related
nanels, Since a low percentase o. panel entry point vioiations were
identified for the large sample eranined, it appears that these were
isolated cases, 3ased upon the fact that che work nas been scheduled
to correct che panel entry point violations for cables 13T061 &
1RTO71, pius 1RH171 will be scheduled within the same system, which
requires (Q.C., verificationm. [his observation is considered closed,
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>y Fobrutry 4, 190,

Subject: Supslemental Response &0 Auzit 1-80463
Eleztrical Separatian

Mr. rue' QUAkiz
ception ta certain additional

sta.ion Construction has t3«2n ex
itoms not addressad in the tettar from T.E, Watts to r.2, Quaka dat~d
Jecamber 23, 1380, Tne purpose of “iig lettar is to resalve or aasver

tiiese exceptians,

Catagory 8.3, addrcsses marsit ng sf ~ables '~side panels.
bation fonstruction s position an tinis cata,ary is riat due to the lov
a panel (5/393 ar i.5%} 9

ge-cdntaje of cables found ynmarked ins?
the najority of the cabias ware markod
aricedure) noc further action is require
aitn this decisicon.

la the pinals (per H.P. 7.‘

:u § 1
d. Project Enginearing concur

Ouz to the low percantage (.

26%) of cables found in categor, 4
Staczion chs:~,c:‘on faals no further actli
46@
’

is requirad on this item.
ar | B
o

r’
ot appear L9 ve a major
1

Profagt Jngiriaring sgrees that this
soluczion in this catagary.

4
ian Construction's

v

vd

“n
cr

and agrecs with
s 3 have hHeen a raesult of miginter-rel’

Category 8.3 appear
af the ‘dentificaion criterid as saintad out in S&L ietter 639 cated
8¢ iber 31, 1980, Category 8.5.b. 3cdresses <ablas oot marxad above
panal, wiich is ia Fact a raquirement of H.P, Foley Impany raligr
the LaSalle FSAR, DPrenject Znginegring concurs with “tation
Construciion's gacisiun that N2 aetion is necessary.

Observation #1 addrasses violations of the “a5all: crilidy
Which wace idertified by the sudit team, These viglac ans *ava vaen
a1l by usorrectad upca receipt of revised Sﬁ; Jramings. Engineariay
in agrea . .2nt »7th the resoiution of tnese yigiations.

2 panel u'ring deficiracy? ware i
by ‘he Judi ams 1,2 'nd 3 of th's finding we
- 2

3 .
_ it ¢t e 1% kg
adirasse ' 5y SuL letter 659 dated October 1980 as ~ot sialy ing
L3%411a ,.pa~stion critaria, Project Engine: "ing is in agr.oemant wi
.'s decision agn these itlem
“2ams 4 L % are addrassed as not jivactly violating any sty
critaria, T'cfe?c"e. Project Ingineering and S&L are in ag-2ctint wo oo
St. ion Zonstruction's 9051*115 that rebundling is not justifiabie o
this time anc retarminating of the caples is not necassary.
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ENGIN *»RS
CHICA™ " * .
v=2559=652
Cf*mon'aalth -c a Company October 31, 1980
g
vie have raviewed the aleatrical inctrllation drawings for the
follewling cables ;is:ed in A;::ch enk 2 with disercpancies betwenn
the cab‘ﬂ segregation code an ad =hie zonduit code. ‘thele are the
resules:
gp219 (Page 2-3) Conduit chould be marked 10X (gzeen)
per EI drawing.
*p3406 (Page 2-0) Conduit is marked 12C en EI drawing,
ghould have been 1EC.
vz052 (Page 2-9) Conduit {3 sorrectly markcd 1YX per
EI d-awing.
#p2152 (Pace 2-14) Condult {5 marked 1l¥X on EI drawing,
should have been 11X,
#pR154 (Page 2-14) cenduit is marked LIX on EI drawing,
should have been 1li.
tpplS8 (Page 2-14) Condult is marked 12K on EI draving,
ahould have been Lill.
vQl75 (Page 2-17) Conduit tag (13C) is curzect for additional
cables in same cendult,
vel79 (Page 2«17) Condult tag (1vC) is corzect <OI additicnal
% cable in condult.
VR090 (Page 2-19) Cabl2 13 incorrectly marked, shousd be 11C
per tab.
veo2l (Page 2-20) cable is incerrectly mazized,  should be
1VC021 per tad.
#ET drawvings will be ravised and zeissued irnediately.
Findina $3
Thers is no ruqJLr ne in the La Salle FI4R €ar the ceparation of
rasgociated" caslas wit in panels. The only requizcments foz
nﬂpard-icu of assocciated cables at L2 Sal.e apply Lo cacles
routed in trays and sonduit., <“herefore, ltems 1, 2 and 3 of
this £inding should be dropped.
Ths eriteria for Reactor Protoction ‘ysten cables require that
they be routed wizh no othor system's cadbles. Fowuves, *Hcre
are n¢ ruice areventing termination ol thoac cables on the sade
terminal blec: with non=RPS cables. Tho General Elc:"'c Cerpany



setimenwaalsh Bdicaa Cenmpany J=2759-559
e, K, W, Stacle Qctober 31, 1980
. Page 3

teria upon which the La Salle Scunaration Criteria i3 baged is
Wwnclear on how the transition from cable routing to cable

3
ermiration is made. We might sugcast tiat they be unbundled
from ctler cables but we sc2 ndO nee’ %0 reterminite them.
Qbsscyctiica =I .

