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The ACRS Subcommittee on the Program for Qualification of Safety-

Related Equipment met on May 5, 1982, at 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the final version of the proposed Rule
10 CFR 50.45, "Environmental Qualification of Safety-Related Electric Equipment
for Nuclear Power Plants." A copy ¢f the notice for this meeting is included as
Attachment A. A list of attendees is included as Attachment B. The schedule
for this meeting is included as Attachment C, and the handouts for this meeting
are included in the ACRS Files. Selected portions of the handouts are included
as Atta~hment D. The meeting was begun at 8:30 a.m., with a short executive
session in wh ch Mr. Ray, the Subcommittee Chairman, summarized the objectives
of the meeting. The meeting was adjourned on May 5, 1982 at 5:00 p.m. Al
portions of this discussion were held in open session.

The ACRS members present were J. J. Ray (Chairman), J. Ebersole, and M. Bender.
ACRS consultants present were P. Davis and W. Lipinski. The principal NRC
Staff present were S. Aggarwal, W. Johnston, R. Mattson, and D. Sullivan.
Members of Industry who expressed their views were W. Steigelmann of Synergic
Resources Corporation, P. Holzman representing the Utility Group on Equipment
Qualification, N. Shirley of General Electric, A. Roby of the Atomic Industrial
Forum, and R. Reeves of the Tennessee Valley Authority. The KRC Designated
Federal Employee was Dr. R. Savio, ACRS. Other members of the ACRS Staff
included A. Cappucci.

INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT

Mr. Jeremiah Ray, Subcommittee Chairman, introduced the members of the Sub-
committee and stated the purpose of the meeting. He pointed out that the
meeting was being conducted in accordance with the provisfons of the Federal
Advisory Committee Act and the Government in the Sunshine Act.

Mr. Ray recognized the hand delivery of written comments on the Rule from
Ebasco Services and entered them into the record.

' , Certified By ?ﬁ-g-,_______
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INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT (CONT'D)

The Subcommittee Chairman also made it clear to the NRC Staff that he expected
them to address the ACRS concerns expressed at the July 22, 1981 Electrical
Systems Subcommittee meeting and the subsequent full Committee meeting in
August 1981. At that time he introduced Mr. Satish Aggarwal of the Office

of Nuclear Regulatory Research.

BACKGROUND FOR FINAL RULE DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Aggarwal stated that the proposed Rule presented to the Electrical
Systems Subcommittee contained seismic and dynamic qualification. It also
included all equipment important to safety. Upon presentation to the full
Committee in August 1981, the Staff redefined the scope ot the Rule, limit-
ing application to essentially Class 1E equipment. Mr. Aggarwal ex-
plained why the NRC Staff deleted seismic and dynamic qualification from
the final Rule. He stated that value impact had not been developed for
seismic and dynamic qualification. This issue would be addressed through
an advanced notice of rulemaking which would allow the NRC Staff to de-
velop a good value impact statement. This alternative plus others were
presented to the Commissioners in November 1381 which included all equip-
ment qualification for NTOLs, equipment qualification for all plants, in-
cluding operating plants, and the submission of a qualification schedule.

Mr. Aggarwal stated that he believed that the NRC Staff would not require
single prototype sequence testing (seismic and environmental) in the
future, demonstrate only that the electrical equipment can withstand
seismic qualification requirements. Mr. Ebersole suggested multiple
prototypes with individual mechanical tests (seismic and environmental)
after aging. Mr. Bender expressed concern that this might be left to
interpretation by the 1icensee. For example, some licencees could age
their equipment and then perform tests, while others might perform
analysis because of the event not being reproducible by sequential
testing. Mr. Aggarwal explained that there were four acceptable quali-
fication methods involving this and would go through them later in the
presentation.
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hr. Ray expressed concern that the industry is still vulnerable to an ex-
pensive replacement program by issuing two rules (seismic and environmental).
Mr. Aggarwal indicated that the seismic and dynamic qualification rule

under development would be of a confirmatory nature. It would not require
any more than what is required by the present regulations.

Mr. Bender questioned the NRC Staff as to the number of plants which could

be affected by this rule considering the extent of "grandfathering” involved.
They indicated that operating plants whose equipment qualification program has
started 90 days after the issuance of the Rule would not be required to re-
qualify their equipment. Qualification by analysis would be acceptable on
these plants, but would not be acceptable in the future.

R. Mattscn presented a rationale for eliminating equipment qualification

of cold shutdown equipment from the Rule as was required by the Commissioners.
He indicated that equipment qualification should not drive decay heat removal
reliability. He said that qualification of this equipment would be part of
the Staff's evaluations for overall decay heat removal availability.

