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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

September 23, 1977
L-77-302

Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Attention: Mr. Karl R. Goller

Assistant Director for Operating Reactors
Division of Operating Reactors

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Goller:

Re: St. Lucie Unit No. 1
Docket No. 50-335
Control Room Emer enc Ventilation S stem

Your letter of 1 August 1977 responds to the control room leak
test. technical specification change request transmitted by our
letter of ll March 1976. To date, there have been no technical
discussions between our Staffs. Thus, the safety evaluation
attached to your letter provides the first technical summary of
the Staff's position. We have reviewed this document and have
concluded:

1) The control room dose reanalysis provided therein is not
appropriate for the St. Lucie Unit 1 facility. It does
not account, for the fact that the existing seismic Class I
air conditioning units insure that cool air with a relative
humidity of less than 70% passes thru the charcoal absorbers.
Use of appropriate filter efficiencies results in compliance
with GDC 19. Accordingly, it would be inappropriate to
respond to Staff questions based on this reanalysis.
(Attachment 1 provides a discussion of the Staff's reanalysis.)

2) The Safety Evaluation provides the Staff's reasons for
rejection of the requested technical specification change.
However, it does not. provide the bases supporting the Staff
position. We have reviewed the Staff's position and conclude
that (i) it does not provide sufficient basis for the Staff's
denial of the requested change and (ii) it appears to conflict
with 10 CFR 50 and acceptance criteria set forth in SRP 6.4.
(Attachment 2 provides the basis for these conclusions.)

3) The dose levels are based on conservative dose computation
assumptions and should not be interpreted to be representa-
tive of real-world doses. They are dose estimates derived
in accordance with Staff methodology to demonstrate compliance
with NRC requirements. (Attachment 2 and our ll March 1976
letter discuss analytical conservatisms.)

PEOPLE... SERVING PEOPLE
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4) The technical specification change requested complies with
the requirements of GDC 19, the dose criteria of SRP 6.4,
and the requirements for technical specifications set forth
at, 10 CFR 50.36. It merely requests that the ability to
conform to GDC 19 requirements be achieved through an optimum
balance between in situ control room and containment leak
rates. The only deviation appears to be with the format of
the Standard Technical Specifications. Since St. Lucie is,
not a standard plant and the standard specifications were
modified to conform to its design, deviations from the
standard format are considered proper.

The current 100 cfm at 1/8" W.G. test requirement is difficult
to demonstrate as the Staff notes in its SER and Supplement 1
thereto. The preoperational test proved to be quite difficult to.
implement. Modifications to ease the burden on operating personnel
are being evaluated. Our next control room leak test will demon-
strate the effectiveness of these measures. However, at present
we are concerne'd about the test's potential impact on unit
availability and the burden it may place on operating personnel.

In light of the above and the detailed bases provided by the
attachments, we request that the Staff reconsider our ll March
1976 request to modify the control room leakage technical
specification requirement. If any additional information is
required, or if a technical meeting between our Staffs is required,
contact us and we will provide the support required to resolve
the issue.

Very uly yours,

Robert E. Uhrig
Vice President

REU/FGF/WAK/cpc

Attachments

cc: Mr. James P. O'Reilly, Region II
Robert Lowenstein, Esquire
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COMMENT
ON

NRC STAFF CONTROL ROOM
POST LOCA DOSE REASSESSMENT

OF
AUGUST 1, 1977

1.0 Introduction

The NRC's letter dated, 1 August 1977 provided a reanalysis
of doses to the control room operators subsequent to a LOCA.
Based on the results of this new evaluation the Staff has
concluded that doses might exceed its current, criteria for
implementing GDC 19. We must note however, that this evalua-
tion has been addressed previously by Florida Power 6 Light
Company (FPL);

1. In response.,to AEC question 6.23, Amendment, 26 to the.
St. Lucie Unit 1 FSAR dated 8 June 1974.

2. At FSAR Section 15.4.1.2.5(d), Amendment 57 dated'
February 1976.

3. In support of a request to modify St. Lucie Unit 1
Technical Specifications transmitted by FPL letter
L-76-97 dated 11 March 1976.

