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HAROLD R. DENTON, DIRECTOR NG o

BRANC S
In the Matter of ;
WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY ) Docket Nos. 50-266
) and 50-301
(Point Beach Nuclear Plant
Units 1 and 2 (10 CFR 2.206)

DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206
INTRODUCTION

On November 19, 1984, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) promulgated
its final rule on environmental qualification of electric equipment (49 FR
45571). The rule requires licensees of operating power plants to meet the
schedule for environmental qualification set out in the rule, specifically in
10 CFR 50.49(g). In adopting the final rule, the Commission directed the
Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation to consider, pursuant to
10 CFR 2,206, four comments filed in response to the Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking issued on March 7, 1984 (49 FR 8445). Each of the four
comments alleged equipment qualification deficiencies at specific plants. The
Cormission's action had the effect of requiring the Director of the Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation to issue a formal decision pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206
considering the plant-specific comments filed in the rulemaking noted above.
The comments filed by Wisconsin's Environmental Decade, Inc., (hereinafter
referred to as Petitioner) dated August 10, 1984 were among those identified
by the Commission for consideration. On January 4, 1985, I advised

the Petitioner by letter that I would issue a formal decision regarding the
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Petitioner's comments concerning the Point Beach Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2.
My decision in this matter follows.
DISCUSSION

Petitioner's comments mainly relate to alleged inadequacies in a number of
equipment qualification items identified by the Franklin Research Center (FRC)
and set out in its Technical Evaluation Report (TER) for the Point Beach Nuclear
Plant, Units 1 and 2 (PBNP) of the Wisconsin Electric Power Company (licensee).
It is important to recognize that the FRC study to which the Petitioner refers
was one initiated by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission itself to assist it in
assessing the adequacy of the licensee's eguipment qualification program for
the PBNP. The TER provided by FRC has been available to the NRC staff since
September 28, 1982 and has been specifically addressed by both the licensee and
the NRC staff. =/

On February 8, 1979, the NRC Office of Inspection and Enforcement issued
IE Bulletin 79-01, "Environmental Qualification of Class IE Equipment." This
Bulletin, together with IE Circular 78-08 (issued on May 31, 1978) requested
affected licensees to perform reviews to assess the adequacy of their
environmental qualification programs. The NRC staff's review of this area is
discussed in a Safety Evaluation (SE) dated May 21, 1981 and resulted in
further requests for information from the licensee. Following submittal by

the licensee of additional information on September 11 and October 8, 1981 and

1/ The background associated with the NRC staff's review of the licensee's
equipment qualification program for the Point Beach Nuclear Plant, Units
1 and 2, is provided in Attachment 1, Safety Evaluation By The Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Point Beach Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2,
Docket Nos. 50-266 and 50-301, issued August 30, 1984, as amended November
28, 1984 (hereinafter referred to as the PBNP SE).
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January 29, and February 22, 1982, the NRC staff asked FRC to evaluate that
information in order to (1) identify all cases where the licensee's response
did not resolve the significant qualification issues, (2) evaluate the
licensee's qualification documentation in accordance with established criteria
to determine which equipment had adequate documentation and which did not,
and (3) evaluate the licensee's qualification documentation for safety-related
electrical equipment located in harsh environments consistent with TMI “"Lessons
Learned" implementation. A TER was issued by FRC on September 28, 1982 to
document its evaluation. It is this document to which the Petition makes
reference. A second SE was subsequently prepared by the NRC staff and issued
to the licensee December 22, 1982 with the FRC TER as an attachment. &/

This TER identified a number of electrical equipment environmental
qualification deficiencies and the SE concurred with the bases and findings
of the TER. Based on these findings, the staff requested the licensee to
prcvide its plans for qualification or replacement of certain items and
Justification for continued operation in the near term.

A meeting was held on October 13, 1983 to discuss the licensee's proposed
method to resolve the environmental qualification deficiencies identified in
the 1982 Safety Evaluation and the FRC TER. During the 1983 meeting with the

licensee, the NRC staff discussed a proposed resolution for each deficiency

2/ Safety Evaluation for Environmental Qualification of Safety-Related
Electrical Equipment, Docket Nos. 50-266 and 50-301, December 22, 1982,
with Technical Evaluation Report entitled "Review of Licensee's
Resolution of Outstanding Issues from NRC Equipment Environmental
Qualification Safety Evaluation Reports (F-11 and B-60)," Wisconsin
Electric Power Company, Point Beach Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2, Franklin
Research Center, September 28, 1982,
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fdentified in the FRC TER and found the licensee's approach for resolving the
fdentified environmental qualification deficiencies acceptable. The approach
described by the licensee for addressing and resolving the identified deficiencies
includes replacing equipment, performing additional analyses, utilizing additional
qualification documentation beyond that reviewed by FRC, obtaining additional
qui Tification documentation, or determining that some equipment is outside the
scope of 10 CFR 50.49 and, therefore, not required to be environmentally qualified
e.g., that which is located in a mild environment. We discussed the proposed
resolutions in detafl on an item by item basis with the licensee during the meeting
of October 13, 1983. Replacing or exempting equipment, for an acceptable reason,
is c1ear]y an acceptable method for resolving environmental qualification deficiencies.
The more lengthy discussions with the licensee concerned the use of additional
analyses or documentation. Discussions also included the licensee's general
methodology for compliance with 10 CFR 50.49, and justification for continued
operation for those equipment items for which environmental qualification was

not yet complete. 3/

3/ The final rule on environmental qualification of electric equipment
important to safety became effective on February 22, 1983 (48 FR 2729).
This rule, 10 CFR 50.49, specifies the requirements of electrical
equipment important to safety in a harsh environment. Effective
November 19, 1984, this rule was amended to remove the June 30, 1982,
deadline for environmental qualification of electric equipment imposed
by previous Commission Order and established a new date for final
environmental qualification of electrical equipment (45 FR 45571).
Accordingly, March 31, 1985 was established as the new deadline for equip-
ment qualification absent a request for extension. The licensee was granted
extensions for certain items of equipment. Presently, no extensions are
outstanding and the licensee considers all equipment qualfified.
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Subsequent to the October 13, 1983 meeting, the licensee provided
further information for resolution of the identified deficiencies by its
letter of November 23, 1983. With its review of this submittal, the NRC staff
completed its evaluation of the acceptability of the licensee's electrical
equipment environmental qualification program. The staff's findings are found
in the attached PBNP SE dated August 30, 1984, as amended November 28, 1984. The
staff's review included explicit consideration of each of the items raised in the
FRC TER for the Point Beach Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2 and referred to by the
Petitioner in its comments. The resolution of Petitioner's comments for specific
items of equipment identified by FRC and discussed in the TER is contained in
Attachment 2. Resolution is complete for all items identified in the FRC TER.
Therefore, justifications for continued operation (JCOs) are not required for
any TER items.

