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February 13, 1995

N0ED 95-2-003

Southern Nuclear Operating Company, Inc.
ATTN: Mr. D. N. Morey

Vice President
P. O. Box 1295
Birmingham, AL 35201

SUBJECT: MODIFICATION OF NOTICE OF ENFORCEMENT DISCRETION (N0ED) FOR
SOUTHERN NUCLEAR OPERATING COMPANY (SNC) REGARDING J. M. FARLEY,
UNITS 1 AND 2

Gentlemen:

Based on your letter dated February 7,1995, documenting your oral request
that the NRC exercise discretion not to enforce compliance with the actions
required in the Technical Specification (TS) 3/4.3.1, Table 3.3-1, " Reactor
Trip System Instrumentation", and TS 3/4.3.2, " Engineered Safety Feature
Actuation System (ESFAS) Instrumentation," enforcement discretion was granted
to allow the continued operation of Farley Nuclear Plant (FNP) Units 1 and 2
for up to ten (10) days in Mode 1 with one train of RTS auto trip logic and
ESFAS manual initiation and automatic actuation logic inoperable due to the
potential consequences of a postulated high steam line energy break inside the
high pressure turbine enclosure.

The N0ED was requested for a period of 10 days to cover tha period of time to
effect a design change to separate the electrical power feeds for the Solid
State Protection System (SSPS) field inputs and the logic cabinet power
supplies.

Information was previously discussed with the NRC in a telephone conversation
on February 6, 1995, at 8:15 p.m. EST. At 7:30 p.m. EST, you declared one
train of SSPS inoperable and entered the appropriate action for TS 3/4.3.1 and
3/4.3.2. You requested that a N0ED be issued and be effective for the period
7:30 p.m. EST on February 6, 1995, until 7:30 p.m. EST on February 16, 1995.

Since the issuance of the enforcement discretion, you determined, as discussed
in your February 9 telephone call between Mr. Richard Hill of SNC and
Mr. Ellis Merschoff of the NRC at 8:00 p.m. EST, and documented 'in your letter ;

of February 10, 1995, that train B of SSPS was also susceptible to a steam |

line break. Based on your statements and information provided in the '

February 10 letter indicating only one train of SSPS would be rendered I

inoperable by any given steam line break, the original enforcement discretion
is now modified to include Train B of SSPS. This modification to the original
discretion does not change the period of time the discretion is in effect, and
the discretion will expire on February 16, 1995 at 7:30 p.m. EST, or when the
modification is completed, whichever occurs first. The compensatory measures
agreed to in the original request are in effect or will be taken.

I
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SNC 2

The NRC staff accepts the safety rationale of the consequences of the proposed
actions provided in your enclosed letter, and concurs that you have satisfied
explicit criteria in the Enforcement Policy (10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C,
Section VII.C) for an operating plant, in that approval of your request will
minimize the potential safety consequences of unnecessary plant transients and
the accompanying operational risks and impacts associated with continued
operation.

On the basis of the staff's evaluation of your request, including the
compensatory measures as previously stated, the s+aff concluded that the
issuing of enforcement discretion was warranted because we are satisfied that
this action involves minimal or no safety impact and, thereby, has no adverse
impact on public health and safety.

However, as stated in 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix C, enforcement action will
normally be taken, to the extent that violations were involved, for the root
cause that led to the noncompliance for which this discretion was used.

Sincerely,

Original signed by:
Luis A, Reyes/for

Stewart D. Ebneter
Regional Administrator

.

Docket Nos. 50-348, 50-364 |

License Nos. NPF-2, NFP-8 |
N0ED 95-2-003

Enclosure: SNC Letter dated
February 10, 1995

cc w/ encl: B. L. Moore
Licensing Manager
Southern Nuclear Operating

Company, Inc. |

P. O. Box 1295
Birmingham, AL 3520-1295 |

|
R. D. Hill, Jr. '

General Manager, Farley Plant
Southern Nuclear Operating

Company, Inc.
P. O. Box 470
Ashford, AL 36312

cc w/ encl: (cont'd - See page 2)

!
.



