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September 16, 1980.

Fort St. Vrain
Unit No. 1
P-80318

fq'

Mr. Steve L. Ramos
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Management Preparedness Office
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

; SUBJECT: Fort St. Vrain, Unit No. 1
j Comments, NUREG 0696

| Dear Mr. Ramos:

We attended the Atlanta workshop meeting on NUREG 0696 and have
reviewed the document with reference to the information we obtained
at the workshop. We have the following comments concerning this
NUREG.

I. General Section Comments, Section I
- 1. In general we feel this NUREG is rather late in that it

imposes a number of significant changes to the criteria of
NUREG's 0578 and 0654 which were utilized by the nuclear
industry in planning emergency response facilities. As a
part of NUREG 0578 and the TMI Lessons Learned Task Force
we had to commit to have certain emergency preparedness
actions complete by January 1,1981. Among these actions
was completion of the Technical Support Center. In order
to meet the January 1, 1981, date we submitted our plans to
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and began construction of
the facility in late May, 1980. Construction is well
underway at this time, and we now find that the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission has imposed additional requirements
which were not previously available. Examples of these
requirements include a space requirement of approximately
1,875 square feet, a dedicated room for the Nuclear
Regula tory Commission, and disallowance of a plant process
computer to obtain information. These few changes alone
have had a drastic effect on our facility and it is
impossible for us to recover at this time to meet these
requirements and maintain the January 1,1981, schedule for
completion. It was stated by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission panel in Atlanta that NUREG 0696 did not make
significant changes over and above previous guidance. We
beg to differ with that opinion in that we had to proceed y
with design and construction based on previous guidance, as
limited as that guidance was, and we find now that we 6
cannot meet the new .riteria. We developed our emergency
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respcnse plans in good faith based on draft documents and
in some cases verbal reviews of the TMI review teams. To
impose this criteria at this late date is unreasonable.

- 2. Under Item 2 on Page 2, the second paragraph infers that
. plant operations will be controlled from the Technical
' Support Center. Our interpretation of the guidance

provided is that the Control Room (i.e., the Shift
Supervisor) .i s in charge of plant operations with the
Technical Support Center functioning to provide technical
advice and direction as appropriate. This paragraph should
be clarified.

3. On Page 3, Item 4, the third paragraph indicates that the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission is responsible for certain
key decisions relating to the general public. It should be
clear that the Governor of the State is ultimately
responsible for the general public based on advice from the,

Licensee and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Any other
course of action taken by the licensee or the Nuclear

.
Regulatory Commission is usurping the Governor's authority.

4 On Page 4, the second full paragraph indicates that the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission may direct that certain
operations be performed at the nuclear facility. During
the Atlanta meeting it was pointed out by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission panel that in 98% of the time the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission would be acting in an
advisory and monitoring capacity but may in 2% of the time
assume direction. We assume that if the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission assumes direction they will also assume the
liability that goes with that direction in terms of the
health and safety of the public as well as facility damage.

Based on the reporting experiences thus far fcr unusual
event notification, it is clearly evident that the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission does not have personnel on the
receiving end who are coalified enough in plant specifics
to make a direction type decision.

5. On Page 4, Item c, the last paragraph indicates that
signals from sensors providing data variables shall be
input directly into the data acquisition processor (s) to be
processed independently of any equipment used for normal
plant operation. This dictates a completely separate
computer system and in our case eliminates the use of the
plant data logger computer system. We initially developed
our plans for the Technical Support Center instrumentation
system utilizing our plant data logger again based on
limited guidance available. This new criteria represents a
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significant impact on our Technical Support Center from a
space requirement viewpoint and also represents a
significant' economic impact. We feel this is an
unjustifiable requirement. If suitable isolation can be
prov1ded to ensure that emergency response facility systems
will not degrade performance of the reactor safety systems
the use of the plant data logger computer to process the
sionals should be completely adequate.

; 6. On Page 5, Item D, the last paragraph indicates that
Technical Specification requirements be established to
specify actions to be taken when the SPOS, Technical
Support Center, or EOF are not operational and that it,

should be a reportable occurrence if these facilities are
not operational, for any period exceeding the unavailability
goals. The unavailability goals are established later in
NUREG to be .001 or 8 hours per year. In order to
implement this type of program and ensure reportability
this criteria dictates the need to veri fy (by means of
surveilalnce tests) the operability of these facilities
once per shift. It would be ridiculous to even contemplate
such verification once per shift given the distance between
the three facilities involved and given that the . Nuclear
Regulatory Commission system on the receiving end is out of
our control. Not only are the unavailability goals
unrealistic, but the reporting and Technical Specification
requirements are also unrealistic considering thereliability of computer sy stems. This paragraph also
requires that all three (SPDS, Technical Support Center,
and EOF) be operational at all times. Most certainly any
one of the three facilities could be inoperable without a
significant impact on the overall emergency response.