Ac part of his presentation (see Attachment D1), Dr. Mattson identified to
the Subcommittee the Staff's planned actions for cold shutdown equipment,
including: (1) implementation of RSB 5-1, (2) maintaining Regulatory
Guide 1.139, (3) deletion of qualification requirements fromg¢he Rule, and
(4) resolution of TAP A-45. He indicated that it was important to under-
stand where you started from to get to cold shutdown, what equipment

was required and the environment it would see. For example, from normal
operation, the equipment would not see a harsh environment. Therefore,
no need to qualify it. He stated that the only circumstance where equip-
ment would be qualified were design basis accidents and under these condi-
tions the cold shutdown equipment would receive qualification under the
present Rule.

iir. Mender questioned Dr. Mattson on one slide (see Attachment D2) which
statea that safety grade = safety related. He verified that the interpreta-
tion referred to a functional purpose and not necessarily to any attribute
of the equipment. Mr. Bender indicated that this could also lead one to
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the conclusion that safety grade could be acquired without environmental
qualification. Dr. Mattson agreed.

A discussion ensued between the NRC Staff and the Subcommittee concerning
what equipment s used for normal and abnormal shutdown, the NRC Staff
pointing out that it is not all safety grade. They further discussed the
controversy surrounding cold shutdown vs. hot shutdown. Dr. Mattson indi-
cated that industry felt that hot shutdown was a safer condition. Dr. Mattson
disagreed. He indicated that it depended on the accident involved. He

also indicated that a plant could not stay at hot standby with very many
failures for very long.

Mr. Ebersole questioned the NRC Staff concerning the qualification of

pest-fire shutdown equipment. Most of this equipment is in a “mild en-
vironment" and qualified for such, while isolation is provided by dampers

with melt out 1inks which actuate at temperatures in excess of equipment
overload. This could cause hot gases to enter the room and shut down the

backup board. The NRC Staff indicated they would look into this problem

and report back to the Subcommittee at a later date.

Mr. Ray asked Dr. Mattson if he agreed with Mr. Aggarwal's request that the Sub-
committee try to persuade the full Committee to tuke a position on the deletion of
the cold shutdown requirement. Dr, Mattson replied that it would be good for the
full Committee to do this in its comments on the Rule.

OUTLINE OF THE SIGNIFICANT TECHNICAL ISSUES
Satish Aggarwal outlined the principal technical issues identified in the

public comments (see Attachment D3) and proceeded through a paragraph-by-
paragraph analysis of pubiic comments and changes to the Rule.

DETAILED PARAGRAPH-BY-PARAGRAPH DISCUSSION OF THE RULE
Mr. Aggarwal indicated that seismic and dynamic qualification requirements
were not included in paragraph (a) of the Rule. He stated that thete re-
quirements would be addressed by future rulemaking. He also indicated

that sequence testing (seismic and environmental) would not be required

for operating plants, only for NTOLs and newer plants. Mr. Bender cautioned
the NRC Staff to ascertain whether seismic effects may contribute to the
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equipment 1naoility to survive. Mr. Aggarwal maintained that the NRC Staff
could Took at this issue at any time.

Mr. Aggaruél stated that the new rule would not require ripping out equip-
ment if two prototypes, one for seismic and one for environmental, were
used. Mr, Bender questioned whether this was obvious to industry because
of separating the seismic from environmental qualification. The NRC Staff
stated that Industry felt the Staff had taken a practical view and were
responsive.

Mr. Ray indicated the Rule was responsive to Industry and that "grand-
fathering” older piants that have already started testing was practical.
He suggested that the NRC Staff take the same approach with development
of the Seismic Rule. The NRC Staff also stated that plants which have
qualified their equipment to IE Bulletin 79-018 or NUREG-0588 prior to

90 days after the effective date of the Rule would not require requalifi-
cation.

The NRC Staff next discussed the issue of mild environment qualification

as it relates to the Rule. The Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research sug-
gested that discussions of mild envirorment be placed in Regulatory
Guide 1.89, while NRR, because of industry comments, suggested that mild

environment be discussed in the Rule. Considerable discussion ensued as to what
constitutes a mild environment, the Staff indicating any environment cther than
the accident environment. They also pointed out that this qualification would
be handled through the purchase specifications. Mr. Bender pointed out that equip-
ment sees a mild environment all the time. Also, that a mild environment

is a routine environment and that the equipment will qualify itself while
installed. Mr. Ebersole expressed concerns about abnormal operating
occurrences which are not covered by the Rule. These included higr-low

pressure pipe breaks, operation of fire-fighting equipment, fires, etc.