The Staff also has previously reviewed the modification to
the control room HVAC design to increase dose reduction
effectiveness proposed by Amendment 26. The staff concluded
at Section 6.5 of its Safety Evaluation Report (SER) dated'

November 1974 that its "analysis of this. proposed modifica-
tion shows that AEC General Design Criterion 19 will be met
provided that the 100 cfm is sufficient to pressurize the
control room and prevent infiltration from occurring."

The Staff's 1 August 1977 Safety Evaluation states that. the
Staff's conclusions in the SER were based on FSAR information
of mid-1974 and that later "changes in the plant design and
the FSAR information were not included in the OL review." We
believe that this statement results from a misinterpretation
of the documented OL review record, and that the reanalysis
is based on what the Staff reviewer mistakenly believed to
be the current St. Lucie Unit 1 design configuration.

The discussion that follows indicates that the pivotal issue
leading to'he Staff's new calculated dose values is that of
control room charcoal filter efficiency. The Staff apparently
neglected to account for the dehumidification provided by the
air conditioning (A/C) units.
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~ 2.0 Staff vis a vis A licant Anal tical Methods

The Staff in its 1 August 1977 reanalysis states that, its
current dose assessment, is considerably higher than those
obtained by the Staff in mid-1974 principally because of
alleged "changes" in two plant parameters, viz.,

containment leak rate, and

control room filter efficiency.
2.1 Containment Leak Rate

The Staff indicated that its earlier (mid-1974)
analysis assumed a containment leak rate of 0.2%/day
and that its current, evaluation assumes 0.5%/day.
Historically, the design leak rate used in all FPL
safety evaluations has always been 0.5%/day. This value
was being used in mid-74 as is evidenced, e.g., by the
re'sponse to NRC'Staff question 6.20, Amendment 26 dated
8 June 1974.

1

The Staff in section 15..2 of its SER stated that using
applicants proposed "specification . of 0.5 percent of
containment volume per day for containment; leak rate, we
calculated LOCA doses that are essentially equal the guide-
lines of 10 CFR Part 100. Xn order to limit. the total
dose to well within 10 CFR Part 100 guidelines, we have
advised the applicant that we will require an integrated
containment leak rate of 0.25 percent per day."-
Assumptions relevant to the Staff's LOCA evaluation
provided in its SER are provided in Section 15.3.1,
which indicates a leak rate of 0.258/day.

Appendix 6B to the FSAR provided FPL's evaluation of,
and response to the Staff's concerns, as well as, the
design modifications proposed to accommodate its new LPZ
requirement. Subsequent to the Staff's evaluation of
this data, the Staff modified its assumptions on contain-
ment leak rate in Supplement 1 to its SER dated 9 May 1975.
Table 15.1 therein specifies a containment leak rate of
0.5%/day.

Therefore, it appears that the Staff's 1 August 1977
reanalysis may misstate the facts. As evidenced by the
above, the OL was clearly based on a containment leak
rate of 0.5%/day. A leakage value of 0.25%/day was one
alternate under evaluation by the Staff to reduce LPZ
doses. Appendix 6B to the FSAR alternately proposed a
reduction in the bypass fraction to l2% of the integrated
leak rate. The St. Lucie Unit 1 technical. specifications
currently are based on a leak rate of 0.5%/day and a
bypass fraction of 12% La.
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2.2 Control Room Filter Efficienc
The Staff's question 6.23 requested an evaluation of
control room doses to demonstrate compliance with GDC 19.
Amendment 26 dated 9 June 1974 provided FPL's response
thereto. It indicates, as does the FSAR at P15.4.1-20d
and p6B-13 of Appendix 6B, that the control room is an
air conditioned space and that the A/C units control the
relative humidity therein.

During OL review discussions with the Staff we noted
that humidity control was provided by the A/C units.
Appendix 6B to the FSAR, at p6B-13, subsequently formally
restated the fact that a single A/C unit (three seismic
Class 1 A/C units are incorporated in the design) will
pass cool air with a relative humidity of less than 70%
thru -the charcoal absorbers. Staff acceptance of this
mode of humidity control is evidenced by Table 6.1 of
the SER, which does not require heaters for humidity
control within the control room.

