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Copies to:

] : C. So HCNeeI‘
Mr. Sol Burstein . : R. H. Gorske/A. ¥. Finke
Executive Vice President C. W. Fay ) L—
Wisconsin Electric Power Co. - D. K. Porter .
231 W. Michigan Street G. A. Reed ¥~
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53201 Gerald Charnoff

. ﬁ / ./,
Dear Mr. Burstein: \'p’Q‘O/ZOL. 069‘5/'.'. /[ j@g(s}%/ '
X 29—01,4)
Our letter of September 21, 1979 forwarded our requirements regarding he
auxiliary feedwater system at. Point Beach Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2. %
You provided responses to these requirements in letters dated October 29,
1979, December 17, 1979, February 4, 1980 and July 8, 1980. N

- Our evaluation of your responses is contained in the enclosed Safety

Evaluation Report (SER).

The SER contains seven items for which our review is not coméiete:

-

& s

Recenved

1. Short Term Recommendation GS-1 - The licensee has not met our recommen-
dation for revision to the Point Beach Technic, ecifications for
plant operation with inoperable AFW p 1%‘2 ance with current

Standard Technical Specifica\iS “\ \
a

2. Additional Tew Mdation 1 - The licensee has not provided |
sufficient i:“ tion to assure that no inadvertent means exists for .
defeating the redundancy in the condensate storage tank level indication
system or that adequate protection against such occurrences is provided.

3. Additional Short Term Recommendation 3 - The safety grade design (long
term requirement) for auxiliary feedwater flow indication is under N

review. ' The evaluation will be contained in a supplement to this SER. par®
ASA

4. Long Term Recommendation GL-3 - The 1licensee has not met our long term
recommendation for assuring AP system flow independent of any AC power
sources for two hours.

5. Long Term Recommendation GL-4 - The licensee has not met our long term
recommendation- for providing AFW pump protection for plants with un-

protected normal AFW system water supplies. (}(M
’ E § WW % o ;": 'r‘)’b
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Mr. Sol Burstein -2 -
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6. Long Term Recommendation GL-5 - The safety grade‘design for auxiliary .
feedwater automatic initiation signals and circuits is under review. Moam?
The evaluation will'be contained in a supplement to this SER. s

7. Recommendation (Enclosure 2) - The licensee has not provided a response
to Enclosure 2 of our September 21, 1979 letter concerning a request
for information on AFW system flow requirements.

.

You are requested to respond to the unresolved items within 60 days of your
receipt of this letter.

Note for planning purposes that recommendations GS-1, GL-5 and additional
short term recommendations 1 and 3 have a 7/1/81 implementation date and
recommendations GL-3 and GL-4 have a 1/1/82 implementation date (i.e.,
NUREG-0737 I1.£.1.1 and II1.E.1.2).

- Please contact us if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

: ‘70\:4:,( NN

Robert A. Clark, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch #3
Division of Licensing

Enclosure: SER

ce: w/enclosure
See next page
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SAFETY EVALUATION REPORT
POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT, UNITS 1 & 2
IMPLEMENTATIONS OF- RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
AUXILIARY FEZDWATER SYSTEMS

I.- Introduction and Background .

The Three Mile Island Unit 2 (TMI-2) accident and subsequent investigations
and studies highlighted the jmportance of the Auxiliary Feedwater System (AFWS)
in the mitigation of transients and accidents. As part of our assessment of
tﬁe-TMI-Z accident and related implications for operating plants, we evaluated
the AFY systems for a1l operating plants having nuclear steam supply systems
(NSSS) designed by westinghou;e (NURES-0611) or Combustion Engineering {NUREG-
0535). Our evaluations of these system designs-are contained in the‘NUREGs

along with our recommendations for each plant and the concerns which led to

-each recommendation. The objectives of the evaluation were to: (1) identify

nécessar& changes in AFW system design or reTatéd procedures at the operating
facilities in.order to assure the cont%nued safe operation of these plants,
and (2) to identify other system characteristics of the AFW systems which, on
2 long term basis, may require system m&d%fications. To accomplish these

objectives, we:

(1) Reviewed plant specific AFW system designs in light of current regulatory

requirements (SRP) and,

- (2) Assessed the relative reliability of the various AFW systems under various

loss of feedwater transients (one of which was the initiating event of
TMI-2) and other postulated failure conditions by determining the poten-
tial for AFW system failure due to common causes, single point vulner-

“abjlities, and human error.

