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DATE

11/24/92

09/28/92

02/07/92

11/21/96

06/07/96

ACCESSION
NUMBER

-9212040323

9210060096

9202120116

9611250197

9606110328

DESCRIPTION/(PAGE COUNT)

Memo to E. Merschoff, NRC/RII
from G. Lainas, NRC/HQ Re:
Close out of Task Interface
Agreement (TIA) TIA 92-28,
Turkey Point Unit 4 restart
following hurricane Andrew (3

pages)

Memo to G. Lainas, NRC/HQ
from E. Merschoff, NRC/RIl Re:
Task Interface Agreement -
Turkey Point Unit 4 restart
following hurricane Andrew (4

pages)

Memo to L. Reyes, NRC/RII from
G. Lainas, NRC/HQ Re: Task
Interface Agreement (TIA 92-03)
concerning crack in Oconee DHR
drop line (2 pages)

Memo to R. Cooper, NRC/RI
from J. Stolz, NRC/HQ Re: Task
Interface Agreement (TIA)
Regarding Oyster Creek
Movement of fuel using the Dry
Fuel Storage Cask Transfer
System with the Plant in cold
shutdown (2 pages)

Memo to F. Hebdon, NRC/HQ
from E. Merschoff, NRC/RII

Re: TIA 96-001, Request for
review assistance of Sequoyah
JCO for potential degradation of
ECCS throttle valves during a
LOCA (1 page)
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DATE

5/30/96

06/05/97

06/12/98

04/20/98

ACCESSION
NUMBER

9606030170

9708050065

98061802441

9804210396

DESCRIPTION/(PAGE COUNT)

Memo to F. Hebdon, NRC from
R. Jones, NRC Re: Sequoyah -
TIA 96-001 concerning potential
degradation of ECCS due to
throttle valves erosion following a
LOCA (3 pages)

Memo to H. Berkow, NRC from J.
Johnson, NRC Re: TIA 97-014
Catawba frequency requirements
for quality assurance audits
during routine inspection of
Catawba facility (15 pages)

Memo to J. Zwolinski, NRC/HQ
from L. Plisco, NRC/RlIl Re:
Task Interface Agreement (TIA
98-003) Crystal River Unit 3; Low
Pressure injection emergency
core cooling system valve
configurations (3 pages)

Letter to M. Roche, GPU Nuclear
Corp. from R. Eaton, NRC/HQ
Re: Completion of licensing
action for NRC Bulletin 96-02,
“Movement of heavy loads over
spent fuel, over fuel in the reactor
core, or over safety-related
equipment,” dated 4/11/96, for
Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating
Station (10 pages)
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RECORDS ALREADY AVAILABLE IN THE PDR

ACCESSION
DATE NUMBER DESCRIPTION/(PAGE COUNT)
06/04/97 9812140151 Memo to F. Hebdon, NRC/HQ

from J. Johnson, NRC Re:
Requests assistance in resolving
issue of extent of Maintenance
rule implementation for Browns
Ferry Unit 1. (9 pages)
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APPENDIX B
RECORDS BEING RELEASED IN THEIR ENTIRETY
(If copyrighted identify with *)

NO. DATE DESCRIPTION/(PAGE COUNT)

1. 01/20/84 Memo to R. Starostecki, NRC/RI from D.
Eisenhut, NRC/HQ Re: Haddem Neck
Fire Brigade Quarterly meetings Task
Interface Agreement 84-01 (2 pages)

2. 11/26/85 _ Memo to C. Norelius, NRC/RI!l from J.
Zwolinski, NRC/HQ Re: Technical
Assistance to evaluate two fire
protection issues at Quad Cities and
Dresden (3 pages)

3. 11/18/92 Memo to E. Merschoff, NRC/RII from G.
Lainas, NRC/HQ Re: Turkey Point
Plant, Unit 3 restart - (TIA 92-33) (3
pages)

4. 09/24/92 Memo to E. Merschoff, NRC/RIl from G.
Lainas, NRC/HQ Re: Task Interface
Agreement (TIA 92-03) concerning
crack in Oconee decay heat removal
(DHR) drop line (4 pages)

5. 01/11/93 Memo to E. Merschoff, NRC/RII from G.
Lainas, NRC/HQ Re: Close out of Task
Interface Agreement (TIA) 92-33,
Turkey point Unit 3 restart following
Hurricane Andrew (2 pages) -

6. 08/14/95 Memo to J. Zwolinski, from E.
Merschoff, re: Task interface Agreement
Technical Assistance Request, Service
Water Pond Model Adequacy at
- Catawba Nuclear Power Station, (2

pages)
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RECORDS BEING RELEASED IN THEIR ENTIRETY
(If copyrighted identify with *)

NO. DATE DESCRIPTION/(PAGE COUNT)

7. 11/06/96 Memo to E. Merschoff, NRC/RII from H.
Berkow, NRC/HQ Re: Catawba
Nuclear Station TIA 95-10, Standby
Nuclear Service Water Pond analysis
Model (1 page) ‘

8. 10/28/97 Memo to J. Johnson from F. Hebdon,
re: NRR Resonse to TIA, Sequoyah
Nuclear Plant - Offsite Power Technicat
Specifications (6 pages)

9. 12/11/98 Memo to L. Plisco, NRC/RII from F.
Hebdon, NRC/HQ Re: Task Interface
Agreement (TIA 98-003) Crystal River
Unit 3 low pressure injection system
valve configuration (5 pages)

10. 03/11/98 Memo to L. Plisco, NRC/RII from H.
Berkow, NRC/HQ Re: Catawba Nuclear
Station - response to TIA 97-14,
frequency requirements for Quality
Assurance Audits {3 pages)

11. 3/31/99 Memo to L. Plisco, NRC/RII from C.
Thomas, NRC/HQ Re: Response to
Technical Assistance(TIA 97-015)
Regarding the implementation of 10
CFR 50.65 - Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant
Unit 1 (2 pages) (This document is no
longer proprietary)
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January 20, 1984
LS05-84-01-0238

MEMORANDUM FOR: Richard Starostecki, Director
Division of Project and Resident Programs
Region I

FROM: Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Civision of Licensing

SUBJECT: HADDAM NECK FIRE BRIGADE QUARTERLY MEETINGS -
TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENT 84-01

References: (a) Memorandum of December 2, 1983, by T. T. Martin, DETP~E‘+fif%QL

(Region I) to R. H. Yollmer, DE °
(b) 10 CFR 50, Appendix R, Paragraph III.I.1.d. *
(c) “Nuclear Plant Fire Protection Functional

Responsibilities, Administrative Control and Quality

Assurance,” June 14, 1977

In response to your requeit, we have reviewed Reference (a) which contained:
a memorandum, dated December 2, 1983, to R. H. Yollmer, DE from T. T. Martin,
DEPT (Region 1); Inspection Report Number 50-213/83-22; and a Task Interface
Agreement, We have also reviewed Reference (b): 10 CFR 50, Appendix R,
Paragraph III.I.1.d and Reference (c): "Nuclear Plant Fire Protection
Functional gesponsibilities. Administrative Control and Quality Assurance,”
June 6, 1977, '

Based upon 3 review of these documents, we conclude that the licensee does
not fully comply with the requirements of Appendix R, Paragraph III.I1.1.d
which states: "Regular planned meetings shall be held at least every three
months for all brigade members to review changes in the fire protection
program and other subjects as necessary.”

To meet the above regulation, these meetings must not only be held quarterly,
but each fire brigade member must attend the meetings. In the event that any
fire brigade member {s unable to attend the regularly scheduled meeting, one
alternative is that a make-up meeting be held, A second alternative would be
the showing of a videotape of the regularly scheduled meeting to any fire
brigade member who missed this meeting.

The {mportant point {s that all fire brigade members recefve proper training
i regarding any program changes or other subjects, whether this be at a
regularly scheduled meeting or through an acceptable alternative.
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Richard Starosteckd - =2- January 20, 1984

Since this unresolved item {s simflar to an unresolved fssue at the Three
Mile Island Nuclear Plant, Unit 1 (TIA 83-108), we are in the process of
preparing a generic letter to all licensees which addresses this {ssue as
well as other related issues in the area of fire brigade training.

This completes NRR actfons on TIA 84-01.

i 7igned by,
Lurluea s, Elgoning

Darrell G. Efsenhut, Director
Division of Licensing
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November 26, 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR: Charles E. Norelius, Director
Division of Reactor Projects
Region III :

FROM: John A. Iwolinski, Director
BWR Project Directcrate fl
Division of BWR Licensing, NRR

SUBJECT: TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO EVALUATE TWO FIRE PROTECTION ISSUES
AT QUAD CITIES AND DRESDEN

REFERENCE: Memorandum from C. E. Norelius to D. G. Eisenhut, A
Subject: "Unresolved Fire Protection Issues at Quad Cities ‘N-r ]
and Dresden Nuclear Power Stations. c%ﬁﬂﬂég

The referenced memorandum requests NRR's position concerning licensee actions
relating to two fire protection issues, fire fighting strategies and fire

drill frequency. The background information furnished by you and your regional
positions are restated below and are followed by NRR's position.

1. Fire fighting strategies

Region 111 Background Information and Position

The Safety Evaluation supporting Quad Cities Amendments 52 and 49 for Units 1
and 2, respectively, apparently require the licensee to develop fire fighting
strategies as described in Attachment No. 5 to the NRC guidance document,
"Nuclear Plant Fire Protection Functional Responsibilities, Administrative
Controls and Quality Assurance." The licensee takes issue with this position
jndicating that fire protection reviewers verbally accepted their present
program without specific fire fighting strategies. QCNPS has not established
strategies for fighting fires in all safety-related areas and areas presenting
a hazard to safety-related equipment. A similar program deficiency exists at

DNPS; except, the DNPS license does not appear to require the establishment of
strategies.

Establishing specific strategies and implementing them through fire brigade
training and drills would greatly improve the fire brigade's ability to
promptly ex’ ’nguish fires which could degrade plant safety.

Region III recommends that the licensee be required to establish and implement
specific strategies for fighting fires in all safety-related areas and areas
presenting a hazard to safety-related equipment at DNPS and QCNPS. This is
the Commission's posftion as presented in 10 CFR 50 Appendix R, paragraph
1I11.K.12. .

8512050391 851126
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Charles E. Norelius -2 - November 26, 1985

NRR Staff Position

The two plants do not have specific pre-planned strategies for each

fire area. The licensee contends that the existing program was previously
accepted, verbally, by the NRR reviewer. However, our ER states that the
licensee will meet our guidelines. We have no basis for supporting the
alleged verbal agreement rather than the SER. :

2. Fire Dril) Frequency

Reqion 111 Background Information and Position

License amendments No. 52 and No. 49 to licenses DPR-29 and DPR-30 and the
QCNPS Fire Protection Safety Evaluation Report sections 6.0 and 6.2 apparently
require the licensee to implement a fire brigade training program including
fire drills as described in Attachment No. 2 to the NRC guidance document,
“Nuclear Plant Fire Protection Functional Responsibilities, Administrative
Controls and Quality Assurance." The licensee takes issue with this position
indicating that fire protection reviewers verbally accepted their present
program with a requirement for having only eight fire drills per year. QCNPS
has implemented procedural requirements to perform eight fire drills per
year. In 1980, 38 percent of the fire brigade members (25 of 66) had
attended no fire drills and fought no actual fires and an additional 38
percent (25 of 66) had only either attended one fire drill or fought one
actual fire. A similar situation exists at DNPS; except, the DPNS 1icense
does not appear to require the more extensive training program. During 1979
and 1980, 84 percent ?64 of 76) and 86 percent (66 of 77) of the fire brigade
members at DNPS participated in fewer than two fire drills.