How wouid equipment qualify to survive in these environments? The NRC Staff
pointed out that pipe breaks were a design basis event and were covered,

but fire-induced environments were out of the scope of the Rule. The

Staff suggested they remove references to miid environments from the Rule

end insert into Regulatory Guide 1.89.
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Mr. Ebersole pointed out that Timiting harsh environmernts to design hasis
events s rather narrow. He indicated that there were cther industrial
type accidents for which equipment should be qualified for, such as
steaming, flooding, spraying from fire action, numerou: events which are
not anticipated operational occurrences o~ design basis events. The ARC
Staff stated that these conditions were nct included in the Rule.

The NRC Staff discussed misinterpretation by ‘ndustry of references to dose rates
in the Rule. Industry indicated in its comments that the NRC Staff cculd require
running radiation dose rate tests for 40 years to eliminate dose rate effects.
The NRC Staff's intent was to allow accelerated radiation aging but to consider
dose rate effects. This issue would be discusied in Regulatcry Guide 1.89.

The Staff position on accepting snalysis for eguipment qu2'ification
includes justifying this analysis with partial test type cvata. The Staff
does not intend te accept analysis alone.

The NRL Staff pninted out that the provision in the projosed Rule reguiring
plants to justify continued operation pending meeting qualification require-
ments was deleted. They explained that at the time the proposed Rule was
written, all plants had nut met this requirement (justification of continued
operation). However, since that time, this work has been completed.

RESOLUTION OF ACRS COMMENTS

Mr. Aggarwal discussed the need for 2 value Vipact evaluation, He submitted
the NRC Staff's value impact s*tatenent for the final Rule to the Subcom-
mittee. He stated i'at the NRC Staff's position has not chiunged. Studies
for value impact were not required because the final ryle only codifies
existing requirements and does not place new costs or obligations on
industry. At that time the Chairman indicated tn the NRC Staff that there
was another comment by the Electrical Systems Subcommi*ie2 concerning

an interpretable designation of equipment fnvolved. The staff indicated
they had narrowed the scope and included a typical list of systems and
components in Regulatory Guide 1.89.
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Mr. Bender indicated that the Staff was not aware of the burden of this
Rule on the industry because value impact was not performed on the Rule

or on the codified guidelines. He suggested that the Staff present at
least one case study of a power plant with a 1ist of equipment covered

by the Rule to demonstrate reasonable value impact. Dr. Johnston of

NRR promised to have the 1ist to Mr. Bender before May 7, 1982. Mr. Bender
also pointed out that without determining what equipment is affected and
how it's tested, that the Rule is premature. Mr. Ray advised the Staff

to reflect on Mr. Bender's comments.

Mr. Ray questioned the NRC Staff as to the proposed schedule for Regu-

latory Guide 1.89. The Staff stated that because of manpower difficulties

priorities were given to resolution of the comments on the proposed Rule.

The NRC Staff indicated that comments on the regulatory guide were voluminous and
would be resolved by the winter of 1982. Mr. Ray indicated that it would be desirable
to publish both the Rule and the Regulatory Guide concurrently. The Staff

incicated that the public was aware of the Staff's opinion concerning

testing requirements and that this was the best they could do at this

time.

INDUSTRY COMMENTS

Mr. W. Steigelmann of Synergic Resources Corporation stated that changes
were required to clarify definitions such as electrical equipment,
device, component, harsh environment, mild environment, and qualified
life. He also indicated that the Rule should be dropped because it did
not include seismic and dynamic qualification. He further stated that
the industry is usually uncertain as to future requirements concerning

this issue.
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Mr. P. Holzman representing the Utility Group on Equipment Qualification
stated that the Rule should make it clear that equipment already qualified
under NUREG-05E8, or the DOR Guidelines will not be required to be requali-
fied under the Rule. He further indicated that this could be accomplished
by adding footnotes to the Rule indicating this. His wain concern was after
the Rule had been published and the "Statement of Consideration" had been
removed this would not be clear. The Staff stated that this information
belongs in Regulatory Guide 1.85. Other areas discussed by Mr. Holzman

were aging requirements and the feasibility of duplicating aging, replacing

equipment at the end of qualified life, acceptability of qualification by

analysis, the required equipment 1ist, Yimit of Rule to safety-related
equipment in a hostile environment, and sequential testing for seismic
and LOCA. Significant comments were:

- Aging methodology for complex equipment is not adequate
for full 1ife qualification. Thercfore, codification of
this requirement will cause difficulty for industry.