The licensee's equipment environmental qualification files were inspected
by the staff on July 22-26, 1985. Followup inspections will be performed by
Region 3, with assistance from IE Headquarters and NRR staff, as necessary.
Since a significant amount of documentation had already been reviewed by the
staff and Franklin Research Center, the primary objective of the inspection
was to verify that the files contain the appropriate analyses and other nec-
essary documentation to support the licensee's conclusion that the equipment
is qualified. The inspection included evaluations of the implementation of
equipment qualification commitments made as a result of the December 22, 1982
SE and September 28, 1982 TER. The staff also verified the adequacy and
accuracy of the licensee's equipment list, definitions of mild and harsh

environments, corporate and site policies, and procedures for establishing
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and maintaining the environmental qualification of safety-related electrical
equipment. Physical inspection of selected equipment was also conducted. The
staff reviewed the adequacy of the licensee's program for surveillance and
maintenance of environmentally qualified equipment to assure that this eauipment
is maintained in the as-analyzed or tested condition. The method used for
tracking perfodic replacement parts and implementation of commitments, e.q.,
regarding replacement of equipment, also was reviewed. The results of the
fnspection were issued in Inspection Report Nos. 50-266/85013; 50-301/85013 on
November 1, 1985. Some deficiencies were noted. A Notice of Violation vas
fssued to the Ticensee on May 14, 1986 for two of the deficiencies significant
enough to warrant enforcement action. Nonetheless, the staff concluded, as a
result of the inspection, that tﬁe licensee has implemented a program that meets
the requirements of 10 CFR 50.49 and the corrective action commitments relative
to SE/TER deficiencies. The licensee has informed the NRC that corrective action
for all deficiencies fdentified in the November 1, 1985 Inspection Report has
been completed. A followup inspection will éetennine whether these corrective

actions have been adequately completed.
CONCLUSION

In summary, the NRC staff has reviewed each one of the specific items
raised by the Petitioner in its comments. A variety of resolutions with
respect to the deficiencies identified by FRC have been offered by the licensee
and found to be acceptable by the NRC staff. The PRNP SE documents the staff



review which concludes that the licensee's electrical equipment qualification
program complies with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.49 and that the proposed
resolutions for each of the environmental qualifications deficiencies identified
in the FRC TER are acceptable. The licensee has completed implementation of its
program and follow-up inspections have confirmed the staff findings. Consequently,
I conclude that the overall state of equipment qualification at the Point Beach
Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2, is adequate to assure public health and safety.
Accordingly, I decline to take any action based upon the comments filed by the
Petitioner.

A copy of this decision will be filed with the Secretary for the Commission's
review in accordance with 10 'R 2.206(c). As provided in 10 CFR 2.206(c),
this decision will become the final action of the Commission twenty-five (25)

days after issuance, unless the Commission elects to review this decision on

Richard H. Volimer, Acting Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

its own motion within that time.

Dated in Bethesda, Maryland, this 14th day of July 1986.

Attachments:

1) Safety Evaluation of August 30, 1984 as amended
November 28, 1984

2) Resolution of Petitioner's Comments
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,*A '3 UNITED STATES
& ' NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
o \ur.,d ; ‘f WASHINGTON D C 20555

August 30, 1984

Mr. C. W, Fay, Vice President
Nuclear Power Department
Wisconsin Electric Power Company
231 West Michigan Street Room 308
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53201

Dear Mr, Fay:

We have completed our review of your submittals concerning Environmenta)
Cualification of Safety Relatec Electrical Equipment for the Point Beach
Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2. Th» details of our review are contained in the
enclosed Safety Evaluations.

Based upon our review, we conclude that Wigconsin Electric Power Company's
Equipment Qualification program “or the Point Beach Nuclear Plant Units 1
and 2 1s in compliance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.49, that the pro-
posed resoiution for each of t': environmental qualification deficiencies
fdentified for Point Beach Uni.s 1 and 2 is acceptable, and that the con-
tinued operation of Point Beach Units 1 and 2 will not present undue risk
to the public health and safety.

Sincerely,

o MO o O
///>/"'4 S S i SR
7/ James R, Miller, Chief

P Operating Reactors Branch #3

. Division of Licensing

Enclosure:
1. Safety Evaluation - Point Beach Unit 1
2. Safety Evaluation - Point Beach Unit 2

cc: See next page
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SAFETY EVALUATION

PREPARED BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT, UNIT NO, 1
DOCKET NO. 50-266

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION OF ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT

INTRODUCTION

tEquipment which is used to perform a necessary safety function must be
demonstrated to be capable of maintaining functional operability under
all service conditions postulated to occur during its installed life
for the time it is required to operate. This requirement, which is
embodied in General Design Criteria 1 and 4 of Appendix A and Sections
I11, XI, and XVII of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50, is applicable to equipment
located inside as well as outside containment. More detailed require-

ments and guidance relating to the methods and procedures for demonstrating

this capability for electrical equipment have been set forth in 10 CFR
50.49, "Environmenta) Qualification of Electric £quipment Important to
Safety for Nuclear Power Plants," NUREG-0588, "Interim Staff Position

on Environmental Qualification of Safety-Related Electrical Equipment”
(which supplements IEEE Standard 323 and various NRC Regulatory Guides
and industry standards), and "Guidelines for Evaluating Environmental

Qualification of Class IE Electrical Equipment in Operating Reactors”
(DOR Guidelines).

BACKGROUND

On February 8, 1979, the NRC Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE)
issued to all licensees of operating plants (except those included in
the systematic evaluation program (SEP)) IE Bulletin (IEB) 79-01,
"Environmenta) Qualification of Class IE Equipment." This Bulletin,
together with IE Circular 78-08 (issued on May 31, 1978), required the
licensees to perform reviews to assess the adequacy of their environ-
mental qualification programs.
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On January 14, 1980, NRC issued IEB 79-01B which included the DOR
Guigelines and NUREG-0588 as attachments 4 and 5, respectively. Sub-
sequently, on May 23, 1980, Commission Memorandum and Order CLI-80-21
was issued and stated that the DOR Guidelines and portions of NUREG-0588&
form the requirements that licensees must meet regarding environmental
qualification of safety-related electrical equipment in order to satisfy
those aspects of 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, General Design Criterion (GOC)
4. Supplements to IEB 79-01B were issued for further clarificaticn

and definition of the staff's needs. These supplements were issued on
February 29, September 30, and October 24, 1980.

In.addition, the staff issued orders dated August 29, 1980 (amended in
‘eptember 1980) and October 24, 1980 to all licensees. The August order
required that the licensees provide a report, by November 1, 1980, docu-
menting the gualification of safety-related electrical equipment. The
October order required the establishment of a central file location for

the maintenance of all equipment qualification records. The central file
was mandated to be established by December 1, 1980. The staff subsequently
issued a Safety Evaluation Report (SER) on environmental gqualification of
safety-related electrical equipment to the licensee on May 21, 1981. This
SER directed the licensee to "either provide documentation of the missing
qualification information which demonstrates that safety-related equipment
meets the DOR Guidelines or NUREG-0588 requirements or commit to a corrective
action (requalification, replacement (etc.))." The licensee was required to
respond to NRC within 90 days of receipt of the SER. In response to the
staff SER issued in 1981, the licensee submitted additional information
regarding the qualification of safety-related electrical equipment.

This information was evaluated for the staff by the Franklin Research
Center (FRC) in order to: 1) identify all cases where the licensee's
response did not resolve the significant qualification issues, 2) evaluate
the licensee’'s qualification documentation in accordance with established
criteria to determine which equipment had adequate documentation and which
did not, and 3) evaluate the licensee's qualification documentation far
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safety-related electrical equipment located in harsh environments

required for TMI Lessons Learned Implementation. A Technical Evaluation
Repcrt (TER) was issued by FRC on September 28, 1982. A Safety Evaluation
Report was subsequently issued to the Wisconsin Electric Power Company

on December 22, 1982, with the FRC TER as an attachment.

A final rule on environmenta)l qualification of electric equipment
important to safety for nuclear power plants became effective on
February 22, 1983. This rule, Section 50.49 of 10 CFR 50, specifies

the requirements to be met for demonstrating the environmental quali-
fication of electrical equipment important to safety located in a

harsh environment. In accordance with this rule, equipment for Point
Beach Unit 1 may be qualified to the criteria specified in either the DOK
Guidelines or NUREG-0588, except for repiacement equipment. Replacement
equipment installed subsequent to February 22, 1983 must be qualified

in accordance with the provisions of 10 CFR 50.49, using the guidance

of Regulatory Guide 1.89, unless there are sound reasons to the contrary.

