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ABSTRACT

~
4
This EGAG Idaho, Inc. report provides & review of the submittals from E
selected operating and applicant Bolling Water REactor (BWR) plants for s
conformance to Generic Letter 83-28, Item 2.1 (Part 1). The following

. plants are included in this review. ﬁ
Plant Name Docket Number TAC Number 5
Hope Creek 50-354 oL
Peach Bnttom 2 50-217 652865 o
Peach Bottom 3 50.278 52866 ¥
Perry | 50-440 61705 - )
Perry 2 50-441 oL 4
Pilgrim ) 50-293 52867 ’&é
5
FOREWORD

This report s supplied as part of the program for evaluating
licensee/applicant conformance to Generic Letter 83-28, "Required Actions
Based on Generic Implications of Salem ATWS Events.® This work s being
congucted for the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Office of Nuclear
Regulation, Division of PWR Licensing-A, by the EG&G Idaho, Inc.

The U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission funded this work under the
éuthorization B&R 20-19-10-11-3 and 20-19-40-41-3, FIN Nos. D600 and D6002.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

On February 25, 1983, both of the scram circult breakers at Unit 1 of
the Salem Nuclear Power Plant falled to openm upon an automatic reactor trip
signal from the reactor protection system. This incident was terminated
ménudily by the operator about 30 seconds after the initiation of the
dutomatic trip signal. The fallure of the circult breakers was determined
to be related tc the sticking of the undervoltage trip attachment. Prior
to tris incident, on February 22, 1983, an automatic trip signal was
generated at Unit 1 of the Salem Nuclear Power Plant based on steam
generator low-low level during plant startup. In this case, the reactor

was tripped manually by the operator almost coincidentally with the
dutomatic trip.

Following these incidents, on February 28, 983, the NRC Executlive
Director for Operations (ED0), directed the staff to investigate and report
on the generic implications of the occurrences at Unit 1 of the Salem
Nuclear Power Plant. The results of the staff's inquiry into the generic
Implications of the Salem Unit 1 incidents are reported 'n NUREG-1000,
“Generic Implications of the ATWS Events at the Salem Nucleir Fower
Plant. “ As a result of this investigation, the Commission (NRC)
requested (by Generic Letter 83-28, dated July 8, 19832) all licensees of
operating reactors, epplicants for an operating 1icense, and holders of

construction permits to responc to generic Yssues raised by the analyses of
these two ATWS events.

This report is an evaluation of the responses submitted from a
selec.ed group of doiling Water Reactors (BWRs) for Item 2.1 (Part 1) of
Gener ic Letter B3-28.

The results of the review of four individua) plant responses ar¢
compined and reported on in this document to enhance review efficlency.
The specific plants reviewed in this report were selected based on the




convenience of review. The actual documents which were reviewed for each
evaluation are listed at the end of each plant evaluation. The generic
documents referenced In this rcport are 1isted at the end of the report.

Part 1 of Item 2.1 of Generic Letter B3.28 requires the licensee ¢-
applicant to confirm that all reactor trip system components a-e
identified, classified, and treated as safety-related, a5 indicated in the
following statement:

L Remaa o

Licensees and applicants shall confirm that all components- whose
functioning is required to trip the reactor are identified as
safety-related on documents, procedures, and information handling
systems used in the plant to control safety-related activities,
including maintenance, work orders, and parts replacement.
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2. PLANT RESPONSE EVALUATIONS

2.1 Hope freel $50-354 (OL)

The applicant for Hope Creek (Public Service Electric and Gas
<ampany) provided responses to the requirements of Item 2.1 (Part 1) of
seneric cetter 83-28 in submittals dated March 30, 1934, December 17, 1984
and May 21, 1985. In the first submitta) the applicant described their
2lan to develop a Master Equipment List 'MEL) which would identify the
cumponents required to Initlate reactor trip and designate these components
és safety-related. The MEL imposes quality assurance requirements for the
safely-reialed components and \s the controlling document for
safety-related activities. The applicant stated intentions to be in
compliance with Item 2.1 (Part 1) prier to September 1984,