Aging can be addressed in the Rule by defining specific
aging mechanisms,

The NRC Staff says details on aging requirements belong
in the Regulatory Guide.

Wording implied only testing would be acceptable by

Some discussion was held concerning testing vs. qualification as terminology

in the Final Rule. Mr. Bender and Mr. Ray cautioned the Staff as to the use

of these terms in the Rule. It was indicated that qualification was the better
term because it included analysis. Mr. Ray suggested that the NRC Staff meet
with Mr. Holzman to discuss his views. The Staff agreed.

Mr. N. Shirley of Ceneral Electric stated that issuance of Regulatory
Guide 1.89 six months_after issuance of the Rule was a mistake. He indi-
cated that Industry has gone through quite a bit of agony trying to
determine what the NRC Staff requirements were on implementing equipment
qualification. He also stated that separation of seismic and dynamic
qualification from environmental was another mistake. He stated that
Industry is committed to 1EEE-323 and 323 requires seismic qualification

and the seismic qualification guidance is not being provided.
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Mr. A. Roby of the Atomic Industrial Forum indicated that the NRC Staff has
emphasized the role of testing to a point where other methods of qualification were
reduced to insignificance. He suggested that the Staff have a wider acceptance

of aralysis in lieu of testing. Mr. Roby pointed out the expense involved

in preparing a central file list of Class 1 equipment located in a mild environment.
The Staff indicated that if identification documentation of this equipment

was adequate and not scattered in numerous distant locations, a central listing

was not necessary.

Mr. Ron Reeves of TVA expressed concerns about the Rule not being explicit

in terms of implementation on NTOLS. Specifically, he expressed concern

over differences between the Rule and commitments made by NTOL applicants.

Dr. Johnston of the NRC Staff indicated that there should not be differences. but that
there may be an interpretation problem. Also, the Rule did not state whether it
applied to this group of plants. Mr. Bender suggested that the Staff

clarify this.

Mr. Ray offered time to industry representatives at the full Committee
meeting on May 7, 1982. Malcom Philips requested time for the Nuclear
Utility Group on Equipment Qualification. Mr. Ray stated he would allow
them ten minutes.

ACRS COMMENTS

Mr. Ray stated that the consensus of the Subcommittee was that a letter

to Chairman Palladino could be written concerning the final Rule. Included
in the leti2r would b; the Subcommittee's major concerns. These are:

- Llack of synchronism between Regulatory Guide 1.83 and the final
Rule.

- Deletion of the seismic qualification requirement from the final
Rule.

- Application of the Rule to NTOLS.
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Mr. Ray fnvited comments from the ACRS consultants, Messrs. Lipinski and
Davis. Mr. Davis expressed concern over the ambiguity associated with
defining exactly what equipment is included. Dr. Lipinski indicated to
the NRC Staff that qualification by full testing on existing plants
would not be practical. He indicated it would have to be performed by
other methods such as analysis. The Subcommittee agreed.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:0C p.m.

LA AR A R e e T )

NOTE: Additional meeting details can be obtained from a transcript of this
meeting available in the NRC Public Document Room, 1717 H Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C., or can be purchased from Alderson Reporting Company,
Inc., 400 Virginia Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20024, (202) 554-2345.
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Advisory Commitiee on Reactor
Safeguards, Subcommitiee on
Quaiification Program for Safety -
Related Equipment; Meeting

Tbe ACRS Subcommitiee on
Quelification Program for Safety Related
Equipment will bold » meeting on May
8.1062 Room 762 1717 H Streetl. NW,
Washington. DC Tbe Subcommittee will
discuss the proposed final version of the
rule 10 CFR 50 48 "Environmenta)
Qualification of Electrica! Equipment for
Nuclear Power Piants”, and ume
permitung proposed rulemaking for the
sccreditation of qualification testing
orgenizahons.

In accordance with the procedures
outlined 1o the Federal Register on
September 30 1921 (46 FR 47903). oral or
wr iten statenienta may be presented by
members of the public, recordings will
be permutted on'y during those poruons
of the meeting when a ranscript is being
kep! and questions may be asked only
by members of the Subcommitiee. its
consultants, and Stafl. Persons desinng
to make oral statements should noufy
the Des grated Feders! Exmployee as far
inadvacce as practicable so that
eppropriate artangements can be made
to ellow the necessary time during the
meeting for such statements.

The entire meeting will be open to
public a'tendance excep! for those
sessions which will be closed o protect
proprietary information (Sunshine Act
Exempuon 4) One or more closed
sessions may be pecessary to discuss
such information To the extent

ractcable, these closed sessions will

¢ beld &0 08 10 minimize inconvenience
to members of the public ip attendance

The agenda for subject meeting shall
be as fellows Wednesday, May 8,
18828 30 # m unti) the conclusion of
business.

