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(412) 223-1960
Nuclear Construction Division
Robinson Plazs, Building 2, Suite 210 Telecopy (412) 787-2629
Pittsburgh, PA 15706 November 20, 1984

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
Duquesne Light Company Backfit 3tatus

Gent lemen:

In a recent letter (Mr. T. Novak to E. J. Woolever, dated November 6,
1984), the NRC transmitted to Duquesne Light Company (DLC) a brief discussion
of nine backfit requirements which the NRC stafi intends to impose on Beaver
Valley Power Station - Unit 2 (BVPS-2).

Attachments one through nine provide the DLC positic s with respect
to the staff's written positions or requirements.

DLC, as evidenced in the individual attachments, perceives the need
for further clarification, cf the requirements and their justification, in
order to facilitate meaningfu! appeal meetings. In many of the ai*achments
there is no precise statement of the requirements that the reviewers wish to
impose. Further, since some of the implied requirements are not comsistent
with the most recent positions of the staff reviewers, DLC is not certain
that the requirement has been sufficiently stabilized to ensure productive
discussion of the merits of the issues.

DLC believes that NRR has developed a very workable procedure (Enclo-
sure 2 of GNLR 84-08) to implement the requirements of NRC Manual Chapter
0514. We believe NRR's procedure intends that the appeal meetings provide a
forum for evaluating the postulated increase in plant safety to determine
whether the new requirement should be imposed. Without a clearly stated
requirement and without an outline of the rationale by which the staff
concluded that the proposed requirement provides a needed increase in safety,
beyond that provided by existing regulations, DLC is unable to formulate and
submit the well-defined position which is requisite to productive discussion
of these issues.

My staff is available, as required, to expedite the completion of the
preparatory steps which will lay the foundation for meaningful discussion of
the merits of the staff's proposed requirements.

DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY
By . wr—évh/
. olever
Vice President




United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mr. Darrell G. Eisenhat, Director
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Attachments

cc: Mr. M, Clausen, Technical Assistant (w/a)
Mr. 3. Chesnut, Technical Assistant (w/a)
Mr. H. Denton, Director NRR (w/a)
Mr. T. Novak, Assistant Director (w/a)
Mr. B. K. Singh, Project Manager (w/a)
Mr. V. Stello, DEDROGR (w/a)
Mr. J. Tourtellotte, Chairman RRTF (w/a)
Mr. G. Walton, NRC Resident Inspector (w/a)
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NRC POSITION T DLC POSITION COMMENTS
PROPOSED In FSAR questions dated August 31, 1983, and in |The NRC's acceptance
REOUIREMENTS Draft SER received March 1, 1984, the NRC stated|review found the BVPS-2
1t is the staff contention that MMR 51752 are the most recently availedle that DLC should evaluate PMP using HMR 51 and HMR|{license application
sublications on the subject of PMP east of the 105th meridian. Thersfore, 52. On May 30, 1984, DLC identified this issue |acceptable for docketing
they should be used as the besis for review in sccordance with procedures as a backfit requirement. with the PMP evaluation
cited in SEP 2.4 . Zand 2.4.), based on HMR-31,
In a letter dated October 12, 1984, the NRC
[t 15 recognized that the value of PMP cannot be determined probabilisticaly requested that DLC answer questions using the
vecause of Insufficient dats, However. & deterministic madel cen be used. FSAR data which had been developed using HMR 33,
On November 8, 1984, DLC answered the NRC ques-
tions of October 12, 1984, using the HMR 33 data.
The NRC position of November 6, 1984, states that
HMR 51/ 52 should be used as the basis for
review, This appears to conflict with the Octo-
i ber 12, 1984, letter. Further, DLC is not cer-
tain whether the NRC intends to require DLC to
re-perform the PMP analysis using HMR 51/52 or
whether the staff intends to use the methodology
of HMR 51/52 to review the HMR 13 evaluation.
00 PROPOSID] 1y s ittt s s o v (00,0207, SOCT0OL SO0 RLCE 0
WOULD PP) con sccur tn twe ways: Fiest, by sccumlation of ratnfell o8 '“'l' " parapet overflow level. Postulating a greater PMP
IMPROVE fory-rviotsl Fructoras sich sncands e fRsten 1oos ":‘ ':“',‘“ ' "': event results in increased overflow rather than
SAFETY retelt cosld be strecturs) fatlure of the reet ollouing Fleadiag of e teberier increased accumulstion. Therefore, no increase in

of the factiity,. Exceeding the design level can also result in leakage through
ro0f hatches and roof ventilators. [aterior flooding can result ia the toss of
safety-related electrica’ equipment.

safety can be demonstrated with respect to roof
loading, and plant safety is not compromised.

