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TO: Secretary of the Commission
Attention: Docketing & Service Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Co= mission
Washington, D.C. 20555 '02 " 22 P1 :s.

FRT.: Catherine Quigg, research director
,

Pollution & Environmental Problems, Inc.
P.O. Box 309, Palatine, Illinois 60067 *

RE: NRC PROPOSED RULE ON ENVIRONeirAL QUALIFICATIONS OF ELECTRICAL
EQUIPMENT FOR NUCLEAR PGTER FIANTS, FEDERAL REGISTER JANUARY 20, 1982

The members of Pollution and Environmental Problems, Inc. find n
! - /

justification for the NRC's proposed rule on the environmental qualifications-
,

for electrical equipment for nuclear pcwer plants. We find in this proposed '
;

..

rule another attempt on the part of the NRC to put the public in jeopardy in

order to pacify the nuclear industry. .

The proposed rule delays the present deadline of June 30,1982 for safety

equipment qualification until 1984--with further allowances for extensions.

Given that licensees and the NRC have been aware of these safety qualification

problems since 1(f(8, we object to any extension of the June 30, 1932 deadline.

The NRC is responsible to the public for the safe operation of the nation's

nuclear power plants. There is no way this kuxi of reassurance can be given,

when the NRC fails to properly supervise utilities in the operation of these

facilities and is seen by the public and the utilities as extremely lenient

in its Granting of extensions.

We support, the position of Cc==issioners Bradford and Gilinsky that

the rule should contain requirements for seismic and dynamic considerations.

The importance of seismic qualification was demonstrated recently at the Diablo

Canyon plant. Og5J
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Pollution and Environmental Problems, Inc. further objects to the .

limiting of equipment classified as " electrical equipment important to safety"

to CIASS lE equipment in IEEE national standards and some additional Class 1E

equipment. We believe all safety-related equignent should be required to meet

safety qualifications.

Since the IEE3 standards do not list Class IE ccaponents, we do not

understand how licensees can decide which equipnent falls in this category--and

believe it is a fatal mistake to allow this decision to be made by licensees.

Moreover, we believe that the definition of " safety-related" systems

should be expanded. The Three Mile Island task force reported that non-safety

systems can affect the safety of a nuclear reactor. These non-safety systems

should be identified and environmental qualifications and deadlines for

compliance should be specified to licensees under this rule.

Finally, Pollution and Environmental Proble=s, Inc. submits that the

proposed rule makes a =cekery of lessons learned at Three Mile Island by weak-

ening and delaying safety requirements for equipment designed to mitigate

serious accidents. At a time when the NRC Staff considers fifteen to forty

percent of electtical equipment in nuclear plants vulnerable to failure during

an accident, the propcsed rule threatens the public health and safety.

We strongly urge the NRC to support its own requirement that licensees

be obliged to meet environ = ental qualrications for electrical equipment and

safety-related equircent by June 30, 1932.

Respectfully submitted,
.

^-tA -/
Catherine QuiEE
POLLUIION & EINIRONMENTAL PROBLEM 3,INC.
P.O. Box 309
Palatine, Illinois 60067
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Nuclear Division M | 'Ih-'
P.O. Box 4 7 - ]
Shippingport, PA 15077M)4 -[.2. .:. L March 15, 1982

E P.xiL
.

Mr. Samuel J, Chilk
Secretary of Commission

nuuG-U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission #j ,

PROPM Igg y gj{,87d7
1717 H Street, NW
Room H-1137
Washington, D. C. 20555

Reference: Beaver Valley Power Station, Unit No. 1
Docket No. 50-334, License No. DPR-66
Comments On Proposed Rule." Environmental Qualification
Of Electric Equipment For Nuclear Power Plants"

Dear Mr. Chilk:

Duquesne Light Company has reviewed the proposed rule
" Environmental Qualification Of Electric Equipment For Nuclear Power
Plants" published January 20, 1982 in the Federal Register. The
proposed rule, as discussed under supplementary'information and
written as new Section 50.49 " Environmental Qualification Of. Electric
Equipment For Nuclear Power Plants", is a significant extension to
present regulation and practice containing elements we find
objectionable.

We consider the following items as the major extensions to
present regulation and practice:

1

1. Section [c]
|
| The requirement to identify and qualify the electric

| equipment needed to complete one path of achieving and
.

! maintaining- a cold shutdown condition.

jO 2. Section [d, e]

0 The requirements are for all electric equipment.
|

. .

gpl 3. Section [f] ,'

Sha The.requireme t that analysis in combination with partial ,

test data is only allowed if the purchase. order was
executed' prior to May 23, 1980.

..

,
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Beavor Valley Power Station, Unit No. 1..

Docket No. 50-334, License No. DPR-66'
-

Comments On Proposed Rule " Environmental Qualification Of
Electric Equipment For Nuclear Power Plants"
March 15, 1982

We believe that the above mentioned requirements are too
restrictive when credit is taken for considerations such as the
design and licensing basis of the plant, the architecture of the
plant, the present state of the art, and the effect of environmental

,

stresses on equipment subjected to the mild environment. In
addition,. Environmental Qualification " escalation" and the " time
frame" in which plant was designed should have much more impact upon
how this rule is written.

Our detailed comments are attached. We would be happy to
discuss any questions.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this proposed rule.

Very truly yours,

J.- Care..

Vice President, Nuclear

cc: Mr. D. A. Beckman, Resident Inspector
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ~
Beaver Valley Power Station, Unit No. 1
Shippingport, PA 15077

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
c/o Document Management Branch

; Washington, D. C. 20555
..

i

!

!

{

\
'

.

e

.

e

, __.



- __ .

. . ,
-

.

'

Detailed Cc-ments
,

.

. .

1. Last Sentence of Item [c]: "Also included is equipment needed to
complete one path of achieving and maintaining a cold shutdown con-
dition."

'

This is a very specific requirement, and should be deleted or clarified
to take into account:

4

1. Design and Licensing Basis of Plant
2. The Architecture of the Plant
3. Present State of the Art
4. NRC Branch Tech. Position BTP RSB 5-1

2. Item [d] "The applicant or licensee shall pren:ua a list of all electric
equipment covered by this section and maintal.' :.t in an auditable form.
This list of equipment must as a minimum i clude:"

There is no distinction between equipment loc ited in the harsh and mild
environment. Suggest the second sentence read " Equipment located in
the harsh environment on this list must as a minimum include."

: 3. Item [6] "The Electrical Equipment Qualification Program must include
the following:"

.

.

. There is no distinction between equipment located in the harsh and mild
environment. Suggest the ' sentence read: "The Electrical Equipment

| Qualification Program for equipment located in a harsh environment ~
must include the following:"

4. [F] . [4] , [ii] "By analysis of combination with partial type. test data
which adequately supports the analytical assumptions and conclusions,
if the equipment purchase order was executed prior to May 23, 1980."

This requirement is too restrictive. Analysis in combination with
partial type test data should be a valid method to show qualification
of electrical equipment. Suggest "if the equipment purchase order was
executed prior to May 23, 1980" be deleted from [F] . [4] . [ii] .

5. A definition of terms should be added to 50.49. Some terms to be

| defined are:
I
I 1. Harsh Environment
i 2. Mild Environment

3. Normal Operation - -

4. Abnormal Operation
5. Design Basis Events

1

[
. - - _ . _ . , _ _ . . __ .- . . _ . . . . --- - - _ - - . _ - - . _ _ - - -
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Al.AN ROBERT CLEETON 'v,
MARION WICKERSHAM CLEETON 'i

:i

_

*][ |, - '''AreeM54722 MACKINTOSH STREET -
, ,,y

/ 526-2610FRANKLIN. MASSACHUSETTS 02038 s

Secretary of the Commission Re proposed, ule: C.F.R.
'Att: Docketing and Service Branch 50.49 Envifonment.al Quali-
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission fication~of electrical
Washington, D.C. 20555 equipment for nuclear pow- -

er plants
<ooom '*"''" -5R

Dear Sir: PROP 0gED RULE y
This proposed rule seriously weakens the present Nuclear

Regulatory Commission requirement for environmental qualification of
electrical ~ equipment for nuclear power plants. We are strongly op-
posed to this weakening.

Because of our concern for the health and safety of the people
of this country, we hold that further STRENGTHENING of the environmental
qualification of electrical equipment for nuclear power plants is needed.

The NRC itself has determined that much of the electrical equip-
ment now in place in nuclear plants would be likely to fail in the event
of an accident. We urge you not to pass this proposed rule, which, if
passed, would place millions of persons in jeopardy.

l
|

Respectfully yours,'

|

I s% ,

Intervenors, Pilgrim II
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ISHAM, LINCOLN & BEALE
COUNSELORS AT LAW

ep" p- }} p } *,0d1720 CONNECTICUT AVENU4 N W. * $UITE $40
WASHINGTON. O C 20036

06 T T Uh Lk.18 ONEF TNA O L ZA
i O. OwtLLIAM G. SEALg, 188 5 1923

I
.