The second submitta)l reviewed prog ess to December 17, 1984 and
s«tiined a revised program which would meet the requirements of Item 2.)
(Part 1) prior to March 1985 The applicant confirmed in their May 21,
385 submittal that review of the reactor trip system hac been completed
éand that reactor trip system components were verified to be classified
s2fety-related on appropriate design documents, however, the MEL had not
ceen completed for all components of the reactor trip system. The
ézplicant stated that this effort would be completed by September 30, 1985.

2.2 Conclusion

Based on a review of the applicant's submittals, we find that :he
acplicant's responses confirm that components required to trip the reactor
miave been designated safety-related and that the MEL 1s used to control a))
activities relating to safety-related components. We, therefore, find tha*
the applicant's responses meet the requirements of Item 2.1 (Part 1) of
Ceneric Letter 83-28, and are acceptabdble.




REFERENCES

Letter, R.L. Mitt]l, Public Service Electric and Gas Co., to A.

Schwencer, NRC, March 30, 1984,
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NRC, May 21, 1985.
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2.3 Peach Bottom 2 50-277 TAC NO. 52865
Peach Bottom 3 50-278 TAC NO. 52866

The 1icensee for Peach Bottom 2 and 3 (Philadelphia Electric Co.)
proyided responses to the requirements of Item 2.1 (Part 1) of Generic
Letter 83-28 in submittals dated November 4, 1983, April 23, 1984 and
May 29, 1985,

The responses state that all systems that contribute to the reactor
trip function have been identifiled as safety-related in the current *Q*
Iist and that all components of safety-related systems are safety-related
unless specifically excluded by safety evaluation. The "Q® 11st is used to
identify the applicable codes, standards and procedures to be used for
activities relating to the safety-related components.

tach Ytem or service to be procured 1s reviewed to determine 1f it 1s
safcty-related. The review 1s performed by & congnizant member of the plan
staff or the Engineering and Research Department.

2.4 Conclusion

Item 2.1 (Part 1) requires licensees to confirm that a1l components
whose functioning is required to trip the reactor are i1dentified as
safety-related on documents, procedures, and information handling systems
used in the plant to control safety-related activities, including
miintenance, work orders, and parts replacement.

Based on the licensee's submittal we find that the 1ist of components
required to trip the reactor is Incomplete. We also find that the
licensce's program does not identify safety-related components on relevant
plant documants. The response, therefore, does not meet the requirements
of Item 2.1 (Part 1) of Generic Letter 83-28 and s unacceptabdle.
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2.5 Perry ) 50.440 (OL) and Perry 2 50.441 (OL)

The applicant for Perry 1 and 2 (Cleveland Electiric Illuminating Co.)
provided responses to the requirements of Item 2.1 (Part 1) of Generic
Letter 83-28 \n submittals dated April 6, 1984 and August 28, 1985. The
applicant reported in the first submittal that the "Q"-11st for the plants
was undergoing review to verify the correct classification of
safety-related components. The "Q"-14st 1s to be used to determine
classification for maintenance, work orders and procurement activities.

The second submittal reported that the "0®-11st evaluation had been
completed and that all numbered components from the 5 systems that
contribute to the reactor trip function had been reviewed and classifled as
safety-related or nonsafety-related. The *Q"-11st 1s the safety-related
subset of the Perry Equipment Master Files System (PEMS) used to determine
the classification for work orders, maintenance and parts procurement.

2.6 Conclusion

Based on the review of the applicant's submittals, we find that the
applicant has verified that the components necessary o perform reactor
trip are classified as safety-.related and that this classification program
imposes safety-related procedures on work orders, maintenance, and
procurement activities. We, therefore, find that the applicant's response
meet the requirements of Item 2.1 (Part 1) of Generic Letter B3-28 and are
acceptable.