Cables 1RT06L, 1270871 and 128171 de not —eet tha criteria for
1eparation of yaqlcs gntering panels. Sargent & Lundy will igsue
Jdetalls to corrcot the installation of these cables.

(/jc have noted thas there arae come unasgssigned cables und 22 system
cables which have Seen disconnected at ranals bu% wihich remain
/ \ whthin the panel caction to whisch they vere originally assigned.
“ 4 These cables shzuld be revoved froa the vanels, nwepecially if
) thelr sagregation gode differg sioniflcautly fron othar sables
cerminated in the game panel scoticn. This will eliminate some
nf the questicns raised relative to 4he nmixture of sassociated
- cablea in panels.

- e 1 5 4 b .
1f you have any :crmen:s or qucsticns rclated to Lhe abcove, pleage
-

Yours very truly,

W. G. SCHWARIL

We Go Schwartr
Senior Elecirical
y Projact Engineer

1G8/ 314
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tnclosure 8

[tem 9 Technical Speclfications (16)

Commonwealth Edison provided a response to the last
(August, 1980) full BWR Standard Technical Speciftication i1ssue on
December 17, 1980. Since that time three additional partial
revisions to that "Standard" dated January 14, 1981, February 5,
1981 and March 13, 1981 have been received, Un the assumption that
no further changes are forwarded by the NRL >taft, Commonwealth
Edisun expects to be prepared to review the then curprent "Standard"
specification in mid-Aprii, 1981.

[t 16 our Firmly held view Lhat tuture technical
specification discussions must be conducted with the technical
branches responsible in addition to the NRC QA Branch. [t 1s our
Judygyement that remaining di1fferences between Commonwealth Edisn
involve technical substance rather than format, and therefore,
demand the participation of the technical brdanch having
responsibility for the review of any area in contest,

18658



Enclosure 9

[tem 10 Quality Assurance (17)

The NRC Staff has in the form of agditional questiors on
the LaSalle County Safety Analysis Report, reqguested clarification
and augmentation of the "Q-list"., Specifically, questions 421.6,
421.7, 421.8 ana 421.9 each addresses itselt to systems, components,
structures and procedures existing prior to TM[ as well as similar
items which came under review atter TM[. The initital response tn
certain of these guestions was docketed in FSAR Amendment 54
(Q421.6, Q42'.7), supplemental information will be submitted in
amendment 56 which will be transmitted in early April, 1981.

Mumerous meetings and conferences hdave taken place between
Commonwealth £aison and the Siaff regardaing the intent of these
questions, Although in general, tnis interaction was productive, 1t
leg to the clear recognitioun on the part of the applicant that the
staft is proposing a major expansion of the (-iist philosophy, an
expansion which unfortunately 1s s0 broad as to be ambiguous and we
believe unenftorceadle.

in general, 1t can be said that the Commonwealth Edison
Quality Assurance Topical Report applies to safety-related anc ASME
Section [[l activities and i1tems, and related consumables plus fire
protection, security, emergency planning, meteorology and rdad waste
shipments., This commitment 15 Cclear, anu has been clearly
gocumented. However, the apparently trivial adaition of such items
as tire protection or emergency paln to a "Y-list" introduces
uncertainties in interpretation which are broad and, therefore,
gminous. Although specific cummitments to the deygree of
appiicability of the (UA proyram Lo such dareas as nave been named
have already been accepted by the MRC Staff, the addition of the
Emergency Plan to the list, for example, would raise questions
regaraging specific i1ntent., Wwoulg all emergency i4cility design
require UA? wWould all emergency communications systems require QA?
would all public notification systems require QA? We contend the
answer is a ¢lear no. Not even the NRC “"red-phone" system 1s
gesigned, purchased installed or maintained under a QA program,

In racent aiscussions with the Stafr, 1t has been contended
that this is not an expansian of previous licensing requirements.
However, specific facts suggest to the contrary.

l. Altnough the Staff has ayreed that certain BWR components are
not safety-grade and has, through intensive discussions, allowed
the use of these components Dased on augmented technical
specification surveillance, the QA 8ranch requires Q-l1sting
which for non-satety grade components rdt1ses serious questions
on requrements for replacement; e¢.g. level-8 trip, turbine
bypass system, and main steam pipng downstream of outboard
1s6lation valve.