Region 111 does not believe that this drill frequencCy ‘or a significant
fraction of the plant fire fighters fis sufficient to train the brigade
members as an effective fire fighting tcam, assess the fire fighting tactics
in the varfous plant areas and assure fire fighting preparedness at the plant.

Region 111 recommends that the licensee be required to implement a fire
brigade training program at DNPS and QCNPS including fire drills at regular
{ntervals not to exceed 3 months for each shift fire brigade. Each fire
brigade member should participate in each drill, but must participate in at
least two drills per year. At least one fire drill per year for each shift
fire brigade must be unannounced to assess the plant fire fighting readiness.
This §s the Commission's position as presented in 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix R,
paragraph 1I1.1.3.b.




Charles E. Norelius -3 - November 26, 1985

NRR Staff Position

The licensee does not perform fire drills with the frequency required by
our guidelines. Again the licensee contends that the existing program was
accepted verbally. However, the SER states that the licensee will meet our
guidelines. We have no basis for supporting the alleged verbal agreement.

In conclusion, we agree with your recommendations for licensee actions and
trust that our stated positions are responsive to your concerns.

Original signsad »v:

John A. Zwolinski, Director
BWR Project Uireciorate 2]
Division of 8wR Licensing, NRE
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MEMORANDUM FOR: El1lis W. Merschoff, Director
Division of Reactor Projects, Region II

FROM: Gus C. Lainas, Assistant Director
for Region Il Reactors
Division of Reactor Projects - I/II
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: TURKEY POINT PLANT, UNIT 3 RESTART - (TIA 92-33)

The purpose-of this memo is to document our agreed-upon activities and
responsibilities with respect to assuring the restart readiness of Turkey
Point Unit 3 following its refueling outage and repair of the remaining damage
from Hurricane Andrew. It supplements your memo to Stewart D. Ebneter on the
same subject dated November 9, 1992.

NRC Region II has notified the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
Region IV of the planned restart of Unit 3 on November 4, 1992. NRR similarly
notified FEMA Headquarters by letter from F. Congel to FEMA dated November 6,
1992. Both of these notifications solicited any FEMA concerns which need to
be addressed prior to restart. Florida Power and Light Company (FP&L) has
assured the staff that they are in contact with the cognizant Florida and
Dade/Monroe County agencies regarding their restart plans, schedules, and
ongoing activities.

The Region II and NRR staffs have reviewed the FP&L "Lessons Learned" listing
which was presented to the NRC-Industry Lessons Learned Task Force and q1d not
identify any significant additional corrective actions requiring attention
prior to restart.

Contact: L. Raghavan -
504-2019

13



E11is W. Merschoff -2 - November 18, 1992

The enclosure identifies the major Unit 3 restart verification activities to
be accomplished by Region II and NRR. The principal NRR and Region II
contacts for these activities are L. Raghavan and K. Landis, respectively.

(Original Signed By)

Gus C. Lainas, Assistant Director
for Region II Reactors

Division of Reactor Projects - I/II

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
Supplemented Review Plan

cc w/enclosure:

Charles W. Hehl, Region 1
Edward G. Greenman, Region III
A. Bill Beach, Region IV

Ken Perkins, Region V
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ENCLOSURE

REG = NRR TURKEY POINT UNIT 3 RESTART VER ATION ACTIVIT

Meet with licensee at site to review and confirm hurricane damage
assessment and corrective actions and agree on restart items.

Responsibility: NRR/Region II Date: November 16, 1992
Document results in meeting summary.
Responsibility: NRR Date: November 23, 1992

Confirmatory inspections by resident and regional inspectors of Unit 3
storm damage repair, to be documented in inspection reports.

Responsibility: Region II ' Date: Inspection reports to be
issued by January 4, 1993

Operational readiness inspections by resident inspectors to include
operational readiness test program, selected surveillance tests,
integrated safeguard test and selected system walkdowns.

Responsibility: Region II Date: Inspection report to be
issued by January 4, 1993

Teleconference with licensee and internal meeting, as required, to discuss
restart readiness and verify that required restart activities have been
completed.

Responsibility: RII/NRR Date: November 24, 1992

Prepare memorandum to Region II Administrator with a copy to the NRR
Director documenting the licensee’s readiness to restart Unit 3.

Responsibility: Region II Date: November 30, 1992
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Docket No. 50287

MEMORANDUM FOR:  £11is Merschoff, Direclor
Division of Reactor Projects, Regfon I

FROM: Gus Latnas, Assistant Direclor
for Reglon || Reactors
Ofviston of Reactor Projects - /1]
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENT (TIA 92-03) CONCERNING
CRACK IN QCONEL DECAY HLAT REMOVAL (DHR) DROP | INL
(TAC NO. MB3247)

[TA 92 03 wat 1ssurd to document the various NRC stoff actions performed 1in
relation to the crack which was fdentified by the licensee in the Oconee

Unitt 3 DHR drop line.  The rematning open ftem was a review by the Materials
and Ingineering Branch (tMCR) of NRR of the failure analysis performed by BiW
to determine 1f additional action was appropriale at Oconee or other
factlrties as a rosult of this failure.

EMCB has completed 1ty review of the BAW fatlure analysis. As discussed in
the enclosed memorandum, they agree with the conclusions reached by B&W 1n the
fatlure analysys report. Since the analysis was limited to the cause of the
specifrc event, there was tnsufficient information in the report to make a
meantngful determination if additional actton would be appropriate at QOconee
or other facilities  However, [ike Power Company (DPC) completed a generic
evaluation 'n their Problem Investigation Report (PIR). The DPC PIR indicaled
that the natural resonant frequency of the piping configuration was a dominant
contributor to the failure. The piping configuration of the other Oconce
units was sufficiently different to have natural resonant frequencies outside
the range of concern. [n addition, sfnce the exact! configuration is
stgnificant in determining the natural resonant frequency. no basis for a
qenecic concern appears fo exist.

This completey our efforts under TIA 92-03.
|

AUl tr—
Gus Lainas, Assistant Director
for Region 1! Reactors

Oiviston of Reactor Projects - 1/11
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

fnclosure
fMCB tvaluation of Fartlyre
Ana'yurs

I
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MIMORANDUM Leonard A. Wians, Project Manager
Project Dfrectorate 1[-3
Ofvisfon of Reactor Projects /11

FROM . Willtam Bateman, Acting Chief
Materfals and Chemical Engineering Branch
Division of Engineering Technology

suBatd LVALUATION OF B&W FINAL REPORT OF CRACKED LPI PIPS
AT OCONTE-3 (TAC NO. MBI247)

The staff has roviewed the Babcock & Wilcox's (BAW) ffna) report,” Cracked |P|
Pape at Oconee 3" dated January 1997 BAW performed for the Quke Power
Campany (OPC) a fatlure analysts of a cracked pipe section which was removed
from the Tow pressure injection (LPI) system at Oconee-3. The subject piping
(4 twelve anch Schedule 10 pipe) tn the LP] system was found to be leaking
durvng a recent Oconee-3 start up. The throughwall crack was located at a
half caoupling weld Joint, connecting a one fnch Schedule 40 pipe to the twelve
vnehopipe. The one inch pipe conststed of a vertical run of seven Inches lo 4
vebief valve (3LP-25) that weighed about 14 pounds. Al) piping was made of
auntenttic stainless steel.  The length of the throughwall crack was about 2.5
tnches on the outside diameter (00) surface and aboul 1.5 inch on the inside
drameter (D) surface. Another shorter, partially throughwall c¢crack was
tocated adjacent to the throughwall crack. Various mela turgical examinations
tncluding liquid penetrant (PT), metallography, and scanning electron
mieroscopy were performed on Lhe pipe sections containfng the throughwall
Crack Based on the results of the fatlure analysis, BAW concluded that the .
raot cause of the LPl pipe fatlure was dus to mechanical fatigue. The loading
an the Joint 1< expected to be high cycle/low -, 1tude and the most Vikely
source of such loading would be mechanical vibration of the LPI system piping.
The staff aqrees with BAW's concluston because the reported characteristics of
the fatlure mode 4s described below are typical of fatiqgue fatlure. (1)
transqgranular cracking, (2) no crack branching, (3) the presence of fatigue
striations with micron size spacings on the fracture surface and (4) the
mitiation of cracks from the 00 surface along the toe of the half coupling

we ld

You requested the staff to determine if additiona) action would be appropriate
for Oconee Unit 3 or other facilities. The staff cannot make a meaningful
determination because there is not enough information in the failure analysis
report, which only identified the farlure mode and discussed the root cause of
the fatlyre As a2 minimum, the licensee's submittal should provide a detailed
drscussron of the following 1ssues pertaining to the referenced pipe failure
event - (1) safety consequences of the fatlure event . (2) adequacy of the fix
'ncluding plens for long term mitigation, and (3) generic nature of the
farlure event. Regarding the question of additional action at other
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L. Wieny -2 -

factlities, 1t 14 apparent that frnadequately supported geometries can lead Lo
fatique typs fatlyres.

This memorandum completes the work affort under TAC No. M83247.

)
atee b ST

Witltam Bateman, Acting Chief
Materials and Chemical Engineering Branch
Division of Engineering Technology

- B D1 taw
GG Larnas
DB Mathew
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September 24, 1992

Docket No., 50-287

MCMORANDUM FOR:  [11is Merschoff, Director
Division of Reactor Projects, Region !

FROM: Gus Lainas, Assistant Director
for Region Il Reactors
Division of Reactor Projects - 1/11
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJLCT: TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENT (TIA 92-03) CONCERNING
CRACK [N OCONEE DECAY HEAT REMOVAL (DHR) DROP LINE
(TAC NO. MB83247)

ITA 92-03 was issued to document the various NRC staff actions performed in
relation to the crack which was identified by the licensee in the Oconee

Untt 3 DHR drop line. The remaining open ilem was a ravigw by the Materials
and tngineering Branch (fMCB) of NRR of the failure analysis performed by B&W
to determine if additional action was appropriate at Oconce or other
facilities as a rosult of this fatlure.

EMCB has completed its review of the B&W failure analysts. As discussed in-
the enclosed memorandum, they agree with the conclusions reached by B&W {n the
Fatture analysis report. Since the analysis was limited to the cause of the
specific event, there was insufficient information in the report to make a
meaningful determination if additional action would be appropriate at Oconee
ar other facilities. However, Duke Power Company (OPC) completed a generic
evaluation 1n their Praoblem Investigation Report (PIR). The NPC PIR indicated
that the natural resonant frequency of the piping configuration was a dominant
contributor to the failure. The piping configuration of the other Oconee
units was sufficiently different to have natural resonant frequencies outside
the ranqe of concern. In addition, since the exact configuration is
crgnificant in determining the natural resonant frequency, no basis for a
generic o concern appears to exist.