7.,

.. .-

:. ;
-

,

I SNC .' 3

cc w/ encl: (cont'd)
J. D.-Woodard NRC Resident Inspector
Executive Vice President U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Southern Nuclear Operating 7388 N State Hwy 95 !

Company, Inc. Columbia, AL 36319r.
P. O. Box 1295
Birmingham, AL 35201

State Health Officer
Alabama Department of Public Health
434 Mcnroe Street
Montgomery, AL 3630-1701

M. Stanford Blanton
Balch and Bingham Law Firm
P. O. Box 306
70 Sixth Avenue North
Birmingham, AL 35201

Chairman
Houston County Commission

,

P. O. Box 6406
'Dothan, AL 36302

Distribution w/ encl:
S. Ebneter, RII
R. Zimmerman, NRR
A. Thadani, NRR
S. Varga, NRR
S. Dembek, NRR
J. Lieberman, OE
J. Zwolinski, NRR
W. Bateman, NRR |

J. Wermiel, NRR
J. Mauck, NRR
B. Boger, NRR
T. Quay, NRR
A. Chaffee, NRR
H. Christensen, RII
B. Siegel, NRR

.

G. Hallstrom, RII i
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February 10,1995

1

L DocketNos.: 50-348
50 364

.

|
U. S. Nuclear Ramdatary Commission |
ATTN: Document ControlDesk - '

Wa*hiayaa_, D. C. 20555

JosephM ParleyNuclearPlant
Request forEnfhrgomentDiscretion

'

Gentlemen:

On February 6,1995, anTwise.s discretion for Joseph M. Parley Nuclear Plant, Unha 1
and 2, was granted relative to Technical Speci6 cations 3/4.3.1, Table 3.3-1, " Reactor Trip
System Instrumentation," and 3/4.3.2, Tabis 3.3 3, "Rnpaa- ed Safety Features Actuation
System Instrumentation," for a period of 10 days to cover the period oftime to effect a
design change to electricaHy separate the electrical power feeds for Train A Solid State
Protection System (SSPS) field inputs and the logic cabinet power supplies. The
enforcement discretion was granted because occurrence of a steamline break ealaaidaat
with a single active failure of the other SSPS train would result in both trains of SSPS not
being available to mitigate the consequences of the steam line break.

; On February 9,1995, it was determined that Train B of the SSPS was also susceptible to a
steam line break; however, only one train of SSPS would be rendered inoperable by any
given steam line break. At 7:30 p.m. CST, the Regional M. 'J:Fator, S. D. Ebneter,
verbally granted enforcement discretion for Joseph M FarleyNuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2
This discretion was granted relative to Technical Specifications 3/4.3.1, Table 3.3 1,
" Reactor Trip System Instrumentation," and 3/4.3.2, Table 3.3-3, "Rapaaared Safety
Features Actuation System Instrumentation," for a period of 10 days firom February 6,
1995 to cover the period of time to effect a design change to electrically separate the

| electrical power feeds for the Solid State Protection System field inputs and the logic
cabinet power supplies.

ENCLOSURE

U2d bU !(p p.
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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;

If there are any questions, please advise. '

RespectfhEy submitted,
SOUTHERN NUCLEAR, OPERATING COMPANY

DaveMorey
MGE

-.. . . ..

Attachment
-

>

cc: Mr. S. D. Ebneter
Mr. B. L. Siegel

.

Mr. T. M. Ross !

Dr. D. E. Williamson

:

>

,

'|
l
i

i

'I
.

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



FEB 13 '95 03:33PM NJCLEAR ENG & LIC P.4/12
,

.

.

'

Attachment

.

.

Joseph M. Farley Nuclear Plant
,

i

Request for EnforcementDiscretion ;
.

.

.

February 10,1995
i

.

!

|



[FEB D '95 ' 03534PN MXIIAR DG & UC P.5/12

RequestforEnfbreement Discretion Pa8e 2
.

