Tennessee Valley Authority, Post Office Box 2000, Soddy-Daisy, Tennessee 37384-2000

August 14, 2007

TVA-SQN-TS-06-03 10 CFR 50.90

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Document Control Desk
Washington, D. C. 20555-0001

Gentlemen:
In the Matter of )] Docket Nos. 50-327
Tennessee Valley Authority ) 50-328

SEQUOYAH NUCLEAR PLANT (SON) - UNITS 1 AND 2 - TECHNICAL
SPECIFICATIONS (TS) CHANGE 06-03 “ULTIMATE HEAT SINK (UHS)
TEMPERATURE INCREASE AND ELEVATION CHANGES - REQUEST FOR
INFORMATION (RAI) NO. 2”7 (TAC NOS. MD2621 & MD2622)

References: 1. TVA Letter to NRC dated, July, 12, 2006,
“Sequoyah Nuclear Plant (SQN) - Units 1 and
2 - Technical Specifications (TS) Change
06-03 ‘Ultimate Heat Sink (UHS) Temperature
Increase and Elevation Changes’”

2. TVA Letter to NRC dated, December 7, 2006,
“Sequoyah Nuclear Plant (SQN) - Units 1 and
2 - Technical Specifications (TS) Change
06-03 ‘Ultimate Heat Sink (UHS) Temperature
Increase and Elevation Changes Supplemental
Information’ (TAC Nos. MD2621 and MD2622)”

3. NRC letter to TVA dated November 22, 2006,
“Sequoyah Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2 -
Request for Additional Information
Regarding Technical Specification Change
Request for Ultimate Heat Sink Temperature
(TAC Nos. MD2621 and MD2622)”
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4, TVA letter to NRC dated January 26, 2007,
- “Sequoyah Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2 -
Response to Request for Additional
Information (RAI) for Technical .
Specifications (TS) Change 06-03 (TAC Nos.
MD2621 and MD2622)”

5. 'TVA letter to NRC dated May 8, 2007,
“Sequoyah Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2 -
Technical Specifications (TS) Change 06-03
‘Ultimate Heat Sink (UHS) Temperature
Increase and Elevation Changes -
Supplemental Information No. 2’ (TAC Nos.
MD2621 and MD2622)”

6. NRC letter to TVA dated July 5, 2007, _
'~ “Sequoyah Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2 -
Request Regarding Ultimate Heat Sink (TAC
Nos. MD2621 and MD2622)"”

7. TVA letter to NRC dated July 20, 2007,
“Sequoyah Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2 -
Technical Specifications (TS) Change 06-03
‘Ultimate Heat Sink (UHS) Temperature
Increase and Elevation Changes - Request
for Information (RAI) No. 2 Extension (TAC
Nos. MD2621 and MD2622)”

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.90, Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA)
submitted a request for a TS change to Licenses DPR-77 and
DPR-79 for SQN Units 1 and 2 by Reference 1. Additional
information was requested and/or provided by References 2,
3, 4, 5, and 6. By Reference 7, TVA informed NRC of the
addition time needed for response to Reference 6 in light of
-clarifications provided by NRC. This letter provides the
additional information requested by NRC in Reference 6 and
as discussed in various teleconferences.

The addition information does not change the “No Significant
Hazards Considerations” associated with the proposed change
in Reference 1. '
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Additionally, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91(b) (1), TVA is
sending a copy of this letter and enclosures to the
Tennessee State Department of Public Health.

If you have any questions about this change, please contact
me at 843-7170.

I-deélare under penalty of perjury'that the foregoing is true
and correct. Executed on this 14th day of August, 2007.

Sincerely, 52:

' Glenn W. Morris
Manager, Site Licensing and
Industry Affairs

Enclosures:

1) TVA’s Response to NRC Questions
2) Vendor Data

3) Commitments

Enclosures
cc (Enclosures):
Mr. Brendan T.. Moroney, Senior Project Manager
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop 08G-9a
One White Flint North
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, Maryland 20852-2739

Mr. Lawrence E. Nanney, Director
Division of Radiological Health

Third Floor

L&C Annex

401 Church Street

Nashville, Tennessee 37243-1532



ENCLOSURE 1
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY (TVA)
SEQUOYAH NUCLEAR PLANT (SQN)
UNITS 1 AND 2

TVA’s Response to NRC Questions

NRC Questions reggrding'SQN License Amendment Request (LAR) dated
July 12, 2006.

NRC QUESTION 1

Page El1-6: Only addresses design-basis accidents. Please
identify and discuss any impacts the proposed increase in
ultimate heat sink (UHS) temperature will have on licensing-basis
criteria that specify time related criteria associated with plant
shutdown, cooldown, or accident mitigation, such as the time
after shut down to be on residual heat removal (RHR) cooling, or
time to reduce containment pressure by half.

TVA RESPONSE 1

With respect to time related criteria, plant shutdowns and
cooldowns are controlled by the existing technical specifications

(TS). No changes have been identified to any required TS action
as a result of the 2-1/2 degree Fahrenheit (°F) increase in the
UHS temperature. The Appendix R safe shutdown requirement, that

the plant be able to be cooled to 140°F in less than 72 hours, is
maintained by the proposed change.

NRC QUESTION 2

Page E1-10: The table referred to in Item 7 provides information
for the shell and tube sides of the component cooling system
(CCS) heat exchangers. This information 1is suspect because the
CCS HX is a plate (not a tube) HX. Please explain this apparent
inconsistency. Also, the values listed in the table are said to
be “assumed,” and justification as to why these values are "
appropriate and conservative is required.

TVA RESPONSE 2

The CCS heat exchangers (HXs) are modeled by Westinghouse
Electric Company in their standard design as shell and tube heat
exchangers (STEs) in the containment analysis. The table
provided in Item 7 is a summary of the required flow rates and
heat transfer coefficient (UA) values from the containment
analysis model, WCAP-12455, “TVA SQN Units 1 and 2 Containment
Integrity Re-analyses Engineering Report,” Revision 1 Supplement
1R, dated September 2001. TVA originally utilized STEs for the
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CCS; however, these were replaced in the late 80’s with the
current plate HXs (PHEs). The replacement PHEs provide capacity
equal to or greater than the original STEs.