Thrs completes our efforts under T1  42-03.

/S/
Gus Lainas, Assistant Director
for Region 11 Reactors

Division of Reactor Projects - /11
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

January 11, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR: Ellis W. Merschoff, Director
Division of Reactor Projects, Region II

FROM: Gus C. Lainas, Assistant Director for
Region II Reactors
Division of Reactor Projects I/II
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: CLOSE OUT OF TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENT (TIA)
92-33, TURKEY POINT UNIT 3 RESTART
FOLLOWING HURRICANE ANDREW
(TAC NOs M84370/M84371)

All activities and resjonsibilities identified in TIA 92-33 with
respect to assuring the restart readiness of Turkey Point Unit 3
following Hurricane Andrew have been complated as summarized
below:

1. On November 16, 1992, NRR and Region II staffs held a
meeting with the licensee at the Turkey Point site to review
and confirm Hurricane Andrew damage assessment and
corrective actions. The staff also toured the plant to
review the progress of the restart activities. Based on the
licensee’s presentation, the staff agreed with the
licensee’s restart actions. The results of the meeting are
documented in the meeting summary dated November 17, 1992.
This completes item 1 in the TIA.

2. Region II confirmatory inspections relating to storm damage
repairs and operational readiness inspections have been
completed and are documented in Inspection Reports 50~
250/251 92-28 and 92-30. This completes items 2 and 3 in
the TIA.

3. On November 25, 1992, NRR and Region II staffs held a
telephone conference with the licensee and reviewed its
readiness to restart Unit 3. The teleconference is
summarized in a Daily Highlight dated November 27, 1992 from
L. Raghavan to T. Murley et al. This completes item 4 in
the TIA. %

4. The licensee’s regdiness to restart Unit 3 is documented in
a memorandum dated November 27, 1992 from E. Merschoff to S.
Ebneter. This completes item 5 in the TIA.

113457 5/5
2201130078 gggoQ;’s’ 5 ) .
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- January 11, 1993

Ellis W. Merschoff -2 -

All the items assigned to NRR and Regicn II offices in the TIA
are now complete and closed.

(Criginal Signed By)

Gus C. Lainas, Assistant Director for
Region II1 Reactors

Division of Reactor Projects I/II

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: J. Partlow

S. Varga

G. Lainas
H. Berkow
M. Sinkule
K. Landis
L. Raghavan

Distribution
Docket File
PD.I-2 Reading
S. Varga

G. Lainas

H. Berkow

: E. Tana
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- M. Sinkule, RII
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 1l
101 MARIETTA STREET, N.W., SUITE 2900
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30323-0199

August 14, 1995

MEMORANDUM TO: John A. Zwolinski, Deputy Director
Division of Reactor Projects I/II
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

FROM: E11is W. Merschoff, Director
Division of Reactor Projects

ASSISTANCE
CATAWBA

SUBJECT: TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENT (TIA 95-10) TECHNIC
REQUEST, SERVICE WATER POND MODEL ADEQUACY
NUCLEAR POWER STATION

During a service water team inspection at Catawba in 1994, and during follow-
up inspections in April and May 1995, concerns were raised as to the validity
of the calculations and the model used by the licensee for predicting the
safety performance of the standby nuclear service water pond (SNSWP) to
mitigate the consequences of an accident. In response to some of these
concerns, the licensee plans to submit a Technical Specification change
raising the minimum pond level and thus increasing the minimum heat removal
capacity of the pond. Although raising the minimum level may resolve a number
of the concerns, some may not be addressed. Consequently, NRR needs to
consider these concerns as part of their review of this Technical
Specification change.

The concerns are as follows:

® The licensee does not incorporate or consider instrument inaccuracy
(pond temperature or level) in their pond heat capacity evaluation.
Without compensating for these errors in either the evaluation or
surveillance procedure, the actual temperature and level of the pond can:
exceed the initial conditions established in the accident analysis.

] The NRC imposed a 2.4° F penalty to the licensee’s pond model. This
penalty was derived by taking the difference of the licensee’s results
and the NRC’s results using a different model. Part of the reason for
the disparity may lie in the mis-application of the licensee’s pond
model. Their model is based upon an MIT Department of Civil Engineering
Report, "Analytical and Experimental Study of Transient Cooling Pond
Behavior," dated January 1973. The report is predicated upon large deep
draft cooling ponds. It is questionable whether the Ticensee’s model is
applicable given the shape and shallowness of the pond. However, no
restrictions or prohibitions have been placed on how the licensee uses
their model except to impose a 2.4° F penalty on the results. It is
unclear whether this penalty is adequate.

Bl



J. Zwolinski 2

Pond performance in two cases may not have been fully evaluated. In one
accident scenario, at four hours into the accident two service water
pumps are used to mitigate the consequences of a LOCA on one unit with
the other unit at power. 1In the other accident scenario, one service
water pump is used to mitigate the consequences of a LOCA on one unit
with the other unit in cold shutdown. In both accident scenarios flow
to the pond would be significantly skewed to the short leg discharge
path. The short Teg is not far from the suction of the service water
pumps. Therefore, a "short cycling" and uneven heat rejection to the
pond would occur. Also, the team could not determine which accident
would be the most bounding condition for pond performance. In the first
accident, the heat loads would be higher but an equal thermal mixing was
assumed for at Teast the first four hours. Whereas in the second
accident, the flow would always be skewed, but the heat loads would be
less.

Recent service water flow testing in April and May 1995, indicate that
each train of service water cannot achieve an equal flow split to the
pond when operating in any accident configuration. Therefore, even
during the first four hours of an accident, skewed flow would occur.
The split is closer to 70/30 with 70 percent coming from the short leg.
It is unclear how sensitive the NRC flow model used to establish the
2.4° F penalty at initial licensing is to unequal flow splits.

If you have any questions, your staff may wish to contact P. Kellogg at
(404) 331-5594.

Docket Nos. 50-413, 50-414

Cc:

R. Cooper, RI

W. Axelson, RIII
J. Dyer, RIV

K. Perkins, WCFQ
H. Berkow, NRR
S. Vias, RII

J. Barnes, RII
Docket/Central Files
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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

s N .
s/wwog .

9,

U : November 6, 1996

MEMORANDUM TO: Ellis W. Merschoff, Director
Division of Reactor Projects
Region II

FROM: Herbert N. Berkow, Director 7V§’7///
Project Directorate II-2 5)4 HN6
Division of Reactor Projects - I/I1
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation - */

SUBJECT: CATAWBA NUCLEAR STATION - TIA 95-10, STANDBY NUCLEAR SERVICE
WATER POND ANALYSIS MODEL (TAC M95256 AND M95257)

By memorandum dated August 14, 1995, Region II requested NRR technical
assistance (Task Interface Agreement, TIA 95-10) to address concerns regarding
the validity of the calculations and model used by the licensee for predicting
the safety performance of the Standby Nuclear Service Water Pond (SNSWP) to
mitigate the consequences of an accident.

As a result, we requested assistance from the Office of Nuclear Material
Safety and Safeguards (NMSS) for assistance in the hydrology area. The
attached safety evaluation, performed by Richard Codell of NMSS, sets forth
details of this review. We conclude that (1) raising the pond water level
(approved by Amendments 152 and 144 on September 20, 1996) would have no
detrimental effect on the performance of the pond; (2) peak pond temperature
for a loss-of-coolant accident in one unit and normal shutdown in the other,
under conditions of worst-case meteorology would be less than 100 °F; and
(3) the pond could supply water below 92 °F for up to 12.5 hours. These
analyses took into consideration the best estimates of heat Toad, meteorology
and thermal hydraulic behavior of the pond.

Our review was based on information submitted by the licensee in a letter
dated September 10, 1996. Accordingly, unless Region II objects, we plan to
issue the attached safety evaluation to the licensee 2 weeks after the date of
this memorandum.

If you have any questions, please contact the Project Manager, Peter Tam
(301-415-1451). We consider our efforts complete on TIA 95-10.

Docket Nos. 50-413 and 50-414
Attachment: Safety evaluation
cc: R. W. Cooper, RI

E. Greenman, RIII

A. B. Beach, RIV
K. Perkins, RIV, WCFO
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001
October 28, 1997

MEMORANDUM TO: Jon R. Johnson, Director
_ Division of Reactor Projects
| Region It

FROM: Frederick J. Hebdon, Director
Project Directorate 11-3 M / Z M .
Division of Reactor Projects - l/l|
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: NRR RESPONSE TO TIA 94-021, SEQUOYAH NUCLEAR PLANT,
UNITS 1 AND 2 - OFFSITE POWER TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS
(TAC NOS. M83319 & M93320)

This is the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) response to the request for technical
assistance regarding the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant offsite power distribution system. The
request was made via memorandum from Ellis W. Merschoff to John A. Zwolinski dated
August 11, 1995. This response closes out Task Interoffice Agreement (TIA) No. 94-021.

During an inspection at Sequoyah in 1993 (Inspection Report 50-327,328/93-02), concerns
were identified regarding the adequacy of the 161 kV offsite power grid voltage when the
Sequoyah 500 kV to 161 kV intertie transformer was not available. The TIA requested that
NRR to review various grid load studies and design calculations provided with the TIA and to
reach a conclusion regarding whether a special Technical Specification (TS) should be
requested by TVA to cover the contingency of the intertie transformer not being available.
Specifically, The TIA aked the following questions:

1. Based on the new Transmission System Study and the new Common Station Service
Transformers, does the plant have an acceptable immediate preferred offsite power
source if the 500 kV to 161 kV intertie transformer is not operable? Does the 161 kV
analysis demonstrate that the plant can achieve safe shutdown without the intertie
transformer?

2. Should the plant's technical specifications be amended to require that [Limiting
Condition for Operation] LCO 3.8.1.1, Action C, be entered following a loss of the intertie
transformer?

‘NRR has completed its evaluation as summarized in the attachment. The staff concluded that
the Sequoyah plant will not have an acceptable immediate preferred offsite power source when
the 500 kV to 161 kV intertie transformer is out of service because the offsite source will not
meet commitments (design description) specified in Update 12 of the Sequoyah Updated Final
Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR). The 161 kV analysis, however, demonstrates that the plant
will have sufficient capacity so that plant shutdown can be achieved when the intertie
transformer is out of service. The staff also concluded that a requirement to amend the

Q711508 /cF



J. Johnson -2-

TS is not necessary to assure that LCO 3.8.1.1, Action C, will be entered following a loss of the
intertie transformer. The basis for these conclusions is described in the attachment.

NRR understands that TVA is making changes (Update 13) to the UFSAR that may be related
to the subject matter. TVA has opted to not submit Update 13 to the NRC until such time as
10 CFR 50.59 guidelines, including changes to the UFSAR, have been finalized and published
by the NRC. This will probably not occur until the end of calendar 1997, at the earliest.

