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PROCEEDINGS
MR. RICHARDSON: Good afternoon, I apologize for

the crowded conditions of the meeting room here.

This is a meeting between the NRC and TVA to
discuss various issues related to fires protection compliance
at the Sequoyah facility. It is a public meeting. A
transcript is being taken. I would ask that speakers other
than those at the table when you speak or give a comment give
a name and get close to a microphone so the conversation can
be picked up and transcribed.

There is an agenda for the meeting that has been
put together which lists the various technical issues that
the staff feels there are still some questions on. The
protocol of the meeting is that the staff is going to go
through the TVA responses, each of the individual 26
questions that were sent out on February 26th and the
answers to those. We are going to go through those in
sequential order. There will be a frequent break
periodically for members of the public to interact with the
staff, any additional questions that they think need to be
answered. At the end of the technical discussion there will
be a 20 minute period that members of the public will be able
to address various concerns for the record.

Any additional comments or questions we need t
cover?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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MR. ROTELLA: There is attendance list going
around.

MR. RICHARDSON: There is an attendance list coming
around and everybody needs to sign that.

With that, I’‘d like the members at the table to
introduce themselves.

MS. AXELROD: He essentially just laid out the
ground rules with regard to public participation, that this
ls a meeting between the staff and TVA. Members of the
public will have an opportunity, a 20 minute period at the
end of the meeting to voice their comments or questions.
Questions should be directed to the staff.

MR. RICHARDSON: 1I’d like to take a minute and go
around the room and introduce everybody. I am Steve
Richardson, Director of the TVA Project Division.

MR. WESCOTT: 1I’m Rex Wescott, Office of Special

Projects.

MR. PIERSON: 1I’m Bob Pierson, Plant Systems Branch
Chief.

MS. HANSEN: Rebecca Hansen, TVA Manager Staff,

MR. FOX: Charles Fox, TVA Office of Nuclear Power.

MR. HOSMER: I’m John Hosmer, Project Engineer, TVA
Sequoyah.

MS. AXELROD: Jane Axelrod, Deputy Director, Office

of Special Projects.
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MR. GARG: =-=- Garg, Office of the Special Project.

MR. ROTELLA: Tom Roteila, Sequoyah Project Manager
for Unit 2.

MR. MARINOS: Angelo Marinos, Chief of Reactor
Operations Branch, TVA Projects.

(Whereupon, others in the room gave their name and
affiliation)

MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you. I’d like to turn the
meeting over tu Bob Pierson who will start through the
questions and TVA responses.

MR. PIERSON: The agenda we would like to follow
today is to work through guestion by question the reguest
for additional infsrmation which we sent to TVA on
February 26, 1988. TVA replied on March 2nd. It is not my
intention to cover every question, but only those questions
which the staff has questions about.

What I would like to do is start with number one,
which discussed providing calcuiations fcr the reactor
coolant system, water and containment. I don’t want to
discuss that question now. I want to come back to it later,
depending on what your answers are to subsequent questions.

Question number two, which is the question
concerning the task group’s cor.lusion of boiling of the
spent fuel pool is not a technical concern. I don’t have
any questions for that.

Heritage Papcrting Corporation
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Mr. Wescott, do you have any questions concerning
this issue?

(No response.)

MR. PIERSON: The next question is question number
three. Question number three concerns procedure review. And
again, I don’t have any questions for that. I would like for
you to understand that we are reserving the right to come
back to some of these questions because it really depends on
subseguent answers.

The first question I would like to discuss in
detail is guestion number four, which describes the standard
operating instruction 26.3, revision one, and provides
adequate boren concentration for cold shutdown condition
after a worst case appendix R fire.

Our ledger talked about a concept called
pressurizer level fluctuation as a methodology for
depressurizing. TVA replied in their response that
pressurizer level fluctuation was not used in 301 26.3
Region 1. However, the response that I am looking for more
than that is do yo'" use a concept of pressurizer level
fluctuation? 1s there such a concept? What is it? Do you
use it in your procedures?

Who in TVA addresses question number four?

MR. FOX: Our speaker on that question is John
Henrsy Sullivan. John Henry is the Supervisor of the Plant

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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Operations Review Staff a® Sequoyah. He is our former
Appendix R projec’ manager at Sequoyah also.

MR. PIERSON: The first thing is this concept of
pressurizer level fluctuation. Then h.w does that work, and
how do you accomplish the depressurization sequence tou get on
RHR?

The point that we’re trying to bring out here is
that you need to have your Apperdix R protected
depressurization mechanism. I am not quite sure by your
answer that that is addressed.

MR. SULLIVAN: To directly address the question on
pressurizer level fluctuations, it is not taken credit for in
any of the procedures or analysis for depressurization of the
RCS.

MR. PIERSON: What does that mean?

MR. SULLIVAN: I am assuming what is meant by
pressurizer level fluctuations is you somehow try to cool the
vapor space in the pressurizer to decrease pressure.

MR. PIERSON: But you don’t use that as a
depressurization method?

MR. SULLIVAN: That is not a proceduralized method
and there is no credit taken for that.

MR. PIERSON: Do you take credit for one trail of
RHR to cool the plant to less than 200 degrees fahrenheit?

MR. SULLIVAN: Yes.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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MR. PIERSON: Your response indicates that you've
requested an update on an analysis tnat westinghouse
performed on July 21, 1975, and you will provide those
results as socn as possible. Could you discuss why you feel
it’s appropriate to use one train of RHR cooldown if you
don’t, what information do you use to substantiate that? Why
do you think it’s a viable method of cooldown? What I’'m
reading here says to me that it doesn’t look like you have an
analysis to support that.

MR. PIERSON: We do have an analysis from
Westinghouse that supports shutdown in the plant, cold
shutdown using one train. If you back up into the old single
failure criteria and get out of the R space, yéu'ro
guaranteed to be able to shut the plant down with one train
of RH.. It just takes a little longer than the normal two
trains do.

We have an updated Westinghouse analysis which I
believe has been supplied to you. I don’t know if you
received it and had a chance to review it.

MR. FOX: TVA provided at your request a list of
all pertinent documents and calculations and so on that were
germane to this issue that were referenced in our response.
You should have gotten tnat earlier this week.

MR. PIERSON: We got two binders this morning and
we got some last week. We haven’t complated our review of

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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that.

MR. FOX: John Henry, why don’t you give them the
reference. It is in your package. 1I’ll confirm that.

MR. ROTELLA: That'’s the March 8th submittal c¢r the
earlier submittal?

MR. FOX: There were three submittals. 1 think
this package should have come to you yesterday.

MP. PIERSON: 1t was delivered this morning. We
have just completed a preliminary review of the package
delivered this morning.

MR. SULLIVAN: There is a Westinghouse letter to
TVA dated March 4th, TVA-88-561, and it dea.s with the one
RHR pump to two RCS co-legs at a tech spec minimum required
flow rate of 2500 GPM and gives us performance curves on RHR
cooldown to cold shutdown.

MR. PIERSON: The last statement in the response on
the March 2nd says that pressurizer heaters, auxiliary spray,
and normal spray are not required to support safe shutdown.
Could you describe how you accomplish safe shutdown without
pressurizer heaters, auxiliary spray, and normal spray?

MR. SULLIVAN: Pressurizer heaters is really
addressed in a different guestion. Basically there is, who
has the question on pressurizer heaters?

MR. PIERSON: The question is an operational
concern. You have the statement, pressurizer heaterc,

Heritaje Reporting Corporation
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auxiliary spray, and normal spray are not regquired to support
safe shutdown, so presumably you have some shutdown scenario
whereby you can accomplish it without those three items, and
I would just be interested in your discussing that.

MR. SULLIVAN: The safe shutdown logic does not
requiie pressurizer heaters. It was in the original analysis
and there were I believe three locations, two locations.
where you lost pressurizer heaters. We based our response to
the question I believe in the Task Force Resoclution Report
that loss of the pressurizer heaters does not mean you have
lost your bubble. You still have a bubble in the top of the
pressurizer. There are special tests that were run during
the startup phase of Sequoyah. There are other St. Lucie
vents that Westinghouse Owners Group I believe has documented
that shows the relationship, RCS pressure and decay of
pressure versus time and loss of heaters.

MR. PIERSON: That assumes that you don’t have a
spurious actuation of the pressurizer port, is that correct?

MR. SULLIVAN: Yes. I think all the analy:uis did
not assume any sort of transient going on at the same time.

MR. PIERSON: 1I’d like to have it noted, we’ll have
to come back to that because we do have some questions
concerning spurious actuation of your pressurizer port which
may impact on the response that you gave to question number

four.

Heritage Reporting Colporation
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Does anyone from the staff have anything to say?

MR. MARINOS: I have a question, clarification on
these three items. You said you don’t need the heaters, you
don’t need the emergency spray, and you don’t need the normal
spray for the pressurizer. How do you maintain pressure
control? The pressurizer is not utilized at all for pressure
control?

MR. SULLIVAN: Yes. The vapor space in the
pressurizer is still utilized for pressure control. It has a
certain amount of internal energy and will be there for a
certain finite period of time.

MR. MARINOS: But you are using no sprays and no
heaters to maintain that control. How are you geoing to do
that? Are you going to pop the PORV?

MR. SULLIVAN: We prefer not to pop PORVs, safety
valves, or do anything like that to challenge the system.
Charging pumps are used for charging. The steam is steanm
from the generator to maintain a cartain cooldown rate.
Without going into a lot of detail on it, you make up to the
plant, you maintain your pressurizer leve's, you can bring
the pressurizer level up to help collapse, help compress your
bubble a little bit more. I think it was something like a
ten percent increase in level gave you 100 PSI. Don’t guote
me on tha% one but I believe that is about a correlation
where you can increase the level to help get pressure back up

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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should you lose pressure. That was all documented in our
resolution of the issue of the interactions where we lost
pressurizer heaters.

MR. ROTELLA: In other words, you uce CBCS?

MR. SULLIVAN: Yes. Charging pumps.

MR. ROTELLA: Charging pumps and letdown.

MR. MARINOS: It is not clear to me how you are
going to maintain the bubble in the pressurizer without any
of the contrcl systems associated with the pressurizer.

MR. ROTELLA: What he is saying is he’s going to
lower the level by increasing letdown.

MR. SULLIVAN: We’ll lower level by cooling the
plant down and shrinking the plant. Adding water through a
CBCS.

MR. BARTLIK: You mean not using letdown, just to
correct that statement.

MR, ROTELLA: You mean it’s not necessary to use
letdown.

MR. BARTLIK: I didn’t say that.

MR. PIERSON: One point here. The staff is allowed
to ask the questions. We are not set up to allow the public
to address questions. The public can address questions of
the staff at the intermissions os following the meeting. We
will address them at that point.

The next gquestion is question number five, and the

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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question, to paraphrase, asks you about taking credit for
pneumatic systems for control during Appendix R events. You
reply that you don’t take credit for pneumatic systems except
for one key. We asked for clarification on that and you
stated that you took manual control of some HVAC dampers.

My question with respect to that is, if you’re
taking manual control of these HVAC dampers, are they covered
in prccedures, are they accessible?

MR. FOX: Bob Bryan is the Staff Specialist,
Accident Evaluation as it deals with containment systems in
the Nuclear Technology Branch, in the Division of Nuclear
Engineering.

MR. BRYAN: 17The answer is yes, specifically in our
procedure SOI 26.2. These dampers are provided and discussed
and the operator is informed that if he loses automatic
control of them he can go out and marually take control of
then.

MR. PIERSON: And you subhsta..tiated that as cpposed
to some plants I‘ve seen that they are in fact accessible and
he doeun’t have to carry a step ladder with him?

MR. SULLIVAN: The main control room HVAC dampers
are all located in the mechanical equipment room adjacent to
the control room and they are accessible.

MR. PIERSON: Thank you.

To continue on with question five, this touches on

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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another issue. You stated that a preliminary separation
analysis on Unit 2 indicates that either a head vent or
pressurizer port letdown path is available feor all scenar.os
that may require water solid nperations.

We have done a preliminary review of the submittal
this morning and we are going to take some issue with that
statement. I’ll be coming back to that later.

But the question 1 have with respect to this, is
TVA taking credit for using pressurizer 4 where a reactor
event, as a means of recovering from an Appendix R event?

MR. RYAN: At the current time, no.

MR. PIERSON: The answar to that question is no?

MR. RYAN: That is correct.

MR. PIERSON: Thank you.

Then I think we can go on to question six. I have
some subsequent questions with respect to that answer.

Does anybody on the staff have a gquestion about
number five?

MR. HUBBARD: George Hubbard, OSP. I guess if that
preliminary separation analysis you are not taking credit for
then, we wouldn’t be expecting to see a final analysis on
that?

MR. RYAN: Not at the present time, no.

MR. PIERSON: Okay, we’ll move on to question six.
Question number six concerned why the primary plant will not

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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lose a pressurizer bubble in a fire scenario such that 19
hours is the conservative value for requiring the
availability of RHR.

We in the staff have discussed this, and we
understand how you came up with 19 hours and why you consider
it a conservative value. We don’t have any argument with
that per se. But we do question whether you will be able to
paintain primary plant pressure in light of the fact that
it’s not clear to us that the pressurizer PORVs are
protected. I don’‘t need to address it under this question
because it’s going to be addressed in other guestions later,
but we do have scme questions concerning whether you are
going to end up in a solid plant condition and what you're
going to do, and why you can take 19 hours credit for that,

So with respect to that I’d like to move on to
number seven.

Number seven, TVA states that, we asked TVA to
provide justification for repair times of flow control valve
74-1 and 74-2., Those are the series valves for your RHR. We
asked why these valves are considered operable for fires
inside containment, and TVA replied they consider them
operable because they can utilize 72 hours to go in and
repair these valves.

I don’t have a question per se based on that,
however, I do have a concern that if you stated carlier you

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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didn’t use the pressurizer PORVs or the reactor head vent
valves as a cooldown mechanism, which seems to me
contradictory to some of the replies you made later. Maybe
they were guestions that you used that as a possible means
but you didn’‘t take credit for it. But if you do use reactor
head vents or pressurizer PORVs and you do end up in a
situation where you are blowing down RCS into the
containment, we are concerned as to how you could access the
containment. What calculations are used to justify that the
containment is accessible to repair, among other things,
these valves, or else show to us that these valves, it’s not
credible to have a fire in those areas where you could have a
blowdown, say if a pressurize PORV reactor head vent valve,
and as such the one event excludes the possibility of the
other.

It’s not clear to me, going back tu your first
question, as to how ycu could justify access to the
containment if you took credit for that. Since you didn’t
take credit for it I’ll move on, but I think there are other
statements where it implies to me, at any rate, that you did
take credit for it.

MR. ROTELLA: During a phone call a couple of days
ajo, we had understood TVA Licensing and Enginzering to tell
us that indeed you do protect PORVs and block valves. You
separate where necessary, you wrap where necessary. Why

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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would you do that if you don’‘t need them for fire? Why isn’t
that inconsistent with the submittal we got today?

MR. FOX: 1I’m not sure what the conversation was,
Who was the conversation with, Tom?

MR. ROTELLA. Licensing was Mark Burzynski, and
Engineering was, was it Frank?

MR. KOONTZ: This is Frank Koontz. I think I can
address that.

MR. FOX: Frank Koontz is our Assistant Branch
Chief in Nuclear Technolugy Branch. He’s also our Safe
Shutdown Specialist.

MR. KOCHTZ: We were doing a preliminary analysis
to see if we did have the availability of the reactor head
vents or the pressurizer PORVs. That analysis at the time we
were discussing it was still in its preliminary stage and it
was being finalized. Since that time the analysis has been
finalized and it’s been documented. We do not have a probienm
that I'm awvare of, pProviding that analysis to the staff if
they would like to review it. However, our position today is
we still do not take credit for the use of the head vents or
the PORVs to cool down the plant. I need to emphasize that.

MR. ROTELLA: 1Is that a change in the design basis
then?

MR. KOONTZ: No, we did not credit the use of the
head vents or the PORVs before.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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MR. ROTELLA: So Rev 6 of the calculation doesn’t
have PORVs?

MR. KOONTZ: Right.

MR. ROTELLA: Rev 8 does not either?

MR. KOONTZ: That'’s correct. It does not.