TELEX. 2-1298

March 22, 1982

Mr. Samuel J. Chilk y WZily [
Secretary of the Commission . g g m E !.._._

"'

/O.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 > g

#
ATTENTION: Docketing and Service Branch 3

<. /

I ''[RE: Comments on 10 CFR Part 50.49 -
,

Environmental Qualification of Electrical?>. l''

Equipment for Nuclear Power Plant.s7 '''A! /

(47 Fed. Reg. 2876) { , p

Dea'J Mr. Chilk:

This law firm has been requested by Commonwealth ~
Edison Company to submit comments on its behalf on the proposed
rule on " Environmental Qualification of Electric Equipment

for Nglear Power Plants" pr ,lished by the NRC on January 20,
1982.- The proposed rule purports to " codify the Commission's
current requirements for environmental qualification." 47
Fed. Reg. 2877. If this is what the proposed rule actually
did, Commonwealth Edison would have no objection. Over the
past three years Commonwea'th Edison has expended more than
$13 million in attempting to meet current NRC requirements,

,

as reflected in NUREG 0588 and the DOR Guidelines. The'

Company has budgeted a total of $33.5 million to complete
this effort. We believe the NRC Staff will confirm that
Commonwealth Edison has acted diligently, and in good faith.

j g/O But Commonwealth Edison is appalled to find that the pro-
5j posed rule does not codify current requirements. In fact,v

j #//
the NRC apparently contemplates withdrawing current NRC
guidanca documents (the DOR Guidelines and NUREG 0588),

$>D- and substituting a new rule which includes many new require-,

*} ments.
5,

-1/ Commonwealth Edison is also a member of the Nuclear
Utility Group on Equipment Qualification, which is
submitting comments on the proposed rule. We have
reviewed the Group's comments and we agree with them.

,
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1 |
|Mr. Samuel J. Chilk

March 22, 1982
Page Two

Current NRC guidance allows three acceptable levels
of qualification, depending on the age of the plant and
equipment to be evaluated. The three levels are 1) the DOR
Guidelines, 2) NUREG 0588 Category II, and 3 ) NUREG 0588
Category I. The DOR Guidelines provide the most flexibility
in showing qualification acceptability of equipment. Common- e

wealth Edison's operating plants, Zion, Dresden, and Quad
Cities, have been required to meet the -DOR Guidelines.
NUREG 0588 Category II requires equipment to meet IEEE-323-
1971 with some additional irformation on qualified life.
Commonwealth Edison's LaSalle Station, a near-term operating
license facility, was required by the NRC Staf f to meet
NUREG 0588 Category II. NUREG 0588 Category I essentially
requires equipment to meet IEEE-323-1974 and will not
generally accept analysis in lieu of testing unless there
are substantial reasons to do so. This standard was applied
by the NRC only to Commonwealth Edison's Byron and Braidwood
units, which are under construction, and to retesting of
equipment, where necessary, . in Commonwealth Edison's other
plants.,

The proposed rule appears to be based solely on
NUREG 0588 Category I. It does not recognize all the work

~

that has been done by Commonwealth Edison to bring its
operating plants and LaSalle to the standards set ~forth in
the DOR Guidelines and NUREG 0588 Category II. The rule as
presently written would require Zion, Dresden, Quad cities

i and LaSalle to re-evaluate all the equipment previously
' found acceptal le to either the DOR Guidelines or NUREG-0588

Category II. Moreover, as the rule is presently written it
appears any equipment that does not meet NUREG 0588 Category I
must be replaced by the second refueling outage after
March 31, 1982. Sufficient time is not being allowed for
equipment replacement if new standards are going to be -
imposed as indicated in the proposed rule.

Comnonwealth Edison urges the Commission to adopt
an equipment qualification rule similar to that adopted in
the fire protection area, 10 CFR 550.48, which takes into
account the detailed safety reviews which have already been
ccnducted by licensees and the NRC Staff on a facility by
facility basis. While the NRC Staff has not yet formally
documented these reviews in safety evaluation reports for

.. - . - . . .-.. ..-.. - . . .- . _ _ . - - -- - -_
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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk
March 22, 1982
Page Three

,

each licensed facility, this paperwork could be completed in4

a few months. The completed SER's could then be referenced
in the final equipment qualification rule. This procedure
would be infinitely preferable to re-doing all the equipment
qualification work which has already been done, using the
new standards in the proposed rule.

Since the proposed rule does not merely codify
current NRC environmental qualification requirements, it
should have been accompanied by a value-impact statement.
That statement should have honestly cor. fronted the tremendous
waste associated with requalifying plants already qualified
to DOR Guidelines or NUREG 0588, Category II to the standards
set forth in the proposed rule.

Commonwealth Edison has additional, detailed
comments on the text of the proposed rule, which are attached.
However, we want to re-emphasize, in closing, our dismay
that a proposed rule of such importance was presented by the
NRC as something that it is not, and that the NRC appears,

has been done in the last three years.2pl1 the work thatat this late date, to have thrown away

Sincerely,

One of the Attorneys for
Commonwealth Edison Company

2/ We are also upset that the NRC, at the strong urging
' of the Staff, denied Commonwealth Edison's request for

a modest amount of additional time to comment on the
proposed rule. This request was based on the Staff's
six week delay in publishing their proposed revision to
Reg. Guide 1.89, which according to the " Supplementary
Information" accompanying the proposed rule was to be
published " concurrently with the proposed rule," 47
Fed. Reg. 2877. Under the circumstances, the denial of
Commonwealth Edison's request was unfair.

;

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



* /'D Commonwe:lth Edison#*
' l ) ona First National Plata. Chicago, Illinois

( C ] Address R; ply to: Post Office Box 767
(f Chicago, minois 60690

SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO THE NRC
PROPOSED RULE 10 CFR 50.49

1. The proposed rule includes a new requirement, not
included in any of the previous environmental qualification
documents (IEEE 323, DOR Guidelines, or NUREG 0588), which
requires that all electric equipment required to complete
one path of achieving and maintaining a cold shutdown condi-
tion be identified and qualified.

The requirement that each applicant for a license to
operate a nuclear power plant identify and qualify the electric
equipment needed to complete one path of achieving and
maintaining a cold shutdown condition is not consistent with
the licensing basis for the Commonwealth Edison power plants.

Zion, Byron and Braidwood, along with other plants
which employ Westinghouse NSSS, have never committed to
bring the unit into a cold shutdown condition using Class 1E
equipment. The NRC has recently reviewed Byron /Braidwood's
licensing basis, to bring the plant into a safe hot shutdown
condition using only Class 1E equipment, and has accepted
it. If the NRC plans to impose this new requirement in
the proposed rule, a major redesign and equipment change out
would be necessary in order to comply.

Commonwealth Edison believes hot shutdown is a
safe acceptable state for the plant for an extended period
of time. Edison believes if the Staff desire to impose this
requirement it should be imposed at the time a construction
license is issued so that it could be incorporated into the
original design.

2. The proposed rule defines the electric equipment
to be environmentally qualified as that equipment which is
" commonly referred to as Class 1E plus some additional non-
Class 1E equipment and systems whose failure under extreme
environmental conditions could prevent the satisfactory
accomplishment of safety functions by accident mitigating
equipment." An extensive plant analysis of non-Class 1E
equipment would be required to comply with this rule as worded.
The scope of this review for non-Class 1E equipment could be
limited without impacting safety benefits by limiting the
review to non-Class 1E equipment located in a harsh environ-
ment whose failure could prevent the satisfactory accomplish-
ment of safety functions.

t
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3. Item d of the proposed rule states " licensee
shall prepare a list of all electric equipmenc covered by
this section and maintain it in an auditable form. " This
requirement applies to equipment located in harsh environ-
ments as well as mild environments. Commonwealth Edison
agrees with this provision for harta environments, however
Commonwealth Edison feels that listing equipment in mild
environments would be a massive and expensive paperwork
project without a corresponding increase in safety. See
item 10 celow concerning Edison's comments on mild environ-
ments.

4. Item e.2, Humidity- The proposed rule requires
qualification to " time-dependent variations of relative
humidity." Qualification of equipment for humidity is at
best state of the art technology. There are no detailed
standards for how this type of tesuing should be performed.
Until reasonable standards are developed for humidity
consideration and testing, humidity should not be addressed
by the rule.

5. Item e.7, Synergistic Effects. This provision
also imposes a requirement which is not fully understood
by anyone in the NRC Staff or the industry. How will test
reports be reviewed for acceptability when considering
synergistic effects? A qualification test and report done
today would include known synergistic effects, howeve r, the
report may be reviewed in the future when additional syner-
gistic effects are known. Does this invalidate the qualifi-
cation of installed equipment? The NRC ought to focus its
resources and those of the industry on ensuring that equipment
can withstand first-order effects.

6. Item e.8, Margins. The proposed rule requires that
margins be applied to account for production variations and

! inaccuracies in test instruments. These margins must be

( applied in addition to margins applied during the derivation
of the environmental conditions.f

The application of margins in addition to the margin
applied during derivation of the service conditions would be
redundant if the previous margins had been quantified. If
the margin applied during the calculation of specific plant
parameters can be quantified, one should be able to take
credit for this conservatism, along with whatever other
margin exists, to show that an overall adequate level of
margin is provided.

1

-2-
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7. Item f.4.ii states analyses in lieu of testing is
acceptable when the analysis is done in combination with
partial type testing if the equipment was purchased prior to
May 23, 1980. Analysis done in combination with partial
type testing which adequately supports the analytical
assumption and conclusions should not be restricted .o
equipment purchased prior to a set date. All justifiable
methods of showing equipment qualification should be allowed.

8. Item h. "This schedule must establish a soal of
final environmental qualification by the end of the second
refueling outage after March 31, 1982." Edison as.9umes
this means the second refueling outage starting after March 31,
1982.

