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SPECIFIC INTERROGATORIES

Interrogatory No. 1

Question:

In response to NECNP's first set of interrogatories
on Contentions I.A.2, 1.B.1., 1.B.2., and I.C.,
Applicants consistently used the term "safety-related"
and took the position that all safety-related equipment
had been environmentally qualified. In response to
Interrogatory 3, Applicants stated that, "no
distinction was made between "safety-related" and
"important to safety." In response to Interrogatory
21, Applicants asserted that all safety-related systems
are also "important tc safety."

a. Define the tern "safety-related" as used by
Applicants.

(1) State the technical, lega., regulatory,
or uther basis for this definition

(2) State the criteria used by Applicants to
determine whether equipment is safety-related.

(3) Is it Applicant's position that only
safety-related equipment is required to be
environmentally qualified? If so, state the
technical, legal, regulatory or other basis for
that position. If not, identify and describe all
other equipment that must be environmentally
qualified.

b. Tefine the term "important to safety" as used
by Applicants.

(1) State the technical, legal, regulatory,
or other basis for this definition.

(2) State the Applicant's understanding of
the difference, if any, between "safety-related"
equipment or systems and equipment or systems that
are "important to safety." State the principle, if
any, that distinguishes the two.

(3) Identify and describe all equipment and
systems, if any, that are "important to safety,"
but are not "safety-related," and therefore,




according to Applicants, dco nct need to be
environmen.ally qualified.

Answer: a. The term "safety-related" is used by
the Applicant to pertain to any structure, system or
component whose function is necessary to ensure:

i. The integrity of the reactor coolant
pressure boundary,

ii. The capability to shut down the reactor
and maintain it in a safe shutdown condition, or

iii. The capability to prevent or mitigate
the consequences of plant conditions that could
result in potential off-site exposures that are
comparable to the guideline exposures of 10 CFR
100, "Reactor Site Criteria".

(1) This .efinition is consistent with the
usage of the term or its egquivalents in NRC, ANA,
ASME, and IEEE documents.

(2) Criteria used to determine which
equipment is classified safety-related and,
therefore, given a safety classification is
discussed in Section 3.2 of the FSAR.

(3) Yes, it is the Applicant's position that
only safety-related equipment is required to be
environmentally qualified. There are no regulatory
requirements for environmental qualification of

non-safety-related equipment.
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uestion:

In response to Interrogatory 5, Applicants noted
that the proposed rule referred to in the interrogatory
had been revised in April, 1982. NECNP is unable to
find any reference to this revision. Please identify
specifically, with appropriate citations, the document
containing the April revision.

Answer:

a revised proposed
review meeting noticed at 47

82). A copy of

Applicants noted
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railable when
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the Commission stated in CLI-80-21 that there were, at
that time, noc commercially available electrical
connectors that complied with IEEE Standard 323-1974.
Answer:

It should be noted that the Applicant did not state
that there were no qualified electrical connectors
commercially available. In fact, the Commission (in
CLI-80-21) stated that "apparently" there are no such
connectors commercially availabla.

a. As stated in IEEE "Dictionary of Eiectr:zal &
Electronic Terms," an electrical connector is a
coupling device employed to connect conductors of one
Ccircuit with those of another circuit.

b. Seabrook does not use electrical connectors in
electric valve circuits.

¢. Electrical connectors are used in the
containment high-range radiation monitoring circuit to
connect the detector and cable together.

d. As noted above, the Commission stated
"apparently" there are noc qualified connectors
commercially available. There are qualified electrical
connectors available. In some cases, the connector was
qualified with the equipment it is to be used with.
Some of the qualified testsz for connectors were

completed after June, 1980,



Interrogatory No. 4

Question:

In response to Inte.rogatcry 15, Applicants stated
that, "The safety-rela.ed equipment that is required to
withstand the effectr of the accident environment will
do so for a minimum of one year". The answer did nct
explain the basis for that statement, as the
interrogatory had requested.

a. Explain the basis for the statement guoted
above.

b. Explain the basis for choosing one year as a
sufficient period of time to assure adegquate
protection.

Answer:

a. The basis for the response was provided.
However, the following revised response is provided for
additional clarification. The safety-r:lated electric
equipment identified in Interrogatory 15 that is
required to withstand the effects of the accident
environment will do so for a minimum of one year. The
one year minimum operating time will be documented in
the detailed environmental qualification test results
which will be maintained as indicated in our response
to Interrogatory 1 (I1.A.2).

b. The one year operating time is based on the
environmental profiles in the service environment chart
(see FSAR Section 3.11). The bases for these profiles

is presented in FSAR Section 6.2.



The service environmental chart conservatively
assumes elevated environmental conditions for a peried
of one year. The one year qualification period has
been used as a conservative time period to assure

safety systems are able to perform their safety

function.
Interrogatory No. 5
Question:

Interrogatory 31 asked whether it was Applicant's
position that structures, systems, and components
governed by GDC 4 must be able to accommodate the
effects of and be compatible with the environmental
conditions associated with loss-of-coolant accidents
throughout the operating lifetime of the plant.
Applicants responded th»% such structures, systems, and
compcnents are able to withstand accident conditions
during the operation of life of the plant, but did not
state a position on the questxon that was asked.
Accordingly, is it Applicant's position that safety-
related structures, systems, and components must be
able to accommodate the effects of and be compatible
with the environmental conditions associated with loss-
of-coolant accidents throughout the operating life of
the plant?

a. If not, please respond to Interrogatory 31(a).
Objection:

Inasmuch as the Applicants have determined that
they do meet the standard, the question of whether they
must meet the standard is, in fact, a question of
whether their meeting of the standard is gratuitous or
not. As such, the question is plainly not relevant to
any admitted contention and calls for an abstract legal

opinion on the part of counsel. The Applicants object



to such a Questicn and move for a protective order as
to this question.

Interrogatory No. 6

Question:

Interrogatory 34 asked for Applicant's position on
the question of whether Applicants need to establish
that structures, systems, or components governed by GDC
4 will remain environmentally qualified for any period
of time once an accident begins. It also asked the
periods of time that Applicants contend they must show
that structures, systems, and components governed by
GDC 4 will remain environmentally qualified once an
accident begins.

Applicants responded that all structures, systems,
or components that are required to be operational are
qualified to remain operational for the time required
to perform their safety fuction. As a result,
Applicants did not respond to either of the questions
asked in the interrogatory.

a. Assuming the facts are as Applicants state
them, is is Applicant's position that it must so
convince the Board in order to meet its burden of
proof?

b. For each structure, system, and component
referred to in Applicant's answer, state the time
required to perform its safety function under a design
basis accident that represents the worst case for the
structure, system, or component in question. In each
case, describe the design basis accident.

Answer:

b. In lieu of identifying a specific time for each
structure, system or component to perform its safety
function under a design basis event, the Applicant has
specified a duration of one year. This time duration
is conservative and envelopes the required operating

times.



In some cases, where one year gualification may be
impractical, the detailed equipment environmental test
results, which will be maintained as indicated in our
response to Interrogatory 1(I.A.2), will state th2 time
required to perform its salfety function, will identify
the basis for this time and will show gqualification.

To date, we have not identified any equipment that
cannot e qualified for one year.

Objection:

The Applicants object to, and move for a protective
order as to, part (a) of this question, on the grounds:
(1) that it calls for a pure and abstract opinion of
law from Appiicants counsel, whereas NECNP has its own
counsel upon whom it can call for legal opinions, and
(2), as phrased the question makes no sense, since if
one assumes Fact X to exist, then one has already
passed beyond the question of burden of proof as to
Fact X.

Procduction of Documents

The Applicants are unable to identify any documents

for which production has been requested.

10w



Signatures

As tc Answers:

I, Wendell P. Johnson, being first duly sworn, do
depose and say that the foregoing answers are true,
expect insofar as they are based on information that is
available to the Applicants but not within my personal

knowledge, as to which I, based on such information,

////f J P

bendell P JBhnson

believe them to be true.

Sworn tc before me this
7"\day of December, 1982:

Notary :ublzc
My Commission expires: September 7, 1984

ASs to Objections:

Thomas G. Dfénan, Jg.

R. K. Gad III

Ropes & Cray

225 Franklin Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02110
Telephone: 423-6100

e o



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
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I, Robert K. Gad III, one of the attorneys for

Applicants herein, hereby certify that on December R

1982

I made service of the within "Applicants' Answers to 'NECNP
Second Set of Interrogatories and Request for the Production

of Documents to Applicants on Contentions I.A.2,

31.B.1,

1.B.2, and 1.C' and Motion for Protective Order" by mailing

copies thereof, postage prepaid, to:

Helen Hoyt, Chairperson
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dr. Emmeth A. Luebke
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dr. Jerry Harbour
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Philip Ahrens, Esquire

Assistant Attorney General

Department of the Attorney
General

Augusta, ME 04333

«12-

Rep. Beverly Hollingworth
Coastal Chamber cf Commerce
209 Winnacunnet koad
Hampton, NH 03842

William S. Jordan,
Harmon & Weiss
1725 1 Street, N.W.
Suite 506
Washington, DC 20006

III, Esquire

E. Tupper Kinder, Esquire
Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
208 State House Annex

Concord, NH 03301

Roy P. Lessy, Jr., Esquire

Office of the Executive Legal
Director

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Robert A. Backus,
116 Lowell Street
P.O. Box 516

Manchester, NH 03105

Esquire

Edward J. McDermott, Esquire
Sanders and McDermott
Professional Association

408 Lafayette Road

Hampton, NH 03842



David L. Lewis
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Rm. E/W-439
Washington, DC 20555

) g

Jo Ann Shotwell, Esquire
Assistant Attorney General
Environmental Protection fureau
Department of the Attorney General
One Ashburton Place, 139th Floor
Boston, MA 021C8

Robert K. Gag I11
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COMMITTEE CORRECPONDENCE ity

SOCIETY/COMMITTEE: [EEE/N -l ADDRESS CORRESPONDENCE TO:
Y S. K. Aggarwal RE [ [frr

Electrical Engineering Branch
Division of Engineering Technology
office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

SUBJECT: Final Rule - 10 CFR Part 50, U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
Section 50.49 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555

AGENDA ITEM:

FILE NO.: DATE: APR 29 1982

TO: SC-2 Committee Members

Enclosed for your information and use is a copy of the final rule, Section 50.49
of 10 CFR Part 50, "Environmental Qualification of Electric Equipment for Nuclear
power Plants." Also enclosed is a copy of the resolution of public comments

pertaining to the rule.

