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United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

ATTENTION: Mr. Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: Beaver Valley Power Station - Unit No. 2
Docket No. 50-412
Identification of Backfit Requirement Number 1

Gent lemen:

in a letter dated August 31, 1984, Duquesne Light Company (DLC)
received questions (Attachments 1 and 2) from the NRR-Hvdrologic Engineer-
ing Branch concerning the probable maximum precipitation (PMP) and its
effect on safety-related structures and components at Beaver Valley Power
Station Unit 2 (BVPS-Z). In reviewing these questions, DLC noted that the
staff had changed thei.r review criteria for PMP from the Hydrometeorology
R:gott (HMR) No. 33 and Corps of Engineers EM 1110-2-141] to HMR's Nos. 5l
and 52.

In a letter to you (Attachment 3) DLC identified this NRC request
as beyond the SRP criteria applicable to BVPS-2. The Draft SER Section
2.4.72,3 (Attachment 4) identified these NRR requests as open items. A
meeting was held with your staff on March 21, 1984, to discuss DIC's
concerns. At this meeting the staff concluded that BVPS-2 will be required
to use HMR Nos. 51 and 52 for determining PMP. In a subsequent letter from
the NRC dated April 11, 1984, (Attachment 5) DLC was informed that the use
of the new YMR's will be required. The controls of 10CFR50.109, GNLK 34-
08, and NRC Manual Chapter 0514 identify this requirement as a backfit.

DILC requests that the proposed requirement be submitted to NRC
management for approval, in accordance with the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Reguiation (NRR) procedure for management of plant specific backfitting,
prior to transmittal as a licensing requirement.

DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY

/ (
By M\W
t.VJ. Woolever
Vice President

RW/wis
Attachments

¢o: Mr. H. R. Denton (w/attachments)
Mr. G. W. Knighton, Chief (w/attachments)
Ms. M. Ley, Project Manager (w/attachments)
Mr. M. Licitra, Projoct Manager (w/attachments)
Mr. G. Walton, NRC Resident Inspector (w/attachments)
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Question 240.1 (Section Z.4.

In determining the local
intensity of 9.3 inch/hour.
approach 1s correct si
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Response:

The response to this question will be provided at a

Amendment 3

ATTACHMENT 1




e ATTACHMENT 2
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NRC lLetter: August 31, 1987

e Quescion 240.8 /Section 2.4.2)

i In determining the magnitude and temporal distribution of PMP, you
used Hydrometeorological Report (HMR) No. 33, "Seasonal Variation of
the Probable Maximum Precipitation East of the 105th Meridian for

' Areas of 10 to 100 Square Miles and Durations of &, 12, 24, and

48 hours,” 1956; and the Corps ¢

Bulletin No. 52=-8, "Standard Projec

(Revised).

.

Enoineers' Civil Engineerinc

r
- » o g T e
t F.ood Determinazions , 1

——

The National Weather Service has published two newer reports that
should be used o determine PMP values and distribution. The first
of these reports is HMR No. 31, "Probable Maximum Precipitation
Estimates, Unites States East of the 10%th Meridian”, Juhe 1978. The

1

Oobable Maximum
5th Meridian",

your evaluation

Precipitation Estimates - Unites States East of the
August 1982. Both of these reports should be used in
of site drainage.

’
gecond report is HMR No. 52 ‘"Applicaticen of P
.
n

Response:

The response to this guestion will be provided at a later date.

l Amendment 3 0240.8~1 Qetober 18813
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Nuclear Construction Division November 15, 1983
Robinson Plaza, Building 2, Suite 210
Pittsburgh, PA 15208

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

ATTENTION: Mr. Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing )
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: Beaver Valley Power Station - Unit No. 2
Docket No. 50-412
Final Safety Analysis Report - Review Questions

Gent lemen:

As discussed in Chapter | of the Beaver Valley Power Stat ion Unit 2
Final “afety Analysis Report (FSAR), the design of the station was reviewed
against the Federal regulations and the NRC Standard Review Plan (SKP),
NUREG~-0800, dated July 198l. A recent request for additional information
on the Beaver Valley docket revises the SRP criteria without following NRR
procedures for such revisions. Such actions by the staff are coatrary to
NRR policy and have a destablizing effect on the licensing process.

On August 31, Duquesne Light Company (DLC) received several quee-
tions from the NRR Hydrologic Engineering Branch concerning the probable
maximum precipitation and its effect on safety-related structures and
components at Beaver Valley Unit 2. In reviewing these questions, we noted
that the staff had changed their reveiw criteria for probab le maximum
precipitation (PMP) from the Hydrometeorological Report (HMR) No. 33 and
Corps of Engineers EM 1110-2-1411 to HMR's Nos. Sl and 52 dated June 1978
and August 1982, respectively.