9. Item j.4 states each licensee must perform an
analysis to insure a plant can be safely operated pending
completion of the environmental qualification of equipment.
One acceptable interim justification is that the equipment
completes its safety function prior to exposure to the
ensuing accident environment and subsequent failure of the
equipment does not degrade any safety function or mislead
the operator. Paragraph "f" indicates each item of electric
equipment must be qualified by some form of testing unless
precluded by physical size or state of the art.

Paragraph f should be modified to inclade the
above acceptable interim position that equipment which
completes its safety function prior to exposure to the
ensuing accident environment is exempt from qualification.
Without this exeniption large numbers of instruments and

|
| isolation valves will have to be replaced without a proven

corresponding increase in safety. Instrumentation and its
associated equipment which sense the initial change in
reactor process variables and initiate a reactor SCRAM
complete their design function in extremely short time
frames. As long as the instrumentation has no long term
accident monitoring function the instrumentation reed only
to be shown to be reliable for normal operating conditions.
Isolation valves which receive the initial closure signal

| upon an appropriate contain ent isolation signal and have no
| long term accident recovery Junction also should not have to
|

be environmentally qualified by test. Therefore exemption
! f rom environmental qualification for equipment which performs
! its function in a short period of t me should be allowed fori

| equipment already installed in the i lants.

-3-

|

|

l
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10. The proposed rule does not reflect any difference
in qualification requirements for equipment located in mild
environments versus equipment located in harsh environments.
Industry experience with equipment located in a mild environ-
ment does not indicate that mild environments lead to common
mode failure of redundant safety-related equipment, there-'

fore mild environment equipment need not be subjected to the
same requirements as equipment located in a harsh environ-
ment. In fact, providing detailed qualification records ou
equipment installed in redundant-single failure proof-
designed systems in mild environment areas where they can be
readily maintained would divert limited resources and
manpower from more important safety issues one of which is
getting qualified equipment installed in harsh environment
areas.

This rule should be limited to that area where it
will potentialif result in a substantial safety improvement.
The rule should address only equipment located in a harsh
e nvironment. Expanding the rule to cover mild environments
does not substantially increase safety, however, it does
substantially increase the paperwork and costs associated
with environme.. ital qualification of equipment.

!

.

k
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PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY " ' ~

2301 M ARKET STREET

P.O. BOX 8699 T2 U.:.R 22 P1 :D
1881 1981 PHILADELPHIA. PA.19101

March 197~1982J,:.1 1
- -'12is 841-4so2

JOHN 5. KEMPER
.c.VIC E-PR ESI D E N T

assescessassee ano massances

Docket Nos. 50-277 .

;50-278
50-352 l

1

50-353

Secretary, of the Ccanmission %
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Conanission

ppg 7g#EDWashington, DC 20555 Ruy ~ s . 1

Attention: Docketing and Services Branch

[r74as
Sudbeet: Consnents on 10CFR50.49; Environmental qualificati l'7 %.

of electric equipenent for nuclear power plants /E,
,3

x

j'-

- fGentlemen: [;
'

1
! .__ -

:

In response to your request for caaments on the proposed ./'
10CFR50.189, we have developed. a number of genen11 and specific f
comumente . ,' [

fIn general, the time requirements stated in Sections
so.49(e)(1) through (4) are inconsistent and should be rewritten
to require equipment to be qualified for the tine it is required
to remain functional. Attached, for your consideration, are our
specific consnents.

WebelievetheNRChassufficientauthorityto"Eempelcom-
pliance with current requirements without a rulemaking. If NRC

| deems codification necessary, it should be deferred pending ,

c.anpletion of related qualification requirements (ie, seismir., "

mechanical equipment, operability). -'

'
Very truly yours, .

.

DSlD .

Sj
Attachment ///

,$DD

aRg,

_ __
_
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#' Philadelphia 21ectric Company
Comments on Proposed Rule locr-'o.49; Environmental

Qualification of Electric Equipment for Nuclear Power Plants*

Sytion 50.49{al states tnat seismic and dynamie quali'ication require-
ments are not included in this section.

However, Section 50.49(g)(4) requires qualification by sequential test.
Without direction on seismic and dynamic requirements sequential tests
cannot be done. Berefore, this rule-making process should be delayed
until such time that the seismic and dynamic qualification requirements
can be included.

.

Section 50.49(c) states that equipment and systems subject to the pro-
visions of this rule include the electric equipment and systems that
are essential to emergency reactor shutdown, containment isolation,
reactor core cooling, and containment and reactor heat removal or
that are otherwise essential in preventing significant release of
radioactive material to the environment.

To date, the only equipment requiring environmental qualification are
those systems and equipment required to mitigate the effects of a loss-
of-coolant-accident or a high energy line break and which are located
in a potentially harsh environment. Since the requirement of this
section seems to be much greater in scope than the previous requirement,
the rule should identify (by system name) those systems which are in-
cluded in this section.

Section 50.49(d) requires a list of all electric equipment covered by^

this section.

Under the definition in Section 50.49(c), this list would be 3 to 5
times greater than the list of equipment presently required under the
scope of I&E Bulletin 79-01B. The equipment necessary to' mitigate a
loss-of-coolant-accident or a high energy line break and located
in a potentially harsh environment should be listed; however, all'other
equipnent should be exempted from this requirement;.

-

Section 50.49(d)(1) and (2) requires certain performance characteristics
(eg; voltage and frequency) be included under the environmental quali-
fication program.

These performance characteristics are not environmental qualification
parameters. These should be considered design verification parameters '
and subjected to standard industry requirements (ie; NEMA, IEEE, IPCEA,
ISA,etc.). Rese performance parameters should be monitored, at scane
predetermined value, during environmental qualification to verify proper
operation. The selected value should be conservative with respect to
that parameter's ability to affect the equipments' safety function ,

performance, however, to require the " range" to be qualified is overly
restrictive, unnecessary, and will have a large cost impact on testing.

1 of 3

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ . _ _ .
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Section 50.49(d)(3) states that " chemicals" are included as an environ-
mental condition.

The term " chemical" is too broad and should either be defined or
specific chemicals named.

Section So.49(d)(3) states that environmental conditicas and the
predicted variations of these conditions with respect to time at the
equipment location must be considered in the qualification program.

" Predicted" dmplies detailed time dependent relationships must be
established. Predicted variations are not necessary if extreme
conditions are identified and used in the qualification program.;

Section 50.49(e)(1) states that the temperature and pressure re-
sulting from the most limiting of the applicable postulated accidents
at the location of the equipment must be used as the basis for the
qualification progr a.

Equipment should be qualified for the temperature and pressure asso-
ciated with the event which the equipment is required to mitigate.
Additionally, this qualification should.only be for the length of
time the equipment is required to operate plus scene reasonable margin.

Some clant locations do not experience a significant change in tem-
perati re or pressure due to any postulated accident, time-dependent
profi*es should not be required for these areas._

Section 50.49(e)(2) states that time-dependent variations in relative
humidity must be considered in the qualification program.

Time-dependent humidity variation effects on electrical equipment are
beyond the state-of-the-art and, therefore, should not be included in
a qualification program. The effects of humidity aging mey be an ap-
propriate subject for research, but certain1v should not be a require-

~

ment for qualification. Only the effects of exposure to humidity above
the condensable levels for long time periods should be included in -

qualification test programs.

Section 50.49(e)(4) requires dose type and dose rate to be addressed
| in a qualification program.

To require " dose and dose rate" for normal operation is overly restric-
tive. High dose rate effects m&y be an appropriate subject for research
but certainly should not be a requirement for qualification. If the
research identifies the need to address dose rate effects beyond a
quantifiable level and for specific types of equipment or materials,
the industry should be required to address this concern, however, the

-lack of low dose rate aging effects has been demonstrated over many
reactor years of consnercial nuclear plant operation. Dose rate quali-
fication for equipment exposed to a 40 year total dose of 1.0E+5 rads

' or less should not be required. Acceptable source terms and equivalent
types should be addressed.

.

2 of 3
-- - _-. _.
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Section 50.49(e)(5) requires equipment '.ualified by test must be aged.

to its installed end-of-life condition.

Pre-aging a dev$ce to its end-of-life condition is a destructive test.
Since Sectica ' 49(g)(4) requires sequential testing, a device cannot
be expected to pass any tests subsequent to end-of-life aging.

Section SC 49(e)(5) requires replacement of equipment at its end-of-
qualified-life unless ongoing qualification of prototype equipment
shows that the item has additional qualified life.

This requirement ic cost prohibitive. Analysis should be-allowed a.s
a method of proving a device has additional qualified life. Equipment
that is maintained on a regular basis or equipment that is not exposed
to a significant environmental change due to a postulated accident
should be excluded from the aging requirement.

Section 50.49(e)(7) requires that synergistic effects be considered
during preconditioning and testing.

This concern slaould be a research subject, not a qualification requize-
ment, unless "known synergistic effects" are published in this rule.

Section 50.49(e)(8) requires margins to be applied to account for pro '
duction variations and test instrument inaccuracies in addition to any
other margins.

This will result in an overly conservative qualification program and
could cause undue additional cost. Margin should be applied to account
for these variables but in a more reasonable manner.

m .

e e
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y. 3 |*-
( U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission

Secretary of the Comission
W h.. _ . ..

,

003 g;.g %r :
. g

;r
gej: Washington, DC 20555

?s
J ;i Attention: Docketing and Service Branch PROF 0$ED RUd

-

U
@ pg gx,e.; e

h.w - 11
po Gentlemen: .

n ;. ,

Q[dS[j~-;. a .