PAGT 2 ng /7



We concluded that the implementation of the recommendations identified during
this review will considerably improve the reliability of the AFW systems for

each operating plant.

-

The following generic reconmenditions did not apply to this plant: GS-3,

6S-8, 6L-1,2nd 6L-2. The basis for these recommendations can be found in

Appendix IIT of NUREG-0611, and the system description which determined the
_specific reason for not ipulying these recommendations to this plant can be
- found in Appendix X of HUREG-0611. ' '

3

11. Imolementation of Our Recommendations - L -

T Short-Ter'n Recommendations

. Recommendat1on GS-1 - The 11censee should’ propose modufications to

the Technxca] Specificat1ons to 1imit the time that one AFH system
pump and {ts associated flow train and essential instrunentat1on can
be 1noperab1e Tne outage time limit and subsequent action time
'shou'ld be as reqm red in current Standard Techmcal Specifications;

{. €., 72 hours and 12 hours, respectively

For Poxnt Beach Unfts 1 and 2 there are four AFW pumps: two pumps are
motor-driven and two pumps are turbine-driven. The two turbine-driven
'pumps are dedicated to their respective reactor facility. The two

motor-driven pumps can be aligned to either reactor unit.

: In respunse to Recormendation GS-1, the 1{censee Proposed revised
Technical épecifications in a letter dated July 8, 1980, which
specifies the following: (1) A1l four AFW pumps shall be operable

. q?f‘. L7L- B /f
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prior to taking the reactor criiical for two unit oberation and three
. of the four AFH pumps (including bath motor-driven pumps ana the
reactor's dedicated turbine~driven pump) shall be oparable for single
unit operation. The above meets the requirements of our position
Jetter dated May 16, 1980, and is, therefore, acceptable; (2) For
oné or two unit operation, with a turbine-driven AFW pump inoperable
for more than 72 hours, the associated reactor will be shut down. We
f%nd this Technical Specification acceptable; (3) With two units
operating and one motor-driven AFW pump becumes inoperable for more

than 72 hours, only one reactor need be shutdown. We find this Tech- 9;::41

-+ - nical Specification unacceptable. We recommend that both units be

—

- . "_shutdown when 2 motor-driven pumo is inoperable beyond 72 hours; (4)
For single unit operation, either one-of the two motor-driven auxiliary

feedwater pumps may be out of service for an indefinite period of time.

This provosed Technical Specification change is not in compliance with
—

- our recommendations and is, therefore, unacceptable. We recommend that

—

the licensee revise the proposed Pojnt Beach Technical Specifica-
tions t& state that for one unit operation with one motor~-driven AFW
pump inoperable, plant operation is limited to 72 hours with a sub-
sequent action time of 12 hours. Resolution of this recommendation

mﬂ be contai:;ed in a supplement to this SzR..

? 2. Recommendation GS-2 - The licensee should lock open single, valves or 3,31>$“j

multiple valves in series in the AFW system pump suction piping and
lock open other single valves or multiple valves {n series that
could interrupt all AFW flow. Monthly inspections should be performed

to verify that these valves are locked and in the open position.

pant ¢~ OF/7
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These inspections should be proposed for incorporation into the sur-
ve{llance requirements of the plant Technical Specifications. See

Recommendation GL-2 for the longer-term resolution of this concern.

“In response, the licensee indicated in a letter dated October 28,
1979, that a1l manual valves in the AFW system that could interrupt
a1l AFX flow are presently locked open. Point Beach Nuclear Plant
-administrative controls include monthly valve 1ineup checks to verify
“that these valves remain locked open. These monthly valve lineup

: checks are required byiTechnical Specification. The;efore. we con-
-clude that the incorporation of the monthly valve positioQ'verifica-
- tion inspection of the auxiliary feedwater system suction piping into
. the plant's Technical Specifications is not necessary, and that the

:Yicensee is in compliance with this recomnendatibn.

