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June 12,1986

Mr. Robert M, Bernero, Director
Division of BWR Licensing

Nuclear Reactor Regulation

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Subject: NRC Review of EPRI Mydrogen Water Chemistry Installation
Guidelines

Reference: Letter, RoOb " . ( . M. Neils, dated
February

Hydrogen Water Chemistry
LD, March 1986

Hulman, "Meeting with BWR
( suidelines for Permanent BWR
Hydrogen - ry Installations, Anril 16, 1986",
May 1, 1986

G. H. Neils, "Guidelines for
water Chemistry Installations
Information", dated May 8, 1986

Dear Mr, Bernerc:

This letter 1s a response to your Reference | letter and requests that the
formal NRC review of the EFRI Hydrogen Water Chemistry Installation (MWC)
Guidelines (Reference 2) be expanded to include the ligquid oxygen and
compressed gaseous hydrogen storage options, -

16, 1986 the Hydrogen Water Chemistry Installation Guidelines

of the BWR OQwners' Group for IGSCC Research met with your
staff to discuss the technical and licensing issues associated with a
review of Reference 2. As noted in Reference 3, the original staff
approach was to officially review only the Yiquid hydrogen storage option
and 1ssue a Safety Evaluat.on Report (SER). The other hydrogen and uxygen
upply options would be informally reviewed with comments provided to

{improve the guidelines.

At the April 16 meeting, \he Subcommittee requested that the staff's

include 3’1 hydrogen and oxygen storage options
. ' ygen and gaseous hydre ) The
electrolytic option generat rogen and oxygen is not
considered a storage option §, & formal review the electrolytic
option 1s not
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On May 22 the Subcommittee again met with the NRC staff to provide
preliminary responses to the NRC Request for Additional Information
(Reference 4), Forma) responses to these questions will be submitted in
the near future in the form of revisions or additions to Reference 2. To
help expedite the review, the subcommittes would be pleased to meet with
the staff to address any additional guestions that may arise as a
consequence of the expanded scope.

Regards,

G. M. 1s, Chatrman

Regulatory Advisory Committee

BWR Owners Group for IGSCC Research
39035M6a

¢¢: L. G. Hulman
F. J. Witt



. ‘:) l,kll;ﬂx nf

" At .0.(4(
& % UNITED STATES %
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
{ Ly i WASHINGTON, D. & 20888 | FAaande W
A\ Aoy~
LT

FEB 07 186

Mr, G, M, Nells

Chairman, Regulatory Advisory Lommittee

BWR Owner's Group 11 for Intergranular
Stress Corrosion Cracking Research

414 wicollet Mall

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401

Dagr Mr, Neils:

K~ have received the draft of "Guidelines for Permanent BWR Hydrogen Water
Cremistey Iastallations”, you sent to wr. Harold Denton on Octuder 12, 1985
Cor tioff review., The staff has supplied informal conments on this Draft
which were given to the Cwner's Group on October 9, 1985, On February 5,
1585, we received the Final Guide and intend to provide comments on its
content, However, the staff will not concuct a formal review of the Guide
since its intended applications are to support plant specific modifications
to be performed assuming there are no unreviewed safety questions under the
provisions of 10 CFR 50.59. Any specific modifications performed at 2
facility under the provisions of 10 CFR 50,59, including Hydrogen Water
Chemistry modifications would be subject to the regular inspection procaess
and 10 CFR 50,59 review,

The following comments are relevant to potential plant specific Hydrogen
Chemistry Modifications, Many aspects of potential Mydrogen Water Chemistry
Mogifications appear to be of the type of mcdifications that will be able

to be carried out withaut license amendment under the criteria of 10 CFR 50.55.
Suitable comprehensive evalyation of whether or not the modifications
constitutes an unreviewed safety question for the specific facility shoula

be includec as a part of the Safety Evaluation supporting the modification,
Some aspects of potuntial hydrogcn wster chemistry modifications, in
particular the permanent fnsta’iatisn storage and use of relatively large
quantities of 1iquid hydrogen on site at 2 specific facility, appear to

ratse the concern of potentially an.!gq_gifggg’nt !g§1dgntg_!r th
|ic|q!ig
t

Previously consivervd and evaluated as a part of the f¢ "1ity lice:
Erocggs, The gervemination of whether or nut the hezards associated with

¢ potential explosion ane fire nazards from the storage and use of relatively
large quantities of liquio hydrogen and/or oxygen at @ specific facility
require careful consiceration by a lirensee when reaching a determination
as to whether & prooosed mogification involves any of the three criteria for
“an unreviewed safety question® de’ined 1n 10 CFR 50.59(a)(2).
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Mr. Robert A, Hermann of my staff will remain as the staff contact for this
work and will be available to work with the Owner's Group on this subjnct,

Jihed Bl

Robert M. Bernero, Director
Division of BWR Licensing
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