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1.0 INTRODUCTION

On February 25, 1963, both of the screm circuit breakers at Unft 1 of the
Salem hNuclmar Power Plant fatled to open upon an automatic reactor trip
signal from the reactor protection system, This incident was terminated
manually by the operator about 30 seconds after the imitfation of the
automatic trip signal. The fatlure of the circuit breakers was determinec
to be related to the sticking of the undervoltage trip attachment, Prior tc
this facident, on February 22, 1963 at Unit ] of the Salem Nuclear Power
Flant, an autonatic trio signal was generated basec oun stean generator
Towslow level during the plant startup. In this case the resctor was tripped
manually by the operstor almost cuincidentally with the automatic irip,

Fullowing these fncidents, on February 28, 1983, the NRC Executive Director
tor Operatiors directec the NRC staff to investigete /nd report on the
goncric frplications of these vccurrences ¢t Unit 1 of the Salem Nucleer
ower Plant, The results of the staff's inguiry into thoOXOncric trplica-
tions of the Salem unit Incicerts are reported in NUREG-1000, “Generic
Implications of the ATWS Events at the Salem Nuclear Fower Plant," As &
result of this fnvestigation, the NRU requested by Generfic Letter (G.L.)
83-28 dated July 8, 1983, that all 1i{censees of operating reactors,
applicents for an operating license, and holders of construction permits
respond to the generic 1ssues rai.ed by the analyses of these two ATWS
events,

The Clevelana Electric I1luminating Company, et al,, licensees for the
Perry Nuclear Power Plant, responded to G.L. £3-28 by letter dated April 6,
1984, The NRC staff and their contractor, EGAG of ldaho, have reviewed the
11censees responses. The purpose of this safety evaluation 1s to cocument
the staff's review of ftem 2.2, Part 1, of 6,1, 83-28, The contractor's
Technica) Evaluation Report (TER' {5 attached,



2,0 EVALUATION

Golo 83-28 Item 2.2 requires, 1n part, that licensees and applicants submit
for staff review, & description of thefr programs for safety-related* equip-
ment classificetion as described below:

For squipment classification, 1icensees and applicants were required tu
describe thefr pru$rums for ensuring that all components of safety-related
systems necessary for accomplishing required safety functions are fdentifiec
as satety-related on documents, procedures, and informatiun handliing systems
used 1n the plant to control safety-related activities, including mainte-
nance, work orders and replacement parts, This cescriptiun was to incluce:

1. The criterie for 1dentifying compunents as safety-related within
systems currently classifie’ as safety-related, This was not
interpreted to require channes 1n safety classification at the
systems level,

2. A description of the In*cmation hundl1n$ system usec tu 1dentif)
safety-related comporents (e.g. computerizec equipment 11sty) srd
the methods used for 1ts development and validetion,

3. A ges.ription of the process by which statfon personnel use this
information handiing system to determine that an activity 1s safety-
rela .ec end what procedures for neintenance, surveillance, parts re-
placement and other activities definea in the introduction to 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B, apply to safety-related components,

4, A description of the management control utilfzed to verify that the
procedures fur preparation, validetion and routine utilization of the
information handlinc system have been followed,

§, A demorstretion thet appropriate design verification and qualification
testing 1s specified for procurement of safety-related components. The
specifications were to Include cualification testing for expected safet)
service conditions and p uvide support for the licensees’' receipt of
tcst:?g documentation to support the limits of 11f¢ recommented by the
supplier,

Licensees and applicants were also directed to Includ. tne broader class of
structures, systens, and components important to safety requirea by GULC-)
(nefined in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix A, "Genersl Design Criterfa, Introduc-
t1in") in thelr equipment classification program,

*Safety-related structures, systems, anc components are those that are
relted upon to rerein functional during and following adesigr basis
events to ensure: (1) the integrity of the resctor coclant boundary,
(2) the cepability to shut down the reactor and maintain 1t in a safe
shutdown condition, and (3) the capability %o prevent or miticete the
cunsequences of accidents that could result 1n potential offsite ex-
nosures compareble to the gutcelines of 10 CFR Part 100,



