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COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 
'.; .. ,. 

. ' 
I:oCKET NO. 50-237 

DRESDEN UNIT 2 

ADDIT.IONAL INFORMATION RE QU IR ED 

On page VIII".'6 of "Special :Report of Incident of June 5, 1970," it 
is stated that a new design temperature of 3200F has been es·tablished . 

· for the primary containment. Previously, the design temperature had · 
been established at 281°F. Accordingly, provide analyses to show that 
the various structural. elements, including penetrations, can withstand · ·;. 
the effects of· the higher temperatures and provide . the resu1 ts of .. 
analyses to Rhow that this new design temperature is the maximum tem­
·perature which could be experienced within the primary containment. 
Include the effect of containment spray operation in the analyses, In 
addition, for equipment within the containment which is required to. 

~. 

remain operational during such an incident as occurred on June 5, 1970, .. 
provide appropriate test results or other applicable data that demon- . ::> 

·· strate that such components can withstand the incident environment. 
The effects of a higher design temperature on the .al:towable primary 
containment·leak rate should also.be discussed. 

Based on the dataprovided in the "Speeial Report of Incident June 5, 
i970," it appears that the leak tightness of the primary containment 
could have deteriorated. ·Accordingly, discuss the measures you have 
taken or will take to assure that the leak rate. of the primary contain.;..· 

. ment is within the limits of the Technical Specifications; · Xour dis­
cussion should include consideration of local tests as well as an 
integrated leak rate test of the primary containment •. 

. £~'· 

2. ·Following the.incident; the primary containment atmosphere was vented 
through the standby gas treatment system. · The pressures and temperatures 
that· t}1e standby· gas . treatment systeni. eXperienced. during the venting · 
operation are not stated in your report. These data should-.be provided 

.and compared to the conditions for which the system.was designed. In 
the event. thatdesign parameters werei exc~eded; discuss the inspect:fon 
and maintenance actions that were performed that assure that the system 
is now capable of performing its design furiction and that design · · · 
parameters will not again be exceeded. 

Also describe the revisions to procedures or equipment that have been 
implemented to .prevent use of this system until. the containment 
atmosphere i's.know to be within design conditions for the standby gas 

. treatment system~ The desirability of appropriate interlocks· on the 
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·vent line isolation·valves should also be included in the discussion 
as well as your plans to require operability of necessary instrumenta­
tion to evaluate ·the containment atmosphere during incident conditions. 
Redundancy aspects of such instrumentation should also be discussed. 

3. Page VI-7 of June 5 Incident Report provides a discussion of the 
mechanisms which could have caused the safety valves to lift. It is 
stated that if waterhannner were the responsible mechanism for lifting 
the safety valves a pressure rise of 225 psi above system pressure is 
calculated to have occurred. If the other mechanism discussed on ; . 
page VI-7, 1.e; the possibility of' a pressure pulse in the steam lines 
due to rapid condensation of trapped steam, were responsible, what 
preBsure pulse would occur? What is the maximum pressure pulse that 
would occur by either, or a combination of, these postulated events? 
Compare these pressures to the design and hydrostatic test pressure of 
the main steam piping system. 

4. Transient and accident analyses presented in the FSAR do not .consider 
the compressibility effects of the steam volume within the reactor 
vessel. ·Provide the. results of analyses that show that such effects 
will riot result in unacceptable consequences for the various accident 
and transient conditions. · 

5 •. Describe the preoperational test program conducted for the isolation 
condenser .. Discuss the results of this test with regard to demonstrating 

. that the isolation condenser met its desigri characteristics. 

6. 

· .. 7. 

During the incident, the steam discharged through the S~fety valves 
impinged on various components within the primary containment. ·Provide 
a sketch that shows which components were exposed to the steam jet arid 
provide resulting pressure loadings to which such components were 
subjected. Relate these loadings to those included in design evalua-. 
tions. Include in this evaluation the cpange (due to a heated valve 
and springs) in setpoints that could have resulted from the safety 
valves that were subjected to.the stearil jet. 

Provide an evaluation of the feedwater controller operation during the 
inaident Condi t:i.ons for both the automatic and man'ual modes;·.·. What is 
the miriimtiin condition for which automatic (and manual) operation is 
possibler 

8. Provide the.results of your.evaluation of the temperature transient• 
· experienced by the primary system during the June 5 incident with 
.regard to anydeviations from allowable cooldown rates and discuss the 
effects on subsequent usage factors. 
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We understand that you plan to perform additional le8.ka,ge testing 
of each main steam line isolation valve prio!' to Unit 2 startup. 
Describe and discuss your plans and program for the conduct of 
these tests. 

We have been made aware.of certain. operational-difficulties due to 
temperatures encountered with the main steam line isolation valves 
and the corrective actions· ,taken to assure their operability. 
Discuss the effects of temperature on valve operability including the 
reasons why you do not consider establishing a maximum temperature · 
as. a limiting condition of plant operation to be .required. 

As a result of an evaluation of data obtained from the Unit 2 
vibration test program, we understand that additional bracing·in the 
jet pump risers has· been incorporated into subsequent.similar BWR 
plants. You have indicated that such action is not necessary, however, 
for Unit 2. Accordingly, discuss the b_asis and justification that_ 
saf'e plant operation can be assured without the additional bracing. 

. . . . . 

Any consideration to future action including inspection should be 
fully discussed. .. .. · 

The consequences of failure of certain furriace-sehsitized stainless 
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steel (FSSS) components were discussed in your July 9, i910 letter. ··· · 
· Our preliminary review of this information has indicated that c~rtain. 
saf'ety aspects related to failure of these FSSS comJ?onetlts ·have not , , 
been considered~ These include: · 

(a) What are your conchwions on- the cohsequerices of failtire 
with regard to safety? ' , 

( b) What would be t.he consequences 'of failure of any of the 
specified FSSS brackets; i. e ~; the ·steam dryer guide and . 
support brackets, feedwa.ter sprayer-brackets, ·core,spray 
line br.ackets, shroud hea~. guide brackets and the .. jet .J;iump 
riser ·support' pad? · · 

(c) Sinc.e. it .appears that failure of the indicated FSSS b~ackets 
could lead to undesirable consequences,· what coil.rses of 
action are being _considered to assure that the occurrence· 
of failures wauld be highly unlikely? Your_ plans and pro­
grains in this regard should be discussed in detail. 

(d) ·. We will need yotir eva_luation of the_ consequences of · 
failure of·the indicated FSSS _components in conjunction 
with an assumed loss-of-coolant accident seque~ce of 
either a recirculation line or main steam line.rupture. 
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(e) Describe the results of your evaluation of breaks in 
the region between the reactor pressure vessel and the 
sacrificial shield in terms of pressure and jet 
impingement loads that could cause failure of the shield 
structures or cause portions of the shield plugs to 
become missiles that would affect engineered safety 
·features necessary to mitigate the consequences of such 
an event; i.e., ECCS and containment structure. 

13. Discuss the results of your recent non-destructive testing of 
FSSS nozzle safe-ends. 

14. Discuss your plans·and programs with regard to the performance of an 
independent stress analysis of the 'as-built' piping systems and 
obs~rvation.of piping system during plant heat~up prior to power 
operation of Unit 2. 

15. Amendment 13/14 contained a discussion on the instrumentation systems 
that·would be available to provide plant operators with necessary . 
inforina.tion regarding the environment within the primary containment 
following an accident or an incident. Desci'ibe your plans.to assure 
that the necessary instrumentation will be installed and operable 
prior·to resuming operation of Dresden Unit 2. · 
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