As stated in the Sa° Francisco meeting, NRC staff will meet with the ACRS Sub-
committee on "Qualification Program for Safety-Related Equipment” on May 5 and
with the full ACRS on May 7, 1982. A copy of the Federal Register notice

(47 FR 17698) is enclosed for your information..

Sincerely,

\%@mt

s, K. Aggarwal, Member
[EEE/NPEC/SC-2

-

Enclosures: As stated

NAC FORM 158
(10-7%)
GPO 18707
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For the Nuclear Regulatory Commisston.
& . Youagblood,
Chief, Licansing Branch No. L Divisira of
L . .
nn—..-uﬂn-mu-‘
BMLAG COON TH0-at-48

[Docket Nos. 50445 S0-448]

Texas Utiities Generating Co., ot 22
(Comaz iche Peak Stsany Electric
Station, Units 1 and 2), (Appécation for
Operation License ; Continuation of

April 18, 1982

Please taka notice that a continuation
of an evidentiary hearing will be heid in
this operating license proceeding before
an Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
(Board), to the Atomic Energy

pursuant
Act of 1956 as amended (the Act) and -

the regulations ia Title 10, Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 50,
amquﬂm

hearing will commerce on [uns 7, 1982,
at 9:00 a.m., local time.* at the Fort
Woarth Hiltou Hotel, locatad at 1701
Comu erce Street, Fort Worth, Texas

matters {n controversy
Contention 5 (QA/QC), and from Board
Questions 1 and 3, If necessary.

A final prehearing conference,
pursuant to 10 CFR 2752, will be beld at
the same location immediately prior to

evidentiary hearing

and Opportunity
Comanche Peak (44 FR 8995]. The notice
stated that a petition for leave to
intervens must be filed by March 5
1979, Timely petitions wers recaived
from the Siate of Texas for participation
&8 an (nterestad state under 10 CFR
2715(c), and from Cltizens Association
for Sound Ecergy (CASE]), Cltizens for

- Fair-Utility Regulation (CFUR) and the
Texas Association of Commanity

Plense aote hat he tme fur commencemend of
his heartng has aow Deen adtvenced w ¥00 sa.
aithough e Ravised Scie vie sotered March 25
1982, sot the tme for 104 g on june 7.

.

Organizetions for Reformy Now/West
Texas Lagal Services (ACORN).
By its Order Relative to Standing of

Petitioners to [ntervene, enlered [une 27,

1979, the Board admittsd these
petitionery as [atervenors (o this
procseding. . ACORN's
motion for ite volurtary dismissal as a

petition for leave to (ntervens, may
request permission in writing to make «
limited to the

of 10 CFR § 2715 of the
Commission's Rules of Practice. Limitad

will be permited iz this

at the discretion of the
Board, but at times, within such limits
and onsuch conditions as may be
determinad by the Board Persons
desiring to make a limited appearance
are requestad to inform (a weiting the
Secretary of the Commission, United
States Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

' Washington, D.C. 20555, ot later than

May 2€ 1962, A person permitted to
maks a limited appearance does not
becdmse a party, but may stats his or her
positior and raise questions which he or
she would like to have answered to the
extent that the questions are within the
scope of the hearing as specified above.
A member of the public does not have
the right to participats unless granted
the right to intervene as 5 party or the
right of limited sppearsnca.

Writteu limited appearance
statements may be submitted to the
Boa:d at any time prior to closing the
record [ this phase of the proceeding
Oral statements will only be recetved at
times designated by the Board (n order
not to interfere with the taking of

- evidence (n this adfudicatory

proceeding. Oral limited appearance
statements may be made cn Tuesday,
June & 1982, at 9:00 a.m., ¢ :d at such
other times as the Board shall specify. -
Both oral and written statements will be
made a part of the official record of this
proceeding. .

1t is s0 ordered.
_ Datad at Bethesda, Maryland, this 19th day
of Apetl 1982,

Por the Ateosic Seflety and Licensing Board.
Marshall £ Miller,
Chairman. Adminisirative [udge.
(PR Oine. SB-41230 ™ad 65k il ami
LD COOE TH0-a)-4
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Advisory Committes on Resacter
Safeguards; Meeting

(n accardance with the purposes of
sections 29 and 1825, of the Atemic
Energy Act (42 US.C. 2039, 2232 b.), the
Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards will hold a mee.ing oo May
5-8, 1962, In Room 1044, 1717 H Street,

power plants.

145 PM.-245 PM.: Robert E Ginna
Nuclear Plaat (Opern }—The members
will hear a briefing from the NRC Staff -

steam tube repairs

. regarding generator
and restart of the Robert E. Giona

Nuclear Plant.

Portions of this session will be closed
as hecessary to discuse nformation the
premature release of which would be
likely to significantly frustrate the
performance of the Committes’s
statutory function.

2:45 PM.-8:30 P.M.: Wolf Creek

Station Unit 1 'Openj—The
Committee members will hear and
discuse the reports of its Subcommittee
and consultants who may be present
regarding the request of the Kansas Gas
& Electric Company, et al for a license
to operates the Wolf Creek Generating
Station Unit No L. -

Portions of this session will be closed

Quantitative Safety Goals (Open)—The
members will continue discussion of a
proposed ACRS report to the NRC
regarding quantitative safaty goals.
230 A.M.~12.00 Noorn: Emergency
Responsa Capability in Nuclear Power
Plants (Open)—The Committee will hear
the repost of its Subcomuaittee and
consultants who may L present
proposed reuiremants for
facilities aod (esponse
capability in auclear power plants
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> 17699
(SECY 82-111, "Reowirements for Procedures.for the conduct cf and Advisory Committee o Reactor
Emergercy Response Capability ™ dated  partictpation in ACRS meetings were Safeguards, Subcommittee on
\hrczn.lm published in the Federal Register on Qualificstion Prograny for Satety
Nescesentattive: of the NRC Staff will Septemb = 30, 1961 (48 FR 47903). [ Related Equipment; Meeting
maks presentatdons regarding this _accordance with these procedures. aral The ACRS Sebcommittes on
matter and respond to questions is or written statements may be presented Qualification Program for Safety Roh\ud
appropriate. - by members of the public, recordings Equipment will hold « meeting on May -
Activities (Open}—The members will = portions of the meeting when a Washington. DC. The Sabcommittee will
iscuse e scope and scheduling of transcriptis being kept. and questions | discugy the proposed final version of the
and proposed Subcommittes - may be asked ouly by members of the- | rulg 10 C°R 5048, “Eavironmental
a0d full Commirtes . Comumittes, its consuitants, and Staff. - Qualification of Electrical Equipment for
130 P.M.~5:00 P M.: Polisades Plant Persons desiring to make oral Nuclear Power Plants”, and time
(Open)—The members will hear and statements should notify the ACRS - | ‘permitting proposed rulemaking for the
. Executive Director as {ar in advance us | accreditation of qualification testing
practicable so that appropriate arganizations.
wrangements can be mads o allow the [ accordance with the

Saturday, May & 1962 5 ®

&30 AM.~1230 P.M.: Preparation of - .
ACRS Reports (Open)}—Thas members
will discuss proposed ACRS reports to
the NRC regarding matters discussed
during this meeting.

Pu'mdthhm-ﬂlbodond
as necessary to discuss Proprietary
Information, information which will be
invoived in an adjudicatory proceeding,
and (nfocmation the reisase
of which would be to significantly
frustrate the perfarmancs of the
Committee’s statutary function.

130 PM.-215 PM.: ACRS
Subcommittee Reports (Open }—The
members will hear and discuse the

plants and the

flooding potential at nuciear facilities.
215 PML 400 P.M. Preparation of

ACRS Reports (Open}—The members ~—

will complete discussion of proposed -

ACRS reparts to the NRC

matters discussed during this meeting

 such statements. Use of still, motion

necussary time during the meeting for

picture and television cameras during
this meeting may be lmited 1o selected:
partions of the meeting as determined
by the Chairman. Information regarding
the time 0 be set asids for this purpose
may be obtained by a telephone c~ll to
the ACRS Exscutive Director(R. F.

| Fraley] prioe ta the meeting. o view of

'ACRS meetings may be adj sted
Chairman

conduct of the meeting,

planning to attend should check with the
ACRS Executive Directar if such
rescheduling would result in major
[nconvenience.’

[ bave determined it accordance with
subsection 10(d) Pub. L. 92-483 that it (s
necessary to close partions of this
meeting as noted above to discuss
Proprietary [nformation (5 US.C. :
S52b(ci(4)) applicable to the matters

proceeding (5 US.C. mb(c)(xon. and
preliminary formation the releass of
which would be likety to significantly
frustrate performarce of the
m-mmma(susc.

~ 5525(c)(9)(B)).

Further informatioa regarding topics
to be discussed, whether the meeting
haw been cancalled or reschedided. the
Chairman's ruling on requesta for the
opportunily to present oral statements
and the time allotted can be obtained by
np!pddhlqhmautomm

Exscuttve Director, Mr. Raymond F.
Fraley (telephone 202/ 634-3285),
between 15 AM. and 500 PM. EST.

Dated: Apnil 19, 1082
joba C. Hoyle,

Advisary Coounitise Managemaent.
(PR Dow. 8811237 Plind 42342 il suf
BB COOE TS0

; [ outiined in the Federal Register cu

September 30, 1981 (48 FR 47903), oral or
vmnumt-anyh-mdby .
mem ers of the public, recordings will
be permitted only during those portions
of the meeting when & transcript is being
kept, and questions may be asked caly

T by members of the Subcommittee, its

-

Exemption 4). One or maore closed
sessions may be necessary to discuss
such {nformation. To the extent
practicable, these closed sessions will
be held so as to minimize inconveniencs
to members of the public in attendance.

The agenda for subject meeting shall
be as follows: Wednesday, May 5,
1582230 a.m. until the conclusion of
business.

J During the initial partion of the
meeting, the Subcommittee, along with

any of {ts consultants who may be

yresent. may exchange prelimioary

¢
¢
E
g
&
1
4

presentations by and hold discussions

with representatives of the NRC Stafl.

their consuitants, and other interested

persons regarding this review. j
Further information regarding topics

to be discussed, whether the meeting

has been cancelled or rescheduled, the

Chairman’s ruling on requests for the

" opportunity to present oral statements

and the time allotted therefor can be

Emplovee, Dr. Richard Savio or Staff

e ——— i
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Cappucd
(mmmmw
. a.m. and 5:00 p.m. EST. .

[ have determined. (o accordance with
subsection 10(d) of the Federai Advisory
Committee Act, that it may be necessary
to close portions of this meeting to
public attendance to protect proprietary
information. The suthority for sca
closure is Exemption (4) to the Sunshine
Act, S US.C ssIb(c)(4).