=

The 1icenzees' recponse to 1em 2.2 provided details concerning their method
for equipment classification at the Perry Nuclear Power Plant including
discussions o€ the C-11st review program, Perry Material Management System,
work order process, Ferry Plant Mairtenance Information System, parts
procurement procedures, audits, and the Equipment Quaifification Proyram,

Our contractor, FGAG o ldaho, evaluated the licensees' submittal for
conformance with each of the positions l1isted above. The details of their
review are contained in the attached TER,

3.0 CONCLUSION

Based upon our review of tie licensees' submittal and the attached TER
prepared by our contractor, EGAC of Idaro, the staff concludes that the

1icensees adequately meet the provisions of G,L. 83-23 Item 2.2 Part 1 fur
the Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2.
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ABSTRACT

This EGAG I[daho, Inc., report provicdes a review of the submittal from
the Perry Nuclear Power Plant on conformance to Generic Letter 83-28,
Item 2.2.1.
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This report is supplied as part of the program for evaluating
licensee/applicant conformance %0 Goneric Letter 83-28, "Required Actions
Based on Generic Implications of Salem ATWS Everis." This work is bDeing
conducted for the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation, Dfvision of Engineering and Systen Technology, by EG&G
Igano, Inc., Electrical, Instrume sation and Control Systems Evaluation Unit,

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn funded this work ynder the
authorization B4R 20-19-10-11-3, FIN No. 06001.

Cocket Nos. 50-440/50-44]
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CONFORMANCE TO GENERIC LETTER 83-28, ITEM 2.2.1--

EQUIPMENT CLASSIFICATION FOR ALL OTHER SAFET/~-RELATED COMPONENTS:
PERRY=1/-2

1. INTROOUCTICN

On February 25, 1983, both of the scram circuit bredkers at Unit | of
the Salem Nuclear Power Plant failed to cpen upon an automatic reacter trip
signal from the reactor protection system. This incident was tormfnator
manually by the cperator about 30 seconds after the initiation of the
automatic trip signal. The failure of the circuit Breakers was deterTined
to be related to the sticking of the undervoltage trip attachment. P=for
to this incident, on February 22, 1983, at Unit 1 of she Salem Nuclear
Power Planct, an automatic trip signal was generated Dased on stedr
generator low=low level during plant startep. In this Cate, The "editor
was tripped manually by the cperator almost cointidentally with the
automatic trip.

Following these fncidents, on February 23, 1983, the NRC Executfve
Director for Operations (E00), directad the NRC sta®f to investigate and
report on the generic fmplications of these occurrences at Unit 1 of the
Salem Nuclear Power Plant. The results of the staff's inquiry inlo the
seneric implications of <he Salem unitl fn2idents are reported in
NUREG=1000, "Generic Implications af the ATWS Events at the Salem Nuclear
Power Plant." As a resylt of tnis investigation, sthe Commission (NRC)
requested (by Generic Letter 83-28 dated July 8, 19831) al) licensees of
ope~ating reactors, apslicarss for °n oparating license, and holders of
construdtion permits to respond t0 Lhe generit issues riaised Dy the

analyses of these two ATWS avents,

This report 1s an evaluation o the responie s.tmitted Cy the
Cleveland Electric [1luminating Company, the licensee for tne Perry-l, for
ltem 2.2.1 of Generic Letter 33-28, The cocument revieweu as a part of
this evaluation 1s listad in the references at the end of this repor:, and
is apolicable also %0 the postooned Unte to. 2.



2. REVIEW CONTENT AND FCRMAT

“rem 2.2.1 of Gereric Letter 83-28 reguests the licensee or applicant
. fur the staff review, a dascription of their programs for
..2d equipment classification fncluding supperting informatien,
ible detafl, as indicated in the guideline saction for each
W thin this report.