It is our feeling that such a change to the review criteria,
especially at this stage of the Beaver val 'ey Unit 2 review, is not in
accordance with NRR policy as outlined in NRR Office Letter No. 2, Revision
2, April 28, 1982. As noted on page 2 of *his memorandum, "Staff reviewers

should not decrease or go beyond the scope and requirements of any specific

SRP section'.
In accordance with LOCFR50.34(g), DLC submitted Section 1.8 of the

FSAR which evaluated Beaver Valley lUnit 2 against the SRP (NUREG-0800, July
1981) in effect six months prior to our docket date of Mav 18, 1983,

23 d-tod




United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mr. Darrel G. Eisenhut
Page 2

Therefore, it is requested that questions 240.01 and 240.08 be rescinded
and that the Beaver Valley site drainage plan be reviewed in accordance
with NUREG-0800, July 1981.

DUQUEUESNE LIGHT COMPANY

v SID b

E.UJ. Woolever
Vice President

ETE/wjs

¢c: Mr. G. Knighton, Chief Licensing Branch No. 3
Ms. L. Lazo, Project Manager
Mr. G. Walton, NRC Resident Inspector
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The sta
with procecures n SRP 2.4.2. 74
the

the swaf’ concludes that
@ sourcas of potantia! floec’s - ite.

2.4.2.3 Effects of Intanse Loca! Precipitation

5120 m1ﬂ'9' 1ﬂc‘.u¢'s h1713‘d' d?‘1ﬂ.g' to the south Qf she t\'aﬂqﬂ ane 5!":".'5 Qun
that parillels the nighway read #9171 just east of the planc Detween the Aignway
and the cooling tower ared. To prevent floocding from n¥llside criinage, toe
plant has a storm drafnage system which {s designed for 2 rainfal) ‘nzansity of
4 inches per hour, This ‘s Tess %han the probaole maximum srecipitation (PMP)
s0 during a PP avent, some watar could pond on the sits,

PMP 15 the estimated depth of precipitation (rainfall) for wnich there fs
vireually no risk of exceeding. The PMP? valuss used Dy the ipnlicant to
estimate the depth of loca! flooding, were detsrmined from Hydrometeorolegical
Report 33 (U.5. Weather Sureau 1956) and Engineering Manual, EM111021411

(U.S. Army Corps of Eagineers 1952). These rainfall values were a3 follows:

Quration NP

(hours) (inches)
0.2% 4.3
( - e 9.3
iy - S o 13.0
k! 16.5

( 5 24.6
2%
Using these PMP values, the anplicant determined that maximum flood levels would
remain 0.13 feet, 0.10 feet and 35.6 fest below the lowest iccess openings %0
the control building, the ricwasts building, and the reactor butlding, respec*
tively. It 1s not clear %o the staff {f these are the on'y safety=relatec sui'ld=

ings that could potentially be affected dy flooding; therefore, 2 question has
been submittad %2 the apolicant and the staff i3 awafting 3 rospeonse.

The staff has reviewed he ‘nformation provided by the app'‘cant fn accordance
with procsdures described in SRP 2.4.2 and 2.4.3. The staff uted Hydrometaoro=
logica! Reports 31 and 52 (U.S. National Weather Service, 1978 and 1982) in fits
PMP determinations. These reports update ind supertede Hydrometgorelogical
Report 13 ane M 111021411 wnich were used dy the app!ieant, The staff concludes
that the PMP amounts determined By the applicant are not conservative. In
agdition, %he app!icant has rot provided sufficient {nformmasion %0 support fits
conelusion that loea! floods will not enter safety=relatec bui'dings., The staff
nat submitted questions %o the applicant and will complets ‘ts review pencing
resp.cses Dy the applicant. The staff cannot conclude it this time that he
olant eets the requirements of GOC 2 with respect o floocing from local
fntanse precipitation,

(. Peggs Run s constricted n 2 deeply {ncised channe! Detween the Nighwdy
emoankment and %he cooling tower ired at elevations 33 Tow 1% adout 670 feer

: above ms!. Comstruction of tne plant required that & sortion of Peqgs Run De
enclosec in 3 l3=foot diamater culvert so that the olant 717 ared cou'lc De




s

sxtanded across the 2un. Location of the culvert ¢ shown on Flaure 7.
The culvert emmties (nta an open channe! Hefore entaring the 00 0 ive
analyzing the flood effsess of 1 PMP event occurring over tne Peggs Au
drainage ared, the applicant assumed that the li-foot eulvers was blocked. The
1iplicant coneluded that watar levels fn the vicinity of safaty=relatad
structures, due to fleoding from Peggs Run, wou'd De Below the minfmum station
gqrade elevat.on of 730 feet=¢ {nches msl. 4

4
. .n

-

The staff has roviewed the mzateria! presentad n the FIAR and concludes that
the applicant nas not provided sufficient {nformatica oo suprort %S conclusion
that flooding from Peggs Run will not affect safety=relatec Suflidings. The
seaff will =omplete {53 review following receipe, from the anplicant, of
responses %o staf’ questions concarming flooding on Psggs Run.

