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1.0 JNIROPUCTION

The NRC staff's Safety Evaluation (SE) perta‘ning to GPU Nuclear Corporation's
(GPUN/V1censee) fnitial response to the Statfon Blackout (SBO) Rule, 10 CFR
60,63, was transmitted to the Yicensee by letter dated August 22, 1991, The
staff found the licensee's proposed method of coping with an SBO to be in
confornance with the SBO Rule. The licensee responded to the staff's SE, and
specificelly to the recomenendations, by letter from J. J, Barton, GPU Nuclear
Corporation, to the Document Control Desk, U,S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
dated October 7, 1991, £lso, there wes & teleconference between representatives
of the VYicersee and the NRC staff on Kovember 19, 1991, and a follow-up letter
from the Vicensee, dated December 4, 199],

2.0 EVALUATION

The 1icensee's response to the <taff's reconmendations are evaluated below,

Eroposed Msernate AC Power, Source S35 section 2.2.2)
SE Pecomme  ‘on: The 1icensee should take positive steps to mprove the

combustion ...ofne system relfab?1ity from the present value of 0,93 to the
méinimum target value of 0,95,
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Ll .22!.311222131 The Yicentee states that the relfability value previously
Cited was based on early, shorteterm operations) history of the combustion

turbines, which were ‘nstalled ‘n 1989, The Yicersee states that positive
steps are befng token with respect to sdditionsl deta collecting and review to
echieve and nafntain on sggregete alterrate AC source reliab!lity of 0,95,

stoff Evaluation: The staff fince the Yicensee's conm‘tment to be acceptable,

€8 fffecks of Loss of Ventilation (Sf Section 2,3.4)

2,2.1 gF Recommendation: The licensee should use an ‘nitfa) temperature for
the SEO control room heateup calculetion no lower than that allowed by the

Technicel specificetions or the administrative procedures.

Licensee Response: The licensee notes that as stated n thetr previous
submittal dated March 30, 1990, the effects on the contro) room due to the
loss of the ventflation system was the subject of the contro) room heat-up
eralys's which denonstrated that the temperature ‘rside the contro) room will
rematn below acceptable Yimits (120°F) following loss of the ventilation
system, The licensee states that in this analys's the ‘nitia) control room
temperature was assumed to be 75°F ard the heat generation rates were based on
plant operetion at 100% power with a11 attendant contro) room fnstrumentation
functioning, At the end of 4 hours, without ventilatfon, the average contro)
room temperature wes calculated to be 106,3°F,

The 1icensee also states that supsequent to performing the heat-up analysis,
¢ control room loss of ventilation test wes conducted under Test Procedure
TP 254/13 MTX 26,12.2.6. This test confirmed the conservatism of the
analytical method used ‘n the heat-up aralys‘s,

The licensee states that the test was conducted during November 1989 with the
plent operating at full power. MNo auxiliery ventilation was provided. The
cabinet doors and the control room doors were closed during the test and no
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abrormalities or ‘nstrumentation ¢rifting were cbserved, The ‘nitia) average ‘
contre! room temperature was 72.F°F, The control room des‘gn temperature
(thermodynamically controlled) fs 756°F « €°F (FSAR 9.4,1.2), The 1icensee goes

on to state that the results of this test demonstrated that for & &<hour period

following loss of Hesting, Ventilating, and Adr Conditiontng (MVAC), the

control room tenperature rema‘ned below 84.,2°F (average room temperature), The

maxfmun terpersture experienced ‘n the control room was 87,5°F,

The licensee stotes that following an SBO event, power 1s expected to be
restored within a l<hour period, According to the test results during the
first 1ehour perfod following loss of HVAC, the average temperature ‘n the
control room was less than 79.2°F, with & mex‘mum temperature of 82°F, far
below meximun ellowable 1émits, The max‘mum temperature exper‘enced during
this 1-hour period was BZ°F,

The 1icensee states that this test was conducted with the plant at 1001 power,
Curing an SBC event, the control room heat generating rate 1s expected to be
less than that during 100% power operation since less AC equipment would be
able to operate,

The 1icensee states that their Technica) Specifications do not specify a
control roow temperature 1imit, However, Station rocedure 331.1 (R.3)
indicetes a 76°F + 5°F set point for the local thermostat,

The Yicensee concludes that based on these test results and based on the
conser ‘atfsm associated with t, that it s not necessary to incorporate any
1imits into the administrative procedures to maintain the control roor
tenperature at or below the 76°F value used *n the control room heat-up
enelysis or require opening of control room cabinet doors,

The staff requested further ‘nformation from the 1icensee with respect to the

heet sources surrounding the control room and the outdoor temperature during
the test, By telecon of November 19, 1991, and a follow-up letter dated
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Pecember 4, 1991, the Micensee states that the cutdoor tenperature during the
test was ebout 4B°F at the start of the test and about 27.5°F at the finish,
The €levation of the control room 15 46'6", The cefling 4s fnsulated and there
‘s encther floor above the cortro) room &t elevation €3'6", The walls 4n the
contrel roon are surrounded by ‘nsuleted ‘nterfor walls and by other vooms
except for the rorth wall, which s partially exposed {about 10') to the
outdoor atmosphere,

£f Evalustion: The staff notes thet the contro) room temperature during
the first hour of the test reached a maxfoum of B2°F based on an ‘nitia)
tenperature of 73,6°F and an outdoor tenperature rerging from about 42°F to
48°F, The staff has not been able to conclude that the control room temperature
could not exceed 120°F 4f the test were to be perforned curing a hot summer day.
Furthermore, the staff ceannot conclude bascd on the test results that equipment
with'n the ccrtrol room will operate satisfactortly during an SBO event,
Therefore, 1t s the ctaf’ position that the licensee should establish an
adninistrative procedure to ensure that durfng nornal operation, the contro)
room temperature does not exceed the inftfal control room temperature used in
the heet-up calculation and should include a provision in their station
blackout procedures, ‘n accordance with NUMARC 87.00, to open tne contro) room
cebinet doors within 30 ninutes following the onset of an SEC event,