TVA has verified by analyses that the CCS HX is capable of
meeting or exceeding the assumed minimum UA value in the
containment analysis. The supporting CCS HX calculations develop
a U-ratio, which is defined as the actual overall heat transfer
rate divided by the required heat transfer rate. This value must
be equal to or greater than 1.0 to satisfy the containment heat
removal assumptions. A U-ratio greater than 1.0 demonstrates
essential raw cooling water (ERCW) flow margin (i.e., additional
heat removal capability) to the CCS HX. There are no design
basis cases where the U-ratio is less than 1.0.

The UA value utilized in the containment analysis is provided in
the SON Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR). UFSAR
Table 6.2.1-1, Sheet 8, compares the non-accident rated full
capacity of the CCS HXs and the assumed accident values used for
the containment analysis. Furthermore, UFSAR Table 6.2.1-1,
Sheets 6 & 7, provide a table comparison of the non-accident
rated full capacity of the other applicable HXs and the value
used for the containment analysis. The assumed values provide
the input requirements for the HXs and the model.

NRC QUESTION 3

Page El-11: The last paragraph indicates that TVA continues to
perform flow balance testing of the essential raw cooling water
(ERCW) safety-related equipment and components served by ERCW.
Explain how often ERCW flow balance testing is performed; when
the most recent flow balance test was completed; how the specific
flow rates were determined and corrected to account for the most
limiting conditions and uncertainties (analytical and
measurement), including how they were determined, validated and
are assured to be correct over time; and what changes have been
made to the system design or alignment during the period
following completion of the most recent flow balancing
determination and explain how the resultant ERCW flow rates were
confirmed to be correct following implementation of these
changes.

TVA RESPONSE 3

TVA performs flow balance testing of the lower containment vent
coolers inside containment each unit refueling outage, in
compliance with SQON TS surveillance requirement (SR)

4.6.2.2(b) (2). For components served by ERCW outside of
containment, the most recent physical flow balance was performed
in May 1997. Since that time, a system computer hydraulic model

has been developed. This model was developed to closely match,
as best possible, the system physical conditions by performance
of an extensive data gathering test in 2002. Test data was
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obtained for all available components (i.e., both large and small
bore), including alignment with the small-bore throttle valves in
fully opened position, as well as in a throttled position. The
test data was used to modify the model’s individual piping
roughness factors, particular component pressure drops (i.e.,
valves and coolers, etc.), and pump performance for a realistic
match with respect to actual plant components. Subsequent to
model development, physical changes to system components have
been incorporated into the model. The model is then re-validated
using additional system data. A recent system change placed the
small bore throttle valves in a full open position. This system
change is acceptable because the original 2002 data used to
baseline the model included the condition of the small bore
throttle valves in the fully opened position.

The ERCW system hydraulic model is used analytically to determine
the flow rates that the ERCW system will deliver to plant
components. Analysis is performed for a number of plant design
basis conditions. The analytical model is used as a more
accurate, representative predictor of system performance over the
physical flow balance test. The analytical model is an
improvement because it can perform various alignments and design
basis conditions that can not be performed or accurately
simulated in the field during power operation of shutdowns.
Examples include the ERCW system function of providing the
safety-related source of water to all of the auxiliary feedwater
pumps, traveling screen clogging, and ruptured or crimped off
non-safety-related piping.

TVA has been validating flow rates to ensure that flow rates to
individual components are in the expected range for both large
and small bore components. This validation typically occurs
multiple times per year during the performance of mollusk control
activities. The validation is perxformed by measuring the flow
values to the individual components and ensuring that the values
are in the expected range for the conditions present at the time
of the data taking. A discussion of uncertainty considered in
the model is provided in response to Question Nos. 8 and 1l6.

NRC QUESTION 4

Page E1-12, top: The information provided indicates that the
ERCW flow test method compensates for minimum pump performance.
Explain how allowable pump degradation that is permitted by the
in-service testing (IST) program is accounted for in this regard.

TVA RESPONSE 4

The ERCW system hydraulic model, described above, uses pump
curves that allow for pump degradation in excess of the actual
pump’s performance. These curves are identical for each pump.
The hydraulic model pump curves are the design minimum pump
performance values, which are the limiting values provided in the
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IST program. SON has recently performed maintenance that has
improved ERCW pump performance. Four of the pumps have been
rebuilt since 2004 and SQN intends to rebuild the balance of
pumps in the future.

NRC QUESTION 5

Page E1-17: The first paragraph indicates that ERCW will provide
the auxiliary feedwater pumps with water at 87 degree Fahrenheit
(°F) if the condensate storage tank (CST) is not available. This
is not consistent with the information that was subsequently
provided in the RAI response (Pages E1-23 and 24, Question 8).
Also, part (b) of the response indicates that the proposed ERCW
temperature increase is within the existing design limits of the
auxiliary feedwater system (AFW) system, whereas part (c)
indicates that the ERCW supply to the motor-driven AFW pumps may
be as high as 126 °F (which exceeds the AFW design temperature
limit of 120 °F). Explain these apparent inconsistencies. Also,
if not addressed below in Question 16, describe the specific
scenario that results in the highest temperature ERCW being
supplied to the AFW pumps and, for this most limiting case,
identify what the maximum ERCW supply temperature is and how the
uncertainties were accounted for to assure conservative results,
and compare the results to the AFW system design limits that

apply.