Probable Maximum Precipitation is described in
HMR 33 as "synonymous with 'maximum possible pre-

“he second flooding pathway 's site flooding whick can result in water levels cipitation'." Since this is a rainfall which, by
on plant grade which exceed the door s1'ls of safety-relsted structures. The definition, cannot be exceeded, increased safety
in leskage from this pathway, as in tne case of excessive roof ponding, can cannot be demoustrated for the use of a higher
uitimately lead to loss of essential slectrical equipment, rainfall intensity. The highest actual rainfall

for the Pittsburgh area was 2.09 inches in 1 hour
{during 1876). The HMR 33 analysis uses a | hour
intensity of 9.3 inches/hour. Unless the staff
can demonstrate that a storm more severe than the
HMR 33 PMP has a probability greater than zero,
no increase in safety can be demonstrated for the
use of a more severe projection.
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DLC BACKFIT NO.: 1

PAGE 2 OF 2

NRC POSITION

DLC POSITION

pr——

RELATION OF
NEW REQUIRE-
MENT TO
EXISTING
RECULATORY
POSITIONS

Geners! Design Criterton ? (GOC-2), “Design bases for protection agaiast natursl
phenomena,” of 16 CFR 50, Appendis A, requires, 'n part, that suclesr power
plant structures, systems and components he designed to withstand the e¥fects
of floods without loss of capeb!'ity to perform their safety fumctions,

Guidance s also contatned in Regulatory Guides 1.59, “Design Basts Floods for
Wclear Power Plants®, and 1,302, "Flood Protection for Nuciesr Power Plants”.
Tiese documents state that the appropriste design bas's for precipitation induced

flooding s the Probable Maximum Flood (PWF) as developed by the Corps of Engineers.

This PM criterion has been used by the staff since at l‘east 1970 for require-
ments of intense loca) precipitation. This review was incorporated into the
Standard Review Plan (SRP) 2.4.7 and 2.4.3.

SRP 2.4.7 refers to SRP Section 2.4.) for PMP estimates, time distridution,
etc.

SRP 2,4.3 states the following:

L

Section V1 Refereices

“In addition to the following specific refersnces, Design Memoranda,
Ciwt?! Works [nvestigations snd research snd deve lopment reports of
the Crops of Engineers and regorts of other feders! and ttate agencies
relevant to flood estimates at o specific site will be used on an
“as-avallable® basis...”

Wydrometeorologica! Reports (MMR) ) and 52 were ‘ssued jointlv by Matiomal
Ouesnic and Atmospher ic Administration (Nationa! weather Service) and the
U. 5. Army Corps of Engineers 'n June '378 and Auqust '9R2, respectively.

r—- e
SUGGESTED
TIME FOR
IMPLEMENT -
TION

——— = ——— e

b g e

HMR 33 methodology, as suggested by the SRP, was
used to demonstrate that BVPS-2 meets GDC 2.

BVPS-2 was designed prior to the issuavce of HMR
51 and 52.

Construction of the BVPS-2 safety related struc-
tures reached a significant percentage of com-
pletion prior to the issuance of HMR 52.

No regulations provide for the use of HMR 51/52.

No regulations require update of PMP evaluation
methodology.

DLC is unable to establish a position since no
time has been | ‘oposed.




PAGE 1 OF 2
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Backfit NRC Rqmnts Appeal Position Meet ing First Minutes & Second Meet ing Second Minutes & Formal

Identified Letter Filed Statement  Agenda Appeal Decision Appeal Agenda Appeal Decision Appeal

Submitted 1ssued Meet ing 1ssued Requested 1asued Meet ing Issued Request to
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NRC POSITION DLC POSITION COMMENTS

R ek i e A B 7 L L Tl ottt Tl S0 e~ T Ml - o PR == =S o PRCSoR=R FAMEENS Rt Rt N
PROPOSED 1. The NRC staff's proposed requirement is not It appears that the NRC
REQUIREMENTS readily apparent in the November 6, 1984,

letcer.