2.2.2 SE Recopmendation: The 1icensee should verify and confirm that the
equipment ‘n the inverter rooms and other areas which have heat generation
sources are qualified for the expected heat-up that would occur in these areas
during the first hour before the AAC power source s available. Further, the
1censee should include a1l analyses and related ‘nformation n the supporting
documentation that 4s to be mainta‘ned by the licensee for staff review,

Licensee Response: The licensee stated that temperature effects due to heat
generated from the inverters n the A & B battery room will be confirmed, The
1icensee also added that other similar areas wil) also be reviewed.




Staff Evaluation: The staff ‘nterprets this response as & commitment to

Cevans

confirm reascrnable assurance of operab‘lfty of the ‘nverters, and other

equipment, The licensee should provide a schedule for fmplementing this
commitnert and vetatn 811 supporting documentation ‘n the SBO file,

SE _Fecommendation: The licensee needs to Vst and address 1 an appropriate
procedure(s) the contatnnent fsolation valves (C1Vs) which are normelly closed
and the CIVs which are nornally cpen and which fatl as«4s upon loss of AC power
and cannct be excluded by the criteria given n Pegulatory Guide (RG) 1,185,

The procedure needs to ‘dentify the actions necessary to ensure that the velves
ére fully closed, 'f needed, The staff's position 4s that the valve closure
needs to ve confirmed by position ‘réfcat on (local, mechanical, remote process
information, etc,). The 1icensee shou'c include the above nformation in the
SBO supporting docunentation thet ‘s to be maintained by the 1icensee for
staff's review,

! Jcensee Pesponse: The licensee stated that containment 1solation requirements
were reviewed as part of the Oyster Creek copfng assessment to ensure adequate
contafnment integrity during an SBO event, The Yicensee stated that this

review wo . in accordance with the criterfia in PG 1,155, Section 3.2.7.

The Yicensee further states that the roview fdentified several containment
fsolation valves that may be ‘n the open position at the onset of an SBO. For
these valves, position indicatfun confirmation and/or manua) operaticn, as
applicable, will be proceduraily fmplemented, unless satisfactory engineering
Justification determines 1t 1s not necessary.

Staff Evelustion: The staff finds this conmitment to be acceptable. The
1icensce should provide a schedule for ‘mplementing this commitment, and retain
211 supporting documentation in the SBO €1le,
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2.4 Propsses Medificarions: (5F, Section 2.8)
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St Recommenday ‘ons: The 1dcensee should vnclude sufficient te-hnical
‘oformetion on tre proposed nodifications fn the SPN supporting documentaticn
that ‘s to be na‘nte‘ned by the Yicensee for steff review,

Lisensee Pesponse: Tre licensee stotes that plant modifications ‘n support of
SBC Rule compliarce will be documented, The licensee also states that this
docunentetion will conta‘n suffictent technicel ‘nformation descrihing the
modifications and will be avatlable for staff review,

staff Evalustion: The staff fiuds the 1icensee't commitnent to be acceptable,

€5 Quality Assurance and Technicp) Specifications (SE Section Z.€)

SF Recommendation: The licensee should verify that che SBO equipme t s
covered by an appropriate quality assursvice (QA) program consistent with the
guidence of RG 1,166, This evelua’ ~n should be documerted os part of the

documentatfon supportiiy the SBO Fule response,

Licensee Response: The licensee <*ates that the SEO equipment will be
classified and, as applicable, inciuded n an appropriately graded QA program,
The Vicensee furtner states thac the quality assurance program will be
consistent with the applicable guidance in RG 1,185,

Staff Evaluation: The staff finds the conmitment by the licensee to the QA
program to be acceptable., The documentatfon perta‘ning to the QA program
should be retained by the licensee in the SBO file,

2.6 Emergency Diesel Generator (EPG) Rellability Program (SE Seciion 2.7)

SE Recommendation: Tie licensee sheuld provide confirmation and include in the
documentatfon s&pportfng the SBO package that ‘s to be maintained by the
licensee that an EDG reliability program meeting the guidance of RG 1,156,
Position 1.2, " in piace or wil) be ‘mpi.mented.
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Lltkpsee Response: The licensee stotes that the ex‘sting, proceduralized
survet1lance and ma‘ntenance program, ‘ncluding but not Yimited to deviation
reporting, graded rcot-cause analysfs, ‘ndependent reviews (oversight), etc,,

‘s belfeved to be consistent with the ‘ntent of RG 1,18%, Section 1.2.

§3!!£.‘V£1¥£§*22i The staff finds the Yicensee's confirmation to be ace
ceptoble,

3.0 Conclusion:

The staff has reviewed the Vicensee's responses to the staff's S pertaining to
the SBO Rule (10 CFR 60.63). The licensee provided detatled answers to the
steff's recommendations, Cased on our review of the licensee's rusponses to
the staff's SC, v find the 1fcensee's responses acceptable contingent upon the
1icensee resolving staff concerns with respect to loss of ventilation (Sections
2.2.1 end 2.2.2 of this SSE). The licensee should submit within 30 days of
receipt of this SSE confirmation of the resolution of these tems and present a
schedule for the!r implementation 4n accordance with 10 CFR §0,63(c)(a),
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