TVA RESPONSE 5

a) The July 2006 LAR and the December 2006 LAR Supplement were
not clear in the description of operating temperatures of the
AFW pumps supply when served by the ERCW. The turbine-driven
auxiliary feedwater pump (TDAFWP) is the largest capacity
pump at 880 gallon per minute (gpm) total flow and serves all
four steam generators. When supplied by the ERCW, the TDAFWP
takes suction from either ERCW supply header with worst-case
supply temperature of 87°F. The two motor-driven auxiliary
feedwater pumps (MDAFWPs) each provide 440 gpm total flow.
Each MDAFWP delivers flow to two steam generators. The ERCW
water temperature to the MDAFWPs is a function of ERCW
discharge header A and B and may be greater than 87°F under
some scenarios. The ERCW temperature of 128°F is determined
to be the most limiting case and only applies to the 1B-B and
2A-A MDAFWPs as a result of the suction piping configuration.
The ERCW discharge water temperature to these two pumps is
dominated by the 1B and 2A containment spray (CS) HXs’
discharge, respectively, and only during a large break
loss-of-coolant accident (LBLOCA) when on containment sump
recirculation with minimum ERCW design flow of 3400 gpm and
no CST availability. In contrast, the other two MDAFWPs,
1A-A and 2B-B, have ERCW suction pipe configurations that are
further downstream and receive flow mixing from the CCS HX
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discharges and remain at the 120°F AFW design temperature or
less, see UFSAR Figure 9.2.2-2.

No changes are made to the AFW operating temperatures or
limits as a result of the UHS change to 87°F. The modeled
flows with 5 percent uncertainty to the CSS HXs under various
LOCA conditions is shown to be greater than the 3400 gpm
minimum design and is 3600 gpm or greater (December 2006
Supplement Table 9 Series Extract). Larger than design flows
will suppress the AFW temperature to less than 128°F value.

SON has historically justified the 1B-B and 2A-A MDAFWP
design temperature excess (greater than 120°F) based on
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) B31.1, “Power
Piping,” variations from normal operation. The associated
piping stress limits have not been challenged because the
ERCW and associated AFW suction piping and supports have been
analyzed to 128°F.

Additionally, the 1A-A MDAFWP, which has the largest length
of CST suction piping (i.e., furthest distance from the CST),
was acceptably evaluated for net positive suction head up to
130°F for tritium production. TVA has entered the MDAFWP
design temperature issue into its Corrective Action Program
with an action to revise the suction piping design
temperature to at least 128°F.

b) The maximum ERCW supply temperature is the proposed 87°F.
The TS SR for temperature monitoring includes instrument loop
measurement uncertainties. Current plant instrumentation
loop error is approximately plus or minus 1.16°F. The main
control room (MCR) indication is offset by a total of 1.5°F
(i.e., plus 1.5°F), to ensure that the actual limiting
condition of operation (LCO) temperature is never exceeded
without taking appropriate actions. :

NRC QUESTION 6

Page E1-17, Emergency Diesel Generator (EDG) Cooling: With
respect to calculation MDQ 000 067 2003 0142, describe the most
limiting scenario for the EDGs relative to temperature
considerations and, for this most limiting case, explain what the
most controlling temperatures are, including a discussion of how
the uncertainties were accounted for to assure conservative
results.

TVA RESPONSE 6

The 190°F case (Model No. 3, Section 6.10) is evaluated at the
EDG thermal limits to determine the ERCW requirements and margins
available. This case establishes the limiting temperature values
such that a horsepower (hp) de-rate is not required and is
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identified as an operating mode limit. Proto HX software is
utilized in the calculation and is a common industry software
application that is quality assured (QA). TVA uses the QA
version such that discrepancies are identified in accordance with
10CFR21. The physical Proto HX model parameters were developed
from the vendor EDG HX data sheet. An additional evaluation was
performed (similar to Model No. 3) using Tubular Exchanger
Manufacturers Association (TEMA) fouling factors and limiting EDG
operating temperatures and ERCW flows. This model is further
discussed in response to Question 19.

Uncertainties were handled in two respects: Foremost, Section
4.0 of the calculation addresses the conservative nature of the
input parameters and assumptions to ensure that the heat load
evaluated was maximized and that heat removal capacity is
demonstrated. The test instrumentation utilized and the
uncertainties considered are discussed in Section 4.8. The
instrumentation meets the requirements of the ASME Performance
Test Code (PTC) for Single Phase Heat Exchangers. The test
results were treated as nominal values. Secondly, the appendix
to the calculation contains a discussion of the formulation and
process of the Proto HX software. An uncertainty evaluation
package is part of the software capability and one of the test
cases was evaluated. All parameters are varied and combined by
the software program so that the maximum deviations can be
evaluated. The resulting maximum possible fouling factor was
shown to be 0:0012897 hour-square foot-degree Fahrenheit per
British Thermal Unit (hr-ft2-°F/BTU). This value is within the
expected results as described within the ASME PTC.

Model No. 4, Section 6.11, demonstrates ERCW operating margins
based on the current flow balance and the various LOCA

configurations.

NRC QUESTION 7

Page E1-17, Piping Impacts: The information that was provided
indicates that the RHR system is cooled by CCS and does not
receive ERCW water. Nonetheless, all other things being equal,
increased ERCW temperature will result in an increase in CCS
temperature, which will affect RHR. Either confirm that the
resultant CCS supply temperature will continue to be bounded by
existing analyses associated with the RHR system, or explain what
impact the proposed increase in ERCW temperature will have on
RHR, including how this determination was made.

TVA RESPONSE 7

The RHR system is not impacted. The ERCW and CCS interface point
is the CCS plate HXs. For the proposed ERCW temperature
increase, the CCS HX exit temperature is maintained at the
current design temperature. This is accomplished by crediting
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the increased ERCW flow rate. 1In addition, due to thermal
conditions specified by piping analyses, a CCS design limit of
145°F is imposed on the RHR HX exit temperature. It is noted in
both TVA CCS plate HX calculations 70D53EPMMCG021290 and
70D530HCGKB0102287 that there are some cases at the proposed
design ERCW temperature of 87°F and including restraints of the
CCS HX temperature, that the CCS piping temperature limit is
exceeded:. Acceptability of this excursion is further explained
in TVA Response No. 8a under TVA letter dated December 7, 2006.

NRC QUESTION 8

Page E1-18, Measurement Equipment and Uncertainties: Identify
and explain how all of the uncertainties (flow measurement,
temperature measurement, modeling, and analytical) were
guantified and accounted for to assure conservative results.

