OCT 27 1988

In Reply Refer To:
Docket: 50-298/89-24

Nebraske Public Power District
ATTN: George A, Trevors
Division Manager - Nuclear Support
7.0, Box 499
Columbus , Nebreska 68602-0499

Gentlemen:

Thank you for your letter of October )2, 1989, in response to our letter and
Netice of Deviation dated September 12, 1989, Region IV and the (ffice of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation have reviewed your response and find that the design
change that changed the service water pump room fire suppression system from a
wet pipe sprinkler system to a halon system to be acceptable. Ve have further
determined that this change meets the “automatic suppression and detection"
system exemption thet was granted in the September 21, 1982 letter. Based upon
this determination, we conclude that a Deviation did not occur and we therefore
withdraw the Deviation,

We also wish to clarify the NRC position regarding verbal cowditments., While,
or certain occasions, it may be acceptable to change 2 conmitment verbally
(e.g., via a telephone conversation), such a change should be followed with
written documentation. This will assure such information is entered into the
docket and will be properll tracked. We note from your October 12 response
letter, NPPD's statement, “. . . that & letter would be forwarded to notify the
akg“?f the District's final decision.” This letter was apparently never
submitted.

We also consider your position that Technical Specification Change No, 22
provided notification to the NRC of 2 commitment change to be inappropriate.
While this change inferred that & halon system would be used, it failed to
specifically address that a commitment change, i which the halon system was
to replace the wet pipe sprinkler system, was being made.

Sincerely,
Original Sigued Py
1. L. Milhoan

James L. Milhoan, Director
Division of Reactor Projects

cc:
Nebraska Public Power District

ATTN: G, D, Watson, General Counse)
P.0, Box 499
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Nebraska Public Power District -2~

Nuclear Station
ATTN: Gu‘. « Horn, Division
nager of Nuclear Operations
P.0. Box 98
Brownville, Nebrasts 6832)

Nebraska Departme it of Environmenta)
Control

ATTN: Dennis Grams, Director

P.0. Box 98922

Lincoin, Nebraska 6¢509-8922

Nemaha County Board of Commissioners
ATTN: Larry Rohlken, Cratrman
Nemahs County Courthouse

1824 N Street

Auburn, Nebreska 68305

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Senior Resident Inspector
P.0. Box 218

Brownville, Nebraske 68321

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comrission

ATTN: fonal Administrator, Region 1V
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000
Arlington, Texas 7601)

Department of Health

Division of Radiological Health
ATTN: Harold Borchart, Director
30] Centennial Mall, South

P.0. Box 95007

Lincoin, Nebraske 68509-5007

Kanses Radiation Control Program Director
bee to DM (1EQ1)
bee distrib, by RIV:

Section Chief (DRP/C) Lisa Shea, RM/ALF

DRSS MIS System

RIV File Project Engineer (DRP/C)
RSTS Operator DRP

;§SO'Connor. NRR Project Manager (MS: 13-D-18)

T. Stetka

A. Singh
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1.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission L] A
Document Control Desk Y

Washington, DC 20555

Subject: NPPD Response to NRC Inspection Report 50-298/89-24
Cooper Nuclear Station
Docket No. 50-298, DPR-46

Gentlemen:

This letter is written in response to your letter dated September 12, 1989,
transmitting Inspection Report 50-298/89-24. Therein you indicated that one
of our activities appeared to deviate from commitments made to the NRC.

Following is a statement of the deviation and our response.

STATEMENT OF DEVIATION

Failure to Implement the Approved Water Suppre ssion Systems and Notify the
NRC of Changed Commitment.

In letters dated June 28, 1982 and March 18, 1983, the licensee committed
to provide a fully automatic water suppression system in the service water
intake structure. This commitment was accepted by the NRC in the Safety
Evaluation Report dated September 21, 1983.

Contrary to the abovi, during this inspection from July 31 through August
4, 1989, the inspector noted that the licensee had changed the conmitment
by providing a Halon system instead of a water suppression system in the
service water intake structure anrd had failed to inform the NRC of this

change to the commitment. (298/8924-01)

Reason for the Deviation

A brief chronology of the events which led the NRC Inspectors to cite the
alleged deviation from the District s commitment to install a wet pipe
sprinkler system in the service water pump room is provided below.

June 28, 1982 - Letter from J. M. Pilant (NPPD) to D. B. Vassallo (NRC).
Committed to wet pipe sprinkler and requested exemption
from 20 foot separation in SW Pump Room.

Svptember 21, 1983 - Letter from D. B. Vassallo (NRC) to L. G. Kuncl
(NPPD). Grants exemption from 10 CFR 50, Appendix
R, Section II11.G.2, based on installation of an
"automatic suppression and detection" systam.

76-81%% 8446266246 1O,




Note this SER does not state a wet pipe sprinkler
system.