!

On February 9,1995, Parley Nuclear Plant determined that a main steam line break |
(MSIR) outside containment could result in fhilure of alther train of the SSPS; however, i

only one train of SSPS would be rendered inoperable by a given MSLB orientation. j

i
On February 9,1995 at 7:30 p.m. CST, the Region II NRC Staff granted verbal ;

enforcement discretion for FNP Units 1 and 2 ibr the inc,p .:Oy ofeither SSPS train j
due to a postulated MSIR in t' e Tu&a Building. To allow adequate time for design in
preparation and =~l&=% installati n, the =1.w.a.t discretion is effective fbr 10 |

days firom the February 6,1995 granting of enforcement discretion or until completion of
]the post-modification testing, whichever is sooner.
,

BASIS FOR THE ENFORCEMENT DISCRETION REQUEST )
i

1. The Technical Specifications for which enforcement discretion is requested. )
!

Technical Specification 3/4.3.1 specifies that the Reactor Trip System (RTS) nmst be !
operable. The SSPS provides redundant logic trains for the RTS. The operability !
requirements for the RTS automatic trip logic (Punctional Unit 22) are shown in the FNP !
TM :=! Speci5 cations on Table 3.3-1," Reactor Trip SystemInstmmentation." With i
one train inoperable, Action 15 requires the inoperable train to be restored within 6 hours |

or the Unit umst be placed in Hot Standby within the next 6 hours.

Technical SpeciScatica 3/4.3.2 speci6es that the ESF Actuation System (ESFAS) must be )
operable. The SSPS provides rahdaat logic trains for the ESFAS. The operability |
requirements for ESFAS manual initiation and automatic actuation logic (Punctional Units j
1.a,1.b, 2.a, 2.b, 3.a.1, 3.a.2, 3.b.1, 3.b.2, 3.c.1, 3.c.2, 4.a, 4.b, and 6.a) are shown in the l

PNP Technical Spd=!ons on Table 3.3-3, "Ragi-ed Safety Feature Actuation
System Instrumentation." Actions 13,17,18, 21, and 22 are applicable with one train
inoperable. Action 21 is most limag. and it requires the inoperable train to be restored
within 6 hours or the Unit must be placed in Hot Standby within the next 6 hours and in at
least Hot Shutdown within the following 6 hours.

This request for enforcement discretion will allow for the continued operation ofFNP
Units 1 and 2 for up to ten (10) days in Mode 1 with either train ofRTS automatic trip
logic and ESFAS mannel initiation and automatic actuation logic inoperable due to the
potential consequences of a postulated high energy steamline break inside the turbine
building.

2. Circumstances surrounding the situation requiring prompt action.

The RTS twbine trip signal is provided by actuation of 4 out of 4 turbine throttle (stop)
valve close limit switches or 2 out of 3 auto stop (control) oillow pressure switches. The
turbine trip / reactor trip is anticipatory in that it is not assumed to occur in any of the
Parley FSAR Chapter 15 accident analysis. However, in conformance with FSAR Section
7.2, this trip (being a resctor trip) is designed to meet the requirements of TERR 279-1971.

|

1
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The scope ofIEEE 279-1971 addresses such requiran=*n as single fhilure, independence,
and interaction of circuits. As stated in Branch Tachnieml Position ICSB 26, this standard
applies to the entire trip A=+1,= fhun the sensors to the final newarl devices.
'Iberefore, the RTS turbine trip sensors and circuit design should allow for the effects of
credible faults (i.e. grounding, shorting, or application of high voltage), and failures should
not propagate back to the RTS or degrade RTS performaaaa. However, the sensor
mou.6,p need not be seismic because of their location in the turbine building. A general
a=g=w of this design is provided in Farley SER Section 7.2 (NUREG-75/034 dated
May 2,1975).