MR. PIERSON: If I could interject, Jane Axelrod
has come up with a very good suggestion. She says we have a
bigger room. I want to break and move. I suggest that'’s a
good idea. The question is, where is the room.

(Whereupon, a brief recess is taken)

MR. PIERSON: The meeting will continue.

We were on question seven and I‘d like to continue
with question seven.

We were discussing the RHR valves, FCV 74-1 and
74-2, and their accessibility with respect to a fire inside
containment.

The question I have is are the RHR valves
protected? Are they considered Appendix R equipment? Do
they rave separation, a one hour barrier, detectors, or
whatever?

MR. SULLIVAN: Please ask your gquestions one at a
time.

MR. PIERSON: Are the RHR valves Appendix R
protected equipment? That'’s 74-1 and 74-2?

MR. SULLIVAN: Yes. They are cold shutdown
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required equipment.

MR. PIERSON: How is that Appendix R protection
provided?

MR. SULLIVAN: 1It’s provided by using the 3G
requirements for cold shutdown. Basically for a fire outside
containment we have a couching procedure that will repair the
valve and can get 74-1 and 74-2 open without entering
containment.

For a fire inside containment there is no
significant fire loading around the valves. One of the
valves is located in accumulator room four, and one is under
steam generator fours. Fire hazard analysis hzs been done.

So a fire inside containment will not damage the valve unless
the fire is in the valve or the control circuitry to the
valve, in which case that fire will be limitec .o within that
valve and will not damage other equipment. Containment
access, normal letdown, everything else would be available.
No spurious PORV or head vent operation is considered.

The conclusion is cold shutdown is achievable for
our shutdown logic with those valves protected the way we
have.

MR. PIERSON: So you base that cn a fire hazards
analysis then?

MR. SULLIVAN: Yes sir.

MR. PIERSON: We have that fire hazards analysis?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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MR. SULLIVAN: Yes sir. I should alsoc point out
that the valves, thi:re was I believe a question at one point
on the EQ qualification of these valves.

MR. PIERSON: Yes.

MR. SULLIVAN: The valves are qualified on a
temperature profile that peaks at about 300 and then
maintains about 200 for 30 days.

MR. PIERSON: So the valves are essentially
qualified for end containment local conditions?

MR, SULLIVAN: Yes.

MR. PIERSON: Thank you.

Does anyone from the staff have any further
gquestions on question number seven?

(No response)

MR. PIERSON: Now I’d like to discuss gquickly
number eight, which discusses the possibility of lubrication
oil from the main coolant system pumps being thrown beyond
the o0il collection systen.

I don’t have any questions concerning this. Does
anyone from the staff have any questions?

(No response)

MR. PIERSON: We’ll move on to guestion nine.
Describe the protection and provide a copy of the fire hazard
analysis for steam generator PORV controls.

From the response from March 2nd it appears that

Her ' tage Reporting Corporation
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you have done what you need to do. I don’t have any
questions on number nine. Does anycne froam the staff have 1
question on nine?

(No response)

MR. PIERSON: We’ll move on to question number ten.
Describe the effects of a main steamline break and the
resulting steam generator PORV opening spuriously. Describe
the environmental qualification of PORV including seismic.

Is the PORV single failure proof? Discuss whether Appendix R
functional criteria specifically call for no bore down of any
stean generator.

I'd like for TVA to start with describing wvhat your
single failure criteria is.

MR. BRYAN: Bob Bryan. 1In addressing what our
single failure criteria is, basically we feel we follow
standard industry practice. Specifically for seismic events,
our safety-related equipment is designed to be seismic so we
don’t expect it to fail in seismic events. We also dc not
consider multiple failures of non-seismic components during a
seismic event.

Specifically for the case of the main steamline
break that we were talking about in qQuestion ten, we consider
that an independent initiating event. We take a loss of off-
site power if that is the worst assumption. We take a single
failure, either one active failure immediately or a passive
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failure 24 hours later, and for this event we do not couple a
seismic event with the MSLV since we consider those
independent events.

MR. PIERSON: 1 see. So what you’re saying then is
from your response, that the actuating circuit, the closing
solenoid is environmentally and seismically qualified, and
the valve is not seismically qualified and it’s not a problem
in your single failure criteria?

Mr. BRYAN: The actuating circuvit is not
environmentally qualified. A por ‘on of the controller’s
circuit has becn moved out of the vault, but the closing
circuits have been environmentally and seismically qualified,
and they are provided for remote manual actuation from the
contreol room. The operator can override all the automatic
control functions and can run that valve closed if it should
spuriously open,

MR. PIERSON: I don’t have any more questions on
number ten. Does anyone from the staff have questions on
number ten?

MR. FOX: Was that answer satisfactory? Do you
have a question about standard industry practice? I have
consultants lined up to speak to that if there is a further
question.

MR. PIERSON: No, I don’t.

The next question, number 11 was very straight
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forward. Provide assurance of the pressurizer block valve
when closed against full reactor coolant system pressure. I
think Mr. Hubbard requested a completed maintenance
instruction. Did you get that complete instruction?

MR. HUBBARD: Yes, I did, Bob.

MR. PIERSON: Then I have no questions about number
11,

MR. FOX: Have you had an opportunity to review
that instruction, and do you find it satisfactory?

MR. HUBBARD: I briefly loocked at it and it appears
that it will be satislactory.

MR. PIERSON: Now we come to really what I consider
the crux of the meeting which is question 12, which is
provide an explanation of how Appendix R related cab'es are
provided protection from spurious actuations, and
particularly define the grounding mechanisms of these cables;
do cables of a train for various required components share a
common ground? If so, is spurious actuation from a wire to
wire short between different cables prevented? Were credible
faults considered between individual conductors within a
cable, cr cable to cable?

You have since revised your response on this. We
have conducted a preliminary review on it this morning. We
got the response this morning. I think the staff has several
questions regarding that submittal.
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I think what I’d like to do is let Mr. Garg ask
some guestions if he has scme, and then I have some
additional questions following his.

MR. GARG: The question I have is how do you
justify not considering the cable to cable fire? I think you
did an industrial study and I think most of the utility
outlets have been this. I don’t see what basis you have for
not considering a cable to cable fire.

MR. PIERSON: Would TVA like to make a presentation
on this question and then let us respond to it?

MR. FOX: We would like to present our response to
this entire question, if we could, since it is the principal
point of contention. Thank you.

Our speaker on this subject is John Henry Sullivan.

MR. SULLIVAN: Thank you, Charlie.

Spurious actuation of type two associated circuits
is the concern here. These circuits required for safe
shutdown and those not allowed to spuriously operate w2re all
analyzad as required circuits. In general, required circuits
and these type two associated circuits were protected by
separation or fire barriers in accordance with G-2. Where
separation did not exist, interactions were identified, we
analyzed those interactions, and provided dispositions to
«ach one of them.

Alternate shutdown capability is provided for areas
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where we considered cable to cable faults credible, namely
the main control room, the cable spring room, and the
auxiliary instrument room. These areas have a large
congestion of cables and cable to cable faults. Maybe
credible.

Sequoyah utilizes an ung.ounded DC control =--

MR. MARINOS: Are you geing to be able to explain
to us later what you call ~redible and not credible faults?
You just indicated whenever you decided that a cable to cable
fault may be credible, or however you phrased it. Could you
tell us how you made that judgment?

MR. SULLIVAN: Yes, I will try to get into that
right now.

We utilized an underground DC control system. We
also have an ungrounded AC control system off control
transmitters on the 480 volt grounded AC systum. This is
unique in some respects that our AC control power system or
essentially all of our motor operated valves and MOV boards
are off controlled transformers and is ungrounded.

This means that spurious actuation from any device
not fed from a common power source, would take multiple
faults,

Additionally, we did a separate look back at the
high/low pressure interfaces based upon the criteria in 531
of Generic Letter 86-10. We relooked that reactor vessel
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head vents, the RHR letdown path, the OCS normal and excess
letdown, and also pressurizer reliaf pacts. In only three
cases in th's look back did we find that the cable to cable
fault, had it been considered, would have resulted in a
problem and therefore, we did not meet that. The literal
guidance given is such in 531.

MS. AXELROD: When did you do this look back?

MR. SULLIVAN: This look back was completed over
the weekend. These three cases deals with the pressurizer
PORV, cable to cabie fault, multiple faults such that you hot
UP On a separate cable. This assumes upurious operation.

MR. GARG: There are two issues here. One is the
high/low interface, and the other is for any other subject.
But high/low interface, you have to consider the multiple
chart. For any of the separates, you have to consider if
there is any --

MR. SULLIVAN: I point out here that we identified
these interactions and our disposition of cable to cable
shorts was submitted to the NRC. I thirx we brought that cut
in the submittal that you got this morning. This was
reviewved by thn NRC at the time of our reevaluation. NRC
stated that we had taken appropriate corrective actions for
these interactions. However, we did go back and reevaluate
due to your additional request with respect to the high/low
interfaces, and provided the results of that review this
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morning.

MR. PLIERSON: If I could interject, it sounds to me
like you are saying that you have three cases where you have
a cable to cable interaction problem. One is the pressurizer
PORVs; one is the reactor head vent valves; and one is with
respect to the RCS lJetdown path. Is that a correct
statement?

MR. SULLIVAN: Would you repeat the first sentence
of that question?

MR. PIERSON: I said it appears to me that you have
three places in your containment where you apparently haven
to considered where you have a problem with cable to cable
faults.

MR. SULLIVAN: No. The three problems that I point
out here in meeting the literal requirements of 531, all
three of them deal with pressurizer PORVs in three separate
locations.

MR. PIERSON: All three deal with pressurizer PORVs
in three separate locations.

MR. SULLIVAN: Yes.

MR. PIERSON: 1I’d like you to turn to Attachment 5,
a March 8, 1988 submittal. Could you elaborate on statement
number four. "The reactor head vent valves are obviously not
separated because they are physicallv located together near
the reactor vessel head to satisfy reactor pressure vessel
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boundary considerations." what have you done to prevent
spurious actuation to reactor head vent valves?

MR. FOX: You’re going to need to rephrase your
question.

MR. PIERSON: Have you found Attachment 5?

MR. SULLIVAN: I’ve got it now. Will you repeat
your question?

MR. PIERSON: On question four you said that the
"reactor head vent valves are obviously not separated because
they are physically located together near the reactor vessel
head to satisfy reactor pressure vessel boundary
considerations."

wWhat does that wean? Does that mean that you
provided the cable wrapping? You provided the separation
criteria? Obviously it didn’t meet the sepszration criteria,
sc what have you done?

MR. SULLIVAN: There is another attachment in here
if you give me just a minute. Attachment 2, Roman Numeral I
readdresses in a very similar fashion how we initially
addressed this issue in D-cember 2, 1982, which I believe
that letter was provided as enclosure Attachment 1.

MR. PIERSON: Okay, now there is a problem with
that response based on what you said earlier in the meeting,
because you said you didn’t take credit for reactor head vent
valves operating spuriously or operating in a fire for
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pressure control. Yet in the second paragraph here you say
"Even if spurious operation did occur, it will not result in
depressurization of the RCS because a shutdown logic
separation analysis ensures a CCP is available for makeup.
Because two valves are in series, a single set of two on this
ungrounded DC circuit from an external cable will not result
in a loss of the high pressure interface."

So whet it‘s telling me, if I’m reading this
correctly, is you’re saying we don’t care if the valve is
open. We’ve got the centrifugal charging pump to provide
makeup. Is that what you’re saying there?

MR. SULLIVAN: What we're saying, to address the
earlier response that we gave you, is that we do not take
credit for reactor head vent system as a letdown path or a
depressurization path.

MR. KOONTZ: This is Frank Koontz. I think there
is a confusion about whether we worry about the thing
spuriously opening when we don’t want it tc be open ver.us
whether we take credit for it as a letdown path so that we
can vpen it and can close it when we want to.

MR. PIERSON: I guess I am confused then, because
Appendix R says that essentially if something can spuriously
actuate, you'’ve got to provide some sort of protection
against it. That’s what a high/low pressure interface is all
about. That'’s what generic letter 8610 considers. So if
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you’re telling me in one place that you don’t consider it and
then the other place you’re saying if it happens we can
provide makeup, there is a problem.

MR. FIORAVANTE: Nick Fioravante. He’s saying that
the; don’t utilize the head vents for the PORV as letdown
path. That doesn’t mean they don’t consider it. They don’t
utilize it as part of their shutdown equipment. They have
reviewed it as part of the spurious actuation parts, part of
the asscociated circuits.

MR. ROTELLA: So it is protected against.

MR. FIORAVANTE: It is addressed, but it’s not
utilized.

MR. PIERSON: You’‘re saying it’s addressed but it's
not protected. You don’t take credit for it in your
analysis, is that right? 1If you take credit for it it has to
be protected.

MR. SULLIVAN: We do not take credit for head vents
as a required circuit,

MR. FIORAVANTE: Protection is beyond just cable
right. Protection can be provided that you looked at it and
it doesn’t spuriously actuate. Protection can be defined as
you looked at it, it spuriously actuates, it opens, but it's
not a problem. Try to separate in your mind something that
needs to open and close and the type of protection you
provide for that and something you are only worried about if
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it spuriously actuates.

MS. AXELROD: What kind of protection did you
provide here, I think, is the other part of Bob’s question.
what did you do to prevent a spurious actuation?

MR. SULLIVAN: To summarize what we’ve said in
Attachment 2 here, there are fuses that can be pulled by the
operator should the thing spuriously operate and the valves
will go closed. That is from an internal cable fault,
External cable faults were dispositioned here as not being
credible, well the hot/short being credible from an external
cable, but since it had to happen to two valves it would take
multiple combinations of the two hot/shorts and therefore
that was not credible.

MR. GARG: That'’s what I have a problem with. 1If
we look at 8610 for high/low interfaces, you have to consider
the short for all the high/low defenses. But anything beyond
the high/low defense you have to consider a single short.

MR. WILLIAMS: This is Bob Williams, TVA. We
looked at those valves and the basis for our conclusion was
if you pull those fuses, it takes multiple shorts on two
different valves. It will take at least four shorts of the
proper polarity to actuate two valves and jive you a path.
With the random laying cable, we considered that to be an
incredible event. You’ve got to get four off the same
instrument bus or transformer together in the same tray and
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short them with the proper polarity to have that event occur.

MR. GARG: I‘m not sure why you would need four.

MR. WILLIAMS: You have to have the positive and
negative of two different circuits together to actuate two
vessels.

MR. GARG: That'’s the two shorts.

MR. WILLIAMS: That’s four conductor shorts of the
proper polarity.

MR. GARG: Yes, but that is considered -~

MR. WESCOTT: But that is in addition to the one
we’'ve already mitigated.

MR. MARINOS: Do you know how many shorts or faults
are required for low to high pressure interface? 1Is there
more than one, less than four, what is the number?

MR. WILLIAMS: In this particular case we're
discussing, the original short can be, it would take a short
to the positive side which is a single event. We can
mitigate that by pulling the fuses. In addition to that, we
would have to short additionally two more cables, both
positive to positive and negative to negative, to initiate
that event. So there is a minimum, it would take a minimum
of three.

MR, MARINOS: If you have two or less it will be
unacceptable.

MR. WILLIAMS: No.
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MR. GARG: Your cumment about three, that’s
considered for the hijh/low defense. My question is, == I'm
not sure how you can operate this,.

MR. WILLIAMS: No, we did not remove the fuses,
What we said was that if it does spuriously actuate we can
pPull the fuses and mitigate that event. If we pull the
fuses, then it takes two additional shorts on two valves to
cause them to spuriously open again. What we said in the
analysis was that having those valves spuriously actuate is
within the design basis of the plant.

MR. GARG: So you indicated that three is a
credible, three independent faults you are talking about, or
more. You say four.

MR. WILLIAMS: 1If yOu pull the fuses it would take
four conductoer to conductor shorts with pProper polarity. It
could be two cables to cables.

MR. GARG: Pulling the fuse is in your procedure?

MR. SULLIVAN: The form on the fuses is in the
procedure for the backup control room, abandonment of the
main control rocm, single procedure for the plant fires
outside the control room at this time.

MR. PIERSON: 1I'm sorry. I missed something there.
Can you repeat that please?

MR. FOX: Repeat the question, please.

MR. PIERSON: I heard something about something
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wasn’t in a procedure, and I’'m not sure what that referred
to.