“A meeting was held with each licensee of plants for which a TER had been
prepared for the staff by FRC in order to discuss'all remaining open

issues regarding environmental gqualification, including acceptability of

the environmental conditions for equipment qualification purposes, if this
issue had not yet been resolved. On October 13, 1983, a meeting was held

to discuss Wisconsin Electric's proposed method to resclve the environmental
qualification deficienci’ s identified in the December 22, 1982 SER and
September 28, 1982 FRC TER. Discussions also included Wisconsin

Electric's general methodology for compliance with 10 CFR 50.49, and
Justification for continued operation for those equipment items for which
environmental qualification is not yet completed. The minutes of the meeting
and proposed method of resolution for each of the environmental qualification
deficiencies are documented in a November 23, 1983 submittal from the licensee.

EVALUATION .

The evaluation of the acceptability of the licensee's electrical equipment
environmental qualification program is based on the results of an audit
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review performec by the staff of: (1) the licensee's proposed resolutions
of the environmental qualification deficiencies identified in the

December 22, 1982 SER and September 28, 1982 FRC TER; (2) compliance with
the requirements of 10 CFR 50.49; and (3) justification for continued
operation (JCO) for those equipment items for which the environmental
qualification is not yet completed.

Proposed Resolutions of Identified Deficiencies

The proposed resolutions for the equipment environmental qualification
deficiencies, identified in the December 22, 1982 SER, and the FRC TER
enclosed with it, are described in the licensee's November 23, 1983
submittal. During the October 13, 1983 meeting with the licensee, the
staff discussed the proposed resolution of each deficiency for each
equipment item identified in the FRC TER and found the licensee's
approach for resolving the identified environmental qualification
deficiencies acceptable. The majority of deficiencies identified were
documentation, similarity, aging, qualified life and replacement schedule.
A1l open items identified in the SER dated December 22, 1982 were also
discussed and the resolution of these items has been found acceptable by
the staff.

The approach described by the licensee for addressing and resolving the
identified deficiencies includes replacing equipment, » rforming
additional analyses, utilizing additional qualification documentation
beyond that reviewed by FRC, obtaining additional qualification documen=-
tation, installing radiation shielding, and determining that some
equipment is outside the scope of 10 CFR 50.49, and therefore not
required to be environmentally qualified, e.g., required for cold
shutdown only. We discussed the proposed resolutions in detail on an
item by item basis with the licensee during the October 13, 1983 meeting.
Replacing, shielding or exempting equipment, for an acceptable reason,
are clearly acceptable methods for resolving environmenta) qualification
deficiencies. The more lengthy discussions with the licensee concerned
the use of additional analyses or documentation. Although we did not
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review the additional analyses or documentation, we discussed how analvsis
was Deing used to resolve deficiencies identified in the FRC TER, and

the content of the adcitional documentation in order to determine the
acceptadility of these methods. In order to confirm the adequacy of the
analyses and documentation, it will be audited by the staff during
follow-up inspections of the licensee's environmental qualification files
to be performed by Region III, with assistance from If Headguarters and

NRR staff as necessary. During these follow-up inspections, implementation

of the licensee's commitments and actions, i.e., replacement and
shielding of equipment, will also be verified.

Based on our discussions with the licensee and our review of its submittal,

we 'find the licensee's approach for resolving the identi“ied environmental
’
qualification deficiencies acceptable.

Compliance With 10 CFR 50.49

In its November 23, 1983 submittal, the licensee has described the
. approach used to identify equipment within the scope of paragraph (b)(1)

of 10 CFR 50.49, equipment relied upon to remain<functional during and
following design basis events. The licensee states that the flooding

and environmental effects resulting from all postulated design-basis
accidents documented in Chapter 14 of the PBNP Final Safety Analysis
Report (FSAR), including the Loss-of-Coolant Accident (LOCA) and the
Steaam-Line Break Accident (SLBA) inside containment, were considered in
the identification of safety-related electrical equipment which was to be

environmentally qualified. The flooding and environmental effects resulting
from High-Energy Line Breaks (HELBs) outside containment, as documented in
Appendix E of the FSAR, were also considered in the identification of this
equipment. The effects of flooding outside containment from sources other
than HELBs were analyzed at PBNP in 1975 as documented in letters to

the NRC dated February 17 and October 24, 1975, regarding “Potential for
Flooding of Safety-Related Equipment." Certain protective measures

implemented at that time, including erection of barrier walls, preclu&e
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ts to safety-related equipment required for safe
shutdown or mitigation of the consequences of postulated accidents

3

Therefore, al) design-basis events including accidents at PENP were
considered in the identification of electrical equipment within the
scope of paragraph (b)(1) of 10 CFR 50.49 (i.e., "Safety-related electric

equipment...").

The licensee's approach for identifying equipment within the scope of
paragraph (b)(1) is in accordance with the requirements of that
paragraph, and therefore acceptable.

The method used by the licensee for identification of electrical equip-
ment within the scope of paragraph (b)(2) of 10 CFR 50.49, nonsafety-
related electric equipment whose failufe under postulated environmental
conditions could prevent satisfactory accomplishment of safety functions,
is summarized below:

A Tist was generated of safety-related electric equipment as defined
in paragraph (b)(1) of 10 CFR 50.49 required to remain functional
during or following design-basis Loss of Coedant Accident (LOCA) or
High Energy Line Break (HELB) Accidents. The LOCA/HELB accidents

are the oniy design-basis accidents which result in significantly
adverse envircnments to electrical equipment which is required for
safe shutdown or accident mitigation. The list was based on reviews
of the PENP Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR), Technical Specifica-
tions, Emergency Operating Procedures, Piping and Instrumentation
Diagrams (PLIDs), and electrical distribution diagrams;

The elementary wiring diagrams of the safety-related electrical
equipment identified in Step 1 were reviewed to identify any

auxiliary devices electrically connected directly into the contro!

or power circuitry of the safety-related equipment (e.g.,.automatic
trips) whose failure due to postulated environmental conditions

could prevent the required operation of the safety-related equipment;
and




The operation of the safety-related systems and equipment were
reviewed to identify any directly mechanically connected auxiliary
systems with electrical components which are necessary for the
required operation of the safety-related equipment (e.g., cooling
water or lubricating systems). This involved the review of P&IDs,

component technical manuals, and/or systems descriptions in the FSAR

Nonsafety-related electrical circuits indirectly associated with
the electrical equipment identified in Step 1 by common power
supply or physical proximity were considered by a review of the
original PENP electrical design including the use of applicable
industry stancards (e.g., IEEE, NEMA, ANSI, UL, and NEC) and the
use of properly coordinated pretective relays, circuit breakers,
and fuses for electrical fault protection.

The systems and equipment generated in Steps 2, 3, or 4 above were
then compared to the “Mast~r (ist of Electrical Equipment at Point
Beach Nuclear Plant for IE Bulletin 79-01B." The licensee states
that the results of the above review indicated that no additional
electrical equipment was identified which wvas not’previously included
on that “Master List." Therefore, the list of electrical equipment
provided in its November 23, 1983 submitta) is judged by the licensee
to address all electrical equipment within the scope of paragraph
(5)(2) of 10 CFR 50.49.

we find the methodology used by the licensee is acceptable since it
provides reasonable assurance that equipment within the scope of
paragraph (b)(2) of 10 CFR 50.49 has been identified.