+

SUBJECT: GE C0t91ENTS ON PROPOSED 10CFR50.49
'

-
>

~ :;. f. % 1 .
...

u W' This letter provides coments by the General Electric Company on the Nf
h {y w$'5@M l

-fe
i ti proposed rule for environmental cualification of electrical equipment h-

M Nd. for nuclear power plants as published in' the Federal Register.-
'g D py (Volume 47. No.13) on January 20.1982.jiti.~ : - Mi iR %J j;y]j;g

'

r

' L : ny, ;.4
' ? 9

l .. '+ 4 y*.:- p .y5 . s.g 3
-

>. ., .

.i The requirement :to. consider. environmental effects in' the design of ~ ~4 ,- i ?[ 'i:

h f 9. equipment and systems important to safety has.been a part of.10CFR50
k. .,a p since 1971. Because of this&.it appears that the only purpose of thes.. n m

$' N @P M L.y @ }d,'1
W:" proposed rule is to este.blish, as a regulation, specific qualification

q. Mi program elements and an implementation schedule. This being the case it '

[@f
,

g J,c '., is important that the electric power industry be given an opportunity:to .!
~

; reconcile proposed specific implementation requirements (i.e.,: a ', ee

~ " M?/W C , Revision 1 of Regulatory Guide 1.89) prior to providing our coments on
'

y.i F i the rule. This is important since the real impact of the' proposedNg$
J F f{ W ..} - regulation lies in the application of the implementing Regulatory Guide.hl P,

k d A;ye
We have identified several specific items which are discussed in thea

s attachment. However, without an opportunity to resolve the specifick : Q.g'.
. implementation requirements it is not possible to provide completely;x. g

comprehensive coments on the proposed rule. It is General Electric's
i * -. o ,' .i recomendation therefore, that the coment period be extended to allow
|

resolution of the Regulatory Guide 1.89 Revision 1 coments prior to'

-

closure of the environmental qualification rule coment.'

9 s/O5 ,

/

s. /fy"
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:) Should . , have any questions concerning our coments, please do not j.

rb hesitat a contact Noel Shirley (408-925-1192) of sty staff.
.w s -

'@.

J, x Very t' ; yours,'
. .

e:

di? (:.
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* r

U$.: ' . M '
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Nuclear Safety and Licensing Operation
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ATTAC *ENT

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMMENTS ON PROPOSF.D 10CFR50.49
.

..

1,,

M: 1. The major impact of the imposition of the proposed 10CFR50.49 is
,.: the Staff's implementation of Revision 1 to Regulatory Guide 1.89.

8efore the comment period expires on the proposed 10CFR50.49, the's t

p NRC should be required to resolve industry and ACRS comments on the
propened revision to the implementation Regulatory Guide. Publication$ i

Q of the final rule and removal of the DOR guidelines and MUREG-0588i

must occur concurrently with the issue of Regulatory Guide 1.89,-e

% Revision 1. Othe mise the industry is left with no. official detaileds .c
k'1,g : ;i guidance for electrical equipment qualification. i

9 M. -
gb 'i . 2. Since seismic and dynamic qualifications are an integral!part of ,

L+ , H : kt
,

N: environmental qualification, it:is inappropriate to codify environ- '

Wh > | H -
1. y [i mental qualification and then to codify seismic qualification

'|P i

%
' l'1 E . separately at a later date. Changing seismic qualification requirements
: L after requalification to 50.49 has begun could result in an additional-

Wm[b3 $ . * [;MlE cycle of equipment qualification. The environmental qualification e

N !N.O. a' I .J]
rule, and the seismic and dynamic rule, should be issued simultaneously.;

. 1:y t - >

?

' t i

f 'dE ?;M i environment qualification requirements.fp'M .Z. The proposed rule does'not differentiate between'"mi1d" and " harsh"E ' [
'ig

This is inconsistent with",;b
'''

Li0 - f the proposed revision to Regulatory Guide 1.89. The' rule 'should a '. ; -
1ggs,d[, .}|- be revised to clearly identify sections applicable to harsh environmentIt ;.i.

L

9MO , a 'and add arty' necessary sections to address equipment exposed to a- da
FM'1 Waild environment. ' Harsh and mild should be clearly differentiated " " 'y 1Mt. :1

I iM E)N x

! ; between in the rule. " - 1, y' i
'

yd c Q.Mt - ., . 3

.

.

k
. .

*A
* - -

. .

, & ' The remainder of the rule' uses the phrase " design basis' events."
f* 8 H ); .. For consistency " design basis events" should be used in paragraph

M Q (i
@,t'.̂f I j('(e)(1)ratherthan"postulatedaccidents."* q

'$ ';c. ...
~ ;

,.-

s. <

- . ? ') I.[ . ! ' " S.I Paragraph 50.49e(8) disallows use of margins applied during the
~

( e,-{ derivation of environmental conditions for test margins. If the .q.

margin applied during derivation is quantifiable, and the derivation'

9 ,(- i(|, | [t' t I remains conservative with the margin separated, then this margin, 4

c!!VG W( f'.
.

can be used in place of additional test margin. The paragraphi;

F should be altered accordingly.

6|kEd i
f In Parap:-aph 50.49f(4)(ii) delete ".. .if the equipment purchase'? JM J

OW j order was executed prior to May 23, 1980."'

| | '..

r ' : .s Partial type test and analysis should also be applied to equipment.
'

whose purchase orders were executed after May 23, 1980, specifically,,

so accelerate the simuistion of the post-transient accident profile. .

This is particularly true for line breaks outside containment where
- the evironmental returns substantially to normal within minutes

after the event.
<

1

I
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In addition, it mest be recognized that some materials such a mica
and ceramic do not age significantly pue to temperature and radiation
effects and therefore are appropriate; candidates for a combined
analysis partial type test approach,

- \

7. In Paragraph 50.49j replace " Insert Date" with "90 dqs after
[;: - effective date". This would make paragraph (j) consistent with the
h ., 90. day date noted in the Section on Supplementary Information

~ ~ provided with this proposed regulation. ' '
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Iowa Electric Light and Nwer Company,62 ...S 27- e g-March 17,1982 U -

LDR-82-076 g
L '

j g,, rP

Mr. Samuel C. Chilk
Secretary of the Commission - /p;

o-
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission CG0"Ei fiW5ER %

MOMEED SULE hWashington, DC 20555
ATTENTION: Docketing and Service Branch - - _ .

(11 FR 2%
Gentlemen:

This letter provides comments by Iowa Electric Light and i'ower Company
on the proposed rule for Environmental Qualification of Electric Equipment for
Nuclear Power Plants as published in the Federal Register on January 20, 1982.

It should be stated that for equipment located outside contain .it, the

scope of this rule is limited to equipment essential for operation during and
subject to the effects of a Loss Of Coolant Accident (LOCA) or High Energy Line
Break (HELB). This would provide consistency with the scope of parent regulatory
documents (IE Bulletin 79-Olb, its three supplements, and NUREG-0588). Equipment
essential for operation during accidents other than LOCAs or HELBs are not subject,
to harsn environmental effects and, therefore, do not require the extensive
testing described in this proposed rule to ensure operability.

The effects of time ' dependent variations of relative humidity during
normal operation cannot be considered for all equipment because the phenomenon is
not well understood. The proposed rule should be modified, requiring this to be
considered only in cases where it is known to be a problem, or alternat,ifely*i'th
NRC should provide guidance in how to evaluate.this concern. /f- 4Sy G

Thank you for this opportunity (comment on' the proposed rule. D,

[.m
' s ;;

t.$ Vep 'truly yours, I* iI"A-
g

, * . ~N !r

YI W-

-
__ .s/,

|
'

. j #rJJ.a'r'ry' D? Roo 'Assistant Vice President
/. Ndc' leaf Generation bs/O

! 5 /
LDR/BWR/dmh* .__. j //0-

cc: B. Reid ..$ f ADO'
D. Arnold { 5,, cgt

~ ~ -L. Liu
S. Tuthill
NRC Resident Office

1882 - A CENTURY OF SERVICE 1982 *

General Ofre * In Ikn 331 * Cedar shapids. Imm 3240G * 3191398-4411
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Westinghouse Water Reactor sex 355

Electric Corporation Divisions
PittsburgnPennsylvaru 15230

NS-EPR-2576
March 11,1982

EfE ,

Mr. Samuel J. Chilk
Secretary of the Comission
Docketing and Service Branch 82 99 22 m .15 g;
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
1717 H Street, NW ,

h . ..#' PROPOSED RULE" """"PR>6sWa ing n D.C. 20555'

" ' -

ff %v /
Dear Mr. Chilk:

Westinghouse has reviewed the proposed rule ' Environmental Qualification ' N
7,

of Electric Equipment for Nuclear Power Plants' published in the Federal'

Register on January 20, 1982 and welcomes the opportunity to provide J
comments. The attachment contains detailed coments aimed at improving j
the quality of the rule. However, we have some serious concerns with y'
respect to the rulemaking process and schedules established by the Staff. -

,

,

The proposed rule, together with the recently issued revision to
Regulatory Guide 1.89 ' Environmental Qualification of Electric Equipment
for Nuclear Power Plants,' are designed to supercede the requirements
previously imposed by the Commission's Memorandum and Order (CLI-80-21)
and its endorsement of NUREG-0588 and IE Bulletin 79-01B. In order to
adequately review whether these proposed requirements,f.ulfill the
Comission's intent,'it is essential to review both the proposed
rulen'aking and the draft Regulatory Guide as one package. .,iFfZli ~ .. - -

.