REFERUNCES

1. Letter, M.R. Edelman, Cleveland Electric Illuminating Co. to D.G.
Eisenhut, NRF, Apri) 6, 1984,

2. Letter, M.R. Edelman, Cleveland Electric I1luminating Co., to B.J.
Youngblood, Auqust 28, 198S.




2.7 PAlgrim ), 50-293, TAC Mo, 52861

The licensee for Pilgrim 1 (Boston Edismnn Co.) provided responses to
the requirements of Item 2.1 (Part 1) of Generic Letter 83.28 in sudbmittals
dated November 7, 1983 and June 28, 1985. Im the subamittals the licensee
confirmed that the components required to fumction for reactor trip are
'dentified in the plant "0"-11st and are controlled at a quality leve!
which reflects the safety-related functions. Documents {Purchase Orders,
Maintenance Requests) used to control activities associated with the
*Q*-11sted equipment are identified as *Q® which designates the use of
safety-related procedures.

2.8 nclusd

Based on the review of the licensee's submittals, we find that the
Icensee has verified that the components necessiary to perform reactor trip
are classified as safety-related and that the classification program
imposes safety-related procedures on maintenance and procurement activities
relating to the components. We, therefore, find that the licensee's
response meet the requirements of Items 2.1 (Part 1) of Generi¢
Letter B3-28 and are acceptadle.

REFERENCES

I. Letter, W.D. Harrington, Boston Edisom Co., to D.B. Vassallo, NRC,
November 7, 1983.

' B Letter, W.D. Harrington, Boston Edison Co., to D.B. Vassallo, NRC,
June 28, 1985.




3. GINERIC REFERENCES

Y. Generic Implicat ors of ATW
NUREG-1000, Volume 1, Apr) uly 1983.

2. NRC Letter, D.G. Eisenhut to al) Licensees of Operating Reactors,
Applicants for Ozerating License, and Holders of Construction Permits,

“Required Actions Based on Generic Implications of Salem ATWS Events
(Generic Letter $3-28)," July 8, 1983,

SR o

o SN

S ey




SER AT T N ON Teg RVl

NAC FORM 1N VA WuCLAAR BAGULATOR Y COMMIMMON
a8
s BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATA SHEET

| BEPOAT NUMBER (fgnnr by TIOC ame e W e

EGG-NTA- 7188
Revised Draft

3 1YL el 0T

Conformance to Generic Letter 83-28, Item 2.1
(Part 1), Equipment Classification Hope Creek,
Peach Bottom 2 and 3, Perry 1 and 2, Pilgrim 1

J LEAVE BLANR

S A LTmOe s

R. rarcldsen

4 DATEREPOUT COMPLRTEED

TR LA G ONGANIATION NAME AND MA L ING a0DREIY ‘Anver Fo Comw

EGAG ldaho, Inc.
Idaho Falls, 1D 83415

WON T . I *has
September 1836
O DATEREPORTY 1D .
WO T l Vend
September 1936
0 PRGIBCT T ABK WORK whiit MUMBER

D6001 and "6N02

0 MPUNSIR e DRGANLATION NAME 4N0 WAL NG ADDRELS arnee o Cater
Division of Systems Integration

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

e TYPE QOF REPOAT
Draft Technical
Evaluation Report

* PRRIOD COVERRD linmwire Somw

1 3P ivinTanr aCTHY

ARSTR DT 200 weews v v

(RTS Components).

This EGAG Idaho, Inc. report provides a review of the submittals for
Hope Creek, Peach Bottom 2 and 3, Perry 1 and 2, and Pilgrim 1 for conformance
to Generic Letter 83-28 Items 2.1 (Part 1) Equipment Classification

$ oS0 WENT ana 738 -, s wOPO) SESCR P ey

DENT 6 5@ e ENDEC RS

Noave a7
LA 1 Lo

Limited

Distrobutio

e
L. atse g

AR —

Unclassi“ied

Tou wmert

Unclassified

T hes al

—




