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November 16, 1983 )\/\C \\ 'L._/ ,

MEMORANDUM TO: B. J. Youngblood, Chief, Licensing Branch No. 1, NRR

FRC): R. C. Knop, Chief, Projects Branch No. 1, RIII __;('28//

SUBJECT: FOLLOWUP ON CALLAWAY INTEGRATED DESIGN INSPECTION TEAM t
FINDINGS (AITS F03-057183) 1;*c'*4
» N

The results of the NRC Integrated Design Inspection (IDI) at Callaway are K.‘ e
documented in NRC Inspecticn Report 50-483/82-22. The licensee's response

to the IDI findings and unresolved items was transmitted by a letter from (_ v/
D. F. Schnell to J. G. Keppler, ULNRC-636, dated June 15, 1983. During 1{
subsequent telephone conversations among Gordon Edison of NRR, Dennis Allison

of IE, Cl1iff Hale of Region IV, and Jim Konklin of Region II., agreements

were reached regarding responsibilities for follow up and close out of ,
certain of the IDI team's findings. Those agreements were documented in a \
memorandum from C. E. Norelius to J. M. Taylor, dated October 7, 1983. ‘X

The purpose of this memorandum is to request that you provide the follow up {:;;
and close out actions on findings F 2-1 and F 2-7 of Report 50-483/82-22,

as agreed to by Dr. Edison during the above telephone conversations. Attached

for your information are copies of the pages from the licensee's response

which reiterate and discuss the two findings.

If you have any questions regarding the above, please call.
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R. C. Knop, Chief #

Projects Branch 1 15;
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November »6, 1983

MEMORANDUM TO: B. J. Youngblood, Chief, Licensing Eranch No. 1, NRR
FROW: R. C. Knop, Chief, Projects Branch No. 1, RIII

SUBJECT: FOLLOWUP ON CALLAWAY INTEGRATED DESIGN INSPECTION TEAM
FINDINGS (AITS F03-057183)

The results of the NRC Integrated Design Inspection (1DI) at Callaway are
docurented in NRC Inspection Report 5C-8£3/82-22. The licensee's response

to the 1DI findings and unresolved items was trensmitted by a letter from

D. F. Schnell to J. G. Keppler, ULNRC-636, dated June 15, 1983. During
cubsequent telephone conversations among Gordon Edison of NRR, Dennis Allison
of 1E, C1iff Hale of Region 1V, &nd Jir Konklin of Region 111, agreements
were reached regarcding responsibilities for follow up and close out of
certain of the 1DI tear's findings. Those agreenents were documented in 2
renorendum fror C. E. horelius to J. M. Taylor, dztec October 7, 19€3.

The purpese of this rerorendum is to request that you provide the follow up
and close out actions on findings F 2-1 and F 2-7 of Report 50-4E3/B2-22,

a. agreed to by Dr. Ecicon durwng the above telephone conversations. Kttached
for your inforration are copies of the pages frorm the licensee's response
which reiterate and discuss the two findings.

1f ,ou have any guestions regarding the above, plezse call.
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Lnop. Chief
PruJects Branch 1

Attachment: As Stated
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FINDING 2-1

This finding ques*ions the design adequacy of the auxiliary feedwater pump
turbine exhaust line which is non seiszic category I beyond the boundary of
the auxiliary pbuilding. The finding states that iLhe design provisions for
the line are shown on Figure 10.4-.10; however, it contends that the design
is improper in Lhat 1t violates FSAR commitments related to the seisnic
design capabdbility of the active AFW Turbine driven pump.

RESPONSE
The response 10 this finding is divided into three parts which address 1)
the design adequacy of the exhaust line 2) the compliance with the FSAR,
and 3) the content of the FSAR.

1. Design Provisions

The design of the AFP turbine exhaust line was established during the
early phases of the project and it was shown in the PSAR and the FSAR
as being non-seismic Category I beyond the boundary of the auxiliary
building.

The design was based on current licensing reguirexents for systen
operation following a single failure. The design flow rate is
delivered by tne systez for all credible initiatin: events and has
been accepted by the KRC during ooth the PSAR and FSAR review phases.

The following exhaust line failure mode considerations were evaluated
in estadblishing the design:

(a) The auxiliary boiler building is designed to UBC seismic

considerations and is not expected to fail during & seiszic
event.

(b) 1If the auxiliary boller building were to catostrophically fail

and the exhaust line were sheared off cozpletely, the AFP turbine
would operate properly.

(e) Even if the exhaust line were to erimp significantly, the AFP

turbine driven pump would still deliver design flow rates. The
back pressure on the turbine may bde in-reased significantly

before the required flow rates will not be available. A local
corstriction of 90§ of the free area of the exhaus: iine is

required before the design flow will not be delivered. This type
of failure is not considered to be credible.

Breaks in seismic Category I piping are not postulated during a
seismic event. Thus a MSLB or MFLB inside containment or in the steaz
tunnel are not postulated following a seismic event and the design of
the exhaust line does not enter into the evalustion of these breaks.
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FINDING 2-7

This finding fdentified an apparent instance vhere & statemept in the FSAR
had pot been igplemented in the design. The statement was that there is no
vater drainage to lower elevations of the suxiliary building following @
ponmechanistic break of & main {eedvater line. The main issue 1is whether
the effects of ponmechanistic breaks in the stesm tunnel should be
considered in the design basis of the rooms below the steam tunnel.