.4. éecopmendation GS-4 - Emergency procedures for transferring to alter- E;QI:‘&”A
;ate sources of AFW supply should Qe avaflable to the plant operators.
These procedures should include criteriz to inform the operator when,
and 15 what order, the transfer to alternate water sources should

fike place. The following cases should be covered by the procedures:

- The case in which the primary water supply is not initially
_available. The procedures for this case should include any
operator actions required to protect the AFW system pumps

against self-damage before water flow is initiated; and,

~ The case in which the primary water.supply is being depleted.
The procedure for this case should provide for transfer to
the alternate water sources prior to draining of the primary

caw & QRS

water supply.



In response to the first part of this recommendation, the licensee,
in 2 letter dated February 4, 1?80. responded that the Point Beach
Technic»1 Specifications require that the normal source of water to
the AFW pumps be available at all times, thus discounting the need

to proceduralize ;or a lack of primary water supply. In response to
the second part of this recommendation, the licensee stated that the
depletion ¢ the prim3ry water source has been added to the emergency
procedures per the requirements of both Bulletin 79-06C and NUREG-
0578. .

He requested'the Office b% Inspection and Enforcement to verify that this.
revised procedure would cover both parts of this recommendation. We
received a positive response from the I&E Resident Inspector that the
procedure was satisfactory to assure transfer of the AFW suction supply

to an alternate source for both the case where the primary source was
Eﬁadenly lost and the case where it was being gradually depleted.
Therefore, we find the licensee's response acceptable, and conclude

that the licensee is in compliance with this recommendation.

Recommendation GS-5 - The as-built plant should be capable of pro-

viding the required AFW flow for at least two hours from one AFW pump
train independent of any alternating current power source. " 1¥ manual
AFH system initiation or flow control is requiréd following a complete
loss of alternating current power, emergency procedures should be
established for manually initiating and controlling the system under
these conditions..-Since the water for Eooiing of the lybe oil for

the turbine-driven pump bearings may be dependent on alternating
current power, design or procedural changes shall be made to eliminate

this dependency as soon as practicable. Until this is done, the

PACE » OF/7
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emergehcy procedures should provide for an jndividual to be stationed
at the turbine-driven pump in the event of the loss of all alternating
current power to monitor pump bearing and/or lube of1 temperatures,

If necessary, th1s operator would operate the turbine-driven pump in
an on~off mode unt11 alternating current power is restored. Adequate
1ighting powe;ed,by direct current power sources and cormunications

at ocal stations should 21so be provided {f manual initiation and

. control of the AFW system is needed. (See Reconmendation GL-3 for the

longer-term resolution of this concern.).
In response to this recommendat1on. the licensee indicated in a letter
dated July 8, 1980, that emergency operating procedures will be
changed to 1nclude a Special Order requurxng the turbine-driven AFW

pump to be cont1nuous1y manned and manua11y operated in the event of

* a total loss of AC power until long term design changes are made. The

operntor manning these pumps will be provided with both portable battery-

ove di . cqeas v bat _
po rpd radio commu?1cation faF111t1es and emergencg battery pqwered “’T:S ¥:
lanterns. We conclude that reconmendation GS5-5 is adequately met, 2
and.therefore.'accébtabie pending verification that the emergency
operating proceaurés are in place by the Office of Inspection and

Enforcement. (See Recommendation 6L-3 for long term.)

. : - . . &\.lsw

Recommendation 6S-6 -~ The 1icensee should confirm flow path avail-

ability of an AFW system flow train that has been out ‘of service to

perform periodic testing or maintenance as follows:

- Procedures should be implemented to require an operator to
determine that the AFW system valves are properly'a1igned
and 2 second operator to independently verify that the valves

are properly aligned.