During the initia! portion of the
tneeting the Subcommittee, slong with
any of its consultants who may be
present, may exchange preliminary
views regarding matters to be
considered during the balance of the

meeling.

The Subcommitiee will then hear
presentations by and bold discussions
with represeniatives of the NRC Stefl,
their consultants. and other interested
persons regarding this review.

Further information regarding topics
1o be discussed whether the meeti
has been cancelled or no:hedulcnc

‘Chairman’s ruling on requests for the

opportunity to present oral statements
and the ime allotted therefor can be
obt..ned by a prepaid telephone call to
the cognizant Designated Federa)
Employee Dr. Richard Savic or Staff
Engineer, Mr An'hony Cappucei

“one 202-834-3267) between 8:15
l d 500 pm., L'ST.

.ve determined. 'n accordance with
subsection 10(d) of the Federal Advisory
Commutiee Act that it 1oay be necessary
te close portions of this veeting to
public attendance 1o prote 't proprietary
information. The authority for such
closure is Exemmption (4) te tie Sunshine
Act, SUS.C 852b(c)(4).

Dated April 10,1982
joho C Hoyle. ;
Advisory Committee Management Office:

7% Doc 8311220 Fued ¢ 2242 04 an)
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ATTA MEn T
PROPOSED SCHEDULE FOR THE . C
ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING ON THE QUALIFICATION p—
PROGRAM FOR SAFETY RELATED EQUIPMENT —
WASHINGTON, D.C.
MAY 5, 1982
May 5, 1982
ESTIMATED TIME PRESENTATION TIME
1. Executive Session 15 Min. 8:30 - B:45 am
11. Report by the NRC Staff
A. Background for develop- 15 Min. 8:45 - 9:00 am
ment of the final rule
8. Outline of the significant 15 Min. 9:00 - 9:15 am
technical 1ssues
C. Analysis of the fina) rule 2 Hrs 9:15 -« 11:15 am
by detailed discussion of
changes
seses BREAK wreew 15 Min. 11:15 = 11:30 am
D. Resolution of ACRS and 1 Hr. 11:30 - 12:30 pm
pudblic comments
sents LUNCH weees 1 Hr. 12:30 - 1:30 pm
I111. Presentations by Members of the
Public and Industry
A. Synergic Resources Corporation 15 Min. 1:30 - 1:45 pm
- W. Steiglemann
B. Nuclear Utility Group on 30 Min. 1:45 - 2:15 pm
Equipment Qualification/P Molzman
C. General Electric 30 Min. - 2:15 - 2:45 pm
- Noel Shirley
t. ATF -A Poey
$Hhan DREAK #ekew b Miny 2:45~-3:00-pm-
€ TvA - R.Reeves
F &. General Discussion and ACRS IR Line— 3:00 ~-3:30 pm—

Comments
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PLATED ACTIOS RELATED TO COID SHITON SERIREMETS

o C(ONTINE IWLD‘EWATI(NG:BTPPSRS-IFWWQSAS.WH)BYM
o LEAVERG 1.133 REV O IN PLACE

o REMMED DELETION OF COLD SHUTDOW! REUIRDEXTS FROM PROPOSFD FQ RULE
o CONTINF RESOLLTION OF US] A4S

- REINITIATE SURVEY OF SELECTED ORs TO DETERVIME SHUTDOW! COOLING
CAPREILITY A'D RELIABILITY AS APPROVED BY RRRC

= DFVELOP QUATITATIVE AT QUALITATIVE ACCEPTANCE CRIT'RIA FOR SHUTDOWN
COOLING REUIREENTS FOR EXISTI™G AD' FUTURE PLANTS

= ASSESS ADEQUACY OF EXISTING PLANTS’ SHUTDOM! COOLING CAPRBILITY AMD
RELIABILITY USING ACCEPTANCE CRITRRIA

- IPLOENT BACKFIT OF NEW LICENSING REQUIREYETS (IF REQUIRED)
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| SAETY GRATE T e
o SAETY GRAE = SAFETY RELATED St

o SAFETY RELATED: AS DEFIMED IN 10 CFR 100, APPENDIX A E;

*THOSE STRUCTURES, SYSTEMS, OR COMPOMENTS DESIGMED TO REMAIN FNCTIGNAL FOR THE SSE
(ALSO TERVED “SAFETY FEATURES') NECESSARY TO ASSLRE REQUIRED SAFETY RACTIONS, I.E..:

(1) THE INTEGRITY OF THE REACTOR COOLANT PRESSURE BOLNDARY;

(2) THE CAPABILITY TO SHUT DOWN THE REACTCR AND MAINTAIN IT IN A SATE SHUTDOWN
CODITION; OR

(3) THE CAPABILITY TO PREVENT OR MITIGATE THE CONSEQUENCES OF ACCIDENTS WHICH COULD
RESULT It POTETIAL OFF-SITE EXPOSURES COMPARABLE TO THE GUIDELINE DXPOSURES OF

THIS PART.”
o GTMERAL TESIGN (RITERIA FOR SAFETY-GRADE FQUIPMENT/SYSTEMS
- A AMADNC AN "

o Quaity Grovr A, BorC. . . . . SRP 3,22, , ., .JOCFR50.55 & R.G. 1.26
SW 7.1/707. "o 010 GR mos&(ﬂ) IEE'm

o QuaLiTy Assurance ProgRaM. . . « SRP 1712 . . . 10 CRR 50, Arrermix B
- @DC 2 "DESIGN BASES FOR PROTECTION AGAINST NATLRAL PHENDMPNA"

o Seismic CatesorY J ¢« v v v v o o SRP3.21 ... .RG. 1.8
SRP 3.10 Kl . L] . .RIGC lllm

o FLoop PROTECTION + v v v w4 4 » SRP 2,410, , . .R.G. 1,59/2.102
® WIND PROTECTION 44 v v o4+« SRP3.3.1
® TornADO PROTECTION , « + + « + « SRP 3.3.2
- GDC 3 "FIRE PROTECTION |
® FIRE PROTECTION: o o v ¢« o 4+ + SRP G951 .., JJOCRR 5D, Arrermix R
- GDC 4 "ENVIRO'TENTAL AD MISSILE DESIGH BASES"
o EnvirowenTAL QuaLtFicaTion, o o SRP 3,11 . . . . .DOR GuipeLines NUPEG-0588

Proposed RALE - ELEcT, ANPR-
MecH,

® MisSILE PROTECTION « + ¢ o+ o« « SRP 35, .....R6.12,1.7,19], 11158
1.117

o Errects oF Pipe Breaks + » « + « SRP 3,6.1/2. . . .RG, 1.6

= GDC 5 "SHARING OF STRUCTURES, SYSTES 8 COMPOHENTS
. SW!M- [ D D D R D DN B B B R SW-WW-O LI | IRCGI llsl 1'5[ llm
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the limited supply is available, on written request to the Office of.

Acminfstration, Document Management Branch, Washington, DC 20555

Multfple comments were received pertaining to the following technical

——

1ssues{

(1) Inclusion of ccld shutdown recuirements

(2) Ecuipment operatinc in a mild environment

(3) Qualificailion efforts alreadv uncertaken 2and¢ based on NRC/IE

Builetin 75-C1B/DCR Guidelines ard NUREG-0588

(4) Recuirement of maintaining & centra) oualificatien file.

(%) Censiceration of time-cdependent variation of relative humicity

(6) Acing = "gualified life"

(7) Marging = Conse~vatism anolied during 2he Cerivation cf e~vi=saments)

paramete~s

(8) Accectance cf aralysis in combination with pa-tial test data

restrictec to ecuipment purchased prior to May 1980.

(9) FResubmitta) of justification of continued ooeration for ocerating

plants

(10) Exclusion of seismic and dvnanic recuirements = secuence testing on a single

prototype

SBased on the comments received, the following substantive changes have been

incorsoratec into the final rule:

(1) The recuirement to cualify eoufcnment neeced to complete one path of

achieving 2@ maintaining a cele shutdown concition, has been celeted.

(2) A new Section (f)(5) has teen acced, covering the gualification of

- —— e —

ecuipment Tecated fn milc envircnments
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Federal Register / Vol 47, No. 78 | Friday. Apri] 23, 1982 / Notices

Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards, Subcommittee on
Ouaiification Program for Satety -
Related Equipment, Meeting

Tbe ACRS Subcommittee on
Qualification Prograz for Safety Related
Equpment will bold a meeting on May
5.1882 Room 762 1717 H Street. NW,
Washington. DC The Subcommittee will
discuss the proposed final version of the
rule 10 CFR 50 45 “Environmental
Qualification of Electrica) Equipment for
Nuclear Power Piants”, and time
permitng proposed rulemaking for the
accreditation of qualification testing
organizations.