The fire cauppression design for the BVPS-2
cable spreading room meets the requirements
of 10CFRS0.

staff may intend to
elevate the status of
SRP 9.5.1 and BTP 9.5-1,
which it incorporates by
reference, to the level
of a requirement. 10CFR
50.34(g) states that
compliance with the SRP
is not & requirement.

HOW PROPOSFD
REQUIREMENT
WOULD
IMPROVE
SAFETY

|

Fire Protection i3 a "program” based on defense-in-depth. Therefore i oany
single item in the program would cause » safety proglem, then the “defense-
in-depth* philigsphy has not deen met. The ability to eatinguish fires using
water or Cﬂz are acceptable mesns to put owt fires. owewer, the ability of
coz to sccomplish this action depends on meeting a certain concentration of ca,
for 4 period of time necessary to terminate the fire and prevent refgnition,
The use of water does have this  attation.

Fire in the cable spreading room may demage cib'e from both safety trains which
sre narsally ased to shut down the reactor and satntain 1t in g safe Thutdown
cond'tion. A significant fire may, n sddittos, demage Byt lging structures

wnd affect adjacent areas.

C0y is a more appropriate suppression medium for
the BVPS-2 cable spreading room than is water.
DLC does not consider the selection of 0D, to

be a weak link in the defense-in-depth chain,
Further. it ghe 'ld be noted that the strength of
a defense-in-depth program is based on the total
protect ion of the proyram rather than on a single
“weak link."

DLC agrecs that both CO, and water can effec~
tively extinguish fires.

Both water and CO; have design requirements which
must be considered in the suppression system
design. The staff has chosen to label these
design requirements as limitations. Water sup-
pression systems have there own set of design
requirements which can also be labeled as
limitations.

BVPS~2 uses covered cable trays and has electri-
cal switchgear located in the fire area in which
the cabie spreading room is located.

DLC will test the cable spreading room €O, system
prior to fuel load to ensure that system perfor-
manco is consistent with specification require-
ments, The NRC is welcome to witness the system
testing.

Cables from bot% safety trains are located in the
cable spreading room regardless of choice of sup-
pression mediam,

e e . o S — o e A —_ A o i
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BACKFIT ISSUE NO,.: L-84-10 TO DLC RESPONSE
TO NRC LETTER DATED 11/06/84

DLC BACKFIT NO.: 17

design provisions given to implement the fire protection grogram, *

The primary fire suppression in the cable spreading room
should Be on sutomalic water tystem such as ¢ losed-head
sprink lers, cgen-head deluge system, or opes directions)

ISSUE: Fire Suppression in the Cable Spreading Room
NRC POSITION

RELATION OF
NEW REQUIRE-~ The smplicable Standard Review Plan (NUREG-OR00) Section 9.5.1, paraqraph
MENT TO I1.2 ‘dentiflies an acceptable leve) of safety for fire protection that
EXISTING will meet the requirements of 450.48, GOC ) and 5. In order to meet the
REGULATORY shove requirements, the following specific criteria have to de met:
POSITIONS

“Sranch Technical Position (BTP) CMER 9.5-1 as 't relates to the

The BTP CMEM 9.5-1 at paragraph (. 7.c (page 9.5.1-45) states:
“C. table Spreading Room
water Tystem. ...

R i i sl e A | ¢
SUGCESTED
TIME FOR
IMPLEMENTA-
TION

DLC POSITION

None of the regulations pertaining to fire pro-
tection for nuclear power plants specify the
suppression mediums to be used.

Although the BTP 9.5-1 paragraph cited in the
November 6, 1984, NRC letter expresses a prefer-
ence for water, othir parts of the same BTP
address design considerations fur gas suppression
systems used in cable spreading rooms.

At least 14 operating plants along with several
NTOL's use ~as systems as the primary fire sup-
pression systems in cable spreading rooms. Since
these plants have not been requried to obtain
exempt ions to Title 10, DLC must coaclude that
water suppression is not required by existing
regulations.