PAGE & OF /7



- The 1icensee should propose Technical Specifications to assure
that prior to plant startup following an extended cold shut-
down, a2 flow test would be perfornned to verify the normal flow
path fror. the primary AFW system water source to the steam

. generators. The flow test should be conducted with AFW system

valves in their normal alignment.

In response to this recumnendation..the licensee in a letter daied July
8, 1980, indicated that plant administrative controls have been modi-
fied such that a2 second independent operator verification is required
for a1l critical valves [those in the major flow paths and the isola-
tion valves for the motor-driven auxiliary feedwater pumﬁ pressure
transmitter (see Additional Short Term Item S.for details on the pres-
sure transmitter isolation)]. These %alve lineup checklists are per-
~ formed following major wgintenance and periodic testing. We conclude ‘
t@at.this response is acceptable.pending verification of the revised‘,:f'l -

administrative controls by the Office of Inspection and Enforcement.

In 2 letter dated February 4, 1980, the licensee-stated that “{he
addition of » new Technical Specification to verify the normal flow
path of the auxiliary feedwater system after each ext;nded go]d shut-
down does not appear to be necessary since the operability of the AFW

. pumps must be demonstrated by present Technical Specifications prior
to criticality.” In additicn, the auxiliary feedwater system is always
used during plant startup and shutdown. Based on.the licensee's agree-
ment to test the operability of the pumps after each ex:epﬂed cold
shutdown and on the fact that the auxiliary feedwater system is alwaye
used during plant startuo, we agree that no Technical Specification

7 SE /T . e TRT ek Ses w2y
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changes are necessary and we conclude that the response is acceptable.

Therefore, the licensee is in compifance with thi§ recommendation.

Recormendation GS-7 - The licensee should verify that the automasic 9. 5% h’“}‘

start AFW system siékals and associated circuitry are safety-gra&e.

1f this cannot be verified, the AFH system automatic initiation system
should be modified in the short-term to meet the functional require-
ments listed below. For the longer term, the automatic inftiation
sigrals and circuits should be upgraded to meet safety-grade require;

ments as indicated in Recommendation GL-5.
o « -
(1)7he casign.shouid provide Jor the aytometic initieticn of the /
a-x1; fery f2edwilier syst2 uow
(2)7he -2uicmatic {niziation sicaa1s ard circuits shouid be / 2y e b
desicnad so that 2 singie failure wiil nos r=2suit in the loss
_5F auxiifary fa2sdweter system funciion.
(3)Test:bi1ity of +h2 injzizzion sicn2is and cirsuits shall be
Le a fzature of the cesign, .
{4Fhe iniziezicn si;nai; and circuiss shcuid Se powersd irom the
gmerzanCy Juses. . ) -
(5)Manua1 cazability <o 1n1:11:e +he auxiiiary Tesdwalizr systam

. from the can:rcn room should be re<zined and shouid be

implemenzed so that 2 singie faiiure in the .anua1 cirzuits

will nos resuit in the ioss of systam funcsion. L.

PR /0 ' 5 /T
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(6) The alternating current motor-driven pumps and valves in the
auxiliary feed@ater system should be included in the automatic
actuation (simultaneous and/or seqbentia]) of the 1oads to the

=+ °° emergency buses.
l7) The automatic initiation signéls'and circuits shall be designed
o that their failure will not result in the loss of manual

]
capability to initiate the AFW system from the control room.

In response, the licensee provided sufficient information on the Point
Beach AFWS in a letter dated Decamber 17, 1979, to satisfy control

grade requirements. ’ ~

For the short term, the licensee's response to this fecommendation
- adequately satisifies the “"control grade" requirements -of this recom-
mendation and is, therefore, acceptable. Refer to GL-5 for long term

“safety grade” implementation of this {tem.

8. Additional Short Term Recommenda‘ions

1. Recommendation - The licensee should provide redundant level indica-

tions and low 1eve? alarms :in the control room for the AFY system
primary water supply to allow the 6perator to anticipate the need to
make up water or transfer to an alternate water supply and prevent a
Tow pump suction pressure condition ¥rom occury¥ng. The low level
alarm setpoint should allow 2t least 20 minutes for oéerator actions,

assuming that the largest capacity AFW purp {s operating.