In accordance with the procedures
outined iv the Federal Register on
September 30 18€1 (46 FR 47903). oral or
writien stalements may be presented by
members of the public, recordings will
be permitted only during those portions
of the meeting when & transcript is being
kep! and questions may be asked only
by members of the Subcommitiee. its
consultants, and Stafl. Persons desinng
to make oral statements sbould notfy
the Des gnated Federa! Exployee as far
in advasce &s practicable 90 that
eppropriate avangements can be made
to allow the necessary time during the
meetng for suck statements.

The entire meeting will be open to
public attendance except for those
sessions which will be closed 1o protect
proprietary information (Sunshine Act
Exemption 4) One or more closed
sessions may be pecessary o discuss
such information. To the extent
pracucable, these closed sessions will
be beld sc a5 10 minimize inconvenience
to members of the public in attendance.

The sgends for subject meeting shall
be as follows Wednesday, May 8,
1582830 a m. unti] the conclusion of
business.

During the initia! portion of the
meeting the Subcommittee, along with
any of its consu!tants whe may be
present, may exchange preliminary
views regarding matters to be
considered during the balance of the
meeling.

The Subcommittee will then hear
presentations by and bold discussions
with representatives of the NRC Stafl,
their consultants. and other interested
persons regarding this review. i

Further information re arding topics
to be discussed. whct.hcr'l.he mn:ﬁ‘
bas been cancelled or rescheduled. the

‘Chairman’s ruling on requests for the

Opportunity to present oral statements
and the time allotted therefor can be
obtained by a prepaid telephone call to
the cognizant Designated Federa)
Employee. Dr. Richard Savio or Stafl
Engineer, Mr Anthony Cappucci

“one 202-834-3267) between 815
t d 5:00 p.m., EST.

.ve determined, in accordance with
subsection 10{d) of the Federa! Advisory
Commitiee Act that it may be necessary
to close portions of this meeting to
public attendance to protect proprietary
information. The authority for such
closure is Exermption (4) to the Sunshine
Act, S US.C 552b(c)(4).

Dated April 18 1882
joks C Hoylas, :
Advisory Commitize Manogement Officer.
[F% Doc 83-112 Fusd & 2342 B8 an)
BILLNG COOL THI0-0 34
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PROPOSED SCHEDULE FOR THE .
ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING ON THE QUALIFICATION
PROGRAM FOR SAFETY RELATED EQUIPMENT

WASHINGTON, D.C.
MAY 5, 1982

May 5, 1982

1. Executive Session
11. Report by the NRC Staff

A. Background for develop-
ment of the final rule

B. Outline of the significant
technical issues

C. Analysis of the final rule
by detailed discussion of
changes

LA R A BREAK TR EE R

D. Resolution of ACRS and
public comments

LA 2 LUN:H LA A2 B

111. Presentations by Members of the
Public and Industry

A. Synergic Resources Corporation
- W. Steiglemann

B. Nuclear Utility Group on
Equipment Qualification/P MHolzmaw

C. General Electric
- Noel Shirley
L ALIF —A.éoey
AR T BREAK S22 2 3
L TvA - R.Reeves
F ¥. Genera)l Discussion and ACRS
' Comments

ESTIMATED TIME

15 Min.

15 Min.

15 Min.

2 Hrs

15 Min.
1 Hr.

1 Hr.

15 Min.

30 Min.

30 Min.

—h Mimy
S0 Hige—

5/4/82

ATTACH MEn T

C

PRESENTATION TIME

8:30 - B:45 am

8:45 - 9:00 am

9:00 - 9:15 am

9:15 - 11:15 am

11:15 = 11:30 am
11:30 - 12:30 pm

12:30 - 1:30 pm

1:30 - 1:45 pm

1:45 - 2:15 pm

. 2:15 - 2:45 pm

2:45~3:00pm-
3:00 ~-3:30 pm_



Hiachmaat D1

o CNTINE IPPLBQHATIMU:ETPPSRS-IFG%EWQSAéAPFRDJEDBYRHI
o LEAVE RG 1,133 REV O IN PLACE

o RELMED DELETION OF COLD SHUTDOW! REIRDEXNTS FRIM PROPOSFD FQ RULE
o CONTINUF RESOLLTION OF US A4S

- REINITIATE SURVEY OF SELECTED ORs TO DETERMI'E SHUTIOW| COOLING
CAPRBILITY A'D RELIAEILITY AS APPROVED BY RRRC

= DEVELOP QUAMTITATIVE A'D QUALITATIVE ACCEPTANCE CRITRIA FOR SHUTDOWN
COOLING REUIRE'EMTS FOR EXISTI'G AD' FUTURE PLANTS