4

II. Safety Parameter Display System, Section II

1. On Page 7, Paragraph C states that the SPDS shall be
readable from the operating stations of the Shift
Supervisor, Control Room Senior Reactor Operator, Shift
Technical Adviser and at least one Reactor Operator. In
response to questions at the Atlanta meeting this was#

clarified to mean the emercency operating stations of these
individuals as opposed to the routine operating stations.
This is important as the routine operating stations of the
Shift Supervisor and Technical Adviser may not be in the
Control Room.

2. On Page 8, Paragraph F requires a total system
iunavailability of .001 for the SPDS. This is a totally
1unrealistic unavailability goal even with redundant '

.

An in house computer unavailability goal of .02 !
systems.
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may be achievable but coupled with leased phone lines to
the EOF and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission the total
system unavailability which must include Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's end cannot even approach 0.02. We were

- informed at the Atlanta meeting that the unavailability
also included scheduled maintenance and computer
reprogramming. How can the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
expect the licensee to develop equipment that is beyond the
state of the art and on top of this maintain that equipment
with an outage time of less than 8 hours per year? In the
utility industry the term availability (or unavailability)
is ne"er used in a manner that includes scheduled outages.
Establishment of this type of criteria will have every
reactor in the country shut down.

This same paragraph also requires the SPDS to remain
functional following events expected to occur during the
life of the plant including the operating basis earthquake.
Subsequently in the NUREG it states that the Technical
Support Center and the EOF do not have to meet seismic

-
criteria and yet the SPDS is contained in both of these
facilities. We assume this statement, then, only has
reference to the lDS in the Control Room. Even this
requirment is not justified for low probability events and
could have significant economic impact. Given that theControl Room reactor safety systems are seismically
designed and provide the operator with the essential
information designing the SPOS for a low probability event
which can be backed up by normal plant instrumentation is
not justifiable.

III. Technical Support Center, Section III

1. On Page 9, the last paragraph references the requirements
for LCO's and Technical Specifications. These requirements
are unrealistic based on our comments in Items I.6 and II.2
above.

2. On Page 10, Item B, the third paragraph states that the
location of the Technical Support Center must be within two
minutes comfortable walking time of the Control Room.
First of all, we can see no good justification for the two
minutes time frame. We were told at the Atlanta meeting
that the two minutes was established to limit the total
absence of an individual from the Technical Support Center
to around ten (10) minutes. The ten (10) minute time frame
apparently has no justification either. It is obvious to
us that if key personnel leave the Technical Support Center
to go to the Control Room that someone will be in the
Technical Support Center to take over that individual's
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responsibility. Communications exist betwen the Technical
Support Center and Control Room and the ten minute absence
of any one 'individua1 could not be that critical.

,

For those Technical Support Center facilities that are not
immediately adjacent to the Control Room it is conceivable
that conditions vould or could require the use of;

protective equipment or protective clothing to get from the
Technical Support Center to the Control Room. Hopefully
the two (2) minute time frame does not include the time
that may be required to get into protective clothing or
equipment.

On Page 10, Item C states that requirements for available
staffing on s_hi f t , timing for augmentation and staff
qualifications are under development. Are we to assume
that the guidance we have to date in NUREG 0654 plus the
shift manning letters from Mr. Eisenhut's office are
subject to change? If so, when will these requirements be
published?

3. On Page 11, Item D, the last paragraph sets forth general*

guidance of 1875 square feet for the Technical . Support
Center based on 25 people and 75 square feet per person.
As indicated in our introductory comments our Technical .

Support Center was designed some time ago and construction
is well underway in an attempt to meet the January 1,1981,
commitment date dictated by the TMI-2 Lessons Learned
schedule. Our Technical Support Center was designed on the
basis of 50 square feet per person (assuming a capacity cf
25 people). In reality our emergency response plan is
developed on the basis of ten (10) licensee personnel and
five (5) Nuclear Regulatory Commission personnel for a
total anticipated capacity of fifteen (15) personnel which
would provide 75 square feet per person. It is not
possible for us to recover from our present design to meet
the new criteria of NUREG 0696, and as stated previously we
feel it is unreasonable to impose new criteria at this late
date.

