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UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WAMINCTO*4L C.~

R 00x7 APR 2 18o

Docket Hos. 50-266 
and 50-301

Mr. C. L..A 
Assistant Vice President 
Wisconsin Electric Power Company 
231 West Michigan Street 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53201

~46~-e~?.2ce,"79 C 
si)./3/g ,Jd~ee6.

4 2-3

Dear Mr. Fay: 

SUBJECT: HJREG-0737 ITEM 1I.E.2.1, AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM EYALUATION 
FOR POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS I AND 2.  

On January 27. 1981 we forwarded to you our safety evaluation (SER) regarding the auxiliary feedWater system for Point Beach Nuclear Plant units 1 and 2. Our SER evaluated your responses to our letter ot 
September 21, 1979 and contained seven .tems for which our review 
was not complete.  

On April 9, 1981 and September 14, 1981 you provided responses to address the open items of our original SER. In addition, we contacted 
members of your staff by telephone to reolve short term recomendation GS-1. We have completed our review of your submittals and the verbal commitments made by members of your staff during the above mentioned telephone calls and our evaluation Is contained In the attached SER.  Open items 3 and 6 of our original SER dated January 27, 1981 will not be discussed in this evaluation but vwil be covered In our evaluation of HUREG-0737 Item II.E.1.2.  

During telephone conversations to resolve short term recomendation 6$-1, members of your staff verbally commtted to submit proposed.mdifications to your facilities Tachnical Specifications to address our concerns. However, you requested that the effective date of Technical Specification changes be coordinate.! to allow you time to procure additional repair parts for the motor driven auxiliary feedwater wumos, which was estimated to be approximately four wnoths. As s ed durinA the t- ee ne calls, this is "acceptable to the staff.  

You are therefore, requested to submit within 45 days receipt of this letter _proooped modifications to your Technical Specifications, in accordance with 10:-• your staff's verbal comitments, to resolve snort term recoasendatlem GS-I.  Contingent upon your submittal of these proposed modificatiore Uv.co 6sider 
- NUREG-0737 Item II.E.1.1 resolved for your facilities,.rt\ i 3l 

"'Copies to McNeer, Eurst Gý"e/Finke, Porter, Reed, 
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The reporting and/or recordk..ptng qurgmsw.. -..contained In thts letter affect fewer than 10 respoodants I tbaerftrs. U-B clearance is not required under P.L. 96-511.

Enclosure: SER 

cc: See next paeg

-Robert A.:Clarki chief 
* *!0Perting Reactors Branch f3 
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iisconsin Electric Power Compaiv 

cc: 
Hr. Bruce Churchill, Esquire Mr. WiIllIw Guldemond 
Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge USXRC Resident Inspectors Office 
1800 M Street, N. W. 6612 Nuclear Road 
Washington, D. C. 20036 Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241 

Joseph Mann Library 
1516 Sixteenth Street 
Two RiufJfl' isconsin 54241 

Hr. Glenn A. Reed, Kanager 
Nuclear Operations 
Wisconsin Electric Power Compaz 
Point Bet.bh Nuclear Plant 
6610 Nuclear Road 
Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241 

Hr. Gordon Blaha 
Town Chai man 
Town of Two Creeks 
Route 3 
Two Rivers, Wisconsin 54241 

Ms. Kathleen H. Falk 
General Counsel 
Wisconsin's Enviromental Decade 

14 U. Carroll Street 
Aadison, Wisconsin 53703 

U. S. Environvmental Protection Agency 
Federal Activities Branch 
Region V Office 
ATTN: Regional Radiation 

Representative 
230 S. Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Chairman 
Public Service Comnission of Vi In 
Hills Farms State Office Bufl1p ,',... , 
Madison, WIsconsin 53702 

Regional Administrator 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Region III 
Office of Executive Director for Operations 
799 Roosevelt Road 
Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137 
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SUPPLEMENT TO SAFETY EVALUATION REPORT 

POINT BEACH NUCLEAR PLANT, UNITS I AND 2 

IMPLEMENTATZON OF RECOMMENDATION$ FOR 

AUXZLIARY FEEDUATER SYSTEMS 

(#:UREG-0737, ITEM UI.E.1.1) 

A. Shoim~erm Recommendations . .  

Recommendation GS-l - WThe'Licons.e shouLd propose modifica

tions to the TechnicaL Specifications to Limit the time that 

one AFW s~sten pump and its as'sociated fLow train and essen
tia. instrumentation can-be inoperabt*.: The outage time ...................................-................ I .....  

Limit and subsequent actionb as required in 

current Standard TechnicaL Specifications; 1.e*. 72 hours and 
... "•*...- . ; .* -.  

