
" 

e 
VIRGINIA ELECTRIC .A.ND POWER COMPANY 

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23261 

May 20, 1975 

Mr. K. R. Goller, Assistant Director 
for Operating Reactors 

Division of Reactor Licensing 
Office of Nuclear Regulation 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20555 

Dear Mr. Goller: 

Serial No. 535/051575 
PO&M/JTB:clw 

Docket Nos. 50....:280 
50-281 

License Nos. DPR-32 
DPR-37 

We have reviewed your letter of May 15,' 1975 concerning your review 
of our report, "Emergency Core Cooling System Analysis Required by 10 CFR 
50.46," submitted with our letter 0£° April.15, 1975, Serial No. 500. As you 
know, this letter was sent at our request during a telephone conversation 
between members of the Vepco and NRC staff on May 14, 1975 during which you 
raised several questions, We requested the letter in order to assure that we 
knew what the specific requests.being made by the NRC were and their relevancy 
to our ECCS submittal of April .15, 1975, We were surprised to learn during 
the telephone conversation of May 14, 1975 that you intended for us to submit 
the information required in Items 1 thro_ugh 3 of your May 15, 1975 letter and 
have it approved prior to the return of Unit No. 2 to service in early June. 
With regard to your specific requests, we make the following comments: 

NRC COMMENT 

1. Use was made of the unapproved Westinghouse December 25, 1974 
evaluation model rather than the approved March 15, 1975 version. 

VEPCO COMMENT 

In its letter of September 6, 1974·, Serial No. 268, Vepco submitted 
an evaluation of ECCS cooling performance calculated in accordance 
with an evaluation model developed by the Westinghouse Electric 
Corporation to fulfill the requirements of 10 CFR 50.46. The model 
used for this evaluation was the August model. 

In your letter of December 27, 1974 and attached "Order for ~ 
Modification of License" you notified Vepco that its analysis of \ ~ ' l\v 
September 6, 1974 was deficient because it was based on the W~f;' 4 . .,_
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be deficient in that it did not fully comply with Appendix K, 10 
CFR 50. Consequently, it was ordered that: "As soon as practicable, 
but in no event later than six months from the date of publication 
of this.order in the Federal Register, or prior to any license 
amendment authorizing any core reloading, whichever occurs first, 

, the licensee shall submit a re-evaluation of ECCS cool~ng performance 
calculated in accordance with an acceptable evaluation model which 
conforms with the provisions of 10 CFR Part 50, §50.46. Such 
evaluation may be based upon the vendor's evaluation mode~ modified 
in accordance with changes described in the· Staff Safety Evaluation 
Report to the Surry Power Station, Units 1 and 2 dated December 27, 
1974. (Emphasis added) 

In the Staff Safety Evaluation Report dated December 27,· 1974, on 
page 1, it is stated: "As reflected in the Supplement*, for some 
items adequate additional information was provided to enable the 
staff to accept the Westinghouse approach. For certain other items, 
the staff concluded that adequate justification had not been provided 
and that further modifications of the model were required. Westinghouse 
agreed to modify its model in accordance with the Staff's comments. 
Since that time Westinghouse has made the model adjustments required, 
which are discussed in Section 2.0 of this SER Supplement, and has 
evaluated the impact of all model changes upon previously submitted 
analyses. Accordingly, the Westinghouse evaluation model with the 
modifications described in Section 2.0 of this Safety Evaluation is 
acceptable and would conform to Appendix K." (Emphasis added) The 
revision referred to above is the December version of the model. 

Pursuant to the Order dated December 27, 1974, Vepco requested 
the Westinghouse Electric Corporation to perform another analysis 
using the latest model, i.e. the December model. The results 
of this analysis were submitted to you by letter dated April 15, 
1975, Serial No. 500. This submittal conformed fully with the 
requirements in that it used the December·model and it was being 
submitted forty-five (45) days prior to start-up following a core 
reload as stated in your December 27, 1974 letter. At the time 
of submittal, the December model was the NRC "approved" version as 
demonstrated from the above excerpt .. The Westinghouse Electric 
Corporation also stated it was the "approved" version.when they 
conducted .. the re-analysis. Indeed, there was no indication to Vepco, 
either by the NRC or Westinghouse, that anything but the "approved" 
version was being used. 

~~Federal Register, "Supplement to the Status Report by the Directorate of 
Licensing in the Matter of Westinghouse Electric Company ECCS Evaluation 
Model Conformance to 10 CFR 50, Appendix K, November 1974. 
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It appears that the status of the model used, .i.e. approved or un
approved, is a time dependent factor which is subject to change at 
any time. Having fulfilled all requirements of the order, we find 
that you require another re-analysis using another "approved" version 
of the model. You advised us during the telephone conversation that 
the NRC recently approved the latest version on April 29, 1975, four
teen days after our submittal on April 15, 1975 of the then approved 
version. We have not received any other notification in this regard. 
We find it most difficult to understand, as stated in your May 15, 
1975 letter, the statement that "Use was made of the unapproved 
Westinghouse December 25, 197 5., evaluation model rather than the 
approved March 15, 197 5 version. n Even if you had advised us of your 
April 29, 1975 model approval, it would have been impossible to have 
satisfied your requirements stated in the December 27, 1974 letter 
to submit the analysis forty-five days before the date that a unit 
would be returned to service following a reload, i.e. June 1, 1975. 

In summary, we do not concur that we used an unapproved model. At 
the time the analysis was submitted, based on information available 
to us from the NRC and Westinghouse, the model was approved. We 
will, as soon as possible, perform another analysis using the currently 
approved April model; however, based on information available to us at 
this time from Westinghouse, there may not be sufficient time to per
form, review and submit the analysis and receive NRC approval prior 
to the time Unit No. 2 is scheduled to be returned to service. 