TVA RESPONSE 8

Measurement uncertainties were considered in the proposed UHS
increase to ensure conservative results. Specifically, the
supporting ERCW flow margin evaluations include a 5 percent flow
measurement uncertainty that bounds the flow modeling input
values. This is discussed in Assumption 4.3 of design
calculation MDQ 000 067 2002 0109. Other conservative
assumptions were utilized in this and the other mentioned
calculations to ensure conservative results. Temperature
measurement uncertainties are accounted for in the UHS TS SR as
detailed in Response 5b. The instrument loop uncertainty is
added to the MCR indication within the integrated computer system
(ICS). This practice ensures that the observed SR value is less
than the UHS TS safety analytical 1limit, which is the safety
limit.

Additional discussion of how uncertainty is applied can be found
in Responses 5, 6, and 17.

NRC QUESTION 9

Page E1-24: Explain to what extent Station Blackout analyses and
commitments will be impacted by the proposed change to the UHS
temperature limit.

TVA RESPONSE 9

In developing this LAR, TVA considered the UHS temperature
averaging approach and the four acceptance conditions provided in
the Improved Standard Technical Specification Change Traveler,
“Technical Specification Task Force (TSTF) 330.” Our
determination in the July 2006 LAR submittal concluded the TSTF
would not provide any benefit. Yet, as stated in the July 2006
LAR, several of the conditions would be met within the existing
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design including SQN station blackout (SBO) requirements.
Commitments made to bring SQON into conformance with 10CFR50.63
have been completed and continued compliance is not challenged by
either the requested temperature increase or the single river
elevation minimum limit. In particular, during a SBO, AFW is
provided from a CST and not the UHS.

Overall, the proposed change to the UHS TS does not negatively
impact or change the SBO outcome.

NRC QUESTION 10

Pages E4-5: The Technical Specifications (TSs) Bases Section
does not appear to be entirely appropriate and consistent with
the WStandard TSs (STS). In particular, the second paragraph
refers to an “average” water temperature whereas the STS refers
to the water temperature of the UHS; and the fourth paragraph
credits “sensitivity analyses” for demonstrating that the
containment will not be compromised (even under limiting large
break loss of coolant accident [LBLOCA]) for UHS temperatures up
to and including 90 °F whereas this information is not included
in the STS, and sensitivity analyses are typically not credited
for demonstrating acceptable performance of the containment.
Revise as appropriate. :

TVA RESPONSE 10

SON has chosen at times to convert associated LCO Bases from
their original format to the more informative Improved Standard
Technical Specification (STS) format that is found in NUREG-1431,
“Standard Technical Specifications Westinghouse Plants.” The
conversion, to the practical extent, retains the STS Bases
formatting and those discussions which are applicable to the
license-basis of SQN. In this case, SQON has not requested to
adopt the STS UHS LCO nor TSTF-330 Revision 3 as discussed in the
July 2006 LAR (pages E1-23 and E1-24), but does intend to revise
SQN UHS Bases to be more informative.

The reference to “average water temperature” was based upon TVA’s
understanding of the 1988 LAR approval in which NRC defined
“average” for the use in the SR. Averaging of the water
temperature was provided by NRC under the statement “This
temperature may be averaged over a period of not more than

24 hours.” SQN has not proposed a change to how the SR is
performed. As discussed in the June 22, 2007, teleconference,
SON explained that the UHS temperature is averaged on a rolling
24-hour basis using a one second sampling rate. Application in
this manner would minimize short-term river temperature
transients without needlessly cycling operations to enter and
exit an LCO action (placing both units in hot standby within 6
hours only to find the river temperature has dropped thus
allowing exit of the LCO action.) 24-hour averaging in effect
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produces a lag function such that elevated temperature durations
are weighted and captured, and if continued to upwardly elevate
would result in exceeding the upper LCO average ERCW supply
header limit at which time the appropriate “Action” would be
entered. NRC informed TVA, during a teleconference on July 18,
that time based averaging is not permitted except under the
scheme in NUREG-1431, Revision 3. TVA has taken steps to ensure
the UHS temperature limit does not go unnoticed and would be
acted upon appropriately beyond the once per day SR.
Instantaneous monitoring and alarms has been part of the ICS
console in the MCR

To maintain consistency with the LCO and SR requirements to
average, TVA intends to average the UHS temperature between the A
and B ERCW train headers, but will not perform time-based
averaging. Either of these ERCW trains can supply the Unit 1 or
2 safety-related components. By this application, the Bases
paragraph which discusses averaging is still appropriate.

As for the “sensitivity analyses”, this is based upon the current
containment integrity analysis discussed in the July 2006 LAR
while only varying the UHS input temperature. It shows that
margin exists for containment integrity (i.e., maximum pressure
and temperature), above 87°F up to an UHS temperature value of
90°F during a LBLOCA. These analyses provide assurance that
under a LBLOCA, additional margin is provided above the proposed
changes. Nonetheless, the proposed Bases paragraph, paragraph 4
in section titled, “ACTIONS”, will be removed as part of the
approved TS implementation process (Commitment 1).

NRC Questions in regards to SQON Response to RAT dated December 7,
2006. '

NRC QUESTION 11

Pages E1-1 through E1-3, Question 1 (also, Page EI1-18, Question
5): Discuss measures that exist or will be established to ensure
that TVA river operations practices are controlled in a manner
that preserves the capability of the UHS to perform its functions
in accordance with the analyses that have been completed.

TVA RESPONSE 11

For emergency situations, up to and including the loss of
downstream dam (LODD) event, the TVA River Operations Emergency
Response Plan proceduralizes steps to address postulated events
or situations that have the potential to compromise the integrity
of a water barrier in the River Operations system.

The plan provides the process procedure for identification and
notification of a dam break within TVA and to the media.
Notifications are made using a checklist such that the MCR is
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notified in a timely manner and that Watts Bar Hydro Plant
minimum discharge is established to maintain the required ERCW
intake water elevation at SQN.