12 hours, respectively.". ,,. .:; "* " 

* . .-. " " ' 

In our originat SERue indfcate'd.that we uoutd require the 

Licensee to revise the proposed pLant technIcal specifications 

to state that* (1) for two un't operaticrr both units be shut

down with a oingLe motor driven pump Inoperable for more than 

72 hours, and that (2) for one unit operation, shutdown of 

the operating unit Is requirid with a singLe motor driven 

pump inoperobLe for more than 72 hours. By Letter dated 

Aprit 9, 1981, the Licensee maIntatns Its orIginaL position



• * . C. .* 

that proposed toechnicat'speiifications for t:o6 unit operation 

should requ're ihutdovy oi* o oe.•wvith one motor driven 

pump inoperabLe for more thn72..hourse and for- one unit 

operation, should allow. a Notoi'driv.n pum.p to be inoperable 

indefiniteLy.- The licenseepoints.;utt•V.f•-o both of the above 
A t • , -" . • .° 

conditionsz AFWS redundant% and diVi't, S ttLt-[I. maintained with or 
J_ -E . . - - riit 

. , . w ArII pump. inoperabLe, 'and citesitbis"as Justification for the 

proposed technicaL specification.%.

Wie have performed inzlepmindnt ,evaluoatio'ns on-the subject of 

AFW pump inoperabiLity du.o to aicnt nce outages and its 

effet ansystem dU ivi bl ieVý1 Wrespect -to thd risk of 
core welt." .These s'lu tsd~o~ii Is cat|©nt inroeen 

*!e- ' o. .". - it o..n c . .provement 

in system unava iLabiItYt.or~uff*'cV.-6oh core melt risk between 

a 72 hour and .7 day LimttiPg••,,9'C6nt.Ion for operation for 

ssumed Anfrequent. oUtages`-l1en appiied to the motor driven 

• . • :., .. , .'5, AFW pumps~o However1 they do -indicate that a major accident 

sequence contributor' to the 4 totiL: plant risk of core nett, 

nacety station bLackout Ctoss of att'ac poaer) is affected 

by the avaiLabiLity of the turbineodriven AFV pump. The 

availabiLity of the motor driven pumps Is not as critica€ 

in this sequence as no credit can be. given them in a totaL 

Loss of ac power. ConsequentLy, we believe the aCtowabte 

outage time for a motor driven pump may be extended to seven 

days but turbine driven pump outage shouLd remain at ?7 hours 

§efore initiating hot shutdowi.  
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However-, we can not acc2pt the Licensees exception to our 

requirement that both units be shut down with a motor driven 

pump inoperable. In the April 9, 1981 letter, the Licensee 

states that he'understands the stiff concern to be based 

on a steam Line failure in the supply to the turbine driven 

AFW pump and concurrent single failure in the remaining motor 

driven pump. This is not the case assumed in reLiability study 

as documented in NUREG-0611. The reLiabiLity study assumes 

the more probable condition, where a pum, is down for main

tenance and a concurrent' single failure occurs in on* of the remain

ing Pumps. Without some tipit on the maintenance outage t-.e, 

AFWS reliabiLity and the consequentiaL affect on core melt 

is significantly affected. NUREG-0611 indicates that the 

Point Beach AFWS has high reliability based on the abiLity to 

share the motor driven pumpr between units. This ability is 

Lost with a motor driven pump inoperable. Consequently, in 

order to maintain maximum AFwS availabilitye the avaitability 

of this sharing aspect must be properly assured. This is 

done thrcugh the plant technical specifications.  

Based on the above, we require that plant technical specifi

cations be revised to require shutdq!o' abotI. units (thio 

units operatin,--.Zith one motor driven AFU pump inoperabLe 

-4 /
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for more than seven days, and shutdown of the operating unit 

(one unit operating) with one motor driven pump inoperable 

for more than seven days. Uith a turbine driven pump inoperabLe 

more more th~n 72 hours, shutdown of the associated unit is 

required. The above technical specification changes are com

par*l to those that have aLready been made in_....her operating 

plants with three AFU pumps per unit in order to incorporate 

current Standard TechnicaL'Specification requirements and assure 

maximum system availability.  