In the meantime, NRR's staff responses to your questions remain valid until such a time that
new information is submitted for staff review. Any further review of this subject, if necessary,
will be done under a separate TAC. We consider our response to TIA 94-021 complete and the
corresponding TACs are closed.

If you have any questions regarding this response, please contact Ronald W. Hernan, the
Sequoyah Project Manager.

Attachment. As stated
Docket Nos. 50-327 and 50-328
cc: C. Hehl, Region !

G. Grant, Region Il
T. Gwynn, Region IV
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TS is not necessary to assure that LCO 3.8.1.1, Action C, will be entered following a loss of the
intertie transformer. The basis for these conclusions is described in the attachment.

NRR understands that TVA is making changes (Update 13) to the UFSAR that may be related
to the subject matter. TVA has opted to not submit Update 13 to the NRC until such time as
10 CFR 50.59 guidelines, including changes to the UFSAR, have been finalized and published
by the NRC. This will probably not occur until the end of calendar 1897, at the earliest.

In the meantime, NRR's staff responses to your questions remain valid until such a time that
new information is submitted for staff review. Any further review of this subject, if necessary,
will be done under a separate TAC. We consider our response to TIA 94-021 complete and the
corresponding TACs are closed.

If you have any questions regarding this response, please contact Ronald W. Hernan, the
Sequoyah Project Manager.

Attachment: As stated original signed by F.Hebdon
Docket Nos. 50-327 and 50-328
cc: C. Hehl, Region |

G. Grant, Region !l
T. Gwynn, Region IV
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OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION RESPONSE TO TIA 94-021

RELATING TO OFFSITE POWER FOR
EQUOYAH NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1 AND 2

DOCKET NOS. 50-327 AND 50-328

BACKGROUND

At the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant, the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) replaced their preferred
offsite power system's Common Station Service Transformers (CSSTs) with new transformers
equipped with automatic load tap changers. In connection with this replacement, TVA revised
their analysis that demonstrated that the 161 kV transmission network remains stable and thus
available as a reliable offsite power supply to ensure safe shutdown of the Sequoyah units in
the event of. (1) anticipated operational occurrences and accidents at the nuclear facility; or
(2) anticipated contingencies on the transmission network such as the loss of the transformer
that interties the 161 kV and 500 kV switchyards located near the Sequoyah plant.

By memorandum dated August 11, 1995, Region Il requested the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation’s (NRR's) review of the licensee's revised transmission network analysis. Region I
specifically requested that this review include answers to the following questions:

1. Based on the new Transmission System Study and the new Common Station Service
Transformers, does the plant have an acceptable immediate preferred offsite power
source if the 500 kV to 161 kV intertie transformer is not operable? Does the 161 kV

analysis demonstrate that the plant can achieve safe shutdown without the intertie
transformer?

2. Should the plant's Technical Specifications be amended to require that [Limiting
Condition of Operation] LCO 3.8.1.1, Action C, be entered following a loss of the intertie
transformer?

To accomplish this review, NRR issued a task order (Task No. 102 under Contract No.
NRC-03-95-026) to obtain the technical expertise of Scientech, inc. Scientech reviewed TVA's
revised transmission analysis and concluded, in part, that the immediate availability of an offsite
power source could not be substantiated. The analysis indicated that the transmission network
will be capable of providing adequate post event steady state voltage and frequency. Scientech
considered the licensee’s analysis to be acceptable; however, the analysis did not specifically
address transient voltages which will occur during the transition from pre to post-event
conditions. Transient voltages can exceed protective relay set points causing disconnection of
offsite circuits. If offsite circuits are disconnected due to these transient voltages, the
immediate availability of offsite power to safety loads will be lost when needed following an
event. Thus, based on analysis which addressed only steady state conditions after an event,
Scientech was not able to substantiate the immediate availability of offsite circuits.

Subsequently, by letters dated July 17, 1996, and June 2, 1997, TVA provided results of
transient stability analysis for an undefined (normally anticipated) transmission network
configuration. The results indicated that voltage recovery times are within the time limits
required to ensure that protective relaying will not cause disconnection of offsite circuits for the
following postulated transmission disturbances:

Attachment



1. a 3-phase fault and a stuck breaker on either the 500 kV bus 1 or 2 or the 161 kV bus
1or2;or

2. a phase-phase-ground fault on the 161 kV side of the 500/161 kV intertie transformer
bank and a stuck breaker in the 161 kV switchyard.

During a July 10, 1997, telephone conference call and subsequently by letter dated

August 5, 1997, TVA restated that these transients are considered worst case conditions and
thus encompass transient conditions that would be caused by simultaneous trip of both
Sequoyah units plus simultaneous connection of required loads.

Response to the first question - Part 1:

The answer is no. Based on analysis results, the Sequoyah plant will not have an acceptable
immediate preferred offsite power source when the intertie transformer is out of service. When
the transmission network is operating with the intertie transformer out of service, the Sequoyah
plant will not meet the following design commitment and will, thus, not have an acceptable
immediate preferred offsite power source.

The eight 161-kV transmission lines connected to the 161-kV switchyard, the
500-161-kV intertie transformer bank, two 84 [megavolt-ampere reactive] MVAR
capacitor banks for the 161-kV switchyard, and the five 500-kV transmission
lines have sufficient capacity to supply the total required power to the plant’s
electrical auxiliary power system under normal, shutdown, and loss of coolant
accident (LOCA) conditions for any single transmission contingency...

(Ref: last paragraph on page 8.2-20 of the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report
(UFSAR) amendment 12)

Current analysis results for operation with the intertie transformer out of service, documented
on page 8.2-21 of UFSAR Amendment 12, indicates that if the capacitor bank becomes
unavailable (as a single transmission system event) it will require 10 minutes for the system
dispatcher to adjust the transmission network so that the remaining eight 161 kV transmission
lines will be fully capable of providing adequate voltage and power. Thus, because analysis
results indicate that the design commitment (defined above) will not be met, the Sequoyah plant
will not have an acceptable immediate preferred offsite power source when the intertie
transformer is out of service. . : :

~ The answer to the above question has been predicated on our interpretation of the Sequoyah
plant’s design as described in the UFSAR (defined above) and accepted by the staff's Safety
Evaluation Report (SER), NUREG-0011, for issuing the Sequoyah operating licenses. With
respect to capacity and capability following a LOCA (i.e., the GDC 17 immediate access circuit),
we believe that our SER acceptance was based on a steady state transmission network
analysis which demonstrated network stability following any single transmission contingency. In
addition, because of a safety system design criteria which permits extensive sharing of systems
between units and UFSAR commitments relating to capacity of the offsite system following
LOCA, we believe our SER acceptance was based on network stability assuming simultaneous
tripping of both units and loading of safety buses for both units as a result of a LOCA in one
unit.



Response to the first question — Part 2:

The answer is yes. The 161 kV analysis demonstrates that the plant can achieve safe
shutdown without the intertie transformer. Based on Scientech's review of ioad flow studies
(defined below) for an out of service intertie transformer and based on transient analysis results
subsequently provided by the licensee, we agree that the licensee’s analysis results
demonstrate that the plant can achieve safe shutdown without the intertie transformer.

Load flow studies have been performed for the normal power flow around the
Sequoyah 500- and 161-kV buses. Studies have been performed for power flow
assuming a design basis event on one unit, and orderly shutdown of the other
unit and one of the following: (1) a normal transmission network, (2) the loss of
the 500-kV intertie transformer bank, (3) the loss of the 161-kV bus 1, (4) the
loss of the 161-kV bus 2, (5) the loss of the 500-kV bus 1, (6) the loss of the 500-
kV bus 2, (7) the loss of the largest generating unit, or (8) the loss of the most
critical 500-kV transmission line.

(Ref: UFSAR page 8.2-21)

Response to the second guestion

The answer is no. It is not necessary to amend the plant's Technical Specifications (TS) to
require that LCO 3.8.1.1, Action C, be entered following a loss of the intertie transformer. The
TS require two physically independent circuits between the offsite transmission network and the
onsite Class 1E distribution system that are each operable. Operability is predicated on
compliance of these circuits with the commitments that have been accepted by the staff in its
SER and have been described/analyzed in the plant's UFSAR as meeting the requirements of
GDC 17 (i.e, the TS basis). For Sequoyah, the commitment, in part, as defined in the first
paragraph of section 8.2.2 of the UFSAR and accepted by the staff in its SER, specifies that
these circuits have sufficient capacity to supply the total required power to the plant’s electrical
auxiliary power system under normal, shutdown, and LOCA conditions for any single
transmission contingency. When the 500 kV to 161 kV intertie transformer is out of service (or
when any other component of the offsite system is out of service), we believe that it is the
licensee’s responsibility to assure continued system operability. If analysis does not support
sufficient capacity following a LOCA for any transmission system contingency (or analysis is not
available), we believe the licensee is obligated in accordance with their TS basis to enter the
appropriate TS LCO. Based on documented information provided by the licensee, it appears
that an out of service intertie transformer, for example, may create an operating configuration
for which appropriate analysis is not available; thus, anytime the intertie transformer is out of
service, we believe the licensee is obligated in accordance with their TS basis to enter the
appropriate TS LCO. An out of service intertie transformer can, thus, be considered inherently
included in the TS. It is not considered practicable to include in the TS one of many
components that may or may not cause the loss of operability based on continuously changing
system operating conditions and analysis results or based on the unavailability of appropriate
analysis.



MEMORANDUM TO: Loren R. Plisco, Director

FROM:

SUBJECT:

//‘.‘

PREDEC)SIONAI N - LIMT IBUTIO

December 11, 1998

Mo .. R }) -
FRIFLGIT T

Frederick J. Hebdon, Director (Original signed by J. Zwolinski for) .
Project Directorate 11-3
Division of Reactor Projects - l/ll

Division of Reactor Projects, RIl

TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENT (TIA 98-003) CRYSTAL RIVER UNIT 3
LOW PRESSURE INJECTION SYSTEM VALVE CONFIGURATION
(TAC NO. MA2125)

By memorandum dated June 12, 1998, the Division of Reactor Projects, Region I, requested
the assistance of NRR in evaluating certain aspects of the Crystal River Unit 3 (CR-3) low
pressure injection (LPI) system design. Specifically, NRR was asked to:

1.

Evaluate the licensee’s conclusion’s as it relates to the normal standby position
of the LPI discharge valves, ascertain the appropriate normal position for these
valves, and take the appropriate licensing action if that position is normally

open.

Ascertain whether the present design of the LPI system, specifically the location
of the flow sensing device providing feedback to valves DHV-110 or DHV-111,
renders the LPI system inoperable in that operator action, instead of the flow
controllers, is necessary to preclude possible LPI pump run out conditions in the
“‘piggy back” mode of operation.

The NRR Reactor Systems Branch (SRXB) reviewed a number of documents that relate to this
issue. The Attachment lists these documents and provides our responses to the two
questions. SRXB concluded that there was no technical concern with the normally closed
position of the LPI discharge valves nor was there a basis for taking licensing action to change
the valve position. In addition, our review of the issue indicated that the normally closed
position for these valves was consistent with the CR-3 licensing basis. With regard to the
second question, SRXB concluded that reliance on manual action during the “piggy back”™
mode of operation to be acceptable.