Dated: April 18, 1962,

Jolm C Hoyla,

.

(PR Ose. 6341777 Pled 634 S46 ami
BELRG COO8 04

—

mc—-mu——onu

meeting on May 14, 1882 in Room 10448,
= 1717 H Street. NW._ W DC

The Sebcommittes and its consultants

will hear and discuss with the NRC Staff

to make oral statements should notify
the Designated Federal Employee as far
in advance as practicable so that

appropriats arrangements
to allow the necessary time during the
meeting for such statements.
The entire meeting will be open to
public attendance. .
mmhmmm
be as follows: Friday, May 14, 1982—
230 a.m. until the conclusion of
business. '

During the initial portioa of the
meeting, the Subcommittee, along with

presantaticns by «ad Lold discvsscns
their consultants, and other (nterested

Qm:nﬂmﬂmhb '
opportunity to prese. 't oral statements
. and the time aliotted thers{or can be
obtained by a prepaid teiznkonas call to

(telephone an./c.,o-uu') between 815

a.m. and 300 pam., EST.
Datec: April 20, 1962

joba C. Hoyle,

Advisary Coqunitise Moncgement Offiver.

(PR Dos. 8-41231 Fled 43048 048 amf .

SELLG COOE TV

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

(Meleavs Na. 34- 18887 Flle Mo, SA-MSTC-

. a8

ma-mm
Change by the Midwest Securities
Trust Co.

Apctl 13, 1982

! idwest Securities Trust Company
(™ STC™) submitted & proposed rule
change on April 9, 1982, pursuant to Rule

19b—4 under tha Securities Exchange Ach

of 1534, that enables MSTC to disburse

date rather than on the day after
payment dats, which was the previous

practica.

The foregoing rule change has become
Mnmhmmml(m
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934
and Rule 19b-4 thereunder. Al any time
within sixty dayw of the filing of such
proposed rule change. the Commission
may summarily abrogats the mie change
if it appears to the Commission that
such action is

. expectad o be made in the Federsl

l*dnﬂuth.wakdwu
1982, [aterestad persons are invited to
submit written data. views and
argumenty the submission on
or before May 14, 1982, Persons desiring
'~ make writu-a submissions should file
six copies thersof with the Secretary of-
the Commission. Securities and
Exchangs Commission, 500 North
Capitol Street, Washington, D.C. 20548,
Refarence should be made to Flle No.

written comments will be available for
public inspection at the Securities and

. Mnnpwlmohbhc

Reference Room. 1100 L Street, N'W.,
Washington, D.C. Coples of the fillng
will also be availabile at the rincipal
o&adhm;ﬂ-
regulatory organiration.
r«&omwhmd
Markst Regulation, pursuant 0 delegated
authority.
Georgs A. Fitzemm. o,
PR Dom. 60 AT100 Pliat 040 048 ami
SLLING COOH 009000 46

(Release No. 18663 Flle No. SR-MSTC-42-4]

Filing and immediate Effectivenass of
mmmwm
Securities Trust Co.

© April 18, 1982,

mummmotm ;
Securities Exchange Act of 1534 (tha

 *Act™), 15 US.C. 78s(b)(1), notice is
- hereby given that on-Apcil Z 1982 the
Midwest Securities Trust

("MSTC™) filed with the Securities and
Exchange

section 7, to amend i*s Dividend
Reinvestment Program and
(collectively, “DRP™). The
change restricts the oumber of shares
eligible to participats in MSTC's DRP
Sndind to o pustdeei ot

toa s account as a
mdtddvlmrmdyh
those shares held in MSTC s nominee
name, Kray & Co. This enables MSTC to
offer dividend reiavestinent services to
its participants in the event that
dividends of the (ssue (nvolved are not
similarty treated by other depositories.
Absent this rule change, {f MSTC's
participants elect to reinvest the -
dividends on more shares of a
securities issue than are being
MST™ (o (ts nomines name (La.
portion of the participants shares are
held in MSTC's interface account at
ennther & lory), MSTC, according to
its DRP, would be compeiled either to
purchase shares on the open markast
(without the advantage of the lssuer's
discount generally provided upon
reinvestment) or to suspend the DRP
with respect to all participants so as to
obviate the loss MSTC could iacur by
purchasing the shares on ths open
market. MSTZ. balleves that the
proposed ruls change is consistent with
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ENCLOSURE 1

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
10 CFR Part 50

Environmental Qualification of Electric Equipment
for Nuclear Power Plants

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
ACTION: Proposed Final Rule.

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is proposing to amending its
regulations applicable to nuclear power plants to clarify and strengthen
the criteria for environmental qualification of electric equipment. Spe-
cific qualification methods currently contained in national standards,
regulatory guides, and certain NRC publications for equipment qualifica-
tion have been given different interpretations and have not had the legal
force of an agency regulation. This amendment will Fhe proposed rate
wouid codify these environmental qualification methods and clarify the

Commission's requirements in this area.

EFFECTIVE DATE: [UPON publication in the Federal Register]

HAFES- Comment period expires (68 days after pubiication in the

FederaiRegisterds Eomments received after -----------~ witi be

considered if it s practical to do so; but assurance of constideration

cannot be given- excs=pt as to comments received on or before this dates

ABBRESSES- Written comments and suggestions may be maiied to the

Secretary of the Eommission; Attentions Ducketing and Service Branchs
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4=S- Nuctear Reguiatory €ommission; Washington; B-€: 28555; or
hand-deiivered to the Commission‘s Pubiic Bocument Room at 1737 H Street
NW=5= Washington;- B:€-; between the hours of 8:-30 a-m- and 4-45 p-m- on

normat work days-

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Satish K. Agyarwal, Office of Nuclear
Regulatory Research, Eiectricat Engineering Branch; U.S. Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555, Telephone (301)443-5346.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On January 20, 1982, NRC published in the

Federal Register (47FR2876) for public comment a proposed rule on environ-

mental qualification of electric equipment for nuclear power plants.
This effective rule incorporates the resolution of public comments,
which were recefved in response to the proposed rule. Nuclear power plant

equipment important to safety must be able to perform the safety functions

throughout its installed life. This requirement is embodied in General
Design Criteria 1, 2, 4, and 23 of Appendix A, "General Design Criteria

for Nuclear Power Plants," to 10 CFR Part 50, “Domestic Licensing of
Production and Utilization Facilities"; in Criterion III, “Design Control,"
and Criterion XI, "Test Control," of Appendix B, “Quality Assurance
Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and Fuel Reprocessing Plants," to 10

CFR Part 50; and in 10 CFR 50.55a(h), which incorporates by reference

[EEE 279-1971,1'2 “Criteria for Protection Systems for Nuclear Power
Generating Stations." This requirement is applicable to equipment located

inside as well as outside the containment.

*Incorporation by reference approved by the Director of the Office of
Federal Register on January 1, 1981.

2Copies may be obtained from the Institute of Electrical and Electronics
Engineers, Inc., 345 East 47th Street, New York, N.Y. 10017.

2
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The NRC has used a variety of methods to ensure that these general
raquirements are met for electric equipment important to safety. Prior
to 1971, qualification was based on the fact that the electric components
were of high industrial quality. For nuclesr plants licensed to operate
after 1971, qualification was judged on the basis of IEEE 323-1971. For
plants whose Safety Evaluation Reports were issued since July 1, 1974,
the Commission has used Regulatory Guide 1.89, “Qualification of Class IE
Equipment for Light-Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants," which endorses
[EEE 323-1974,2 "IEEE Standard for Qualifying Class 1lE Equipment for
Nuclear Power Generating Stations," subject to supplementary provisions.

Currently, the Commission has underway a program to reevaluata the
qualification of electric equipment important to safety in all operating
nuclear power plants. As a part of this program, more definitive criteria
for environmental qualification of electric equipment have been developed
by the NRC. A document entitled "Guidelines for Evaluating Environmental
Qualification of Class 1lE Electrical Equipment in Operating Reactors"
(DOR Guidelines) was issued in November 1979. In addition, the NRC has
issued NUREG-0588, "Interim Staff Position on Environmental Qualification
of Safety-Related Electrical Equipment,” which contains two sets of
criteria: the first for plants originally reviewed in accordance with
[EEE 323-1971 and the second for plants reviewed in accordance with
[EEE 323-1974.

By its Memorandum and Order CLI-80-21 dated May 23, 1980, the
Commission directed the staff to proceed with a rulemaking on enviren-
mental qualification of safety-grade equipment and to address the ques-

tion of backfit. The Commission also directed that the DOR Guidelines
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and NUREG-0588 form the basis for the requirements licensees and appli-
cants must meet until the rulemaking has been completed. This proposed
rule is generally based on the requirements of the Division of Operating
Reactors (DOR) Guidelines and NUREG-0588. Requalification of electric

equipment in accordance with this rule will not be required for equipment

qualified or being qualified in accordance with DOR Guidelines and

IE Bulletin 79-013 or NUREG-0588, provided the qualification program

has commenced prior to 90 days after the effective date of the rule.

fhe Eommission’s Memorandum and Order €Li-80-21 directed that the
environmentat gqnatification of etectric equipment in operating nuciear
power piants be -~ pieted by dune-38; 1982- However; on September-23;
1981; the Commission considered the petition (SEEY-81-486) to extend this
deadiiner The proposed ruie covers the same }*ectf§c equipment as
€ti-88-2% and impiements SEEY-81-486 by incorporating the extension dates
recommended by the €hairmar ¢n his memorandum~ dated September-36;- 1981.
fnciuded in the proposed ruie is a requirement that each hoider of or
each appiicant for a iicense to operate a nuciear power piant
tdentify and quaiify the eiectric equipment needed to compiete one
path of achteving and maintaining a coid shutdown condition: Fhe
Commission specificaiiy requests comment on this propcsed additionat
requirement:

The scope of the proposed final rule does not include all electric
equipment important to safety i its various gradations of importance. It
includes that portion of equipment important to safety commonly referred

to as "Class 1lE" equipment im [FEE national standards and some additional
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non-Class 1€ equipment and systems whose failure under extreme environ-
mental conditions could prevent the satisfactory accomplishment of safety
functions by accident-mitigating equipment. -