The SRP identifies an
acceptable means for
meeting the requirements
which underlie the SRP.
|However, 10CFRS0.34(g)
states, "The SRP is not &
substitute for the regu-
lations, and compliance
is not a requirement."

DLC is unable to establish a position since no
time has been proposed.

0

- ———————————— . . —— . o —
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ISSUE: Steam Generator Level BACKFIT ISSUE NO.: L-84-13 TO DLC RESPONSE
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DLC BACKFIT NO.: 9
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Backfit NRC Rqmnts Appeal Pos it ion Meet 1ng First Minutes & Second Meeting Second Minutes & Formal
Identified Letter Filed Statement  Agenda Appeal Decision Appeal Agenda Appeal Decision Appeal
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Dir, NRR
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NRC POSITION DLC POSITION COMMENTS
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PROPOSED A large number of plants are currently operating
REQUIREMENTS The denign of the protection <ystan for fontustar 1anlatien os Sigh Treee with the standard Westinghouse 3 channel S5G level
I WS -Gk Mg e tn quileraiing stk S9ctve 5,1 oF G0 control/protection system. Many of these plants
279 as required P 10 CFR SO.55a(n). Otherwise, the safety analysis presented received CP's after J.N‘l’y 5, 1’71‘ and are,
in Section 1S of the FIAR should be resited to demonstrate that the consequences therefore, subject to 10CFR50,.55(h). Since these
U5 SUUNS A SRESIA. 40 Su SUSIE SAGRTPIIAL SN0 NN peae SRpI | SRS hl;e not been required to obtain exemp-
OSSR O SN SO RST 0.4 PRI T (FOE TR T e, tions to 10CFR50.55(h), DLC must conclude that
10CFRS0.55(h) does not require a fourth SG level
channel .
The hi-hi level trip is not required for protec-
tion from the excessive feedwater transient. The
hi-hi steam generator level function is assumed
in FSAR Chapter 15 only for the analysis of
"feedwater system melfunctions causing an
increase in feedwater fiow." This analysis
satisfies all applicable safety criteria, as the
minimum DNBR remains above the protection limit
and the minimum DNBR cccurs prior to turbine trip
(see FSAR Figure 15.1-2 and Table 15.1-1).
-
HOW PROPOSED The event postulated by the staff is extremely
REQUIREMENT improbable. Additionally, DLC has provided
WOULD With the present der'an a single fatlure of 4 stesm generator leve! channel responses which demonstrate that tie operator has
IMPROVE could caute the feaduater contral tystew to demand feedwater flow and alsn sufficient information and time to respond. The
SAFETY leave the steam generator Migh level feedwater isolation system umatle to staff has not demonstrated that the postulated
meet the single fallure criterion improvement to safety warrants this new
requirement .
RELATION OF This position has not been provided by the NRC,
NEW REQUIRE-~ therefore, DLC is unable to formulate a complete
MENT TO position.
EXISTING
REGULATORY
POSITIONS
A RN i e e i e
SUCGESTED PLC is unable to establish a position since no
TIME FOR time has been proposed.
IMPLEMENTA-
TION

o




ISSUE: Air Dryers for Emergency Diesel Generator

ATTACHMENT &
TO DLC RESPONSE
TO NRC LETTER DATED 11/06/84

BACKFIT ISSUE NO.: L-84-12

DLC BACKFIT NO.: &

g mmand

PAGE 1 OF 2

b s e

PROPOSED
REQUIRIMENTS

%.__‘__..- e e . e . et s et et —e .

Standard Rayiew Plan (SRP) Section 9.5.6 requires
tnstallation of alr dryers to prevent soisture sccumulation in the smergency
et | generator’s alr start syvtes.

