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LONG TSLAND LIGHTING COMPANY
SMOREWAM MUCLEAR POWER STATION
DOCKET NO, S0-322

INTROD!CTION

On February 25, 1983, both of the scram circuit breakers at Unit 1 of the
Salem Nuclear Power Plant failed to cpen upon an automatic reactor trip
signal from the reactor protection system, This incident occurred during
the plant startup, and the reactor was tripped manually by the operator
about 30 seconds after the ini fation of the automatic trip signal., The
failure of the circuit breakers has been determined to be related to the
eticking of the undervo'tace trip attachment, Prior tc this incident,

on February 22, 1982, at Unit 1 of the Salem Nuclear Power Plant, an
automatic trip signal was generated due to a steam generator low-low
level during plant startup., In this case, the reactor was tripped
manyally by the operator almost coincidentally with the automatic trip,

Following these incidents, or Febryary 28, 1983, the NRC Executive
Director for Operations (EDO), directed the sta‘f to investigate and
report on the gonoric implications of these occurrences at Unit 1 of the
Salem Nuclear Power Plant, The results of the staff's inquiry into the
generic implications of thie Salem incidents are reported in NUREG-1000,
“Generic Implications of ATWS Events at the Salem Nuclear Power Plant. *
As a resu't of this investigation, the Director, Division of Licensing,
Dffice of Nuc'ear Reactor Regulation requested (by Generic Letter 83.78
dated July B, 1983) all licensees of cperating reactors, applicants for
an operatino license, and kolders of construction permits to respond to
certain gereric concerns, These concerns are categorized into four
areas: (1) Fost-Trip Review, (?) Equipment Classification and Vendor
Interface, (3) Post-Maintenance Testing, and (4) Reactor Trip System
(RTS) Reliability Improvements, WKith each of these areas, various
specific actions were delineated,

This safety evaluation (SE) addresses the followine actions of Generic
Letter RI.DP:

3.1.1 ang 1,1,2, Post Maintenance Testing (Reactor Trip System
Components)
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3.1.2 and 3.2.2, Post Maintenanc? Testing (A11 Other Safety-Related
Components’

4.5,1, Reactor Trip System Reliability (System Functional Testing)

By the letters dated March 9, 1984, June 21, 1985 and June 6, 1986, Long
Tsland Lighting Company described their planned and completed action
reqarding the above items for the Shoreham Nuclear Power Station (SNPS),

EVALUATION AND DISCUSSION

2.1

2.2

Genera)

Generic Letter 83-28 included varifous NRC staff positions regarding
the specific actions to be taken by operating reactor )icensees and
operating license applicants, The Generic Letter 83-28 positions
and discussions of Yicensee compliance regarding Actions 3.1.1,
3.1.2, 3.2.1, 3.2.72 and 4.5,) for Shoreham Nuclear Power Station are
presented in the cection that follows,

Action 3,1.1, Post Mainterance Testin
Weactor Trip Cystem Components)

Position

Licensee and applicants shall submit the results of their review of
test and maintenance procedures and Technical Specifications tn
pssure that post mainterance operability teiting of safety-related
components in the reactor trip system is required to be conducted
and the testing demonstrates that the equipment is capatle of
rerforming its safety functions before being returned to service,

Evaluation

In letters dated March 9, 1984 and June 6, 198F, the licensee stated
that their Station procedures SP12.013,01, "Maintenance Work
Request.” (MWR) outlines thy reouirement for post maintemance
operability test (Postwork Tests) following a comporent maintenance
or repair, The reouired post maintenance operability test is
determined bv the Operations Section and documented on the MR
form, An Cperations Section procedyre SP21,001,02, “"Return of
Safety Related Components to an Operable Status,” supplementing
SP12.013,01, "Mainterance Work Pequest," was fssued to improve the
method by which MPs are handled for retests, The procedure alsc
provides evidelines for determining the extent of post-maintenance
cperability testing for the various plant er=ponents,

The staff's review of the station surveillan.e arnd maintenance work
request procedures determined that the licensee documentation



2.3

2.4

- 2.

reflected the requirements of their Technical Specifications in that
post-maintenance operability testing of safety-related components in
the reactor trip system is required, Based on the soove and a
review of Operating Station Procedures, the staff concluded that the
licensee's actions are consistent with the staff's position for
actiun 3,1.1 of Ceneric Letrer 83-78 and, therefore, are icceptable,

tion 3,1.7, Post Maintenance Testi
; %ic!or' *’r‘!‘g"?fi tem ompone =i s‘t‘jm'“n [

Position

Licensees and applicants shall submit the results of their check of
vendor and engineering recommendations to ensure that any
appropriate tes* oufdance is included in the test and maintenance
procedyres or the Technical Specifications, where required,