MR. FOX: What was your question?

MR. GARG: My question is pulling the fuses out in
the procedure, the norm, and he is supposed to take out the
fuses. I mean if you take the credit for that.

MR. SULLIVAN: We’ll put in that in SOI 26.2 right
now is currently in AOI 27 on abandonment of main control
room.

MR. PIERSON: So in effect you're saying that'’s a
fix as a result of what you’ve done in the past few days?

MR. SULLIVAN: No, it’s an enhancement based upon a
relook at what we told you December 2, 1982, based upon our
relook. Our disposition in December 2, 1982 basically said,
and I’‘d like to put this on the record, is that there is a
three-eighths inch flow restrictor during this line, that
charging pump can maintain RCS pressure with that flow
restrictor, and it’s not defined as a loca in accordance with
10 CFR 50 because we can provide the makeup and do a normal
shutdown in accordance with ==

MR. PIERSON: And you can assure me that since it
has nothing to do with your flow control valves for your RHR
system, the RHR system is independent of this so you can
always access your RHR valves even if you did have some
leakage?
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MR. SULLIVAN: We think that appropriate mitigative
action would have been taken to stop this spurious actuation
of the valves once the operator had found it, and there would
never have been any adverse effect on 74-1 or 74-2,

MR. PIERSON: 1I’d like to talk more, are we
finished with this question now?

MR. GARG: No, I have some more guestions.

MR. SULLIVAN: We had an open question I believe
that you said we were to get back to on number, dealing with
the RHR valves. We didn’t address that at the time. You
said we would discuss it later in the presentation. Would
you like to discuss that?

MR. KOONTZ: I believe that was question seven,
Bob.

MR. SULLIVAN: Were you satisfied with our response
on seven?

MR. PIERSON: Let’s go ahead and talk more about
spurious actuates. We’ve still got pressurizer PORVs to talk
about and we’ve still got RCS letdown. When we finish that
then we can come back to that.

MR. GARG: Okay. I think the question I still have
is that you pull the fuses for all the high/low interfaces?
Is that what you are doing?

MR. WILLIAMS: We'’re only pulling the fuses if that
valve spuriously actuates.
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MR. GARG: That has to be that.

MR. WILLIAMS: What I want to make clear is we're
not pulling the fuses in advance of the event. They are not
being pulled now.

MR. GARG: No, but y~u have a procedure before =--
You will have the instructions for the operator that if he
detects ~-- that he will pull the fuse, for all high/low
differences.

MR. WILLIAMS: For the reactcr head vent.

MR. GARG: No, I'm talking about all high/low
differences. There are four or five identified, right?

MR. SULLIVAN: Only on the reactor head vents. The
internal letdown, if you go through Attachment 2 in the
submittal that you received this morning, it goes through in
detail all four of those and what we’ve done. The reactor
vessel head vents we stated in Attachment 2 that the operator
could pull the fuses, and that is what, we zlready had an
AOI, abnormal operating procedure for the operator to verify
the valves closed. We’ll go on and enhance that one step
further and tell them if it doesn’t close we’ll pull the
fuses. We’ll go ahead and put in an SOI 26.2 and identify
that those fuses need to be pulled in the event of a
confirmed fire to protect the plant and equipment.

MR. PIERSON: How long does it take for the
operator to do that?
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MR. SULLIVAN: The fuses are two doors away from
the control room, about 100 feet. When he knows they’re
spuriously opened and he has pulled out his procedure and is
ready to go, ten minutes would be a very conservative
estimate.

MR. GARG: If you look at it, two shorts are
incredible. Again, I have a problem there.

MR. MARINOS: Are you modifying the statement to
say by applying the removal of fuses you will increase the
need for failures to cause you the inadvertent actuation?
The statements say two shorts are incredible. But what I
have heard here, it will require more than two shorts in
order to cause the inadvertent situation.

MR. WILLIAMS: No sir. It takes one short to
inadvertently actuate. Pulling the fuses causes at least two
more.

MR. MARINOS: That makes it three.

MR. WILLIAMS: Right. But it only takes one to
initially make it actuate, and then it takes two more to
bring it back open again.

MR. PIERSON: If I could interject here, you're
saying then that it takes one short to spuriously actuate the
reactor head vent valves?

MR. SULLIVAN: That'’s due to an internal cable
fault. The same power force. You pull the fuses in that
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MR. PIERSON: How does that meet generic letter
86107

MR. SULLIVAN: We performed the further evaluation
and documented that evaluation to you that said that that
line being restricted by a three-eights inch orifice which
separates reactor coolant system piping from non-reactor
coolant system piping, was not a loca, was within the makeup
capability of the centrifugal charging pump, so we could
proceed with a normal =--

MR. PIERSON: So I can infer from that that your
centrifugal charging pump is in your Appendix R safe shutdown
evaluation, and all the control circuitry, and you'’ve
established that that is going to be operable in the event
you have this spurious actuation?

MR. SULLIVAN: We will always have a centrifugal
charging pump that satisfies the shutdown liogic requirements.

MR. GARG: I think I’m still looking for an answver
on Item 3, RCS is nominal and accessibly done.

MR. SULLIVAN: In Attachment 27

MR. GARG: Yes. Here you make a statement that it
would take two shorts of the proper polarity without
grounding, and each of these -~

MR. SULLIVAN: Let me explain this. There are two
pipe and flow paths--normal and excess letdown. In similar
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ways, head vents, you have two flow paths, an A train and a B
train. Head vents have two valves in series. We just went
through all that. That'’s why it takes the four hot/shorts of
the proper polarity to get those things open. 1In this line
you have three valves in series in each of the two paths. So
it would take three hot/shorts, two hot/shorts of the proper
polarity, to get all three of those valves open.

MR. GARG: 1Is it three, or three paths?

MR. SULLIVAN: There are two paths, three boundary
valves in each path,

MR. GARG: Three in each path. And they have no
problem.

MR. SULLIVAN: Right. They are normally fail close
valves, and you would have to hot them up and have air
supplied to them at the same time to get all three valves up.

MR. PIERSON: You're talking about the RCS letdown
path?

MR. SULLIVAN: And excess letdown.

MR. PIERSON: One other question I’'ve got is in
terms of availability of RCS letdown. Have you considered
all your spurious actuation circuits to verify that in all
conditions you’re going to have RCS letdown available?

MR. SULLIVAN: RCS letdown availability is not
guaranteed by the shutdown logic and Appendix R analysis.

MR. PIERSON: We talked earlier about the
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pressurizer PORV and these interactions that you consider on
the pressurizer PORV. Could you elaborate on where they are
and what they are?

MR. SULLIVAN: This is from memory. Two locations
in the annulus of Unit 2, Unit 1 has not been looked at; two
locations in the Unit 1 annulus, one involves each of the
PORVs. A PORV may spuriously open there, considering the
hot/shorts from the cable. No iiternal cable hot/shcrts
would cause the valve to open.

MR. PIERSON: Cable to cable fault you’‘re talking
about?

MR. SULLIVAN: Yes, it has to be a cable to cable
fault,

MR. BLACK: Norman Black, Electrical Group at
Sequoyah. That’s correct. The three interactions or
identified concerns, two of them are in the reactor building
Unit 2 annulus, and one is in the emergency gas treatment
area where we have a situation where the PORV cable is tray
routed in close proximity to a block valve which we have
identified. It happens to be the train B block valve
associated with that train A PORV valve.

MR. PIERSON: Do you consider this cable to cable
interaction a problem?

MR. BLACK: On that particular circuit?

MR. PIERSON: Are you planning on doing anything
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about it, or are you just telling us it exists? What is your
answer with respect to that?

MR. SULLIVAN: Let me try to address that.

We're currently relooking at both the spurious
cable to cable concern and also the letdown concern. We have
not decided what to do about them or made any decisions. In
this particular case Norm’s talking about, it’s emergency
power supplying the block valve %that'’s in question. 1If
you’re sending the cable to cable fault, the emergency power
from the diesels to that valve may not be available. If off-
site power was available the block valve would be available
to close. That was our problenm.

MR. PIERSON: It sounds to me like there’s a
problem there that we need some additional information before
we can resolve. Is that a correct assumption on my part?

MR. FOX: Can we take a five minute caucus? I'm
not sure, we’'ve got too many people speaking to the issue.
Could we take a few minutes to caucus and then give you a
coherent answer to your gquestion?

MR. PIERSON: Yes, Make it ten minutes.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken)

MR. HOSMER: Let me answer the question by first
starting with a little bit of history.

The majority of the Appendix R work on Sequoyah we
reconvened a team and did our, well let me go back even
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further.

The NRC confirmation letter was sent to us in 8/84
saying "confirm you meet Appendix R 3GJLL.“ We formed a
tean, we completed our work, and we completed that work with
the submittal to NRC in December 1984. So the history is we
had completed our work and submitted that to you the end of
Cecember 1984. Generic letter 8610 obviously was issued
after that,

I would like to read from the cover letter of the
generic letter a couple of sentences. "This package
represents recent staff assessments of these guestions and
provides guidance as to acceptable methods of satisfying
commission regulatory requirements." Attention to the nex®
sentence. "Other methods proposed by a licensee for
complying with commission regulations may also be satisfied
and will be considered on their own merits." Wwe proposed,
and we feel you have accepted, other methecds.

Our basis that we presented to you for other
methods of compliance with 8610 and particularly this issue
of cable to cable interaction, were low probability of
interaction for ungrounded DC systems, and the fact that we
had ungrounded AC systems and had low probability of
interaction. That was our basis and that is what we believe
you have accepted. It is documented in a December 21, 1984
letter to the commission. Your acceptance enclosure of that
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is documented by at least three inspection reports; at least
two that I have access to today, 8741 and 8640.

In conclusion, we meet 8610. We meet it by
approved alternate exceptions.

MR. PIERSON: 1I’ve looked at the inspection reports
and I'm not sure that I can agree with what you say. This 1is
probably the wrong forum to take that up. What we’ll do is
we will understand what ycu have done with respect to
spurious actuation cable to cable. I think we can understand
that you essentially have not done it in accordance with 8610
liverally, but you feel like the exceptions that you do have
have been evaluated by the NRC and accepted by the NRC. 1Is
that a correct synopsis?

MR. FOX: Again, I want to make the statement that
8610 is not a set of requirements. It is merely guidelines
and it allows alternate means.

MR. PIERSON: I understand that.

MR, TCOX: We fee' like we meet it per the alternate
means.

MR. PIERSON: I understand what you’re saying, but
I am not telling you tha® I am accepting what you'’re saying.

Are there any more questions with respect to
spurious actuation?

MR. GARG: Just for the record, I want to know, we
have talked about hich/low inter’ace, and we haven’t talked
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about any other si.bjects. Have you considered any other
subjects besides high/low interface for this?

MR. WILLIAMS: Let me try to address that.
Specifically to address cable to cable, the answer is no.
But much of the analysis that we did with Appendix R and our
calculations bounded the cable to cable case.

For instance, in the main control room, the
spreading room, the auxiliary instrument room, we looked to
see if we had an alternate path for any device that faulted.
We didn’t consider the mechanical means for the basis for
that fault, we just said that we had a faulty device and do
we have an alternate.

If you look at things like the short circuit
calculation and some of the coordination studies, basically
they did the same thing. They considered like a three phase
fault, regardless of how they got it, whether it was
conductor to conductor or cable to cable. So there is much
in the analysis we feel is bounded the cable to cable case,
even though specifically we did not address it that way.

MR. PIERSON: Could you discuss the RCS letdown
path in terms of reactor coolant system letdown in the event
of an Appendix R event? It says on your Attachment 5,
"Further analysis being performed that will result in an RCS
letdown path." Can you amplify on that statement and explain
what you mean by that?
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MR. SULLIVAN: You're referring to the preliminary
work that had been done?

MR. PIERSON: On Attachment 5 of your submittal
today.

MR. FOX: Give us just a minute. Attachment 5?

MR. PIERSON: Attachment 5 to the submittal you
gave us. It’s on the same page that we talked about with
respect to pressurizer PORVs and also the reactor head vent
valves. He said, "Further analysis is being performed that
will result in an RCS letdown path."

MR. SULLIVAN: That analysis is in its preliminary
stage right now. I think it’s being reviewed and checked, is
that right Norm?

MR. KOONTZ: No, we have the analysis right here.

MR. PIERSON: May I ask what does that mean? What
is that analysis to accomplish?

MR. SULLIVAN: That analysis ensures that a
pressurizer PORV or a head vent path is available for letdown
from the RCS.

MR. PIERSON: I'm confused then. Is that strictly
for a fire, or is that --

MR. SULLIVAN: This was done for a fire. It’s not
a current requirement of our shutdown logic or safe shutdown
to have a letdown path. This evaluation was done to see if
the plant in its physical layout had any problems in it where
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you would not have a letdown path.

MR. PIERSON: What does that mean with respect to
the statement you said earlier that you didn’: take Appendix
R approved path for letdown then for vent valves or PORVs?

MR. SULLIVAN: As I stated, in the current shutdown
logic for safe shutdown, letdown is not identified and we do
not take credit for it.

MR. PIERSON: Then why are you doing this letdown
analysis?

MR. SULLIVAN: A question was asked to us
concerning letdown and we went off ani looked at the cables
that we already had plotted because we had to ensure letdown
would isclate. This was sort of the flip question, now can
you ensure a letdown path is available. So we had all the
cables plotted We just went out and looked at what they
wvere.

MR. PIERSON: So you’re telling me that in all
cases you’'ve got an RCS letdown path available?

MR. SULLIVAN: No, I'm not telling you that.

MR. PIERSON: Okay. VYou’re telling me as a result
©of that that you’ve done an analysis to show that your
pressurizer PORV and your reactor coolant system vents can be
used as a letdown, is that correct?

MR. SULLIVAN: No. We're saying we’ve done an
analysis to see if they can be used as a letdown path.
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MR. PIERSON: So what is the conclusion? Do you
have a letdown path?

MR. SULLIVAN: 1In all but two locations which are
in the annulus area for Unit 2. I don’t know about Unit 1.
We could have a letdown path.

MR. PIERSON: And you’re going tc address those two
locations %o provide to us with this analysis y '‘ve got
here? 1Is that what you're doing?

MR. FOX: Yes, we will.

MR. PIERSON: Are there any other gquestions with
respect to question number 127

(No response)

MR. PIERSON: 1I‘m going to move on then, to
question 13. I don’t have 2ny ruestions abcut gquestion
number 13, Does anycne in the staff have a gquestion about
number 13?7

(No response)

MR. PIERSON: Question number 14.

MR. GARG: I want to ask one gquestion on guestion
number 12 again. You have not considered the internal
circuits for the cable to cable interaction?

MR. WILLIAMS: Yes, we have considered internal.

MR. GARG: I mean the two cables. I mean the
circuits connected to the common bus could “Ye shorted by one
single short. Have you considered that?
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MR. MARINOS: This is in connection with your

statement earlier about the ungrounded AC and DC which is a
legitimate electrical engineering argument, but if you had,
that is true perhaps, for circuits that come from independent
sources. If they are ungrounded, yes, it is a legitimate
argument. But if the circuits are coming from the same
common bus, have you addressed ° It will not be.

MR, WILLIAMS: 1In the .Anal analysis, the cable
to cable short was not considered. The basis for not
considering the cable .o cable short was the fact with the
ungrounded system and the kind of the random arrangem .
we’'ve got in cables and trays, the fact that it does take
something on a common bus or a common transformer to cause
that short, that we considered that a much less likely event
to happen than having conductor to conductor shorts within a
cable. For the case that you brought up for the high/low
pressure interfaces, we did in fact go back and evaluate
those four cable to cablae shorts.

MR. GARG: No, but for the circuits besides
high/low, you have to consider single short and if it can
cause a spurious acuations.

MR. WILLIAMS: The way the analysis was done within
the main control room, the spreading room, and the a ixiliary
instrument room, we bounded that analysis by making sure we
always had an alternate path. Outside the high/low pressure
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interfaces and outside those three areas we have not
specifically looked at cable to cable shorts. But we do not
think from the basis of our system that that’s really a
credible event.

MR. GARG: Well, you are not in compliance with
8610.

MR. ROTELLA: Have you responded to 86107

MR. HOSMER: We have never been asked to.

MR. GARG: Aren’t you supposed to respond to
generic letter?