06/15/84  11/06/84
Backfit NRC Rqmnts Appeal Position Meet ing First Minutes & Second Meeting Second Formal
ldentified Letter Filed Statement  Agenda Appeal Decision Appeal Agenda Appeal Appeal
Submitted Issued Meet ing 1ssued Requested  Issued Meet ing Request to
Dir, NRR
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NRC POSITION DLC POSITION

The Standard Review Plan is not a requirement.
(10CFRS50.%4 states, "The SRP is not a substitute
for the regulations, and compliance is rot a
requirement .*')

HOW PROPOSED
REQU I REMENT
WOULD
IMPROVE
SAFETY

The alr start system designed for Beaver Valley 2, which does not have alr dryers,
will not preclude corrosion and buildup of corrosion products within the system.

The prevention of corrosion products 's necessary because both experience and
staff study WUREG/CR-0660 has fdentified motsture in alr start systems a3 the
single grestest cause of EDG unreltability. This could compromise the €06
meeting 'ts safety function.

Operating history of diesel generators at BVPS-1
has shown that proper maintenance and operating
practices will allay the corrosion concern. The
NUREG/CR 0660 study evaluated licensee event
reports issued from 1969 through 1977 when the
industry was less experienced with the operation
of diesel generators. This aspect of the report
is outdated and current industry data and prac-
tices must now be considered.

A more recent study by the Institute for Nuclear
Power Operations uyed 450 diesel-related LER's
issue’ since Janauary 1980 to analyze failure
data. This study shows that only 5 perc:nt of
the more recent failures were due to moisture.

At BVPS-1, there have been no moisture-related
failures resulting in LER's for che eight years
since the implementation of revised operating and
maintenance practices. Moisture in air start svs-
tems is clearly nc* the single greatest cause of
EDG unreliability at BVPS or in the industry as a
whole., The staff has failed to demonsirate that
addition of air dryers will provide a substantial
increase in overall plant safety.
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ISSUE: A‘r Dryers for lngmLDicul Generator BACKFIT ISSUE NO.: L-84-12

DLC BACKFIT NO.: %

| NRC POSTTLON DLC POSITION COMMENTS

RELATION OF GDC 17 requires that onsite electric power sup-

NEW REQUIRE- pliss have sufficient independence, redundancy,

MENT TO The design of the Emergency Diesel Engine Starting System (EDESS) s acceptable and testability to perform their safety functions

EXISTING I the Integrated design of *he system '¢ n accordance with GOC 17. The Pover assuming a single ‘ailure, This is accomplished

REGULATORY Systems Branch review of the EDESS includes those system features necessary to at BVPS-2 by providing independent and redundant

POSITIONS asture relisble starting of the emergency diese] engine to conform with the diesel generators. BVPS-2 exceeds GDC 17 and the

requirements of GOC 7. SRP acceptance criteria by providing two air

starting systems for each diesel.
DLC has determincd that at least two operating
plants do not use air dryers in the diesel air
start systems. Since DLC is not aware that those
plante have been required to obtain exemptions to
Title 10, we must conclude that this is further
evidence that no basis exists in regulation for
requiring air dyers.

SUGGESTED DLC is unable to establish a position since no

TIME FOR time has been proposed.

IMPLEMENTA~

TION




ISSUK: Motcr Op:rated Accumulator 1solation Valve BACKFIT ISSUE NO.: L-B4-~14 T0 DLC RESPONSE ‘
TO NRC LETTER DATED 11/06/84
DLC BACKFIT NO.: 5
06/15/84 11/06/84 5
ckfit NRC Rqmnts Appeal Position Meet ing First Minutes & Second Meet ing Second Minutes & Formal
Identified Letter Filed Statement  Agenda Appeal Decision Appeal Agenda Appeal Decision Appeal
Submitted I1ssued Meet ing 1ssued Requested 1ssued Meet ing Issued Request to
Dir, NRR
’.._ e =i - wepin gy Wi s SRS A, At S e S e A A - s _T___-_._.-M_.—..-_.
NRC POSITION DLC POSITION COMMENTS
PR SR U ORI ol AT LM W L . 15 e WL
PROPOSED No requirement is evident in the NRC letter dated
REQUIREMENTS November 6, 1984. DLC is, consequently, unable
to establish a position on the proposed require-
ment .
HOW PROPOSED No improvement to safety is evident in the NRC
REQU IRENENT The $taff's concern 13 how power will be removed from the above valve sotor position of November 6, 1984.
wouLD Lo meet the single fatlure criterion of 10 CFR 50 Appendix A and what
;'A"':"l)‘:‘ procedures will be in place to verify tm powar '3 removed.
RELATION OF DLC letters 2NRC-4-082, dated June 1%, 1984, and
NEW REQUIRE- 2NRC~4-076, dated June B, 1984, describe BVPS-2
MENT TO design and administrative controls. These
EXISTING features meet the requirements of 10CFR50 and
Sranch Technical Position 18 in SAP 8.) requires prevestion of undesirsble
REGULATORY anchanics) astten of vote o Thuid systam compensats 0 Prevent Spuriows through the guidaznce of BIP-1R meet those of
POSITIONS sctivation and Toss of their systew function. LEEE-279.
T = i C8 - = > — s o o e — - e S ———.  + ———n < S ——— T ——— Sy g —
SUGGESTED PLC is unable to establish a position since no
TIME FOR time has been proposed.
IMPLEMENTA~
TION