-
-

. A‘UL / / ':-/-s" / f
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In response to this recommendation, th: licensee stated in 2 letter
dated October 29, 1979, that each of the two condensate storage tanks
is equipped with an independent leve! indicating system providing
{ndication both locally and in the control room. Each level indica- .

tion system is powgred from a separate battery backed bus.

High and low level alarms for each tank are-annunciated in the control
room with the low level 2larm allowing over 25 minutes for operator phull

actions. : ' ) Gt

SR —_— - o){::ﬁ

Because the two condensate storage tank- are normally operated Cross 17

connected with split operation only occurring approximately-two weeks
in a year (under off normal operating conditions), the licenses
concluded that the installation of additional redundant instrumenta-

+ion on each %ank would be unrecesary.

We understand the licensee's response to state that the condensate
sto}age tank level 1ndicators/§1arms are completely redundant and
separase all-the way'frbm the detectors at the tanks to the reaa

. outs in the control room, are powered from separate battery backed

' supplies and that,indicat%on and alarm is available to the control
room operatbrs of both units. Howeverl_iggrggr_gg_pgbglg;g}x_gg;is{y

g I
our concern in this area, we request that the licensee perform an U zdd

i

analysis to verifv that no jnadvertent means exists for defeating the 5&".
/ e -

redundancy in the condensate storage tank level instrumentation other
____—_,._-—-——‘ —————v——

A o ——

than a single failure within the indication system itseif. If this

redundancy can be defeated, discuss the measures t2ken to protect
against such 2n occurrence. We conclude the licensee's response
js not comolete, and we will report resolution of this concern in~

2 supplement. '

pre= /2 OF /7
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Recommendation {This recommendation has been revised f-cm the cricinai

" yrecommendation in HUREG-0611) - "The licensee should perform a 43-hour

endurance test on all AFW system pumps, if such a test or continuous
period of operation has not been accomplished to date. Following the
48-hour pump run, 3he pdmps should be shut down and cooled down and
then restarted and run for one hour. Test acceptance criteria should
include demonetrating that the pumps remain within design limits with
-respect to bearing/bearing oil temperatures and vibration and that
cpump room ambient 'condi tions (temperature, humidity) do not exceed
.environmentAI qualification limits for safety-related equipment in

s -

.the room.

oo - - - . ..'.- . - . - - .

-In _response to this recommendation, the licensee indicated in a letter

-dated February 4, 1980, that 72 hour endurance tests were comp]eted in
-alt AF% pumps by December 30, 1979. 1In our position Ietter of May 16,
1980, we stated that in order for us to review the test resuits, 2
copy of the test procedure 2hd resulting test data was needed. ‘e
-;equire that the information provided be in accordance witn the NRC
memorandunr .dated December 3, 1979, which reduced the tests from 72 to
48 hours. " In 2 letter dated Jnly 8, 1980, the licensee enclosed
copxes of thenr 72-hour endurance test results. ahe informatien pro-
vaded jndicated that bear1ng/bear1ng 0il temperatures were monitored
on all pumps over the durat1on of th: test and design temoeratur°
limits were not exceeded Pump room ambient cond1t1ons were w1*h1n
acceptable bounds for environmental qual1f1cae1on of safetv re\ated
equipment in the room during the test. Pump vibration was monitored

and did not exceed acceptable limits.

Ye conclude that the licensee's response to +his recommendation is$

acceptabie and, therefore, the licensee is in compliance with our

reauirements. [ /J OF /7
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3. Recommendation - ThE licensee should implement the {ollowing require-

ments as specified by Item 2.1.7.b on page A-32 of NUREG-0578: “ .
. *)O,X~uq

“Safety-grade indication of auxiliary feedwater flow to each \JcLC .

steam generator shall be provided in the control room.