With regard to paragraph (b)(3) of 10 CFR 50.49, the licensee refers
to its September 1, 1983 letter for identification of instrumentation
and sampling equipment which requires environmenta) qualification to

meet the intent of Regulatory Guide 1.97. The staff has not yet completed

its review for conformance to Regulatory Guide 1.97. However, in the
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letter the licensee has identified

enclosure to its September 1, 198
%

aninaant 1
equipment,

cated in potentially harsh environment areas, associated
with Regulatory Guide 1.97, Rev. 2, Category 1 and 2 variables that it
states is not within the scope of 10 CFR 50.439(b). In the footnotes to
that enclosure, the licensee has provided justification for not including
the equipment within the scope of the rule. The staff will determine

the acceptability of these justifications as part of its review for
conformance with Regulatory Guide 1.97. This further staff review for
Regulatory Guide 1.97 conformance may result in the licensee being
required to include additional equipment in its environmental quali-
fication program, however the licensee has included in its environmental
qualification program certain post-accident monitoring equipment using
the guidance of Regulatory Guide 1.97. ,
We find the licensee's approach to identifying equipment within the
scope of paragraph (b)(3) of 10 CFR 50.49 acceptable since it is in
accordance with the requirements of that paragraph.

-Justification for Continued Operation

The licensee has provided, in its November 23, 1983 submittal, justi-
fication for continued operation addressing each item of equipment for
which the environmental qualification is not yet completed (see enclosure
for the JCO equipment list).

we have reviewed each JCO provided by the licensee in its November 23, 1982
submittal and find them acceptable since they are based on essentially

the same criteria that were used by the staff and its contractor to

review JCO's previously submitted by licensees. These criteria, listed
below, are also essentially the same as those contained in 10 CFR 50.49(i)

The safety function can be accomplished Dy some other designated
equipment that is qualified, and failure of the principal equipment
as a result of the harsh environment will not degrade other

safety functions or mislead the operator.
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Partial test data that dces not demonstrate full gqualification,
but provides a basis for concluding the equipment will perform
its function. If it can not he concluded from the available

data that the equipment will not fail after completion of its
safety function, then that failure must not result in significant
degradation of any safety function or provide misleading infor-
mation to the operator.

Lilitod.uic of administrative controls over equipment that has
not been demonstrated to be fully qualified. For any equipment
assumed to fail as a result of the accident environment, that
failure must not result in significant degradation of any

safety function or provide misleaging information to the operator.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the above evaluation, we conclude the following with regard to
the qualification of electric equipment important to safety within the
scope of 10 CFR 50.49.

Wisconsin Electric's electrical equipment environmental qualification

program complies with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.49.

The proposed resolution for each of the environmental qualification
deficiencies identified in the December 22, 1982 SER and FRC TER
are acceptable.

Continued operation until completion of the licensee's environmenta)
qualification program will not present undue risk to the public
health and safety.



nis compietes the . 3 LR ¢ e € ’ pment environme

qualification program review. Upon completion of the program, the
licensee is required to 1) submit a letter stating that all equipment
within the scope of 10 CFR 50.49 has been identified and is environ-
mentaily qualified, and 2) maintain al) environmental qualification
Jocumentation up to date and in an auditable form as required by

paragraph (j) of 10 CFR SO0.49.

LeGrange, DE

Date: August 30, 1984




Justification for Continued Operation Equipment List

PENP NRC

Tag No. TER No. Description

PT922, 923 1 Foxboro Pressure Transmitters

FTo24, 925 - Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters
FT928 3 Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitter
PT936, 937 None Foxboro Pressure Transmitters

940, %41

LT;BI 2 Foxboro Differential Pressue Transmitter
FT962, 963 None Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters
FT626 7 Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters
PTE28, 629 8 Foxboro Pressure Transni}tors

FT619 6 Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitter
FT4036, 4937 None Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters
LT4038, 4039 17 Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters
4040, 4041

PT420, 420A 13 Foxboro Pressure Transmitters

4208

LT426, 427 1 Foxboro Differential Pressure Trlnsliztors

428, 433



PENP
Tag No.

PT 429, 430
431, 445

PT498
LT106, 172,
190, LT102,

171, 189

FT 464, 465
474, 475

PT468, 463,
478, 479, 482,
483

LT461, 462,
463, 471, 472,
473

LT 460 ALB
470 AsB

PT94S thru
950

PT968, 969

LT960, 961

NRC
TER No.

Description

10

None

16

14

14

None

Foxboro Pressure Transmitters
Foxboro Pressure Transmitter

Foxboro Differential Pressure Tradsmittors

Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters

Foxboro Pressure Transmitters

Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters

Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters

Foxboro Pressure Transmitters -

Foxboro Pressure Transmitters

Gems Delav) Level Transmitters



PENP NRC
Tag Ne. TER No. Qescription
TES21 30 Conax Resistance Temperature Detectors
TES22, 623 30 Conax Resistance Temperature Detectors
TE450A-D 32 Conax Resistance Temperature Detectors
451A-D
RC430, 431C 19 ASCO Solenoid Valves
Cv}2%6 22 ASCO Solenoid Valve
CV313A None ASCO Solenoid Valve
CV3i71A None ASCO Solenoid Valve
HV3213, 3245 20 ASCO Solenoid Valves
.
HV3200C 21 ASCO Solenoid vValve
Cvaes, 476 None ASCO Solenoid Valves
Cv 480, 481 None ASCO Solenoid Valves
Sves51, 953, 23 ASCO Solenoid Valves
955
Sv966C 18 ASCO Solenoid Valve

Sves59 None ASCO Solencid Valve



PENP
Tag No.

1A3047,
3048

cvsess,
5959

RCS70A4&B
575A% = ER0
ALB

LT 494, 495
LT496, 457
TE 499-50¢2,
506-509, TE
503 & 510
TE1 thry 39

PCva3a, 435

HASES, thru
967

TE3zs2, 3283

TE3294, 3295

RE126, 127,
128

L7958, 959

NRC

TER No.

None

None

Ncne

None

Norie

31

None

None

Ncne

None

None

None

ASCO Solenoid Valves

ASCO Solenoid Valves

Target Rock Solenoid Valves

Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters

Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters

Conax Thermocouples

Control Products Corp. Thermocouples

Crosby Lift Indicating Switch Assemblies

Exo-Sensor Hydrogen Analyzers

Conax RTDs

Conax RTDs -

General Atomic Radiation Monitors

Gems Delaval Level Transmitters



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D C. 20858

SAFETY EVALUATION
PREPARED BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY

POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT, UNIT NO. 2
DOCKET NO. 50-301

ENVIRONHENTAL;QUALIFXCATION OF ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT
M

INTRODUCTION
Equipment which is used to perform a necessary safety function must be

all Service conditions postulated to occur during its installed life
This requirement, which is

is applicable to equipment

demonstrated to be capable of maintaining functional operability under
f2= the time it is required to operate ich i
embodied in General Design Criteria 1 and 4 of Appendix A and Sections

More detailed reguire-

I1I, XI, and XVII of Appendix B to 10 CFR 50
ted inside as well as outside containment
ments and guidance reiating to the methods and procedures for demonstrating

Tars
this capability for electrical equipment have bcen set forth in 10 CFR
“Environmental Qualification of Electric Equ1pa¢nt Important to
“Interan Staff Position

tﬁl

Safety for Nuclear Power Plants “ NUREG-0588,

on Environmental Qualification of Safety-Related Electrical Equipment”
(which supplements IEEE Standard 323 and various NRC Regulatory Guides

and industry standards), and “Guidelines for Evaluating Envircnmenta)
Qualification of Class IE Electrical Equipment in Operating Reactors"

(DOR Guidelines)

the systematic evaluation program (SEP)) IE Bulletin (IEB) 79-01
“Environmental Qualification of Class IE Equipment." This Bulletin
i , required the

together with IE Circular 78-08 (issued on May 31, 1978)
Ticensees to perform reviews to assess the adequacy of their environ-

EACKGROUND
On February 8, 1979, the NRC Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE)
issued to all licensees of operating plants (except those incloded in

rentai qualification programs
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On January 14, 1980, NRC issued IEB 79-01B which included the DCOR
Guidelines and NUREG-0588 as attachments 4 and 5, respectively. Sub-
sequently, on May 23, 1980, Commission Memorandum and Order CLI-80-21
was issued and statd that the DOR Gu.delines and portions of NUREG-0588
form the requirements that licensees must meet regarding environmental
qualification of safety-related electrical equipment in order to satisfy
those aspects of 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, Ger-ral Design Criterion (GDC) "
4. Supplements to IEB 79-01B were issued for further clarification

and definition of the staff's needs. These supplements were issued on
February 29, September 30, and October 24, 1980.