The Staff's 1 August 1977 reanalysis apparently ignores
the fact. that the control room is an air conditioned,
and thus, dehumidified space.

2.3 Model Differences

Review of the Staff's assumptions on leak rate andfilter efficiency indicate that FPL's model would predict
doses similar to the Staff when the Staff's assumptions
are utilized. In particular, the assumption on control
room charcoal filter efficiency is clearly the pre-
dominant factor leading to higher doses. Thus, it. is
concluded that the differences in doses between the
Staff's 1 August 1977 reanalysis and PPL's documented
results are due to input assumptions and not model
differences.

3.0 Conclusion

Evaluation of the Staff's 1 August 1977 reanalysis indicates
that it is not appropriate for the St. Lucie Unit 1 facility.
The pivotal assumption leading to higher doses is that
associated with charcoal filter efficiencies associated with
high humidity air. This assumption is clearly inappropriate
since the control room is an air conditioned, and thus,
dehumidified space.
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COMMENTS
ON

NRC STAFF POSITION
CONTROL ROOM LEAK TEST TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION

CHANGE REQUEST

1.0 Introduction
Florida Power & Light Company's (FPL's) letter L-76-97 ofll March 1976 requested, inter alia, that the control room
technical specification should account, for the integrated
performance o'f systems relied upon to insure conformance
with GDC 19,, and improved perfor'mance of one system should
permit latitude in control room habitabili'ty performance.
The Staff's 1'ugust 1977 Safety Evaluation declined this
request because,

1. "a 30 rem thyroid dose i.'s used as an upper limit for
comparison of plant designs and not as an acceptable
dose to control room operators,"

2. "increasing the measured containment leak rate by a
factor of 1.33 (1.0/.75) to account for possible changes
in leak rate prior to the next measurement. is not acceptable
for accident dose analyses or establishment of technical
specifications solely because 10 CFR 50, Appendix J
requires that the measured leak rate must not exceed 0.75
times the value of containment leak rate," and

3. "technical specification limits are the appropriate para-
meter to be used in design basis accident dose calculations
and not as-last-measured values of containment leak rate
and bypass leakage fraction even if increased by the 33%,
margin 'suggested'y Appendix J."

Ne do not. believe that the Staff position adequately addresses
the technical bases set forth in the 11 March 1976 letter in
support of the change request. In particular, the Staff has
not addressed the fact that the proposed specification
i) ensures compliance with GDC 19, and

ii) complies with 10 CFR 50.36 requirements.

Accordingly, the Staff's position does not appear to provide
a sufficient basis for rejection of the request for a modified
control room leak rate technical specification. The para-
graphs that follow discuss, in our view, the non-propriety
of the Staff's position.
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2.0 Control Room Testin Re uirements

Prior to addressing each Staff position, it is important to
place the current technical specification in proper perspec-
tive. The control room was designed as a totally enclosed

.structure with access provisions for personnel, and HVAC
piping and electrical penetrations; HVAC penetrations are
sealed by low leakage valves; and piping and electrical
penetrations are sealed. This notwithstanding evaluation
of control room doses-, based on Staff assumptions during the
OL review indicated that modifications were required to
comply with Staff criteria for„conformance with GDC 19.

The fundamental difference between the'Staff and FPL's
position during the OL review was due to the Staff's
assumption of high differential pressure across control room
walls to achieve relatively high rates of inleakage con-
current with inversion meteorology. The high differential
pressure can only occur as a result of high winds. Further-
more, only the windward wall of the control room can experience
this differential pressure. Inversion meteorology, on the
other hand, is characterized by very low wind speeds and thus
is physically incompatible with the Staff's assumption of
high differential pressure across control building walls.