NRC COMMENT 

2. Insufficient information has been submitted in regard to long 
term core cooling and the potential effects of boron components 
precipitating out of solution. 

VEPCO RESPONSE 

As you are aware, the Commission recently identified this to Vepco as 
a concern in your letter of March ·14, 1975·. In its Safety Evaluation 
of December ,27, 1974, the Staff did not identify it as a concern; 
therefore, it was not addressed in our April 15, 1975 letter. 

As a result of your letter of March 14, 1975., we have reviewed the 
matter. In our letter of April 18, 1975, Serial No. 467, we notified 
you that we had just received a report from Westinghouse treating 
the subject on a generic basis and that we desired to review it in 
detail. We have had a number of discussions concerning the report 
with Westinghouse personnel. As a result of these discussions, .Vepco 
has concluded that the Westinghouse analysis was overly conservative. 
Based on our telephone conversations with your Staff on May 14, 1975 
it was stated by one of your Staff members that the boron precipita
tion analysis was not conservative. Before proceeding further on our 
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submittal with this subject we propose to meet with Westing
house and the Regulatory Staff to discuss the matter to determine 
what is acceptable. 

Page 4 

In summary, we submitted the information requested by your December ,27, 
1974 Order. You did not inform us that our September 6, ·1974 ECCS 
submittal was insufficient, specifically in regard to the effects 
of possible boron precipitation. While we recognize. that possible 
boron precipitation is a concern, we do not agree that it follows 
that it was a deficiency in our April 15, 197 5 submittal. Upon 
resolution of the disagreement between the Regulatory Staff and 
Westinghouse concerning their boron precipitation analysis, .we plan 
to make a submittal specifically for the Surry Power Station, Unit 
Nos. 1 and 2, shortly thereafter. 

NRC COMMENT 

3. Insufficient information has been submitted in regard to how 
the emergency core cooling system satisfies the Appendix K 
single failure criterion in regard to motor operated valves. 

VEPCO COMMENT 

This particular concern was not identified in the Regulatory Staff's 
evaluation of.December 27, 1974;. therefore, it was not addressed in 
our April 15, 197 5 submittal. It should be noted that this concern 
was only identified as a c9ndition of your acceptance of our ECCS 
analysis on May ,14,' 1975 in the aforementioned telephone conversation. 
The concern had not been identified in any of your correspondence con
cerning Surry until you refer to it in your May 15, 1975 letter. 

While we believe it is a concern which should be reviewed, we do 
not feel it should be a prerequisite for the approval of our analysis. 
Our systems were reviewed by the AEC staff, now the NRC, in regard 
to their acceptability in meeting the single failure criterion as a 
condition of the issuance of an operating license. As a result of 
this review the Staff determined the systems to be satisfactory in 
this regard. 

It is recognized that the Staff has taken a new position regarding 
single failure based on our knowledge of other pending license 
ap.plications. Before performing the evaluation, it is necessary for· 
us to know your specific concern. The information in your letter 
does not adequately describe your concern. The original licensing 
review established that the single failure criterion was met. Any 
specific additional information required should be clearly identified 
in order that we may provide a proper response. After receipt of 
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the details of your specific concerns we will be in a better position 
to answer this question. 

I would like to make a few comments regarding the method in which the 
items contained in your letter were handled. Although you state that the four 
concerns have been discussed over the past few weeks by members of the NRC 
staff and Vepco, we do not believe this to be the case, for the specific reasons 
outlined below: 

1. The first notification which we received from the NRC that the 
December Westinghouse model was unacceptable was in a telephone 
conversation between the respective staffs on May 13, 1975. Our 
letter of Apri1 15," 1975 clearly stated what model had been used; 
however, we were not informed of your position until about a 
month later, which is critical timing when you consider that 
the submittal was made expeditiously to allow forty-five (45) 
days for NRC review prior to.returning Unit No. 2 to power. 

2. The notification stating that insufficient information in 
regard to how the emergency core cooling system satisfies the 
Appendix K single failure criterion in regard to motor operated 
valves was also bro_ught to our attention~1n the telephone call 
of May 13, 1975. We had been notified several weeks earli~r .. 
by telephone that the NRC had a concern in this matter, althoagh 
it was not associated with approval of our analysis. You further 
indicated that a letter providing the details of your request 
would be forthcoming; however, to date we have not received your 
request. 

3. In regard to the concern of possible boron precipitation, it is 
important to recognize that this is a generic concern and West
inghouse has held discussions with you and has submitted analyses 
for your review. Based on our discussions with Westinghouse, 
it is indicated that as of May 16, 1975 you had not been in con
tact with them concerning possible deficiencies in their generic 
analysis. However, in the telephone conversation of May.13, 1975 
we understand that the Commission believed the Westinghouse boron 
precipitation analyses not to be conservative. Following the 
conversation on May 13, 1975, we notified Westinghouse of your 
general concern and requested that they contact you directly to 
determine the exact nature of the deficiency and determine its 
disposition. 

In summary, we are astounded that just prior to completing.the refueling 
out.age on Unit No. 2, you have made resolution of Items 1, 2 and 3 in your 
letter a condition for returning Unit No. 2 to power. While we plan to review 
your comments and prepare the ·appropriate response, .we do not believe that any 
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conditions exist which.require that the items be resolved before return to 
power. We would be pleased to meet with the Staff to discuss your comments 
and questions in more detail. In the meeting which has been arranged between 
your Staff and the Vepco Staff members for Wednesday (May 21, 1975), we hope 
that your questions may be finalized so that we may answer them in due time. 

cc: Mr. Norman C. Moseley 

Very truly yours, 

C. M. Stallings 
Vice President-Power Supply 

and Production Operations 