MR. FIORAVANTE: Could you just please explain why
you are interpreting them as not in compliance with 86107

MR. GARG Because 8610 requires that for any, =--
high/low interface you have to consider if a single short can
craoate those =--

MR. FIORAVAA™7: 1Isn’t it also in 8610 that it says
for ungrounded DC you d¢ ’‘t have te consider =~

MR. GARG: 1If you are a common bus then there is a
case. If you are ungrounded, separate circuit then you
den’t. Then you don’t have a scenario.

MR. FIORAVANTE: I guess I'm a little confused.
Where in 8610 does it say anything about a common bus?

MR. GARG: 1In 8610, I think that was referenced to
the separatc circuit.

MR. MARINOS: You can only take credit for

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

wn
o

ungrounded system if it will be two separate sources. If it
is *he same one it doesn’t matter whether it’s grounded or
ungrounded, if it is the same circuit.

MR. PIERSON: We will discuss this la..r.

MR. MCGARRY: This is Mike McGarry. I just want to
make one comment.

8610, so there is no confusion, did not require
that a utility respond to 8610. It was put on the street to
assist utilities and provide guidance. In this situation
Sequoyah had already formed its fire hazards analysis in
advance, prior to the issuance of 8610.

MR. PIERSON: I understand that.

Has everyone signed the attendance sheet? If you
haven’t I’1l]l pass it down,

I1’'d like to continue on with question 14 if that
takes care of the questions on number 12.

MR. WESCOTT: I would like to speak to someona on
question 14 if they would be wiliing to address it.

MR. PIERSON: What is your question?

MR, WESCOTT: I spoke on the phone with Jimmy
Pierce and we discussed the various situati ‘s where you
actually have a non-ducted damper between wall, and there
was one item here that I can’t remember us talking about and
that was where you had fire detection on both sides and
automatic suppression on only one side. That may have been
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mentioned, but I didn’t hear it at the time.

I’'m a little bit concerned about this particular
situation and I’d like to ask two questions about areas where
you have this particular type of setup.

First of all is the manual suppression. Can one
get to that without going through the room where the fire is
in all cases?

MR. PIERCE: Yes. Tre manual suppression is in
some auxiliary instrument rooms, I believe, aux shutdown
boards, and the actuation of those circuits are in another
room.

MR. WESCOTT: The room where the major fuel load
is, the siqhificant fuel load, that has an automatic
suppression I assume in all cases?

MR. PIERCE: Yes.

MR. WESCOTT: And the rooms that do not have
automatic suppression have very limited fuel load.

MR. PIERCE: The only fuel load in there is the
insulation on the cables in the trays, and those trays are
coated with prneumastic. We’ve got ionization smoke detection
in that room and manually actuated suppression.

MR. WESCOTT: Thank you.

MR. PIERSON: Any other questions with respect to
147

(No response)
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1 MR. PIERSON: Let’s go on to question 15. Provide
2 the fire interaction study for a fire in the immediate
3 vicinity of the pressurizer. That comes back to the

4 questions we discussed earlier in question 12, and I think

S we’re going to have to address that in some other format., We
6 understand what your position is, and we’ll have to come

7 back to you later.

8 So I’'d like to go on to question 16. TVA has

9 provided us this list which is requested in question number

10 16. I’ll go on to question 17.

11 Question number 17 is with respect to passing of
12 liquid through a pressurized or code safety valve and the
13 resultant erosion and subsequent ability of the valve to

14 reseat. This question and many of the questions that we’ve
15 covered seem at face value to be outside the context of

16 Appendix R, but the way some of these questions were

17 developed was on the assumption that some of the scenarios

18 would be applicable, and in that event these gquestions

19 necessarily would follow through. This is, of course, coming
20 from where the pressurizer, your system becomes solid and you
21 use a code safety valve as a pressure control mechanism. It
22 wasn’t clear to us, and may not still be clear to us, that

23 that doesn’t occur.

24 You’ve provided a list here that talks about the

25 EPRI test, and I understand that code safeties are not
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necessarily designed to pass water, ‘although some of them
will up to a point. But I don’t think there is anything more
to be gained by asking you any more questions with respect to
that one, so I’d like to go on to question 18.

MR. HOSMER: Can I ask a guestion?

MR. PIERSON: Sure.

MR. HOSMER: Would it help if we explain to you why
we do not believe it will go solid?

MR. PIERSON: Yes, but let’s wait until we go
through the questions. I think there is another gquestion
that addresses that specifically.

Number 18 is provide raticnale for protection of
centrifugal charging pump cavitation from a spurious
actuation in the volume control tank isolation valve,

I’d like to talk to you a little bit about that.
I'm not quite sure from talking to Mr. Koontz and Mr.
Burzynski, it’s my understanding that if you do have a
spurious actuation of that isolation valve, that you still
have the ultimate charging pump available, is that correct?

MR. SULLIVAN: The apprcach to the charging pump
suction is to either remove power by opening the breaker on
the board, transferring suction to the RWST and removing
power from its breaker so you don’t have the same problem
again, or stopping the pump by the operator in the control
rocom. This is all proceduralized in the SOI 26.2 to be done.
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MR. PIERSON: Do you have any sense of how long

you’ve got before the charjing pump cavitation results in
inoperability of the charging pump?

MR. SULLIVAN: 1I’d like tc address that question by
making the statement that we have done an evaluation and
determined that for a fire in the area we should have at
least ten minutes to perform these actions before the valves
go closed.

MR. PIERSON: Ten minutes before the VCT isolation
valve goes closed?

MR. SULLIVAN: Yes.

MR. PIERSON: How would the operator know that a
fire started? Why would he know there was a fire in that
area?

MR. SULLIVAN: Fire detection, fire suppression
actuation, the fire alarm system.

MR. PIERSON: So when a fire occurs in that area he
secures that charging pump and volume control tank and shifts
the suction to the RWST tank?

MR. SULLIVAN: Yes.

MR. PIERSON: 1Is there any credibility or any
possibility that the same fire that would affect that volume
control tank isolation valve could also affect the standby
charging pump?

MR. SULLIVAN: I believe when you get to some of
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your end devices such as your MOV boards where power to the
valves comes from, that’s a possibility. Down locally at the
valves and throughout most of the plant, no, that is not
credible because the valves are in a room by themselves,
charging pump cables don’t go in that room, and to address a
little further about the MOV boards for the valves to go
closed, it would almost have to be a fire internal to those
boards.

MR. PIERSON: Which wouldn’t affect the power to
the charging pump?

MR. SULLIVAN: Which wouldn’t affect the cable
trays in the area. That’s not the approach we took. We
locked at that. We tock the approach of getting the operator
to get power off the valves which was consistent with what
the rest of the industry has done to address this generic
Westinghouse type guestion.

MR. PIERSON: Did you provide that analysis to us
in one of your submittals?

MR. SULLIVAN: Which analysis?

MR. PIERSON: What you’re talking about, this
approach you’re talking about here.

MR. SULLIVAN: I think you’ve got a copy in SOI
26.2.

MR. PIERSON: All right.

MR. WESCOTT: What type of fire detection do you
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have in that area, do you know?

MR. SULLIVAN: Just ionization alone.

MR. PIERSON: One other question. The tripping
mechanism of the centrifugal charging pump, is that protected
SO the s.me Jire couldn’t wipe out the volume control tank
isolation valve and the tripping mechanism to the pump?
Would it be a case where you couldn’t isolate the pump?

MR. SULLIVAN: There are three alternates involved.
He can move power from the VCT outlet valve, such that they
will not go closed. He can transfer suction, or basically
open the RWST valves and remove power from them so they will
not go cleosed. Or he can trip the pump. So there are two
backups in case he cannot trip the pump. I cannot address
that. I’m sure you can build a fire in a certain place and
you couldn’t trip a pump, but I cannot address if that’s the
same fire that would cause a problem with these valves.

MR. PIERSON: But you’re sure that you still have
at least one remaining pump operable, the standby pump?

MR. SULLIVAN: What I'm trying to say is we have
two other methods that the operator has in a situation that
should he not be able to stop the pump he can remove power
from the VCT outlet valves or he can go ahead and open an
RWST supply valve and remove power from her.

MR. PIERSON: Any more questions about question
number 18?
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MR. NOTLEY: This is Dave Notley.

A couple of weeks ago we had a fire protection
engineers meeting in Atlanta. One of the questions that came
up was sending out a fire brigade immediately upon receipt of
fire alarms. The response was that most plants send a runner
down to establish that there is a fire before they call the
fire brigade and dispatch them.

Do you do the same thing, and what you were “ust
talking about? You have ten minutes to take action and
prevent damage to the pump, and you were asked does the
operut: r perfori this action immediately upon receipt of the
fie alarm. I think I heard you say yes, but I want to make
sure you don’t send a runner down to establish that there is
a fire brfore you start this kind of action.

MR. ROTELLA: If there’s a fire you’re going to
shut the plant down with boron coming from the RWST.

MR. SULLIVAN: The way we normally do it is if
somecne calls in on 6299 which is the plant fire alarm, all
the fire brigade will respond. I know that for a fact. The
fire brigade leader is the man responsible for notifying the
control room when there is 2 fire affecting plant equipment.
If it’s a cigarette smoldering in a corner in a turbine
building somewhere and the fire alarm comes in, we’re not
going to go through this scenario. The fire brigade leader
is responsible for notifying the shift supervisor in the
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control room who is in the command function when there is u
fire affecting plant equipment, he knows the location of the
fire, we go to our fire interaction manual, you open it up
for that location, and it will tell you for that location
what might happen and what action he needs to take.

MR. NOTLEY: I think your answer is yes, that you
do send someone down on receipt of automatic fire alarm to
establish that there is a fire.

MR. SULLIVAN: True.

MR. PIERSON: You need all the ten minutes, right.

MR. SULLIVAN: 1I’'d like to add a concluding
comment. Our response to this condition which is generic to
a lot of other Westinghouse PWR’s is consistent with what
they'’'re doing, and we think we’ve taken the appropriate
action in this area consistent with other safety requirements
to protect the charging pump from loss of suction.

MR. PIERSON: And you’‘re sure that you have the
remaining charging pump. There is nothing in your procedure
that tells the guy to secure the one charging pump and then
turn on the B charging pump on the same suction and destroy
it as well, is that correct?

MR. SULLIVAN: There is nothing in the instruction
for tlat.

MR. PIERSON: Goeod.

The next question is question number 19. The basis
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for fire protection of Appendix R shutdown systems inside the
containment. We addressed most of the questions with respect
to this in question number 12, spurious actuation. I don’t
have anything else to add to this. Does anyone else have
something they want to talk about with respect to question
19?

(No response)

MR. PIERSON: 1If not, I’ll go on to question number
20, Question 20 discusses the possibility of two low
pressure signals causing an actuation of the safety injection
system. Sequoyah says safety injection is not required for
safe shutdown at Sequoyah. I don’t have any questions with
respect to your response here. Does anyone on the staff have
anything they want to address?

MR. ROTELLA: I have a question bazk on 19. for
the RHR valves that we talked earlier, on 74-2, you stated
that you’ve done a review of the area and have determined
that you can’t have a fire that is going to propagate from
the motor on that valve, and that there are no surrounding or
intervening combustibles. I guess I need to ask the question
then, do you intend to submit a deviation for that cendition?

MR. PIERCE: No, we had not planned on submitting a
deviation on that. What we were looking at is the guidance
you had given in 8610 said we could do a fire hazard
evaluation in the area as long as it’s done by appropriate
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people, i.e., fire protection engineer and systems engineer,
and provide that information to you for review. If you
agree, and it’s intuitively obvious that conditions we
describe are as they state so we don’t have to submit a
deviation.

MR. ROTELLA: 1I’d like to ask the staff, Dennis
Kubicki, if he could respond to that. Is that true?

MR. KUBICKI: This is Dennis Kubicki. Do I
understand your question that you’re asking me whether they
have to submit a deviation for this condition? 1If 8610, the
premise that I’m going to be basing my answer on is that if
8610 establishes means for satisfying 3GJ LNO of Appendix R,
and if they don’t conform with that guidance, then a
deviation is appropriate. I think in this particular case we
should avoid the semantical distinction and say that if
they’ve got a condition that doesn’t literally conform with
the explicit guidance in 8610, then they should provide the
justification to us and we should review it without really
calling it a deviation or whatever.

MR. GEORGE: This is Hank George. The condition
we’'re talking about here is one where what was evaluated was
whether these are components that would be susceptible to
fire damage. Where the evaluation says that, basically
concluding that you can still get in there and manually
operate these valves, it’s not an engineering evaluation to
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justify adequacy cf separation which is the 3G item that
Dennis is referring to. So this engineering evaluation is
not one that relates to a demonstration of meeting 3G. 1It’s
just whether these components could be damaged by a fire.
Since they couldn’t, these are valves that have manual
operators on them. Even though they are motor operated,
there are still hand wheels on them. That function is what
was ccncluded as still being operable for fires in that area.

So under that, I think our interpretation would be
that that is not an item requiring an engineering evaluation
per 8610, or a deviation request.

MR. McCGARRY: I want to agree with Dennis Kubicki
in that let’s put the semantics aside and get down to what is
really the substantive issue. But 8610 does state in page 14
the question, if a utility determines that a deviation from a
guidance document exists, then an exemption request needs to
be filed. If so, what is the legal basis for this
requirement? The response is no. In other words, you can
have a deviation from 8610 and you don’t have to file an
exemption.

MR. PIERCE: Let me just say, we have provided you
with that evaluation. If you’ve got any questions concerning
that evaluation we’ll be glad to talk to you.

MR. ROTELLA: That was the March 8th submittal, the
one we just got?
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MR. PIERCE: Yes.

MR. ROTELLA: Thank you.

MR. PIERSON: Okay, we’ll go on. I think we’re on
question 20. I don’t have any questions on question 20.

Does anyone in the staff wish to address question number 207

(No response)

MR. PIERSON: Question number 21, has TVA evaluated
effects of fire on instrument sense lines? Provide the
results of the evaluation on the functional analysis report.

We have some information from TVA with respect to
fire effects on instrument sense lines, and I think we still
have a few remaining questions. Mr. Garg, do you have
questions still with respect to instrument s-nse'lines?

MR. GARG: Yes, I have a couple of questions. One
is I think on your document QYR SQP SQN 38, on Item 4 and "
there is a statement that -- nothing inside =- I think we
talked to somebody in here to explain why it wasn’t done. I
would like that information to be put in the record.

MR. PIERCE: 1I’d like for Ed Connell, one of our
fire protection engineers to address that for you.

MR. CONNELL: The basis of the question was
regarding whether or not a fire inside containment would make
the containment untenable for manual operation of the valve.
The evaluation in the areas of these penetration boxes
concluded that a fire inside the penetration box could damage
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the cables inside that box and therefore we would not be able
to operate the valve outside containment. A fire in this box
would certainly be a small fire, would not cause the spurious
operation or release of any kind of RCS volume into the
containment, ard the mznual operation of the valve could
still be achieved.

MR. GARG: Okay. Another question I have is, I
think the analysis you gave on the document SQN 00D052 EPM
ESC 011888 did address only the pressurizer and =--
instruments. My gquestion is, have you considered all other
instruments for which you take a credit in the Appendix R?

MR. CONNELL: This particular analysis dealt only
with steam generator and pressurizer level instrumentation.

MR. PIERCE: Let me interrupt right here and give
you a little background on that. We wrote a CAQ back in
early 1987 that said instrumentation sense lines had not been
adequately reviewed for fire fix. As a result of that CAQ we
did an Appendix R separation analysis on instrumentation
sense lines. The result of that CAQ was another condition
adverse to quality that identified four areas where we had
interactions in which the sense lines did not meet Appendix R
separation criteria. The fire hazard analysis evaluation was
done to address those four areas where adequate Appendix R
separation did not exist for those sense line instruments
that were identified in that CAQ.
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MR. CONNELL: The conclusion regarding the level
indication for pressurizer and steam generator concluded that
we would have at least one level indicator for each steam
generator and we would retain one level instrument for the
pressurizer, for any fire inside the containment.

MR. GARG: My question is not with your analysis on
this. My question is do you have any document that you don’t
have any of that problem with the instrument lines?

MR. PIERCE: We documented where we had problems.

I don’t think we have to document where we don’t have
problems. We did an evaluation and found out where we did
have problems, and then addressed them.