If you have questions concerning the positions in the attachment, please contact Len Wiens at

(301) 415-1495.

Docket No. 50-302

Attachment: SRXB Ev'aluation

cc: C. W. Hehl, Region |
G. E. Grant, Region I

T. P. Gwynn, Region IV
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 205550001

December 11, 1908

MEMORANDUM TO: Loren R. Plisco, Director
Division of Reactor Projects, Rl

FROM: Frederick J. Hebdon, Director 2
Project Directorate 11-3
Division of Reactor Projects - I/1}

SUBJECT: TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENT (TIA 98-003) CRYSTAL RIVER UNIT 3

LOW PRESSURE INJECTION SYSTEM VALVE CONFIGURATION
(TAC NO. MA2125)

By memorandum dated June 12, 1998, the Division of Reactor Projects, Region |l, requested
the assistance of the NRR in evaluating certain aspects of the Crystal River Unit 3 (CR-3) low
pressure injection (LPI) system design. Specifically, NRR was asked to:

1. Evaluate the licensee’s conclusion's as it relates to the normal standby position
of the LPI discharge valves, ascertain the appropriate normal position for these

valves, and take the appropriate licensing action if that position is normally
open.

2. Ascertain whether the present design of the LPI system, specifically the location
of the flow sensing device providing feedback to valves DHV-110 or DHV-11 1,
renders the LPI system inoperable in that operator action, instead of the flow
controllers, is necessary to preciude possible LPI pump run out conditions in the
‘piggy back” mode of operation.

The NRR Reactor Systems Branch (SRXB) reviewed a number of documents that relate to this
issue. The Attachment lists these documents and provides our responses to the two
questions. SRXB concluded that there was no technical concern with the normally closed
position of the LPI discharge valves nor was there a basis for taking licensing action to change
the valve position. In addition, our review of the issue indicated that the normally closed
position for these valves was consistent with the CR-3 licensing basis. With regard to the
second question, SRXB concluded that reliance on manual action during the “piggy back”
mode of operation to be acceptable.

If you have questions concerning the positions in the attachment, please contact Len Wiens at
(301) 415-1495.

Docket No. 50-302
Attachment: SRXB Evaluation
cc: C. W. Hehl, Region |

G. E. Grant, Region il
T. P. Gwynn, Region IV
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

December 1, 1998

MEMORANDUM TO: Lecnard A. Wiens, Project Manager
Project Directorate [I-3
Division of Reactor Projects

~ 7. Aﬂkﬁ///
FROM: Eric W. Weiss, Chief %M//

Pressurized Water Reactor Section
Reactor Systems Branch '
Division of Systems Safety and Analysis

SUBJECT: TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENT (TIA) 88-003 CRYSTAL RIVER 3,
LOW PRESSURE INJECTION EMERGENCY CORE COOLING
SYSTEM VALVE CONFIGURATIONS (TAC No. MA2125)

in TIA 88-003, dated June 12, 1998, Region Il requested NRR's position on the adequacy of
aspects of the Crystal River Unit 3 (CR-3) low pressure injection (LPI) system. The TIA
specifically asks two questions. The first question relates to the normal position of the LPI
discharge valves. The second question relates to the need to rely on manual operator action to
throttle LPI flow while in the LPI to high pressure injection (HPI) or “piggy back” flow path
configuration.

Issue 1 of TIA 98-003 requests that NRR, “ascertain the appropriate normal position of the LP!
discharge valves and take appropriate licensing action if that position is normally open.” The
Reactor Systems Branch (SRXB), through interactions with the licensee and a review of some of
the documented information on the subject, concludes that the normally closed position of the
LP! discharge valves is not inappropriate and that no licensing action is warranted. The staff
bases this conclusion on the following information. Although some of the correspondence
during the original licensing process, referenced in the TIA, indicates that the licensee stated
that valve would be normally open, the normal valve position was never changed to be open. A
letter from the licensee, dated October 22, 1998 with the subject, “Low Pressure Injection
Engineering Study,” stated that maintaining the valves closed is consistent with licensing basis.
The staff attempted to verify that by reviewing some of the licensing documentation. In 1980,
the staff had a generic safety concern with regard to the likelihood of an intersystem loss-of-
coolant accident (LOCA). The staff issued a Generic Letter (GL) dated February 23, 1880 and
requested licensees evaluate specific vulnerable configurations associated with the likelihood of
an intersystem LOCA. The correspondence associated with the licensee response to that GL
and the subsequent NRC order confirm that at that time the valve position was normally closed.
The staff concluded, with the normally closed vaives, the high pressure/low pressure isolation
with additional leakage testing specifications was adequate. The normally closed discharge
valve reduces the likelihood of an intersystem LOCA. Additionally, this plant configuration, with
the LPI discharge valves closed is an acceptable configuration described in section 6.3 of
NUREG-0800, “Standard Review Plan for the Review of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear

Contact: Christopher Jackson, DSSA/SRXB
415-2947
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Power Plants,” since an engineered safeguards actuation system signal opens these closed
discharge valves and assures the required emergency core cooling system function following an
accident while meeting the single failure criteria. As a result, the staff has not identified a
technical concemn with the normally closed position of the LPI discharge valves and does not
believe there is a basis for taking licensing action to change the valve position.

Issue 2 of TIA 98-003 requests that NRR “ascertain whether the present design of the ECCS,
specifically the location of the flow sensing device providing feedback to valves DHV-110 or
DHV-111, renders the LPI system inoperable in that operator action instead of the flow
controllers is necessary to preclude possible LPI pump run out conditions in the ‘piggy back’
mode of ECCS operation.” The determination of LP| system operability is the responsibility of
the licensee rather than the staff, however, the staff has reviewed the information in the TIA and
some additional supporting information. Although the LPI flow controllers were intended to
prevent the operators from needing to manually throttle the LPI flow, the NRC has accepted
manual operator action to initiate sump recirculation. The CR3 design already requires manual
swapover to the sump recirculation flow path. As a result, relying on manual operator action
under these circumstances is acceptable. The staff has reviewed Inspection Report (IR)

No. 50-302/98-02 where Region Il concluded that, “the licensee had adequate technical
justification for operating in the piggyback mode.” Although SRXB has not evaluated the
operators ability to perform these specific tasks, the staff finds the Region Il conclusion
reasonable, based, in part, on the operators ability to establish the necessary LPI flow by
manually throttling the necessary valves during a simulator scenario (also described in the IR).
Additionally, the licensee has indicated that they intend to add additional valves to the LPI
system that will preclude the operators need to continually manually throttle the LPI flow. They
would only have to reset the flow at which the flow controller regulates flow. Although this
modification has not been reviewed by the staff, it should enhance the system and reduce the
reliance on the operators to complete the safety function. In conclusion, although the Standard
Review Plan and staff practice emphasize the minimization of required operator actions, it is
recognized and accepted that establishment and maintenance of ECCS sump recirculation
requires manual operator action.

This completes SRXB action on TAC No. MA2125.

References:

1. Memorandum, Plisco, Loren, “Task Interface Agreement (TIA 98-003) Crystal River Unit 3:
Low Pressure Injection Emergency Core Cooling System Valve Configurations,” dated
June 12, 1998.

2. Letter, Holden, J. J., “Low Pressure Injection Engineering Study,” dated October 22, 1998.

3. Generic Letter to All LWR Licensees, Eisenhut, D. G. , “LWR Primary Coolant System
Pressure Isolation Valves,” dated February 23, 1980.

4. Letter, Bright, Ronald, M., “Crystal River Unit No. 3, Docket No. 302, Operating License

No. DPR-72, Letter to All LWR Licensees from D. G. Eisenhut dated 2-23-80 - LWR
Primary Coolant System Pressure Isolation Valves,” dated March 14, 1980.
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. Letter, Stolz, John, F., “Order for Modification of License Concerning Primary Coolant
System Pressure Isolation Valves,” dated April 20, 1981.

. NUREG-0800, “Standard Review Plan for the Review of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear
Power Plants,” dated June 1987.

. Inspection Report No. 50-302/98-02, dated March 16, 1998.
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UNITED STATES ACC. No, 75)03/60235/7 ~
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION /7

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001
March 11, 1998

MEMORANDUM TO: Loren Plisco, Director
Division of Reactor Projects
Region li

FROM: Herbert N. Berkow, Director
Project Directorate 11-2
Division of Reactor Projects - Hll )

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: CATAWBA NUCLEAR STATION - RESPONSE TO TIA 87-14,
FREQUENCY REQUIREMENTS FOR QUALITY ASSURANCE AUDITS
(TAC NOS. M98928 AND M88930)

/{l,—m Q v Q.,
By memorandum dated June 5, 19%7, Region Il requested that NRR perform a technical review
of Catawba's Quality Assurance (QA) Topical Report, which was prepared for Duke Power
facilities in general. The purpose of the review was “to determine if, for Catawba specifically,
but all Duke facilities in general, the changes to the report of only placing an audit frequency on
Category 1 [defined by the licensee as safety-related components and services] functions met
the intent stated in the licensee's justification for removing all the audit frequencies from the TS
[Technical Specifications] Secticn 6.5.2.9, by Amendment Nos. 96 and 80." Those
amendments dealt with the relocation of audit frequency provisions from the Technical
Specifications into the QA program. Currently, QA audits are only required for the
licensee-defined QA Category 1 functions.

The safety evaluation attached to this memorandum provides details prepared by the NRR
Quality Assurance, Vendor Inspection , and Maintenance Branch. We have concluded that the
licensee modified its QA program in accordance with the licensing submittals provided as part
of License Amendments 96 and 90.

We would like to note that for certain nonsafety-related audits, the Nuclear Safety Review
Board remains responsible for the conduct of the associated audits in accordance with
Technical Specification provisions. ‘

This completes our efforts on the subject TIA. If you have any questions, please contact the
Catawba project manager, Peter Tam (301-415-1451).

Docket Nos. 50-413 and 50-414
Attachment: Safety Evaluation
cc w/att: C. W. Hehl, Rl _ .

G. E. Grant, RIll
T. P. Gwynn, RIV
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
CATAWBA NUCLEAR STATION

DOCKET NOS, 50-413 AND 50-414
NCY RE M A RAN

1.0 INTRODUCTION

By memorandum, J. R. Johnsonto H. N. Berkow, dated June 5, 1997, Region 1l requested
that NRR perform a technical review of Catawba's Quality Assurance (QA) Topical Report,
which was prepared for Duke Energy Corporation (previously Duke Power Company) facilities
in general. The purpose of the review was “to determine if, for Catawba specifically, but all
Duke facilities in general, the changes to the report of only placing an audit frequency on
Category 1 [defined by the licensee as safety-related components and services] functions met
the intent stated in the licensee's justification for removing all the audit frequencies from the TS
[Technical Specifications] Section 6.5.2.9, by Amendment Nos. 96 and 90." Those
amendments dealt with the relocation of audit frequency provisions from the TS into the QA
program. Currently, QA audits are only required for the licensee-defined QA Category 1
functions.

