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Your letter of April 17, 1978, ~xpressed ydu‘t concerns rejaruingftnoead
to commit to the installation of & Loose~Patts ionitoring systeds (L)
‘at“the Construction rermit (CP) stage of thé Skajzit wuclear Powss (roject

Licgnsing review.

Ine staff considers the existence of loose parts in a reactor systen to
be a significant satety concern., On this basis, we have reguirea tae
Jinstallation of a LiMS on nuclear plants. MMiis requiresent 1s docuwiente
in section 4.4 of the standard Review Plan (MURLG-75/087) and nas oeen

in effect since the issuance of the SRP in late i975. It is rot an area
in which voluntary participation is requested. further guidance on tne
design of a LPiS vhich weet our requirements is containeu in the proposed
‘Regulatory Guide 1.133. rFor a construction bermit application, vour pP3\X
nust include a cowiitmont to the systen.

As a result of a stuuy ve conducted on the installation of, anu experience

G3Ai13038

with, loose parts wonitoring systems in operating plants, we nave dentifieu

the following aspects for a loose parts monitoring system wnich we will use

to assess the acceptavility of the specific.-.gste.n to be proviuea ior toe
Skagit tuclear Power Project wnen we review the detailed information to
be suomitted in the Final Safety Analysis Report:

1. 'Me description ot the loose parts monitoring syster: snall inciuue
tie location of all sensors and the method for monitouring thei., A
miniman of two sensors will De required at each natural collection
region.

2. ‘'Mhe wuescription of the nonitoring ecuipiient snall ancluce the lovel s

and the basis tor the alarm settinus. In audition, tie aonaiacturer's

sensitivity spocilications for the eguinwent snall ue crovias,
Anticinated wajor sources of internal and external noise shall we
identified alone .ith the plans for mininizing thoe corlocts o toese
sources on the avility of tne wonitoring equipaent tc oerfor. 1ts
intendeu function,
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3. ‘4he loose parts nonitoring system snall be requirea to function
after any seisnic event for which plant shutdown is not reguir..
The procedures of Regulatory Guide 1.100, "Seismic Qualification o1
Electric Equipient for iluclear Power Plants," are acceptavle ;or
demonstrating the seismic qualification of the system. An exception
to this seismic gualification is that recorders are not requireu
-to function witihin their specified accuracy during or after seismic
events without maintenance. However, monitoring (alarm and/or inai-
‘cation) capability nust remain available for that,channel at all times
dguring and after the seismic event. A descrigtionfofi the precautions
- to be taken to assure the operability of the systém after an operating
 basis eartnquake shall be provided. RN
The staff agrees that LPMS are still in the developnent 'stage regaraing
optimized sensor location and diagnostic interpretation of sensor signals.
tiowever , the primary objective of a LPMS weeting our minimal reguireaents
is not to diagnose the safety significance of a loos» part, but to uetect
its existence such that the safety significance can be assessed anJd acoro-
priate corrective action taken if necessary. The staff oelieves tnat tne
installation, operation, and maintenance technology for a LPits, along with
its capability to'detect the existence of loose parts, is sufficiently
developed and Gemonstrated to warrant its ificlusion in the plant design
at/this time. To this effect, we point out that the conclusions of the
;i8tudy (ORNL/iURIG/TM-133) are consistent with the present staff vosition
for ‘these objectives. Apparent aifferences, whicn you point out; between -
the conclusions of this study and the staff requirements are oecause ORNL
assessed the capability of the LPMS to perform as a plant pi otection systean.
The‘staff considers the LPHS to be & safety related systen, waich i3 not
required to perform automatic protective actions other tnan alarii f unctions.

Regarding your concern of the capability of a LPMS to detect the existence
of .1oose parts, considerable experience, both in the United States ama
abroad has been obtained., You are referred to 'ﬁble 1 of the value-inpact

: for proposed Regulatory Guide 1.133,( which cites relevant Luxr
‘with loose parts including many instances in which the loose part
‘detected by the LPIS. In addition, the LPM5 detection of a broken
burnable poison rod and holddown spider, patts of waich caused extensive

(T) meference Draft Revision 2 and state availapility in the POR iwavorana..
Arlotto to Fraley, "Draft 2, Revision 1, Regulatory Guide 1.133 'Loose-
part Detection Program for the Primary System of Light=iater=Cooled
Reactors'™ dated ilay 4, 1978; AVAILABLE: USARC Punl ic Docuwent Roc.
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damage to the steam generator tube shect in the Crystal River Flant,
is a recent and perhaps more significant examole of the value of a
LPilS to detect loose varts prior to tneir causing extensive priaary

system damage.

Concern was also expressed that LP3 “pose a serious threat to Wsos
availability . . ." Une of the benefits of LPI1S is the early detection
of a lpose part such that corrective action can be guickly taxen.
Undetected loose parts, besides presenting a real isafatyiconcern, have
the potential to cause significant damage requiring extended outages
to make the necessary repairs. The impact on plant availapbility was
assessed in the value-impact statement for proposed Regulatory Guive,
1.132 (which we believe addresses your concern for the need of a value-
impact statement) and indicated that a LPiS woula most likely venefit
plant availability. An example of this is the Crystal River case.
Continued operation of other plants of the Crystal River type has veen
partly justified on the basis tnat LPHS are installed in all of these
plants and will detect failures of the holddown mechanisns for poison
rods and orifice plugs before a safety problem results.

In your letter, you 'stated that instrument signal noiée and installed

 fiow instrumentation historically detect vibrations and loose parts.

We agree that this instrumentation provides a desiraole augmentation
to the LPMS detection capability. However, it is not adeguate in the
absence of a dedicated system for the detection of loose parts, ‘ith
associated sensitivities, alarm settings, and required actions designed

“specifically for theudetection of loose parts.

You also state in your letter the difficulty of inspecting the lower
plenum of a BWR in the event a LPIS indicates a loose part in that
region. While we acknowledge the difficulty of guch an inspection, we
do not consider this to be a valid arguicnt Lo ignore the existence
of a loose part in the lower plenuin which could potentially affect tne
safety of the plant.

Ve :

Finally, your claim that SAR ‘accident analyses will encompass the nost
severe consequences a loose part could cause implies a,primary reliance
on systems that mitigate the consequences caused by loose parts. e
point out -that the Commission safety philosopny relies firstly on tn?
prevention of accidents, whicn is the primary basis for our requirenents
to include LPHS in nuclear plants.
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in your letter and cannot conclude they sufficiently Justify deferral
of a comnitment to install a LPMS. We conclude that there is sufficient
“basis to support our recommendation to the Atomic Safety and Llcensmg
Board to condition the construction permit for the Skagit huclear Power
Project requiring the installation of a LPbB ih therevent this matter

|

In conclusion, we have carefully considered eaci of the items identifiay : |
|

|

|

remains at issue, }
\

Sincerely, /‘\ |
}g‘B\GV \&Qlo, «. Director ‘

PR Light Water .
Division of Project ﬂana ment ‘
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In conclusion, we have carefully considered eacnh of the items identitizu
in your letter and cannot conclude they sufficiently justify defeiral
of a comnitment to install a LPMS. We conclude that tnere is sufficient

“basis to support our recormendation to the Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board to condition the construction permit for the Skagit liuclear Power
Project requiring the installation of a LPMS in therevent this matter
remains at issue,

A

o

Sincerely,

}S)B\ Vasail O, éé 46 Director
O

/' for Light water
Division of Project Manajement

cc:
See next page
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