Included in the propased final rule are specific technical require
ments pertaining to (a) qualification parameters, (b) qualification methods,
and (c) documentation. Qualification parameters include temperature,
pressure, humidity, radiation, chemicals, and submergence. Qualification
methods include (a) testing as the principal means of qualification and
(b) analysis and operating experience in lieu of testing. The proposed
rule would require that the qualification program include synergistic
effects, aging, margins, radiation, and environmental conditions. Also,

a record of qualification must be maintained. Revision 1 to Regulatory

Guide 1.89 s being revised to will describe methods acceptable to the NRC
for meeting the provisions of this proposed rule and to include a list

of typical equipment covered by it; a draft-of-the-proposed revision
is-being-pub*ished-for-pub*ic-coulent-concurrent*y-vﬁth~the-proposed-ruﬁe.

to the Requlatory Guide will be issued after resolutfon of public

comments.
Aiso-incinded-in-the-proposed-ruie-is-a-requirement;-which-is-consis
tent-with-Eommission-Memorandum-and-Grders-ELi-86-21;-for-submission---
of-an—ana%ysfs-by-**censees-to-ensure-that-the-p*ant-can'be-safe%y-operated
pending-coup*et*on-of-the-environnenta%-qua*ificat+on~of-e#ectrﬁc-equip-
-entr‘-¥he-€on-+ssfon-expects-that:-for-eacn-of-tne-current*y-operating
pouer-p*ant::-thi3~cna?ysfs-und-its-eva*uation-by-the-ﬂke-staff-wii*-be
co-pieted-e*i-in-advanee-of-the-effective-date-of-thi:-ru*er--§f°the
4icensees-of-operatfng-power-p§ants-fafi-to-provide-these-ana%yses~in-a
tineiy-manner:-the-eounission-expects-the-ﬂkﬁ-staff-to-take-the-appro-
prﬁate-steps-to-require-that-the-infornation-be-prov+ded-nnd-to:enforce

S



[7590-01]

compiiance-with-this-requirement---fhis-requirement-fas-been-inciuded-in
this-proposed-ruie-to-provide-a-reguistory-basis-for-enforcement.

NRC will generally not accept analysis alone in lieu of testing.
Experience has shown that qualification of equipment without test data may
not be adequate to demonstrate functional operability during design basis
event conditions. Anatysis-may-be-acceptabie-if-testing-of-the-equip
ment-is-impractical-because-of-sizes-or-iimitation-due-to-the-state-of
the-art. The proposed rule takes into consideration the prior qualifi-
on history of the operating power plants. For example, the proposed
rule recognizes that for those plants which are not committed to either
[EEE 323-1971 or IEEE 323-1974 for equipment qualification, and have
been tested only for high temperature pressure, and steam, some equip~
ment may not need to be tasted again to include other service conditions
such as radiation and chemical sprays. The gualification of-equipment
for these service conditions may be established by analysis.

The propesed rule would require that each holder of an operating
license provide a list of electric equipment previously qualified based
on testing or analysis, or a combination thereof, and a list of equipment
that has not been qualified. These lists and the schedule for completion
of equipment, qualification would have to be submitted written 90 days
aftef the effective date of this rule. Howevers-this-time-pertod-wiii
be-adjusted-during-the-finai-rute-making-process-to-aiiow-reasonabie-time
for-iicensees-to-evainate-NRELs-safety-reviews-that-are-carrentiy-underway.

The-proposed-ruie-wiii-codify-the-Eommission‘s-current-requirements
for-the-environmentai-quaiification-of-eiectric-equipment---Ypon-pubiica-

tion-ef-a-finat-ruies-the-88R-gquideiines-and-NUREG-6588-wiii-be-witharawn-.
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The general requirements ,or seismic and dynamic qualification for
electric equipment are contained in the General Design Criteria. Pending
development of specific requirements in this area, the general require-
ments will continue to apply. NRC is considering expansion of the scope
of this rule to include additional electric equipment fmportant to safety.
This matter will be the subject of a future rulemaking.

Addittonat-views-of-Commisstoner-8radford---Commisstoner-8radford

betieves-that-the-proposed-deadiine-fsecond-refueting-outage-after
March-31;-1982)-for-quatification-ts-much-too-retaxed;-given-the-fact
that-{icensees-and-the-NRE-have-been-aware-of-the-prob? ms-+n-this-area
since-1978---Fhe-proposed-deadiine-extends-as-much-as-two-and-one~hatf
years-beyond-the-dune~36;-1983-date-by-which-the-Atomic-industriat-Forum
conctuded-that-neariy-ati-etectricat-equipment-couid-be-quatified.
Siven-the-more-generous-deadiine;-he-aiso-betieves-that-the-rute-shouid
have-contatned-requirements-for-setsmic-and-dynamic-quattfication---white
the-generai-design-criteria-contain-requirements-in-this-areas;-ciarifica-
tion-now-woutd-ensure-that-equipment-to-be-repiaced-in-the-near-termwiii
not-have-to-be-ripped-out-in-a-few-years-because-tt-was-not-properiy
seismicatiy-quatified-

Commissioner-6iiinsky-has-agreed-with-these-views.

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED RULE

The Commission received 69 letters from the public commenting on the

proposed rule. Copies of those letters and an analysis of the

public comments are avaflable for public inspection and copying for a fee

at the Commissfion's Public Document Room at 1717 H Street NW,  Washington,

DC. Single copies of the analysis of the comments may be obtained, while
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the 'imited supply is available, on written request to the Office of

Administration, Document Management Branch, Washington, OC 20555

Multiple comments were received pertaining to the following technicai

issues:

(1) Inclusion of cold shutdown requirements

(2) Equipment operating in a mild environment

(3) Qualification efforts already undertaken and based on NRC/IE

Bulletin 79-018/DOR Guidelines and NUREG-0588

(4) Reguirement of maintaining a central gqualification file.

(5) Consideration of time-dependent variation of relative humidity

(6) Aging - "qualified life"
(7) Margins - Conservatism applied during the derivation of environmental

parameters

(8) Acceptance of analysis in combination with partial test data
restricted to equipment purchased prior to May 1380.

(9) Resubmittal of justification of continued operation for operating

e ———
plants -
(10) Exclusion of seismic and dynamic requirements - sequence testing on a single
protatype ;

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

incorporated into the final rule:

(1) The requirement to qualify equipment needed to complete one path of

achieving and maintaining a cold _shutdown condition, has been deleted.

(2) A new Section (f)(5) has been added, covering the qualification of

equipment located in mild environments
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(3) The statement of considerations has been expanded to recognize

qualification efforts already undertaken by the industry, as follows:

Requalification of electric equipment in accordance with this rule

will not be required for equipment qualified or being qualified

in accordance with DOR Guidelines and IE Bulletin 79-018 or NUREG-0588,

provided the qualification program has commenced prior to 90 days

after the effective date of the rule.

(4) The requirement to maintain a central qualification file has been

deleted. A qua ification file in an "auditable form" shall be

maintained.
5) The uirement on time-dependent variation of relative humidity has

been deleted.

(6) The specific requirement in the area of aging, that ongoing

qualification be exclusively done using "prototype equipment naturally
q

aged", has been deleted.

(7) The section on margin has been clarifiad. [See Section (e)(8)]

(8) Reference to a date (May 23, 1980) for acceptance of analysis in

combination with partial test data has been deleted.

(9) The requirement to submit justiiication for the continued operation

of operating plants has been deleted, since this has already been

satisfactorily accomplished.

Paperwork Reduction Act

The proposed final rule contains recordkeeping requirements that are
subject to review by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). As
required by P.L. 96-511, this proposed rule wiii-be was submitted to OMB

for clearance of the “ecordkeeping requirements.
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Regulatory Flexibility_ Statement

In accordance with the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980, 5 U.S.C.
605(b), the Commission hereby certifies that this rule, if promulgated,
will not have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of
small entities. This proposed final rule affects the method of qualifi-
cation of electric equipment by utilities. Utilities do not fall within
the definition of a small business found in Section 3 of the Small Business
Act, 15 U.S.C. 632. In addition, utilities are required by Comm:ssion's
Memorandum and Order CLI-80-21, dated May 23, 1980, to meet the require-
ments contained in the DOR "Guidelines for Evaluating Environmental
Qualification of Class 1E Electric Equipment in Operating Reactors,"
(November 1979) and NUREG-0588, "Interim Staff Position on Environmental
Qualification of Safety-Related Electrical Equipment," which form the
basis of this proposed rule. Consequently, this rule codifies existing
requirements and imposes no new costs or obligations on utilities.

Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended, and section 553 of title S of
the United States _ode, notice is hereby given that adoption of the

following amendment to 10 CFR Part 50 is contemplated.

10 CFR Part 50

1. The authority citation for 10 CFR Part 50 reads as follows:
AUTHORITY: Secs. 103, 104, 161, 182, 183, 189, 68 Stat. 936, 937, 948,
953, 954, 955, 956, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2133, 2134, 2201, 2232, 2233,
2239); secs. 201, 202, 206, Bé Stat. 1243, 1244, 1246 (42 U.S5.C., 5841,

5842, 5346), unless otherwise noted. Section 50.78 also issued under

10



(7590-01]

Sec. 122, 68 Stat. 939 (42 U.S.C. 2152) Sections 50.80-50.81 also
issued under Sec. 184, 68 Stat. 954, as amended; (42 U.S.C 2234). Sec-
tions 50.100-50.102 issued uder Sec. 186, 58 Stat. 955; (42 U.S.C. 2236).
For Purposes of Sec. 223, 68 Stat. 958, as amended; (42 U.S.C. 2273),

§ 50.54 (i) issued under Sec. 161i, 68 Stat. 949; (42 U.5.C 2201(i)),

§§ 50.70, 50.71 and 50.78 issued under Sec. 1l6lo, 68 Stat. 950, as
amended; (42 U.S.C. 2201(0)) and the Laws referred to in Appendices.

2. A new § 50.49 is added to read as follows:

§ 50.49 Environmental qualification of electric equipment for nuclear
power plants.

(a) Regquirements for seismic and dynamic qualification of electric
equipment are not included in this section.

(b) Each holder of or each applicant for a license to operate a
nuclear power plant shall establish a program for qualifying the electric
equipment as defined in paragraph (c) of this section.

(c) Electric equipment and systems covered by this section include
electric equipment and systems that are essential to emergency reactor
shutdown, containment fsolation, reactor core cooling, and containment
and reactor heat removal or that are otherwise essential in preventing
significant release of radiocactive material to the enviromnment. Included
is equipment (1) that performs the above functions automatically, (2) that
is used by the operator to perform these functions manually, and (3) whose
failure can prevent the satisfactory accomplishment of one or more of
the above safety functions. Aiso-inciuded-is-equipment-needed-to-compiete

one-path-of-achieving-and-maintatning-a-coid-shutdown-condition.