The Staff position prevailed and the control room design was
backfitted. As described in Amendment 26 (6/8/74) in response
to question 6.23, the non-pressurized control room design was
modified to achieve a pressurized design. A 100 cfm filtered
makeup was provided to maintain pressurization. It must be
noted that it's not obvious that the backfitted pressurization
design insures lower real-world doses than the original
non-pressurized/sealed control room design. Should inversion
conditions occur concurrent with a LOCA, there would be
essentially no differential across non-pressurized control
room walls. Thus, we would expect lower real-world doses
with the original design concept.

The 100 cfm makeup rate was selected because RG 1.78 indicated
that if the air exchange rate was greater than 0.06 per hour,
verification by field testing would not be required. — For
St: Lucie's control room an air exchange rate of 0.06 per hour
is about 56 cfm. Thus, it. was FPL's belief, based on RG 1.78,
that the backfitted design would not require periodic leak
testing during the life of the facility.
The. Staff in its Safety Evaluation Report (SER) of 8 November
1974 at Section 6.5 required periodic testing and stated that
based on its experience "we believe that it. will be difficult
to achieve the required pressure difference with a 100 cfm
flow rate." In Supplement 1 to the SER (9 May 1975) at
Section 6.5 the Staff clarified its position in RG 1;78 by
stating that the air exchange rates presented in the guide
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are related to infiltration characteristics of unpressurized
control rooms. In addition, the staff restated its concern
with pressurization with a 100 cfm leak rate; "With a
pressurization flow rate of 100 cfm there is little or no
margin to assure adequate pressurization under these cond1-
tions."

Finally, the Staff required that its newly developed stan-
dardized Technical Specifications be utilized for St. Lucie
U'nit 1. These specifications can be readily accommodated in
a new plant design. However for a custom plant like St.
Lucie, designed and built prior to the advent of Standard
Review Plans, it. is difficult to comply precisely with the
format of the Staff's standard specifications. On a case-by-
case basis during the OL review, alternate specifications
were developed, reviewed and approved by the Staff to tailor
the standard specifications to the St. Lucie design.

The Staff's concerns with regard to the difficulty in verifying
in situ the 100 cfm pressurization flow rate were real'ized
during preoperational testing. The preoperational test wasdifficult to complete, consuming both considerable time and
many man hours. Based on our test experience, it is not
inconceivable that plant availability could be unnecessarily
impacted by the current. technical specification requirement.

Since the requirements of GDC 19 and those for technical.
specifications set forth at 10 CFR 50.36 are satisfied by
the proposed specification change, it appears that its only
variance with NRC requirements is due to a deviation from the
format of the Standard Technical Specifications. Flexibility
in this regard is appropriate since i) the current design
results from an NRC backfit during the OL review due to
analytical assumptions that physically cannot occur simultaneouii) one pivotal basis of the modified design was subsequently
altered due to a Staff clarification of the intent of RG'.78;
and iii) GDC 19 dose criteria are insured by the modified
specification.

sly;

3.0 Dose Limits

The Staff's position on dose criteria;
"a 30 rem thyroid dose is used as an upper limit
for comparison of plant designs and not as an
acceptable dose to control room operators"

is not clear and discussion clarifying the Staff's intent is
not provided. It implies that, the proposed technical
specification is in some manner ensuring a 30 rem dose, which
in the Staff's opinion, is not necessarily an acceptable dose
to control room operators.

3.1 Dose Estimates

The dose predicted by post-LOCA dose estimates is a
fallacious estimate of exposure. If a LOCA were to occur,





Attachment 2
Page 4

the calculated doses will not be realized by the control
room operators. This is clearly set forth in our ll
March 1976 letter via a discussion of the conservatisms
in the analytical methodology. These analytical con-
servatisms include:

l. A TID-14844 release is assumed to be instantaneously
available. This is a physical impossibility. At
most, some fraction of the gap, inventory, may be
available for leakage shortly, after an assumed LOCA.

f

2. No credit is assumed for filtration for the initial
2 minutes assumed for annulus drawdown. It is ques-
tionable whether or not any act'ivity will reach the
annulus during the initial 2 minutes, and if it. did,it would be undoubtedly exhausted via the filters.