Relative to HEIEs in the turbine building, Parley PSAR Section 3K.4.1.1.3 states that the
main steam system in the turbine building is not located near any safbty-related aqtamant.
Therefore, it was not necessary to considerjet impingement and pipe whip effects of a
main steam line break in the turbine building.' As a resuh, the SER Section 6.4 discuss'sn
on the impact ofjet impingement and pipe whip effects does not address the turbine
building. The FNP design for high energy line breaks is addressed in FSAR Section 3K,
which stipulates a verification be made that the " rupture of a pipe carrying high energy.
fluid will not directly or indirectly result in loss ofmdundancy in any portion of the
protection system (as defined in IEEE-279), Class 1E electric system (as defined in IEEE-
308), =de-red safety feature aq'W .. required to mitigate the consequences of that
accident and place the reactor (s)in a cold shutdown condition...." IEEE 279 Section
4.7.4 also requires that protective equipment be designed against credible single events
and an additionalsingle failure.

Following receipt ofinformation peitairiirg to a new steamline break scenario in the
Diablo Canyon turbine building which could potentially render one SSPS train inoperable,
Farley initiated ef!bris (including background licensing ra4 field walkdowns, and
engineering modeling) to determine the applicability to FNP Units 1 and 2. Subsequently,
based on the Parley-specific as-built configuration and high energy line break analysis, the
FNP designers determined the SSPS input circuits associated with the RTS turbine trip
sensors are susceptible to a postulated high energy e==11ac break inside the turbine
building.

Should RTS turbine trip channels (I & II or III & IV) "short to ground," the 120 vac vital
electrical power associated with the RTS/ESFAS channelized field input signals in SSPS
Train A or Train B would be interrupted due to blown input power fhses in the respective
input relay bays. Loss of Channels I & II or III & IV 120 vac input power d: :aergizes
both sets of the affected train logic cabinet redundant low vohage power supplies (15 yde
and 48 yde), which renders the Train A or B RTS automatic trip logic and the ESFAS
manual and automatic actuation logic inopmble. However, the ==*ala'ed reactor trip
breaker would open, and the manual trip espatWity would be retained.

The root cause of this condition is attributed in part to the original SSPS design
configuration, wherein each set oflogic circuit power supplies (15 vde and 48 vdc) and
the RTS/ESFAS field input circuits (e.g., RCP UV, RWST Lo-Lo Level, Turbine Stop

,

-- - - --__.--_ . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Valve Position, etc.) are provided channallrad 120 vac input power through a common set '-
of fbees. (If the common electrical power source fbr the logic power supplies and field |
input circuits had boca fbsed separately, the logic circuit power supplies would not be i

affected by fkults on the field input circuits.)
;

iTo resolve the SSPS design discrepancy, PNP Unit 1 and Unit 2 design changes must be _
1.w,~..ted. The proposed modi 8 cations include re routing power supply wiring and the - ,

coordination of breaker and fhse sizing. Since the Fadey designers and staff require i

sianlant time to ensure that the proposed modifications are w,i. ;Iy designed and :
'

Implement'd, SNC raa,Mlly requests a 10 day enfbroement discretion.

3. Safety basis for the request for enfortement discretion.
i

Background !,

The ItTS/ESFAS sensors are divided into 4 protection channels (I, R III & IV). The
SSPS receives input signals from the protection channels through 4 separate input bays. .

Input signals are provided by the Nuclear Instri= ^-Con System (NIS), the 7300 Process
Protection System, and field inputs TheNIS and 7300 Systeminput signals to SSPS are
pw.si by circuits firom within these systems. The field input signals in each SSPS input :

bay are pw.mi from one of the four 120 vac vital instrument busses. The SSPS logic ;

power is provided by redundant low voltage power supplies. In Train A, the logic cabinet
power is provided by Channels I & R and the ESP output relay power is provided by a j
separate 'hannel I fbeder breaker. In Train B the logic cabinet power is provided byr
Channals III & IV, and the ESF output relay power is provided by a separate f'hannal IV
feeder breaker.

The input signals are processed through the SSPS voting logic circuitry to d%Inc when
reactor trip and/or ESP equipment actuations will be generated to nJila te thes
consequences ofan accident.