As previously stuted, eash of the six subitems of Item 2.2.1 is
evaluated in a separate sectior in which the guideline 1s presented, an
evgluation of the licensee's/applicant's response fs made, and conclusions
concerning the acceptadbility of the program of the licensee or applicant
are drawn,




3. ITEM 2.2.1 = PROGRAM
5.1 Guideline

Licensee and app'icants should confirm that an equipment
classification program 1s in place that wili provide assurance that all
safety=related components are designzted as safety-related on plant
documentation and in information handling systems that control activities
that may affect safety related components., The purpuse of this program fs
to ensure that personne) perfurming aciivities that affect such
safety-related components are aware that they are .orking on safety-related
components and are yuided by safety-related procedures and constraints.
Licensee and applicant responses which aucress tne features of this program
are evaluated in the remaincer of thiy repore.

$.2 Evaluaiion

The licensee for the Percry Nuclear Power Plant responded to these
requirem nts with a submittal dated April 6, 1984.2 Thig submitcal
included information that cescribes the Perry safet,-related equipment
classification program. In the review of the 1fcearsee's resoanse %o this
ftem, 1. was assumed that the information and documentation supperting this
program 1s available for audit upon request. We Pave reviewed tnis
information and note the following general concerns,

The 'icensee states that they are using %he computerized Perry
Mater‘a! Management System (PMMS) as the information handling system
referred t0, which has, as part of its data base, tre Q=1fst. The Q=list
is a 11sting of components and carts that "ave Deen cetermined to De
safety-relaced. The PMMS prints out work orcders (for any mainterance,
surveillaice, inspections or tes*ing) trat desiznates automatically whether
the activity 1s safety=related. Additionally, parts procurement procecures
require the determ nation of the safety-related status of the materis)

ordered.




3.3 Conclusion

wWe have reviewed the licensee's submittal and find that the licensee's
response 1s adequate.



4. ITEM 2.2.1.1 = IDENTIFICATION CRITERIA
4.1 Guideline

The applicant or licensee should confirm that the program used for
equipment classification includes criteria used for fdentifying components
as safety-related.

4.2 Evaluation

The licensee states that a component is determined to De
safety-related 1f it {s needed to function in order to ensure (a) the
fntegrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary, (b) the capadbility to
shut down the reactor and to mafntain it 'n a safe shutdown conditicen, and
(¢) the capability to prevent or to mitigate the consequences of an
accident that could result in offsite releases.

4.3 Conclusfon

we find that the criteria used in the identification of safety-related
components meets the recuiremerts of Item 2.2.1.1 ang are acceptable.



S. ITEM 2.2.1.2 - INFORMATION HANDLING SYSTEM

5.1 Guideline

The licensee or -appiicant should confirm that the program for
equipment classification includes an information handling system that is
used to fdentify safety-related components. The response should cqnfirm
that this information handling system includes a 1ist of safety-related
equipment and that procedures exist which govern its development and
validation.

5.2 Evaluation

The licensee states that the original Q-11st was preparcd according o
written procecures Dy a consultant The preparation was audited Dy the
licensee to ensure that the Q-1:st .as prepared according to the written
procedures. The Q=1ist information has Deen enteéred into the PVMYS
(computer) data base under control!s and verification procedures. An
auditable record of all input data ensures that the approved Adata fs
entered. Unauthorized changes to the cata Dase are controlled Dy the use
of log=on procedures and password comdinations that are controlied Dy the
General Supervisor of the Perry Plant Qepartment Maintenance Section.
Contrilled (protected) cata fields have software 1cgic to prevent
inagdversent changes.

$.3 Conclysion

Wwe find that the information contafned in the 'icensee's submittal fs
suffictient for us %o conclude that the licensee's information nancdling
system for equipment classification meets the guice' ‘ne recuirements.
Therefore, the information provided Dy the lTicensee for this item is

acceptable.