MR. GARG: You are saying, where you have addressed
your evaluation, where can I find your evaluation on the
instrument lines?

MR. PIERSON: What Mr. Garg is asking for is where
do you have the evaluation that says the only point in
containment where you have a problem is with respect to the
steam generator level and the pressurizer levels?

MR. PIERCE: The corrective action GEQRASQP 870857.

MR. PIERSON: Do we have a copy of that?

MR. PIERCE: We gave you that CAQ. Then CAQR
870151 jidentified where we had interaction specifically.

MR. PIERSON: We’ll look at that. I have one other
question. Did you discuss pressurizer or steam generator
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pressures? I heard levels. 1Is a pressure required?

MR. SULLIVAN: Steam generator pressure is outside
containment. It was provided separation by the original ==
saw a reevaluation of the 84-85 time frame.

RCS pressure was your second part of that, is that
correct?

MR. PIERSON: Yes.

MR. SULLIVAN: There are three RCS pressure
channels, two of them are par instrucsntation that are routed
outside to the auxiliary building, and the other one is off
which is wide range RCS, the other one is off the
pressurizer.

MR. PIERSON: So you have three instruments, is
what you’re saying?

MR. SULLIVAN: Three instruments.

MR. PIERSON: You’re confident that =--

MR. SULLIVAN: We’re confident we have separation
between the two pans and the one over on the pressurizer.

MR. PIERSON: I’m sorry, I missed something there.

MR. SULLIVAN: The requirement being a 20 foot
separation inside containment.

MR. PIERSON: So you met that 20 foot scparation is
what you’re saying?

MR. SULLIVAN: VYes.

MR. GARG: How about instrument line outside the
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containment? Did you consider those?

MR. SULLIVAN: Yes, by the electrical engineering
branch, and I am not sure we submitted that calculation, but
we will giv. you that information. We don’t have it with us
right now.

MR. LIAW: This is B. D. Liaw.

With regard to what you said, Mr. Sullivan, about
CAQR and another, have they been closed for restart?

MR. PIERCE: Yes, they were determined to be
restart, and they are already complete. Corrective action of
those has been complete.

MR. PIERSON: Do we have any other questions on
number 217

MR. HUBBARD: George Hubbard. I have one quick
question on that. He referenced a CAQR 870151. 1In looking
through the documentation this morning, I didn’t find that
particular CAQR.

MR. FOX: We’ll get it to you,

MR. PIERCE: I apologize for that. I thought we
had sent that to you.

MR. PIERSON: Any other questions on sense lines,
numker 21?

MR. GARG: No, I don’t have any.

MR. PIERSON: The next question I‘’d like to talk
about is question 22. I’d like to point out something.
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Within the response with the exception of number 12, the
response to number 22 is very difficult. It dances around
the issue, and I think I understand what you’re trying %»
say, but it’s misleading. Explain why the fire in
containment would not affect the instrumentation as discussed
in the task group deposition of issues in B2 used by the
operator. Distinguish between a fire and & loca. You talk
about what you take credit for here, and then you go into a
list of instruments there without differentiating which of
those instruments are Appendix R instruments, which of them
are safety grade instruments, it’s just a list of
instruments. It’s difficult to make any sense of that. But
I talked to your staff and I think I understand where I can
eéxpect an answer from you with respect to that question. So
I don’t have anything to address on that, but I did want to
make a comment there.

Would you like to say anything?

MR. HOSMER: We apologize for confusing you.

MR. SULLIVAN: Do we owe You something on this one?

MR. PIERSON: You told me YOu were going to take
this list of instruments and tell me which were EQ and which
were safety related and which were fire protection
instruments.

MR. SULLIVAN: Okay. We have a list of those that
are EQ. As far as addressing the safety related and
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distinguishing between a fire and a loca, we can explain that
to you also.

MR. PIERSON: We’ll listen.

MR. SULLIVAN: This question is tied into 20 and 26
as well. It is possible for two low pressure signals to
cause a spurious SI in this plant, we believe, but SI is not
required for safe shutdown.

Narrow range RCS pressure is also not required by
our analysis. The fire that’s inside containment, we have
wide range RCS pressure which is located in the auxiliary
building, elevation 6%0; and some outside containment
radiation monitors, 9106 and 112 which sample inside
containment. Also containment pressure differential
transmitters which measure containment pressure that are
located in the annulus. All these things are principally
outside the reactor building itself where we believe they
would be available post-fire.

Additionally, as we have mentioned earlier, we’ll
have pressurizer level available and we’ll have stean
generator level, one for each of the steam generators. Thus
the SI termination criteria that'’s specified for the operator
to use which states that sub-coolant has to be greater than
40 decrees since he has RCS pressure and since he has
temperature in two of the four loops, he can satisfy that
point of the four point termination criteria.
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The second point being RCS pressure stable and
increasing. He can satisfy that for his spurious SI. And
with s“eam generator level greater than a 10 percent narrow
range in at least one steam generator, he can verify that as
well.

The last item is pressurizer level being greater
than 20 percent. Since pressurizer level is guaranteed, he
can check that.

The operators have the appropriate training to know
and apply this SI termination criteria. Additionally,
simulator exercises are Planned to start I believe next week,
That’s going to address fire scenarios. We’re going to take
this fire infcraction manual that I’ve talked about, and
we’'re going to start failing instruments for a fire in a
given area and see if the operator can respond to it
properly.

MR. PIERSON: That'’s a good idea.

MR. SULLIVAN: 1In conclusion, the operator’s got
sufficient information to check the SI termination criteria.
He’ll be able to distinguish between a loca and a fire,
identify spurious SI, and terminate the spurious SI and
pProceed with mitigating the effects of the fire.

MR. PIERSON: Thank you. I don’t think you need to
say anything more on that particular question,

I’'m ready to move on to question number 23 unless

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

37

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

70

scmeone has other comments.

On question 23, discuss how steam generator
overfill from the main feedwater system is protected against
fire in the control building. In particular, address
resporise times for feeder line isolation following loss of
control building.

The question that we’re really asking here is in
the event that you have a, how do you guarantee that you can
complete this response here? You say that AOI 27 provides
that before the main control room is abandoned the reactor is
tripped and the MSIV’s are closed. Have you provided some
evaluation of your control power to MSIV’s to state that they
can or cannot be operated? Could you elaborate on that?

MR. SULLIVAN: Yes, I can.

For a fire in the control building that affects
plant equipment and that requires control room abandonment,
operators are going to be automatically dispatched out to the
auxiliary contreol room to start their process. AOI 27 is the
plant procedure for abandonment of the main control room and
it requires the operator to do these two things before he
abandons the control room.

MR. PIERSON: Are you sure the circuits would be
available to accomplish that?

MR. SULLIVAN: Let me get to that, please.

He’s going to trip the reactor and close the MSIV’s
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prior to leaving the main control room. Note that closing
the MSIV’s 1solates steam flow to the main feed pump turbine
which is going to terminate your feed water flow and avoid
steam generator overfill. |

Normally there is a manning overlap between the aux
control room and the main control room, and when we get to
the aux control room which is only two doors away, about 150
feet, so it’s less thun two minutes we think he’s going to
get there, once the aux control room is manned, the operator
places a transfer switch in auxiliary which removes the
damaged circuits in the control building complex and ensures
the MSIV is closed.

MR. PIERSON: Could you repeat the last please?

MR. SULLIVAN: Once the operator is in the
auxiliary control room and he takes the transfer switches and
Puts them in auxiliary, the damaged circuits that are in the
control building complex are then removed from the circuit.
Should there have been a spurious signal over there, the
MSIV, that will be isolated from the circuit and the MSIV
will close.

MR. PIERSON: You'’re saying that'’s accomplished in
two minutes?

MR. SULLIVAN: Less than two minutes.

MR. PIERSON: You'’ve actually tested that two
minutes?
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MR. SULLIVAN: No sir. 1I’d like to add a little
bit more to this.

The MSIV’s are fail close valve. They have dual
train solenoids. They have an A train solenoid and a B train
solenoid. There is diverse isolation mechanisms provicded in
the safe shutdown logic for fires outside the control
building. That diverse mechanism is basically steam load
isolation in the turbine building, i.e., the trip valves,
throttle valves from the main turbine, the reheat valves.
The trip valves on the turbines to the main feed pumps.

On the feedwater isclation signal it’s 60 percent
steam generator leveled. Feedwater reg valves are going to
go closed. There would have to also be some sort of spurious
signal that causes the feedwater reg valve to stay open. In
addition to the spurious signal that you’ve already assumed
that keeps the MSIV open with dual trained solenoids.

Additionally, when a steam generator level gets to
75 percent, you get the engineering safety feature actuation
which closes all four steam generator feedwater isolation
valves and trips the main feed pump circuit.

One third signal that could come in, since we’ve
already tripped the reactor, if you get the low TI, which you
will because you’‘re steaming the power to téo main feed pump
to feed the steam generators at 554 degrees, you’ll pick up
another feedwater isolation signal.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



10
11
12

13

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

MR. PIERSON: Thank you. I don’t have any more
guestions about that issue.

MR. FOX: We have the CAQR with us, 870151. We’ll
be happy to provide this to you now and follcw it with
officia’ docketing, if you so choose.

MR. PIERSON: I would appreciate that. We received
a copy of this document that Mr. Fox just mentioned.

The next issue is question 24 which talks about
reactor coolant pump seal integrity. The concern here was
that during a fire you couldn’t maintain your reactor ccolant
pump seal integrity and you could possibly end up with a loss
of coolant accident to your reactor coolant pump seals.

You implied that you had talked to Westinghouse
personnel and they indicated that a one hour value applies to
both qualified and non-qualified elastomers within your
reactor coolant pumps, and that you have in your procedure
that you isolate that in an event that it’s lost.

I'd like you to comment on that. 1In particular
with respect to this qualified and non-qualified elastomers.
I’m not sure I understand. It’s my understanding from
looking at that that it talks about high temperature
elastomers. I’m not sure whether that’s a qualified or
whether that’s a qualified and a non-qualified elastomer.

MR. KOONTZ: We have really reviewed the WCAP in
question and also talked to Westinghouse persr~nnel. There
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are two basic types of elastomers that are discussed in that
document and they are both called high temperature
elastomers. One is called a qualified high temperature
elastomer, and the other one is called an unqualified high
temperature elastomer. Basically they are different
manufacturer model numbers.

what we have at Sequoyah is equivalent to or better
than the Parker E515-80 elastomer which is called a high
temperature unqualified elastomer. Both cases in the WCAP,
and this was confirmed by talking to Westinghouse personnel,
both of those type of elastomers, both whether they’re
qualified or unqualified, will last for the first hour. They
do degrade diff:rently later on, though, if seal cooling is
not available.

MK. PIERSON: Do you have something you’re willing
to provide to us to substantiate that? A letter or something
like that?

MR. KOONTZ: I think what we provided was a
reference to the WCAP. Would you like us to provide a
letter? We can get Westinghouse to write a letter to TVA
which we could provide to you if that would help.

MR. PIERSON: That would be better than what we’'ve
got here, because we'’ve got something that'’s confusing to me
with respect to what’s a high temperature and what isn’t a
high temperature elastomer.
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MR. KOONTZ: We’ll take that as an action item.

MR. PIERSON: So your contention then is that your
procedure tells you to isolate the reactor coolant pump? Are
you assured that the circuits that are available to isolate
that, you can do that in these fire scenarios?

MR. KOONTZ: 1I’m sorry, could you repeat that?

MR. PIERSON: This one hour time frame that you’ve
got for your reactor coolant pumps, you say that’s a
windmilling pump as I understand it, is that correct? The
pump is de-energized, is that correct?

MR. KOONTZ: The pump is de-energized for one hour,
a one hour interval, vyes.

MR. PIERSON: From your procedure you say that
you’re going to secure the pump. My question is, are you
assured that the power that’s required to secure th» pump, to
Operate the control circuits or whataver, is available?

MR. SULLIVAN: The trip breakers for the reactor
coolant pumps are located in the turbine building in a
separate environment and a different direction from where the
fire is that takes out the charging pumps.

MR. PIERSON: How long would it take you to operate
the trip breaker there? How long would it take you to do
that?

MR. SULLIVAN: An ASE is stationed in the turbine
building and he’s called our turbine building ASE and he’s
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about 50 feet from the pump, fro. *.e breaxer, from tne
board. A couple of minutes.

MR. PIERSON: That’s to rack out the breaker or
trip the breaker? Wwhat are you talking about doing there?

MR. SULLIVAN: Trip the breaker locally at the 6300
volt board.

MR. PIERSON: That’s just a switch to operate. You
don’t have *o rack it out is what you’re saying.

MR. SULLIVAN: 1It’s a switch on the board, on the
compartment.

MR. PIERSON: Does anyone else have any questions
about this issue?

Number 25. This considers spurious opening of the
pressurizer PORV and that'’s the same thing we talked about
earlier. We really probably are not going to get anything
additional from this question. It’s just essentially with a
different nuance. I dun’t have anything with respect to this
question I need to ask. Does anyone have anything they want
to talk about?

(No response)

MR. PIERSON: We’ll go on to question 26. Question
26 is a narrow range reactor coolant system pressure sensors,
all the narrow range reactor coolant pressure systems are
included in the Appendix R analysis. I think you’ve already
addressed that earlier. We’d ask additional questions about
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spurious actuation possibly causing an cperator to think a
loca was in progress. We talked about that earlier. RCS
depressurization from a fire, spurious failures, and that’s
been addressed in question 12.

I don’t have any direct questions with respect to
that. Does anyone have any items they want to address with
respect to question 26 from the staff?

(No response)

MR. PIERSON{ In that case, why don’t w2 take a
short break, say a ten minute break, and then we’ll come back
for public comments or TVA comments or both.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)

MR. PIERSON: We have a few issues we want to talk
about, and then we’d like for TVA to talk, and then we’re
going to let the public have a comment.

Mr. Kubicki has indicated that he’d like to clarify
One statement that he made earlier in the meeting, and I’ll
let him start out with that.

MR. KUBICKI: 1I'd like to preface my statement by
saying that the issue concerns wh~n TVA would have to request
approval for a deviation from the criteria of GJ&O. What I
was trying to say earlier is that when it comes to a
particular condition in the plant, if that condition is not
in conformance with 3GJ&0 as identified in the supplemental
guidance document of 8610, then that condition should be

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

identified as a deviation and a request for approval sought.

For example, if you have a situation within
containment where you have certain cables that you’re claiming
are not going to be fire damaged, if the basis for claiming
that no damage is going to exist is not in conformance with
the separation criteria of 3G, then that’s a deviation from 3G
and should be so identified.

what we have here is we have a couple of situations
where you are taking credit for an internal analysis that
purports to demonstrate that certain components were not going
to be damaged by fire, and yet the basis for such is not the
separation criteria of 3G, so therefore that is a deviation
and you should be proposing a deviation for that.

Is that clear? There are certain conditions that
represent dev.ations and should be so identified.

MR. PIERSON: Would TVA like to comment on that now?
I don’t think that is consistent with what we were talking
earlier.

MR. EBNETER: We don’t need to comment on it.
That'’s staff’s interpretation right now, and we’ll get back
with you on it.

MR. PTERSON: 1I’d like to move on then.

We skipped over a couple of issues in the gquestions.
One concerned solid plant operations; one was letdown:; and one
was this question number one which has to do with the
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contamination in containment. What I’d like to do is talk a
little bit about SOI 26.3 which allows, is your shutdown
procedure. It says there that you need to be within 200
degrees of, is it 15 hours? T=15 hours? Is there someone
that can comment on that?

{ have this document that was given to me earlier by
Mr. Fox that says 200 degrees in 21 hours. I’m just a little
bit confused about what the situation is.

MR. SULLIVAN: 1Is that the Westinghnuse motor?

MR. PIERSON: VYes it is.

MR. SULLIVAN: Your question again?

MR. PIERSON: 1It’s got a graph and it shows about
200 degrees in 20 hours, 21 hours. I remember earlier that
Yyou took credit for 19 hours and some place it’s 16 hours.
I'm confused about your cooldown sequence for SOI 26.3. How
long is it going to take you to get to that point? And how
are you going to accomplish letdown to do that if you possibly
don’t have pressurizer heaters or sprays? In other words, to
provide boration to the core.