!

Effect ofHypothesized Condidon on Safety Function
{

The failure of the fhses for the SSPS logic redundant power supplies la one train would |
render the train inoperable. If a single active failure renders the other SSPS train :

inoperable, no automatic ESF equipment actuation would occur to mhig* the |
consequences of the main steam line break.

.

Westinghouse _ Generic Evaluation
'

Westinghouse has performed evaluations and analyses for two different fbur loop plants to

determine the results of a main steamline break (MSLB) outside containment if the SSPS {
is inoperable. The evaluations determined that a MSLE initiated at-power would be )
bounded by the zero power analysis. The zero power analyses assumed the following: 1)

!
A double. ended rupture of a main steam header resulting in an effective break size of 5.6

-

|

)

!

. . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . __ _ . . _ _ . . _ _ , _ . , , - . ..,
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square feet (1.4 square feet per steam generator), which w,.r yasds to the total effective
flow area of the flow restrictor in each steam generator, 2) Initial plant conditions 'of hot
zero power to maximize the volume ofwater in the steam generators and minimize initial
stored energy in the RCS; 3) End-of-lifb reactivity coefficients; 4) No decay heat; 5) All
rods fully inserted with the exception of the most reactive rod fbily withdmwn; 6) No
operator action; 7) No automatic equipment menistian with the -a=? an of the passivei
actuation of the safety injection accumulators; 5) 100% m,minal main feedwater flow; and
9) Maximum amrlitary feedwater flow. The analyses results demonstrated that, even
though the four steam s .iw blowdown transient results in a more severo RCSa
cooldown and depressurization, actuatio't of the passive cold leg accumulators and a more : '|
symmetric reactivity transient resuhs in less-limiting pealdag fhctors and DNBR value. |
Westinghouse has evaluated these results and determined that since no automatic j
mhigadon fbnctions wers assumed, the results of these analyses indicate that the same |
conclusion (that is, the current FSAR licensing basis steamline break core response ;

analysis would remain bounding) would be reached for other four loop plants. For three '

and two loop plants, the event would be even less limiting since these types ofplants have
higher shutdown margins than four loop plants. Thus, the conclusions of these analyses
would also apply to a three loop plant such as Farley.

Although the cooldown evaluated was greater than that in the design basis MSLB,
Westinghouse pedormed an evaluation on the effect of the condition on pressurized
thermal shoch (PTS) and concluded the increased cooldown had no appreciable effect on
PTS risk. Westinghouse has also considered the effect of this scenario on long-term core
cooling and determined that the core will remain in a coolable geometry, pressures will be
maintained below 100% of design pressures, and fbel cladding integrity will be mala +ataed
assuming the operators take corrective action within the first 10 minutes of the event by
starting at least one motor driven auxiliary feedwater pump.

Preb.tility ofMain Stamm Tina Paa.re r'aindAant whh SSPS Train Fan.re
i

An FNP evaluation was performed to determine the impact on the core damage frequency
resuhing fkom a specific potential failure mode of the Solid State Protection System '

initiated by a secondary side break in the turbine building. The evaluation was givin.ed .
using the Parley IPE Post Proc:_. r.g model. The increase in core damage fkequency '

resulting from a postulated fhilure of the SSPS hardware with a secondary side break
downstream of the MSIVs was determined to be on the order of 1.77E-07 per reactor-

'

year. The probability of core damage with this condition over the next 10 days is 4.8E-09.
Based upon the drafi EPRI"PSA Applications Guide" transmitted by NEI on June 10,.

1994, temporary increases in core damage probability ofless than 1.0E-06 over eighteen
months are considered to be non-risk significant. Based upon this, continued operation
with the existing condition for a fbil 18 month fbel cycle would be considered non-risk
signine=% In addition, this condition does not increase the probability oflarge early !

releases from containment. '

,

]

_ . , _ ._ _ __. - _ __ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _-
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The time for modiaca+Ian of the SSPS has not basa modeled. However, since this time is

expected to be relatively shmt, i.e., less than 24 hours, h is not WM to impact the -
overan annabslon that the existing condition is non-risk si_ealAcant.