Spent Fuel Pool Heat Load

06/15/84

11/06/24

Backfit
ldentified

PROPOSED
REQUIREMENTS

raipei - 1
HOW PROPOSED
REQUIREMENT
WOULD
IMPROVE
SAFETY

ATTACHMENT 6
BACKFIT ISSUE NO.: 'L-84-11

DLC BACKFIT NO.: 22

TO DLC RESPONSE
TO NRC LETTER DATED 11/06/84

NRC Rqmnts
Letter

Meet “ng
Agenda
Issued

Position
Statement
Submitted

Appeal
Filed

NRC POSITION

The ful! storage capabliity of the poo! 's 1088 fuel sssembiies. The app!icant
should provide the results of an snalysts which shows the capadility of the
cooling system for 1088 assend|ies assuming successive refueling discharges.

e e e

Overhesting of the pool could resalt in the relesse of radioactivity from the
stored fue! assend)ies and possibly to the site environs,

Second

Appeal
Requested

Minutes &
Decision
1ssued

Second

Appeal
Meet ing

Minutes &
Decision
18 sued

Meet ing
Agenda
Issued

e e ——

I

The BVPS-2 fuel pool cooling system satisfies the
requirements of CDC-4&. This has been established
by providing the evaluation which SRP 9.1.3
recommends for demonstrating compliarce with GDC-
44

pLé rou.ﬂou

DLC agrees that overheating of the fuel pool is
undes irable. This statement, however, provides
no justification for additional analyses. The NRC
has not demonstrested that the acceptance criteria
of SRP 9.1.3 does not reasonably preclude undue
risk to the health and safety of the public.

COMMENTS

ENIISS——————

Formal
Appeal
Request to
Dir, NRR

—

RELATION OF
NEW REQUIRE-
MENT TO
EXISTING
REGULATORY
POSITIONS

SUGGESTED
TIME FOR
IMPLEMENTA-
TION

ne spent fuel poo) cooling system sust satisfy the requirementy of Geners!
Design Criterion 44 which states In part *The system safety function shall be

to transfer the combined hest load of these structures, systems, and components

[t u., those important to safety) under norma) operating and accident conditions.*

The new staff request is a change of interpreta-
tion of the following:

1. 10CFRS0.34(g): The SRP was issued to establish
Critsria that the NRC staff intends to use in
evaluating whether an applicant/licensee meets
the Commission's regulations.

Introduction to NUREG 0800 (SRP): Each section
is written to provide the complete procedure
and all acceptance criteria for all of the
aceas of review pertinent to that section.

NRR Office Letter No. 2: The Standard Review
Plan represents the most definitive basis
available for specifying NRC's design criteria
and design guidelines for an "acceptable level
of safety" for light water reactor facility
reviews.

— — - —— . e . r—— ——————— . —— ———— —— —

DLC is unable to establish a position since no
time has been proposed .

See Attachment #10 (NRR
Office Letter No. 2).