2. Although the NRC has explicitly excluded safety-grade
requirements from most systems and structures requied for the
gmeryency preparedness proyram, the QA Branch specifically
requires tne SPDS system, Emergency Response Facilities and
metecrological programs (including dose assessment program
software) to be Q-listed. This requirement is, in our view
contrary to the intent of NUREG-0696, and 1n fact is so broad a4
requirement that almost any system, component or structure 1n
the plant coulu fall under the (A program it these same rules
were Lo be applired uniftormliy.

3. NUREG-0660 Task [.F.1, "E«panded Quality Assurance List," and
[.F.2, "ODevelopment of More Uetailed (A Criteria" were not
incorporated into NUREG-0694 "TM[ Related Requirements for New
Operating Licenses" or its subsequent ¢claritication,

NUREG-0737. These tasks were in fact clearly relegated a lesser
prioiity - not to be resolved until Decemter, 1983.

Although we recognize the well intentioned dedication oOf
the Staff in its imposition of conservative requirements which
appear to address long term tasks under NUREG-0660, until a uniform,
understandable and enforceable regulatory position has been
established, it is not reasonable to require upgrading sverything
which has an apparent relation to sate plant operation. Without
gefinitive guidance, such a4 policy 15 s0 subjective that enforcement
woula be almust 1mpossible.

Commonwealth Edison will continue Lo appropriately
delineate all sysems, components and structures which are, 1n fFact,
"safety graoe”. In addition, we will cuntinue to vigorously enforce
through our own Quality Assurance Program a1l procedureal and
programmatic commitments made to date including those related to
fire protection, security, emeryency planning and meteoroloyy. wWe
would also be happy to work with the Staff in the developement of a
response to NUREG-0660 Task [.F.

However, in the event the Staff persists 1n requiring the
addition to a O-list of all items "affecting satety", including such
items as SPDS or emergency facilities, we must formally request a
management appeal. That appeal! should be at or above Lhe level cf
Assistant Director of the Division of “ngineering in as much as
numerous discussions and negotiatior e already taken place with
the Chief of the NRC Staff - QA Branco.



Enclosure 10

[tem 11. TMIL lssues (22)

il.a.{l.C.8) Emeryency Procedures

The NRC Staff eftfort to monitor selected LaSalle County Emergency
procedures 1s substantially compiete. This effort, which was
initiatea in August, 1980, has resulted in the use at LadSalle County
Unit | of the so-called "sympton based emergency procedues” which
implement the BWR Owners Group emeryency procedures guidelines .

The Staff has reviewed drafts of these procedures, and in No/ember,
1980 conducted < simulator veritication of the procedure adequacy.
Training on the procedures was initiated at Ladalle County in March,
198:. All that remains prior to final procedure signoft 1is
verification of plant specific analytical information upun which the

gperatnr response 1s based. This analysis verification is 1n
process ang 15 scheduled to be completed in early April, 1981. [t
is expected that final completed prucedures will Le submitted to the

staff by April 15, 1981. Any slippage in that date 15 expected to
be minor. However, it is Judged thal the substance of the review 1s
complete and final procedure implementation coulg be veriried by the
Regional [nspection and Enforcement authority. For these redasons,
it 1s udged that thnis item can be closed,

l1.b ([[.8.7 ang [1.B:8) Hydrogen Control & Oegraded Core Rulemak ing

Commonwealth Edison committed in November, 1980 to th-
inerting of the LaSalle County Mark [[ containments. The
operability of the Containment Purge Valves, which was Uiscussed
with the Staff i1n February, 1981 is currently being verified,
Howeyer, as was indicated to the Staff, Commonwealth Edison will
complete tne program of qualification defined in the 0. L. liemann
letter to U. L. Peoples dated October 23, 1979 and will implement
any interim required measures defined in that Staff position, The
getail design of the Ladalle County hyarogen control (itnerting)
system was documented in FSAR Amendment 55.

