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ENCLOSURE

SAFETY tvALUATION REPORT FOw
GENERIC LETiex »s-28, ITEMS 3.1.1,
s.1.2, 3.1.3, 3.2.1, s.¢.2, 3.2.3, 4.1, AN &,5.1
mLuUIRE NUCLEAR STATiun, UNITS 1 AND 2
DOCKET NOS. Su-309 AND 370

INTRUDULTION

In February 1yss, the Salem Nuclear rower Station experiencea two failures
of the reactor trip system upon the receipt of trip signal.. These railures
were attribuied to Westingnouse - Type DB-50 reactor trip system (RTS)
circuit breakers. ine failures at Salem on rebruary 22 and 25, lyss, were
beiteved to have been causea by a binding action witnin the undervoltage
re1p attachment (UVTA) 1ocated inside the breaker cubicle. Due to propiems
with the circuit breakers at Salem and at other plants, NRC issued Generic
Letter (uL) 83-28, Required Actions Based on Generic implications of Salem
Anticipated Transient Without Scram (AIWS) Events, dated July 8, 1983, This
letter required tne '1censees to respond on immediate-term actions to ensure
reinability of the RTS. Actions to be performed inciuded development ot
programs to provide for post-trip review, classification of equipment,
vendor interface, post-maintenance testing, and RTS reliability mprove-
ments. [he Generic Letter stated that for Action items 3.1.1, 3.1.2,
3.2.1, 3.2.2, 4.1, ana 4.5.1 NRC Regional utrices would perform a post-
impiementation review and 1ssue Safety Evaluation weports. Subsequent

to GL 83-28, Region Il was requested to pertorm the review of responses to
Action Items s.1.3 and 3.2.3. This report is the Regiona! >arety Evaluation
of Duke Power Lompany submittals cated November 4, 1983, vecember 31, 1984,
and May 24, 1985, to uL 53-28 for McGuire Units 1 and 2.

KEVIEW GUIDELINES

ine 11censee's responses were evaluated for compirance to the staff's
positions delineatea n GL 83-28 for Action i1tems 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.1.s,
3.¢.1, 3.2.2, 3.2.3, 4,1, ana 4.5.1. The requirements of the above action
items, as descripea 1n the Generic Letter, are paraphrased below:

3.1 vrost-Maintenance Testing (Reactor Trip System Lomponents)
Position

1. Licensees ana applicants shall supmit the results of their review
of test ana maintenance procedures and Technical Specitications to
assure that post-maintenance operapiiity testing of safety-related
components in the reactor trip system is requirea to pe conducted
and that the testing aemonstrates that the equipment is capable or
performing its sarety functions before peing returned to service.
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3.2

4,1

¢. Licensees and applicants shall submit th~ resuits of their check
of vendor ana engineering recommencations to ensure that any
appropriate test guidance is inciuded in tne test and maintenance
procedures or tne lechnical Specitications, where reguired.

3. Licensces and applicants shaii 1dentify, if applicapie, any post-
maintenance test requirements in existing Technical Spe~irications
which can pe demonstrated to degraae rather than enhance carety.
appropriate changes to tnese test requirements, with supporti.g
Justification, snai1 pe submitted for starr approval. (Note that
action «4.» aiscusses on-line system tunctional testing.)

Post-Maintenance Testing (A'1 utner Safety-Related Lomponents)
Position
The following actions are applicable to post-maintenance testing:

1. Licensees and appiicants shall submit a report documenting the
extending of test ard maintenance procedures ana iechnical
Specifications review to assure tnat post-maintenance operability
testing of a1 satety-related equipment is required to be conaucted
ana that the testing demonstrates that the equipment is capable of
performing its sarety runctions before being returned to service.

2. Licensee ana appiicants shall submit tne results of their check
of vengor and engineering recommendations to ensure that any
appropriate test guidance 1s included in the test ana maintenance
procedures or the iecnnical Specifications where required.