TVA document, “Monitoring and Moderating the SQN UHS,” describes
River Operations’ special practices of the river system to
mitigate the intake temperature at SQN. Special operations to
control the intake temperature are planned, depending on the
severity of the temperature problem. The special operations
options are implemented in order of severity. In summary, by
contrelling the timing and quantity of releases from dams
upstream and downstream of SQN, TVA has been able to reduce the
peak summer water temperature at the SQN UHS intake and to
maintain the water supply as established in Regulatory Guide 1.27
RO, although with potential environmental (i.e., adquatic life)
and financial costs.

NRC QUESTION 12

Page E1-3, Question 1: The response states that the design basis
temperature limits of safety-related equipment are not exceeded
when operating at the increased UHS temperature limit. Confirm
that equipment design limitations that have been established by
component vendors will not be exceeded (e.g., the heating,
ventilation and air conditioning compressors at Watts Bar were
affected and required modification).

TVA RESPONSE 12

Most safety-related HXs were originally purchased to the
preliminary safety analysis report (PSAR) value assumed for the
UHS of 83°F. The metal materials involved with the components
and HXs are typically rated for temperatures over 130°F including
the gasket or elastomer materials. Changes made in 1988
increased the UHS to 84.5°F which was a 1-1/2 degree increase.
The proposed July 2006 LAR further increases the temperature an
additional 2-1/2 degrees. Safety-related components can operate
at 87°F and were determined by calculational evaluations and
reviews (i.e., reference calculation MDQ 000 067 2002 0110).

Some components have a higher operating temperature than 87°F per
the review. Others were evaluated by performing additional
calculations or evaluations that demonstrate performance. The
components are operating within their acceptable design range.

No components need to be rebuilt, altered, or replaced.

NRC QUESTION 13

Page E1-16, bottom: With the exception of the 1°F temperature
increase referred to for the boric acid transfer (BAT) and AFW
coolers, confirm that no other cooler or HX ERCW outlet
temperatures will increase as a result of the increased UHS
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temperature limit with respect to any plant operating or
postulated accident conditions. :

TVA RESPONSE 13

Table 8 Extract, page E1-15 of the December 2006 LAR Supplement,
listed all of the limiting components except for one additional
component that was recently identified during an area cooler
calculation revision. -

The spent fuel pool and thermal-barrier booster pump area cooler
1B as shown on Table 4 Extract, page E1-10 of the Supplement, has
1.1 percent margin over the base 5 percent. During a recent
calculation change it was identified that the Tcold out
temperature used was 100.5°F. The correct value is only 99.2°F.
Using the corrected delta-T, the resulting ERCW flow requirement
at 87°F would be 0.5 gpm greater or 34.3 gpm and is less than the
1 percent margin criteria. TVA entered this issue into the
Corrective Action Program. Further review of deviation shows
that the cooler is within its design temperature limit and
therefore not impacted. The resulting room temperature for
accident conditions has been allowed to increase. However, the
environmental qualification (EQ) temperature remains
significantly less than the 135°F limit and does not have any
significant impact for this mild environment. Other than the
error found during the calculation revision, no other revised
equipment flowrates dropped below the threshold limit of 1
percent set in the calculation.

NRC QUESTION 14

Page E1-16, bottom: Discuss whether or not the “other”
assumption and methodology changes that were integrated into the
July 2006 submittal require NRC review and approval, and provide
the necessary justification as appropriate.

TVA RESPONSE 14

As described in the July 2006 LAR, SQN used the approved 1988 UHS
LAR to build upon for this recent LAR and described those NRC
reviews and approvals since 1988 that have impacted the design
basis accidents. Two LARs were cited, in particular to the UHS.
In the Section titled “Containment Pressure Analysis -
Long-Term,” an LAR (Reference 4 in the July 2006 LAR) approved in
2002 revised ice condenser ice weight. The supporting ice weight
LAR analyses also proposed, including the contribution to
containment pressure of accident-generated hydrogen in the
containment pressure calculations, increasing the effectiveness
of the CS HXs, increasing the UHS temperature, and decreasing the
ERCW flow to the CS HX. Also mentioned was the Appendix R Safe
Shutdown evaluation, which was evaluated as part of the 1.3
percent power uprate LAR (Reference 9 in the July 2006 LAR).
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TVA discussed the change in the river recession analysis due to
the revised failure assumptions for the Chickamauga Dam. This
was further discussed in our January 2007 RAI submittal.

To this end, TVA is only requesting approval of the proposed
changes described in Section 2.0 “Proposed Change” of the July
2006 LAR.

NRC QUESTION 15

Page E1-19, Question 6: Explain how the most limiting heat
transfer capability of the CCS HX is determined when evaluating
the spent fuel pool cooling thermal analysis to assure
conservative results. Also, the 183 °F exceeds the value of
182 °F referred to in the UFSAR Table 9.1.3-1, Sheet 2, which is
not consistent with the plant licensing basis. Please explain.

TVA RESPONSE 15

In the early 1990's, SQN re-racked its SFP with high density
racks to extend fuel storage capacity for more than 10 years.

The SQN LAR provided analyses that included thermal-hydraulic
evaluations for normal and abnormal condition heat loads. The
analysis demonstrated compliance with Section III of the NRC
document dated April 14, 1978, “OT Position for Review and
Acceptance of Spent Fuel Storage and Handling Applications.”
Also, decay heat loads were developed using the provision of NRC
Branch Technical Position ASB 9-2, “Residual Decay Energy for
Light Water Reactors for Long Terms Cooling, Revision 2 - July
1981.” The analysis showed that the SFP maximum bulk temperature
(i.e., 177.2°F) for the maximum normal heat load condition of the
normal off-load scenario, including a single failure of the SFP
cooling system (SFPCS), prevented thermal damage to the SFP and
the SFP support systems’ components. Other off-load scenarios
included normal back-to-back unit core off-loads and normal back-
to-back unit core off-loads with an unplanned core off-load.
Under each of these scenarios with both cooling trains operating,
bulk SFP temperature is limited to less than 150°F.