11



(7590-01]

(d) The applicant or licensee shall prepare a list of all electric
equipment covered by this section. and-matntain-it-in-an-auditabie-forms.
fhis-itst-of-equipment-must;-as a-minimam;-tnciade:

In addition, the following information for electric equipment except

equipment located in a mild environment, i.e., an environment that would

at no time be mor: severe than the environment that would occur during

normal plant operation or during anticipated operational occurrences,

shall be included in a qualification file:

(1) The performance specifications and-structurai-integrity-require~
ments under conditions existing during normal and abnormal operation and
during design basis events and afterwards. and-the-}engths-of-the-pertods
during-which- the-integrity-must-be-maintatned.

(2) The-range-of Voltage, frequency, loau, and siher electrical
characteristics for which the performance specified in accordance with
paragraph (d)(1) of this section can be ensured.

(3) The environmental conditions, including temperature, sressure,
humidity, radiation, chemicals, and submergerze, vmd-the-predicted-veria-
tions-of-these-environmentai-conditions-witn-1tu» 4t the location where
the equipment must perform as specified in accardance with paragraphs
(d)(1) and (2) of this section.

(e) The electrical equipment gualification program must include
the following:

(1) Temperature and Pressure. The time-dependent temperature and

pressure at the location of the equipment must be establisned for the
most ¥imiting severe of the applicable postutatec-accidents design

basis events and must be used as the basis for the envircnmesta)l

qualification of electric equipment.

12
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(2) Humidity. Fime-dependent-variations-of-retative Humidity during
normal operation and design basis events must be considered.

(3) Chemical Effects. The composition of chemicals used must be

at least as severe as that resulting from the most limiting mode of plant
operation (e.g., containment spray, emergency core cooling, or recircula-
tion from containment sump). If the composition of the chemical spray
can be affected by equipment malfunctions, the most severe chemical spray
environment that results from a single failure in the spray systes must
be assumed.

(4) Radiation. The radiation environment must be based on the type
of radiation, the total dose and-dose-rate-of-the-radiation-environment
expected during normal operation over the installed life of the equipment

ptus and the radiation environment, including dose-rate effects, associated

with the most severe design basis event during or following which the
equipment is required to remain functional, including the radiation
resulting from recirculating fluids for equipment located near the recircu-
lating lines.

(5) Aging. Equipment qualified by test must, practicabie be
preconditioned by natural or artificial (accelerated) aging to its
installed end-of-life condition. Eiectromechanicai-equipment-must-be
operated-to-the-mechanicai-wear-and-etectricai-degradation-expected-during
its-instaiied-iife. Where preconditioning to a qualified life equal to
the installed life is not possible, the equipment may be preconditioned
to a shorter qualified 1ife. The equipment must be replaced at the end

of {ts qualified life unless ongo’ng qualification demonstrates of

ﬁrctotype-eqe*pnent-naturn**y-aged-in-p*ant-service-show:-by-artificia*

aging-and-type-testing that the item has additional qualified life.

13
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(6) Submergence (if subject to being submerged).
(7) Synergistic Effects. Fhe-preconditioning-and-testing-of-equip~

ment-must-consider-known Synergistic effects must be considered when these

effects are known to have a significant effect on equipment performance.
(8) Margins. Margins must be -pplied to account for production

variations and inaccuracies in test instrumeits. These margins are in

addition to -nrgins-app§ied-during-the-derévation-of*the-environ-.ﬂta*

conditiens: any conservatisms applied during the derivation of environ-

mental condition unless these conservatisms can be quantified and shown

to contain appropriate margin.

(f) Each item of electric equipment must be qualified by one of the
following methods:

(1) Testing an identical item of equipment undar identical conditions,

or under similar conditions with a supporting analysis to shcw that the

equipment to be qualified is acceptable.

(2) Testing a similar item of equipment with a supporting analysis
to show that the equipment to be qualified is acceptable.

(3) Experience with identical or similar equipment under similar
conditions with a supporting analysis to show that the equipment to be
qualified is acceptable.

€4)--Anatysis-in-1ieu-of-testing-in-the-fotiowing-cases:

€31)--4f-type-testing-is-preiuded-by-the-physicai-size-of-the-equip-.
want-or-by-the-state-of-the-are.
(4) By Analysis in combination with partial type test data which
supports the analytical assumptions and conclusions. s=1f-the-equipment

purchase-order-was-executed-prior-to-May-23;-1986-

14
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(S) QDesign or purchase specifications, if the equipment is in a

mild environment. The specification must contain a description of the

functiona' requirements and the specific environments during normal and

abnormal conditions and must be supported by a certificate of compliance

based on test data and analysis.

Or For equipment, purchased prior to the effective date of this

rule, which is located in a mild environment, the qualification can be

demonstrated by (a) a periodic maintenance, inspection, and/or replace-

ment program, (b) a periodic testing programs, and (c) an equipment

surveillance program.

(g) If an item of electric equipment is to be qualified by test -

(1) The acceptance criteria must be ;stablished prior to testing.

(2) The tests must be designed and conducted to demonstrate that
;he equipment can perform its required function as specified in accord-
ance with paragraph (d)(1) of this section for all conditions as speci-
fied in accordance with paragraphs (d)(2) and (3) of this section. The
test profile (e.g., pressure, temperature, radiation vs. ti-;) must
include -argiés as set forth in paragraph (e)(8) of this section.

(3) The test profile must be either (i) a single profile that
envelops the environmental conditions resulting from any design basis

event during any mode of plant operation where the equipment must pe-~-

form its safety functions (e.g., a profile that envelops the conditions
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produced by the postulated spectrum of main steamline break (MSLB) and
loss-of-coolant accidents (LOCA)) or (ii) separate profiles for each type
of event (e.g., separate profiles for the MSLB accidents and for LOCAs).

(4) The same piece of equipment must be used throughout the complete
test sequence under any given profile.

(h) Each holder of an operating license issued prior to (insert
the effective date of this amendment) must, by (insert a date 90 days
after the effective date of this amendment), identify the electric equip-
went already qualified to the provisions of this rule and submit a schedule
for the testing or replacement of the remaining electric equipment. This
schedule must establish a gcal of final environmental qualification by
the end of the second refueling outage after March 31, 1982. The Director
of Nuclear Reactor Regulation may grant requests for extensions of this
deadline to a date no later than November 30, 1985, for specific pieces
of equipment if such requests are filed cn a timely basis and demonstrate
good cause for the extension, such as procurement lead time, test compli-
cations, and installafion problems. In exceptional cases, the Commission
itself may consider and grant extensions beyond November 30, 1985 for
completion of environmental qualification.

(i) Each licensee shall notify the Commission of any significant
equipment qualification problem that may require extensfon of the
completion date within 30 days of its discovery.

€3)-~For-the-continued-operation-of-a-nuctear-piant;-each~hoider-of
an-operating-iicense-issued-prior-to-the-effective-date-of-this-rute-shati
perferm-an-anatysis-to-ensare-that-the-piant-can-be-safeiy-operated-pending
compietion-of-the-snvironmentai-quatification---Fhe-detaited-anatysis-for

each-equipment-type-with-appropriate-justification-must-be-submtited-to

16
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Birector-of-Nauciear-Reactor-Regutatory-by-finsert-the-effective-date-of
the-ruied-and-must-inciude;-where-appropriate;-consideration-of:
¢3)--Accompiishing-the-safety-function-by-some-designated-aiternative
equipment-that-has-been-adequateiy-quaiified-and-satisfies-the-singte
fatiure-criterion-if-the-principai-equipment-has-not-been-demonstrated-to
be-fuity-quattfieds
£23--Fhe-vatidity-af-partiat-test-data-<n-support-of-the-originat
quatifications
£3)-~timited-use-of-administrative-controts-over-equipment-that-has
not-heen-demonstreted-to-be-fuity-quatified:
f4)--Compietion-of-the-safety-functicn-prior-to-expcsure-to-the-enso~
ing-accident-environment-and-the-subsequent-faiture-of-the-equipment-does
not-degrade-any-safety-function-or-misiead-the-operator:
€53--No~significant-degradation-of-any-safety-function-or-misieading
of-the-operator-as-a-resait-of-fai{are-of-equipment-ander-the-accident
environment:
€k3 (j) The applicant for an operating license that is granted on
or after the effective date of this amendment, but prior to November 30,
1985, must perform an analysis to ensure that the plant can be safely
operated pending completion of the environmental qualification_ +n-
accordance-with-paragraph-fj)-of-this-section-except-that-this-anaiysis

This analysis must be submitted to the Director of Nuclear Reactor

Regulation for consideration prior to the granting of an operating

license and must include, where appropriate, consideration of:

(1) Accomplishing the safety function by some designated alternate

equipment if the principal equipment has not been demonstrated to be fully

qualified.
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(2) The validity of partial test data in support of the original

qualification.

(3) Limited use of administrative controls over equipment that has

not been demonstrated to be fully qualified.
(4) Completion of the safety function prior to exposure to the ensu-
ing accident environment and the subsequent failure of the equipment does
not degrade any safety function or mislead the operator.
(5) No significant degradation of any safety function or misleading
of the operator as a result of failure of equipment under the accident

environment.

€43 (k) A record of the qualification including documentation

in_paragraph (d) of this section must be maintained in a-centrai-fiie

an auditabie form to permit verification that each ftem of elactric equip-

ment covered by this section (1) is qualified for its application and

(2) meets its specified performance requirements when it is subjected
to the conditions predicted to be present when it must perform its safety
function up to the end of its qualified life.

Dated at this day of , 1982.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Samuel J. Chilk
Secretary of the Commission
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ENCLOSURE 2

ANALYSES OF PUBLIC COMMENTS
ON 10 CFR 50.49 (47FR2876, Jan. 20, 1982)

Seismic Requirements:

04/15/82

Comment: Seismi~ and dynamic quaiifications are an integral part of
environmental qualification, it is therefore inappropriate to codify
environmental qualification first and then to codify seismic qualifi-

cation separately at a later date.

Response: Electric equipment at operating nuclear power plants was
generally qualified for environmental and seismic stresses separately;
i.e., by using separate prototypes for environmental and seismic

qualification tescs.

The proposed Regulatory Guide 1.89 (Feb. 1982) specifies "single
prototype” testing (sequence testing) as an acceptable method for
qualifying electric equipment. The implementation section of this
guide will include NTOL's and future plants, and will not extend to
operating plants. Thus, any seismic qualification testing of equip-
ment in operating plants that may be required by future rulemaking

will not require retesting for environmental stresses.