Unfortunately, the draft Guide was not published until Febru
1982. As a consequence we strongly recomend an extension of the .- ~]. . , .

coment period for the proposed rulemaking to April 23, 1982 to make it' , " '' '

consistent with the coment period for the draft regulatory guide.
.

i''

|

T>510

0
.

~

s. AyaN

_ . . . ._ _ . ._ -. . _ . .



b.

s *

A more over-riding concern is with the Commission's proposal to have
, separate rulemaking for environmental a seismic qualification of

electrical equipment. As you know, the subject of test sequence has
been a sensitive issue with' the Commission over recent years. The Staff
endorsr * qualification test sequence which requires aging before
seismic tes.ing, and seismic testing before simulated high energy line .

break testing. Thus, to leave the seismic and dynamic quali'.; cation
rulemaking to some later date raises the potential for complete repeat
testing due to changes in the seismic qualificati:n requirements. Such
an eventuality is unaccep' table and Westinghouse strongly recommends that
the proposed seismic and dynamic qualification rule ~ making be made an
integral part of this rulemaking.

Should you wish to discuss these recommendations or any of the attached
comments, please call me or George Butterworth of my Staff on
412-373-5761.

Very truly yours,

E. P. Rahe, Ma er
Nuclear Safety Department .

.

GB/ keg
Attachment

-
..

:

{

i

I
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Cocnents on Proposed 50.49 ' Environmental

Qualification of Electrical Equipment for Nuclear Power Plants

- Federal Register Vol 47, No.13, January 20, 1982 -

Ger.eral Cotoents

1. The proposed rule has been written, in most instances, to reflect
the requirements for qualification of equipment required to operate
in a hostile environment. There is no consistent recognition of
the less onerous requirements appropriate for qualification of
equipment located in mild environments, as recognized by the NRC's
draft Revision 1 to Regulatory Guide 1.89. Examples of this
concern are identified in the detailed comment section below.

2. On page 2878, column 1, line 21 the NRC claims that the proposed
rule imposes no new costs or obligations on utilities. This
statement is blatantly not true. The increase in scope to include
equipment needed to go to cold shutdown is just one of a number of
new requirements introduced with this proposed rulemaking. Other
new additional items are identified in t.se detailed comment section
below.

3. The proposed rule does not reflect any alleviation in requirements
for plants not originally comitted to Regulatory Guide 1.89. In
this state, it constitutes a major ratchet for these plants.
Westinghouse strongly recommends the incorporation into the
proposed rule of the flexibi.lity recognized in Section D of the
draft Regulatory Guide 1.89 issued for comment.

4. The draft rulemaking does not address the important subject of
replacement parts.

Detailed Coments

p 2877, col 2, line 41 - The statement that the NRC Will generally not
accept analysis in lieu of testing is, we believe, the Staff's position
for equipment required to operate in a hostile environment. This is
confirmed by the subsequent discussion concerning design basis event
conditions. We recommend this sentence be modified to read: 'NRC will
generally not accept analysis in lieu of testing for equipment required
to perform a safety function in a hostile environment.'

p 2877, col 3, line 14 - We presume that IE Bulletin 79-01B and
supplements will also be withdrawn.

50.49, para c - The scope of equipment in paragraph c has been expanded
to include equipment needed to complete one path of achieving and
maintaining a cold shutdown condition while paragraph lb requires each

-

licensee to establish a program for qualifying all equipment in
paragraph c. This is a major new ratchet and is in total corflict to
the position on cold shutdown establ~ished in the Staff's letter to all'

1832Q
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4 licensros dated January 19, 1981. Westinghouse maintains that the scope
of the rulemaking should be limited to equipment required to reach and
maintain safe shutdown following any design basis event, where ' safe
shutdown' is defined by the original license conditions. Should the .

Staff insist on implementing this new requirement we request that the '

Staff follow appropriate regulatory procedures for backfit determination
prior to implementation.

50.49, para d - We note that the Staff now requires the information
identified in d.1 through d.3 for equipment in mild environments. This
is a new requirement for plants not already consnitted to Regulatory
Guide 1.89. -

50.49, section d.1 - The inclusion of structural integrity is
inapp rop rite. Rather, the safety-related performance requirements
should be specified and ultimately demonstrated. Structural integrity
may not be significant with respect to completion of the saf1ty function.

50.49, section d.2 - Change 'can' to 'must' on last line.

50.49, section d.3 - The term 'where applicable' needs to be added after
the list.of environmental parameters to recognize that envi ronmental
parameters such as chemical spray are only applicable to equipment
located inside-containment.

50.49, section e.1 - This section is inconsistent with section g.3. The
licensee should be required to identify the time dependent parameters
for each of the limiting accidents. Section g.3 then permits the
flexibility of encompassing these events, b' ~one single envelope ory
establishing separate test profiles.

50.49, section e.3 - This section should be re-written to require the .

licensee to address the time dependent variation in concentration of any
chemicals used for accident mitigation as part of the qualification
program, including any variations that can be postulated f rom a single
failure in the spray system. The arbitrary requirement to use the most
severe chemical concentration throughout the qualification pmgram is
not appmpriate. * -

'

50.49, section e.5 - (1) This paragraph is inconsistent with the draft
revision to Regulatory Guide 1.89 Section 5.a since it does not
recognize any alleviation in qualification requirements for equipment
located in mild envimnments. (ii) The specific inclusion of aging
requirements for electrumechanical equipment is inappropriate in the
rulemaking. Such details should be included in the revision to
Regulatory Guide 1.89 in conjunction with discussions of other aging
mechanisms. -

50.49, section e.8 - This statement is in direct conflict with the
Staff's response to consnent number 70 contained in Part II of Revision 1 .

to NUREG-0588 where the- Staff recognized the validity of conservatism in
calculation models, under certain circumstances, to account for such

. items as variation in the commercial .pmduct.

1832Q
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50.49, para f - (i) This paragraph should be amended to state 'each item
of electric equipment, as defined by pa ra graph c, must.... (ii) This,

paragraph does not recognize the alleviations permitted in Section 5a of
the revised Regulatory Guide 1.89 for equipment located in mild
en vi ronments.

50.49, p6ra g - (i) This paragraph is written specifically for equip ~ ment
lemployed for hostile envi ronment applications and does not recognize'

alleviations appropriate for equipment located in mild environments.
(ii) Strict application of these requirements will negate testing
al ready completed for earlier plants. The alleviations recognized in
Section D of the draf t revision to Regulato ry Guide 1.89 must be ;

included. |

50.49, section g.4 The requirement to use the same piece of equipment
throughout the test sequence is in conflict with IEEE 323-1974 (Section
6.3.2.(3)), the current and the proposed revision to Regulatory Guide
1.89.

50.49, para h - (1) This paragraph does not exclude equipment located in
mild environments f rom the scope of the evaluation and notification .

which is required to be completed within 90 days of publishing the final
rul e. Inclusion of this scope of equipment for the first time will
require a significant industry effort to assemble the appropriate
documentation, complete the requisite evaluation and establish schedules -

for any equipment not qualified to the Staffs requirements. In which
case, 90 days is totally inadequate for such an effort. (ii) On .line 8
of paragraph h the word ' testing' should be replaced by
' quali fication ' . (iii) Westinghouse endorses the proposed extension of
the deadline for resol ving all is' sues associated with this rulemaking.

cx

- ^ ~

_ _

$

e
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SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & gas COMPANY
post ornce non n.

CotuMe:A, south CAROUNA 29218 'S2 MQ 22 No:15
T. C. NiCHO Ls, J R.

v.cc encsiom ano onove cucunvc
" " " ' ' " " " ' " * " * March 18, 1982 i,

. :. --v. ..

r -

Mr. Ram al J. Chilk
Secretary of the Ccmnission fQU. S. Nuclear Regulatory Ccamission _

. .

-

..,

Washington, D.C. 20555 ES EU Q
~

E i,0/DSED f.'JL.E r

Attn: Docketing and Service Branch {pej pg ,777(o
Subject: Virgil C. Sunner Nuclear Station

Proposed Rulemaking
10 CFR 50.49

Dear Mr. Chilk:

On January 20, 1982, the Ccmnission issued for connent proposed changes to
10 CFR Part 50. South Carolina Electric and Gas Onma_ny herein offers the
attached cxxments to proposed rule 10 CFR 50.49, entitled " Environmental
Qualification of Electric Rpignent for Nuclear Power Plants."

If you have any questions concerning these connents, please let us know.

Very truly yours, [filk
< 3;o

Y/.

7.~
/ m

$-
'

T. C. Nichols, Jr. -,, . ,

||
AJ:'ICN:lkb

m . ,/

Attachment -

'/

cc: V. C. Sunner
G. H. Fischer
H. N. Cyrus O
T. C. Nichols, Jr. N

#
M. B. Whitaker, Jr. /
J. P. O'Reilly / //
H. T. Babb
D. A. Nauman A pp.
C. L. Ligon (NSRC)
W. A. Willians, Jr. $, AN
O. S. Bradham -

J. L. Skolds
J. B. Knotts, Jr.

. R. R. Mahan
.

NPCF
File

- _ .. .. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ .



ATTACHMENTg
~

COMMENTS T0:
PROPOSED RULE*

10CFR50.t.
.

" Environmental Qualification of Electric Equipment for
Nuclear Power Plants"

.