. This same section also requires a separate space be made
i available in the Technical Support Center for private

Nuclear Regulatory Commission consultations. This is
4

again, a new criteria over and above previous guidance
provided by NUREG's 0578 and 0654. It is not clear if this
separate space is_ included in the recommended 1875 square
feet. In response to a question at the Atlanta meeting as
to the possibility of this space being provided outside the'

Technical Support Center the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
panel indicated that it could, provided it was reasonably
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accessible from the Technical Support Center. If a
facility outside of the Technical Support Center is an
acceptable alternative, NUREG 0696 should address the
criteria for such facility in terms of reasonable access

- and habitability requirements. In response to a question
as to the possibility of sharing a private space with the
licensee the Nuclear Regulatory Commission stated this
would be acceptable provided that the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission had priority. The term priority needs some
definition as to resonable priority. Again our Technical
Support Center is designed and near completion and it does
not have specific private space that can be dedicated to
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

4. On Page 12, the last paragrpah under Item F requires
provision for an alternate Technical Support Center and
states that the Technical Support Center plant management
function should be transferred to the Control Room. This
is very specific and leaves very little alternative to
avoid control room congestion which is the last thing we
want during an emergency. This criteria should allow the

-

Technical Support Center support function to be performed
in another area provided the area is habitable and provides
reasonable Control Room access (i.e., a room directly
adjacent to the Control Room). '

5. On Page 12, Item G, the last paragraph requires designated '
phones for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. This is
acceptable provided the number of phones remains
reasonable.

6. On Page 13, Item H, the last paragraph calls for an overall
unavailability of 0.01 and an unavailability of 0.001 for
an individual parameter. This means that an individual
instrument could be out of service for only 8 hours a year.
With daily, we:kly, and monthly surveillance tests that are
required by Technical Specifications this unavailability
goal is unachievable. Based on technicas analysis the
Technical Specifications allow certain systems and J

instruments to be out of service for 24 hours and in some
cases 72 hours or longer. It is unreasonable to expect us
to use plant instrumentation acceptable to meet Technical
Specifications and then impose an unavailability factor
orders of magnitude better than that allowed by Technical
Specifications.

7. On Page 13, Item I requires a complete set of variables
listed in Regulatory Guide 1.97. Regulatory Guide 1.97 was
developed on the basis of Light Water Reactor technology
and no guidance is provided for gas cooled reactors. Many

_
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of the parameters in Regulatory Guide 1.97 can not be
displayed in the Technical Support Center. Items such as

I water chemistry, environmental samples, etc., must be taken
1

and analyzed manually. This information can be transmitted
. - to the Technical Support Center by voice or written

communication, but cannot be displayed as inferred by the
NUREG. This same paragraph states that signals going to
the Technical Support Center can not be processed by the
plant computer. As mentioned previously this is an

i unreasonable requirement that represents a significant
economic impact in that it dictates completely separate
computer systems.

8. On Page 14, Item I, an unavailability of .001 for the
Technical Support Center systems is required. It is not

. clear how this unavailability factor relates to the .01i factor given on Page 13. Regardless of the relationship of
; these factors an unavailability of .001 is not reasonable.
-

9. On Page 14, Item J references ready access to various plant
'

-
documents down to the component level. In the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission review of our actions under NUREG's
0578 and 0654 we received the interpretation that ready
access meant "on site". We are assuming that NUREG 0696
can be similarly interpreted.

; IV. Emeroency Operations Facility, Section IV
i 1. On Page 15, Item A, the second paragraph states that the

EOF shall serve as _the recovery managment center for both
on-site and off-site activities. This statement is too
restrictive. Depending on on-site conditions the Licensee
should be free to designate the Recovery Operations Center
to best accommodate the on-site needs.

2. On Page 15, Item A, the last paragraph referenced Technical
Specificatter' with reference in pa. Lion of the EOF. Our2 -

; comments under Items I.6 and II.2, III.1, and III.6 are
i also applicable to the EOF.'

!a

; 3. On Page 16, Item B, the distances and time frames for !

,

travel between the EOF and the site are given. We were ;informed at the Atlanta meeting that these distances and
i

time frames are approximate and that deviations from these |
numbers would be considered on a case by case basis. For
example,_ our planned EOF is 12 miles from the site.

4 On Page 17, Item D, there is a requirement for a separate
meeting room for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. In '

response to questions at the Atlanta meeting we were

. - - , ,, - .- -- - - - - - - --
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informed that this meeting room could be in a separate
building adjacent or reasonably close to the EOF.

