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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

CHATTANOOGA, T/ NNESSEE 37401
5N 1578 Lookout Place

TVA-SQN-T<-88-20 sap zl 1988 10 CFR 50.90

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory .ommission
ATTN: Documant Control Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555

Gent'emen:
In th, Adatter of ) Docket Nos. 50-327
Tennessee Valley Authority ) 50-328

SEQUOYAH NUCLER PLANT (SQN) - ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR TECHNICAL
SPECIi “ATION CHANGE 88-20

Reference: TVA letter to NRC dated August 15, 1988, "Sequoyah Nuclea~
Flant (SQN) -~ Technical Specification Change 88-20"

The referance transmitted a proposed technical specification change to
revise .he upper head iInjection (UHI) system isolation setpoint and
tolerances. This setpnint change was supported by an evaluation that
Justified reducizg the minimum delivered UMI water volume. To support
thoi: r;vi:u of the raference, NRC has requested that the following be
provided:

1. Additional information and references regarding the
evaluation/anailyses performed in support of the reduced minimum
delivered UNI water volume.

2. Additicaal information to demonstrate that an assumed discharge
coefficient (Co) of 0.6 did result in the most 1imiting peak
clad temperatures (PCT) for the doubla-ended, cold-leg guillotine
(DECLG) break with imperfect mixing of UNI water assumed in the
vessel upper head.

3. Justification that the PCT penalties calculated in the 198§
timeframe for pcstulated guide-tube flexure fatlures and
Instrument tube filling durirg reflood are still bounding for the
evaluation provided In the reference.

&. Ind'cation of sufficient controls for determining UKI isolation
“witch operability as a result of varying ambient

r stures 'n *he area of the UNI level switches.
S. RAEEE ALY ntation that sufficient conservatism/margin
. tivity evaluations provided in the refererce.
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September 14, 1948

West Inghouse Power Systems : Nuclear Technology
Electric Corporation Systems Dvision
Bax 358
Pinsburgn Penngyivania 19230 0388

) TVA-88.761
Mr. P. G. Trudel NS-OPLS-OPL-]1-88-572

- Sequoyah Project Engineer Ref, 1) TVA RD vuaeg'go
Tennessee Valley Authority 2) W G.0, OOl
Sequoyah Nuclear Power Plant, DSCeA 3) TVA-88-746
P. 0. 2000
Soddy Dmisy, TN 37379

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
SEQUOYAH UNITS 1 & 2
DECREASED UHI VOLUME DELIVERY LOCA SAFETY EVALUATION
17, Revision 1

Dear Mr., Trudel:

In accordance with our telecon of September 7, 1988, the LOCA safety evaluation
provided in Reference 3 has been revised to reflect the impact of reducing F(Q) and
SCTP, and a supplemental information document is being provided in response to the
NRC request for additional information addressing the LOCA models referenced,
clarification of the appropriate limiting breaks, and clarification of the effect
of the postulated instrumentation thimdble and guide tube flexure failures,

The revised LOCA safety evaluation, SECL-88+417, Revision 1, entitled, Safety
Evaluation for a 50 Cubic Feet Decrease in the UHI Accumulator Deliverable water
Volume (LOCA, SCTR, Post-LOCA Long Term Core Cooling and Hot Leg Switohover
Accident), is attached, This revision incorporates the impact of reducing F(Q)
f;cn 2,32 to 2,15 and the Steam Generator Tube Plugging (SCTP) level from 108 to

The supplemental information dooument is also attached and is entitled Supplemental
Information to SECL-88-417, Revision 1.

If you have any comments or questions, please contact the undersigned,
Very truly yours,
WESTINGHOUSE ELFCTRIC CORPORATION

Ui,

ESSD Projects
Mid<South Area
L. V. Tomasic/tu
Attacroent
ee: D, W, Wilson W. R, Mangiante S. J. Suith
R. W, Meadows J. A, Vogel K. J. Burzynski
R. C. Weir R. G. Davis R, E. Daniels

M. J. Ray
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SECL NO: =88~
Customer Reference No(s).

Westinghouse Ref. No.

WESTINGHOUSE
NUCLEAR SAFETY EVALUATION CHECK LIST

1) NUCLEAR PLANT(S)_SEQUOYAH UNITS 1 AND 2 (TVA/TEN)
2) CHECK LIST APPLICABLE T0: SAEETY EVALUATION FOR A 50 CU.FT, DECREASE IN
(subject of Change) ~ZHE VHEI ACCUMULATOR DELIVERABLE WATER VOLUME

J) The written safety evaluation of the revised procedure, design change
er modification required by 10CFR50.59 has been Prepared to the extent
required and is attached. If a safety evaluation is not required or
is incomplete for any reason, explain on Page 2.

Parts A and B of this Safety Evaluation Check List are to be completed
only on %he basis of the safety evaluation perfornmed,

CHECK LIST = PART A

(3.1) Yes__X No A change to th. plant as described in the FSAR?
(3.2) Yes No_ X _ A change to pProcedures as described in the FSAR?
(3.3) Yes No_X _ A test or experiment no* described in the FSAR?
(3.4) Yes_ X _ Mo A change “o the plant technical ¢ ecifications

(Appencix A to the Operating License)?

4) CHECK LIST « PART B (Justification for Part B answers must be

included on Page 2.)

(4.1) Yes No_ X _Will the probability of an eccident Previously
evaluated in the FSAR be increased?

(4.2) Yas No__X__ Will the consequences of an accident previously

evaluated in the FSAR be increased?

e NO_ X May the possibility of an accident which is
different than any already evaluated in the
FSAR be created?

— PO_X  Will the probability of a malfunctien of equipment
important to safety previously evaluated in
the FSAR be increased?

— NO__X Will the coisequences of & malfunction of equipment ’

v important to safety previously evaluated in
th. FSAR be increased?

(4.6) Yes____ No_ x May the possibility of a malfunction of equipment
important to sarety different than any already
evaluated in the FSAR be Created?

(4.7) Yes No_ X __ Will the margin of safety as defined in the bases
to any technical specification be reduced?

(4.3) Yes

(4.4) Yes

(4.5) Yen
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€)

(6.1) Prepared by (Nuclear Safety):

(6.2) Coordinated with Engineer(s):

(6.3) COordinatinq Group Managar(s) i\ 4 P’ T «il) Date:

Coc. inating Group Manager(s):1\OWLY £LAPe . - Date: e
Coordinating Group mnlqer(l)_y M, ZNCOAlSDate éﬂ}N‘ :
(€.4) Nuclear Safety Group Manager: [ SAL) Date: 9/

SECL-88-417 Revision 1

If the ansvers to any of the abova questions are unknown, indicate
under 5) KEMARKS and explain below.

If the answer to any of the above gquestions in 4) cannot be answered in
the negative, based on written safety evaluation, the change cannot be

Approved without an application for license amendment submitted to NRe
Pursuant to 10CFRS50.90.

REMARKS :
The following Sumnnmarizes the Justification upon the written safety

evaluation, (1) for answvers given in Part B of the Safety Evaluation
Check List:

——=See the attachment

(1, .ference to document (s) containing written safety evaluation:

FOR FSAR UPDATE

s-ction:_‘_ Page(s): ___ Table(s) L A5.4.1-9

Reason for/Description of Change:

APPROVAL LADDER

Reviewed by (Nuclear safety):

Coordinated with Engineer(s):
Coordinated with Engineer(s):
Coordinated with Engineer(s):
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