1. Exception is taken to the Regulatory Flexibility Statement, "this
rule codifies existing requirements and imposes no new costs or
obligations on utilities," because of the ambiguity in the proposed rule-
making as outlined in the comments below.

2. The scope of the proposed rule does not clearly identify if the-
requirements pertain to harsh environments, mild environments, or both.
Furthermore, this proposed rule does not define these two terms which were
presented by NRC staff members at the July 7-10, 1981, Bethesda meeting on
equipment qualification. Failure to address these concepts results in
continued confusion over what is specifically being required by this rule-
making.

It is recommended that the p oposed rulemaking be modified to provide
a definition of " harsh" and " mild" environments. The rulemaking should
provide the requirements for qualification of equipment-in each environ- -

mental area and the Regulatory Guide should describe the methods acceptable
to meet these requirements.

3. A conflict exists between the proposed rulemaking.and the Reg. Guide
1.89 revision regarding the allowed methods of qualification, if the
proposed rulemaking applies to niild environment equipment as defined
in the proposed Reg. Guide revision. In the proposed rule, analysis is
allowed to provide for qualification only in specific cases outlined in

-section (f) (4) (i) and (ii); however, the pr.oposed Reg. Guide 1.89
revision allows for any mild environment equipment to be qualified
using partial test data and, analysis as stated in section C.'5.a, page
9. These criteria are in conflict, thus promoting consternation over the
scope of intended equipment to be covered by the proposed rulemaking.

_

i 4. The aging, documentation and submittal of analysis requirements
outlined in the proposed rule, if applied to equipment in a " mild"
environment, would be a very significant change to the requirements
contained in D0R Guidelines and NUREG 0588.

5. The proposed rule does not address the requirements to maintain the
Environmental Qualification over the lifetime of the equipment. This is~
addressed only in the proposed revision to Reg. Guide 1.89. The rule-
making should provide the requirements for maintaining qualification and

| Reg. Guide 1.89 should describe the methods acceptable to meet the
requirements.

. .

6. Exception is taken to the expiration of comments on 3/22/82, since
Regulatory Guide 1.09 was stated to be published for comments concurrent

I with this proposed rule. Since Reg. Guide 1.89 was not published for
comment until late February, it is requested that the expiration of
comments for the proposed rulemaking be extended to that allowed for
the. proposed Reg. Guide 1.89 revision.

1
- _ . _ . . . _ .
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March 19, 1982 g.
.O%D gygg J jf ''

kkt7
Secretary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

-1 ; | , -,

Washington, D. C. 20555 3

(,\ / ~ ,, /
N7

f.Y
'

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch
-\

iDear Sir: !_ _ ,
,

{, - 1
'

/i'

Docket 50-305 '

Operating License DPR-43
Kewaunee Nuclear Power Plant /

Subj ect : Proposed Rule 10 CFR Part 50
I Environmental Qualification of Electric Equipment _

for Nuclear Power Plants

We have reviewed the proposed rule,10 CFR part 50,,, Environmental Qualifi-~

cation of Electric Equipment for Nucledr' P'oweTP1 ants, 'as published in the
Federal Register of January 20,1982 (47- F.R. 2876)'. ' The following comments
are offered for your consideration: -

'N
!

..

Page 2878 states, under Regulatory Flexibility Sta'tement, "This rule
g/D codifies existing requiremcnts and imposes no new costs or obligations

n utilities." We take exception to this statement. The qualificationy

In addi-D efforts underway now are based on NRC interim requirements.
tion, the inclusion of cold shutdown requirement is another major areag: of concern.

^

This proposed rule should recognize the fact that already completed$* at.wa
qualification evaluations done in accordance with existing criteria
satisfies this rule. The new rule significantly changes requirements "

for documentation,~ temperature and pressure profiles, aging and
margin. This is especially true for those operating plants which are

Tne new rule, as written,now required to meet only the DOR Guidelines.
would mandate the requalification or replacement of a significantamount

-

of equipment previously qualified to NRC imposed requirements.

-- . _ _ .
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A new issue introduced in the proposed rule is the requirement to

qualify " equipment needed to complete one path of achieving and .

maintaining a cold shutdown condition." This is a significant
issue as it proposed to modify the licensing basis for Kewaanee

'

Nuclear Power Plant and other operating plants.

The proposed position on cold shutdown is contrary to the NRC position
delineated in a January 19, 1981, letter from Darrell Eisenhut to All
Licensees of Operating Plants and Applicants for Operating Licenses and
Holders of Construction Permits. The referenced letter states, in

relevant part, " Plants licensed to a hot safe shutdown condition are
only required . to qualify the equipment necessary to achieve a. .

hot shutdown . ." A daange as proposed in the rule, at this. .

advanced state of the industry's qualification effort, most certainly
introduces significant new costs and obligations with no demonstrated
improvement to safety.

We suggest a cost / benefit analysis be performed and that the many specific
comments such as delineated in the atthchment be resolved prior to issuance

of the rule in final form.

We will gladly discuss any questions you may have concerning this subject.

Very truly yours, ,

s
*

* d,
E. R. Mathews, Senior Vice President
Power Supply and Engineering

jac

Enclosure
. - .

cc - Mr. Robert Nelson, NRC Resident Inspector
RR #1, Box 999, Kewaunee, WI 54216.

)

,

!

. .
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ENCLOSURE: Spncific Comm:nta
s! ",

Item 1,

Page 2878, paragraph 50.49 (c), last sentence, "Also included is equipment
needed to complete one path of achieving and maintaining a cold shut down
condition."

COMME.IT: As stated in the cover letter, this sentence should be deleted.

Item 2

Page 2878, paragraph 50.49 (d)(1) . -

COMMENT: This rule pertains to environmental quaIlification, not " structural
integrity requirements." This implys seismic and dynamic considerations
which were "not included" per section (a). Loss of structural integrity
is relevant only if it impacts performance characteristics and would be
accordingly resolved through environmental qualification. We recommend the
" structural integrity requirements" be deleted.

Item 3

Page 2878, paragraph 50.49 (d)(3).

COMMENT: Add the words " harsh" between "the" and " environmental conditions."
Existing surveillance and maintenance practices provide adequate assurance
that mild (non-harsh) environment located equipment will perform its intended
safety function when required. Therefore harsh only need be addressed here.

.

Item 4

l' age 2878, paragraph 50.49 (e)(2) .

CCMMENT: Humidity is traditionally considered in qualification testing by
aging and type testing under high relative humidity to maximize any of its
potential degrading effects. However, there is 'no known. theory that can
translate any observed effects to a true end-of-life condition at a quantified
age. Since no valid method for accelerating the effects of humidity in any
quantifiable way has been developed, it is especially unrealistic to require
addressing time dependent variations of relative humidity. On the other hand,

wet and dry conditions have been shown to cause degradation in some insulating -
materials, e.g., cable insulation, but tests for the susceptibility of insulations
are short-time proof tests rather than accelerated aging tests. It is suggested
that the time variations in humidity be addressed in the proposed rule in the
same manner as synergisms (see section (e)(7)), since the state-of-the-art in
both areas is at a similar stage of ' infancy.

The section should read " Humidity during normal operation and design basis
events must be considered. The effects of time-dependent variations of .

relative humidity must be considered when these effects are known to have a
significant effect on equipment performance."

,

.

- , - . -- - - , - , -. . . . - -
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Item 5 s-

N-.
'Page 2878, paragraph 50.49 (e)(5).

COMMENT: This sentence implies thet " ongoing qualification of prototype
equipment naturally aged in plant service" is the only acceptable mea'ns to -
show that an installed item has additional qualified life beyond that'
originally established. Actually, other means could be equally effective.
For example, if measurements of actual ambient temperature at the equipment
location during plant operation indicates an average temperature less than
that assumed as a basis for age preconditioning in the original qualification
tests, the preconditioning duration can be reinterpreted to yield an
equivalent aged life greater than the original. Thus, the wording of.the
rule should be altered to reflect a broader range of acceptable options for
extending qualified life.

The sentence should read "The equipment must be replaced at the end of its
originally established qualified life unless new information based on testing
or actual plant conditions is provided to demonstrate additional qualified
life."

Item 6,
.

Page 2878, paragraph 50.49 (e)(7).

COMMENT: As synergistic effects are identified through research, they could
be accounted for via additional margin during-testing procedures. This
paragraph should be deleted. .

Item 7 .

Page 2879, paragraph 50.49 (j)(1).

COMMENT: The requirement for satisfaction of the single failura criterion for
,

justification for continued operation (JCO) is overly, restrictive. If the
alternative equipment referred to in this section did satisfy the single-failure'

criterion, then no JC0 would be needed, because redundancy would exist to
perform the required safety function. .It is precisely because satisfaction

| of the single-failure criterion is in question because of incomplete
qualification information that a JC0 is needed. The JC0 may include designation
of alternative equipment that is qualified, but not necessarily single failure-
proof. For example, if the containment isolation valves inside containmen.t'
are not fully qualified, the JC0 may designate the isolation valvet outside
containment to accomplish the safety function. These' valves do not fail as a
result of a harsh environmer.t inside' containment. The outside containment
valves provide an alternative method of accomplishing containment i, solation
but, presuming failure of the inside valves, are not redundant. Items 1 through

! 5 provide sufficient assurance of continued safe operation during short-term -

interim operation even with the change recommended below.