September 4, 1984 - Record of Telephone Conversation pbetween J. D,
Weaver and R. Eberly (NRC). NRC verbally agreed
-at sprinklers, CO, or halon automatic sunpression
is acceptable.

March 19, 1985 - Design Change 85-01 approved to install halon in SW
Pump Room.

April 3, 1985 - Record of Telephone Conversation between J. D. Weaver
(NPPD) and T. Wambach (NRC). NRC verbally agreed that
installing halon instead of sprinklers met the SER
commitment and it was acceptable to install the halon
system prior to NRC approval of the technical
specifications.

May 31, 1965 - Letter from J. M. Pilant to D. B. Vassallo. Submitted
proposed Technical Specification Change No. 22 which
included LCOs and Surveillance Reguirements for the
Service Water Pump Room Halon System.

April 10, 1986 - Letter from W. O. Llong (NRC) to J. M. Pilant.
Approved License Awendment No. 98 which included an
NRC Safety Evaluation Report on the SW Pump Room Halon
System Technical Specifications.

The District clearly realized the need to discuss with the NRC the Jdecision
to change from a wet pipe sprinkler to a halon system, prior to
installation. The District first discussed this change in a documented
telephone conversation September 4, 1984 (Attachment 1). The lead Appendix
R reviewer for Cooper Nuclear Station stated during the 9/4/84 conversation
that halon, CO, or wet pipe sprinklers would be accectcable. Thu District
stated that a letter would be forwarded to notify tlie NRC of the District's
final decision.

The Design Change (DC) that installed the halon system in the oW Pump Room
located in the intake structure (DC 85-01) was approved on March 19, 1985,
This DC references the 9/4/84 conversation between NPPD and the NRC and
states that a Technical Specification change would be submitted., DC 85-01
also references the 9/21/83 SER that approves installation of an "automatic
suppression system", noting that the SER d4id4 not specify sprinklers and
that the NRC had verbally agreed that halon was acceptable.

The District again contacted the NRC on April 3, 1985, prior to
installation of the halon system, to verify that installation prior to
approval of the propcsed Technical Specification Change was acceptable.
During this documented telephon? conversation (Attachment 2), the NRC
pointed out that changing from wet pipe sprinklers to halon may be
unacceptable if the NRC SER specifies sprinklere. Excerpts from the SER
were reviewed and it was noted that the SER stated "automatic suppression
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and detection" will be added and did not specifically state that sprinklers
are required. The NRC agreed. verbally, tha* instailation of a halon
systen would not violate the SER commitment. The NRC also pointed out that
prior approval under 10 CFR 50.59 was not required since this change was
being done under 50.48, and the NRC had previously agreed, again verbally,
that the halon system met the Appendix R and SER requirements to install an
automatic suppression system. The District, prior to this call, clearly
considered the proposed technical specification change submittal to be
formal notification of the commitment change, and the District was clearly
concerned that formal approval of the change was required. However, the
NRC verbally agrecd that the SER did not specify sprinklers (see Attachment
3), and therefore, both Appendix R and the SUR commitment would be met by
the halon system.

The District submitted Proposed Change No. 22 to tne CNS Technical
specifications on May 31, 1985, This proposed change contained LCOs and
Surveillance Requirements for the Service Water Pump Room Halon System.
The District, based on previous discussions with the NRC, considered this
to be formal written notification of the change in commitment. The purpose
of the April 3, 1985, documented telephone conversation discussed above,
was to ensure that it was acceptable to install the haloi system instead of
sprinklers, prior to NRC approval of the Technical specification (T8)
change.

License Amendment No. 98 approved the District's Proposed Change No. 22.
Therein, the NRC refcrenced the original June 28, 1982, exemption request
in Section 2.0 of the Safety Evaluation. The June 28, 1982, exemption
request clearly stated that a wet pipe sprinkler system would be installed
in the Service Water Pump Room. since the NRC referenced the 6/28/82
exemption request that committed to spriniclers, but approved the use of the
halon system, the NRC clearly acknowledged the change in commitment.
Therefore, the District believes that no further correspondence is required
to notify the NRC of the change in commitment.

While the September 21, 1983, SER by the NRC was issued based upon the
District's June 28, 1987, submittal committing to sprinklers, the SER
accompanying Amendment No. 98 acknowledges and approves the change to the
halon system. Also, the 9/21/83 SER states that "automatic suppression" is
required and does not specify sprinklers. Since the latest SER accurately
reflects the change to halon and the previous SER (9/21/83) is not
specific, the District pelieves that the current licensing basis is
accurate. Therefore, we believe no further correspondence from the
District is required and no revisions to the existing SERs are necessary.

pased on the abuve discussion, the District believes that the documented
telephone conversations and the follow-up Technical Specification Change
constituted adequate notification to the NRC that the District changed its
commitment from sprinklers to halon for automatic suppression in the
gervice Water Pump Room. The District, therefore, does not believe that a
deviation from a commitment existed.
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v t n S Achieve

The District does not believe that a deviation existed, and therefore, no
corrective action is required.

r v t W n Av: the v on

The District believes that this deviation was cited by the NRC due to a
difference of opinion as to what constitutes notification of a change in
commitment. In 1984, the District relied upon two (2) documented telephone
conversations, with formal written follow-up in the form of proposed
Technical 3pecifications. The District does not believe that this was
indicative of nany generic programmatic problems that require long term
corrective steps. Therefore, no further action is planned.