In addition, the staff issued orders dated August 20, 1980 (amended in
September 1980) and October 24, 1980 tq all licensees. The August order
required that the licensees provide a report.-by November 1, 1980, docu-
menting the qualification of safety-related electrical equipment. The
October order required the establishment of a central file location for
the maintenance of all equipment qualification records. The central file
was mandated to be established by December 1, 1980. The staff
- subsequently issued a Safety Evaluation Report (SER) on enviromenta)
qualification of safety-related electrical equipment to the licensee
on May 21, 1981. This SER directed the licensee to "either provide
documentation of the missing qualification information which demonstrates
that safety-related equipment meets the DOR Guidelines or NUREG-0588
requirements or commit to a corrective action (requalification, replace-
ment (etc.))." The licensee was required to respond to NRC within 90
days of receipt of the SER. Ir response to the staff SER issued in
1981, the licensee submitted additional information regarding the quali-
fication of safety-related electrical equipment. This information
was evaluated for the staff by the Franklin Research Center (FRC) in
order to: 1) identify all cases where the licensee's response did
not resolve the significant qualification issues, 2) evaluate the
Ticensee's qualification documentation in accordance with established
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criteria to determine which equipment had adequate documentation and
which did not, and 3) evaluate the licensee's qualification documen-
tation for safety-related electrical equipment located in harsh
environments required for TMI Lessons Learred Implementation. A Technical
Evaluation Report (TER) was issued by FRC on September 28, 1982. A

Safety Evaluation Report was subsequently issued to the Wisconsin

Electric Power Company on December 22, 1982, with the FRC TER as an
attachment.

A final rule on environmental qualification of electric equipment
important to safety for nuclear power plants became effective on
February 22, 1983. This rule, Section 50.49 of 10 CFR 50, specifies

the requirements to be met for demonstrating the environmental quali-
fic;tion of electrical equipment important to safety located in a

harsh environment. In accordance with this rﬁle. equipment for Point
Beach Unit 2 may be qualified to the criteria specified in either the DOR
Guidelines or NUREG-0588, except for replacement egquipment. Replacement
equipment installed subsequent to February 22, 1983 must be qualified

in accordance with the provisions of 10 CFR 50.49, using the guidance

of Regulatory Guide 1.89, unless there are sound.reasons to the contrary.

A meeting was held with each licensee of plants for which a TER had been
prepared for the staff by FRC in order to discuss all remaining open

issues regarding environmental qualification, including acceptability of

the environmental conditions for equipment qualification purposes, if this
issue had not yet been resolved. On October 13, 1983, a meeting was held

to discuss Wisconsin Electric's proposed method to resolve the environmental
qualification deficiencies identified in the December 22, 1982 SER and
September 28, 1982 FRC TER. Discussions also included Wisconsin

Electric's general methodology for compliance with 10 CFR 50.49, and
justification for continued operation for those equipment items for which
environmental qualification is not yet completed. The ainute; of the meeting
and proposed method of resolution for each of the environmental qualification
deficiencies are documented in a November 23, 1983 submittal from the licenses



EVALUATION
The evaluation of the acceptability of the licensee's electrica’ equipment
environmental qualification program is based on the rasults of an audit
review performed by the staff of: (1) the licensee's p-oposed resolutions
of the environmental qualification deficiencies identifiea in the

December 22, 1982 SER and September 28, 1982 FRC TER; (2) compliance with
the requirements of 10 CFR 50.49; and (3) justification for continued
operation (JCO) for those equipment items for which the environmenta)
qualification is not yet completed.

Proposed Resolutions of Identified Deficiencies

The proposed resolutions for the equiﬁhent environmental qualification
deficiencies, identified in the December 22, 1982 SER, and the FRC TER
enclosed with it, are described in the licensee's November 23, 1983
submittal. During the October 13, 1983 meeting with the licensee, the
staff discussed the proposed resolution of each deiiciency for each
equipment item identified in the FRC TER and found the licensee's
approach for resolving the identified environmental qualification
deficiencies acceptable. The majority of deficiencies identified were
documentation, similarity, aging, qualified l1ife and replacement schedule.
A1l open items identified in the SER dated December 22, 1982 were also
discussed and the resolution of these items has been found acceptable by
the staff.

The approach described by the licensee for addressing and resolving the
identified deficiencies includes replacing equipment, performing
additional analyses, utilizing additional qualification documentation
beyond that reviewed by FRC, obtaining additional qualification documen=
tation, installing radiation shielding, and determining that “some
equipment is outside the scope of 10 CFR 50.49, and therefore not
required to be environmentally qualified, e.g., required for cold
shutdown only. We discussed the proposed resolutions in detail on an
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item by item basis with the licensee during the October 13, 1983 meeting.
Replacing, shielding or exempting equipment, for an acceptable reason,

are clearly acceptable methods for resolving environmental gualification
deficiencies. The more lengthy discussions with the licensee concerned
the use of additional analyses or documentation. Although we did not
review the additional analyses or documentation, we discussed how analysis
was being used to resolve deficiencies identified in the FRC TER, and

the content of the additional documentation in order to determine the
acceptability of these methods. In order to confirm the adequacy of the
analyses and documentation, it will be audited by the staff during
follow-up inspections of the licensee's environmental qualification files
to_be performed by Region III, with assistance from IE Headquarters and
NRR staff as necessary. During these follow-up inspections, implementation
of the licensee's commitments and actions, i.e., replacement and
shielding of equipment, will also be verified.

Based on our discussions with the licensee and our review of its submittal,
we find the licensee's approach for resolving the identified environmental

qualification deficiencies acceptable.

Compliance With 10 CFR 50.49

In its November 23, 1983 submittal, the licensee has described the
approach used to identify equipment within the scope of paragraph (b)(1)
of 10 CFR 50.49, equipment relied upon to remain functional during and
following design basis events. The licensee states that the flooding

and environmental effects resulting from all postulated design-basis
accidents documented in Chapter 14 of the PBNP Final Safety Analysis
Report (FSAR), including the Loss-of-Coolant Accident (LOCA) and the
Steam-Line Break Accident (SLBA) inside containment, were considered in
the identification of safety-related electrical equipment wh%ch was to be
environmentally qualified. The flooding and environmental effects resulting
from High-Energy Line Breaks (HELBs) outside containment, as documented in
Appendix E of the FSAR, were also considered in the identification of this
equipment. The effects of flooding outside containment from sources other
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than HELBs were analyzed at PBNP in 1975 as documented in letters to

the NRC dated February 17 and October 24, 1975, regarding "Potential for
Flooding of Safety-Related Equipment." C(ertain protective measures
implemented at that time, including erection of barrier walls, preclude
adverse flooding effects to safety-related equipment required for safe
shutdown or mitigation of the consequences of postulated accidents.
Therefore, all design-basis events including accidents at PBNP were
considered in the identification of electrical equipment within the

scope of paragraph (b)(1) of 10 CFR 50.49 (i.e., "Safety-related electric
equipment...").

The licensee's approach for identifying equipment within the scope of
paragraph (b)(1) is in accordance with, the requirements of that
paragraph, and therefore acceptable. ’

The method used by the licensee for identification of electrical equip-
ment within the scope of paragraph (b)(2) of 10 CFR 50.49, nonsafety-
related electric equipment whose failure under postulated environmenta)

-conditions could prevent satisfactory accomplishment of safety functions,
is summarized below: .