Delete the words "and satisfies the single failure criterion."

|

;

I

f
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Proposed Rule: 10 C.F.R. 50.49 re: ) ,",t-""^ ^

Environmental Qualification of Electrical )
Equipment for Nuclear Power Plants, )
47 Fed. Reg. 2876 (Jan. 20, 1982) ) 2.7

e a""PR * m %,,o,aoe g ie7
COMMENTSBYTHENEWENGLANDCOALITIONONNUCLEARDOLLUTIbN'

|| ,.
_
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m s
'

The New England Coalition on Nuclear Pollution has studied the proposed ;

'

rule which purports to " clarify and strengthen" the criteria for environmental '

qualification of electrical equipment and to " codify the environmental qualifi-
'

cation methods and clarify the Commission's requirements in this area".
,

As an intervenor in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission process for review of

Operating License and Construction Permits for several New England nuclear plants,

and as full party also to generic rulemakings and court challenges on various

nuclear safety issues, the New England Coalition has knop for.several years in

some detail the meaning and importance of environmental qualification. NECNP

is , therefore, surprised at the statements in Supplemental' Infor.
----

Imati,on,igthey

Federal Register notice of 1/20/82, made in such bland language , ',' 'we'1}ef eve,;I
g ,,w...

_

.. aa I

as to becioud theintenseurgencyofthesituationwhichexistsw'ith"N$ardt'o '

:. r. r :0 |.

'nuclear plant safety vis A vis the ability of critical systems and comp.onpt.q ,po,
3 . . .. }y0'.

withstand the insults of temperature and pressure, humidity, chemical..,... -- , radiation,s
- ,, p J.-,

.

and aging, singly or in combination, and still retain the-abillEy to
~~

functionasrequircdtoprotectthepublicinths~evenfif[a'iicvereaccident.
- 1

. . . . . .

As we read on, we discover that not only is;a een'se of urgency not apparent ,
would -

~

but, we must conclude, the proposed rule / relax, not strengthen, the criteria and

__ _ _
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allow substantial delays in utility development of programs for qualification,

rather than require concerted and imminent action to correct the deficiencies
serious

in this most/ area of nuclear plant safety.

We believe that the Commission's directive, issued after two years of efforts
.

to get licensees to comply with its request to implement environmental
.

qualification at the plants,

that the DOR Guidelines and NUREG-1588 form the basis for the
requirements licensees and applicants must meet until the
rulemaking has been completed 3

;

and the Commission's Memorandum and Order CLI-80-21 which directed that
f the environmental qualification of electric equipment in operating'

! nuclear power plants be completed by June 30, 1982 3

should be left in place, as the problems have been known since 1978.

We disagree with reduction of the scope of the rule which, as proposed,
:

"does not include all electrical equ'pment important to safety in its variousi

! -

--

i gradations of importance". Safety equipment is safety equipment,and several

f nuclear plant accidents have pointed up all too clearly that the unexpected is
,

sure to happen at the least desirable moment.; rand not in a prescribed course.i

If'th,e. proposed extended deadline for compliance wsre'adepteds (the "second
.

refueling outage after March 31, 1982"), and some electric equipment important

to safety left out of review,'then the New England Coalition would have to con-
I
|

clude that the result would be a decrease in protection of the public. -

| by

|
Examples of understanding /rdcognized federal agencies or committees of se'rious

nbelear safety problems are several ..One will suffice here.
!

|
! The report of the Reactor Safety Research Review Group, chaired by Norman ,

; ..

C. Rasmussen and Herbert J. C. Kouts, submitted in September 1981 to the
,

i.
President's Nuclear Safety Oversight Committee, Governor Bruce Babbitt, Chairman,

referred at several points to the need for safety systems to work as planned to

mitigate the consequences of a serious nu'elear accident. We cite three.
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A. Internal Initiators
The main cooling system of a light water reactor (LWR) contains .

water at high temperature and pressure. If the pressure system
boundary should leak or fail, water and steam would be rapidly '

ejected and a loss-of-coolant accident would be initiated. The -
.

outcome of such an' event would depend upon the effectiveness of
'

the emergency safety features of the plant on coping with the event.
,

( Page I-1. Emphasis added.)
-

e
,

C. Decay Heat Re'moval Systems
Following shutdown of a nuclear plant, the radioactivity in the
core continues to generate substantial amounts of heat. To prevent ~

*fuel damage, this heat must be removed. The decay heat removal
' isystem has'this function. Risk analysis indicates that potential -

failure of this system is an important contributor to the overall i

risk. (Page II-3. Emphasis added.)

A. The Fuel Damage Process
'

... Serious failures of the cooling system could result in various
degrees of overheating that would lead to gross cladding failure
and eventually te deterioration and melting of the fuel itself.

The possibility of damage ,to the fuel is a major safety issue...
...(A)ny large release of ... fission products would be preceded by
serious damage to the fuel. (Page III-1) .

.

It is obvious that failure of safety systems -san . . be ~ caused by failure of -

electrical equipment to withstand the multiple insults of an accident environ-

ment and that such failure would jeopardize the health,,and safety of the public.
,

'If not, there would be no rulemaking. However, when an NRC Staff report shows that

80% of nuclear plan't electricalsequipment readins unqualified, with from 15 to 40%
the

of that expected to fail and needing ' replacement,/ rational for delay in implementing
even minimum safety requirements utterly escapes us. We doubt any can ex.ist.

A fatal flaw in the proposed rule is the removal of Staff supervision or

plant safety analysis, instead allowing the utilities to make their own judg-
'

ments as to what is safe or safe enough re. environmental qualification.
. .

Perhaps the most telling sentence in the proposed rule is found in the
~

n

Regulatory Flehibility Statement:

...(T)his rule... imposes no new costs or obligations on utilities.
, would
We believe that it goes much farther than that and/ seriously reduce. even those

s

- - - - - - - - , - - - - - - - _ - . _ , - - - , - . . _ _ _ . , __ ,.
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safety gains (inadequate though they are) which the Commission has been able

to achieve to date in the area of environmental qualification.

The New England Coalition would oppose any loophole in the proposed rule

which would allow an applicant for operating license to avoid physical

testing to prove environmental qualification of safety equipment, knowing,as

'it would have for several years,that such testing was a requirement. .

We urge the Commission not to adopt the proposed rule and thereby retreat

from its . firm safety stance on environmental qualification. We urge the Commis -

sion instead to maintain and continue the essential- process toward greater

safety, to remember the lessons which came out of the accident at Three Mile

Island Unit II (now but days from the third anniversary of its beginning) which

produced enhanced, and badly needed, awareness of this and many other serious

outstanding safety issues._ In. view of the known deficiencies in existing

equipment, and the mandate of the Atomic Energy Act to provide " reasonable

ausurance of safety", the Commission can do no less.

Respectfully submitted,
swo L.*

- . - -

Inf ^ ><~
.

Diana P. Sidebotham
President
New England Coalition
on Nuclear Pollution, Inc.

Box 637
Erattleboro, Vermont 05301-

.

March 19, 1982

.

.
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S2 UT'R 22 D3 Q-Proposed Rules 10 CFR Part 50 ) %-
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Environmental Qualification of) . .. I - -

Electrical Equipment for ) im - j f^ c ? - Oh'
Nuclear Power Plants ) - ~'

4 7 F.R. 2867 ) 8
3

% RULEl R-Sc
'

January 20, 1982 )

e77hCOMMENTS BY FLORIDIANS UNITED FOR SAFE ENERGY

INTRODUCTION

On January 20, 1982, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

published a proposed rule at 47 F.R. 2876. The proposed rule is

intended to codify and clarify the Commission's requirements in

the area of environmental qualification for electrical equipment.

Electrical equipment requiring environmental. qualification

is safety grade equipment neede'd to mitigate the effects of

potentially catastrophic nuclear reactor accidents. Environmental

qualification signifies that the equipment has been designed and

tested to withstand and function in the hostile environment of a

nuclear reactor accident. ~~^ '

I. The Proposed Rule Diminishes Public Safety.

05/O
Thecommercialnuclearreactor-industk...._.rept'esent Q e 5 /

i//-es:m w ,

greatest physical threat, totheAmericanjpdbple,7:df f''cfviliad
i .:::,- . . '' 'U kma _ ADD,~ ^ " *

industries. The singular, worst possible acciddnbri6 a co melt,
.

which will conceivably result in the.clea $56"usands f
-

l'''~~ -.~., ch o ,n ,,,,g, ,. | . .

Americans. Instead of aggressively pursdihgethetsafest po'ssible- -

uw % , i.. .

operation of nuclear reactors, thq 'NRC'i's' abarid6ning ,its ' safety
_ ~

-

practices and abandoning the Ameri6ah"peop10,,' - f* - - ~ ~ . _ , , "
'''' * %.,,

, - . . ,
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The proposed rule adds an additional two years to the

time period in which environmentally qualified electrical

equipment.would not be required in operating nuclear power plants.

The proposed rule also allows indefinite extensions of this time

- period to utilities that are not in compliance with 10 CFR Part .

50.49.

Th NRC is also abandoning its practice of requiring

environmental qualification of all safety grade electrical /

)
equipment. The proposed rule proffers " gradations of itvortance

to safety", a confusing and hitherto unknown category of

electrical equipment. This proposed rule can only lead to

vrangling between the NRC and the utilities, differences of

interpretation, delays in implementation, and obfuscation of the

clear directives of CLI-80-21.,

The proposed rule creates an absurd situation where }
" technical judgement" for compliance with environmental

qualification is'-taken from the NRC Staff and given to the
utilities. This proposal is akin to allowing the . batters in :

baseball games the opportunity.to call their own balls anil strikes.
j

\

II. The Proposed Rule Diminishes the Public's Confidence

in the NRC.