MR. SULLIVAN: There are three or four questions
embedded in that, I believe. 1I’11 try to sort them out.

I would like to go through a little bit about
depressurization first, and how we would expect to
depressurize the system, and then get to the second part of
the question.
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When we’re cooling down the plant, feeding off the
feedwater to the steam generators and steaming, steam from the
steam generators, the primary side energy is being removed and
the primary side is shrinking. RCS temperature obviously
decreases and cold RWST water is provided as makeup. There is
going to be a certain amount of thermal losses from the
pressurizer during this period of time. Thermal losses from
the pressurizer vapor space would be expected.

Should pressure not come down, the SDA can determine
that if with the current RCS temperature and boron
concentrations, i. sufficient boron is in the core to just sit
there until pressure decays on down. A realistic approach,
there are many ways to remove that excessive anouht of energy,
pressure in the core. Obviously the technical support center
and operational support center is going to be manned post~-
fire. 1It'’s affected the plant in this way. We made some real
unlikely assumptions through all of this that the boric acid
transfer system, the letdown systcem, is all not available:
that we’ve not been able to supply the 20,000 PPM boron from
the boric acid tanks: that the only water supplied is the
25,000 gallons that you normally make up when the RCS shrinks
to a normal cold shutdown condition.

Only if all those cases are required and a.so the
worst case conditions for the reactivity analysis that we’ve
done, and I'd like to go through some of those worst case
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reactivity assumptions. I think this was gquoted as the worst
case Appendix R fire. It has done all the things I have just
mentioned, plus it assumes this scenario.

The plant had been at 100 percent power. There is a
reactor trip. There is a post-trip review conducted and a
fast restart decision made. Maximum delusion is started in
order to try to fast restart the plant, at the same time xencn
is peaking. Xenon peaks somewhere between nine and ten hours
after a 100 percent trip. This analysis assumes we'’re
reaching 100 percent power with boron reaching its peak, which
is obviously not possible. This gives you the minimum boron
concentration in the core, and that will give you the initijial
condition for the worst case Appendix R fire.

In reality, in today’s world, if you have a trip and
Yyou go through and do a post-trip review, you’re not going to
get it done and get the plant restart decision made prior to
Xxenon peaking. You’re rot going to be reaching, even if you
tried to go back into core, you’‘re sure not going to be
getting significant power levels up to get to 100 percent
power with xenon peaking.

Additionally, should all of that happen, in four
hours you’‘ve brought xenon out. Your reactor flux has already
burned that xenon out and you’re back down to equilibrium
xenon. So we’re only talking about a four hour period after
all these initial conditions have occurred on all this matter
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that we don’t consider to be a realistic assumption for a =--
which I think quite in the beginning cf =-- you’re supposed to
look at the probability and consequences of the fire. We've
taken such an improbable initial condition and then tried to
design a plant for it after a fire that it’s just not
consistent with other safety requirements. We’ve gone beyond
what we do for other Chapter 15 =-- accidents. We don’t go
into that amount of depth.

This was also done for the worst point in the fuel
cycle. In other words, for different cycles BOL, EOL, or
vhatever point in between, you had to be at that point in the
fuel cycle, that one point in the fuel cycle.

Again to summarize, boric acid makeup and boric acid
tanks are unavailable, normal RCS letdown is unavailable,
excess RCS letdown 1s unavailable, reactor head vents are
unavailabie and didn’t spuriously open or anything,
pressurizer PORVs are unavailable, and boric acid makeup and
the refueling water storage tank is your only boration source.
We’'re relooking at that scenario to see if it’s appropriate to
be part of the design of the worst case Appendix P fire.

MR. PIERSON: So can I infer from that that you
assure letdown?

MR. SULLIVAN: No. Letdown, again, is not a
requirement in the current shutdown logic.

MR. PIERSON: The reason it’s not is because you
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feel you still envelope whatever consideration you’d be in
because of what you just said.

MR. SULLIVAN: Right.

To address the second point about depressurization a
little bit more, there are lots of ways to get that energy out
©of the core. Like [ said, the technical support center and
the operational support center is staffed. We’ve gone through
various drills at Sequoyah. An accident never happens,
especially a fire, the way you predict and think it’s geing to
happen, so we’re going to take credit for the people, the
staff that’s there, and we’re going to assess the conseguences
and make the best decision at that time.

For example, with portable nitrogen bottles we could
go in and get auxiliary spray reestablished to the pressurizer
if that method is the most desirable.

Another example, a pressurizer PORV could be opened
by wiring in a temporary 125 volt DC power source at the
containment penetration such that you could open the PORV with
that method for a short period of time to depressurize, to get
RHR cut on.

MR. PIERSON: Does anyone have any more comments
from the staff about this matter?

(No response)

MR. PIERSON: 1I’d like to go on and ask a couple of
other things.
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You don’t need to address it right now, but in your

water solid condition I do want you to talk about the
lixelihood of a pressurized PORV opening and putting it in a
solid plant condition and how you plan to respond to that
solid plant condition when you come to your discussion.

MR. KOONTZ: I can address that a little bit. I
can’t address it from the operating procedures standpoint.
But if you were to spuriously open a pressurizer PORV, what
would happen to the reactor coolant system is you’d lose mass
and inventory through that PORV.

MR. PIERSON: Right.

MR. KOONTZ: Once the operator took action, and I
think you had us consider two cases in here. One was if you
took action in the control room, then that action would take
place fairly quickly and he would move to close the block
valve and termzinate the event.

There was a second case that was questioned, and
that was if the fire was in the control room, what would the
operator do? And for that event, the operator would have to
go down to the auxiliary control room and/or the MOV boards
and cause the block valve to be closed.

In both of those events, though, what you end up
with is an RCS that has somewhat lass inventory in it once the
vent is closed.

As you continue to cool the system down on the steam
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generator, and you use natural circulation or whatever means
of cooldown, the bubrle in the pressurizer should reform
because the RCS is connected to itself in the staanm
generators. The pressurizer is over there essentially at a
dead end leg at that point, so the bubble should reform,

MR. PIERSON: Do you have an engineering evaluation
of this, or is this just engineering judgment?

MR. KOONTZ: No, that’s enginesring reasoning,
analysis.

The second thing, the only way we could determine
that you might lose a pressurizer bubble was if you had a
spurious safety injection which would then fill the
pressurizer up with water.

What we looked at there was the charging flow rate,
because our safety injection pumps don’t pump in at 2250 psi
which is normal RCS conditions. So you’d have charging flow
at approximately 100 to say if beoth trains wel'e on maybe 300
GPN, and you’d have approximately 10-20 minutes before you’d
eliminate the pressurizer hubble. So the operator would have
time to go take action and terminate that spurious safety
injection,

MR. PIERSON: What sort of actions would he take?

MR. KOONTZ: He would just have to go down and
secure the charging pumps and turn them off temporarily.
We’'ve got that in, have we got some operating procedures?
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MR. SULLIVAN: E-0 contains, or one of the emergency
procedures, I think E-0 refers you to it, contains the SI
termination criteria and also the steps the operator goes
through to terminate the SI. It tells them wiat to do if the
response is not obtained.

MR. BRYAN: This is Bob Bryan. The other thing that
is important is we have assured the instrumentation necessary
for him to know that he has a spurious SI and terminate the
event quickly.

MR. KOONTZ: As a minimum, remember that we assured
pressurizer level so that would be available.

MR. PIERSON: Okay. Rick Wescott has got a question
about your HVAC systems and some of the performed calculations
he’d like to ask.

MR. WESCOTT: When we asked you question 14, at the
time basically our concerns were regarding heat transfer due
to a fire through open dampers, walls, and that type of thing
and possibly affecting required equipment in adjacent rooms.
We have expanded the concern to include equipment that would
require for a safe shutdown any place in the plant.

In other words, could a fire take out the HVAC in
such a manner that you would have equipment required for safe
shutdown exceeding their qualified temperatures and therefore,
would be inoperable?

MR. PIERCE: I want to make sure I understand what
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you’‘re saying. We’ve got a fire in say room 8, and circuits
for the room coolers, for room B ace in there. Will the
equipment that we wer. relying on in room B continue to
operate?

MR. SULLIVAN: That’s correct. That would be one
scenario, vyes.

MR. PIERCE: Okay, and correct me if I'm wrong, John
Henry, but we have gone through and any place we required room
cooling we made sure that that room cooler was available.

MR. SULLIVAN: The shutdown logic already contains
the HVAC that is currently necessary and has provided a
separation for that HVAC.

MR. WESCOTT: Okay, and I assume when you say room
coolers you’'re talking about area coolers as well, cooling a
large area like I think in the vicinity of the auxiliary
feedwater pumps as I recall, that’s one place that’s area
cocled, I believe.

MR. SULLIVAN: I’'m not sure what the HVAC
requirements are in that area, but right now the current
shutdown logic does not include HVAC for that area as being
qualified. It’s not in the current shutdown logic.

MR. WESCOTT: So does this imply that you made
calculations that show that even under worst case con“itions
you do not need those coolers? Is that what you mean when
you’re saying your HVAC system is not qualified for that area>
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Mit., KOONTZ: Generally what we do is they take a
look ut the electrical heat loads in a given area, and if it
turns out that you can fail the HVAC in that area due to a
fire and still not exceed reasonable qualifiable temperatures,
again we don’t EQ qualify for fires, but if you lock at the
temperatures that that room goes to and it stays within
reason, then we assume that the cooling is not necessary for
that room.

If the temperature goes on up and continues past a
reasonable temperature for equipment in that room, what that
indicates is that the ccoling must be available in that room
and we have to provide HVAC separated cooling or some other
alternate means of getting cooling into that room. Maybe
portable fans, whatever.

MR. ROTELLA: Did you document that analysis?

MR. KOONTZ: VYes. That’s documented and it goes
into the safe shutdown logic calculation as an input.

MR. WESCOTT: Could we get a calculation nuuber for
that?

MR. KOONTZ: I think it’s 195. I’m not sure. I'd
have to get back with you on the number.

MR. FOX: Has that information been provided to
them in this package we sent?

MR. KOONTZ: No, that is a separate package.

MR. FOX: Are you also asking us to provide this
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calculation?

MR. PIERSON: Do you need that, Rex?

MR. WESCOTT: VYes, if we could have it we’d like to
have it.

MR. KOONTZ: We’ll take that as an action item.

MR. PIERSONMN: 1Is that all ycu have on that, Rex?

(Pause)

MR. PIERSON: Mr. Wescott wants to continue on with
gquestions on the HVAC.

MR. KOONTZ: Let me clarify one thing too, Rex. Let
me tie up a luose end, As you’‘re probably aware if you read
the previous final report from the task team, the HVAC issue
related to the calculations was one of the open issues that we
were dealing with as a free restart issue. That is still
ongoing. What we will provide for you is the current version
of the calculation that goes with Rev 6 and then as soon as
the new one is out we’ll provide that one also for you to look
at.

What may come out of thie new calculation is some
portable blowers may be required in certain areas, and that
will be incorporated at that time into SOI 26.2.

MR. WESCOTT: 1 do have a gquestion.

Have you in fact found, using the existing
calculations, that some of the room cooclers as presently
designed, failure of these would in fact result in
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tewperatures exceeding the qualification limits of required
equipment?

MR. KOONTZ: There are several room areas and I
didn’t bring the calculation with me today, but I remember one
rcom area went to approximately 118 degrees, I believe, after
a fire, which was above the previous temperature for that
room. It was an aux instrument room, I believe.

For that area we’'ve asked the electricals *o oo back
and look at the equipment in the area and see what temperature
the equipment was qualified to or purchased to to see if it
could be reasonably expected to survive that event. We found
that the temperature was something like 120 degrees, I
believe, in that area, so we would expect the instrumentation
and the components in there to survive.

Now some areas would exceed the room temperature
after 72 hours, sc what we’ve got to do is we’ve got te go in
for those areas and put in somewhere in the operating
procedure, specifically the fire procedure, for the operators
to take action to assure that those rooms stay in a reasonable
temperature range after 72 hours.

MR. WESCOTT: This would be egquipment then that was
required to bring the plant into shutdown, but not required
for fire chart cooling.

MR. KOONTZ: Yes.

MR. WESCOTT: When you’re saying heated up, you mean

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

23
24

25

91

actually exceeded the qualification temperatures on the
equipment, is that what you'’re saying?

MR. KOONTZ: It would have heated up in some areas
above say 130 degrees after 72 hours, which we would consider
unacce’ “able and we would need to go in and do something.

Beyond that, I don’t have enough knowledge of the
calculation with me here today to go into the specifics, but I
can provide it to you and I can provide the new calculation
and you can review those.

MR. WESCOTT: Will we be notified as to the findings
cf your review and the calculations?

MR. KOONTZ: Yes.

MR. WESCOTT: Thank you.

MR. PIERSON: 1I’d like to go on and talk about one
other thing. I’m a little bit confused about SOI 26.2 and I’d
like you to reiterate I think what you’ve already said, that
in the event that you have a situation that you lose one
centrifugal charging pump, say from a VCP isclation valve
shutting spuriously, do you have the other pump available? 1Is
the additional pump there available? Do you know that for a
fact? Have you looked at the interaction study or whatever to
say that?

MR. SULLIVAN: We have not looked at the interaction
study with the objective of making sure the other pump was not
damaged in the fire area. We went through the interaction
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study with the intent of ensuring that the existing pump that
was sitting there operating at the time did not get damaged.

MR. PIERSON: If you essentially say that the
existing pump was not damaged, then you’re telling me that if
the bond control tank isolation valve shuts the pump can sit
there and spin?

MR. SULLIVAN: No sir, I'm not. The operating
charging pump will not be damaged by spurious closure of the
VCT outlet valves because we will take appropriate action
before those valves close.

MR. PIERSON: 1I’m afraid I’m having a hard time
agreeing with that for the simple reason that you told us
earlier that you don’t consider the fire to exist until you
send a runner down to identify the fire. So we could have the
valves shut during the time a man gr .s down, looks, verifies
the fire, and comes back. I don’t think that a charging pump
will operate without a suction.

MR. SULLIVAN: I hear you. The charging pump will
not operate with the suction valve closed. We know that, the
vendor has told us that. Our whole intent is to ensure that
the appropriate action is taken prior to spurious closure of
these valves. It takes a finite amount of time to get cable
damage.

We have an analysis of that.

MR. PIERSON: Have you provided an analysis to us?
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MR. SULLIVAN: We will, if we have not provided it,

MR. PIERSON: 1I’d like to look at that because I'm
concerned about that.

MR. SULLIVAN: 1I’d like to emphasize again, in case
I wasn’t clear before, there are three things the operator can
do. He can open the AC breakers on the DCT outlet valves, so
they won’t spuriously close. He can open the RWST supply
valve and open its breaker so it doesn’t spuriously close, a
similar problem to the one that had ben previously identified
on the VCT. He can trip the centrifugal charging pump until
one of the above is completed. So he has three things in
there he can do to ensure that the cperating pump is not
damaged.

MR. PIEKSON: I understand what you’re saying. 1’4
like to see the analysis or calculations vou’ve got that shows
the expected amount of time before the fire is detected and
the action is taken to isolate that pump.

Does anyone else on the staff have any questions we
want to ask? We still need to talk about solid pressure,
solid plant ops.

Goorée Hubbard?

MR. HUBBARD: I’'ve got just one point for
clarification was earlier they had mentioned the CAQR 8700857,
I looked at the data which they listed out the information
they provided us, and that CAQR has not been provided, so that
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would need to be provided to us. That was relative tc
question 21, CAQR 870857, That along with the 870151 which
you have given us now.

MR. FOX: Yes.

MR. HUBBARD: The one other question with regard to
question 22, in your response you indicated that for
information notice 8409 that you were in compliance or had
approved deviations. I think in telephone conversations we
asked that you identify the specific equipment which you
utilized to be in compliance with the 8409, and also to
identify what the approved deviations are. I think there are
a couple on there, I’'ve run across a few. Also, which of the
equipment was environmentally qualified.

MR. FOX: Okay. We have taken a copy of the
appendix to the shutdown logic calculations, and we have
checked those items which are 5049 EQ’d and I’ll provide that
to you now for information, and we’ll put it or the docket of
forms coming back.

#MR. KOONTZ: George, I think the approved deviations
are in an NRC letter, and we can provide the reference for
that.