The auxi1iary‘feedwater flow instrument channe!s shall be

powered from the emergency buses consistent with satisfying

the emrgency power diversity requirements for the auxilfary

feedwater system set ferth in Auxi]%ary Systems Sranch Techni-

cal Pasition 10-1 of the Standard Review Plan, Section 10.4.9."

In response..the licensee stated in 2 letter dated December 17, 1979,

that:

*Indication o% AFX flow to the steam generitors at Point Beach .
currently consists of locilly mounted flow meters on the discharge
of each pump. This is backed up Sy the st=am generator level
indicatfon in the control room. A modification to the flow
instrumentation is in progress which will provide AFY pump flow
indication in tﬂe control room, powered by vital instrument
buses. This modification was completed on Januaﬁy 1, 1880.

Further modif%cation. consisting of direct flow indicatien for

each steam generator, will be completed by(§}nuary 1, 1981.°

%

./54 o /7 ;
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From this response we conclude that the “control grade” reguiremesnts
of this recommendation have been met and it is, therefore, acceptable.

*Safety-grade® requirements for this recommendation are under review

and a safety evalvation will be provided at 2 later date.

Recormendation - Licensees with plants which require local manual Ssj**x?ijzkx

realignment of valves to conduct periodic tests on one AFW system
train and there is only one remaining AFH train av§i1§b1e for opera-
tion, should propose TechnicQI Specifications to provide that a
dedicated individual who is in communication with the control room

be stationed at the manual valves. Upon instruction from the control

. room, this operator would re-align the valves in the AFW system train.

from the test mode to its'operat%ona1 alignment.

In a Ietter of February 4, 1980, the licensee responded to this recom-
.mendation by stating that on1y one pump train will be removed From
service for testing at a time and the design of Point Beach has
additional AFW pumps a;;ilabie during normal testing of an AFW pump
(the two motor-driven auxiliary feedwater pumps shared between the

.'two units and one steam-driven pump per unit), there iz no reason to

. propose a Technical Specification change for Point Beach. In addition,

the operator performing the pump test is in coni%nuous communication
with the control room by two-way radic and would realign the valves upon
instructions to do so. This response is acceptable and, therefore,

the licensee is in compliance with our recomendation.

-

7;:;5(13: /’gf/——- ()i? /i;7 5



‘L

5.

-14-

Licensee Event Report No. 80-001/017-0 ) \r‘};ﬁi
We have the following additional concern based on Licensee Event 53534
Report No. 80-00]/03T-0 dated February 15, 1980. The report describes

;n incident where the pressure transmitters on the discharge of the two

motor driven AFW pumps were valved out. The transmitters sense pump

pressure and open the motor driven.pump discharge valves. Isolation of

these tr?nsmitters and the associafed pump discharge valves results in

failure of the motorfdriven pumps to deliver auxiliary feedwater to the

steam generators. Describe the measures taken such as independent

operator verification.or other procedural changes to prevent occurrence

of similar errors in the future, -

In response to this additional recommendation presented in our positions
o; May 16, 1980, the licensee indicated in a letter dated July 8, 1980,
that-és prevent future occurrences of this event, the isolation valves
for the motor-driven auxiliary feedwater pump pressure transmitter

have been locked open and are included in the valve check ﬁrocedﬁre
which requires 2 segozd independent operator verification. These

measures are acceptable, and, therefore, the licensee s in compliance

.with this additional recommendation pending verification of the

procedure by the Office of Inspection and Enforcement.

- C. Long Term Recommendations

].