The NRC has come under close scrutiny since the accident

that destroyed the reactor at Three Mile Island. The Kemeny

Commission Report and the NRC's own Rogovin Report severely .

criticize the poor management and poor safety practices utilized
'' by the NRC. The criticisms of unacceptable practices appear not

I

l

!
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oniy to be accurate, but also to be precursors of worse things

to come.
.

The proposed rule strikes at the very heart of the NRC's
,

1

Congressional mandate to assure the safety of the American public.

III. The proposed Rule Exacerbates Other Technical Failures.

There is growing evidence that reactor safety is being

greatly reduced by the deterioration of safety grade components

in operating reactors. Steam generator' failures are commonplace

in the industry with Surry, Turkey point, palisades, San Onofre,

Ginna, and Three Mile Island-1 being the first of many reactors

to feel detrimental effects. Another technical failure is the .
,

premature embrittlement of the reactor pressure vessel.

Embrittlement occurs as the neutron bombardment from the core

causes deterioration of the reactor pressure vessel walls. The i
!

walls no longer have the abil'ity to quickly. distribute changes |

of temperature. During accident modes, the reactor vessel is in

danger of cracking if coolant water drops the inside temperature
"' '

too quickly.

The combination of steam generator failure, embrittlement,

and environmentally unreliable safety grade electrical equipment

create a situation whereby nuclear reactors present a greater,

danger to the American people, than has ever occured at any

time in history.

. .

'
CONCLUSION

Floridians United for Safe Energy urge the Commission to

,

i
I

|
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reject the proposed rule and aggreasively pursue the safety

practices set forth in CLI-80-21. Adoption of the proposed rule

decreases reactor safety and diminishes the Nuclear Regulatory

Commission's ability to assure the public's safety.

.

Respecfully submitted,

)
I- egp

.
v

Dated: March 19, 1982 Mark P. Oncavage
President,

Miami, Florida Floridians United for
Safe Energy
12200 S.W. 110th Avenue
Miami, Florida 33176
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

l? ," .:p n;
In re: Proposed Rule, 10 C. F. R. 50.49
(Environmental Qualification of Electric ' "e ,

Equipment for Nuclear Power Plants, ak g,r
47 Fed. Reg. 2876, Jan. 20, 1982) g',' -

7 , ~\
;'

.

COMMENTS BY JOHN F. DOHERTY, J. D. , OF HOUSTON, TEXAS '

f

On January 20, 1982, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

published in the Federal Register (47 Fed. Reg. 2876), "to

clarify and strengthen" the Commission criteria for environ-

mental qualification of electrical equipment in nuclear

power plants. John F. Doherty, J. D., of 4327 Alconbury '

Lane, Houston, Texas 77021 now offers the below comments

on the proposed rule.

First, the proposed rule represents a retreat to

pre-TMI-2 attitudes with regard to regulation. It indulges

the utilities in grantin6 them far more time than necessary

to bring their plants, which are a source of danger to ,u_s,

uo to the requirments of 10 CFR. App. A, General Design Cr3-

teria 4.

The firmness of the Commission's order (CLI 80-21, 11
9

NRC 707, 1980) has been effectively scuttled i;r the proposed
9510rule, reflecting the changed membe,rs of the Commission since 5

'
the arrival of the big business favoring Re4.gan administration.

A P3'-There are two conclusions to be drawn from the proposed rule J
by comparing it to the earlier CLI-80-21: Public Safety is 5-

a political matter, and this means that as in prior to TMI-2,

and the Browns Ferry fire of 1975, the mice are being trusted

once more to guard the cheese.
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Section 50.49(h) as proposed gives utilities until $

the second refuelinc .; age after March 31, 1982 to com- E
n

plete environmental qualification plus, section 50.49(h), !
;

(i), and (j) make provision for even more time. One can '.
.

only conclude the NRC is scared to require a shutdown.of

a plant to get the environmental qualification done. p

These sections should have fines established for each [
day beyond a fixed deadline, with shutdown after an !

t
ultimate date. So long as the Commission will not shut [

n

j&
down, the utilities won't conform. The current rule is

an unmistakable signal to the utilities that, "We're E
se

afraid of you." The proposed rule is toothless: the
.

plants will remain with environmentally unqualified

equipment indefinitely. The Proposed Rule needs a sec- f

tion that states under no circumstances will a plant
h

be permitted to operate if by a definite date all equip- 25

ment is not environmentally qualified. That would be one b
:

tooth. 5

The Commission has alrea$y been laughed at by the
E

utilities, as is shown in CLI 80-21 (suora.)at 712, which jj
states: "The history of the qualification issue since our b

E
April 13, 1978 order indicates that some licenses (sic) [

t
have ignored the responsibility we emphasized in our orig- Et

inal order. Further prodding through the Inspection and -

Enforcement Division to get the utilities to tell the NRC :

what equipment was or was not qualified failed. (CLI 80-21,

(suora.) at 713) This history is absolutely embarassing

in its disregard of a government regulatory body.
..

=
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The proposed rule should be stripped of the ex- ^

ceptional case power at the end of proposed 10 CFR 50.49(h). !
4And in line with this, 10 CFR 50.49 (1) should be worded to I

.

%require notification of any qualification problem by a f
ifixed date, rather than retain the "when it is discovered" :

language it now contains.

It is alarming the Commission has established a new R

$class of equipment which need not be environmentally qual- y
ified because it lacks the necessary " gradation" of impor- 4

p
%tance. The new class is another loop-hole through which E
E

utilities will evade environmental qualification. Just h
how hard will it be to get certain items-of equipment f
declared not important enough.-to require environmental .'

qualification because although important to safety it
,

does not reach a necessary gradation of safety someone
;

had in mind?
.

:The proposed rule generates no confidence in me for i

the Commission. It is an escape from the responsibility 5
of confrontation of those ignoring the Commission and the

{
public good. ,The rule is hence irresponsible.

{
f

Respectfully, ;.~.

John F. Doherty, J.D. !!
r
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PPaL Pennsylvania Pow;r & Light Company
Two North Ninth Street * Allentown, PA 18101 * 215 |i/(>5151

'82 tM 22 P 123
Norman W. Curtis M
Vice President-Engineering & Construction-Nuclear w ,

215 / 770-5381 (;C..' b i.
P.13. V

March 19, 1982

Secretary of the Commission 00GM I ~

"Attention: Docketing and Service Branch ggo F,U
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission j h 01g%
Washington, D.C. 20555

SUSQUEHANNA STEAM ELECTRIC STATION
COMMENTS ON' PROPOSED RULE 10 CFR PART 50.49
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION OF ELECTRICAL
EQUIPMENT FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS e,;,

Docket N Y'p0"3870f f(bER 100450 FILE 841-9 s.
t 50-388 -

PLA-1040
s/ ,

'
'i

Dear Sir: - -! !

[. - , ,9? w
This letter is in response to a Federal Register Notice published Wednesday, e
January 20, 1982, requesting comments on proposed rule 10 CFR Pert 50.49 p
entitled Environmental Qualification of Electric Equipment for Nuclear.. -;i ?

Power Plants. '

{ f_

| Specific comments to the proposed rule are listed below.~ These comments
address specific sections of the proposed rule and are gumbered the same as
the section addressed.

. . .. -
--

d(l) Thissectionisunclear;aswrittenitspecificallyexcludesselsmicand }a

l dynamic requirements. The section speaks of structural integrity but .
'

( it is not clear if this is limited to the integrity of the pressure

| boundary. Is this requirement limited to " structural integrity" or is
the wording synonymous with " performance of safety function".

e(l) The use of the time-dependent emperature and pressure at the location
of the equipment as the basis 'or the environmental qualification should
not be required if that piece of equipment is not required to perform
its intended safety function under those conditions.

| '

| e(5) The lest sentence of this section is too restrictive as it only permits
one cot rs. of action. This statement also suggests that the Arrhenius -

T> N - Method is no longer endorsed by the NRC.
'

O
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SSES PLA-1040March 19, 1982 Page 2 -

' ER 100450 File 841-9*

Secretary of the Commission*

!

.

e(7) This section requires that preconditioning and testing consider "known,

synergistic effects" when these effects are known to have a significant
i effect on equipment performance. As written, this section implies that

these effects have been identified and demonstrated and that the industry'

is aware of them.
.

g(2)i The option presented in this paragraph is excessive in its limitations.
The envelope should not be that which results from any design basis
event during any mode of operation but rather the envelope that results
during any mode of operation during which the subject equipment must
perform its safety function.

,

f(4)ii The wording of this section is unclear. Is a purchase order revision>

made after May 23, 1980 considered the same as a purchase order placed
after May 23, 1980.

j(1) The phrase "and satisfies the single failure criterion" is unclear as
used in this section. Also, define the term " adequately qualified". *

An effective review of this rule is dependent upon a concurrent review of
; revised Regulatory Guide 1.89. Late publication of the rev.ised regulatory
' guide has had an impact on our review. It is, therefore, suggested that any

actions taken on this rule be delayed until comments are received on the
revised regulatory guide.

;
*

Very truly yours,
,

/'

$

du3 '

N. W. Curtis
"" -Vice President-Engineering & Construction-Nuclear

WWW/mks

{
.

e

O *

!

|

|
t

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