- ASSESS ADEQUACY OF EXISTING PLANTS' SHUTDO: COOLING CAPABILITY AND
RELIAZILITY USING ACCEPTRNCE CRITFRIA

- I'FPLOENT BADKFIT OF NBY LICESING REQUIRDETS (IF REQUIRED)



* SFETY GRAE L

o SHETY GRAE = SYETY FELATED iy M
" o SAFETY RELATED: AS DEFI'SD IN 10 CFR 100, APPEIDIX A e

*THOSE STRUCTURES, SYSTEMS, OR COMPONENTS DESIGNED TO REMAIN FUNCTICNAL FOR THE SSE
(ALSO TERMED ‘SAFETY FEATURES') NECESSARY 70 ASSLRE REQUIRED SAFETY RMNCTIONS, I.E.,:

(1) THE INTEGRITY OF THE REACTOR COOLANT PRESSURE BOLMDARY;

(2) THE CAPABILITY TO SHUT DOWN THE REACTCR AND MAINTATM 1T IN A SAFE SHUTDOWN
CODITION; (R

(3) THE CAPABILITY TO PREVENT OR MITIGATE THE CONSEQUENCES OF ACCIDENTS WHICH COULD
RESULT IM POTE'TIAL OFF-SITE EXPOSURES COMPARABLE TO THE GUIDELINE EXPOSURES OF

THIS PART.”
o GERAL TESIGN CRITERIA FOR SAFETY-GRADE FQUIPMENT/SYSTEMS
- r 1 e AMADNC PAR "

@ MXW&MA; Bmc. .o SWS.Z.ZO e .mGRSO.SSA&R.G. 10%
SW 701”.71 . 010 GR HJ.SSA(H) Iﬁ'm

o QuALITY Assurance PrRoraM., .« « « SRP 1712 . . . .10 CRR 50, Arrermix B
- [GDC 2 "DESICN BASES FOR PROTECTION AGAINST NATIRAL PHENCMEMA"

o SeismicCatecorY ] « o v o oo «SRP3.21 ... .RG. 1S
SRP3.10,....R6G, 1100

o FLoop PrOTECTION + « o 4w o 4+ « SRP 24,10, , . .R.G. 1,597,102

® WIND PROTECTION + 4 v v v+« « SRP33.1

® ToRNADO PROTECTION , & + « « + « SRP 3.3.2
- QDC 3 "FIRE PROTECTION |

® FIRE PROTECTION: ¢ ¢ ¢ o o « « « SRR 951 . .. . J0CR 50, ArPermix R
- GDC 4 "ENVIRCPENTAL A'D MISSILE DESIGN BASES”

o ExviroreentaL QuaLiFicaTion, . » SRP 3,11, . . . DR GuipeLines NUREG-0S88
ProposeD RLE - FLecT, ANPR-
MecH,

0 MiSSILE PROTECTION « o s o+ o « + SRP 35, . ... .RG6., 127,17, 191, 1,115¢8
1.117

o Errects oF Pipe Breaks o « o « + SRP 3,6.1/2. . . RG. 146

= GDC 5 "SHARING OF STRUCTURES. SYSTE'S & COPOHENTS
. SW‘M! o 2 & 2 8 8 0 8 0 SPP'SEVERAL. L I | ORCGC 1!6[ llEl 1!&
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the Timited supply is availadble. on written reguest to the 0ffice of

Adminfstration, Document Management Branch, Washington, DC 20555

Multiple comments were received pertaining to the following technical

Issues:

(1) Inclusion of cold shutdown recuirements

(2) Ecuipment operating in a mild environment

(3) Qualification efforts already uncertaken and based on NRC/iE

Bulletin 75-01B/D0OR Guidelines arc NUREG-0588

(3) Recuirement of maintaining a central cualification file.

(5) Consiceration of time-cecendent variation of relative humigity

(6) Acing = "cualifies life"

(7) Marging = Cerse=vat<em ass'lied Suring e ce~ivation ef e~vi=o=menta)

paramete-s

(B) Azceptance of analysis in combination with partia)l test data

restrictec to ecuipment purchased prior to May 1980.

(8) PResubmittal cf justification of continued ooeration for ozerating

Elants

(10) Exclusion of seismic and dvnamic recuirements = secuence testing on a single

prototype

S8ased on the comments received, the following substantive changes have been

incorsoratec into the final rule:

(1) The recuirement to qigji:yugggftr!nt neeced to complete one path of

achfeving ard maintaining 8 ccld shutdown torcition, has been Celeted.

(2) A new Section (f)(5) has teen acced, csvering the oualification of

eouipment located in mil¢ environments

—