Recommendation GL-3 - At least one AFW system pump and its associated

flow path and essential instrumentation should automatically initiate
AR system {low and be capable of being operated independently of any
alternating current power source for at least two hours. Conversion

ot dirsct current power <0 altermating current is acceptable..

wagE /6 OF /7.
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The licensee, in response to this recommendation in 2 letter dated

_July 8, 1980, proposed to supply the turbine-driven auxiliary feed-
water pump bearing coolers with service water during normal conditiorns
and with fire proEection water supplied by the diesel-driven fire water
pump during loss of all AC power. This will be accomplished through
the use of a passive design concept in which the bearing cooler will

- be automatically supplied by the fire water header through 2 system
pressure-controlied regulator va1vé as service water pressure decays

_ from loss of all AC power. The djese1-driveq.fire water pump will in
turn ;utomatic§11y start as a result of ;he subsequeét pressure decrease

in the fire water header due to demind by the turbine driven puro

F
-- bearing cooler. HNo operator action will be required to accomplish th_aq,qar{i,

ol

V.
— P

above. We have reviewed the licensee's response and conclude th:t it

(159 . is unacceptable. It_if our posit.on that the licensee has not provided sta&an

sufficient information to demonstrate why bearinb lube o011 cooling fgr P

- . . . A VY
the turbine driven AFW pump cannot be provided by a design invglying >
- : e M\,’
no other external plant systems %o the AFW system in the event of a *f5
e

total loss of AC power for a two hour period. We will report resolu-

tion of this item in a suppliement to this report.

2. Recommendation GL-4 - Licensees having plants with unprotéc;ed normal

AFW system water supplies should evaluate the design of their AFW
systems to determine if automatic protection of the pumps is necessary
following 2 seismic event or 2 tornado. The time avai]abIé sefore
pémp damage, the alarms and indications available to the control room
operator, and the time necessary for assessing the problem and t2king
action should be considered in determining whether operator action

can be relied on to prevent pump damage. Consideration should be

/7 /T
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given to providing bump orotection by means such 2s automatic switch-
over of the pump suctions to the alternate safety-grade source of
water, automatic pump trips on low suction pressure or upgrading the
norma] source of wate} to meet seismic Category I and tornado protec-

tion requirements.’

In respoﬁse to this recommendation, the 1{censee indicated in a letter
dated February 4, 1980, that neither automatic switchover of the AR

system purps to thé alternate source (service water) nor the addition

of automatic pump trips on low suction pressure is 2 viable alter-

native for automatic AFW pump protection. In 2 July 8, 1880 response,

: fhe licensee stated that the design of the condensate storaée tanks

* for a ground acceleration of 0.06g in any horizontal direction and

0.04g vertically occurring. simultaneously and in confunction with

other loads without exceeding code allowable stresses qualified it,

in part, as a Class 1 seismig water source. The licensee's pronosed
resolution to the recommendation i5 unacceptable. We require‘that

the licensee commit to and propose modifications necessary to mee: layiaéfi;nj
our initial recommendations as reflected in our letter of May 16, 427;'5
1980: that the ligenseé (1) provide automatic switchover to the

service water system on low éuction pressure to the AFW pumps, or (2)
provide automatic pump trips on low suction pressure, or (3) upgrade

the primary water supply to meet both seismic ;éiegory I and tornado

missile protection reavirements. Ye will report resolution of this

item in a supplement to this report.

/8 /7
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5. Recommendation GL-5 - The licensee should upgrade the AFW system auto- )10\1’“

Vo

- matic initiation signals and circuits to meet safety-grade require-

ments.

h

In response to this recommendation, the licensee described his AFW
system automatic {nitiation design in a letter dated December 17, 19789,
(refer to Recommendation GS-7). The licensee's ""safety-grade design is
under review and an evaluation will be provided in a supplement to

this SER.

Basis for Arxiliary Feedwater Svstem Flow Reauirement s .

In a letter dated February 4, 1980, the licensee indfcated that he feels

a response to Enclosure 2 of our Septeéber 21, 1979 letter concerning 2
request for information on AFW system fiow requirements is unnecessary

in view of the already performed AFW systeﬁ review. The Iicenseeus response
dated July 8, 1980, referred to both the FFDSAR and a recently submitted
steam 1ine break analysis for the necessary information. These proposed

alternatives arenot acceptable. Me éeguest that the licensee formally
gggzggs_Ihis_:equi::mggg_hx_gg;ggnding_;g_gngjosure 2 of our September 21,

. —
]ng-lftter as expeditiously as possible. Resolution of this issue will:

be contained in a supplement to this SER.
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