B. Additional Short Term ReCommendations 

Recommendation - "The Licensee should provide redundant level 

indications and Low Level alarms in the control room for the 

AFW system primary water supply to altow the operator to 

anticipate the need to make up water or transfer to an alter

nate water supply and prevent a tow suction pressure condi

tion from occurring. The tow level alarm setpoint should 

allow at Least 20 minutes for operator actions, assuming that 

the largest capacity AFW pump fs operating.s 

-n" our origfnal SER, we indicated that the licensee shcutd 

provide additional information concerning the condensate 

storage tank level indication and alarm design in order-To" 

verify that no inadvertent means exists for defeating the 

redundancy in the instrumentation other than a singLe failure 

within the indication system itseLf. By Letter dated April 9,

IQ-



1981, the Licensee Indicated that because the capability exists 

to operate the two condensate storage tanks spltit by ctosing 

suction Line valves, rather than cross connected (combined) as 

is normaLLy done, a second, redundant Level detection and 

aLarm system wilt be installed on each condensate storage tank.  

Trsistes witL be .independent of the exist+ii-LeveL indica

tors up to the common control board aLarm annunciator. Thus, 

separate and redundant Level instrumentation wiltl be provided 

for both condensate storage tanks. We conclude that the 

Licensees response to this recomnendation Is acceptabLe and 

therefore, the Licensee Is in comptiance with this recommendation.  

C. Lonq Term Recommendations 

Recommenndation GL-3 - "At.Least one AFW system pump and its 

") associated flow path and essentiaL instrumentation shouLd 

automaticaLLy initiate ATV system ltow and be capable of being 

operated independently of any atternating.current power source 

for at Least two hours. Conversion of direct current power 

to alternating current is &cceptable." 

in our originsL SER, we indicated that the Licensee had not 

provided sufficient information to demonstrate why bearing Lube 

oil cooLaing for the turbine driven AFW pump can not be putoma

ti;4.LLy providiJ by a design invoLving no other external plant 

systems such as the firewater system in the event of a total Loss 

of AC power for a two hour period. By letter dated April 9, 1981, 

the Licensee provided additional information to justify the 

S"1//
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use of the diesel driven firewater pump to provide bearing 

cooling for the turbine driven ATW pump. The licensee indi

cates that periodic warming of the water stored in the con

densate storage tank results in an unacceptable cooling water 

tetperature thus Precluding use of primary auxitiary feedwater 

supply for bearing cooling. Further, modifications would be 

req'ured to return the condensate fLow to theT"Tnk if it were 

used for bearing cooting in order to prevent unacceptable 

depletion in the water inventory available to the steam genera

tors. The Licensee also points out that monthly technical 

specification testing and surveittance, wssure availability of 

the diesel driven firewater to the.extent practical. We 

conclude that the Licensees response satisfactorily resolves 

our concern and thus, use of the dieiel driven firewater pump 

to automatically provide bearing cooling for the turbine 

driven AFW pump in a total loss of'AC power iq acceptable. AJ6 Y 
The Licensee is therefore in compliance with this recommenda

ti on.  

2. Recommendation GL-4 - "Licensees having plants with unpro

tected normat AFU system water supplies should evaluate the 

design of their AFW systems to determine if automatic pro

tection of the pumps is necessary following a seismic event 

or a tornado. The time available before pump.Aamage, the 

atarms and indications available to the control room operator,

!
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and the time necessary for assessing the problem and taking 

action shouLd be considered in determining whether operator 

action can be retied on to prevent pump damage. Consideration 

should be given to providing pump protection by means such 

as automatic switchover of the pump suctions to the alternate 

safety-grade source of water, automatic pump trips on Low 

suct--on pressure or upgrading the normas source of water to 

meet seismic Category I and tornado protection requirements." 

In our original SER, we indicated that the Licensee had not 

provided automatic protection of the AFV pumps following 

failure of the condensate storate tanks due to a seismic 

event or a tornado. By tatter dated September 14, 1981, the 

Licensee committed to instaLt a safety grade automatic AFW 

pump trip on tow suction pressure as would occur in the event 

of failure of the condensate storage tank. We conclude that 

the Licensees response to this concern is acceptable, and 

the Licensee is in compliance with this recommendation.  

Basis for AuxiLiary Feedwater System Ftow Requirement 

In our originaL SER, we Indicated that the Licensee was 

required to formally address the request for information con

tained in Enclosure 2 to our September 21, 1979 Letter con

cerning the bases for the AFWS flow requirements. By Letter 

dated April 9, 1981o the licensee again referred us to
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previous anaLyses which have been performed to verify that the 

Sauxiliary feedwater flow desi'gn basi's Is adequate for postu

Lated transients and accidents. We have verified that the 

flow rate assum.ed in the transient and accident analyses 

described in Chapter l4 of the Point Beach FFDSAR is equiva

lent to the design capacity of the AFU pumps. We therefore 

conclude that the Licensee's.res'ponse is acceptable.  

Z.1.  
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