Also refer to resolution of comment IC.

1 PUBLIC COMMENTS EQ RULE
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04/15/82

Comment: The proposed rule has introduced a new term, “dynamic

qualification" without definition.

Response: “Oynamic Qualification" is outside the scope of this
rulemaking. Therefore, no specific defiaition is required at this
time. The term will be specifically defined zs part of the future

rulemaking.

Comment: In the absence of seismic requirements in Section 50.49,

equipment which may be replaced in the near term may have to be
ripped out if it fails to meet the backfitting requirements, if

any.

Response: Replacement parts are not specifically covered by this
rule. However, the guidance on replacement parts currently in the
proposed Regulatory Guide 1.89 will be revised in response to the
above comment. The revision will be to the effect that for plants
operating prior to the effective date of the final rule, replacement
parts which have been environmentally and seismical’y qualified by
the use of separate prototypes prior to the effective date of this

rule will not require “ripping out" simply because a single prototype

was not used.

Comment: It is appropriate that seismic and dynamic qualification
requirements should not be included in Section 50.49. It must,
however, be stated that qualification to [EEE 344-1975 is one

acceptzble method for seismic qualification.
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Response: Regulatory Guide 1.100 already endorses IEEE 344-197S in

this area,

2. Establish Qualification Programs

Comment: The rule should recognize r-evious submittals pursuant ')

the DOR Guidelines and NUREG-0588.

Response: The statement of consideration in the final rule has been
expanded to recognize the abovementioned concern as follows: For
equipment qualified in accordance with DOR Guidelines and IE Bulletin
79-018 or NUREG-0588 prior to 90 days after the effective date of

the rule, requalification in accordance with this rule will not be
required.

3. Scope of the Rule

04/15/82

Comment: This section seems to be much greater in scope as compared

to NRC interim requirements.

Response: This statement is not correct. The rule covers the Class 1E
systems and equipment and some additional non-Class 1E equipment, for
example, certain post-accident monitoring equipment. The very nature

of this equipment requires qualification.

Comment: The scope of the proposed rule should be limited to

Class 1E or safety related equipment.
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Response: By using terms “Class 1lE" or “safety related," the scope
of Section 50.49 will exclude certain post-accident monitoring
equipmenrt and other equipment (e.g., associated circuits) which are

of sufficient importance to be included in the scope.

C. Coament: The scope should be reworded (47FR2878, Col. 2, Line 3)
as: “... shutdown, maintain the integrity of the reactor coolant

pressure boundary, containment isoiation..."

Response: The language for the scope of the rule has been extracted
in part from “Class 1E" definition in IEEE 323-1974. The meaning of
this terminology has been in place for past eight years and is well
understood. The staff believes that the safety functions included

in the final rule provide adequate protection to public safety.

0. Comment: The proposed rule introduces a new requirement to qualify

‘—--—-:;;di;;;;;_;;;EZE_EB"EBIpTutz—one—path_o!.achieving and maintaining
a cold shutdown condition" and this modifies the licensing basis for
the majority of operating nuclear power plants. A change of this
magnitude, at this advanced stage of industry's qualification effort,
most certainly introduces significant new costs and obligations with

no demonstrated improvement in safety.
Response: This requirement has been delected. The staff requires

qualification of all safe shutdown equipment consistent with the power

plants’' licensing bases. Consistent with draft Regulatory Guide 1.139,
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4. List

the requiatory position is that, for power plants where the applica-
tions for construction permits were docketed on or after January 1,
1978, the design should be such that the reactor can be taken from
normal operating conditions to cold shutdown using only safety grade

systems that satisfy General Design Criteria 1 to 5.

As long as the equipment and systems needed for cold shutdown are
designed to :afety grade criteria, the qualification of such systems

is covered by the Section 50.49.

Comment: The scope includes, "... systems that should be qualified,
those systems that could fail in such a way that would make a safety
system unable to perform its function." The wording could also
imply that qualification encompass systems that could mislead the
operatur to the extent that the requi-~ed safety functions would not
be accomplished. Qualification of non-safety instrumentatior should
not be required where such instrumentation is not the primary source

of data used by the operator in controlling events.

Response: The interpretation is correct.

of Equipment Covered by Rule

04/16/82

Comment: There is no distinction made between equipment located in

a harsh or mild environment.

Response: The proposed rule will be modified to include the require-
ments for equipment located in a mild environment. Further guidance
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04/15/82

for demonstration of qualification of equipment in mild environment

will be included in Regulatory Guide 1.89.

Comment: Lists of equipment which have been compiled in response to
NRC bulletins and letters should be used instead of requiring genera-
tion of a new list in another data format. An alternative could be

tc ‘dentify on existing lists the equipment covered by this rule, and
to referunce other licensing documents, such as FSARs, design calcula-
tions, and equipment specifications, where additional information is

available.

Response: [t has been the experience of the staff that simply
referencing other licensing documents as referenced in the above-
mentioned comment can result in uncoordinated and incomplete reviews
of the qualification status of equipment. For this reason, a separate

list of equipment covered by this rule is requi :d.
See also resolution of comment 2A.

Comment: Equipment located in a mild environment should be exc luded
from the proposed rule since the NRC has indicated that qualification
requirements for this equipment would be less stringent than for

those in harsh environments.

Response: See resolution of comment 4A.

6 PUBLIC COMMENTS EQ RULE

»
-



5. Performance Characteristics

A.

04/16/82

Comment: Environmental qualification should not be limited to design
basis events, but should consider Class IX accidents. Also, the rule
omits the serious risk of internal missiles from pumps, valves, and

burst pipes to electrical wiring and equipment.

Resolution: Severe accidents (Class IX accidents) are being considered
in other rulemakings. Environmental gualification does not include con-
sideration of missiles. Protection against missiles must be provided

in order to satisfy the requirements of GOC 4.

Comment: Structural integrity requirements should’be deleted from

the rule.
Resolution: Staff agrees.

Comment: The terms “performance characteristics” and “structural
integrity" are open to diverse interpretations. Suggestions have
been made to use the terms “safety functional requirement," per-
formance “specifications” or “the safety related functions” in place

of "performance characteristics."

Resolution: With regard to structural integrity, see resolution of
comment 4.8. The term “performance characteristic" has been changed

to "performance specifications”.
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D. Comment: The proposed requirement of paragraph (d)(1) is redundant,
unnecessary, and arbitary since equipment technical specifications
contain design criteria and requirements for safety equipment which

is sufficient.
Resolution: See resclution of comment 4.8.

E. Comment: The required list of equipment should not include perform-
ance characteristics. This will iead to recording of extraneous
information, diluting the importance of safety related parameters

information.

Resolution: Performance characteristics are not extraneous

information.

6. Electrical Characteristics

A. Comment: Change "can" to “must" on last line of paragraph (d)(2).

Response: The use of word “can" is appropriate; since the require-
ment in Section (d)(1) only pertains to listing of performance

characteristics of the equipment.

B. Comment: Requiring the “range" to be qualified is overly restrictive,

unnecessary, and will have a large cost impact on testing.

Response: Staff agrees.

04/15/82 8 PUBLIC COMMENTS EQ RULE
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C. Comment: Delete paragraph (d)(2).

Response: See resolution of the comment 6.8.

D. Comment: Testing conducted in the past typically did not consider
all possible electrical conditions. Therefore, the requirements of
paragraph (d)(2) should be removed from the proposed rule at least
for equipment previously evaluated to the DOR Guidelines or
NUREG-0588, Categor, II.

Response: See resolution of comment 2. A

7. Environmental Conditions

A. Comment: The term “where applicable" needs to be added after the

list of environmental parameters in paragraph (d)(3).

Response: Paragraph (d)(3) states that the environmental conditions
apply to the location where the equipment must perform. The staff
recognizes that all the environmental parameters listed are not

applicable at all equipment locations.

B. Comment: The term “chemical" is too broad and should either be

defined or specific chemicals named.

Response: Clarification regarding qualification for chemical spray
environments is given in paragraph (e)(3) of this section. Additional
guidance i~ provided by Regulatory Guide 1.89.
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Comment: Predicted variations in environmental! conditions are not

necessary if extreme conditions are identified and used in the

qualification program.
Response: Extreme environmental conditions cannot be identified for
some parameters, e.g., temperature and pressure, until their time-

dependent variations have been predicted.

The proposed rule does not staze that the use of identified extreme

conditions, with appropriate margin, are unacceptable.
Also see staff response to comment 7.E.
Comment: It is suggested that paragraph (d)(3) be supplemented with

the following: "“These environmental conditions may be cetlermined

using realistic inputs." |
Response: The bases for determination of environmental conditions
|

must be justifiable. Guidance concerning the determination of
environmental conditions is provided in Regulatory Guide 1.89.

Comment: It is reccmmended that paragraph (d)(3) be deleted because

of the phrase "the predicted variations of..."

10 PUBLIC COMMENTS EQ RULE




Response: The requirement of paragraph (d)(1) concerning the pre-
dicted variations of environmental conditions with time has been
deleted. Requirements in this area are specified for the individual

envircnmental parameters elsewhere in this section.

8. Temperature and Pressure

A. Comment: The phrase "most limiting" needs clarification.
Resprunse: For clarity, the phrase “most limiting" is changed to
“most severe.”

B. Comment: For consisting, “design basis events" should be used in
paragraph (e)(1l) rather than “postulated accidents."
Response: Staff agrees.

9. Humidity
A. Comment: The effects of time dependent variations of relative

04/15/82

humidity during normal operation cannot be considered for all
equipment. There are no detailed standards for how this tyne of

testing should be performed.

Response: Staff agrees. The rule has ceen modified accordingly.
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10. Chemical Effects

Comment: Since corrosion effects of various chemical compunents are
generally well known, this paragraph should provide latitude to
allow analysis that justifies using different chemical spray con-

stituents or less severe concentrations than specified by plant

environmental requirements.

Response: Analysis is acceptable if adequately justified.

11. Radiation

04/16/82

Comment: In general, the aging and accident radiation cannot be
combined, i.e., the word “plus" is misleading or incorrect since it

implies integrated effects.
Response: Staff agrees. The word “plus" has been changed to "and.”

Comment: The regquirement that the dose rate be as in the power
plant is totally impractical. The normal operation dose occurs over

a 35 to 40 year period. Obviously dose rate acceleration must be

permitted.