Class 1E Power for Lighting and
ISSUE: Communications Systems

ATTACHMENT 7

BACKFIT ISSUE NO.: L-84-15 TO DLC RESPONSE

TO NRC LETTER DATED 11/06/84

DLC BACKFIT NO.: 15

06/25/84 11/06/84
Backfit NRC Rqmnts Appeal Position Meeting Firat Minutes & Second Heeting Second | WMinutes & Formal
Identified Letter Filed Statement  Agenda Appeal Decision Appeal Agenda Appeal Decision Appeal
Submitted Issued Meet ing 1ssued Requested issued Meet ing I1ssued Request to
Dir, NRR
NRC POSITION DLC POSITION COMMENTS

PROPOSED
REQUIREMENTS

'hsn"m"ﬂlln‘.rlnﬂ'iuhn!-kn.t.m.u'-ﬂvl
m'cuuwmma—ﬂmmmmmlr—ﬁ
myp'mu'nynwmmm“ﬂmummu
ﬂhmuwﬁnmm,u’uvmm.

"Adequate"” communications and lighting are not
cuflici.atly defined to support preparation of a
DLC posicion,

HOW PROPOScU
REQUIREMENT
WwOuLD
IMPROVE
SAFETY

—— e e el

RELATION OF
NEW REQUIRE-
MENT TO
EXISTING
RECULATORY
POSITIONS

r———- - — -
SUGGESTED

TIME FOR
IMPLEMENTA-

Since the requirement is ambiguous, it cannot be

demonstrated how ov rall plant safety would be
These requirements are necessary for operstors and oiner plant personne) to in'rovod.
carry out thelr duties during emergencies. These dutles ‘nvelve many actions
which are tied te safety system functioning.
< ———— R
The Standard Review Plan is not a requirement.
- e e () B3 AT p——— In addition, the ltm‘ud“lcviu Plan acceptance
of e S 0 pravids SPTOILVD § Vo st e ctit.cru section states, "There are no general
slost-GamafVate Sess durng sovmn? plast eperetions sad during design criteria or regulatory guides that
tronstonts, #ive, and sccident conditions, including Joss of offsite power. directly apply to the safety-related rrlom«u
The SAP further states “the commnication systes Is acceptable 17 the inte rated requirements for the lighting sysvem.
design of * < system will provide effective commnication between plant
personnel T4 11 vita) sress during normal plant operation and Juring the -
spectrum of accident or incident conditions (including fire) under waximm
potential retse level.”
$9° 9.5.3 Lighting Systems® requires the lighting systems to meet the following:
“.1) & capad 11ty of the norma! lighting systems(s) to provide adequate
1ighting during all plant operating conditions, and (2) o _apability of the
emergency ighting system to provide scequate |ighting during a1 plant
operating conditions, including fire, transients and accident conditions,
and the effect of loss-of-offsite power on the emergency lighting systes”.
N EC——————— e RS
PLC is unable to establish a position since no
time has been proposed.

S —————
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Alarm for Rocker

ATTACHMENT 8

1SSUE : Arm Lube 0il Reservoir BACKFIT SSUE NO.: L-84-17 TO DLC RESPONSE
TO NRC LETTER DATED 11/06/84
DLC BACKFIT NO.: 2
06/25/C"  11/06/84 .
Backfit WRC Rqmots Appeal Position Meet ing First Minutes & Second Meet ing Second Minutes & F rmal
ldentified Letter Filed Statement  Agenda Appeal Decision Appeal Agenda Appeal Cacision Lppeel
Submitted 1ssued Meet ing I1ssued Requested Issued Meet ing 1ssued Request to
Dir, NSR
e e ]
NRC POSITION DLC POSLTION COMMENTS
e -—»~1F———‘—— —— e —— . —— i — —— s e e e e e e e —_—— —*-——-—-—-—v-——-»—l}-——— ———— e e e e g
PROPOSED 1. Low pressure alarm warna operator.
REQUIREMENTS
wonitoring of lube of) level n tas 2. System design provides a reliable means of
'm. mu‘:r‘:h;:ﬁ'm' '-umm n-’:n-us of & sufficient woply automstic make-up to rocker arm reservoir. e
. Jass level ‘ndicator for this perpose.
of e of). W wwid e 3. BV-2 deaign is similar to other plants vhere
this canufacturer's design has proven
reliable,
HOW PROPOSED Lube 01 leve! 1s sonitored because Joss of lube o1l level in the reservelr Staff has not demonstrated that low pressure
REQU I REMENT tank would subject the rocker arm assesbly to severs wesr and/or to possidle alarm in conjunction with auto make-up valve does
wouLD wngine fatlure while operating under load or to & dry start when starting not provide sufficient reliability or that level
IMPROVE from & standdy vode, snd thus compromis the EDG avatlsb!lity to meet ts switches or sight glasses increase safety.
SAFETY safety function.
RELATION OF Proposed requirement exceeds the scope of SRP See Attachment #10 (NRR
NEW REQUIRE- Review $lan (SAP) 9.5.7 “Emargency Diesel Engine Lubrication Systes" which: Office letter #2).
MENT TO roquives that the diesel engine be provided with o dedicated lube ot
ELISTING . sesign h1h tncludes mmusures to provide hbrication to the dtese) 1. is guidance not requirement
:;:"::1;::' eng-ne waaring 5i-ts during standhy conditions end/or nermsl end emmrgency 2. does not suggest a level switch
(
TP At least eight other plants have the same diesel.
A survey is still in progress but it appears that
the results will demonstrate that other plants,
both operating and NTOL:
1. have the same diesel
2. do not have low level switches/alarms
3. did not require exemptions to Title 10
There! re, DLC expects to conclude that there is
no basis in regulation for this request.
= — et — - o — - T S S w— - 5 N " A ——— S —— ——--ta —--——~——-——-———-—J}-—-~ - — —— — —
SUGGESTED DLC is unable to establish a position since no
TIME FOR time has been proposed.
IMPLEMENTA-
TION