3. Licensees anrd applicants shaii 1raentify, if applicabie, any
post-maintenance test requirements n existing Technicai >peci-
tications which are perceived to degrade ratner than enhance
sarety. Appropriate changes to these test requirements, with
supporting justification, shaii pe submitted for starr approval,

Reactor iri1p System Reliability (vendor-Related Modirications)
Position

All vendor-recommended reactor trip breaxer modifications shaii Dpe
reviewed to verify that either: (1) each moditication has, in fact,
peen implemented; or (¢) a written evaluation ot the technical reasons
tor not implementing a modification exists.

ror example, the modifications recommended by westinghouse in NCD-
Elec-18 for tne UB-50 breakers and a march 31, 1983, letter tor the
DS-416 preaxers shall be implemented or a justification ror not imple-
menting snaii be made available. moairfications not previously made
shall be incorporated or a written evaiuation shall be proviaed.
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4.5 Reactor Iri1p System Reliabitity (System Functional iesting)
rosition

un-line functiona: testing of the reactor trip system, including
independent testing or tne diverse trip features, shall be performea on
al plants,

1. The diverse trip features to be tested include the breaker under-
voitage and shunt trip teatures on Westinghouse, saW (see Action
1tem 4.3 of GL 83-28) ana Lt plants; the circuitry used for power
interruption with the silicon controiied rectifiers on Baw piants
(see Action item 4.4 of GL 83-28); ana the scram pilot valve and
backup scram valves (including all initiating circuitry) on GE
plants.

IIT. EVALUA1IUN AND CONCLUSION

By letters aated November 4, 19¥s; vecember 31, 1984; ana may 24, 1985;
Duke Power Company, the licensee ot mcuuire Nuclear Station, units 1 and 2
provigea 1nformation regarding tneir compliance to Sections 3.1, 3.2, 4.1,
ana 4.5 of GL 83-28. We nave evaluated the licensee's responses against tne
n«C positions describea i1n Section II above tor completeness and adequacy.
We conciuged that the licensee s responses to Action i1tems 3.1.1, 3.1.7,
3.1.3, 3.2.1, s.¢.2, 3.2.3, 4.1, and 4.5.1 were acceptable ana met the intent
or uL 83-28.

velineated below are tne results of Region 11's evaluation and a brier
summary OT tne |1censee'’'s response:

A. Item 3.1.1, Review of Test ana maintenance Procedures ana iechnical
Specifications (~eactor Trip System Lomponents)

The I11censee’'s response to tnis 1tem is acceptable ana meets the intent
of GL 83-2¥. 1ne licensee states in tneir submittal that Mcuwuire has
existing procedures and programs to assure that post-maintenance
testing or all safety-relatea ana 1echnical Specification-related
components 15 conducted and that sucn testing demonstrates tnat the
keactor Trip System equipment is capable of performing its intended
safety functions. 1ne licensee further stated in their response tnat
runctional testing is perrormed on the DS-416 breakers in conjunction
with the time response verification and inciudes an independent
verification or the UV and shunt trip on a monthly basis. They aiso
stated tnat they measure time response before and after each six months
maintenance. ine licensee also statea tnat they were reviewing reactor
trip system components other tnan the components supp 1ed by Westing-
house to assure tnat technical information is correct and consistent
and that any changes are incorporated into plant proceaures.
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item 3.1.2, Check of venaor and Engineering Kecommendations for Testing
and maintenance (Reactor Trip >ystem Components)

The licensee's responses to this item are acceptable and meet tne
intent of GL 83-¢s. uuke Power Company stated in their submittal
datea november 4, 1983, that tney had reviewed vendor nrormation
and the maintenance manual for tne US-416 reactor trip oreakers and
verified that appropriate information nad been incorporates into plant
procedures ana iechnical Specifications. For other Reactor irip System
components, the licensee statea tnat they were reviewing previous
Westinghouse recommendations to assure that these recommenagations have
been appropriately incorporatea into plant procedures and lechnical
Specifications. Licensee's supplemental response dated may ¢4, 1985,
providea adequate confirmation that the licensee had completed their
review of recommendations in W Tecnnical Bulletins and Uata Letters
concerning keactor Trip System components. The supplemental response
also statea tnat plant procedures nave been revised as appropriate.