Response: The rule states that the radiation environment must be
based on the dose rate, and not that the actual dose rate be used
during testing. The intent is that any non-conservatisms used

resulting from using a higher than normal dose rate during testing

must be taken into account.
12 PUBLIC COMMENTS EQ RULE



12. Aging

04/15/82

Comment: The requirement that on-going qualifications be done using
“prototype equipment naturally aged" is overly restrictive and is
not in harmony with (f). There are other, equally acceptable
methods of extending qualified life and it is not appropriate to

single out just one of them.
Response: Staff agrees. The rule has heen modified.

Comment: The specific inclusion of aging requirents for electro-
mechanical equipment is inappropriate in the rulemaking. Such
details should be included in the revision to R.G. 1.89.

Response: Staff agrees. Reference to “"electromechanical equipment”

has been deleted from the rule.

Comment: Use of accelerated aging to define a qualified life is not

technically feasible.

Response: Based upon research, the staff believes that precondition-
ing by accelerated aging is technically feasible for both simple and
complex electric equipment for shorter specified qualified life and
that it is technically feasible for simple systems for full lifetime
testing. Staff recognizes that state-of-the-art technology will be
utilized in any aging program. R.G. 1.89 will be revised from time

to time to reflect the state-of-the-art.
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13. Synergistic Effects

A. Comment: “"known synergistic effects...." must be considered. NRC

should Le more specific.

Response: The word “known" has been deleted from the rule.

14. Margins

A. Comment: The proposed rule states that margins are used to account
for inaccurazies in test instruments. Test instrument inaccuracies
are a QA problem associated with required calibration programs and

should not be encompassed under margins.

Response: The staff disagrees. The test instruments errors must be

accounted for.
8. Comment: The margins applied in addition to known conservatisms
lead to excessive stress which could 'ead to failures of equipment

in unrealistic qualification tests.

Response: Staff agrees. Paragraph on margin has been accordingly

modified.

15. Methods of Qualification

A. Comment: Qualification by analysis should not be allowed.
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Response: Analysis alone is generally inadequate to demonstrate
qualification and type testing is the preferred qualification
method. Although some analysis may be used, as identified in the
rule, that analysis should be limited te extrapolations of data or
to analyzing similarities in equipment or materials. In any case,
analytical assumptions should pe verifiable or supportsd by test

data.

16. Testing of Similar Items and Analysis

A.

Comment: Paragraph (f)(2) should state that it is acceptable to

test a similar item of equipment under similar conditions with a

supporting analysis that shows the equipment to be qualified is

acceptable.

Response: The staff disagrees. The intent of paragraph (f)(2) is

to cover both “similar" and "identical" environments.

17. Experience and Analysis

04/15/82

Comment: Experience has proven to be of very limited use in
qualification because of the lack of supporting documentation. It
is suggested, therefore, that the words "Adequately documented" be

inserted at the beginning of paragraph (f)(3).

Response: All information used to demonstrate the qualification of

equipment, incluaing test results, analytical assumptions, and
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experience with identical or similar equipment, must be adequately

documented.

18. Analysis

A.

Comment: Are subparagraphs (f)(4)(i) and (f)(4)(ii) independent?

Response: No. The rule has been modified.

19. Analysis and Partial Test Data

Comment: If partial type test data is available which adequately
supports the analytical assumptions and conclusions, then analysis
should be allowed to extrapolate or interpolate these results for

equipment, regardless of purchase date.

Response: Staff agrees. The rule has been modified.

20. Prerequisites for Testing

04/15/82

Comment: This paragraph is written specifically for equipment
employed for hostile environment applications and does not recognize

alleviations appropriate for equipment located in mild environments.

Response: Environmental testing is not required for equipment

located in mild environments.
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04/16/82

Comment: Strict application of these requirements will negate

testing already completely for earlier plants. The relief in

must be included in the Reg. Guide 1.89.

Response: Requalification is not required for the electric equipment

qualified in accordance with IE Bulletin 79-018 (DOR Guidelines) or
NUREG-0588 prior to 90 days after the effective date of this rule.

Comment: Paragraph 50.49g should be deleted as it limits the

options available for gualification testing.

Response: The staff does not believe that this paragraph should be

deleted, since this section specifies the minimum testing criteria.
Comment: As written, this requirement applies to all equipment
which has or will undergo qualification testing. This paragraph

should not be applied to equipment which predated the requirements

of IEEE 323-1974.

Response: See response to comment no. 2.8.

Comment: This paragraph should also make provisions for acceptance
of testing that dces not totally envelop all plant environmental

cenditions by supporting analysis.

Response: Section (£)(2) covers the similar conditions.
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F. Comment: The detailed requirements for qualification by testing

should not be contained in a rule, but should instead be discussed

in Reg. Guide 1.89.

Response: Since testing is the principal means for qualification of

electric equipment, the specified requirements are appropriate.

G. Comment: The first sentence should be changed to "If an item of

electric equipment is to be qualified by test or analysis..."

Response: Staff disagrees. All of the requirements listed are not

appropriate for analysis as a qualification method.

21. Acceptance Criteria

A. Comment: The requirement for acceptance criteria does not clearly
say that they must be relevant. Acceptance criteria are application

dependent.

Response: The staff disagrees that the acceptance criteria are

necessarily plant dependent.

8. Comment: The establishment of acceptance criteria before testing

should be deleted. "Failure" is often a plant specific consideration.

Response: The staff disagrees. Acceptance criteria, whether generic

or specific, should be established prior to testing.
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Comment: If the documentation in paragraphs d(1), (2), and (3) are

established, a clear record that the equipment provides the perform-
ance required will have been established. Therefore, this require-

ment for acceptance criteria should bz eliminated.

Response: Staff disagrees. The referenced paragraphs (d)(1), (d)(2),
and (d)(3) refer to performance. Performance and acceptable

criteria ave not necessarily identical.

Comment: This paragraph precludes reevaluating test criteria
following the actual test. When equipment does not meet the
acceptance criteria, system redesign, reconfiguration, and analysis
should be allowed in order to verify that the initial acceptance

criteria were in fact valid.

Response: The rule specifies the methods for demonstrating successful

-qualification. Failures during testing due to faulty test equipment

or invalid acceptance criteria are outside the scope of tne rule.

22. Demonstraticn by Test

04/15/82

Comment: Delete reference to paragraphs (d)(1), (d)(2), and (d)(3)
concerning characteristics, electrical characteristics and environ-

mental conditions, respectively.

Response: See resolution of comment No. 21C.
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04/15/82

Comment: Paragraph g(2) requires that a radiation dose rate exposure
profile vs. time be established and enveloped by the qualification
testing. Testing at qualification dose rates exceeding accident

dose rates, and total exposures exceeding the accident and normal

exposure, is a conservative approach.

Response: Reference to “dose rate" has been deleted. Margin of
+10% for total dose, in accordance with [EEE 323-1974 is acceptable.

Comment: The radiation vs. time simulation requirement should be

deleted from paragraph g(2).

Response: See resolution of comment No. 228.

Comment: The radiation dose rate should be simulated to the best
extent possible within the limitations of the test facility and
measuring instruments.

Response: See resolution of comment No. 228B.

Comment: The rule should state that the accident radiation dose
exposure with appropriate margin may be performed as a part of the
preconditioning procedure. Also, margin need not be applied if the

methods in Appendix 0 of NUREG-0588 have been employed.

Response: See resolution of comment No. 2A and comment No. 228.
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F. Comment: Many utilities nave undergone expensive qualification
testing to service conditions unique to their plant in accordance
with [EEE 323-1971 and demonstrated compliance with previous NRC
regulations. New increased margins should not be applied to these

existing tests.

Response: See resolution of comment No. 2A.

23. Test Profile

A. Comment: 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 function.

Response: Staff agrees. For clarity the rule is modified to read,
“_..any mode cf plant operation where the equipment must perform its

safety functions(...).

24. Single Prototype

A. Comment: Does this section apply to aging also? For example, could
parts of a component be aged separately, then assembied, then tested

as per g(3)?
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Response: . This is acceptable. However, the intent of section (g,(4)
is that the test stresses; e.g., aging and rad’ation, are nct sharea

among two or more pieces of equipment.

8. Comment: Paragraph 50.49 g(4) requ'res qualification by sequential
test. Without direction on seism.¢ and dynamic requirements,

sequential tests cannct be done.

Responsa: See resolution of cemmen:s 1A and 1C.

C. Comment: This section may be nterpreted as requiring MSLEB and LOCA
qualification tests of the same deyice. Testing o either is suf-

ficient, provided that the limiting accident is iauntified.

Response: Testing to the most limiting condition is acceptatle.

0. Comment: Allowance for justifications for dev'»tions from using the
same piece of equipment throughout a %est ssquence tchou’a be alluwed.
The present 50.49 g(4) conflicts with the proposec Pevision 1 of

Regulatory Guide 1.89.

Response: See resolution to comment 2A. No change in 50.49 g(4) is

necessary.
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25. Extension Uate and Schedule Submission

$4/15/82

Comment: The proposed rule's extended deadline for compliance with

environmental criteria is unjustified and too liberai....

Respounse: In developing the position on the extension of the dead-
line for qualification of electric equipment, the NRC has considered
information supplied by equipment vendors, utilities, test labora-
tories, consultants, and other interested parties. The amount of
work, the availability of qualified personnel and equipment, and

the impact on overall plant safety were factored into the Commis-
sion's decision to extend the deadline. Licensees have submitted
information to the NRC showing that the plant can be safely operated

pending completion of the required environmental gualification.

Comment: Mild environment equipment should be excluded from the

schedule for equipment testing or replacement to be submitted to the

NRC 90 days after the effective date of the rule.

Response: Staff agrees. See resolution of comment 4A.

Comment: Within 90 days of the effective date of the ruie, a
schnedule for "testing or replacement" of unqualified equipment is to

be provided to the NRC. The word “testing" should be replaced by

“"qualification."
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04/16/82

Response: The staff disagrees. Although the word qualification
could be substituted for testing, in accordance with Section f of

10 CFR 50.49 some fora of testing is required for qualification.

The intent of the Commission is that qualification by analysis alone

will no longer be acceptarle.

Comment: We assume che goal of final environmental qualification is

for the second refueling outage starting after March 31, 1982.

Response: Staff agrees.

Comment: The requirement for "testing' of equipment identified in
the submittal due 90 days after the publication of the final rule is
inconsistent with 50.49f concerning qualification methods and with
the proposed revision to Regulatory Guide 1.89 (Section C.5.9)

regarding qualification in mild environments.

