) » Powe OMmpan / ’ - y J / / 4 3
Duke Power Company rf & j F It /%] € | "/) HAL B. TUCKER
PO, Box 1006 ‘

ariotte, N BL01 1700

senior Vice President

Nuclear Generation
(704) 38]-451)

- - DUKE POWER J |

L ' | L. !
b v
r ot y $ $ f
N aar 1 e . i o1
wWag! ! t !
ttent ! keting nd ervice Branc!
! t nee '’ eal tat !
[ ket Numbert 269
W \T'¢ N leAr tation
A Ket N per 50~369 and
N atawba N lear tation
L8 Ket Numbers ! : ] and $14
‘ Ke Powver pany mment n the | posed Revy 1on ¢t
y ¥ ¢ "1 f Al Alternat 'J- irrent Power"
ne 1 wing d LON ! n response t the NRC's reguest for
e n the projg ed revision to the subject rule as it applies
y t emergency diesel generator EDG) reliability. 'hese comments
o {fered leration of determining a realistic approach to
a Pl g I o ! Y
KAl id
'he proposed rule and a mpanying Regulatory Guide 1.9, Revision
ATE result:s { 1AIBCUSS1IOoNne and negotiations regarding LUG
reilability that began with the station blackout (SBO) issue. 1he
B( sgue highliahted that EDG relliablliity was a large contributor
i t re melt probabllity, and the industry committed to improve EDG
rellabllity thr eneri( B=-£6., A Nuclear Mansgement and
Re Irees Ul ] NUMA} and an NRXC group worked on this
3U¢ rrentl with cal TO develop a reliability plan
that ould b 1dopted DY both groups 'he result was that twc
f FiANS wWere EBVE ped Simultanecusly; Appendix D to NUMARC 87-00
s l€8CT es the iNAustry position on EDG reliability, and draft
Regula ry 11de 1.9, Rev }, describes the NRC’s position,. It was
the ntent f industry that the Regulatory Guide would in orporate
by reference the ntents of Appendix D of the NUMARC document :
nowever this wa not the casec

Much etfort went into discussions between NUMARC and the NRC on how
) |

reliabllity uld be improved (especially in lght of the recent
\ 3 1 e -
Lnaustry figurd wnich place rellabllity at 98%+). At the heart of
the dilscussiont Wal the \88ue of iCCelerated testing, which
inadustry bellevi and NR studles (NUREG~4590) confirm is one of
the eading \ € f EDG nrellabillit
s
’ f =8
rr \
2/FR14514
-




5. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
July 6 1991
Page 2

Specific Comments

The issuance of the Regulatory Guide as a rule is not warranted.
Development and use of a reliability program using NUMAKC 87-00,
Appendix D as guidance and elimination of accelerated testing will
improve or maintain current reliability. Significant improvement
of EDG reliability beyond the 98%+ level currently being
experienced is an unrealistic expectation. We believe that
development of reliability programs using the NUMARC document as
guidance with the elimination of accelerated testing is a much more
effective means of improving reliability than the issuance of fines
on a daily basis until a specified number of successfu' starts is
reached. Much of the intent of tl:¢ rule is duplici 4 by the
maintenance rule. In addition, in order to meet certain
rec irements of the proposed Guide, it is extrumely possible that
scr# util.ties would have to install a "swing" diesel that may cost
anywhere from $20 million to § 100 million, depending on the site~
specific circumstances and license requi ements. This clearly
exceeds the scope of the current backfit analysis.