3. No credit, is assumed for annulus dilution. Clearly
any leakage from containment will be diluted in the
annulus.

4. The meteorological dilution factor was derived using
conservative methods that neglect factors that would .

enhance diffusion, e.g , meandering of the wind will
occur and the wake of other structures besides the
containment dome will produce a disturbing influence
on the wind field.

5. Occupancy factors are within FPL's control, as is
the option to utilize protective clothing to minimize
the beta dose and self-contained breathing devices
to"minimize the thyroid dose. Credit for these
factors is not assumed.

6. A breathing rate 50% greater than the normal
breathing rate is assumed to persist fox 30 days.
Breathing rates will be higher than normal at, the
onset, of an accident but they will not be sustained
for 30 days.

It is fundamentally obvious that the calculated doses
considerably overpredict exposures. This is true even if
a LOCA were to occur concurrent with inversion meteor-
ology. Thus, the 30 rem dose used in developing the
technical specification proposed by our ll March 1976
letter is an upper limit value. It has been applied in
a manner totally consistent with Commission and Staff
requirements.

The Staff's dose criteria statement implies that dose
estimates derived in accordance with Staff methodology,
which requires analytical conservatisms including those
cited above do not provide an adequate basis for design.
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This would constitute a significant departure from
previous practice since current and past designs are
developed in this manner. This issue was specifically
addressed at an FPL appeal meeting with NRC management
on 29 April 1976. The staff's meeting minutes state:

"During the meeting, the licensee presented
examples of the conservatism that is
incorporated in the accident ana1yses upon
which the Technical Specifications are, in part,
based. The licensee stated that additional
margin above that. included in the accident
analyses is not necessary,. and should not be
arbitrarily included in the Technical Specifica-
tions.
The Staff stated in response, that. it is not its
intent to impose additional safety margins in the
Technical Specifications beyond those considered
to exist in the Staff's safety evaluation. But,
that it is one of the functions of the technical
specifications to assure that the safety margins
considered to exist in the Staff's safety evalua-
tion do, in fact, continue to exist throughout thelife of the facility."

3.2 Public vis-a-vis Control Room Dose Criteria
Post LOCA doses are calculated in accordance with 10 CFR
100 to assess upper limit public exposure and in
accordance with GDC 19 to assess upper limit control
room operator exposure. Essentially the same assumptions,
models, and computer codes are utilized to predict
public and control room operator exposures. The only
fundamental difference is due to the fact that the operator
is in a controlled environment and the member of the
public is assumed to be outdoors, but at a much greater
distance from the source term. The point is that post-
LOCA public and control room operator exposures are
calculated in a consistent manner. Thus, they are
directly comparable.

The Commission's regulations at 10 CFR 100 impose legal
limits on doses predicted to occur following a LOCA, viz.,
300 rem thyroid and 25 rem whole body. These same
regulations at Criterion 19 of Appendix A to 10 CFR 50
limit the dose to 5 rem whole body or its equivalent to
any part of the body for the duration of the accident.
The staff considers 30 rem to the thyroid the equivalent
of 5 rem whole body. Thus, the Commission's regulations
would permit an analytically predicted thyroid dose to a
member of the general public an order of magnitude
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greater than an analytically consistent prediction
for a control room operator. Accordingly, the Staff's
contention that 30 rem is not an acceptable once in a
lifetime dose to control room operators appears to be
untenable.

It must be noted that the conservatisms inherent in the
control room dose calculation evaluation discussed in
Section 3.1 apply in large part to public LOCA doses.
Thus, the conclusions therein are appr'opriate to the
post-LOCA dose to the public, i.e., they do not represent
real-world conditions.

3.3 SRP 6.4 Habitabilit . S stems

Paragraph II.7.a "Acceptance Criteria" of SRP 6.4 provide
the following dose guidelines for use in approving
emergency zone radiation protection provisions:

1) Nhole body gamma 5 rem
2) Thyroid 30 rem
3) Beta skin dose 30 rem

The footnote at the bottom of page 6.4-3 states with
regard to skin and thyroid doses:

"They are not to be interpreted as acceptable
emergency doses. The dose levels quoted. here
are derived for use in the controlled plant
environment and should not be confused with
conservative dose computation assumptions used
in evaluating exposures to the general public for
the purposes of comparison with the guideline.
values of 10 CFR Part 100."

