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ENCLOSURE
SAFETY EVALUATION FOR GENERIC LETTER 83-28,

ITEMS 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.2.1, AND 3.2.2

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
BROWNS FERRY NUCLEAR PLANT
UNITS 1, 2, AND 3
DOCKET NOS. 50-259, 50-260, AND 50-296

Introduction

Generic Letter (GL) 83-28 was issued by the staff on July 8, 1983. It
described intermediate-term actions to be taken by the licensees and
applicants to address the generic issues raised by the two Anticipated
Transients Without Scram (ATWS) Events that occurred at Unit 1 of Salem
Nuclear Power Plant. Items 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.2.1, and 3.2.2, of the GL
required licensees and applicants to submit results of their review of
test and maintenance procedures and vendor and engineering recommendations
to assure that appropriate test guidance is included in the test and
maintenance procedures or the Technical Specifications, where required.

By letters dated Nuvember 7, 1983, and March 15, 1984, Tennessee Valley
Aythority (TVA), the licensee for Browns Ferry Plant, provided information
regarding their compliance to Items 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.2.1, 3.2.2, and 4.5.1
of GL 83-08. we evalyated the licensee's responses to the

above items against the NRC positions described in the GL for completeness
and adequac,. we found the licensee's response to be acceptable for [tem
4,.5.1, but the responses to [tems 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.2.1, and 3.2.2 were
incomplete, thus requiring additional infermation to determine
acceptability.

A Safety Evaluation for the above items ar; a Request for Additiona!
Information were transmitted to the licensee by NRC letter dated April 14,
1986.

The licensee submitted supplemental responses for [tems 3.1.1, 3.1.2,
3.2.1, and 3.2.2, in letters dated August 28, 198€ and December &, 1386,
respectively. Our evaluation of these responses follows,

Evaluation

By letter dated November 7, 1983, Tennessee Valley Authority responded to
the requested in‘armation concerning the status, plans, and schedules for
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Enclosure

conformance with the NRC positions contained in GL 83-28., Our evaluations
revealed that Items 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.2.1, and 3.2.2 were incomplete, thus
requiring more information. Subsequent licensee letters dated August 28,

1986

and December 4, 1986, provided sufficient additional information to

allow an cyaluation to be made against the NRC positions as stated in the

GL.

Delineated below are the results of NRC's evaluation of Items 3,1.1,
3.1-2' 3-201’ .nd 30202 Of GL 83-28-

[tem 3.1.1 Review of Test and Maintenance Procedures and Technical
Specifications (Reactor Trip System Components)

[tem 3.1.1 requires licensees and applicants to submit the results of
their review of test procedures, maintenance procedures, and
Technical Specifications to ensure that post maintenance operability
testing of safety-related components in the reactor trip system is
required to be conducted and that the testing demonstrates that the
equipment is capable of performing its safety functions before being
returned to service.

The lTicensee stated in their initial response dated November 7, 1983,
that existing procedures, standard practices, and QA programs
requires that all critical systems, structures, or components [CSSC)
be tested after maintenance before being returned toc service. The
licensee stated that the Technical Specifications for Browns Ferry
Tists the limiting conditions and surveillance requirements for the
reactor protection system,

The licensee's supplementa! response dated Auqust 28, 1986, stated
that post maintenance testing is accomplished for safety-related
equipment by testing specified by a ctanding mzintenance procedure,
or by performance of appropriate surveillance testing on the affected
system, or by additional testing specified in a Maintenance Request
(MR). One or more of the above tests 3y be used depending upon the
circumstances. ‘

For the Reactor Protection System, the licensee indicated that
meintenance procedures and surveillance instructions are currently
being reviewed to ensure that post-maintenance testing adequately
demonstrates tha* the equipment is capable of nerforming its intended
safety function., The licensee indicated that this effort will be
completea before restart of any unit,

Although, the licensee 'as not completed the re.iew of al) maintenance
and test ‘rocedyres associated with the reactor protiction system,
their supplemental response revealed that they intend to complete the
review prior to restart., Based on the above, the licensee's response
is acceptable.
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Item 3.1.2, Check of Vendor and Engineering Recommendaticns for
Testing and Maintenance (Reactor Trip System Components)

Item 3.1.2 requires licensees and applicants to submit the results of
their check of vendor and engineering recommendations to ensure that
any appropriate test guidance is included in the test and maintenance
procedures or the Technical Specifications, where required.

