
Commonwealthison 
One First National Pla7 Chicago, Illinois 
Address Reply to: Post Office Box 767 
Chicago, Illinois 60690 December 3, 1982 

Mr. Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director 
Division of Licensing 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555 

Subject: Dresden Station Units 2 and 3 
Quad Cities Station Units 1 and 2 
Zion Station Units 1 and 2 
LaSalle County Station Units 1 and 2 
Byron Station Units Units 1 and 2 
Braidwood Station Units 1 and 2 
Information Concerning Emergency 
Operation Facilities 
NRC Docket Nos. 50-237/249, 254/265, 
295/304, 373/374, 454/455 and 456/457 

Dear Mr. Eisenhut: 

On November 22 and again on December 2, 1982, the project 
managers for several of the Commonwealth nuclear facilities 
requested certain information concerning the Emergency Operations 
Facilities (EOF) for these stations. The requested information was 
promptly provided by telephone in each case, however, written 
documentation by December 6, 1982 was also requested. The 
attachment to this letter provides the information requested.  

We wish to point out that requesting such information in a 
"fire-drill" fashion unnecessarily burdens the licensee, particularly 
when the information was already available on the docket, provided 
in response to previous formal NRC requests, and had as indicated 
recently been provided by telephone. This redundant effort has cost 
us at least one full man-day of effort. We feel very strongly that 
your legitimate authority is abused when such requests are made of 
us, given that no new information i.e. not already docketed, has 
been requested. We hope in the future that our docketed materials 
can be more thoroughly reviewed by your staff so that we and our 
rate payers are not forced to perform these clerical functions 
unnecessarily.  

One (1) signed original and thirty-nine (39) copies of this 
transmittal are provided for your use.  

Very truly yours, 

L. 0. DelGeorgeV 
Director of Nuclear Licensing 

cc: RIII Inspector - D/QC/Z/LSCS/B/B 
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Plant Name 

81-10 
Response Date 

PRIMARY EOF 
a. location 

b. structure M, 

c. protection No 

factor 

d. date started 

e. building 
construction 
status 

f. HEPA filters 

Permanent Backup 
EOF 

a. location 

b. structure type 

c. date started 

d. construction 
status 

NRC Approval 
Status 

Interim Primary 
EOF Location al 

Interim Backup
EOF Locat 

NOTE 1: 

NOTE 2: 

NOTE 3:

Dresden Quad Cities

6-01-81 6-01-81 

11 miles 15 miles 
(Mazon) (Morrison) 

etal frame Metal frame 

t determined 'Not determined 

11/81 11/81

Complete 

No 

Note I 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Note 2 

bout 3/4 mile

Complete 

No 

Note 1 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Note 2 

about 1/2 mile

Zion

6-01-81 

1 mile 
(W. training) 

Concrete block 

Greater than 5 

1/82 

Building Mods 
98% Complete 

Yes 

Libertyville 

12 miles 

Concrete block 

5/81 

Complete 

Note 2 

about 1 mile

LaSalle

6-01-81 

13 miles 
(Mazon) 

Metal frame 

Not determined 

11/81 

Complete 

No 

Note 1 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Note 2 

On Site 
about 1/4 mile

Byron Braidwood

1-12-82 1-12-82 

18 miles 13 miles 
(Dixon) (Mazon) 

Brick Metal frame 

Not determined Not determined 

Existing 11/81 

Complete 
12/82 Complete 

No No 

Note 1 Note 1 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

NA NA 

Note 2 Note 2 

NA NA

ion Note I Note 1 12 miles Note I Note 1 Note I 
(Libertyville) 

The Corporate Comand Center, in downtown Chicago, and the other station's EOFs are available as a backup 
EOF if conditions require it.  

Because we have had no feedback on our responses concerning the EOFs we consider the designs and 
locations to be acceptable to the NRC.  