It appears that the Staff position may be founded in part
on this quote. If so, it would seem inappropriate for
St. Lucie since both public and control room operator
post-LOCA dose assessments are based on equally con-
servative analytical models.

3.4 Staff's Dose Position

Based on the preceeding considerations, it is concluded
that the Staff's position on the application of the 30
rem dose criterion in the ll March 1976 technical
specification change request is untenable. This limit,
was specified to be responsive to the Commission's
requirement in GDC 19; the dose criterion to operators
is an order of magnitude less than that permitted by the
Commission's regulations for a member of the

general'ublic;and the methods for analytically predicting
public and operator doses are very conservative thereby
resulting in upper-limit dose assessments.
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4.0 A endix J to 10 CFR 50
k

Nith regard to Appendix J, the Staff position states:
li

"increasing the measured containment leak rate by
a factor of 1.33" (1.0/0.75) to account for possible
changes in leak rate prior to the next measurement
is not. acceptable for accident dose analyses or
establishment of technical specifications solely
because 10 CFR 50, Appendix J requires that the
measured leak rate must not exceed 0.75 times the
value of containment. leak rate"

The Staff's position with regard to Appendix J to 10 CFR 50
not providing a sufficient basis for accident dose analyses
or technical specifications is disquieting. Since a lucid
discussion of the Staff's position is not provided by the
1 August, 1977 Safety Evaluation, this is the only interpreta-
tion possible. However, we believe this position misstates
the Staff's intent for the reasons cited below.

First, the implication that Appendix J "solely" provides
the basis for the proposed technical specification change
is erroneous. The bases also include compliance with GDC 19.
via very conservative accident analyses, compliance with
10 CFR 50.36 requirements and the fact that as-measured
containment leak rates are well below as-analyzed leak rates.
Appendix J sets forth a legal requirement. promulgated by the
Commission which specifies minimum containment leakage test
requirements for water-cooled power reactors. This Appendix
to the regulations provides "uniform requirements for
containment leakage testing. It specifies the minimum
requirements for periodic verification by tests of the leak-
tight integrity of the primary reactor containment and
associated systems for water-cooled power reactors, and the
acceptance criteria for such tests" (38 FR 4385, 2/14/73).
The St; Lucie specifications for containment, leak testing
currently engraft the requirements of Appendix J. Specifica-
tion 4.6.1.2.b states:

"If any periodic Type A test fails to meet either
.75 La or .7SLt, the test schedule for subsequent
Type A tests shall be reviewed and approved by the
Commission. If two consecutive Type A tests fail to
meet either .75 L or .75 Lt, a Type A test shall be.
performed at. leas% every 18 months until two con-
secutive Type A tests meet either .75 La or .75 Ltat which time the above test schedule may be resumed."

This requirement is set forth in Appendix J at paragraphsIII.A.5.(b) and III-A.6. It clearly specifies the margin
required by the Staff and the Commission to insure that the
containment leak rate used in accident analyses will not be
exceeded between periodic tests. Thus, a margin of 33%
above the measured leak rate is considered acceptable to
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permit unrestricted operation, until the next containment. leak
test. The- proposed tech'spec change precisely reflects this
approach. »,It is consistent with Appe'ndix J and the current

~technical, specification on containment leak rate.
5.0 Technical S ecification Limits-

le

With regard to technical specification limits, the Staff
position states:

"technical specification limits are the appropriate
parameters to be used in design basis accident dose
calculations and not as-last-measured values of con-.
tainment leak rate and bypass leakage fraction even if.
increased by the 33% margin 'suggested'y Appendix J"

A discuss'ion supporting the Staff's position with regard to
the use of as-last-measured values is not provided. However,
for the reasons cited below it appears that this statement
may not be consistent with the Commission's intent and require-
ments regarding technical specification limits,
First the Staff's statement, that the 33% margin is "suggested"
by Appendix J is erroneous. As discussed in Section 4.0,
Appendix J establishes minimum Commission requirements.