1. A Tist was generated of safety-related electric equipment as defined
in paragraph (b)(1) of 10 CFR 50.49 required to remain functiona)
during or following design-basis Loss of Coolant Accident (LOCA) or
High Energy Line Break (HELB) Accidents. The LOCA/HELB accidents
are the only design-basis accidents which result in significantly
adverse environments to electrical equipment which is required for
safe shutdown or accident mitigation. The list was based on reviews
of the PBNP Final Safetly Analysis Report (FSAR), Technical Specifica-
tions, Emergency Operating Procedures, Piping and Instrumentation
Diagrams (P&10s), and electrical distribution diagrams; °
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Py The elementary wiring diagrams of the safety-related electrical
equipment identified in Step 1 were reviewed to identify any
auxiliary devices electrically connected directiy into the contro)
or power circuitry of the safety-related equipment (e.g., automatic
trips) whose failure due to postulated environmental conditions
could prevent the required operation of the safety-related equipment;
and

3. The operation of the safety-related systems and equipment were
reviewed to identify any directly mechanically connected auxiliary
systems with electrical components which are necessary for the

. required operation of the safety-related equipment (e.g., cooling
water or lubricating systems). TAis involved the review of P&IDs,
component technical manuals, and/or systems descriptions in the FSAR.

4. Nonsafety-related electrical circuits indirectly associated with
the electrical equipment identified in Step 1 by common power
supply or physical proximity were considered by a review of the
original PBNP electrical design including the use of applicable
industry standards (e.g., IEEE, NEMA, ANSI,*UL, and NEC) and the
use of properly coordinated protective relays, circuit breakers,
and fuses for electrical fault protection.

The systems and equipment generated in Steps 2, 3, or 4 above were
then compared to the "Master List of Electrica) Equipment at Point
Beach Nuclear Plant for IE Bulletin 79-01B." The licensee states
that the results of the above review indicated that no additional
electrical equipment was identified which was not previously included
on that "Master List." Therefore, the 1ist of electrical equipment
provided in its November 23, 1983 submittal is judged Ly the licensee
to address all electrical equipment within the scope of paragraph
(2)(2) of 10 CFR 50.49.



we find the methodology used by the licensee is acceptable since it
provides reasonable assurance that equipment within the scope of
paragraph (b)(2) of 10 CFR 50.49 has been icentified.

With regard to paragraph (b)(3) of 10 CFR 50.49, the licensee refers

to its September 1, 1983 letter for identification of instrumentation

and sampling equipment which requires environmental qualification to

meet the intent of Regulatory Guide 1.97. The staff has not yet compieted
its review for conformance to Regulatory Guide 1.97. However, in the
enclosure to its September 1, 1983 letter the licensee has identified
equipment, located in potentially harsh environment areas, associated
with Regulatory Guide 1.97, Rev. 2, Category 1 and 2 variables that it
states is not within the scope of 10 CFR 50.49(b). In the footnotes to
that enclosure, the licensee has provided justification for not including
the equipment within the scope of the rule. The staff will determine

the acceptability of these justifications as part of its review for
conformance with Regulatory Guide 1.97. This further staff review for
Regulatory Guide 1.97 conformance may result in the licensee being
required to include additional equipment in its environmental guali-
fication program, however the licensee has inclulled in its environmental
qualification program certain post-accident monitoring equipment using
the guidance of Regulatory Guide 1.97.

wWe find the licensee's approach to identifying equipment within the
scope of paragraph (.)(3) of 10 CFR 50.49 acceptable since it is in

accordance with the requirements of that paragraph.

Justification for Continued Operation

The licensee has provided, in its November 23, 1983 submittal, justi-
fication for continued operation addressing each item of equ{pnent for
which the snvironmental qualification is not yet completed (see enclosure
for the JCO equipment 1ist). .
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we have reviewed each JCO provided by the licensee in its November 23, 1983
submittal and find them acceptable since they are based on essentially

the same criteria that were used by the staff and its contractor to

review JCO's previously submitted by licensees. These criteria, listed
below, are also essentially the same as those contained in 10 CFR 50.48(1).

a. The safety function can be accomplished by some other designated
equipment that is qualified, and failure of the principal equipment
as a result of the harsh environment will not degrade other
safety functions or mislead the operator.

b. Partial test data that does not demonstrate full qualification,
but provides a basis for concludigg the equipment will perform
its function. If it can not be concluded from the available

data that the equipment will not fail after completion of its
safety function, then that failure must not result in significant
degradation of any safety function or provide misleading infor-
mation to the operator.

e. Limited use of administrative controls over*equipment that has
not been demonstrated to be fully qualified. For any equipment
assumed to fail as a result of the accident environment, that
failure must not result in significant degradation of any
safety function or provide misleading information to the operator.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the above evaluation, we conclude the following with regard to

the qualification of electric squipment important to safety within the

scope of 10 CFR 50.49. ‘

0 Wisconsin Electric's electrical equipment environmental qualification
program complies with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.49. *
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) The proposed resolution for each of the environmental qualification
deficiencies identified in the December 22, 1982 SER and FRC TER
are acceptable.

0 Continued operation until completion of the licensee's environmental
qualification program will not present undue risk to the public
health and safety.

This completes the Point Beach Unit 2 electrical equipment environmental
qualification program review. Upon completion of the program, the
licensee is required to 1) submit a letter stating that all equipment
within the scope of 10 CFR 50.49 has been identified and is environ-
lenially qualified, and 2) maintain all environmental qualification
documentation up to date and in an auditable form as required by
paragraph (j) of 10 CFR 50.49.

Principal Contributor:
R. LeGrange, DE
Date: August 30, 1984 .



Enclosure

Justification for Continued Operation Equipment List

PENP
Tag No.

PTS22, 923

FT924, 925

FT928

PT936, 937
940, 941

LT;31
FT962, 963
FT626
PT628, 629
FT619

FT4036, 4937

LT4038, 4039
4040, 4041

PT420, 420A
4208

L7426, 427
428, 433

NRC

TER No.

Description

None

None

None

17

13

Foxboro Pressure Transmitters
Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters
Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitter

Foxboro Pressure lransmitters

Foiboro Diffo;ential-Pressue Transmitter
Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters
Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters
Foxboro Pressure Transmitters

Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitter
Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters

Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters

Foxboro Pressure Transmitters

Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters



PBNP NRC

Tag No. TER No. Description

PT 429, 430 10 Foxboro Pressure Transmitters

431, 449

PT498 None Foxboro Pressure Transmitter

LT106, 172, 12 Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters
190, LT102,

171, 189

FT-464, 465 15 Fo;boro Differential Pressure Transmitters
474, 475 ; -

PT468, 469, 16 Foxboro Pressure Transmitters

478, 479, 482,

483

LT461, 462, 14 Foxboro Differential Prgssure Transmitters
463, 471, 472,

473

LT 460 ALB 14 Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters
470 A4LB

PT945 thru el Foxboro Pressure Transmitters

950

PT968, 969 None Foxboro Pressure Transmitters

L7960, 961 5 Gems Delaval Level Transmitters



PENP NRC

Jag No. TER No. Description

TES21 30 Conax Resistance Temperature Detectors
TE622, 623 30 Conax Resistance Temperature Detectors
TE450A-D 32 Conax Resistance Temperature Detectors
451A-D

RC430, 431C 19 ASCO Solenoid Valves

Cv1296 22 ASCO Solenoid, Valve

CVv313A None ASCO Sclenoid valve

Cv371A None ASCO Solencid valve

HvV3213, 3245 20 ASCO Solenoid Valves

HV3200C 21 ASCO Solenoid vValve ;