ITEM 2.2.1.3 = USC OF EQUIPMENT CLASSIFICATION LISTING
6.1 Guideline

The licensee's or applicant's description should confirm that their
program for equipment classification includes criteria and procedures which
govern how station personne)l use the equipment classification information
handling system to determine that an activity is safety-related. The
description should also include the procedures for maintenance,
surveillance, parts replacement and other activities cefined in the
introduction to 10 CFR 50, Appendix 8, that apply to these safety-related
components.

6.2 Evaluation

The licensee's computerized Perry Plant Maintenance Information System
(PPMIS) is used to determine what work activities are safety-related. The
PPMIS utomatically consults the cata base Q-1ist to determine the
safety-related status of the work activity. The work order printout is
tren verified manually. Work requests, work orders, corrective
maintenance, procurement, technical specification s rveillance, inservice
inspections and testing, and preventative mainte~i o are inclucded in this
process.

6.3 Conclusion
We find that the licensee's description of plant administrative

controls and procedures meets the regquirements of <his ftem and is,
trerefore, acceptabdle.




7. ITEM 2.2.1.4 = MANAGEMENT CONTROLS

7.1 Guideline

The applicant or licensee should confirm that the management controls
used to verify that the procedures for preparation, validatien, and routine
utilization of the information handling system have been followed.

7.2 Evaluation

The licensee's submittal describes the managerial controls that are
applied to assure that the eauipment classification information handling
system has bDeen properly prepared, that its contents have been validated,
that it s being maintained current, and that it is being used to detarmine
equipment classificazion as intended. These controls include audits By the
Perry Plant Department and the Nuclear Engineering Department during the
preparation of the Q-='ist. These audits verify compliance with approved
procedures and the validation of the Q-11st contents. The use of the
Q-11st is verified during Quality Assurance audits, during surveillances,
and during the review of work orders, procurement cocuments, and other
documents. Periodic evaluations of the Q=list are used to initiate changes

™~

to ensure that the Q=1ist is maintained current.
7.3 Conclusion

We find that the licensee's description reets the requirements of this
{tem and {s, therefore, acceptable.




8. ITEM 2.2.1.5 = DESIGN VERIFICATION AND PROCUREMINT
8.1 CGCuideline

The applicant's or licensee's submittal should document that past
usage demonstrates that appropriate design verification and qualificatien
testing 1s specified for the procurement of sa. ty-related components ang
parts. The specifications should include qualification testing for
expected safety service conditions and should provide support for the
applicant's/licensee's receipt of testing documentation to support the
1imits of 11fe recommended by the supplier. If such documentaticn is not
available, confirmation that the present program meets these requirements
should be provided.

8.2 Evaluation

The licensee's response states that the Q='ist is the central data
base used for procurement recuirements., The licensee states that
safety-related components are qualified, by the use of the Q=1ist, with
documentation to ensure that the ecufsment will perdsrem fts cesign functior
in normal, abnormal, accicent, and post-accident environments for its
service 1ife. The licensee states that the qualifizasicon documentation fis
reviewed %0 show the qualified l1ife of the component or pare.

8.3 Conglysion

Thne licensee's response for this item ‘s consicered %0 be complete.
The information provided accresses the concerns of this ftem and s

acceptable.




9. ITEM 2.2.1.6 = "IMPCRTANT~TO=SAFETY" COMPONENTS
9.1 Guideline

Generic Letter 83-28 states that the licensee's or applicant's
equipment classification program should include (in acdition to the
safety-related components) a broader class of components dosignltcb as
"Important to Safety." However, since the generic letter does not require
the licensee or applicant to furnish this information as part of their
response, review of this item will not be performed.




10. CONCLUSICN

Based on cur review of the licensee's response tc the specific
requirements of Item 2.2.), we find that the information provided by the
licensee to resolve the concerns of Items 2.2.1.1, 2.2.1.2, 2.2.1.3.
2.2.1.4 and 2.2.1.5 meets the requirements of Generic Letter 83-28 ind s

acceptable. Item 2.2.1.6 was not reviewed, as noted in Section 9.1.

P—
P—
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