5. On Page 17, Item F, the last paragraph requires HEPA and
- charcoal filters as a minimum. In response to questions at

the Atlanta meeting we were informed that if the licensee
. can demonstrate habitability without the use of HEPA or

charcoal filters that they would not be required.

It was also ' stated at the Atlanta meeting that although it
was not now in the NUREG, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
planned to impose the 100 year flood criteria to the EOF.
We do not feel it is reasonable to apply such a low
probability event to the EOF assuming that the 100 year
flood and an accident would occur simultaneously.

6. On Page 18, first paragraph we question the need for
oermanent radiation monitoring equipment in the EOF. In
our particular case the EOF is outside of EPZ (EPZ of 5
miles) and dosimetry and portable radiation monitors will
be more than adequate. Installation of permanent monitors

-

to read background appears to be unjustified.

7. On Page 18, Item G requires priority access voice
communications between various agencies including the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. To date the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission has assumed the responsibility for
their hot lines. Can we assume the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission will assume the same responsibility for the EOF
hot line?

Communication facilities also require a dedicated phone
line from the EOF to the Control Room as a minimum.
Communications from the EOF to the site are to go through
the Technica Support Center. The need for a dedicated
line is not warranted and direct communications from the
EOF to the Control Room is not wanted.

'

This same paragraph calls for an alternate EOF. We were
informed at the Atlanta meeting that this alternate EOF
need not meet the distance or time frame requirments of the
primary EOF. We received an affirmative response for
designating the corporate headequarters (some 45 miles
away) as a possible alternate EOF.

It is not clear what is intended for the data transmission
link from the alternate EOF to the plant. The NUREG states
a capability to install a data link. We assume this allows
a reasonable time frame for installation and tha; voice
communications are adequate in the interim.

1
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8. On Page 19, Item H requires an unavailability of .001 once
the EOF is activated. Does this mean that an
unavailabirity of more than .001 is acceptable at times
other than activation of the EOF?

It is not clear what is intended by the statement that the
EOF power supply shall be comparable in quality and-

! reliability to the instrumentation they supply. As stated'

previously an instrumentation and power supply system with
an. unavailability of .001 is not achievable. This

! requirement would infer that the EOF would require
, emergency generators, batteries, and inverters. This is

not a reasonable requirement when vital information is
available in the Control Room and the Technical Support4

! Center and can be transmitted to the EOF by voice
communication if necessary.

9. Page 19, Item I, the last paragraph states that all data
transmitted to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission shall be
available for display at the EOF. This infers that the'

Nuclear Data Link (NDL) must be duplicated at the EOF.
There is no requirement in Section V for duplication of

; NDL.

10. Page 20, Item I, the first paragraph requires telecopy
machines compatible with Nuclear Regulatory Commission
machines. Will the Nuclear Regulatory Connission provide
necassary information concerning format compatability?

V. Nuclear Data Link, Section V

1. Page 20, Item B requires data variables of Regulatory Guide
1.97 be transmitted to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
As previously stated Regulatory Guide 1.97 does not address
gas cooled reactors. In addition some of the parameters
listed i l Regulatory Guide 1.97 do not lend themselves to
data tra:tsmission (i .e. , water chemistry, precipitation,
plant. environ radioactivity, radiation exposure rates).

2

4

Regulatory Guide 1.97 is not applicable to Fort St. Vrain.
VI. Schedule

~ A schedule was included separately as a part of the guidance on,

NUREG 0696 implementation. To meet the implementation schedule
setforth we would have to purchase items far in advance of the
proper.ed Nuclear Regulatory Commission review of the conceptual
design. In addition we are being asked to commit large sums of

.

money on systems that may not be compatible with Nuclear
;

Regul: tory Cer.;ssion systems. All of these monies are being
. - committed on systems in which criteria are subject to change,

4
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j and based on NUREG's 0578, 0654, and 0696, changes are very,

: likely. It is not' reasonable to expect the nuclear utilities
; ; to commit these large sums of money to develop systems which

are beyond the state of the art and at the same time accomplish;

this work in the short time frame setforth.-

Very truly yours,-

,

~

h 77 /T,

Don W. Warembourg a
j Manager, Nuclear Production

Fort St. Vrain Nuclear
Generating Station

DWW/alk
*

.

i

.

.

,

'l

I

1

!

4-

5

I
i

.

3

L

.

i

, , , . .. . - . . _ _ _ _ _ . . . _ . _ _ _ . . _ ._. _ _ _ _ . --