The licensee stated in their inftial response dated November 7, 1983,
that they had programs in place for the review of technical information
received from General Electric Company (GF) and operating experience
reports, which include vendor and engineering recommendations. The
licensee stated that all GE Service Instruction Letters (SILs) had been
reviewed and that Browns Ferry had initiated the recommended actions.

The licensee's supplemental response of August 28, 1986, indicated
that Browns Ferry is currently implementing a progrém establishi g
controlled vendor information for the Reactor Protection System and
this vendor information will be reviewed to ensure that appropriate
test quidance is reflected in plant procedures. The response further
indicated that this effort will be completed before restart of any
unit, PEased on the licensee's continuing implementation of the above
programs, the response is acceptable.

[tem 3.2.1, keview of Test and Maintenance Procedures (A1l Other
Safety-Related Components)

Item 3.2.]1 requires licensees and applicants to submit a report
documenting the extending of test and maintenance procedures and Technica’
Specifications review to ensure that post-waintenance operability testing
of al) safety-related equipment is required to be conducted and that

the testing demonstrates that the equipment is capable of performing

its safetv functions before being returned to service.

The licensee stated in their initial regponse dated November 7, 1983,
that existing Quality Assurance 4anual pPocedures required maintenance
instructions to contain requirements for post-maintenance operational
testing of CSSC after maintenarce before being returned to service.

The licensee stated in supplemental response dated December 4, 198¢,
that post-maintenan.e testing is accomplished for safety-related
equipment by testing specified by stardard maintenance procedures,
by appropriate surveillance procedures, or by additional testing
specified in maintenance requests. The licensee further injicated
that surveillance and maintenance procedures are currently heing
reviewed anc upgraded under the procedure up~rade program as des-
cribed in the Browns Ferry Nuclear Performance Plan. The upgrading
effort will be in two phases (pre-startup and post-startup) and
includes the review of test guidance from vendors, engineering,
Genera! Electric Service Information Letters (SILs), INPO informa-
tion, Licensee Event Reports (LERs), and other technical information



received from vendors to ensure that appropriate guidance 1§ included
in plant procedures. The licensee states that this upgrade progran
will ensure that post-maintenance testing adequately demonstrates
that the equipment is capable of performing fts safety function.
Based on the above, the licensee s response to this item 1is
acceptable.

[tem 3.2.2, Check of Vendor and Engineering Recomnendations for
Testing and Maintenance Procedures (A1l Other Safety-Related
Components )

Items 3.2.2 requires licensees and applicants to submit the results
¢ their check of vendor and engineering recommendations to ensure
that any appropriate test gquidance is included in the test and
maintenance procedures or the Technical Specifications, where
required.

he licensee's initial response of November 7, 1983, stated that
tandard practices had been established t0 control and re/iew vendor
] vendor and engineering recommendations, and other industry

formation to ensure that vendor's gquidance fs appropriately
incorporated into plant procedures.
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Based on the above s*atements, the staff fincde that the icensee

responses to De acceptable and meeting the intent of GL 83-CE he

icensee stated that procedures have been establizhed which require
sost-maintenance testing of the safety-related components, whict includes
the Reactor Protection System components. The licensee 31so0 indicated
that they have a continuous program in operation to ensure that vendor and
e"rnwfwz‘ﬂﬁrwtw'a"'HSWQWAv:N are reviewed and incorporatec

nto test and maintenance procedures. Although, the licensee s reviews are
not all complete, the staff considers the licensee 's responses tC [tems

comp
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