
-

4.' ' s /dn

.

Note to: Don Neighbors

From: J. Gray

SUBJECT: NOTICE FOR SURRY AMENDMENT ON AVAILABILITY OF AUXILIARY
FEEDWATER (AFW) PUMPS

OFLD has been asked to concur in a proposed notice and NSHC finding for a
Surry OL amendment. The amendment primarily involves changes in the
required status of AFW pumps for one unit used to service the other unit and
a change (or addition?) of an action statement if the AFW pumps for the
opposite unit are unavailable. I believe there are some problems with both
the description of the amendments and the basis for NSHC as currently
written in the proposed notice.

I. Chance from " Operable" to "Available"

A better description of the change revising the status of "the opposite
unit's" AFW pump is needed. From the present description, it is not clear
what the existing licenses require. For example, does the current Unit I
license require anything with regard to operability / availability of the
Unit 2 AFW pumps for servicing Unit I? If not, than this change is really
the addition of a more restrictive requirement. If the Unit 1 license
requires the Unit 2 AFW pumps to be operable for servicing Unit 1, then this
proposed change does appear to be less restrictive. In any event, I think.
you need to describe the current license requirements in order for the
description of the proposed change to be understandable in this instance.

As to the proposed NSHC finding, you indicate that this change is "best
encompassed" by example (vi) of actions not likely to involve SHC. It is
not clear that example (vi) really applies. What are the acceptance
criteria in the Standard Review Plan (SRP) for use of AFW pumps from one
unit to provide backup service for another unit? What does the SRP

. establish in terms of operability requirements in such circumstances? In
order for example (vi) to apply here, I believe that you need to describe
the applicable SRP criteria and show that they are satisfied by the proposed
change. If there are no applicable SRP criteria, then example (vi) should
not be used (proposed amendments should not be force-fit into the examples)
as a basis for a NSHC finding. Rather, I believe you can make a NSHC
finding based on the criteria of 10 CFR 50.92 (For ex3mple, since the
change will not affect the design or use of the AFW system, there should be
no effect on the probability of accidents previously evaluated and no
pcssibility of creating a new accident not previously evaluated. Since the
change will "not degrade the use of the system" and the status of the

8501230173 840621
PDR FOIA
BELL 84-465 PDR



.. _ . .

A .*

4 ~

-2- -

-

opposite unit AlW purip is "es.sentially" unchanged, there will not be a
.

significant increase in the consequences of an accident or a significant
decrease in a safety margin).

,

'2. Change in Action Statement

As to the amendment involving " downtime" for the opposite unit AFW-pump, a
' description of the existing requirements should be provided. If there are

,

no existing requirements or action statements, that should be stated since
it will establish that this amendment does indeed impose a new restriction ;

and example (ii) applies. If there are existing requirements, they must be !
Icompared to the proposed amendment to show that the proposed amendment is

more restrictive so that example (ii) applies. If the proposed amendment is
not more restrictive, then some other basis for yor.r proposed NSHC finding
will be necessary.

I would be prepared to concur in a revised notice that provides a better !
description of the proposed amendments and sounder bases for the proposed
NSHC findings as described above.
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