Transient analyses were performed for loss of forced cooling.
The loss of cooling was assumed to occur coincident with the
maximum bulk temperatures reached for each scenario evaluated.
The limiting scenario results determined bulk boiling conditions
in the SFP near 3.4 hours following the loss of forced cooling.

The analyses verified that no void formation occurs and cladding
integrity is not threatened by calculating the maximum local
water temperature and cladding temperatures. The analysis
indicated for both unblocked and 50 percent blocked flow
conditions, no incidence of nucleate boiling and no potential for
fuel cladding damage.
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SON received NRC approval on April 28, 1993 (TAC Nos. M83068 and
M83069), for the proposed re-rack LAR. NRC noted in the safety
evaluation (SE), that for the scenarios presented, the staff’s
acceptance criterion for preventing thermal damage to the SFP and
SFP cooling support system components by SFP temperature under
maximum normal heat load conditions coincident with a single
failure of the SFP cooling system were such that no damage would
be expected. The staff’s acceptance criterion for SFP-
temperature under maximum abnormal heat loads was found to be
satisfied, which is to prevent bulk boiling in the SFP. This
acceptance criterion applies to the staff’s full-core off-load
scenario (i.e., a back-to-back offload with full SFP assembly
capacity and no equipment failure).

The staff concluded that adequate time is available to provide
makeup water to the SFP prior to the onset of bulk boiling and
subsequent loss-of-coolant inventory. This was determined by the
scenarios reviewed, the limiting minimum time of 3.4 hours to
reach bulk boiling conditions, and the number of available
alternate sources of makeup water.

TVA has conservatively analyzed the scenario of back-to-back unit
off-loads postulating single failure of the SFPCS including a
13"" fuel rack presently not installed in the cask pit. This
analysis established the equipment design basis limit to prevent
bulk pool boiling. The limiting SFP bulk temperature is 183°F as
shown in the UFSAR Table 9.1.3-4. The lesser SFP bulk
temperature of 182°F, shown in UFSAR Table 9.1.3-1 Sheet 2,
corresponds to a similar scenario; however excludes the 13 SFP
rack. As shown in the UFSAR tables, operation of both SFPCS
trains limits the SFP bulk temperature to less than 150°F.

By another effort, TVA submitted an LAR on September 21, 2001, TS
Change 00-06 (TAC Nos. MB2972 and MB2973), with various proposed
changes to its license in which to provide irradiation services
for the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). TVA’s Watts Bar Nuclear
Plant (WBN) had requested similar changes; however, their request
proposed a new methodology for the SFP cooling analysis. TVA
informed NRC that because of the timing of the WBN and SQON
submittals, SQN would not duplicate the request of the new
methodology, but would apply the requirement of 10CFR50.59 after
NRC’s approval of the WBN request. TVA did however provide NRC
advanced information on May 25, 2001, under letter titled
“Sequoyah Nuclear Plant (SQN)- Units 1 AND 2 - Information ,
Related to SON Tritium Program,” regarding SQN’s application of
the new methodology to its plant conditions. This letter
provided existing design limiting analysis values of the SFPCS
which included, in part, maximum SFP bounding heat load of 45.3
MBTU/hr, HX fouling factors, maximum CCS temperature of 95°F for
cooling water, maximum bulk SFP temperature of 183°F under single
train operation, time to boil, and boil-off rates.

The new methodology supporting analysis determined the heat
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rejection capacity of the SFPCS for the maximum allowable heat
load. The analysis does consider heat loss to the air, but not
through the SFP liner, concrete walls and floor, or un-insulated
piping systems. The worst-case consideration includes a LBLOCA,
loss-of-offsite power (LOOP), and LODD to which the non-LBLOCA
unit is placed in hot standby and assumes the available train SFP
cooling load. The CCS temperature is limited to no greater than
95°F to the non-LBLOCA unit, which is the design limiting
temperature for the analysis. The limiting temperature of 95°F
is captured in the CCS HX calculations and is assured by operator
action as discussed in the December 2006 LAR Supplement. CCS
temperature and SFP HX fouling factors are instrumental in this
new methodology. SFP HX design fouling factors are 0.0005 hr-
ft2-°F/BTU and 0.000575 hr-ft2-°F/BTU for the shell and tube
sides, respectively. 1In the analysis, the thermal model was
modified by the introduction of a performance factor that is a
function of fouling. This allowed for a range of fouling factors
to be analyzed. Based on SQON experience, actual HX fouling
factors have been found to be less than design, with minimal
negative trending over a long period of time. This experience is
consistent with expectations, given that both the CCS and the
SFPCS streams are clean water systems, approaching demineralized
water in purity and clarity. With 20 plus years of operation
without any specified cleaning, the results of the 2003 measured
total fouling factor for the SFP HXs were 0.000220 and 0.000415
hr-ft2-°F/BTU. To this end, the analyses determined the upper
limit decay heat (55MBTU/hr) capable of being removed to ensure
the SFP design is maintained at or less than 183°F for varying
fouling factors and CCS temperatures with a single train of SFP
cooling. The licensing basis was considered in the analysis
which assumes both trains of the SFPCS in operation, to which the
same decay heat can be removed with the SFP bulk temperature less
than or equal to 150°F.

The NRC concluded in Section 2.11 of the SE for TS Change 00-06,
”. . . that the proposed alternative methodology for calculating
the maximum SFPCS heat removal is acceptable since it utilizes
the same basic methodology, equations, and data as the current
analysis, and thus is essentially equivalent to the current
method and maintains the currently established maximum
temperature of the SFP water. The proposed alternative
methodology incorporates the use of actual, rather than
conservative, values for SFPCS HX fouling factors and CCS
temperatures.”; Y. . . that the SFPCS can accommodate the
additional decay heat load imposed by commencing the core offload
as early as 100 hours and compensate for the projected increase
in SFP decay heat from tritium production activities.”; “For the
increased heat load, the existing cooling system satisfies the
requirements of GDC-61 of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix A, with
respect to provision of a residual heat removal capability having
reliability that reflects the importance to safety of decay heat
and other residual heat removal.”; ™ in the unlikely event
that there is a complete loss of forced cooling, cooling the SFP
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at SON by adding makeup water conforms with the guidance
described in the standard review plan (SRP) Section 9.1.3, and
operation of the tritium production core (TPC) does not adversely
affect the ability to maintain an adequate coolant inventory in
the SFP under accident conditions.”