MR. HUBBARD: I dc have one letter on approval of
deviations. I have a May 29, 1986 which gives some
deviations.

MR. PIERCE: There was another one I believe in

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

95

October of ’86 that was on lack of TECo instrumentation in the
auxiliary control room.

MR. FOX: October of ‘86?7

MR. PIERCE: I believe that was the date.

MR. FOX: We will confirm that.

MR. KOONTZ: I believe those two constitute the
approved deviations for instrumentation.

MR. HUBBARD: So any deviation that would have been
apprcved by the NRC.

MR. KOONTZ: Yes.

MR. PIERSON: 1Is that all?

I’d like you to speak about solid plant operations
for a minute as we discussed earlier.

MR. FOX: Okay, I would like to review the bidding
right now because there are several things we want to do to
close out our part of this Presentation today. We will cover
depressurization, we’ll cover the water solid, we also want to
run through the action items tc make sure we have a clear
understanding of everything you’ve asked for here today. 1I’ve
tried to keep up with it, but I’4 like at some point before we
turn the meeting over to public comment to run through those.

MR. PIERSON: That'’s fine.

MR. FOX: We’d now like to have John Henry Sullivan
talk about depressurization.

MR. HOSMER: Before we do, I’'d like to add a comment
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on the charging pump question we brought up. I asked for
this, as project engineer in Sequoyah I asked for this task
force to be formed to look at these issues. One of the things
I asked be done was an industry survey in particular on the
charging pump issue because this is a Westinghouse plant with
charging pumps of the type provided by Westinghouse.

What we found on this issue is what Sequoyah is the
doing is the 1orm for Westinghouse plants. It is in NTOL’s as
well as older vintage plants. Our approach is consistent with
what they are doing, and more conservative than some.

MR. PIERSON: Could you supply, we need something,
that’s not in the submittal that you gave us.

MR. HOSMER: I don’t know how to name plants, give
you a list of plants.

MR. GARG: I think it’s in Appendix A,

MR. HOSMER: I believe it’s in an attachment.

MR. KOONTZ: The industry survey on issue A-15 in
the testing report.

MR. PIERSON: Thank you.

MR. FOX: Okay. We’ll go ahead and cover water
solid now then,

MR. KOONTZ: I think we’ve covered water solid from
the standpoint of spurious safety injection being one clause:
opening of the PORV beinc another clause; and I think we'’ve
gone into the depressurization a little bit. If you’ve got
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some further juestions, for example, on issue Al on the dose
or any of that, we can cover that.

MR. PIERSON: It appeared to me from your earlier
submittals that you were taking credit for pressurizer PORV
operation for reactor head vent valves in event of a solid
plant operation, and as such I was interested in what would
happen in terms of contamination inside the containment and
how that would affect your accessibility to operate the RHR
valves.

You t2ld me in the meeting that you don’t take
credit for pressurizer PORV valves opening or reactor head
vent valves opening, and presumably yvou’ve got the flow
control valve or the RHR valve adequately protected such that
a fire isn’t going to destroy it such that You can’t repair it
within 72 hours. I don’t See access to the containment as a
problem per se, provided that you’re not going to be leaking
reactor coolant system coolant into the containment. 1If
that’s true, I think we can probably get around question
number one.

I need some response rather than shaking your heads
here.

MR. BRYAN: That'’s correct. We do not need access
to the containment when we would have a release from the RCS.

MR. PIERSON: So what you’re saying is when you have
a release from the RCS you‘re in a loca and your hot shutdown
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MR. KOONTZ: No, remembel' the reason Lhat we would

need access to the containment was to go in and repair, to
manually open the valve door to repair the wiring or the motor
on the valve. A study was done to show that there was not a
fire loading in there that would cause those valves to be
damaged other than che wiring or the motor itself. If the
wiring or the motor to that valve was damaged, then we would
not have had a spurious SI and we would not have had
contamination inside the containment. That’s the argument.

MR. BRYAN: And normal letdown would be available.

MR. PIERSON: We think you‘re going to have to
supply us a deviation on that analysis for those tiov control
valves, because you’re not taking the normal 20 foot
separation on that.

MR. KOONTZ: We provided the drawings on those
valves I think in the last submittal.

MR. PIERSON: 1Is there a 20 foot separation?

MR. KOONTZ: That I don’‘t recall. One is inside the
crane wall on the floor and the other is up in an accumulator
room.

MR. PIERSON: We can address that later.

MR. PIERCE: Can I get a clarification? Are you
saying the separation between the 74-1 and 74-27

MR. PIERSON: Yes.
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M?. PIERCE: Are you saying the separation between
740-1 and 74-2 and ~--

MR. PIERSON: What I’m talking about is you’'re
saying that the only fire there in terms of 74-1 and 74-2 s
going to affect the motor operator of the valve as well as I
remember, so0 it can only affect that valve. But I thought I
understood from that that as a result of that fire hazard
analysis you did, that you didn’t meet some of the separation
criteria that you would normally have to meet for Appendix R.
1f that’s the case, then we need to have some sort of a
deviation or something on that. I may have misunderstood that,
but that was my understanding earlier in the meeting.

MR. HOSMER: We’d like a couple of minutes here just
to caucus on that a second.

(Pause)

MR. BRYAN: What we want to clarify is, we dun’t
see, it appears that you're asking us for a deviation reguest
because you say we don’t have 20 foot separation.

MR. EBNETER: Let me cut that off. We’ll tell you
formally whether we want a deviation on anything at all, but I
don’t want to debate it in this meeting.

MR. PIERSON: 1Is that acceptable? We’ll take it up
in a later issue.

MR. BRYAN: COkay, that’s acceptable.

MR. PIERSON: Any other questions?
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(No response)

MR. PIERSON: Does TVA have anything else to say in
their resronse with respect to some of the other issues?

MR. KOONTZ: Let me ask if you had any further
giestions on number one, the off-site dose calcula:iion?

MR. PIERSON: Possibly. It depends on something to
Go with tae RHR valve, but I think we can work around that
later. ¥ dor‘t think that’s worth discussing now.

I'w roeady tou close t..e NRC’s portion of this
wmeeting.

MW, PX: I would like to run through the action
stams 40 0 have them identified, and if NRC staff has one
that’'s not on the list, please call it out.

The first one is the docket CAQ 8/0151. Also we've
been asked to docket CAQ 0857 in reference to guestion 21.
870151 was, I guess, one of the others,

We’ve also been asked to docket the list of Appendix
R equipment that’s 5049 AQ'd. I handed George Hubbard a
marked up appendix to the calc that was provided opposite
question 22. We will formally docket that.

Also we need to provide you with, relative to
question 24, the reactor coolant pump seal, we’ll get a letter
from Westinghouse and we’ll provide that to you. It has to do
with elastomer seal integrity.

We also will provid2 you the revised procedure to
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pull fuses. That’s SOI 26.2.

We will also provide you the HVAC calculation, beoth
the old calculation and the new calculation when it’s finished
and we’ll advise you of any actions we feel are appropriate to
take with regard to providing localized cooling.

We also need to provide you an analysis assuring the
operating charging pumps integrity, survivability.

Are there any other items?

Instrument lines outside the tank.

MR. PIERSON: W2 may have some other reguests with
respect to the pressurizer PORVs, the assured letdown, and the
protection for your flow control valves, your RHR flow control
valves,

MR. FOX: Okay. You haven’t made your mind up on
those yet?

MR. PIERSON: Well, I have to look at the transcript
and discuss it with the staff.

MR. FOX: Okay.

MR. PIERSON: The second thing we need to reiterate
is, I was a little bit remiss, and I wasn’t keeping track of
the items and there may be other items in the transcript and
we’ll ask for them.

MR. FOX: We’ll scan the transcript. These were
things that, with one exception, that we felt like you wanted
fairly quickly and we’re going to go ahead and initiate action
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immediately to get those in and get them on the docket.

MR. PIERSON: We appreciate that.

MR. EBNETER: Before we close I’'d like to make one
comment. I’m somewhat concerned in looking at the chronology
of events that TVA identified a problem with these
calculations some time ago and the NRC wvasn’t aware of it
until December. Is that true? In looking at your chronclogy,
DNE calculation programs, identification documentation in
December of ’‘86. Should we have been notified?

MR. FOX: You’‘re referring to the second =~

MR. EBNETER: Part of your presentation.

MR. FOX: Well part of the handout we gave you.

MR. EBNETER: Right.

(Pause)

MR. HOSMER: Are you referring to the 12-86 date?

MR. EBNETER: Yes.

MR. HOUSMER: That came out of the calc regeneration
effort, a concern about unverified assumptions. I think we
sade it visible and apparent to you in Knoxville as part of
audits. Can you help me, Mr. Koontz?

MR. KOONTZ: Yes. That whole program was audited by
the NRC,

MR. EBNETER: Who was that, do you recall?

MR. KOONTZ: Gene Embro was in charge of that audit
on calculations, and I believe the NRC reviewers took a copy
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with them of the CAQR that reported that calculation was in
error.

MR. EBNETER: Okay. I‘ll retract my remark.

That must have been one of Gene’s first DVBP inspections, is
that right?

MR. FOX: I think part of the problem is that 86
should be 87.

MR. KOONTZ: Maybe that’s part of the problem.
There’s a typo in there.

MR. FOX: No, that'’s out of sequence again.

MS. AXELROD: Are you talking about a recent
inspection by Gene Embro?

MR. KOONTZ: This i3 the whole calculation
verification program where they came in and they audited the
civil, electrical, mechanical, nuclear calculations and they
closed out the issues on the nuclear and mechanical
calculations. The review team consisted of Embro, Ron
Parkhill, and others.

MR. EBNETER: That slide is in seguence and it says
12-86.

MR. KOONTZ: That'’s correct.

MS. AXELROD: When did Mr. Embro do his inspection?

MR. FOX: I guess tie best thing for us to do is to
get with the people that were involved and we will take that
as an action item to provide an explanation.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

104

MR. EBNETER: 1If %hat is the case wihen it was

identified, and particularly an Appendix R err~r, %hat thirg
should have been reportable, I believe. If .t was not, sad we
didn’t discever it until a year later, whether through an
inspection or through an alleger, I still have some concerns
about it. That’s all I want to comment about it. But I will
check back with you on that.

MR. HOSMER: Let me provide one piece of
information. I think you’'re aware as part of a very massive
Ccalculation regeneration effort one of the things that TVA
identified were numerous unverified assumptions. This was one
of hundreds of unverified assumptions that wvere being
monitored, tracked to closure. It was viewed as not a
technical issue or a safety issue. It was viewed as needing
to establish a2e built documentation. It was tracked and
monitorad as part of a program to close all of those issues
prior to restart.

MR. EBNETER: Okay. I just wanted to let you know I
have a concern about it.

MR. FOX: We’ll get you the explanation of the
events,

MS. AXELROD: 1I'd like to ask one question. What is
tha status of Rev 2 of the calculation? I've heard you might
be working on a Rev 9, is that true?

MR. PIERSON: We have Rev 8.
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MS. AXELROD: Are you working on a Rev 9?

MR. KOCNTZ: Yes. Revision 9 will be out, I don’t
know what the date scheduled for it is, and it will
incorporate the new results of the HVAC analysis and these
other issues.

MS. AXELROD: Can you give me an approximate date,
when you expect it to be out?

MR. KOONTZ: I can’t at this time, but we can get
the date for you.

MS. AXELROD: Do you expect it to be out prior to
restart?

MR. KOONTZ: I would expect the HVAC issue and the
new revision oﬁt prior to restart, yes.

MR. PIERSON: Unless someone on the staff has some
additional comments, I’m going to turn the meeting back over
to Mr. Richardson, and Mr. Richardson will close it out to
public comment.

Any questions?

MR. RICHARDSON: This is the portion of the meeting
on the agenda that has been reserved for public comment
period. Are there any members of the public that wish to make
a statement?s

MS. BERNABEI: My name is Lynn Bernabei. I'm
attorney for Andrew Bartlik who has raised many of the
concerns that are being discussed here today.
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I’d like to make two comments that I think are

integrally related to the technical issues that have been
discussed. One has to do with Mr. Bartlik’s charges of
harassment and intimidation. Essentially he has charged that
his contract was terminated because he identified these safety
issues which cite management and upper level TVA management
attempted to suppress. I think the NRC staff has to address
that issue because the Commission has stated in no uncertain
terms that if there has been intimidation of engineers and
employees it is a very serious bar to the flow of safety
information to upper TVA management and to the NRC.

The second issue that I think the staff should
address is why we’re all here today on the eve of restart days
Oor weexs before the Commission is about to vote on restart,
debating very serious safety issues. I think the only
conclusion you can come to is that basically these problems
which have been identified in internal memoranda in August of
this year were withheld from the NRC so the staff could noc
complete a complete review at that time.

I think the reason people are scrambling right now
is because that information was withheld. And given the
serioutness of the problems and the likely reportability under
NRC regulations, I think the staff should explore what
happened that these issues were reported to you not by TVA but
by a former TVA engineer.
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Mr. Bartlik has a number of concerns that he wanted
to talk about in terms of the technical issues, but I would
urge the staff to review those two things before coming to any
recommendation on the tochniéal issues or on restart.

MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you.

MR. BARTLIK: My name is David Bartlik. 1I’d like to
talk about a few things.

First I’d like to read a statement. I think the
discussions here have shown that there are many unresolved
problems pertaining to Appendix R of TVA’s program. I would
like to focus on a few of the areas. I believe it’s clear
that TVA does not meet NRC Appendix R requirements, and this
has not been discussed in sufficient detail in all the areas I
am concerned with, although the staff has made a reasonable
attempt to do so.

First I’d like to talk about SOI 26.3. Mr. Sullivan
today was alluding to all the excess conservatism they have
used in this calculation. I wish to point out that that SOI
26.3 is TVA’s basis for establishing long term reactivity
control, and that is what their calculations for ensuring the
core will be maintained in some critical conditions is based
on. It is based on the establishment of a letdown path
through the RHR system at T=15 hours or 16 hours. If TVA
intends to use this procedure, it also requires the RCS be
coocled to 200 degrees F. If they intend to have the RCS
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cooled to 200 degrees at T=15 hours, I would suspect the RHR
valves would have to be opened well before eight hours.

TVA is relying on repair procedures, but by their
own admission it takes up to 19 hours to get the valves fixed.
Clearly these valves have to be fixed for periods as early as
eight hours.

In addition to that, TVA has had previously not had
any information from Westinghouse regarding how long it would
take to cool the plant with a single train of RHR coolers
available.

As it turns out, when this analysis came in from
Westinghouse, they have determined that it takes over 20
hours, I think it was 25 hours if we look at that graph, to
cool the plant from hot standby conditions to 200 degrees. So
it’s essentially that calculation from Westinghouse that shows
that TVA is not able to cool the plant down to 200 degrees
within the allotted time. Therefore, they cannot meet the
reactivity control requirements as specified in SOI 26.3.

In addition to that, TVA is relying on seal
integrity for, it’s relying on seal injection for seal
integrity in a large number of fire areas. As a matter of
fact, according to their safety position statements there is
only one plant area in which they’re relying on CCW to the
thermal barriers as a means of maintaining seal integrity.
Ultimately seal injection will result in the overfill of the
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RCS and you must establish a letdown path. TVA’s own
calculations have shown that this establishment of letdown
path for providing control is required at T=19 hours. That’s
where the original 19 hours came from. Again, they have not
ensured this ability.

Again, at T=19 hours, they are not able to have
opened up the RHR valves and cooled it down sufficiently to
use TVA’s own designated method of letdown,

In addition, there has been some debate whether
these part 100 limits are accurate, or part 20 limits. I wish
to point out that this Appendix R is not an accident and part
100 limits are only applicable to accident scenarios. TVA
submitted calculations showing they are within their part 100
limits, as opposed to part 20.

TVA’s letdown scenarios also dump water either to
the floor, to the reactor building floor, or sometimes the
auxiliary building floor. It is not clear to me that the part
20 limits can be maintained with dumping water to the floor as
they are currently planning, especially considering that the
necessary HVAC systems that normally clean up such radiocactive
spills are not included in the analysis.

TVA also makes an interesting statement regarding
water solid operations. They say that under water solid
operations they will slow their coocldown rate. I guess they
don’t have to minimize any transients. 1It’s interesting to
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note that if you’re cooling slowly that is clearly not in
accordance with SOI 26 which requires a prompt cooldown.

