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In the attached mero from Bob Vesburgh, he points out the necessity for i
Safety Analysis' participation in the resolution of site operational pro- '
3 blems suth as those we have recently had at Florida, SMUD and TMI-2. T
: think Bob makes a good point and would appreciacte your alerting Safety .
Analysis to such problems at the earliest possible time. In this way,
they can make an evaluation of any possible safety implications and help
f resolve them at the lcast possible cost and licensing risk.
i
! Thanks,
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THE BABCOCZ & WILCOX COMPANY
POWER GENERATION GRCUP

T

D. H. Roy, Manager, Plant Desipga
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1 concur vith 3cb's findings (attached).
t benefit to our interface managemeat prograa to have froant-loadiag
. participacion ca problems affecting our area.
are leaving ouch of this front-loading to Plant Integratica and also
that such of the inicial persocanel iavelveacut is being dictated, from

1t would cerzainly e a

Yet, 1 know that you

Please advise as to what action you feel is appropriate.
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' ALL OPERATING PLANTS
Subdj. Date
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A sitvation has been developing that I belicve necds escalation by you to Departe
ment Manager level for a policy decision. Several recent site operaticnal problems
have occurred, e.z., FPC = L3P Rod Problem, SMUD - Loss of Si{te Pover to the NNI,
TMI~2, Failure of Anti-Potational Device on Idle Pucp and EMOV Opening on Loss of
X-Cabinet Power. The approach, as 1 perceive it, has been to evaluate vhat vent
vrong, fix it and return to operation. There has been no formal Safety Analysis
involvement i{n any of these evaluations. The lack of our involvemant can have at
least three detreocental conscquences best {llustrated by :hffgollovtng exacples:
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1. Iopact on Contracts Presentlv Under NRC Roview

By the tize SA vas asked to be {nvelved {n the TMI-2 pump incident, the
NRC had done its homework. Without adequate ctize to prepare a positicn 3
on three-pu=p Safety Asalysis evaluation, the indications are that the :
NRC will require such =ore partial pump analysis on CPCO - Mi{dland Docket. E
This may be cost-recoverable for us om Midland, but what about TVA? .

2. act Other Operational Plant

The NRC also intimated, {n the exacple given above, that no 3&W plane R
would be allowed J-pump operation without extensive analysis. Further {t
appears that at least two Tech Spec Sections (3.2.2 and 3.2.3 {a Std. For= b
mat) will need revisions for all 34W plants. } g
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Items 1 and 2 may not have been averted by carly SA involvement, but some mitigacion
of. consequences could have been accomplished 1f prior knowledge and planning had been E
- \ i

3. Impact on Plane Safety and Current SA-N2C Licensing Philosoohy

O W 3 e A Tame -

At the risk of sounding egolomatic, na other Unit has the knowledge to ¥
assess vhether or not a site problea comssituces a safety {ssue and/or !
violation of the Safety Analysis assuzpliivns under which the plant is
licensed. Cxamples of this are:

§ & 41

s’ . @) Opening of CMOV on loss of X-cabinet pover ac ™I-2. If all
operactine planes' ICS are wired vith this logic as vas TMI-2,
then any transient done with loss of offsite power s i{nvalld.
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b) loss of w1 Pover ac S$MUD - das a transient scenario deea

: uncovercd that creaces a vorse overcooling transient of

: moderate 'rcqucncy than (s currently evaluated? Cen the

i Fesults be correlated wich our transient codes? Thera are

\ Bany questions chat need SA actention.

)

8 €) Fatlure of Anti-Rotational Device on TMI-2 = In addition to

. itens 1 and 2, vhat vere oF could be the consequences of

: this on fuel integricy 1f it vas not corrected prior oo pover

3 escalation? Can this oode of operation bde used for thermal

E aix code veriffcation?

)

L The purpose of the exa=ples given in Items 3 are to indicate thate neither Licensing,

; Nuelear Services, Fuels, Control Analysis, ete. are qualified to =ake safery eval-

3 uation judgements. Therefore, there Bust be an automatie sechanise fa-place where

E Safecy Analysis, through its Contraces Group, s brought on board ac the (nittal

. ®tages of any site Problem. Also, {ts (SA) iavolvement ia the Task Force should be

" an automatic function.

9

3 I would appreciace your and D.B. Roy's comments on the above. N
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