Cvéaes, 476 None ASCO Solenoid Valves

Cv 480, 481 None ASCO Solenoid valves

Sve51, 953, 23 ASCO Solenoid Valves

955

Sv966C 18 ASCO Solenoid Valve

Svess None ASCO Solenoid Valve



Solenoid Valves

Solencid Valves

Target Rock Solenoid Valves

’

Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmitters

Foxboro Differential Pressure Transmi

Conax Thermocouples

Control Products Corp. Thermocouples

t Indicating Switch Assemb

xo=Sensor Hydrogen Analyzers

nax RTDs

, —_—
«onax vs

Gems Delava) Leve)l Transmitters
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1800 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20036
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Nuclear Operations

wisconsin Electric Power Company
Point Beach Nuclear Plant

6610 Nuclear Road

Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241

Mr. Gordon Blaha

Town Chairman

Town of Two Creeks

Route 3
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v.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Activities Branch

R;gion vV Office

ATTN: Rozional Radiation
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230 S. Dearborn Street

Chicago, IL 60604

Chairman
Public Service Commission
of Wisconsin
Hills Farms State Office Building
Madison, Wisconsin 53702

Regional Aaministrator

Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Regfon 111

Office of Executive Director
for Operations

799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, 1114nois 60137

U.S. NRC Resident Inspectors Office
6612 Nuclear Road
Two Rivers, Wisconsin 5424]



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C. 20555

November 28, 1984

Cocket Nos. 50-266
and 50-301

Mr. C. W, Fay, Vice President
Nuclear Power Department

Wisconsin Electric Power Company
231 West Michican Street, Room 308
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53201

Dear Mr, Fay:

On August 30, 1984 we transmitted the staff's Safety Evaluations concerning
Environmental Oualification of Safety Related [lectrical Equipment for the
Point Beach Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2. It has been determined that
additional clarification regarding the followup inspections mentioned on page
§ of the Safety Evaluations is needed. Therefore, we are providing the
enclosed revised page 5 for the Point Beach Units 1 and 2 August 30, 1984
Safety Evaluations. Please incorporate these revisions intc your copies of
the Safety Evaluations.

Sincerely,

y24/A
. WJames R, Miller, Chief

Operatinc Reactors Branch No. 3
Division of Licensing

Enclosures:
*Ps stated

cc w/enclosures:
See next page



Wisconsin Electric Power Company

cc:
Mr. Bruce Churchill, Esquire

Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge
1800 M Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20036

Mr. James J. Zach, Manager
Nuclear Operations

Wisconsin Electric Power Company
Point Beach Nuclear Plant

6610 Nuclear Road

Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241

Mr. Gordon Blaha

Town Chairman

Town of Two Creeks

Route 3

Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Activities Branch

Region V Office

ATTN: Regional Radiation
Representative

230 S. Dearborn Street

Chicago, IL 60604

Chairman
Public Service Commission
of Wiscensin
Hills Farms State Office Building
Madison, Wisconzin 53702

Regional Administrator

Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Region 111

Office of Executive Director
for Operations

799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, I114nois 60137

U.S. NRC Resident Inspectors Office
6612 Nuclear Road
Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241
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review the additional analyses or documentation, we discussed how analysis

was being used to resolve deficiencies identified in the FRC TER, and

the content of the additional documentation in order to determine the
acceptability of these methods. The licensee's equipment environmental,
qualification files will be audited by the staff during follow-up inspections
to be performed by Region 3, with assistance from IE Headquarters and NRR
staff as necessary. Since a significant amount of documentation has already
been reviewed by the staff and Franklin Reseach Center, the primary objective
of the file audit will be to verify that they contain the appropriate

analyses and other necessary documentation to support the licensee's

conclusion that the equipment is qualified. The inspections will verify

that the licensee's program for surveillance and maintenance of environmentally
qualified equipment is adequate to assure that this equipment is maintained

in the as analyzed or tested condition. The method used for tracking periodic
replacement parts, and implementation of the licensee's commitments and actions,
e g, regarding replacement of equipment, will also be verified.

Based on our discussions with the licensee and our raview of its submittal,

we find the licensee's approach for resolving the identified environmental
qualification deficiencies acceptable.

Comnliance With 10 CFR 50.49

In its November 23, 1983 submittal, the licensee has described the

approach used to fdentify equipment within the scope of paragraph (b)(1)

of 10 CFR 50.49, equipment relied upon to remain.functional during and
following design basis events. The licensee states that the flooding

and environmental effects resulting from all postulated design-basis
accidents documented in Chapter 14 of the PBNP Final Safety Analysis

Report (FSAR), including the Loss-of-Coolant Accident (LOCA) and the
Steam-Line Break Accident (SLBA) inside containment, were considered in

the fdentification of safety-related electrical equipment which was to be
environmentally qualified. The flooding and environmental effects resulting
from High=Energy Line Breaks (HELBs) outside containment, as documented in
Appendix E of the FSAR, were also considered in the identification of this
equipment. The effects of flooding outside containment from sources other
than HELBs were analyzed at PBNP in 1975 as documented in letters to .
the NRC dated February 17 and October 24, 1975, regarding “"Potential for
Flooding of Safety-Related Equipment.” Certain protective measures
implemented at that time, including erection of barrier walls, preclude



item by i1tem basis with the licensee during the October 13, 1983 meeting. Replac-
1ng, shielding or exempting equipment, for an acceptable reason, are clearly
acceptable methods for resolving environmental qualification deficiencies. The
ions with the licensee concerned the use of additiona) ana)
1though we did not review the additional analyses or documer
how analysis was being u resolve deficiencies identi
and the content of the additional documentation in order to
determine the acceptability of these methods. The licensee's equipment environ-
mental qualification files will be audited by the staff during follow-up inspec-
tions to be performed by Region 3, with assistance from IE Headquarters and NRR
staff as necessary. Since a significant amount of documentation has already been
reviewed by the staff and Franklin Research Center, the primary objective of the
file audit will be to verify that they contain the appropriate analyses and other
necessary documentation to support the licensee's conclusion that the equipment
s qualified. The inspections will verify that the licensee's program for surveil-

lance and maintenance of environmentally qua)ified equipment is adequate to assure

that this equipment is maintained in the as analysed or tested condition. The
method used for tracking periodic replacement parts, and implementation of the

licensee's commitments and actions, e g., regarding replacement of equipment, will

Based on our discussions with the licensee and our review of its submittal

’

1
uaiifi-

find the licensee's approach for resolving the identified environmental g

def encies acceptable.

Compliance with

In its November 23, 1983 s ‘ censee has described the
approach used . uip n the scope of paragraph (b
of relied upon to remain functional during and

ants The licensee that the flooding
ironmental effects resul 1

ting from all postulated design-basis
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ort (FSAR), including the Loss-of-Coolant Accident (LOCA) and the
>team-Line Break Accident (SLBA) inside containment, were considered in
he 1dentification of safety-related electrical equipment which was to be
environmentally qualified. The flooding and environmenta) effects resulting
frouw High-Energy Line Breaks (HELBs) outside containment, as documented in
Appendix £ of the FSAR, were also considered in the identification of this

Squipment. The effects of flooding outside containment from sources other




ATTACHMENT 2

RESOLUTION OF PETITIONER'S COMMENTS

THE FRANKLIN RESEARCH CENTER'S (FRC) TECHNICAL EVALUATION REPORT (TER)

Petitioner's specific comments regarding open items from the September
FRC TER and the Point Beach Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2, (PBNP

resolution of each of those items are listed below. Those resolutions have

been reviewed by the staff discussed at a meeting held on October 13, 1983

and were found to be acceptable.
Items 24, 2 26, 27: FRC found that electric motors used in the

auxiliary building did not have aging degradation adequately evaluated,

did not have an established qualified 1ife or replacement schedule, and

did not h: atistactory criteria regarding radiation exposure. In addition,
test POris were considered inadequate. In its resolution of the TER

etter dated November 23, 1983, the licensee stated that this
equipment 1s environmentally qualified in accordance with 10 CFR 50.49

OR Guidelines), and that documentation now exists in the PBNP Equip-

P

ment Qualification Files to document qualification of these electric motors.
Item : RC found that motors used inside containment did not have aging

degradation adequately evaluated, did not have an established qualified

life or replacement schedule, did not have satisfactory criteria regarding

did not have satisfactory criteria regarding radiation
of the TER items, by letter dated November
¢3, 1983, the licensee stated that documentation now exists in the PBNf
Equipment Qualificati i document the qualification of motor

1nside containment.