RESPONSE:

1a 1977 the KRC advised the SNUPPS utilities that the SNUFPS main steam
tunnel room vould have to be designed to vithstand the pressure effects of
s nonmechanistic bresk in & main steas oOT gain feed line. The NRC also
stated that any equipment required for safe shutdown located within the
roor should be quelified to the resultant environment. On March 9, 1978,
the NRC sccepted the design podifications and analyses provided by SNUPPS
which alloved the venting of the structure and provided the parapeters
required for qualification of items within the roo®.

Fiooding within pain steam tunnel room from this ponmechanistic break was
celculated. In order to ensure the {ntegrity of the valls and to preclude
the need for equipment qualification {n a submerged condition, two
twenty-inch drain lines vere provided to drain the water to the turbine
building. During preparation of the licensing submittal, mote Wis teken of
these large drein 1ines st well as certain seeled penetrations through the
floor of the steac tunnel. it was erroneously assumed that there would be
no drainsge tO the lover elevations of the plant even though the szall
drain lines were shown on the drainage systez PAIDs. The FSAE will be
sevised to eliminate this error.

Although it was never SNUPPS' intent toO extend the effects of this
{mprobable, nonmechanistic break outside the steam tunnel, water drainage
and steac escape through the spall drain lines have been considered, Water
érainage to lover elevations will mot adve-sely affect safety-related
equipment because the vater goes to the auxiliary building basement vhich
has 8 7-foot designm flood depth. Similarly steac escape 1s not likely to
affect safety-related equipment due to the small driving force (steanm
tunnel pressure) and because iire dampers in the ventilation ducts close
vhon the room temperature exceeds that normally anticipated. When the
daupers close, the driving force equali.es, and passive heat sinks take
effect to reduce TOOE temperature.



for & seismically 4nduceé MSLB 4n the turbine building, varioue single
failures can be poolulntcd. none of vhich result in adverse
conditions even 1f the AFP Turbine is inoperable. 1f ar WSLIV fails
to close, on¢ stesm generator will blow downy however, ¢ wmotor driven
AFW Pumps 8TE availadble to feed 3 intact steas generators. 1f one
motor driven punp train feils for any Teasomn, the other moter driven
ump will feed 2 stean generators 88 required. 1In this case the break
has been {solated by the MSLIV and all & stesc generstors are intect.

The turbine driven pump gubsysten 18 designed to be independent of AC
power &6 requived by the NRC for dc!cnsc-in-dcpth to reduce the
consequences of a total losse of all AC power. Loss of all AC pover is
not & design besis condition of SKUFPS since it would require failure
of both of the diesel generators to start concurrent vith & loss of
offeite pover. Kowever, the design capabilities of the SKUPPS plants
for this condition were evaluated by the NRC staff and the ACRS and
vere found to be scceptable.

The possibility of both & geiscic event and a total loss of AC pover
cecurring ciuult.ncoucly 4s repote. Ever 1f this combination were to
occur, the guxilisry boiler tuilding vould have to fail in & manner
which would result in the nearly perfect sealing of the entire flov
eres of the exhaust line before the turbine driven PuEp would feil to
deliver the required flov.

Tc summarize the design provisions of the ATV system, the system
design weelE all current requirements ard will furction for events
beyond current design tzses esteblished by the FRC.

Compliance vwith The FSAR

The design of the AFP turbine exhaust pipe is in sccordance with the
origival design intent and the FSAR requirements. The
dcclussif!cation of the exhaust 1ine to non seismic and £31.]1 wvas
ghown in the PSAR and the FSAR. The design of the AFY pump and
turbine meet the FSAR requirements stated in Section 3.9(!).3.2.2.1:
the pump 1€ designed and quuli(icd to operate during & safe shutdown
earthquake. This section makes NO copmitment for the design of the
exhsust line mor does it address the exhaust line.

The regulatory requirements for the geiemic design of systems are
sddressed in Regulatory Guide 1.29. The SKUPPS response to thir
regulatory guide 18 provided in Teble 3.2-3. As noted therein, the
SNUPPS 1mplc-cntltion of seismic requirements 46 shown on Table 3.2-1.
The text of gection 3.2 stotes the following:

"For 4dentification of system and subsystem boundaries, Table
3.2-1 1s lupplc-nntcd (1.¢.0 referenced to applicable figures) by
piping and instrument diagrnms vhich have been marked to clearly
show the 1iuits of the seismic category 1 and the various quality
grovp classifications on s systes.”



section 5.4 of Teble 3.2-] describes the AT gystem pumps snd provides

a reference to Figure 10.4-9. Figure 10.4-9 clearly {ndicates the
1imits of the seismic Category 1 piping. gection 10.4.9 elso
references this table for the definition of.seittic design limits.

1n summary, it is SNUPPS position that there is 00O violation of FSAR
coumitments.

~ Conient of the FSAR

This finding {pplies that the SNUPPS FSAR did not fully describe the
design of the exhaust line. We believe that the FSAR content is
appropriste.

The SNUPPS FSAR 18 vritten in accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.70.
This regulatory guide and the grandard Reviev Plans (SRPS) do mot
require descriptions of design provisions vhich have not been provided
nor ¢o they require justification for not providing certein leatures.
The SNUPPS FSAR does clearly {dentify the design of the e¢xhaust line
and references the specific location in vhich the exhaust line
provisions can be reviewed.
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