Date When Full Compliance Will Be Achieved
NPPD is presently in full compliance.

Please contact me if you have any questions or require any additional
information.

Sincerely,

7 Trevors
Division Manager
Nuclear Support

/3w

ce: M7 8. iluclear Regulatory Commission
Region IV
Arlington, TX

NRC Resident Inspe~tor Office
Cooper Nuclear staticon
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MEBRASKA FUBLIC POWE R DISTRICT b b i
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Tims :

e staff im lieu of the gprimkler system in the corvice wacar (D YoOom.
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I Md reemzw maﬁvw m subject Veaign Chaage 83-01. Siace the Distries
is cmuém thiz modificecion bafore tha Tech Spece cam be approvesd by WRR,

i called Yom 43 o finsl check that wo o¥e dolog etha procecss covvectly. Tem
j de em Mvhm"aﬂ Licemsing coutact who has besn 8t all WEC workshops 6o
this eubject. A

1. Tom esutisved the District thet adding halen eould be the wrong approach

_Af tho SER specifies sprinklers. I vesd him the SER amcerpes fros the
' the MDC which etate "automstic cuppression end detection” will be added.
T Tom agroed thae halon i3 ecceptable. A plaat receatly got ia trouble

6y cheaged from & epriankler oystem to 8 local CO ptax ca their

{ 2. I expressad our concern with the words in 10CTR50.59 that isply we might
‘ need prior WRC spproval is the form of & Tech Spec change before sdding

I ,;"w 1 daing this wunder 50.68, and 50.59 does not apply. 50.59 addressas "changes |
‘ 4 ag described in the PSAR" and our fire protection prograwm is pot descrided |

in the PSAR as vet.

DISTRIBUTION: €. R. Saith, C. §. MeClure, A. P. Hoymer, J. . Keacham




Attachment 2

B

Page 2 of 2

w3 ¥, Pt e g U Mm s

m‘h for_ 8

L

v

: S W“'mm:




: “ Attac'ment 3
Page 1 of 3

SoFEDIR R TO 10 CPR PRART 80
Coopar Muciear SEation

%0 gable g RooR : ‘
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» Buiidieg 952° Elevatien o:Cr1gﬁcgi Swrl Schgesy Rooms

1a.

» Bufiging 951° Clevation. a
Suildiag 203' Elevstion (excluding ROrChEns’ s

gasctor Buiidieg 556° and 831 Elevetioes -

torus 8res.
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The 19censse recussts cxemptions frea Seetion 111.8, of Appemdix R

within saven Diant fire 6reas ard & gereral euaaption for four spagific
sraae frce the requiraments of Sestion 111.8. to the extent thet 9% recuirss
: throsetour Plre Peted boundaries for the separstion of firs gress. Ia 819
aress evalusted for sxemption, we have assumed & trensient fire load gypieal
of thess type eres. If the Ticemsaee should {atroduce extroordimary
trenzient firs leads, appropriate suppl@entary 7ire protection ®assures
st be takesm.
1. Service Wier Intake Strusturs :
In the service weter ntake Seructurs, the Vcaases proposes to
provide awecmatie suppression aad detaction, Rowsver, the seeration
of redundant geps 18 Tass tham twenty feet as spscifisd by
seccion 111.8. The diesel driven fire pump will be reacved fro
the sres sad all cebles ere ip comduit, Therefore. the caly
gignificant in-gits combustidie n the fire ares i the pusp GOTOF
lwricatieg ofl. The 1{ceasec has stated that the grotadi1ity of
{gnition of the of 98 Yow Dessguse the tubricating o7 kas & high
Flashpoint (acprostmecely @80°F) exd mg.amfﬂcim‘ig hot surfaces
do mot exist da this fire sr@x 0 cause the {gnition of the lebe ofl.
He heve reviewed the licenses's sutmittals end agree thet the Tew
probedility of ignition of the Sube 0f1 in conjumction with the
axisting separation distamce provides reasonebic assurerse thet
the proposed sutomstic detectien amd suprmession SysteEs will ke
setivated before the redund2at service weter cozmppaents are demged.
Therefors, we conclude thed with the proposed mod1Plcations, The
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lavel of safety provided 1a the gervice water intake strueture &r
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ara Rot provided betwsen redundent treins. OCecause of the
physieal configuration of tivy eadbles amd aCuipgmant in the cable
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nerrier aay be &1 PPIcuit. inseaed, the 1icensee ROS FFOPOSET

the @58 of Fire resistieg Derriers to esclose vertical easle
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