All distances given are approximate.
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0
Mr. John D. O'Toole 
Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.

cc: Dr. Lawrence R. Quarles 
Apartment 51 
Kendal at Longwood 
Kennett Square, Pennsylvania 19348

Joseph D. Block, Esquire 
Executive Vice President 

Admini strative 
Consolidated Edison Company 

of New York, Inc.  
4 Irving Place 
New York, New York 10003 

Thomas J. Farrelly, Esquire 
Law Department 
Consolidated Edison Company 

of New York, Inc.  
4 Irving Place 
New York, New York 10003 

Louis F. Liberatori 
Nuclear Licensing Engineer 
Consolidated Edison Company 

of New York, Inc.  
4 Irving Place 
New York, New York 10003 

Theodore A. Rebelowski 
Resident Inspector 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
P.O. Box 38 
Buchanan, New York 10511' 

Ezra I. Bialik 
Assistant Attorney General 
Environmental Protection Bureau 
New York State Department of Law 
2 World Trade Centeri 
New York, New York 10047 

Ronald C. Haynes 
Regional Administrator - Region I 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
631 Park Avenue 

King of,Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406

Ms. Ellyn Weiss 
Sheldon, Harmon and Weiss 
17251 Street, N.W.  
Suite 506 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

Mr. Charles W. Jackson 
Vice President, Nuclear Power 
Consolidated Edison Company 
-of New York, Inc.  

Broadway and Bleakley Avenues 
Buchanan, New York 10511 

Mr. Kevin Burke 
Director, Regulatory Affairs 
Consolidated Edison Company 

of New York, Inc.  
Broadway and Bleakley Avenues 
Buchanan, New York 10511 

Mr. Frank. Matra 
Resident Construction Manager 
Consolidated Edison Company 

of New York, Inc.  
Broadway and Bleakley Avenues 
Buchanan, New York 10511 

Brent L. Brandenburg 
Assistant General Counsel 
Consolidated Edison Company 

of New York, Inc.  
4 Irving Place - 1822 
New York, New York 10003 

Joan Holt, Project Director 
New York Public Interest 

Research Group, Inc.  
5 Beekman Street 
New York, New York 10038



o .1 , October 15, 1982 

TECHNICAL EVALUATION REPORT 

INDIAN POINT 3 NUCLEAR POWER PLANT 

SEISMIC QUALIFICATION OF AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Since the accident at Three Mile Island, considerable attention 

has been focused on the capability of nuclear power plants to reliably 
remove decay heat. The NRC has recently undertaken Multiplant Action 
Plan C-14 "Seismic Qualification of AFW Systems" [Ref. 1), which is 

the subject of this evaluation.  

To implement the first phase of Action Plan C-14, the NRC issued 
Generic Letter No. 81-14 "Seismic Qualification of AFW Systems" [Ref.  

2), dated February 10, 1981, to all operating PWR licensees. This 

letter requested each licensee (1) to conduct a walk-down of non
seismically qualified portions of the AFW system and identify defi

ciencies amenable to simple actions to improve seismic resistance, 

and (.2-) to provide design information regarding the seismic capability 

of the AFW system to facilitate NRC backfit decisions.  

The licensee of Indian Point 3 Nuclear Power Plant responded 

with.a letter dated August 28,-1981 [Ref. 3]. The licensee's response 

was found not to be complete and a Request for Additional Information 

(RAI) was issued by the NRC, dated April 9, 1982 [Ref. 4]. The licensee 

provided a supplemental response in a letter dated September 2, 1982 

This report provides a technical evaluation of the information 

provided in the licensee's responses to the Generic Letter, and in

cludes a necommendation regarding the need for additonal. analysis 
and/or upgrading modifications of this plant's AFW system. 
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2. EVALUATION 

Information provided in licensee's responses included: 

o Specification of the overall seismic capability of the AFW 

system.  

o Identification of AFW system components that are currently 

non-seismically qualified for SSE.  

o Discussion of levels of seismic capability of non-seismically 

qualified components..  

o Description of the AFW system boundary.  

o Status of compliance with seismic related NRC Bulletins and 

Information'Notices.  

0 Results of walk-down of non-seismically qualified areas.  

o Additionally, schematic sketch of the AFW system.  

o Additionally, description of methodologies and acceptance 

criteria for seismically qualified components.  

o Additionally, results of seismic interaction study of non

seismically qualified components outside and in the vicinity 

of the AFW system.  

We have reviewed the ,licensee's responses, and a point-by-point 

evaluation of licensee's responses against Generic Letter's require

ments is provided below.  