Item 29: FRC found that electrical cable splices used inside containment
did not have adequate documentation evidence of similarity established
with the test

dated November 23, 1983, the licensee stated that documentation now
exists in the PBNP Equipment Qualification File to document the

qualification of electrical cable splices used inside containment.

Item 30: FRC found that qualification was not established and aging

degradation was evaluated inadequately for resistance temperature

detectors located in the auxiliary building In addition, a comment

stated that similarity with the test specimen had not been satisfactorily

established. In its resolution to the TER items and comment, the licensee
verified in a telephone conversation on September 3, 1985 that these items
have been replaced with qualified resistance temperature detectors and that

documentation now exists in the PBNP Equipment Qualification Files to

demonstrate the qualification of the new resistance temperature detectors.

found that qualification was not established for motor
located inside the auxiliary building. In its resolution
n, the licensee stated in its November 23, 1983 submittal
that these motor control centers now have radiation shi
installed and are no ionger subjecte a harsh environment and thus are

J v ¥ 1

not considered to be wi




Item 37: FRC found that qualification was not established for thermocouple
cables located inside containment. In its resolution of the TER item,
Versa
that these items have been replaced with qualified
thermocouple cables and that documentation now exists in the PBNP Equipment
Qualification Files to document the qualification of the new cables.
found that qualification was not established for elec’rical

Instrument cable, 1ift switches and indicating assemblies which conduct
acoustic signal transmissions, located inside the containment building.
In addition, a comment states that the referenced test report does not

qualification as stated by the manufacturer because the signal
temperature resistance capabilities are inadequate.

1tem and comment, the licensee submitted t

¢b, 1985 requesting a qualification schedular

extension. This letter was accompanied by & Justification for continued

operation, he Lommission approved the request for schedular extension and

the equipment 1S now qualified for both uni at the PENP,

not establ
cable located inside and outside ¢ ntainment
FRC stated that test report was submitted to document

and further noted t} At PBNP incorrectly ctated that
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the PORV blocking valves were not safety related, i.e., the cable

did not require qualification. In its resolution of the TER item and

comment, the licensee stated in its November 23, 1983 submittal that this
equipment is now considered to be safety related and must be environmentally
qualified for conditions resulting from a smal! break loss of cooling accident
(SBLOCA), which is the only design basis event (DBE) for which the blocking
valves are required and which results in a harsh environment. In addition,
the licensee states that documentation now exists in the PBNP Equipment

Qualification Files to document the qualification of this control cable.

Item 42: FRC found that electrical instrument cable located inside and
outside containment was not dualif1od because -adequate similarity between
the installed equipment and the test specimen was not established. In
its resolution of the TER item, by letter dated November 23, 1983 to the
NRC, the licensee stated that additional documentation to establish
adequate similarity has been obtained and that documentation now exists
in the PBNP Equipment Qualification Files that documents the qualifica-

tion of this electrical instrument cable.

Items 50, 51, 52, 55: FRC found that pump bearing lubricants used on
equipment located in the auxiliary building or on equipment located
outside containment did not have qualification established. Adequate

similarity was not established with the test specimen nor was aging



degradation adequately evaluated for these lubricants. In addition, the
criteria regarding aging simulation and radiation exposure were not
r were the criteria regarding peak temperature exp
mments also stated that very little documentatior
"1cants and that some documentation checklists were withheld
‘oprietary” nature of the information they contained.

1tems and specific comments, by letter dated November 23

that these lubricants are environmentally qualified

oraance with 10 CFR 50.49 (1.e. DOR Guidelines) and that documentation
in the PBNP

Equipment Qualification Files to document qualification

or bearing lubricants.

1at moto ing lubricant used inside containment
)t have adequate similarity established with the test specimen, did

n 3 4 1
qua flef

ife or replacemert schedule
ave adequate riteria regarding peak temperature exposure.
TER items, the licensee stated in its November

ymentation now exis in the PINP Equipment Qualificatf

qualification of the motor bearing lubricant, used
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Items 54, 56: FRC found that motor operated valve gear lubricant and
geared limit switch lubricant used inside containment was not qualified
because adequate similarity was not established, aging degradation was
inadequately evaluated, qualified 1ife or a replacement schedule were
not established, the criteria regarding peak temperature exposure were
inadequate, and the criteria regarding aging similation and radiation
exposure are not satisfied. In addition, some “proprietary" qualification
information was withheld. In its resolution of the TER items, in its
submittal dated November 23, 1983 the licensee stated that these
lubricants are environmentally qualified and Jocumentation now exists
in the PBNP Equipment Qualification File to document the environmental
qualification of these lubricants for their specified safety function
and their location-specific service conditions throughout the installed

life of the lubricants.

Items 61, 62, 63, 64, 65: FRC found that motorized valve actuators

located inside containment, inside the auxiliary building or inside

the component cooling heat exchanger areas did not have adequate

similarity established between installed equipment and test specimens,

did not have an adequate aging degradation evaluation and did not have

a qualified 1ife or replacement schedule established. Therefore,

equipment qualification was not considered established, In its resolution

of the TER items, the licensee in its November 23, 1983 submittal to the

NRC states that it considers this equipment to be environmentally qualified
and that documentation now exists in the PBNP Equipment Qualification Files to

docunent qualification of these motorized valve actuators.
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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY
(POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT UNIT NOS. 1 AND 2)
DOCKET NOS. 50-266 AND 50-301
ISSUANCE OF DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206

The Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation has considered pursuant to 10
CFR 2.206 alleged equipment qualification deficiencies at the Point Beach
Nuclear Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and 2, identified in the "Comments on fule Regarding
Environmental Qualification of Electrical Equipment: Removal of June 30,
1982 Deadline" filed with the Commission by Stephen Proudman of Wisconsin'e
Environmental Decade, Inc., (Petitioner) on August 10, 1984, The Petitioner
included as a concern that specific items of electrical equipment for certain
facilities had not been found environmentally qualified in a Technical
Evaluation Report prepared by the Franklin Research Center for the NRC in
1982.

Upon review of information pertaining to these items and the information
provided by the Petitioner, the Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation has determined that the concerns identified by the Petiticner have
been adequately addressed. The reasons for the Director's conclusions are
contained in the "Director's Decision Under 10 CFR 2,206" (DD-86-09 ) which
is available for inspection in the Commission's Public Document Room, 1717 H
Street, N. W., Washington, D.C. 20555 and the local public document room *or
the Point Beach Nuclear Plant, Unit No. 1 and 2 located at the Joseph P. Mann

Public Library, 1516 Sixteenth Street, Two Rivers, Wisconsin,



A copy of the decision will be filed with the Office of the Secretary of
the Commission for the Commission's review in accordance with 10 CFR 2.206(c). As
provided in this regulation, the decision will become the final action of the
Commission twenty-five (25) days after issuance, unless the Commission on its

own motion institutes review of the decision within that time.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ﬁ;ciéars ’a. ao:imr, ;cfing EiPQCEOF

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, ,
this 14th of July, 1986 -