To address this Staff position, one must refer to the
Commission s intent and requirements in promulgating 10 CFR
50.36*. The following establish the Commission's position
in this regard:

With regard to limiting conditions of operation, "Xt
is intended that technical specifications establish
the lowest acceptable level of performance for a system
or component or the minimum number of components or
portion of the system that must remain operable in order
that plant, operation may continue."'Guide to Content
of Technical Specifications for Nuclear Reactors, 11/68
at p'. 19)

"Limiting conditions for operation are the lowest
functional capability or =performance levels of
equipment required for safe operation of the

facility."'10

CFR 50.36(c) (2))

With regard to survei 1 lance requirements, "Survei 1 lance
requirements and limiting conditions of operation are
frequently complementary. For a specific system

The Commission's "Statement of Considerations" is found at 33 FR
18610 (published 12/17/68). The Commission therein refers the reader
to a "Guide to Content of Technical Specifications," for further
guidance.
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tvpically a category 2 specification [Limiting Condition
of Operation] will establish the minimum performance
level, and the surveillance requirement will prescribe
the frequency and scope of test, to demonstrate such
performance." (Guide to Content of Technical Specifica-
tions for Nuclear Reactors, 11/68 at p. 21.

"Surveillance requirements are requirements relating
to test, calibration, or inspection to assure that the
necessary quality of systems and components is maintained,
that facility operation will be within the safety limits,
and that the limiting conditions of operation will be
met." (10 CFR 50.36 (c) (3))

Clearly then, for the control room leak test, the technical
specifications "must" impose those conditions on the multiple
barriers between the source and receptor that must be achieved
to insure compliance with GDC 19. These limiting conditions
of operation may be varied for each barrier provided that the"overall" performance is acceptable.

The calculated doses are directly proportional to the rate
at which the primary containment is assumed to leak. In the
subject calculations, the design basis integrated containment
leak rate of 0.50 percent/day has been used to estimate the
offsite doses. The integrated leak rate- test performed on the
St. Lucie 1 containment showed an actual leak rate of 0.025
percent/day at the peak calculated pressure. Due to'the direct
proportionality between leak rate and dose, both the thyroid
and i<hole body calculated doses would be reduced by a factor
of 20 -if the analysis were based upon the actually measured
leak rate.
Based on measured in situ performance, it is apparent that the
containment performance exceeds its safety analysis require-
ment. Thus, if in accordance with Appendix J requirements
(see Section 4.0) this leak rate is demonstrated, then it be-
comes an appropriate value for the safety analysis and correspon-
ding technical specification. To suggest that this as-measured
containment, leak rate would not provide guidance in establishing
an appropriate technical specification is improper and in direct

~ conflict with the Commission's requirements as set forth in Ap-
pendix J to 10 CFR 50.

6.0 Ooeratin Flexibilit vis-a-vis Technical S ecifications
FPL's goal is to provide a reliable source of power from its
nuclear facilities in a safe manner. This goal is completely
consistent with the Staff'-s objective of insuring safe operation
of the facility. To insure plant availability, capability beyond
that required by the Staff has been designed into the facility
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to provide operating flexibility. The proposed technical
specification merely requests that the ability to conform
to GDC 19 requirements be achieved through an optimum balance
between containment and control room leak rates.

St. Lucie has been designed and built, at considerable expense,
to insure a reasonable amount of operating flexibility. The
Staff has already removed some of that flexibilityby its back-
fit requirement and its current restrictive technical specifi-
cation on control room leakage. This contravenes the Staff
and FPL's common interest since, it encourages the design of
facilities just to satisfy minimum NRC requirements, i.e., it
discourages designing operational flexibility into new facili-
ties.

7.0 Conclusions

A review of the Staff's positions indicate>that they do not
provide a sufficient basis for rejection of the technical spe-
cification change request and that they appear to be in conflict
even with Commission requirements and current. acceptance cri-
teria. The only apparent conflict appears to be with the for-
mat of the Standard Technical Specifications. This provides
insufficient basis for rejection since the current specifica-
tion could (i) adversely impact plant availability and (ii)
place an unacceptable burden on operating personnel.
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