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| U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission >
*LMail' Station PI-137

: Washington, D.C. 20555 .

'Attention: Document Control Desk

Gentlemen:

N SUBJECT: Grand Gulf Nuclear Station
# Unit 1

Docket No. 50-416
License No. NPF-29

3' Update on Nonconformances
Revealed During ,

~!Instrumentation Design
' Basis Review

LER 89-018-01
AECM-90/0043~

Attached is Licensee Event Report (LER) 89-018-01 which is a
final. report..

--Yours truly,

*WTC:cg
Attachment

cc: Mr. D. C. Hintz (w/a)
Mr. T. H. Cloninger (w/a) -

Mr. R. B..McGehee (w/a) !

Mr. : N. S. Reynolds . (w/a)
Mr. H. L. Thomas (w/o)-
Mr. H. O. Christensen (w/a)

,

i Mr. Stewart D. Ebneter'(w/a)
Regional Administrator |
U S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission |;:$ .

Nec. Region II. i

$[ .101 Marietta St., N.W., Suite'2900
g Atlanta, Georgia 30323
e.o ;
gy Mr. L. L. Kintner, Project Manager (w/a)

.Q office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
oc U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
$" Mail Stop 14B20

} g Washington, D.C. .20555
oc
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A design basis review of instrumentation revealed several cases of apparently
inappropriate quality level designations in which devices classified as

''

non-safety related were identified in Class 1E circuits. This condition did
not appear to meet.the requirements of Regulatory Guide 1.75 for suitable
isolation from Class IE powtr sources. The circuits containing the subject
devices were in compliance with RG 1.75 Class 1E criteria.

r

A team of engineers reviewed the specifics of each of the. identified non-safety
related applications in Class lE circuits and determined that in each case
reasonable-assurance existed that the conditions would not degrade the
interfacing safety related circuits or functions. Therefore, continued service
in their respective circuits was acceptable pending completion of final
evaluations.

Final evaluations confirmed that all devices were acceptable for continued
: service in-their applications. Only two devices that are not fully Class 1E
| qualified have an active safety function requiring a safety-related quality
! level designation. Although deemed acceptable for continued service, it was

deemed prudent to replace the two devices with those of suitable qualification
during RF04. Four other handswitches will be inspected during RF04 to
determine if they are Class lE qualified as required.

|

|
l:
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'A. Reportable Condition

As a result of a design basis review of instrumentation being conducted
by:the System Energy Design Engineering organization, several cases of i

apparently inappropriate quality level designations were identified. :)
Specifically, a population of devices classified as non-safety related |
were identified in Class 1E circuits. -This condition did not appear to |

meet the isolation requirements of Regulatory Guide 1.75 and was
therefore reported pursuant.to 10CFR50.73(a)(2)(ii)(B) as a condition q

outside the design basis for the plant. This update report is submitted I

to provide the-results of the completed evaluation. j

B. Initial Conditions.

The condition was identified on December 15, 1989 while the unit was
operating at 100 percent power.

C. Description of Occurrence

System Energy has been performing reviews of the design basis for

L instrumentation at Grand Gulf Nuclear Station as a part of the
Instrumentation and Setpoint Control program. 'One element of this

| program consisted of reviewing the' original quality level assignments of A
instrumentation for'the facility, determining the appropriate quality,

1 level' assignment based on instrument function, and resolving any'
apparent differences. The population of instruments considered in the

! review was in excess of 23,000.

l

[ ~On December 15, 1989 System Energy Design Engineering identified a subset
of this population which was p'ocured and/or specified to be non-safety! r

|- related by the original design group, yet were located in Class 1E
circuits. The items appeared to have been installed contrary to the I

requirements of Regulatory Guide 1.75, in that suitable isolation from
Class 1E power. sources had not been provided. Suitable analysis could not

|. be found to justify the current circuit configurations by considering the
non-safety related loads as " associated circuits" per Regulatory Guide
1.75 Section C.4. The total review identified 81 items of apparent
nonconformance which required further evaluation to determine
acceptability in their application.

|

y
|

|

|
|
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D. : Apparent Cause

The acceptability of the device applications was brought into question
during a comprehensive reevaluation of the basis for instrument quality
classifications. . One factor in System Energy's decision to undertake this
comprehensive reevaluation was concern over the level of control of-the
Instrument Index used by the Architect Engineer, Bechtel, for tabulation
of instrument data during original design. Because the Instrument Index
was'not considered a fully controlled document, the validity and bases of
quality _ classifications-could not be readily ascertained. Thus, the
assignment of non-safety related devices in applications that interfaced
with Class 1E circuits was questionable.

As discussed in Section E and F below, no conditions adverse to plant
safety were identified and most non-safety related. quality designations
were determined to.be acceptable. Some devices were determined to require
upgrading to a safety-related quality designation based on their service
function. .The cause of the apparent quality-level classification.

'

discrepancies was a combination of the level of Instrument Index
controls that existed during original plant design and'the lack of
written documentation of evaluations required by Regulatory Guide 1.75.