(1) Seismic Capability of AFW System 

Except for those items identified in the following, the 

AFW system has'been designed, constructed and maintained to with

stand an SSE of O.15g horizontally and O.lOg vertically utiliz-
''.  

ing methods and acceptance criteria consistent with that appli

cable to other safety-related systems in the plant. Presently, 

those'items identified by the licensee as not being fully 

seismically qualified are evaluated below:

= 2-
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o Pumps/Motors - None 

o Piping - The portion of the 12" piping connecting the hot

well to the AFW suction line (No. CT-1070) that is between 

valves LCV-1158 and LCV-1128 is seismic Cl~ass III. The 

licensee stated that it is not necessary to rely upon the 

operability of this pipe during an SSE in order to provide 

adequate flow from the condensate storage tank to the auxil

iary feedwater pumps. They stated that, prior to the con

densate storage tank level decreasing to its technical 

specification low limit, automatic closure of the seismic

ally qualified valve LCV-1158 and actuation of low level 

alarm in the control room will occur and the available 

water is sufficient to remove heat generated by the reactor 

for 24 hours at hot shutdown conditions. However, we believe 

that, if this section of piping should fail during a seismic 

event and the single failure is assumed to be'the isolation 

valve LCV-1158, a path is created that would jeopardize 

the capability of the condensate storage tank to provide 

adequate water to the AFW system. Since the licensee has 

not indicated plans to upgrade this pipe, we judge that 

the present level of seismic capability of AFW system piping 

is less than OBE.  

.0 Valves/Actuators - Valve LCV-1128 is seismic ClassIII.  

The licensee has stated that they are not planning any 

action on upgrading this valve due to the discussion made 

above in the piping evaluation section. However, we believe 

that the valve LCV-1128 is the second valve required on the 

AFW system boundary and therefore we judge that the present 

level of seismic capability of the valves is less than 

OBE.  

o Power Supplies - The licensee has stated that the seismic 

qualification data is not available for two motor control 

centers (Nos. 34 and 39), two 480V switchgear units kNos.  

31 & 32), and three 125 VDC power panels (Nos. 31, 32 & 

33). Investigations are currently underway with the vendors
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and they are scheduled to be completed prior to start-up 

from the cycle 4/5 refueling outage which would occur in 

the summer of 1984. However, the licensee did not indicate 

that identified deficiencies would actually be corrected.  

We judge that the power supplies currently possess a level 

of seismic capability less than the OBE.  

o Water Source(s) - None 

o Initiation/Control Systems - (a) The licensee has stated 

that the seismic qualification data is not available for 

the speed control system for the turbine AFW pump, the 

ITT Barton flow control switches (FC-1135S & 1136S), and 

static "1O1" ring. The licensee indicated that these defi

ciencies would be investigated with the vendor, but did 

not indicate that corrective actions will be taken. (b) 

Field routed instrument air piping in the AFW pump room is 

currently supported by rod hangers or frictional clamps 

which appear to lack sufficient seismic resistance. The 

licensee plans to provide additional restraints and/or 

modify the existing ones. (c) Instrumentation and control 

rack No. 28 is free standing without any bolts. Moreover, 

the grout is not provided and the bottom of the rack is 

rusted. Corrective actions are planned. (d) Nitrogen bottles 

are free standing and tied only with chains and ropes.  

Additional restraints have been planned. (e) AFW pumps 

local control panel appears to lack adequate seismic resist

ance in the lateral direction. The licensee plans to check 

with the vendor for additional lateral support or X-bracing; 

however, corrective actions are not committed to. Actions 

for all items described above are planned for completion 

before startup from the cycle 4/5 refueling outage which 

would occur in the summer of 1984. Because no commitments 

for upgrade/modification have been identified for items 

(a) and (e), we conclude that the seismic capability of the 
.initiation/control systems is less than OBE.

-4-
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o Structures - The turbine building is seismic Class III, 

and it supports and/or houses the 12" pipe (CT-1070), valve 

LCV-1128, and possibly some other essential AFW system com

ponents. The licensee has no plans to upgrade/modify this 

building. We therefore conclude that the present level 

of seismic capability of the structures is less than OBE.  

Based on our evaluation described above, those areas of 

the AFW system judged not to possess an SSE seismic capability 

are identified below.  

o Pumps/Motors None 

o Piping Less than OBE 

o Valves/Actuators - Less than OBE 

o Power Supplies Less than OBE 

o Water Source(s) None 

o Initiation/Control Systems Less than OBE 

o Structures Less than OBE 

In summary, our evaluation indicates that the licensee's 

AFW system does not possess an overall seismic capability that 

can withstand an SSE.  

The primary water source is the condensate storage tank 

which is seismically qualified. A secondary water source is 

provided from the non-qualified city water system. However, 

since the primary water source and supply path is seismically 

qualified,-switchover to a secondary water source is not involved.  