There is redundancy and cverlap with the proposed 3 in 20 failure
reporting requirement and the 4 in 25 "problem diesel" requirement.
It is recommended that the 3 in 30 be used as an early warning
indication only, with no reporting requirement. Twenty demands
represents too small a sanple size to be statistically meaningful
for use as anything but an early warning mechanism. The corrective
action for the 4 in 25 "problem diesel", 7 consecutive starts, is
acceptable; however the rule should consider giving utilities the
flexibility to decrease this number or use simulated testing,
depending on the resolution of the root cause of the valid
failures. The problem diesel trigger would then be acceptable as
proposed. In addition, Duke believes that reportiny each diesel
failure, as is currently the practice, serves no useful purpose.
Duke recommends instead that a report be prepared upon reaching the
4 in 25, 5 in 50, and 8 in 100 triggers. This meets the intent of
providing a rev.s.nable and useful amount of information when it is
needed. This is especially true as it relates to the requirement
to make a 4-hour r. ' ..cation after a valid failure. Determining
if a failure is \:''  or invalid can be an intricate process,
taking on the order .. aay. vTather than hours.The statement should
be corrected to state tlat a notification is required 4 hours after
the failure is determined to be valid 1d a double trigger is
exceeded. This will prevent many notifications that would
otherwise be made in error.

The regulatory consequences for exceeding the double trigger are
toc severe.Imposing a Severity lLevel III violation and potential
fines for each day that a - * exceeds a double trigger will be a
signal to promote fast acti. not quality
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action. This proposed aspect of the regulatlon should be deleted.
As previously noted, ~“ccelerated testing of the EDGs has been shown
to do more harm tha.. good; the constant testing, in some cases
every 3 days for 2 years, has actually added to the overall
unreliability of the machines. The proposed Guide raquires
accelerated testing when a double trigger and problem diesel
trigger are exceeded. This 1s 1in direct conflict with the purpose
increasing relxablllty This form of testing should be deleted.
.;€u of this testing, Duke Power recommends the actions

in NUMARC’s 87-00, Appendix D as the appropriate action

covery when a double trigger is exceeded.

last paragraph of Saction 2.1 should be clarified such that the
-m-.ntenance test to declare the EDG operable does count if
ess.ul. If no successful, *“he test would not count and
ther troubleshooting would be pursued.

juipment unavailability 1s addressed in the Maintenance Rule and

ne use of INPO industry-wide Plant Performance Indicator Program.

refore, uaava*;ablllty should not be addressed again in the

‘oposed rule. Relli 1lity and unavailability are competing goals

the NRC ShUu¢d not promote reduction of prudent maintenance

civities tO increase avallabllity at the expense or reliability.

an example, the proposed rule indicates that the NRC assunmed

at EDG availability exceeds 99.3% as a part of the resolution to

; The proposed rule further assumes that this availability

evel will be achleved during power operation and during refueling

itages. The latter is a drastic change from current practice.

abllity to perform maintenance or. EDGs, especially during

8, 1s necessary. High reliability in EDGs is only partially

ed through condition monitoring. On a per nuclear unit

an v \vailability level of .007 is about 61 hours per year

nucl ' ir anit’s diesels may be out of service. The current

ry median of unavailability is about .017., Therefore, the

ls grossly insufficient and will result in degraded
abillity.

the Regulatory Guide allows tests 2.2.6 through 2.2.13
rformed every 10 years. Curren;)yy these tests are
every refueling outage. This is a positive aspect of the
owever, some of these tests oth‘d be performed whenever
ificant adjustment is made to the generator excitation or
or subcyCYF"s. In addition, the Guide should incorporate
cements to testing allowed by Generic Letter 84-15 that permit
raxtan o1 Lhe engine and eliminate many of the detrimental
S starting The Guide should also address and pernmit
5@ O simulated tesving in lieu of actual testing of the

'his 1s especlally important for certain subsystems such
"urthermore, the Guide should :
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Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this proposed rule.
If there are any questions, please call Scott Gewehr at (704) 373~
7581.

Very truly yours,

» 7
C e AN oomme

Hal B. Tucker

cc: Mr. T. A. Reed, Project Manager
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop 14H25, OWFN
Washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. L. A. Wiens, Project Manager
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop 14H25, OWFN

Washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. R. E. Martin, Project Manager
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop 14H25, OWFN

Washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. S. D. Ebneter, Regional Administrator

U.S. Nuclear Regulitory Commission - Region II
101 Marietta Stre2t, NW - Suite 2900

Atlanta, Georgia 30323

Mr. Aleck Serkiz

Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop NLS314

Washington, D. C. 20555