Item 3.1.3, ldentification or iecnnical Specification Kequired Post-
Maintenance 1ests Proven Detrimenta: to Safety (Reactor Irip dystem
Components )

The licensee's response to this item are acceptable and meet the intent
of GL 83-28. The licensee stated that they have no knowledae of any
post-maintenance testing requirements in the i1ecnnical Specifications
wnich can be demonstrated to degrade safety.

item 3.2.1, Review or iest and Maintenance Procedures and Technical
Specitications (A1l Other Sarety-Related Components)

The licensee s response to this item 1s acceptable and meets tne intent
of GL #3-¢8. The licensee statea that procedures exist which require
functional verirication on all safety-related components foliowing
maintenance and prior to returning the components to service. The
Iicensee considers tnat these procedures are etfective in assuring tnat
sarety-related equipment 15 operable upon return to service and that
the equipment is capable of performing its intended safety function.

ltem 5.2.2, Check of Vendor ana tngineering Recommendations for Testing
and Maintenance (A11 Other Safety-Relatea Lomponents)

The licensee's responses to this 1tem is acceptable ana meets the
intent of GL ss-¢¥. The licensee statea n their response tnat
they are implementing a substantial review to verify that all vendor
instruction manuals are complete and consistent, and that the informa-
tion in the vendor manuals is appropriately incorporated into plant
procedures. The licensee aiso stated that administrative procedures
had been establisnea and were being implemented to control the distri-
pution of vendor instruction manuals and to ensure that vendor guidance
is appropriately incorporated into plant procedures. The licensee
statead that the manual review program involves comparing all in-house
copies of vendor manuals, resolving any airrerences, and contacting
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vendors 1t needed to resolve prooiems. This program wiii ensure that
all copires of a given manual are complete, consistent, ana that any
changes made to tne manuals will be evaiuated and appropriately
incorporatea 1nto plant procedures.

Item 3.¢.3, Identification or iechnical Specification Kequired Post-
Maintenance i1ests Proven Detrimentai to Safety (A1l Other >arety-
Relatea vomponents)

The licensee's response to this item 1s acceptable and meets the intent
of GL ss-¢t. The licensee statea tnat Duke Power has no knowledge of
any post-maintenance test requirements 1n the Technical Specirications
whicn can oe demonstrated to degraae safety.

Item 4.1, Keactor Trip System Reliapiiity (Vendor-Pelatea modifica-
tions)

The 11censee's response to this item is acceptable ana meets the intent
of GL 83-¢s. 1ne licensee stated 1n tneir response that tney nhave
complied witn the March 31 and Aprii ¢i, 1983 (W) recommenaations to
repiace the UVTA with devices naving a modified shart groove for the
retaining ring anc nave verified criticai awmensional tolerances
specified by W. wvuke also stated that tne potential wire bundle
propiem described in W Tecnnical Bulletin NSD-Ty-/5-02 dated
Feoruary 20, 1975, had been resolved and corrective action taken

on the McGuire Reactor Trip System breakers. I|he licensee did

not identify any otner breaker modifications,

1tem 4.5.1, Reactor Trip >ystem Reliability (System Functional Testing)

ine licensee's response to this item is acceptanie and meets the intent
of GL 83-28. The licensee confirmed in their response that ou-line
functional surverilance testing is perrormed on McGuire Unit 1 ana
Unit ¢ weactor Protective Systems as described in tne unit 2 operating
Ticense whicn requires system functional testing. Duke s response
dated May ¢4, 1985, for item 4.¢.1 partly discussed the Iicensee's
on-11ne tunctional test and tne i11censee stated that tney measure and
record time response for each breaker on a monthly basis and that tnis
inciudes a verification or the UV trip indepenaent of the shunt trip
and vice-versa. The i1censee also stated tnat tney were following
guiaance resulting from tne westinghouse Owners Group.

Conclusion
sasea on our reviews, the NRC  concludes that the i1i1censee's responses

to items 3.1.1, 3.1.¢, 3.1.3, 3.2.1, 3.2.¢, 35.2.3, 4.1, and 4.5..1 are
acceptable and meet the intent of GL 83-28.