The NRR Quality Assurance, Vendor inspection, and Maintenance Branch (HQMB) has
performed a review of the Catawba QA Topical Report.

2.0 BACKGROUND

Technical Specification (TS) Section 6.5.2.9 had originally stated that audits performed under
the cognizance of the Nuclear Safety Review Board (NSRB) would be performed at specific
frequencies. By letter dated December 18, 1991, the licensee proposed to delete the
prescriptive audit frequencies in the TS, however, the QA program commitments for the
conduct of audits was to be modified. Specifically, the licensee’s letter stated:

Audit frequencies are being deleted here but in the revised QA Topical we are
preparing the following statement, using SRP [Standard Review Plan} 17.3
guidance on planned and periodic assessment scheduling and resource
allocation: *“Audits of selected aspects of operational phase activities are
performed with a frequency commensurate with safety significance and in such a
manner as to assure that an audit of all safety-related functions is completed
within a period of two (2) years. The audit system is reviewed periodically and
revised as necessary to assure coverage commensurate with the current and
planned activities.” '



The staff's associated Safety Evaluation (SE) stated that “audit frequency requirements are now
addressed in the Duke Quality Assurance Topical and are performance based on the safety
significance and extent of activities.”

The Duke QA program 17.3.3.2.2 states that:

Audits of selected aspects of operational phase activities are performed with a
frequency commensurate with safety significance and in such a manner as to
ensure that an audit of all QA Condition 1 functions is completed within a period
of two (2) years. The audit system is reviewed periodically and revised as
necessary to assure coverage commensurate with current and planned activities.

Further, the Introduction of the Duke QA program defined QA Condition 1 as:

QA Condition 1 covers those systems and their attendant components, items,
and services which have been determined to be nuclear safety related. These
systems are detailed in the Safety Analysis Report applicable to each nuclear
station. The Topical report applies in its entirety to systems, components, items,
and services identified as QA Condition 1.

We conclude that the licensee modified its QA program in accordance with the licensing
submittals provided to support License Amendment Nos. 96'and 90, as accepted by the staff's
SE. There was no licensee commitment to relocate explicit audit frequency provisions for other
than safety-related audits, nor was a relocation of all audit frequencies a condition of the staff's
SE. The Duke QA program provides for a graded application of quality controls based on
safety significance (QA Conditions 1 through 4).

For the categories of nonsafety-related audits (such as for QA Condition 3 fire protection area)
the licensee is still encumbered with implementing the TS provisions. The NSRB remains
responsible for (1) review of Quality Verification Department audits relating to station operations
and actions taken in response to those audits (Section 6.5.2.8.i), and (2) audits of fire protection
(Sections 6.5.2.9.g and .h). The NSRB would need to be able to justify the adequacy of the
audit periodicity for nonsafety-related fire protection audits that are under their cognizance.

3.0 CONCLUSION

The Duke QA program was modified in accordance with the licensee’s submittals associated
with License Amendments 96 and 90 that resulted in a relocation of audit frequency provisions.

Principal Contributors: Robert Gramm
Edward J. Ford

Date: March 11, 1998
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MEMORANDUM TO: Herbert N. Berkow, Director
Project Directorate (-2
Division of Reactor Projects I/li

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY

FROM: Jon R. Johnson, Director
Division of Reactor Projects R. CRLENJAK FOR:
SUBJECT: TASK INTERFACE AGREEMENT (TIA 97-014) CATAWBA
FREQUENCY REQUIREMENTS FOR QUALITY ASSURANCE
AUDITS

During a routine inspection of the Catawba facility, a Region Il inspector noted that Section
6.5.2.9 of the Technical Specifications (TS) had been revised in 1992 to eliminate the
frequency requirements for QA audits.

The attachment (pages 2-7) to the licensee’s letter, dated December 18, 1891, stated that
audit frequencies were being deleted from the TS but the Duke QA Topical Repont was to be
revised to specify that audits of selected aspects of the operational phase activities were to
be performed with a frequency commensurate with the safety significance and in such a
manner that audits of all safety related functions would be completed within a period of two

years.

NRC's letter dated May 7, 1992, issued Amendment Nos. 96 and 90 for Catawba Units 1 and
2, respectively, and revised the TS to eliminate the audit frequencies previously specified by
TS, Section 6.5.2.9, of the specifications since these frequencies were to be addressed by
the Duke QA Topical Report.

Subsequently, the QA Topical Report was revised to specify an audit frequency of two years
only for QA Condition 1 (safety related components and services). Audit frequencies were
not specified for QA Conditions 2, 3, and 4 functions.

TS, Section 6.5.2.9, identifies 13 activities requiring audits. Most of these activities are not
Category 1 functions and do not meet the two year audit frequency requirements of the QA
Topical Report. The audit frequencies for the Security and Emergency Programs are
specified by other licensing documents. However, it appears that audits of the remaining
functions will only be performed at the discretion of the licensee. We believe that the QA
Topical Report change did not meet the intent of the justification provided in TS Amendment

Nos. 96 and 90. /
A review of the TSs for the other Duke facilities indicated that the audit frequency _,/
requirements at these two sites had also been removed from the TS . Q ; /
A 7
. Y74
Attached are portions of the licensee's December 18, 1891, submuttal, NRC letter of MayI

1892, McGuire TS, Section £5.2.9, Oconee TS, Section 6.1.3.4, and Duke QA Topical
Report, Sections 17.0 and 17.3.3.2.3.

9708050063 970405
PDR  ADOCK 05000413
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Herbert N Berkow pd

We request that NRR perform a technical 1eview of the QA Topical Repont for the Duke
facilities to determine if, for Catawba specifically, but ali Duke faciities in general, the
changes to the repont of only placing an audi frequency on Calegory 1 funchions met the
intent stated in the icensee’s justification for remowving all the audit frequencies from TS
Section 6 5 2.9 by Amendment Nos. 98 and 90

This issue has been discussed with Peter Tam, NRR/DRPE/PD 11-2, and Ecaward Ford,
NRR/DRCH/HQMB. If you have any questions please contact Pau! Frednckson at
(404) 562-4567 or Bill Mitier at (404) 562-4873

Attachments' 1. Duke’s letter dated December 18, 1991, Pages 6-10, 6-11, 2-8 and 2.7
2 NRC's letter dated May 7, 1992, Pages 6-10, 8-11 and 3

3. McGuire TS Section, Pages 6-10 and 8-11

4. Oconee TS Section, Page 8.1-5

5. Duke QA Topical Repont, Fages 17-1, 1742 and 1743

cc w/attachments.
G. Edison, NRR PM
C. Hehl, R

G. Grant, Rill

T. Gwynn, RIV

J. Lieberman, OE
J. Bames, Rl

{*) SEE PREVIOUS PAGE FOR CUNCURREIVCES
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.J.

We find these changes acceptable as they reflect the revised organization
and the reassigneent of responsidilities. The change in approval
authoritly meets the appropriate acceptance criterta of Section 13.5.1 of
NUREG 0800, the Standard Review Plan.

Section 6.5.2 ~ Muclear Safety Review Board (NSRB) - The titles Vice
President, Kuclear Production, Nuclear Production Department, Quality
Assurance Department, and Executive Vice President, Power Group have been
replaced to reflect the revised organization. In Subsection 6.5.2.2 the
Qualificatfon requirements for NSRB members has been revised to allow, in
special cases, an individual with ten years experfence in a specific
technfcal area. In Subsection 6.5.2.9, Audits, the Yicensee has
relocated the sudit frequency frem the audits required by this
subsection, Audit frequency requirements are now addressed in the Duke
Quality Assurance Topical and are performance based on the safety
stgnificance and extent of the activities except those for the Emergency
and Security Plans as discussed below.

We find these changcs sccepltable as they reflect the revised organization
and reassignment of responsibilitties, the appropriate acceptance criteria
of Sectien 13.4 of HURLG 0800, the Standard Review Plan, and the commit-
rent 10 performance based audits fn their revised Quality Assurance
Topical Reporl, a4 document controlled in accordance with 50.54{a).

‘Section 6.6 - Reportable Event Aclion - The revicw of reportable events
has been revised to reflect the new titles in the revised organization,

We find these changes acceptable as they reflect the revised
organiration,

Section 6.7 - Safety Limit Violatfon - The titles in this section have
been revised to reflect the revised organization,

We find these changes acceptable as they reflect the revised
organfization,

Section 6.8 - Procedures and Programs - The approval authority for proce-
dures and temporary changes to procedures has been revised by deleting
specific titles and specifying a predesignated level of management.

We find this change acceptable as it meets the appropriate acceptance
criterta of Section 13.5.1 of NUREG 0800, t.e Standard Review Plan,

We find the above changes to the Administrative Controls Sectfon of the
Technical Specifications, as described in the DPC letter dated December 18,
1991, and as revised by letter dated february 17, 1992, acceptable,
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Decendet 10, 199}

V.$. Meclear Reguietory Commission
weshington, O.C. 20338

ATIEINTICO®M: Docwrent Control Desk

SUBJIELT: Catavbe Nuclear S$tation
ochet Moo, $0:41) and Su-414
ttoposed Technical Spe~lfication Changes

Gentjemen:

Furswent to 10 CFR 30.4 end 350.90, attached are proposed
license anendrents to Appendin A, Technical Speciflcatlions, of’
Teciiity COpeteting Licenses NPF-3)$ and NPF-352 for Catawba
Puclear Stetion Units | end 2, tespectively.

Elfective Novender |, 19%] Duke Power Company Implemented a
teorganitetion that essentially decentralized the corporate
nansgenent of nuclear activities to each of the nuclear sites.
in reetlings with yout staff on October JO, 199}, we dimcussed
the nrewv otganitational structure and Its resvlitant benefite on
overall plant safety and elflciency.

At thet time wve also dilscussed our pleans to revise the
dgocunents that aseigned speclific cotporate responsibllitien and
functions. We ete In the process of revising the Duke Quallty
Assurance (QA) Toplicel Report, using the quidance previded In
Stendetd Review Plan (SKP) Section 17.), We will wsoon be
ispuing es A special update to each FS8AR, a revised Chapter 1],
“Crndust of Operations”.

AS 800N 483 we have the fevised FSAR, the revised QA Toplcal
hopott and the Technicel Specification rtevisions (n place, we
cen proceed with the revis! n of other administrative
gocumentation. Your timely cons.deration of this request will
certainly help us hesten the completion of this transition,

Attechment | contains the proposed Technical Specification
changes. Attechmont 2 containe the aummazy and juntification
for the proposed chanqges. Pursuant to 10CFR %0.91, Attachmunt
}J provides the analysis performed in accordance with thue
standerds contained sn 10CFk 50.9%92 which concludes that theo
proposed smendments do not involve a4 Signiflcant Hazards
Conslideration, lhuke Power s forwardlng a4 copy of thin
amencment regquest application sand No Significant Hazards
Consideration analynis to the appropriate South Carolina state
officials. The propumsed amendmants have been reviowued and have

JU e e

..