OperatorAction

De Farley operations staff personnel training includes contingency actions i=Miag event
diagnosis and manual alignment ofESF de In addition,Farley emergency,
response procedures include contingency response guidelines should RTS/ESFAS
automatic protective fbactions not be fhlflued in response to a plant transient requiring

'

event mitigation. For a postulated steam break in the turbine building with a concurrent
fhilure of either train ofESFAS logic, a reactor trip would occur when the SSPS logic
cabinet power supplies de-energize. In addition, the Reactor Trip System and ESF

'

Actuation System analog indications (e.g., pressurizer pressure, steam generator level,
steam flow, etc.) and ESF equipment (e.g., main steam line isolation valves, high head
safety injection pumps, etc.) win remain. operable. Therefore, the control room operators

'
can diagnose the event and perform emergency actions stipulated in emergency response
procedures by starting ESP pumps and stroking valves; Le., the operator would initiate
main steamline isolation and start the auxiliary feedwater pumps.

P

CorrectiveAction
,

To assure that a high energy line break in the Parley turbine building will not cause short
circuits which could result in the fhilure of one SSPS train, a design change win be
implemented to electrically separate the electrical power feeds for the SSPS field inputs
and the logic cabinet power supplies. Following approval of the design change, IAC
crews responsible for the implementation of the design change will be bdefed. When plant
conditions permit, these crews will begin to implement the design change in one SSPS
train at a time in only one unit.

,

4. Proposed compensatory measums.

The foHowing actions will be taken to provide additional assurance that the public health
'

and safety will not be adversely affected by this enforcement discretion request.

1) The design change will be pwk-ed on only one train of the SSPS at any given
time. This action will provide assurance that at least one train of SSPS would
perform its required ihnction to al*lante the consequences of Condition II, III and
IV transients. In addition, the modi 8 cations will be implemented in only one unit
at a time.

2) Maintenance and surveillance activities which impact the RTS or ESFAS will be
restricted during implementation of the design change.

.

-- - -, - - , - - - - - - - , , - - , . , - - , - - - . , - - - - - . , - , -
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)
3) Digh risk plant evolutions which could readt in reactor or turbine trip will be i

avoided. J
m .

. .. i

4) An operations night order describing this condition and the proper Implanm*=ttan )
of the emergency iM.we fbr responding to a MSIE that aftbets the SSPS has ;

been routed to the on abift operations staft

5) Activities on the 187 foot elevation of the turbine deck which could result in :
damage to the steam lines (such as novament orloads over the high pressure j
turbine) will be restricted untilimplementation of the design change is complete.

6) The proposed design change and impler==*=tlan procedures will consider I
experienee gained and lessons learned during the implamadatian of similar |
modifications at Diablo Canyon and Salem. In addition, the Parley designers will !

consider the proposed North Anna design changes. |
1

5. Justification for doration of the request for enforcement discretion. i
i

As dia-~l above, approximately 10 days are required to complete the preparation and '

approval of a design change; to Analize plans and procedures fbr knplanantatlan of the I
modification; to accomplish the SSPS modification; and perform post modification |
inspmeians and testing which may be required.

,

|
6. No significant safety hazards considerntlens. |

!

In accordance with 10 CIR 50.92(c), the SNC evaluation of the proposed enforcement !
discretion for no signi6 cant hazards considerations is as ib!!ows:

1) Does the enforcement discretion involve a significant increase in the pot.tuity or
'

consequences of an accident previously evaluated? |
1

The probability of a MSLB accident is not affected by the proposed enfbreement I
discretion. The only equipment failure potentially affected is fhilure of one SSPS '
train. Using the EPRI draA "PSA Application Guide," a PRA was performed that
indicated the increase in probability resulting Som the proposed enforcement ;

discretion was insignl8 cant. The effbets of a malfunction of the SSPS due to a
i