Response: Staff agrees. See resolution of comment 4A and 20A.
Comment: The rule should recognize that previous submittals to the
NRC containing equipment identification and schedules for qualifica-
tion are adequate for fulfilling the requirements in 50.49h.
Response: Prior submittals have not satisfied the requirements of

Section 50.49h. For example, the schedule for qualification had

never before been required.
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04/15/82

Comment: The words "but prior to November 30, 1985" in 50.49h and
50.49k should be deleted. As currently written, no recourse is pro-
vided for plants receiving operating licenses after November 30,

198S.

Response: Plants licensed after November 30, 1985 will be required

to be in compliance witn this rule.

Comment: The requirement to submit a schedule for the testing or
replacement of equipment is not warranted. The date for submitting
a schedule for testing and replacement has no safety significance

whatsoever.

Response: The achievement of full qualification by the November 30,
1985 deadline depends on the early identification of deficiencies

and a commitment to a firm plan for systematic, corrective action.

Comment: The requirement for -ubmission of schedules for qualifica-
tion within 90 days of the rule should be revised to allow more time

for mild environment equipment.

Response: See resolution of comment 4A.

Comment: The proposed rule appears to require a new round of sub-
mittals (90 day letters) covering information that has already been
submitted to the NRC. A statement should be included to indicate
that this requirement applies only to plants that did not submit a
90 day response.
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Response: The  ‘te for completion of environmental qualification

would be extended by Section 50.49, new schedules for completion of
qualification must be submitted. Ouplicate submittals are not

required.

Significant Problem Notification

Comment: The schedule for notification of tie Commission of any
significant qualification problem within 30 days of its discovery

should be -2parated from the technical requirements of the rule.

Response: Staff disagrees. The purpose of this requirement is to

provide advance notice and basis for possible extensions.

Comment: We believe the requirements to notify the Commission of
potential problems within 30 days of discovery may be too stringent,

particularly if a scheduled completion date is six months or longer

from the date of discovery of a potential problem that may require

extension.

Response: The staff agrees. See resolution of comment 26.C
Comment: The notification period of 30 days to allow industry to
evaluate minor qualification problems should be extended to 90 days.

This would minimize the number of insignificant problems to be

addressed by the Commission and industry.
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Response: The staff agrees. The rule has been modified to extend

time from "“30" to "60" days.

27. Justification for Continued Operation

A. Comment: The proposed rule requires "analyses" to justify continued
operation with unqualified equipment. These analyses are vague and
insubstantial and will allow licensees to raticnhalize the use of
unsafe equipment based on its behavior during normal operating

conditions.

Response: This paragraph has been deleted from the final rule.

The licensees of the operating plants have justified the continued
operation of nuclear power plants based on the criteria as stated in

paragraph (j) of the proposed rule.

17.7 Comment: The submittal of justification for continued operation
should be required 90 or 180 days after the effective date of this
amendment, not on the effective date, to be consistent with the

Supplementary Information section.
Response: See resolution of comment 27A.

C. Comment: The provisions of the rule concerning justification for
continued operation should be deleted as this information has been

previously submitted in response to [EB 79-01B.
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Response: Staff agrees. See resolution of comment 27A.

28. Designated Alternative Single Failure Criterion/Partial Test Date

04/15/82

Comment: If redundant, qualified, "alternative" equipment is avail-
able to perform a safety function in lieu of unqualified equipment,
then compliance with the regulation has already been achieved and the
ungualified equipment may be exempted from the program. This require-

ment should be deleted.

Response: The staff disagrees. Terms “alternative" (or alternate)
and "principal equipment" are used in the context of section 4.7.4.1
of IEEE 279-1971. Specifically, the alternate and principal equip-
ment is mutually diverse (to protect against common mode failures.)
However, each set of equipment separately should meet the provisions
of IEEE 279-1571. In this rule, the terms are not restricted to

aquipment in the protection systems.
Comment: The requirement for satisfaction of the single failure
criterion for justification for continued operation is overly

restrictive. [f this requirement were met, no justification for

interim operation would be needed.
Response: Staff agrees. The rule has been modified.

The phrase "and satisfies the single failure criterion" is unclear

as used in this section. Also define the term "adequately qualified."
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Response: The word "adequately" has been deleted. See resolution

of comments 28A and 288.

D. Comment: If there is designated alternative equipment which is
qualified and satisfies the single failure criterion, the principal
equipment need not be classified as safety related and hence need

not be qualified.

Response: See resolution of commentL 28A.

E. Comment: The new rule states that partial test data may be used as
justification for continued operation. Both this rule and the
current requirements recognize that analysis and partial test data,

appropriately applied, constitute qualification.

Response: Partial type test data and analysis, appropriately applied
to envelop the predicted environmental conditions, are sufficient for
qualification. Where the test data are insuffi_ient to demonstrate
full qualification, partial test data may be utilized to justify

continued operation.

29. Completion of Safety Function

A. Comment: The proposed rule states that justification for continued
operation may be determined if equipment performs its safety function

prior to exposure to the iccident environment, and subsequent equip-
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ment failures do not degrade the safety functions or mislead the

operator. This should be sufficient for full qualification.

Response: A demonstration with appropriate margins that equipment

fulfills the above requirements can constitute full qualification.

Comment: The evaluation of whether the failure of a single piece of
equipment will, of itself, mislead the operator is subject to inter-
pretation and engineering judgement. Because redundant equipment
would be available, the justification for interim operation should
not consider the aspect of unqualified instrumentation misleading the

operator.

Response: Licensees should examine on a case-by-case basis the

impact of equipment failures on operator actions.

The licensees should decide whether the erroneous information
subsequent to accomplishment of protection systems can mislead the

operator.

30. Significant Degradation

04/16/82

Comment: One of the considerations for justification for continued
operation is the occurrence of no significant degradation of a safety
function or misleading of the operator as a result of failure of
equipment under the accident environment. Assurance of the above

should comply with the Commission's intent in Lhe rulemaking process.
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32.

04/16/82

Response: This section applies to relatively new power plants and
assumes that the majority of the equipment already is fully quali-
fied prior to issuance of an operating license. This provision

is intended to justify operation where alternate qualified equipment
can compensate for the potential malfunction of relatively items

which may not be "fully" qualified.

JCO for NTOLs

Comment: The provision allowing applicants for new licenses (to be
granted on or after the effective date of the amendment and prior to
November 30, 1985) to submit “analyses" in lieu of test results to
demonstrate environmental gqualification should not be permitted.
Licensees have been under directives to document the qualification

of safety equipment since 1977.

Response: See resolution of comment 30A.

Comment: Previous submittals by NTOLs pursuant to NUREG-0588 which

contain justification for operation should be acknowledged.

Response: This rule does not require duplicate submittals.

Requirement of a Central File

Comment: the requirement to maintain a record identifying that the

equipment meets its specific performance requirement exceeds the
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verification necessary to establish the perfor~mance of safety

function.

Response: The qualification test by nature is limited to verifying
the performance characteristics, and not the actual safety function

performed by the equipment; e.g., <t2ldown of a core.

8. Comment: the requirement for a central file should be for equipment

located and potentially subject to a harsh en ‘nment only.

Response: The extent of the documentation required for mild

environment equipment will be addressed in Regulatory Guide 1.39.

C. Comment: The requirement for a central file should be deleted

because some records may be kept in the utility general file.

Response: This paragraph has been revised to require that auditable

files permitting verification of qualifications be available.

0. Comment: The terms "application" and "specific performance require-
ments” should be changed to state that safety functions will be
performed when subjected to the conditions predicted.

Response: See resolution of comment 32A.

E. Comment: we suggest that it may be difficult, if not impossible, to

obtain the record of qualification required, particularly for equip-
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_ _ment_in older plants, and we suggest that for equipment that has
significant successful operating experience this record should not be '

necessary.

Resporse: The requirements of section (f) (3) must be met.

F. Comment: The contents of the central file may vary considerably
depending on whether the file is a record of qualification to the
harsh or mild environment. Recognition of content requirements by
reference to any proposed regulatory guide would be appropriate.
Response: See resoiution of comment 128.

G. Comment: Qualification central file information should include
equipment in a harsh environment only and should only support the
equipment's ability to perform its safety function.

Response: See resolution of comments 32A & 328B.

H. Comment: Fl'ease clarify as to exactly where the licensee shall

maintain qualification records, particularly with respect to files

which are proprietary to the NSSS vendor.

Response: Qualification files must be maintained in an auditable

form, under the control of licensee.
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. 33. Supplementary Information

A.

04/16/82

Comment: The term "important to safety” should be replaced by

Class [E throughout this rule.

Response: Staff disagrees. See resolution to comment 3B8.

Comment: The term “safety-related" should be used in place of

“important to safety.”

Response: The applicable equipment covered by this rule is specified
in 50.49c. Expansion of the scope of this rule to include additional

equipment i-poriant to safety will be subject of a future rulemaking.

Comment: The scope of the proposed rule should include all electric
equipment "important to safety" since that is the same as "safety-

related" or "safety-grade" equipment.

Response: Equipment "important to safety" includes “safety-related"
and other equipment. The scope of the rule includes equipment
designated in “"Class 1lE" and some additional non-Class IE equipment.
The staff believes that, for electric equipment, "Class 1E" is the

same as "safety-related.”

See also the staff resolution of comments 3C and 338.
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34~ Qualification History

35.

Comment: It should be noted that prior to 1971 qualification of
electric and electronic equipment was based on [the] use of gooa
engineering practices which included conservative application and

design, high quality equiczment, and some environmental testing.

Response: Staff agrees. Additional details are inappropriate in

04/15/82

Comment: The proposed rule is primarily based on NUREG 0588
Category [. Therefore, it is appropriate that this rule clarifies
and recognizes the fact that equipment evaluated in accordance in
accordance with [the] DOE guidelines and NUREG 0588 Category II are

considered to satisfy the requirements of this rule.

A.
the final rule.
Rule Basis Current Requirements
A.
Response: See resolution of comment 2A.
B.

Comment: The Federal Register notice states that this rule codifies
existing requirements and imposes N0 new Costs or obligations on

utilities. We take strong exception to this statement.

Response: The new rule will codify the current requirements in the

DOR Guidelines, [E Bulletin 70-018 and NUREG 0588.
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- €. —Comment: The rule does not recognize that operating plants have

just completed qualification of equipment to the DOR Guidelines or
NUREG 0588 Category I[I.
Response: See resolution of comment 2A.

0. Comment: The statement made in the Supplementary Information Section
should also state that the requirements of [E Bulletin 70-018 are
being codified.

Response: See resolution to comment 2A.

36. Replacment Parts

A. Comment: The rule does not address replacement parts.

Response: Guidance concerning replacement parts will be included in

Regulatory Guide 1.89.
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