Seismic qualification information for any alternate decay 

heat removal system was requested by the Generic Letter 81-14 

if substantial lack of seismic qualification of the AFW system 

is indicated. We did not find that the licensee's AFW system 

has an SSE capability, and the licensee's responses did not 

provide information on any alternate decay heat removal system.

S -5-



Regarding the AFW system boundary, the licensee stated 

that it fully conforms to the definitions of GL 81-14. However, 

the branch line CT-1070 is a part of AFW system and has a non

qualified second isolation valve LCV-1128 which the licensee 

has no plans for upgrading. We therefore believe that the AFW 

system boundary does not fully conform to the definition of 

GL 81-14.  

The licensee stated that the AFW system was included within 

the scope of the seismic related NRC Bulletin 79-02, 79-04, 

79-07, 79-14 and 80-11. Regarding the IE Information Notice 

80-21, nine representative items have been evaluated and the 

results are generally applicable to the AFW system.  

(2) Walk-Down of Non-Seismically Qualified Portion of AFW System 

The licensee stated that a walk-down of the AFW system 

was jointly performed by the licensee and their consultant, 

Ebasco Services, and it was limited to the AFW pump building 

where the major portion of the AFW system is located. Also com

ponents of the support system were followed outside the building 

to maximum possible and practical extent. Walk-down of the 

Class III pipe CT-1070 indicated that it has inadequate supports.  

;t has been proposed by the licensee's consultant to provide three 

orthogonal restraints to the portion of this pipe in the pump 

building, and the licensee has decided not to perform any action 

on this item as was previously discussed under the piping eval

uation. Walk-down on the initiation/control systems has identi

fied several deficiencies along with corrective actions as pre

viously discussed under the initiation/control systems evaluation.  

In conclusion, we believe that the walk-down is not complete 

because it did not cover the non-seismically qualified turbine 

building and the valve LCV-1128.

-6-



(3) Additional Information 

The licensee provided a schematic sketch of the AFW system 

including the water sources, heat sink, suction and discharge 

piping, major mechanical equipment, and structures supporting 

and housing the AFW system items.  

Additionally, licensee's responses provided a description.  

of the methodologies, loading combinations and acceptance criteria 

that were used in the design of the seismically qualified portions 

of the AFW system by referring to the appropriate sections of 

the FSAR.  

Additionally, the licensee provided the results of a seismic 

interaction study of the components outside and in the vicinity 

of the AFW system, to assess their effect on the AFW system.  

The components in the following list are considered by the licensee 

to be the major contributors to unacceptable interaction affect

ing AFW system functionality: (a) Crane/monorail structure 

located directly above the two motor driven and the turbine driven 

AFW pumps. (b) 41" non-seismic floor drain pipe directly above 

the electrical cable trays containing essential safety related 

equipment. (c) Space heaters and electrical lighting fixtures 

located directly above essential safety related equipment and 

structures. (d) Non-seismic electrical cable trays and conduit 

routed directly above essential safety related equipment and 

structures. (e) Large non-seismic instrument racks located within 

close proximity to essential safety related equipment and struct

ures. (f) Large roll-up door located in the shieldwall whose 

structural failure could affect the flow control stations of 

the turbine driven AFW pumps. The licensee did not indicate 

any plans to investigate or correct the above mentioned defi

ciencies.
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3- CONCLUSIONS 

The information contained in licensee's responses to the Generic 

Letter 81-14 is complete. The licensee identified the non-seismically 

qualified portions of the AFW system and conducted a partial walk

down of these items. Investigations of the power supplies and initia

tion/control systems were scheduled by the licensee to be completed 

before the cycle 4/5 refueling outage in the summer of 1984. No 

plans were given, however, for any possible actions resulting from 

such investigations. Also, we conclude that the AFW system boundary 

does not fully conform to the boundary definitions specified in the 

Generic Letter 81-14.  

Based on the submitted information, we conclude that presently 

the AFW system at the Indian Point 3 Nuclear Plant cannot withstand 

an SSE. Therefore, we recommend that the NRC consider requiring the 

licensee: (a) to complete the walk-down of the non-seismically quali

fied components of the AFW system within a reasonable time, and (b) 

to upgrade/modify the non-seismically qualified portions of the AFW 

system under NRC Multiplant Action Plan C-14.  

/1
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