MSLB in the turbine building anineldant with a single active fhilure of one train of i

the SSPS was evaluated generically by Westinghouse. The evaluation was
supported by analyzing two four loop Westinghouse plants. These analyse; are j

considered bounding fbr three loop plants due to three loop plants having greater l

shutdown margin than the four loop plants. It was concluded the DNBR limits
would be satisfied even if the MSLB occuned with no automatic ESF actuation.
With DNBR iimits maintained no clad damage occurs; thus, there will be no
algamma' increase in the consequences of the MSIR. Therefbre, the request does

,

I

.. .- . , - - - . . . . . - - , - . - . - - - . .



g. .,. . . - . ,.- _-. _ . _ _. _ _. . . _. - - __ _ _
. . ,

. FEB 18 '95 : 83137PM NJCLENt ENG & LIC P.11/12
7

RequestihrEnforcementDiscretion Page 8

-
. - .

. not involve a sir =^ increase in the probability or consequences of an accident |r
orinshtlon previously evaluated. .

<

!

2) Does the enforcement discretion create the possibility of a new or diferent kind of i
aooident Aom any accident y.e/. sis, evaluated? |

8

A MSLB has been evaluated in the PSAR. The ev=he ===== that at least one !
train of the SSPS is available to mitigate the consequences of the MSLB. i

However, the MSLB in the turbine building could render both trains of tlui SSPS i

inoperable when a single active fhilure is considered. NUREG 0800 aBows
operator action to be credited in mitigating the consequences of an accident - A .

review of the operator response to the MSLB without SSPS was performed. This .

review indicates that the operstors would be capable of mitigating the |
consequences of the MSLB in Edsgaste time to prevent oore damage. :
Westinghouse also performed a bounding evaluation of a MSLB without any SSPS |
available or operator action. The Westinghouse evaluation concluded that DNBR !
limits would be satisSed. Therefore, enforcement discretion does not create the ,

possibility of a new or different kind of accident Aom any accident previously |
cvaluated.

~

3) Does the enforcement discretion involve a signi6 cant reduction in the margin of ;

safety?
'

;

APRA was perfbrmed that determined that the probability of a MSLB that j
disables one tra'a of SSPS coincident with a single active failure of the other SSPS

~

.

train during the period of the enforenant discretion was insigniScant. A i

preliminary review of the operator response to the MSLB without SSPS |
demonstrates that the operators would be capable ofmitigating the consequences j

of the MSLB in adequate time to prevent core damage. Westinghouse also '

performed a bounding evaluation of a MSIR without any SSPS available or
operator action. The Westinghouse evaluation concluded that DNBR limits would :,

be satis 6ed. Therefbre, the enfbreement discretion does not involve a signi5 cant
reductionin the margin ofsafhty.

In conclusion, based on the above safety evaluation, SNC believes that the activities
associated with this enforcement discretion request will not be a detriment to the public
health and safety and will satisfy the requirements of10 CFR 50.92(c). Asicigly, a no ,

sigah* hazards consideration fmding isjusti5ed.

7. Consequences to the enyhunment.

SNC has evaluated the proposed request fbr enfbrcement discretion and determined the
request does not involve a sip"=3 hazards consideration, any significant change in the
types of efBuents thet may be released offhite, or a signiScant increase in the individual or

.

I

- ...w-, w_----.r--------_. m .m.. -, . . - - - m-,- -



~

FEB 13 '95 ~03130PM NUQIAR E M & LIC P.12/22
,,-

.

i-

'

RoquestibtEnforcementDiscretion Page 9 ;*

cu-dadve occupa%=1 radiation exposuni. Therefore, this request for enforcement !
discretion does not involve any significant environmental consequences.

8. Review by the Plant Operations Review Committee
i

Before requesting this enforcement discretion, the request was rni.-.,1 and approval was !

recommended by the organization tasked to advise the General Manager -Nuclear Plant
on all matters related to nucicar safety at Parley Nuclear Plant (Le., the Plant Operations i

Review Committee).
!
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