The effects of loca! {ntanse precipitation on roofs of safety=related duildings,
has nOt Deen iddrsssed (n the mataria] provided by the ipplicant. The seaf?
will thus require that the ipp!icant demenstrite. and provice tne Basis for the
ability of safety=related structures %9 withstand the aceumulation of the PMP

in the eveat thit roof driins are Dlocked. Al! safety=relited struciures naving
roofs with paripess should Se idemtified and the nefgnts of naripets should Be
given. [n acditien, the critaria for the size, number and 'ocation ¢f scuppers
{n those paripets should 2a provided. HMR S1 and RHR €2 should de used in this

detarnination. .
> . =AM A - 3 o« -

The Dechable maximuam flood (PMF) 13 defified a: the hypothetica! srvcfaftat1qg,”;jT
inducsd\{1ood that 13 contidared to De the most fevare reazonably possidies

A PMF estimads for the Oh{o River was daveloped by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Pitedaygrgn Oistrict (1970). This PME was reviewes By pre staff
quring the CP staghgnd igain during the Unit 1 0L review. Thg-taff coneluded

' that the PMF a3 dove dmed by the Carps of Eagineers was accpefadle. The PMF
was estimatad %9 oroduce™y feak disenarge of 1,500,000 efriing & maximum seill

| water leve! of 730 feet miTy_The finfshed station gr elevasien varies from
730 feet=¢ inches ms! to 73S ¢ ms) excapt ileng e river where tne ntake
Cstructure 19 located, [n this ateg, the gride vation i3 about 875 feet msl,

| The ape!ieant stitas that entrances k@ the rgscor bui'ding, the cantrel Buflding
and the raowasts Suilding are Tocated ¥gve-minimum local plant qrace (730 feet

4 inches as!); the Towest Deing at an ¢ gion of 730 feet~i inchas. The fntire
structure which ‘s ‘ocited at elevat 67% ms!] 13 equinned with fleoa doors.
As discussed ! Seesion 2.4.2.0, 1s not cledwm %0 the ttaf? {7 these ire the

| only tafety==elatad structures ehat potantially elcd be :7eeted 3y ‘Tooaing;
therefore, the staff has supafeted a question o =re™aQnlicant dn€ s dwaiting

. 4 responsa. \\\\

Although the PMF ! 1t elevation 730 feet ms! {3 Delow entwgnees to safety=
related StrUCtU {dantified By the applicant, winds Diowing 10MQis the water
may generits wves which could munup 2gainst the fntaks siructure eh 1
locatad clof8 %o the »‘ver, The applicant determined that 2oincicant wincwiave
activity Aould result in Sefoot Rign waves et would runup dbout 6.7
Lhe 11 watar leve! of 730 feet ms! 3t the intaxs structure. [A the ama!
ne required flood protection for the idditiona! windwive ‘ncrement, Ne

-
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Mr, Ear! J. Woolever, Vice President
Nuclear Construction Division
Ququesne Light Company

Robinson Plaza No. 2, Suite 210

PA Route 60

Pittsburgh, PA 15205

Dear Mr, Woolever:

Subject: Beaver Valley 2 - Site Drainage Plan

The staff has reviewed your letter of November 15, 1983, in which you re-
quested that questions 240.01 and 240.08, dealing with local flooding, be
rescinded and that the Beaver Valley-2 site drainage plan be reviewec in
accordance with NRC Standard Review Plan (SRP), NUREG-0800. Your request
suggests that the two questions reflect an inappropriate change of our

criteria with respect to evaluating flooding effects of local intense pre-
cipitation. We have concluded that questions 240.01 and 240,08 should not

be rescinded, are in general conformance with the SRP, and reflect a valid
safety concern,

As discussed with memters of your staff at a meeting held on March 27, 71984,
the staff's review procedures for evaluating flood levels have been and
continue to be based on a Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP) event. In

our independent assessment of the Beaver Valley-2 site, we used current Corp
of Engineers and National Weather Service Methodology (Hydrometeorology Report
Numbers 51 and 52) to determine the PMP depth., The anmalytical methods used

by the staff are in accordance with generally accepted hydrological principals
and procedures, Consideration of improvements in calculational methods s
specifically addressed in NUREG-0800, Section 2.4.2 under "Review Procedures.”
NUREG-0800 further provides for considerable flexibility in resolving ootential
fleoding problems, recognizing that at the OL stage the range of solutions

may be 1imited by the status of plant constructior.



Mr, Ear! .. Woolever -2-

Estimates of potentially excessive site water levels, based on PMP, constitute
a potentia’ safety problem that must be addressed. Questions 240.01 and 240.08
are necessary to further quantify this anmalysis, and should therefore be res-
ponded to by your staff.

We appreciate meeting with your staff on March 21, 1984, in which the technical
aspects of this issue were discussed.

Sincerely,

Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing
Division of Licensing

cc: See next page