ISSUE: Diesel L.C. Fill Procedure

Not
GACKFIT ISSUE NO.: Available

ATTACHMENT 9
TO DLC RESPONSE

TO NRC LETTER DATED 11/06/84

The Staff reguires that aperating prucedures be either located or posted in the

0/6 rooms.

DLC BACKFIT NO.: 32

09/14/84 11/06/84

Backfit WRC Rgmnts Appeal Position Meet ing First Minutes & Second Meet ing Second Minutes & Formal

ldentified Letter Filed Statement  Agenda Appeal Decision Appeal Agenda Appeal Decision Appeal

Submitted Issued Meet ing 1ssued Requested  Issued Meet ing 1ssued Request to
Dir, NRER
prsererais T e e e e S e e e e e ]
NRC POSITION DLC POSITION COMMENTS

e — . et e e . e e e - — . — _.__..--____1.__.___._,._.... e St ondl
PROPOSED This requirement has no basis in regulation. This
REQU [REMENTS

requiremert is not consistent with the method of

handling procedures for other safety related
evolutions .

This requirement would not be consistent with DLC
sdministrative controls which ensure the use of
controlled copies of approved procedures.

HOW PROPOSED
REQU IREMENT
wouLn
IMPROVE
SAFETY

e

¥ aperating procedwres are not located or posted tn the D/G room, lTubricating
-"mﬂhmﬂy“umiﬂ-ﬁmunu“mmmu
thus potentially compromise the availebility of the D/G and 'ts safety functions.

The NRC staff has neither demonstrated that
locating procedures in the D/G room improves
plant safety nor that posting increases the prob-
ability of using a current approved procedure,

RELATION OF
NEW REQUIRE-
MENT TO
EXISTING
RECULATORY
POSITIONS

SUGGESTED
TIME FOR
IMPLEMENTA-
TION

Standerd Review Plan
requires the system to be designed to prec
materis] into the system due to operator
during recharging or norms! cperstion.

ervor

(SaP) 9.5.7 "Emargency Diesel mwmmw
Jude the entry of deleterious

v extreme neturs| phenomens
(See alse 1€ Cireulstor 80-05)

1E Circular B0-05 recommends that the procedure
be available in the D/G room.

The SRP recommends that diesel lube oil be kept
free of foreign material. Neither the SRP nor
1EC B0-05 require posting of procedures.

At least two operating plants do not keep this
procedure in the D/G room. Since no exemption to
Title 10 requirements was required of these
plants, DLC must conclude that no basis exists in
regulation for this requirement.

b—— ———— - — e — —— ——— ———— —————— —— . “—; -~

PLC is unable to establish a position since no
time has been proposed.

e cem— e - e