,

E.. Corrective Actions

'

The essence of the Instrumentation and Setpoint Control program provides
-adequate assurance that the entire population of potential discrepancies '

of a similar nature have been identified. The program guidelines were of
sufficient scope to identify' discrepancies between installed

_ t

instrumentation and design requirements. Current. program controls are
adequate to ensure that appropriate design requirements are maintained
for instrument applications.

|

A dedicated team of engineers was assigned to review the specifics of each
of the identified non-safety related applications .in Class 1E circuits.

It was determined that in each case reasonable assurance existed that the
condition would not degrade the interfacing safety related circuits or

E functions. Therefore, continued service in their respective circuits was

L 3- acceptable pending completion of the final evaluations.

The System Energy Design Engineering Group completed the evaluation of
g component application with the following results:
!

o Fourteen of the devices were determined to be suitable for Class IE
application and were upgraded to a safety-related quality level
classification.

i
1
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o Sixty-one of the devices did not meet all criteria to be classified ,

as Class 1E but were dispositioned as acceptable based on >

compliance with the criteria for associated circuits set forth in-

Regulatory Guide'1.75. !

The qualification of four installed handswitches which are required'o ,

to meet Class 1E criteria is indeterminate at this time due to the- ;

inability to perform inspections during plant operation. -The J
C handswitches operate two feedwater system (EIIS Code: SJ) inlet. l

-

shutoff valves, B21-F065A and B21-F065B. Two of the handswitches-
-initiate valve opening and closing while the other two are used to-
stop valve movement'during the opening or closing cycle. These
handswitches are suspect because of a discrepancy between two
General Electric documents. An Elementary Diagram Device List.,

(EDDL) correctly specified Class 1E Cutler Hamer switches for-
this application while an Electrical Device List (EDL) incorrectly i
specified non-class 1E Cutler Hansner switches . Since the 't

-non'-Class 1E Cutler Hammer switches are physically identical to i

the Class 1E switches, the original equipment supplier (GE)
performed an evaluation based on operating history to allow '

continued service. The four switches will be~ inspected during the. ,

fourth refueling outage (RF04) and replaced if found to be tite
non-Class 1E type.

o Two devices that are not fully Class 1E qualified have an active
safety function requiring.a safety-related quality level _ .

4designation ~ The two devices'are handswitches that operate the.

component cooling water (CCW) system (EIIS Code: KG) 'B' pump. ,

The handswitch contacta must not inadvertently change state during

H or af ter a safe shutdowri earthquake to ' ensure that the' 'B' CCW
'

L- pump sheds from its power souce upon actuation of the load i

L shedding and sequencing system following a Loss of Coolant
b Accident (LOCA)_ event. Because the handswitches provide an active

safety function, the quality designation has been upgraded to a'

safety-related classification.. Although the installed
handswitches'were found to be acceptable for continued service, it
was determined prudent to replace the two non-Class 1E
handswitches-with suitably qualified Class 1E handswitches during

_,'
RF04. ;

H .

.!
*

,

J

[ I
.

I '

g a=***- LER38891/SCMPFLR - 6

m _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _.



rie
; .

,

i--
I

E8"
-

vA ==== neoutaveny samusmanS -

_UCENSEE EVENT REPORT (LER) TEXT C2NTINUATl0N - maoveo ous muise.4iw
*

g-- Press: *** :,

fanoner,name m - soonst manen m e..umeen a mee a
i- ma gq=ausms' W= = . - .2

(;

0| 1 Ol 5 W 0150 |1| 8Grand Gulf Nuclear Station- 0 |5 |0 |0 |0 h | 1| 6 'Q $ --

inn e== m eemam .smanname==muwim.

<F. Safety Assessment
c

An' engineering assessment was performed for each device identified as
'non-safety related in a Class-1E circuit to determine interimr- a
acceptability pending completion of final evaluations. The assessment .

.

included a review of maintenance history to determine if failures related !

to circuit' integrity had been experienced; a detailed circuit review to
assess the impact of postulated credible component failure on the Class IE
c'ircuit should failure occur;-and a review of potential failure mechanisms ;
for the component found in the circuit. Based on the assessment, it was
concluded that there is reasonable -assurance that the conditions
identified would.not degrade safety circuits and functions. The Plant '

-Safety Review Committee reviewed and concurred with the assessment.

The non-Class.1E Cutler Hammer switches are physically identical to the
Class 1E qualified switches. The four switches are mounted in a Control 1

,

-

Room panel which is a mild environment. Because of physical similarities. I

between the Class 1E and non-Class 1E switches, the switches are expected
to perform'similarly during a seismic event. 'The two non-Class 1E
handswitches for the 'B' CCW pump are also located in a Control Room panel ;

(mild environment), are physically similar to Class 1E qualified switches, i

and are expected.to perform similarly during a seismic event. -Therefore,
the existing devices are acceptable for continued service in their

_

j
respective circuits with no significant adverse-impact to plant safety. '

1
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