Evaluation

In latters dated March 9, 1984 and June £, 1986, tne )icersee stated
that apprepriate vendors and enafreering recommendations have been
or are being ircorporated in the test and maintenance procedure and
technical specification, The licensee stated that their Station
Procedure SP12,007.01, "Technical Correspondence and Bylletins,"
pesures that all incomirg correspondence such 2s bulletin and vendor
information is properly tracked and assigned for action within the
Shoreham Plant Staff and the necessary updates to existing
procedyres and programs are made, as appropriate., The review of
engineering and vender data are being incorporatad in the test and
mairtenance procedyres and the Technical Specification through the
direction of Nepartment leve! procedures., Licensee procedure
SP12.007.01 defines the method used by the various Departments to
review their procedures to assure that engineering and vendor data
are applicable to the procedure, During the staff review of the
licent e's station procedures it was determined that the vendor and
othe, source material were included in the “references" section of
the procedures, Based on the licertee's responses and the review of
the procedures, the staff concluded that the licersee's actions are
consistent with the sta®f position for action 2,1.2 of Generic
Letter R1.78 and, therefore, are acceptadble,

Action 3,2.1 and 2.2.7, Post Maintenance Testing (A1) Other Safety.
FeTat rtg) e UL

Pogsition

Ttem 3.2.', Ticensees and applicants shal) submit a report
documenting the extending of test and maintenance procedyres and



2.5

Technica) Specifications review to assure that post-maintenance
operability testing of al)l safety-related equipment 1s required to
be conducted and that the testing demonstrates that the equipment s
capable of performine fts safety functions before being returned to
service, Ttem 3,2.2, licensces and applicants shall submit the
results of their check of vendor and engineering recommendations to
ensure that any appropriate test guidance i1s included ‘n the test
and maintenance procedures or the Techrical Specifications were
required,

Evaluation

In letters dated March 9, 1984 and June £, 1986, the Ticensee states
that their response to NRC's Generic Le'  ~ R3.28 ftem 3,1. was
applicable to a1) other safety-related oanents,

The staff review determined that all s. related components are
required to be reviewed and thet this re, ew does verify that “oth
engineering and vender data are considered to assure that appropriate
guidance is included. Rased on the review of test procedures, test
data results and maintenance instructions, tne staff concludes that
the licensee's actions are consistent with the staf's position for
sctions 3.7.1 and 3,2.7 of Generic Letter B3-28 and, therefore, are
acceptable,

Aztion 4,5,1, Reactor Trip System Reliability (Lystem Functiona)
Yesting)

Position

On-1ine functional testing of the reactor trip systes, including
independent testing of the diverse trip features, shall be performed
on all plants, The diverse trip features to be tested include the
breaker undervoltage and shunt trip features or Westinghouse, RAN
and CE plants; the circuitry used for r interruption with the
silicon contro'led rectifiers an BAW plants; and the scram pilot
valve and backup scram valves (including all initiating circuitry)
on GE plants,

Evaluation

In a letter dated June 71, 1985, the licensee indicated that they
#1111 recommend &n appreariate change to the SNPS Technica)
Specifications which will incorporate the requirement for testing the
hackup scram valves during each refueling outace. Their present
procedures require testing of the szram system including the scram
pilot valves to comply with their Technica)l Specificatiens
requirement, The licensee has explained and the staff agrees, that



the reactor trip system currently is not designed to permit periodic
on-1ine functional tosting of backup screm valves, Justification
for 1ot makino modifications to permit on-line testino has been
reviewed separately by the staff .nder Acticn Items 4.5.2 and 4.5.2
of Generic Lettar 83-28, as stated in the staff's letter to the
licensen dated April 11, 198%,

Pursuant to Generic Letter (GL) 83-28 and the staff's prior
evaluation letter to the )licensee dated April 11, 1985, the backup
scrant valves (including all initiating c1rcu1try5 shall be
functionally tested on a refueling frequency. The staff concludes
that the licensee shall complets the first such testing prior to
initially exceedina 5% power, The staff further concludes that
pursuant to GL 82-78, item 4,5, the licensee shall submit a
technice specification chance at least six months prior to the
first refueling vutage stipulating 2 surveillance reauirement to
functionally test the backup scram valves (inciuding inftiating
circuitry) at a refueling outage frequency.

Nased on the above, the staff concludes that the licensee has
complied with the NRC staff position for Action 4,5.1 of Generic
Letter 83-78,

3.0 CONCLUSION
Pased upon the foregoine discussion, the stafr concludes that the
licensee has complied with Actions 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.2.1, 2.2.2 and 4.,5.1
of Gerneric Letter 83-28,

Prinicipal Contributor: A. Finkel, Division of Rea.tor Safety, Region !

Dated: September 19, 1988



