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MEMORANDUM FOR: D. G. Fisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing, NRR

FROM: T. W. Bisncp, Director
Division of Reactor Safety and Projects, Region V

SUBJECT : ALLEGATIONS REGCARDING THE SUPPORTING OF DIFFERENT ELECTRICAL
VITALITIES FROM A COMMON SUPPORT; ALLEGATION NO. 147,
ATS No. RV=-84-A-0015

Region V has recently examined the subject concern. The results of our
investigation are atcached. As noted under "Action Required," we indicated
that this matter would be referred to NRR for use in your evaluation of
acceprability of an FSAR amendment request, to be submitted by the licensee.

‘ccordingly, Region V requests that NRR assume lead responsibility for the
evalvarion and cleseout of this issue. If you have any questions regarding
this matter, pnlease centact D. F. Kirech of Region V.

EEEYE-T =

T. W. Bishop, Director
Division of Reactor Safety and Projects

Enclosure

ce: G, Knighteon, LB3, NRR
H. Schierling, LB3, NKR
Allegation File No. 147
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Allegation or Concern Number: 147

ATS No. RV 84 A 0015

Characterization

Cable tray and conduits of independent and redundant trains were installed on

common raceway supports. (No specific examples were givep by the allegers).

e

Implied Significance to Plaot Design, Coastruction, or Operation

The required independence of circuits that are essential to emergency reactor
shutdown, containment and reactor heat removal, or otherwise essential in
preventing significant velease of radioactive materials to the eavironment .s

compromised by the possibility of comeon failure through the cosmon support.

Assessment of Safety Significance

This issue was reviewed by; (1) by review of NRC regulatory requirements and
industry standards within the topic area, (2) examinatior of approved licensee
commitments as stated in the FSAR, and (3) extensive tield inspections of
Class I raceway supports to determine 1f common supports had in fact been

utilized.

There is no generic requirement by the NPC to install redundapt circuits op
separate supports. Indeed, most facilities, even those mist vecently

licensed, such as Washington Nuclear Project Number 2 (WP 2), feature common



supperts ef redundant pafety related electrical divisions The requirements
are that the redundaut salety relaced electrica) circuits wust be (1)
electrically independent of each other and (2) physicaliy separated irom each
other in order to preclude in the first case common electrical failures that
wiuld readsr both circaits incperable or in the second case that common harms
such as fire or mussile hazards would uffect both circuits. With pespect to
supports, ii the support 1s seismically designed Lo withstund the drzign basis

earthquake with its total load imposed, it is= acceptable.

The acdequacy of the tray rupportiug system is veviewed with respec. Lo the
ability to perform the intended safety functien vuder the postulated seismic
event. This review of safety related roceway suppuriirg svstems Aoes not
require inciusion of the independence criteria. The KRC p sition is expressed
in PEGULATORY GUIDE 1.29 which requires that safety related electrical systems
bave supports that are designed to withscand the efrects of the safe shutdown
cartbquake and remein fuactioral. There is po méntion ip this PECULATORY

GUIDI of any requireme.t to provide irdeperdent supports.

'he adequacy of safety related electrical systems with respect te slectrical
indepencence and pbysical separation is defined in YREE 30% and IEEE 384
(PEGULATORY GUIPE 1.75). These standards sti.e the requirements for rhyeical
sepataiion of reduncant circaits in terms of slistance or barriers, but remain

Silent ¢ Lo any requirements of the raceway supporting sysiem.

Tue spe.ific separations ot IEEE 384 (REGULATORY GUIDE 1.75) were rot imposed
uprn the licersee beciuse the license:'s propesed wethods as stated in the

FSAR Amendvent 24 were found acceptable by the NRC Staff  (See Supplefent No.



I to the Safety Evaluution of the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Station Upits )
and 2) dated 3] January, 1975. The specific requirements are stated in FSAR
Secticn 8.3 3 "Analysis of A-C Power Systems”, "Separatiou Criteria for Class

I Systems" on page 6.3-19.

On page 8.3-28 of the F3AR under the title "Supports" is a reaference to

reccion 3.10 for the seismic design and a statement that "Class I supports are

wot shared by mutually redundanc Class I circuits".

Taerefore, the inspector concludes that althcugh there is no firm regulatory
requiiement Lo support Aifferent Adivisions on separate support systems, the

licensee added this commitment to the FSAR to provide additional comservatism.

An NRC iuspector conducted extensive rxaminations of Uuit 1 areas containing
large concentrations of safety related electrical cable raceway Lo deteimine
whetber the slleged condition existet. The inspector observed that several
raceway supporis in Che cable spreading recom supported cenduit of redundant

Class I divisions

At the ipspector's request the licensee evaluated this situaticw. The
licensee stated by letter (DCL-84-064) dated February 17, 1934, that "supperts
in the cable spreadirg roos upder the centcol room and the K area, elevatica
100'" were exceptions to the desige approach of assuring that mutually
redundunt "lass [ couduits and trays were not supported by shared supportc
systems. This response from the licensee glso stated that Section 8.3.1 af
the FSAR was in process of peing upduted to reflect this plant coundition. The

licensee's re:ponse hewever did not address the degree of compliance with the



FSAR comnitment and the engineering justifictaion for failure to implement the
FSAR Commitment. The licensee supplied additional infermetion related to this
issue by Letter No. DCL-84-092, dated March 7, 1984. The eaclosure to this
Letter states that "The FSAR statement that Class I supports are not shared by
mutually redundaut circuits was a design conservatism established by PG&E;
bowever, deviation from this design standard was found to be required to show
seismic qualification of raceways to the revised seismic spectra generated
during the Diablo Canyon Phase 1 Verification Program. Prior to acceptance of
this design stondard change, reviews were performed which showed that no
regulatory requirements, including those stated egrlier, were impacted. The
design of supports ﬁaa sufficient margin te assure that loss of a siungle
support will aot cause loss of satety function. As stated in the previous
submittal on this issue, an FSAR change will be submitted to clarify Page
8.3-28." Thus, it appears that the licensee had evaluated this change in
design criteria, for compliance with regulatory requirements, with the result
that the deviationm from the additional conservatism, previously committed to
io tbe FSAR, was justified based on analysis of regulatory requirements and
industry stancdards. Furthermore, the licensee's engineering had brought ttis
issue to the attenticon of the organization responsible for submitting requests
for amendment of che FSAR. Although an amendment request had not yet been
submitted this item was scheduled for inclusion in an amendment request.
Therefore, the staff feels that the licensee acted in responsible manner as
regards this situation; however, a more timely action to resolve the FSAR
discrepancy would have been desirable. The staff feels that this situation

does not represent a breakdown in the design process.



The failure to comply with the above referenced FSAR commitment is considered

to be a Deviation

Staff Position

Inspection of Unit 1 cable spreading room area indicated that the licensee did
not comply with the provisions of the AR with respect to independence of

supports for redundant safety relate ircuits. This represents a Deviation

from an FSAR commitment

>»
-

Tbe matter of acceptability of the installed supports will be referred to the
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation for use in their evaluation of the FSAR

hange, which PG&E will submit No further regional action is anticipated.




