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Docket No. 50-388

MEMDRANDUM FOR: Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director, Division of Licensing, NRR

FROM: Richard W. Starostecki, Director, Division of Project and
Resident Programs

.

SUBJECT: SUSQUEHANNA UNIT 2 TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS COMPAilISON|_ _

WITH SELECTED AS-BUILT SYSTEMS -
,

TECHNICAL EVALUATION REPORT (TER) -
''

,

.

Enclosed is the final TER dated March 30, 1984 prepared by Franklin Research
Center (FRC) with assistance from Region I Staff. An audit of selected systems
for compatibility with their corresponding Te:hnical Specifications (TS) found
no substantive discrepancies. A draft TER was previously submitted to you by
my March 20, 1984 memorandum: this final report is essentially identical.
Our crevicus conclusions regarding OL recccmendation remain unaltered.

,

E:.i- Ent se'.ected for inis ccm;ariser inciu:ac:

- 27 Containment Isolation Valves (p:IV's)

f 6 Vacuum Breakers (Drywell-to Wetwell)-

2 Automatic Depressurization Valves (SRV's)-

- 12 sets of Secondary Containment Ventilation System Automatic Isolation
Dampers

- Suppressi.on Poci Water Volume (maximum and minimum water levels)

- Diesel Generator Fuel Oil Day Tank Level

The cnly notable discrepancy involved the lack of quantitative criteria (in the
associated ILC surveillance procedures) for limit switch setting and calibra-
tion for the suppression chamber drywell 9acuu relief breaker valves (vacuum
breakers). This is described in TER Section 2.2, anc is the subject of a
proposed Notice of Deviation to be issued to the licensee in Inspection Report
50-388/84-12. The licensee's response to and corrective actions for this I

Deviation will be evaluated by Region I within the next several months, and in
any case prior to your consideration for a full power license for Unit 2
(tentatively projected for June 1984).

1
I

B408200235 840010
PDR COMMS NRCC
CORRESPONDENCE PDR



.
. .

. .

~

Darreli-G. Eisenhut 2 .AFR 1 0 E34
-

The significance of improperly calibrated limit switches would be to poten-
tially allow vacuum relief breakers, which were inoperable in the open position.
(and yet indicated as fully closed), to bypass the suppression pool in case of
an accident and possibly over pressurize the containment. TS 4.6.4 requires
verification of valve operability by cycling each vacuum breaker through one
complete cycle of full travel, and observing proper position indicator
response. Also, calibration of the limit switches and verification of proper
opening setpoint (0.5 psid 5%) are required to be performed once per 18
months per TS. However, while FSAR Section 6.2.1.1.3.2 describes adjustmeit of _

the limit ' switches, no numerical criteria have been translated into I&C
,'

-

procedures.

Other recommendations of the FRC report included:
'

(1) addition to 15 table 3.6.3-1 of those primary containment isolation
valves ("first" valves, immediately outboard of primary containment)
for which exemptions to local leak rate testing (Appendix J, Type C)
were granted, but which are still treated in all other respects as
PCIV's

(1) wran 4::i-icnal a>.;e::e: c.: if :ati ns to Star.::,s las T ea mer.:

System (SGTS) are ::m;ieted, the se supply (or "cr:5 5-tver") ca pers
to the Retircula-ice System pier.um whi:h in the ;reser.t SSTS
configuration (i.e. , three-:ene operation) do not provide a

~

secondary containment isolation function, should-be re-evaluated in -
that light when and if the system is returned to i s original design
(i.e. two-zone draw-down) .

(3) re-evaluation of both the high and low level alarm setpoints for
suppression pool water volume following resolution of the
discrepancy in th'e maximum value specified in the TS vs FSAR
(the former being 1990 cubic feet greater than the l'atter)

Item (1) above represents a generic issue which has been identified at other
,

plarts. and is in that sense not restricted to Suscuehanna alone. Items (2)
! and (3) are Susquehanna-specific and, for that reason, Recior I recommends
| that NRR issue the enclosed TER to PF&L, requiring a response to and
I resolution of all recom endations and/or discrepan:ies described within (with

the exception of the vacuum breaker limit switches. which will be resolved by
Region.I-inspection).
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Finally, additional observations made by FRC during PCIV physical inspection
raised a cuestion concerning envircnmental qualification of certain NAMCO limit
switches and junction boxes located inside primary containment (TER Section
2.7). We recemmend this issue be followed as part of the Unit 2 license
condition related to environment qualificatien, with resolution prior to March

31, 1985.
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Richard W. Starcstecki, Dire" torc
Division of Project and

Resident Programs

Enciosure:
FRC Iechnical Ei'aluation Report Cated 3/30/E'
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.JM Peren, NRR.

D. Hoffman, NRR
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