Also TVA used the justification for not training
operators on water solid operations that it’s a low
probability event. It is not necessarily such a low
probability event. Also, loca, steam generator tube ruptures
are also low probability events, and we certainly train
Operators on these. 1It’s been noted that one of the most
likely current concerns for core melt accidents is a fire-
initiated event, so that they don’t train to ensure they don’t
do'something to endanger the public is beyond me.

It’s also interesting to note, Bob Bryant, I know I
talked to Bob many times about the issue concerning the steanm
generator PORV and blowdown of multiple generators. I was
essentially the author of the CAQR that TVA references
allegedly resolving the problem, they distributed the CAQR and
said therefore, we don’t have a problem,

It turns out that before I issued that CAQR, TVA'’s,
I guess what I consider TVA’s leading expert on single failure
criteria, Harry O’Brien, had been fully consulted on that
matter and was in full concurrence with me. Harry O’Brien is
documented, saying that in a memo. Also I feel Doug Wilson
considers him as expert because when I raised the CAQR, TVA,
the first thing is Doug Wilson disagreed with my
interpretation of the rules and the first person Doug Wilson
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ran to was Harry O’Brien. He advised me that I should talk to
Harry because I obviously don’t know what I’‘m talking about.

I responded I had fully coordinated with Harry O’Brien, and it
has been supported.

I kind of wonder why TVA hasn’t brought Harry
O’Brien to discuss this matter, because I know he has a little
bit different opinion that Mr. Bryant,

One interest.ng point, I don’t want to get into all
the technical details contained within that CAQR because it
would really take more than 20 minutes to adequately discuss
it, but I understand TVA has made some statements that they
could alweys close that pressurizer PORV. I want to peint out
that if you have a steanm generator tube rupture and that PORV
is open and you take the failure of that closing solenoid as
Yyour single active failure, that PORV will not close. That
will most clearly increase the significance of a steam
generator tube rupture because TVA’s current analysis assumes
that that PORV is promptly closed. They will not be able to
do that and it will delay operator action, and therefore, it
will increase the amount of RCS that gets into the steam
generator because it will be lower, steam generator pressures,
It will also increase the amount of release because the valve
will be open longer.

Again, it just shows how the failure of the PORV
Creates a beyond design basis event. A failure of this
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control circuitry the way they have these non-qualified
circuits influencing the position of the PORV.

I also wish to point out that from my understanding
from John Henry Sullivan’s discussion is that they are relying
on a factor, they’re saying that a VCT isolation valve will
not close before ten minutes and give the operators time to do
things like rack out the breakers so the valve will not close,
or open the RWST. There is one other thing he was relying on.
None of thes¢ methods being assured available from a fire.

I also wish to point out that an analysis of that
nature is not currently allowed by Appindix R and would
require a deviation request in my estimation. I understand
TVA has not submitted the same, also.

Another concern that was not really thoroughly
touched on is if we have a spurious safety injection signal as
TVA has admitted may occur, that will start both charging
pumps. TVA has not ensured that the RWST will be properly
aligned and this may result in the charging pumps being left
drawing suction from the VCT. That will promptly deplete it
and this will result in the charging pump sucking on hydrogen
which will also promptly destroy both charging pumps as well
as the SI pumps which are also aligned at that time.

In addition, TVA has not ensured the prompt
availability of RHR. They rely on repair procedures. This
will also mean that it may very well be that the RHR pumps are
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disabled. They may be left with absolutely no way to get water
in the core in this event. I think we should examine this a
little bit more closely.

I’'m also pointing out, it was demonstrated in
discussion today that there is no method assured by TVA to
terminate feedwater rlow, main feedwater flow to the steam
generators in a control building fire and they are ultimately
relying on action in the auxiliary control room. I am unaware
of any calculations to determine how much or whether these
generators won’t back to overfill before they get down there.

Also, I understand TVA is taking credit for very
short operator responses. Normally speaking, the NRC allows
ten minute operator response for actions within the control
room. I think a two minute operator responses currently
called for might be over-stretching the operator’s
capabilities, especially considering he may not exactly
appreciate what if anything is happening. 1I’ll get into that
a little more with regard to spurious SI a little later.

Also similar problems with the pressurizer PORV in
the aux control building fire. Obvicusly, if you made your
mind up and you say to the control room "Go, close that
valve." You can get there in two minutes. I think that'’s
about the extent of the analysis. However, you’ve got to keep
in mind the operator may not really know what he has. 1I’'m
going to ask these things in question form because that’s how
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they’re written to save time, but I’m really not expecting a
response at this time.

How does TVA know in fact that the PORV is open? Do
they have any position indications assured that they’re going
to receive that the PORV is in fact open? Any pressure
indication that they know they’re going to receive . hat the
RCS pressure is dropping?

If the operator receives indication that the RCS is
depressurizing and it receives a fire alarm, does he use his
EOIs and follow them until he reaches the appropriate exit
peint? Or does he go to an AOI for control room abandonment?
How are these procedures coordinated?

Will it take longer than two minutes to exit the
EOI? How could they close the block valve before this time?
If it takes ten minutes to close the block valve, what will
the RCS conditions be? 1Is the situation currently analyzed?

Obviously if the PORV is only open for two minutes,
the RCS conditions are not going to degrade that much.
Normally safety injection comes on in a minute or thereabouts.
Two minutes, I will acknowledge that there won’t be much
change in the RCS conditions, and I agree with Frank Koontz if
they get there in two minutes it’s not too much of a problem.
Unfortunately, I believe it may take 10 minutes or 15 minutes
to really figure out what happened. Ten or 15 minutes, you’'ve
lost substantial inventory and you are beyond your design
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basis. You’ve gone into degrading of steam generator loops.

I believe this is unanalyzed at this time. I think
the NRC staff should be very careful before they allow TVA to
take credit for two minute operator response on an event of
this nature.

In an actual loca if the operator receives a fire
signal, this is not a real fire, by the way, just something
caused as a consequential failure that occurred due to the
loca. Maybe the diesels didn’t start properly, maybe it was a
voltage spike like we were talking about. I understand some
people have raised that concern. That might have done
something funny to the fire detection system that a false
alarm comes in. Does the operator go into his loca procedures
or does he go to his ALI’s? Obviously, fire protection takes
lower priority and the operator is going tc stick with his
EOIs first until he’s absolutely positive he does not have a
loca before he starts thinking about fires.

TVA also made statements today that they don’t care
if safety injection signals actuate. I want to peint out that
this is different than their 1984 position where they say it
will not occur. I refer staff to the safety position
statements. I can’t put my finger on it exactly, but Mr.
Pierce, I’'m sure, could confirm that. We discussed that item
at one point or another.

I've got questions with this spurious SI again. If
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the operator really isn’t sure what he’s got, I believe the
prudent thing would be to keep that SI flow going, and it may
take all of 20 minutes to figure out that he doesn’t have a
loca and has a fire. Keep in mind, although TVA has said they
have ensured a pressurizer level sensor available, the failure
mechanisms of these pressurizer level sensors could be that
you would have some of them failing on scale in intermediate
values. The operator may b. faced with two pressurizer level
sensors, off scale load, the majority of his pressure sensors
including his narrow range and some of his wide range
indicating low pressures, pressurizer level indicating low,
and then he sees one lone pressurizer level set lifting up
kind of slow looking like it might be failing. What’s he
going to listen to? The weight of the indication that may
indicate a loca and it may take him substantially longer than
20 minutes.

I also want to point out that TVA responded in the
recent correspondence to the NRC that an analysis on Bellafont
was done and showed that the operators would in fact respond.
I wish to just for the record state that I performed that
analysis and I realize what the flaws are, not that they’re
flaws, but what the limitations are, I should add. That
analysis also showed that in some areas it would be likely for
the reactor to be driven more to solid. In those particular
scenarios around Bellafont, we assured that we didn’t have to
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111to containment, that we didn’t mess up the environment.
I don’t think we’ve done that at Sequoyah.

Also, TVA makes statements that they believe there
will be sufficient indication available. Again, before we
made those statements on Bellafont, we made specific looks at
what instrunentation were lost, we made judgments as to
whether it would be sufficient indication left over, and then
we tested the operators. Per discussions with Ed Sheehy at
TVA, we went over some scenarios where we lost tremendous
amount of indication with a 20 foot Appendix R fire. With
that indication in our opinion, it may be survivable, but it
would certainly require some special operator training which
is contrary to what TVA is currently considering to do.

(Pause)

Also I would like to talk about the main steanm
isolation valves. I know we talked about so much redundancy
ln separation. 1I’m rot sure abcut WWVA’s specific design, but
all the other plants I worked on, the main steanm isolation
valves, this is pPro-wWwestinghouse, generally requires power to
trip those valves although they are fail-close valves. The

closing solenoids are usually, generally, this could be

verified with Mr. Hosmer shaking his head no, but my

understanding is the circuits that actually close the
soclenoid, that actually bleed the air require power. There
are multiple solenoids, granted, but they do require power.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888




10
5 |
12
13
14
15
16
&
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

118

Again, I may be incorrect at TVA because I have not reviewed
those specific circuits.

MR. RICHARDSON: You have a couple of minutes left
in your allotted time.

MR. BARTLIK: Yes sir.

TVA mentioned they will trip the breakers, they
would just hit a switch at the local control center. I wonder,
hitting that switch, is that possible that the control pow.~
has been disabled? Has TVA shown that control power is
available to trip the RCP breakers, or is TVA going to have to
rely on winding up those breakers with the reach rods? I’'m
not sure what exactly TVA has to do to trip those RCP motor
control centers.

I’d like to talk a little bit to RCS
depressurization. John Henry Sullivan mentioned 2 lot of
methods in which to depressurize the RCS. I wish to point out
none of them are currently in the Appendix R shutdown logic.
That was originally one of my concerns in that it wasn’t there
and it was unclear if the RCS would be able to be
depressurized in a reasonable time frame, in the time frame
required for SOI 26.3.

Although we may be able to get in there and put air
bottles and do a number of different things, those are
currently not reflected in procedures as required by the law.

MR. RICHARDSON: Do you have any closing comments,
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Mr. Bartlik? You’ve come to the end of the allotted time.

MR. BARTLIK: You said you might give me a little
more time. If you can give me about two more minutes =--

MR. RICHARDSON: Please wrap up within that time.

MR. BARTLIK: Yes sir.

AOI 27 which deals with pulling control fuses for
the pressurizer head vents, I mean the RCS head vents, the
head vents may open for numerous other fire areas and AOI 27 I
believe pertains strictly to the control room, so this
procedure currently does not reflect the need to disable power
to these valves.

I have no further comments. Thank you.

MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you very much.

MR. BARTLIK: I would like to say if any of the
staff needs my help to discuss any of these items, for further
clarification, I will be available.

MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you. Does TVA have any brief
comments?

MR. FOX: Yes. TVA does not agree with a lot of the
statements that were made by Mr. Bartlik. Wwe’ll be happy %o
address any of the questions that NRC staff feels are
appropriate and need to be addressed after reviewing the
transcript.

MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you, we appreciate that.

MR. PIERSON: Thank you for your participation.
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(Whereupon, at 5:16 p.m. the meeting was adjourned.)
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SEQUOYAE NUCLEAR PLANT
FIRE PROTECTION

NRC MEETING
MARCE 9, 1988



MEETING ACENDA

I. INTRODUCTION C. H. Fox

I1. SQN FIRE PROTECTION RISTORY J. B. Hosmer

e
e

RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS

1y 17, 246, 6, 25 F. Koontz
0 B. Bryan
8, 9, 13, 14, 15, 2l J. Pierce

6 16, 7, 11, 12, 18, J. B, Sullivan

3,
19, 20, 22, 23, and 2%

IV, SUMMARY

anA
eVl







1/88 « 7/87 = NRC audits of corrective
actions

- Last audit action ¢losed
7/87

12/86 DNE calculation program identifies documentation
concern with Ré (shutdown logic)

7/87 DNE assumes long-~term com liance role

R7 issued vith no operations review

10/87 DNE concludes R8 required

12/87 Reviev team formed to address all known concerns
1/88 Team issues f[inal report and meets with NRC

2/88 NRC identifies 26 questions

3/2/88 TVA response to 26 questions

1/8/88 Questior 12 amplification
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Figure

2-Hour SQN Site Boundry Dose
For Various Amounts of Coolant Lost

(Normal Operation)
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QUESTION 1

ISSUE: Containment integrity following a fire

RESPONSE:

CONCLUS ION:

Calculation shows offsite dore within LOCFRIOO0 guidelines

* 0-170% RCS release

* ANSI 18.1 - 1984 asctivity

* 0,28 REM gasma site boundary (25 limit)
* 18 REM thyroid site boundary (300 limit)
Defense-in-depth

Only practical release path via containment purge

¢ T, nnects containment to environment

* Infrequently used a: powver

* Exhaust line has three fail close valves in series

* HEPA filters and charcoal beds in exhaust line

* Supply line has three fail close valves

* Additional four fail closed dampers in supply line

* Valves and dampers close automatically on radiation signal

Appendix R, Section III.L, does not require containment integrity

* HRighly isprobable
* Dose within 10CFRIO0 li-tto
* Not Appendix R required



QUESTION 2

ISSUE: Fuel pool boiling effects on auxiliary duilding
RESPONSE: * No safe shutdown equipment in area except for cables and surge
tank
* Cable type qualified to MSLB temperature and humidity
* Nine hours for pool to doil (worst fuel load)
* Boiloff rate - 48 gpm
* Refuel floor volume - 1,000,000 ft.3
* Refuel floor exhaust flow - 28,000 cfa
* General building exhaust - 80,000 cfm
* Auxiliary duilding general spaces volume - 2,000,000 ft.?

* No fuel failures result - radiation effects from pocl boiling
not a safe shutdown concern

CONCLUS IONS!
* Significant time for pool to boil

* Minimal impact on environment
* Not Appendix R issue




QUESTION 3

ISSUE: Procedure coordination

RESPONSE: * Utilize all plant equipment
* Cperator trained and experienced
* Procedure hierarchy

' Emerged procedure
* Fire-specific procedures

* Qperatic) and training to reviev procedures

* Not Appendix R requirement

* Ne si(nificadt conflicts identified

* OQperator will handle most importanut event
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QUESTIONS & AND 16

Adequate Boron concentration

[SSUE:
RESPONSE:
CONCLUSION:

S1l95F

Reactivity calculations
Attempt normal boration (BAT/letdown)

RER letdown to floor drain collection tank with makeup from
charging pumps from the RWST

Equipment list in safe shutdown logic
Pressurizer level fluctuations not usecd

westinghouse calculation shows single RHR heat exchanger
cooldown in 26 hours

Credit for pressurizer spray, auxiliary spray, letdown and

excess letdown-not taken

The STA will perform reactivity calculations and operatuirs will
take appropriate actions to maintain subcriticality



QUESTION §

ISSUE: ls control air required?

RESPONSE: * Control air is not required to reach safe shutdown
* JControl air used if available
' Manual actions used as backup specified in Procedure SOI 26.2
' Water solid operaticn unlikely
Frocedures and assured instrumentation prevent water solid
operation
Takes over 10 hours to go sclid without letdown and no RCS
cooling
CONCLUSION:

Plant can be shut down without control air
* Manual actions are supported by procedures



VESTION &

ISSCE: Water solid operation

RESPONSE: Unlikely event - loss of dubble does not make plant unsafe

CONCLUSION:
.

Pressurizer level assured
Operator would terminate spurious charging
Time available for action (10-20 minutes)

Water solid dackup
19 Bours earliest RHR needed (exception Question &)
Casualty procedure assures valves ready in 15 hours
Cold shutdown not NRC requirement defore 72 hours
Safety valve available if PORV/head vent not availabdle

Procedures and training not needed

Low likelihood for need

Means of assuring inventory if necessary




QUESTION 7

1SSUE: Ability to put RER system into operation

RESPONSE: Valves (FCV=74=1,2) in question can be repaired

CONCLUSION:

L195F

Not needed for hot standdy

Fire outside containment casualty procedure ensures availability
within 15 hours without containment entry

No significant in situ fire load around valves

* Fire inside containment will not damage valve
For fire in valve will not damage other equipment
* No spurious PORV, head vent, et:l.
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