NRC QUESTION 16

Page E1-20, Question 7: To the extent these items are not
addressed above in response to Question 5: (a) For the LBLOCA
case, explain in more detail how the TS shutdown/cooldown
requirements will be satisfied for the non-accident unit,
including worst-case considerations, most limiting CST inventory,
how the AFW supply temperature compares to the maximum allowed
value over time, controls that are credited to ensure that AFW
design limits will not be exceeded, and how and when the TS
shutdown/cooldown requirements will be satisfied and maintained
without exceeding any design limitations while continuing to
mitigate the LBLOCA condition; (b) for the shutdown of both units
case, explain in more detail how the TS shutdown/cooldown
requirements will be satisfied for both units, including a
description of the worst-case scenario (e.g. seismic event with
loss of downstream dam, loss of offsite power, single active
failure, and no CST available), how the AFW supply temperature
compares to the maximum allowed value over time, controls’'that
are credited to ensure that AFW design limits will not be
exceeded, and how and when the TS shutdown/cooldown requirements
will be satisfied and maintained without exceeding any design
limitations.

TVA RESPONSE 16

a) For the LBLOCA case, SQN TSs do not directly specify a manual
trip of the non-accident unit. However, the maximum design
basis heat loads on the CCS occur when the non-accident unit
is in hot standby. Loss of off-site power, for example,
would cause the non-accident unit to trip. The non-accident
unit would then be held in Mode 3 (i.e., hot standby), until
its shutdown/cooldown heat loads can be placed on the CCS.
There is adequate volume in a CST or supply by ERCW for hot
standby operation until such time that the accident unit’s
decay heat is substantially reduced and is operating in the
LOCA-recirculation mode.

b) For shutdown of both units, the TS shutdown/cooldown
requirements are satisfied for both units. Directed by the
emergency operating procedures (EOP’s), both units would be
placed into hot standby one at a time. The first unit would
eventually enter Mode 4 (i.e., Hot Shutdown). The second
unit would be held in Mode 3 until the decay heat loads could
be placed onto the CCS.
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The limiting transients that define the AFW system
performance requirements are:

- Loss of Main Feedwater (with LOOP)

- Rupture of a Main Feedwater Pipe

- Rupture of a Main Steam Pipe Inside Containment
- Small Break LOCA

The normal plant cooldown flow requirements from 100 percent
power define the minimum storage capacity of a CST (TS
3/4.7.1.3). The CST level required is equivalent to a usable
volume of at least 240,000 gallons, which is based on holding
a unit in Mode 3 for 2 hours, followed by a cooldown to RHR
entry conditions (Mode 4) within 6 hours for a total of

8 hours. The minimum usable volume was re-established under
TS Change 02-06, “Increase CST Minimum Volume.” The TS
change also established the limiting conditions of 120°F CST
maximum temperature, steam generator refill to 39 percent
narrow range level at RHR cut-in, use of 1994 American
Nuclear Society (ANS) decay heat standard, and employment of
Babcock and Wilcox (B&W) Heavy Actinide model.

The AFW supply temperature does not vary over time and is
analyzed at the CST maximum of 120°F for the AFW pumps. As
with any reactor trip or shutdown, the EOP’s direct the
operators to ensure that AFW flows are monitored and are
limited to ensure that overcooling of the reactor coolant
system (RCS) does not occur. When supplied by a CST, no AFW
design limits are exceeded under any shutdown scenarios.

The CSTs and ERCW supply to the AFW pumps are described in
UFSAR Sections 9.2.6.2 and 9.2.6.3. Plant cooldown and worst
single failure is described in UFSAR Section 10.4.7.2 as part
of the AFW system.

The limiting AFW temperature when served by ERCW is discussed
in response to Question 5.

NRC QUESTION 17

Page E1-24, Question 9: Part (a) indicates that certain manual
valves have been fully opened to increase overall ERCW flows, and
that the flow gains were confirmed by ERCW multiflow modeling.

To the extent that this is not addressed in response to Question
3, describe how the increased ERCW flows that are being credited
were actually confirmed to be correct after the changes were made
and explain how the impact on other ERCW flow paths was
determined and is assured to be conservative, including how the
uncertainties in the ERCW flow rates were determined and
accounted for in this regard.

TVA RESPONSE 17
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Please see TVA’s response to Question 3 for a discussion of the
increased ERCW flows and how they are credited and confirmed.

TVA utilizes a self-developed code called Multiflow (Copyright ©
2001). Multiflow is a steady-state hydraulic network analysis
desktop computer code with multiple fluid choices including water
(liquid and two-phase), air, oxygen, and nitrogen. Multiflow
solutions for raw water and condensate systems are quality
assured or QA solutions. The Multiflow software was developed
around and makes extensive use of software previously developed
and copyrighted by TVA employee Dr. G. A. Schohl. The ERCW
Multiflow model is a comprehensive calculation of the ERCW piping
system that determines the available steady-state flow to the

links and nodes (components) within the network (system). The
numerical methods of the software determine a definitive
numerical solution. The numerical solution in itself contains no

uncertainty. The network component flow losses through the
various fittings, pipe, and valves; however, are based on
empirical raw water test data gathered from TVA hydraulic
experience and testing done at Norris Labs in Tennessee. There
is some uncertainty and variations associated with solutions that
use empirical data. TVA minimizes this modeling uncertainty in
individual network branches by adjusting the model to agree with
flow balanced conditions (tests) in the plant.

Fixed link flows and pipe break flows are modeled. Limiting
accident cases are modeled to ensure adequate flows are available
for those conditions since many of these alignments cannot be
normally configured or aligned during power operation or during
other modes of operation.

Flow measurement uncertainties in the ERCW analysis are discussed
in response to Question 8.