17.3.3 SELF ASSESSMENT

17.3.3.1 Mathodology

- The Self-Assessment process encompasses internal and corporate audits, independent

revigw commitiee activities, in-plant reviews, and ¢.nor independant assessmaonts.  This
process is o confirm to managemant that activities affecting quality comply with the quality
8s.irance program and thal the quality 1ssurance program has been implemented
effectively. These functions are directed by the Manager, Nuclcar Asscessment & Issugs
Livision and the Managers of Safety Assurance. The assussmen! aclivities are performed
in accordance with instructions and procedures by organizations independent of the areas
being assesscd. Organizations performing sell-assessment activitias are technically and
perfotmance oriented, with the primary focus on the qualily of the end product and a
secondary focus on procedutys and processes.

17.3.3.2 Assessment

17.3.3.2.1 Nuclear Salety Review Board

Tho Senior Vice Prosident, Powar Generation Group, apponts a Nucli o Safely Review
Board {NSRB) to sarvo as a nuclear salely review and audit backup to the rormal operating
organization. The Nuclear Salety Review Board reviews proposed losis and eperiments,
ptoposed station modi’ cattons, and proposed changes to procedures, when such inve s
an unraviewed safety question,  Also, the Board roviews reportable occurrences o+ |
violations of a station’s technical specifications and makes recommendations to prevent
recurrence. Functlions, operations and responsibilities of th» NSRB are detailed in Chapter
6 of the technica’ specifications for each station.

17.3.3.2.2 Plant Operationy Review Commitiee

The Site Vice President appoints a Plant Operations Review Committee (PORC) to review
selected nuclear saletly related issues. The PORC is composed of specilind senior

"members of the site management team mos! responsible for the salo and roliable

operation of the station. The PORC also roviews tho offectiveness of corrective actions
taken for specified reportable events,

17.3.3.2.3 Internal Audits

Duke’s Qualty Assurance Program requires a comprehensive system of planned and
periodic internal audits for all phases of station operations and supporting activities.

All organizational units conducting qualily assurance aclivities are evaluated with a system
of audits. These audits are performed o defermine the effective implementation of all
applicable criteria of 10CFR 50, Appendix B. Periodic audits of activities or records of
processes (e.g.. welding, maintenance, developmen! of design, record management, or
system testing), to verify compliance and effectiveness of the implementation of the Quality
Assurance Program are performed. (nternal audits are initiated onder the direction of the
Manager, Regulatory Audits. The Manayer, Nuclear Assessment end Issues Division may
initiate special audits or cxpand upon 1 ¢ scope of an existing audit. The scope of each
audit is determined by the responsible Lead Audior, under thoe direction of the Managet,
Regulatory Audits Section. Additionally, the scope of auuils performed under the
cognizance of tl.e Nuclear Safety Review Buard (NSRB) are reviewed for compliance with
NSRB requirements by the NSRB statf  The lead audidor directs the audi team n

Amendiaent 13 17-42



developing checklists, instructions, plans and in tho performance of the audit, The audit
shall be conducled in accordance with checklists; the scope may bae expanded upon by the
audit team during the audit, if needed. One or more persons comprise an audit tgam, one
of whom shall be quahfied lead auditor.

Audits of selected aspocts of operationa! phase activities are performed with a frequency
commensurale with safety significance and in such 8 manner as to assure that an audit of
all QA Co-~dition 1 funclions is complated within a period of two (2) years. The audi!
system s reviewed periodically and revised as necessary o assure coverage
commaensuyutale with cutrent and planned activitios,

The audit team concludes with a post-audit conference between the audit team and

‘tesponsible managemoen!l. The conference includes a briel discussion of audit results,

Including any delicioncies and recommendations. The audit results are documented in a
teport,

Within thirty (30) days of tho post-audit conference, a report is issued to the responsible
management with copies sent to the Vice President of the audited Site or department and

other management as appropriste.

Within thinly days after receipt of the audit report, responsible management replies in
wriling to the Manager, Regulatory Audits Section, describing corrective action and an
implemantation schedute. The established electronic corrective action process may be
used {0 convey this information. When necessary, after recelpt of the managemen! reply, a
re-cvaluation is made to verifly Implementation of corrective action. This re-evaluation is
documented. Tho audit Is closed with a letter to the responsible management. All
pertingnt correspondence, chucklists, and reports related to the aud!* are fliled,

Audit data are analyzed and the resulting reports on the effectiveness of the QA program,
including any qualily problems, are reported 1o management through the Integrated Salety
Asscssments, for review and assessment. This data is also used to modlfy the audit
schedule as necessary {0 assess pelenlial weaknesses,

17.3.3.2.4 Safety Assurance

Safely Assurance, through the Safety Review Group, and Regulatory Compliance, monitors
the day fo day and overall .erformance of each nuclear station.

The Safety Review Group investigates sigruticant occurrences and prohlems to delermine
the root cause(s) and to identify actions necessary to prevent recurrence. The Safety
Review Group also performs in-plant reviews including checking documents, records, and
work in progress 1o determine that qualily assurance requirements are being properly
implemented. Work in progress inctudes such activities as welding, maintenance, system
testing, station operation, station modifications, refueling, and record managrment. These
investigations and reviews are documented in reports and submitted to Management, NRC,
and other authorities as appropriate. The Safety Review Group also coordinates the
development of corrective actions for significant occurrences and problems.

The Regulatory Compliance Group is responsible for the prenaration, issue, and -
maintenance of all site licensing docuthents; providing site personnmel with interpretations
on the sicensing documents, the preparation and sucbnittal of violaton respunses, and
coordination of NRC inspection aclivities on cile.

17-43 Amendment 19



17. QUALITY ASSURANCE
INTRODUCTION

Owte Pcvee Company mantang tull tesponsibilily for a.suning ti.at its nucleat power
plarde e C-sgred (onsttucied, tested and operated in conformance with gooad
enguneeting pracikes, appicable tegulatoty requiremeants and specified design hases and
" g mannet 1o protect the pudix heanh and salety. To this end Duke has estabiished and
implemented & quality sssurance program which conforms to the criteria established In
Agpendis B to 1OCFR, Part 80, *Qualty Assutance Critetia lor Nuclear Power Plants amd
fvel Reprocessing Plants® published June 27, 1970 (35 F. R, 10490) and amendet!
September 17, 1972 (X6 F R 1801) and armended January 20, 1075 (40 F. R, 32100).

This topice! teport is widen in the lormat of & Salely Analysis Report {SAR) Chapler 17,
‘Queatdty Assvurance®, in accordance with Revision 2 of the NRC's Reguiatory Guide 1,70,
*Standard Format and Cootent of Safety Analysis Reports for Nucleat Power Plantsy « LWR
Carion® and subsequent NRC guidelines The quality ast  ance program described harein
s apo'x adie 10 ol Duke nucless power plants as faferencat by Chapiar 17 of the planty’
SAR's :

Tnis Topwal Roport describes the Quatity Assurance Progtam for those systems,
COMPOnenls, foemsa and servces which have been delermined i he nuclear salaly rolated
{QA Condaipn 1) In addton, Dure's Quaity Assurance Progiamn provides a meathod of
apptving & greded Qualty Assurance Program 1o certain non-safely related syslems,
componerds, fems, and setvices These ate classdiod as QA Conditions 2, 3, or 4, This
method inveives defining 8 Qualily Assurance *Condition® for each level of quality
sssurance toquited These will be designated as “QA Conditton __ . The quality of
systems, components, flems, and services within the scope of QA Conditions V, 2, 3, and 4
ts sssurod commensgutale with the system’s, component’s, ftom'as, of service's importance
1o safety The following conditony have been delined,

QA Condnewon § covers those systems and ther attendant componants, itatns, and servicoes
which have been delaftrmined 10 be nuclear salgly rulated. These sysiems are dolalled in
the Safety Analysis Repori apphcablo 10 oach nuclear station. The Topical Raport applias
in s entwely 10 systems, components, loms, and services identiiod us QA Condition 3,

QA Condtson 2 covers 1hosa sysinras and theoir aftendant compononts, loms, and
structures important 1o the management ang coniainmunt of liquid, yaswous, and solid

186:08Clive wasle.

QA Concawn 3 tovers those systems, componeonis, Htums, and servicus which sare
important 10 fite protrction as definad in tha Hazards Analysis for cach station Tha
Hazards Analysis 1a 1 respunae 10 Appendix A of NRC Branch Tuchmcal Posihon APCSH

9.51.

QA Condshion 4 couvers those sommically designed/testraingd nystemns, components, and
structures whoso conlinui:d functions are not required during and alter the seasmice event,
The gene:al scope of these systems, componenls, and structures, identiied as Seismic
Category 1 (SCH) arer cetined in Hegulatury Gu'e 129, Seisiic esign Classilication

NUTAOMIXIE 6
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6134 Awdwns

Awdis of Sie ativities shail be pertormed under the cognizance ot the NSRE Thes¢ audus shatl
EOV0MPAsS

4 The coaformance of staon opetation 1o provisions contatned  within the Technteal
. Specificanons and applicabie faciity opetating huense vonditions

h The pertocrmance. traiming and qualifivations of the statiun statf

< - The tesuits 0f Ktions taken to correct deficiencies occurting 1n equipment, structures, systems

o¢ mathods of operation that arfect nuclear safety.

o The performance of activities fequite! hy the quality assurance program t meet the criteria of
Appendia B to 10 CFR 50

¢ The statson emergency plan and implementing procedures

{ The stat0n secutity plan and implementing priealutes

t Any othet area of station operation considersd appropriate by the NSRI ur the Sentor Vice
Pressdent, Nuclear Generation.

» The station fite protection ptogtam and implumenting procedutes.

' Tre Offine Dose Calculation Manual and implementing procedures.

[ The Radwilogcal Enviconmental Monttoting Program and the results thereaf

L} The Process Contral Program and implementing procedutes {or sohidifleatuon of radioactive
wasics v

t The performance of activities tequited by the Quality Assurance Program to meet the criteria’
of Regulatory Guide 1 21 Revision 1, June 1974 and Regulatory Gude 4 1 Revision 1, Aprtd
1975

ATIARIMINT A
Oconce 1, 2, and 3 615 Amendment Numbers 208, 208, 205




AMINISTEATIVE CONIROLS

BEYIEW
6.5.2.8 The NSRB shall review:

4. The safety evaluations for: (1) changes to procedures, equipment, or
systems, and (2) tests or experiments completed under the provision
of Section 50.59, 10 CFR to verify that such actions did not
constitute an unreviewed safety question;

b. Proposed chan?es to procedures, equipment or systems which involve an
unreviewed safety question as defined in Section 50.59, 10 CFR;

€. Proposed tests or eaperiments whicl involve an unreviewed safety
question as defined in Section 50.%9, 10 CFR;

d. violatfons of Codes, regulations, orders, Technical Specifications,
license requirements, or of internal procedures or {nstructiens
Maving nuclear safety significance;

e. Stonificant operating sbnormalities or deviations from normal and
ex,ccted performance of unft equipment that affect nuclear safety;

f. A11 REPORTABLE EVENTS,
~§.  All recognized indications of an unanticipated deficiency in some
aspect of destgn or operation of structures, systems or componcnts
thel could affect nuclcar safety;

h, 00011!y1A35urancc Program audits reclating to station operations and
ections taken in response to these eudits: and

f. Reports of activities ¢ rrformed under the provisior, of
Spectfications 6.5.1.1 through 6.5.1.10.