11,6, ([1.E.4,2) Containment [solation UVependability

This 1tem also remains open pending satisfactory resolution
of the containment purve valve operability discussed in 1tem |1.b,
above.

il.d. (IL.F.2) instrumentation for Oetection of inadequate Core
Looling

As indicated in NUREG-0519, the applicant has, with the
assistance of the BWR Owners Group, Justified the adequacy of the
axisting instrumentation for detection of inadequate core cooling,
Although we recougnize the existence in RG 1.97 of a backrit




requirement for what has been called core-exit thermocouples, the
Guige implementation date is in mid-1983. This applicant will
participate with the BWR Owners in the generic resolution of the
regquirements for this future modification. At this time, however,
no new information can be supplied, nor 1s any expected prior to the
scheauled issuance of the LaSalle County operating license. [n as
much as the requirement for the device in guestion is more than 2
years of f ang continuing contriversy exists between the B8WR [ndustry
and the NRC Staff and the ACk>» and the NRC Staff on the efficacy of
the Jdevice, we request that the item not be held open. [ts
resolution will result from final modifications made on all
operating plants, including LaSalle County to satisfy RG 1.97.

ll.e (I[1.K,3.18) B&O Task Force - ADS Logic

4

This 1tem remains open in expectation of the submittal by
April 1, 1981 of the BWR Owners Group feasibrlity stuay for the ADS
logrc moditication to eliminate the need for manual actuation. The
results of this analysis are currently being reviewed by Lhe Lhe
Uwners Group ana will be submitted to the NRC Staff on schedule. [t
can be pointed out, however, taat the concurrent development at
LaSalle County oF 1mproved efmiergency procedures (as discussed under
task [.C.8) supports the advantage of the increased flexibility and
increased diversity for scme evenl sequunces aftforded by the preseant
gesign., [t 1s on this basis, which will be justified ¥n greatler
getall by the owners group submittal, that no modifications at
tasalle County Station are Judyged L0 bz necessary.

11, f.(11.K.3.44) Analysis of Transients with >ingle Failure

The B4R Owners Group submitted the analysis required for
this tas: in the U.5. Waters letter to O. G. Eisenhut dated Uecemper
29, 1980. That report, which is applicable to LaSalle County, was
usea as 4 basis *or the LaSalle County submittal contained 1n
Section L.34<22 of Appendix L of the FSAR. The fundamental
cenclusion of tnis analysis 1s Lhat BWR fuel remains covered during
the worst anticipated transient with the waorst single fairlure and a
stuck open reliet. This is true without any operator action to
manually initiate ECCS or other make-up systews. Manual ADS may be
required under certain scendarios. The symptom based emergency
procegures implemented at LadSalle County Station were developed to
minimize reliance on event griented training. These procedures, 1t
is Judged, resolve the NRC Statf open 1tem regarding operdatar
response under degraded system conditions.



11.9 (I[l[.A.1.2) Final Emergency Facility Uesign

A5 you are aware, the NUREG-0696 facility design definition
da*e is June 1, 198!, It 1s unlikely that submi.tal of information
in sJdvance of that date is possible. However, as was indicated 1n
NUREG-0519 the location and structural design of the Ladalle County
Technical Support Center and Operatinnal Suppcrt Center are
giscussed in Appendix L of the FSAR., The permanent LaSalle County
EOF has not been discussed as yet but it will be a facility whi-
satifies Option 2 of MNUREG-0A96 i.2. 't wiil be located betwee
10-20 mi. of the TSC. The detailed instrumentation design
descriptiun and additional configuration information will be
provided by June 1. In as much as i1mplementation of this final
design is required after LaSalle County Unit | licensing, the i1ssue
should not prevent license issuance, However, the gpplicant
recognizes the need for a license condition to control the ultimate
resolutien of this issue.

Jl.h. ([(f.A.2) Long Term Emergency Preparedness

Kesolution of the four outstanding 1ssues discussed 1in
Appendix 0 of NUREG-0S519 has in part been accompiished.

tach of those items will be aduressed separately.
1. Provide predetermined EALs for hiyh range effluent
monitaors.

Resolution: This item will be completed as soon as
practiceble after final installation and calibration of
tne subject monitors. In as much as these components
are not required until January 1, 1982, i1t will be some
months before this effort 1s complete., We expect this
effort to be concluaed prior to LaSalle CountyUnit |
fuel loading, however, and recommend a condition for
the license to verity adequate 1ncorporation of the
information. [n as much as no controversy exists over
what specifically is required, all that 1s needed to
close the issue is final ca'ibrdation completion. This
approach is reasonable because Region [Il 1s already
conducting the emergency plan review.

2. Provide description of and completion schedule for
permanent EOF.

Re;olution: As was discussed 1n item 1l.g4. above, this
Tnformation will be provided as required by dJune I,

1981 with the implementation schedules defined in



18658

HUREC-0696 expected to be met, barring unforeseen
problems with equipment deliveries or other
circumstances beyond the control of the applicant.

Provide upgraded Adverse Weather Evacuation Time
Estimates.

Resolution: This information was provided in the L. 0.
elgeorge letter to D. G. Eisenhut dated March 27, 1981.

Provide clarification of health physic drill content
and schedule and exercise scheduies.

Resolution: This additional information is addressed
in section 8.3 of the updateog Commonwealth Edison
Generating Station Emergencs Plan for LaSalle County
Station (April, 1981) trans itted by the L. 0.
DelGeorge letter to H. R, Denton datea March 27, 1981.