AURITS

6.5.2.9 Audits of site activities shall be perfcrmed under the cognizance of
the MSRB. These audits shall encompass:

a. The conformance of unit operation to provisions contained within the
Technical Specifications and applicable license conditions;

b. The performance, training, and qualifications of the entire station
staff;

NUTACHMENT 3
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IRINISTRATIVE CONTROLS
MRITS (Continued)

€. The results of actions taken to correct deficiencies occurring in

unit equipment, structures, systems, or method of operation that
affect ruclear safety;

)
}
|
'
!

d. The performance of act® .ifes required by the Operational Quality
Assurance Progrem to acet the criterfa of Appendia 8, 10 CFR Part 50;

e. the Emergenis Plan and implementing procedures;
f. The Security Plan ang implementing procedures;

¢. The Facility Fire Protecti=n programmatic controls including the
{mglesenting procecuray;

h. The fire protection equiprent and program {mplementation utilizing
either a qualified offsite Yicensee fire protection engincer or an
outside indepcndent fire protection consultant. An outside indepen-
dent fire p-otection consultant shil) be used at least every third

yeer;

f. The Raciological Environmental Mon.toring Program and the results
thercof,

Jo Ihe OFFSITE DOSE CALCULATION MANUAL and implementing procedurcs;

k.  The PROCESS CON/ROL PROGRAM and fmplementing precedures for
SOLIDIFICATION of redicactive wastes; '

1. The performence of activities required by the Quality Assurance
Progran for c¢ffluent and environmental monfturing and,;

B. Any other area of site operation considered appropriate bv the NSRE
or the Senfor Yice President, Huclear Gencration,

6.5.2.10 The MSRB shall report to and advise the Senjor Vice President,
Muclear Generation on those areas of responsibility specified in Specifications
6.5.2.8 anc¢ 6.5.2.9,




LINISTRATIVE CONTROLS

AR1TS (Continved)

€. The results of actions taken to correct deficiencies occurring fn
unitl equipment, strultures, systems, or method of operation that
e'fect nuclear safety;

d. The performance of activities required by the Operational Quality
Assurance Progrea to meet the criteria of Appendix 8, 10 CFR Part 50;

e. The Emergency Plan snd {nplementing procedures:
The Security Plan and isplementing procedures;

The Facility Fire Prolection programmatic controls including the
{eplementing procedures;

h. The fire protection equipaent and program implementation utilizing
either ‘a qualified offsite licansee fire protection engineer or an out-
stoe independent fire protection consultant. An ocutside {ndependent

o« - « fire protection consultant shall be used at least every third year;

t. The Radiological Environsental Monitoring Program and the results
thereof;

J. The OFFSITE DOSE CALCULATION MANUAL and implementing procedures;

k. The PROCESS CONTROL PROGRAM and implementing procedures for processing
and pachaging of radioactive wastes;

1.  The performance of swctivities required by the Quality Assurance
Program for efflucat and environmenta) monitoring; and

n, Any other area of site operation considered appropriate by the NSRB
or the Execulive Vice Presicent Power Generation,

RECORDS

£.5.2.10 Records of NSRB activities shall be prepared, approved, and distributed
43 indicated below:

a. Hinutes of each NSRB meeting shall t prepared, approved, and forwarded
to the Senifor Vice President, Nuclear Generation and to the Executiye
Vice President, Power Generation within 14 days following each meeting;

CATAWBA -~ UNITS 1 4 2 6-11 Amendment No. 96 (Unit 1)
Amendment No. %0  (Unit 2)



INISTRATIVE CONTROLS

&Y
$.5.2.8 1Ihe NSRD shal! be responsidle for the review of:

8. Inc safety evaluation ‘or: (1) changes to procedures, equipment, or
systees, and (2) tests or experiments completed under the provision
of Section %0.59, 10 CFR to verify that such actions did not consti-
tutle an varevieved safely westion,

b. - Proposed changes to procedure:, equipment, ur sy<tems which {nvolve
an unreviewed safely question aa dsfined in Secl.on 90.5Y, 1u CFR;

€.  Proposed tests or experiments which involve an unreviewed safety
question as Cefined in Section 50.59, 10 CFR;

6. Proposed changes in Technical Specifications or this Operating
License;

e. Violations of Codes, regulations, orders, Technical Specifications,
license requirements, or of internal procedures or instructions

heving nuclear safely significance;

. Significanl operatino abnormalities or deviations from .aormal and
expected perforoance of unit equipment that affect nuclear safetly;

A1l REPORTABLE EVENTS:

<

A1l recognized Indications of an unanticipated deficiency in some
aspect of cesign or operation of structures, systems, or components

that coulo affect nuClear safoly;

=

§ Quality Verification Department audits relating to station operations |
ond actions taken in response to these audits; and

§. Reports of activities performed under the provisions of
Specifications 6.5.1.1 through 6.5.1.12. l
AUDITS
6.5.2.9 Audits of site activities shall be performed under the cognizance of |
the NSRB. These sudits shall encompass:

The conformance of unit operation to provisions contained within the l

8.
Technical Specifications and applicable license conditions:
. The performance, training, and qualifications of the entire station !
staff;
CATAWBA ~ UNITS 1 4 2 6-10 Amendment No. 96 (Unit 1)

Amendment No. 90 (Unit 2)
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Selion a3 cefined A Sectien $0.59, 10 CF;
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License,
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6.5.2.10

6.6.1

MSRD organization and therefore should be considercd
acceptadle.

f""-'-—s
Auiit frequencies are being deleted here but in the

tevised QA Topical we are preparing the following
statement, wusing SRP 17.] gquidance on planned and
periondic assessments rcheduling and resource

allocation:

“Audits of selected aspects of operational

phase activities are performed with a ’
{requency commensurate with safety
significance and {n such A& manner as to
assure that an auc . of all safety related ¢
functions is completed within a period of S
two (2) years., The audit system [s r«viewed
periodicelly and revised as necessacy to

assure coverage commensurate with current

and planned activities.”

The naming of [Executive Vice President, Powur
Generation reflects the realignment of reporting
sauthority [fc. the NSRB as discussed in draft revised
CKS FSAR Chapter 13 and {n the QA Toplcal Section 17.3,.
This change i» administrative, since the functiona of
the NSRD are vnaffected but wo also beliwvva this change
is philosophically correct and acvceptable.

These changes do not alter the function nor diminish
the quality ¢! the Audit Program. Therafore, they
should be ¢« nsidered acceptable.

These changes ref{lect reallignment of outhority or
responsiblility as discussed above and describec (n
proposed TS 6.2.1. These reporting requlrements .o
Senlor Management are also discussed ({n the revised QA
Topical Report in Soction 17.3.3 "Self Assessment”,
Theso changas are administrative only and therefore are

acceptable.

These changes refluct realignment of authority or
responsibility as discussed above and described in
proposed TS 6.2.1, and draft revisecd CHS FSAR, Chapter

13.

The key supervisory titles have been revised to reflect
the reorganization and thelr re-neming. The changes
arc purely administrative and should be acceptable.

The changes tnh (a) and {c) reflect realignment of

authority or responsibility to the site as discussed
above and described (n TS 6.2.1, and dreft revised CNS

2-7
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PREDECISIONAD }EGR@LONW‘IIQN

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001
March 31, 1999

MEMORANDUM TO: Loren R. Plisco, Director
Division of Reactor Projects

Region I ) W
FROM: Cecil O. Thomas, Director € <
/77

Project Directorate 11-3
Division of Licensing Project Management
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE (TIA 97-015) REGARDING
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 CFR 50.65 - BROWNS FERRY
NUCLEAR PLANT UNIT 1 (TAC NO. M98931)

By memorandum dated June 4, 1997, the Division of Reactor Projects, Region Il requested the
assistance of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) in determining the acceptability of
the Tennessee Valley Authority’s (TVA) actions with respect to the implementation of 10 CFR
50.65 at Browns Ferry Unit 1. The issue arose as a result of an inspection conducted at the
Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant on April 4-18, 1997. The results of that inspection are documented
in NRC combined Inspection Reports 50-259/97-04, 50-260/97-04, and 50-297/97-04 (IR 97-
04) issued on May 21, 1997.

IR 97-04 documents that the NRC inspectors determined that TVA's actions to implement the
rule at Unit 1 are technically adequate, however the report raised the question as to whether or
not the approach taken is, in fact, legal under the maintenance rule.

- The inspection team determined that TVA's implementation of 10 CFR 50.65 for Unit 1 is for a
facility that is shutdown and defueled. As such, the Unit 1 program does not encompass all
systems and components that would be covered for an operating unit. The team did not have
any specific safety concerns with the program, and concluded that TVA's actions to implement
the regulation were adequate technically. However, a question arose, as to whether or not the
program meets the requirements of the regulation. At issue is whether TVA’s approach to
scoping Unit 1 structures, systems, and components by considering the defueled and indefinite
shutdown condition of Unit 1 satisfies the requirements of the rule.

Region Il requested NRR's assistance (with OGC participation) to develop a list of actions
necessary for TVA to comply legally with §50.65 for Unit 1. The Region requested that the list of
actions should be provided directly to TVA. _

By letter dated July 30, 1997, NRC informed TVA that the limitation of applicability stated in
§50.65(a)(1) does not apply to Browns Ferry Unit 1 in the absence of certification per
§50.82(a)(1). The letter identified three alternatives available to TVA to resolve the issue. The
three options identified were:

PREDECISIONAL INFORMATION - LI (J?BW
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PREDECISIONAL IN ON-LI ITW\
.

1. Revise the scope of the mbnitoring program for Unit 1 to include structures, systems,
and components as specified in §50.65(b), or

Loren Plisco

2. Submit written certification per §50.82(a)(1) that operations have ceased permanently,
or

3. Request an exemption from the requirements of §50.65 that are not now being met.

TVA responded by letter on September 29, 1997, asserting that it believes that the Browns
Ferry Unit 1 program is in compliance with §50.65 and presenting its rationale for this assertion.
The NRC did not respond to TVA's September 29th letter and, instead met with TVA
representatives on January 26, 1998, to discuss the issue further. The meeting was
documented in a summary issued February 6, 1998.

TVA proposed an alternative program to resolve the issue by letter dated April 3, 1998.
Subsequent to this submittal, the staff had several discussions by telephone with TVA
representatives to obtain clarification and to explore possible program modifications. The staff
did not issue an evaluation of TVA's proposed alternate, but instead referred back to the staff's
position identified in the July 30, 1997, letter.

On February 4, 1999, TVA submitted a request for a temporary partial exemption from the
requirements of §50.65. The staff review of the proposed exemption will be track~d under
TAC No. MA5033.

Action on TIA 97-005 is complete.

Docket No. 50-296
cc: A. R. Blough, RI
G. E. Grant, Rl
K. E. Brockman, RIV

CONTACT: A. De Agazio, NRR
(301) 415-1443
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