NRC QUESTION 18

Page E1-26, Question 10: Explain what the basis/justification is
for increasing the air flow for the BAT and AFW coolers,
including a comparison with the design flow rates that were
established by the equipment vendor.

TVA RESPONSE 18

The original equipment manufacturer (OEM) fan and motor
capability for this area cooler is greater than 14,000 cubic foot
per minute {cfm) as supplied under the purchase contract. The
recent surveillance performance values have been above 14,000
cfm. The original purchase requirement for this cooler specified
a minimum air flow of 11,700 cfm, but the operating design value
has been 13,048 cfm for the cooler. TVA chose to use the
available existing cfm margin; therefore, the minimum required
design flow has been increased from 13,048 cfm to 14,000 cfm.
Increasing the required design minimum flow is within the
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demonstrated fan perfOrmance and ensures that the required heat
removal for this cooler is achieved.
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NRC QUESTION 19

Page E1-27, Question 11:

(a) The response indicates that various different fouling factors
are used based on actual experienced values seen at the various
components. Provide a listing of the limiting fouling factors
that are used for all shell and tube HXs that provides a
comparison of the assumed values to those specified by Tubular
Exchanger Manufacturers Association (TEMA). Justify any
inconsistencies that exist between the assumed values and the
TEMA values, including supporting information that demonstrates
that the assumed fouling factors are in fact conservative for the
most limiting licensing basis conditions that are postulated
(including, for example, those that would exist at the lower ERCW
flow rates). :

(b) Provide a listing of those shell and tube heat exchangers
where the assumed heat transfer capability is different from the
design capability that was specified by the vendor data sheet and
explain/justify the different values that were used.

(c) Provide a copy of the vendor data sheets for the major heat
exchangers referred to in (a), those referred to in (b), and
copies of data sheets that are representative of the other shell
and tube heat exchangers that are used.

(d) The response indicates that the CCS plate heat exchangers
operate in continuous, high velocity, turbulent service. This is
not consistent with the acceptance criterion that was established
in the supporting calculations (for example, see assumptions 2.4
and 3 of Calculations 70D53EPMMCG021290 and 70D530HCGKB0102287,
respectively). Explain this apparent inconsistency and how the
higher flow rates are assured consistent with performance
assumptions. Also, explain in detail how the performance of the
plate heat exchangers was determined and is assured to be
conservative for the lower ERCW flow rates that are postulated.

(e) Explain what provisions and design features exist to prevent
clogging of the CCS plate heat exchangers, especially during

postulated upstream dam failures.

(f) Explain why the actual measured EDG jacket water heat
exchanger fouling factor is less than the design value.

TVA RESPONSE 19

a) Tables 1 and 2 in calculation MDQ 000 067 2002 0109 contain
the listing of ERCW HXs. The following is the summarized
list of those STEs.
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Centrifugal Changing Pump. (CCP) Gear & Bearing 0il

Coolers (CLRs) 1A, 2A, 1B, 2B Small HX

Safety Injection System Pump 0il CLRs 1A, 2A, 1B, 2B Small HX

CSS HXs 1a, 2a, 1B, 2B Largest HX
EDG HXs 1A, 2A, 1B, 2B pairs Large HX

Electric Board Room (EBR) Condenser Units A, B A/C package
MCR Condenser Units A, B A/C package
Shutdown Board Room Chillers A, B A/C package

The highest duty STEs are the containment spray system (CSS)
HX with a heat transfer coefficient UA = 2.953E6 BTU/hr-°F
and the EDG with a heat transfer (Q) of 7.365E6 BTU/hr.

The CSS HXs uses a TEMA design fouling factor of 0.0003
hr-ft2-°F/BTU for refueling water and sump water inside the
tubes and 0.001 hr-ft2-°F/BTU for raw water outside the
tubes.

TVA has further evaluated the EDG HXs for long-term operation
and fouling. TEMA recommended fouling factors from both the
1968 edition and 1988 edition for river water and for engine
jacket water have been considered as discussed below.

The EDG HXs were manufactured in 1971 to the 1968 TEMA
Standards which utilized the recommended good practice for
river water fouling with tube flow greater than three feet
per second.

Summary of 1968 TEMA fouling:

Temp of Heating Medium Up to 240°F
Temp of Water 125°F -
Water Velocity ft/sec
3 and less Over 3
River Water (min) 0.002 0.001
Engine Jacket 0.001 0.001

TVA, during the SQON restart effort (1988), worked with Bruce
GM Diesel and Thermxchanger (the HX manufacturer, now owned
by Weigmann & Rose), and together re-specified the river
water fouling value of 0.001 hr-ft2-°F/Btu and the jacket
water fouling value of 0.0005 hr-ft2-°F/Btu. The data sheet
was revised at that time for fouling factors, film
coefficients, and overall heat transfer coefficient

(U values). The TVA EDG Proto-HX Design model nearly matches
the vendor data sheet. The limiting TVA EDG Proto-HX (Model
No. 3, Section 6.10) determined that the calculated
theoretical overall fouling is 0.001641 hr-ft2-°F/Btu based
on the TEMA 0.001 hr-ft2-°F/Btu river water fouling and GM
Diesel 0.0005 hr-ft2-°F/Btu jacket water fouling.

The 1988 TEMA Standards, 7th Edition, Section 10, Recommended

E1-20 of El1-26



Good Practice (RGP-T-2.4 Design Fouling Resistances) has the
identical minimum river water fouling wvalue of

0.001 hr-ft2-°F/Btu but has added an additional line for
average fouling with a value of 0.002 hr-ft2-°F/Btu. TVA has
also considered the larger TEMA average river water value and
has prepared another Proto-HX model case using

0.002 hr-ft2-°F/Btu for river water. The model was adjusted
to utilize a lower U valve (i.e., Ufouled) of

260 Btu/hr-ft2-°F (rather than 307 for 0.001 fouling) in
order to run this case. See the below Table 1.1 and

Figures 1.1 and 1.2. The Proto-HX data sheet, Table 1.1,
shows an overall fouling of 0.002752 hr-ft2-°F/Btu. The EDG
heat rate is reduced to 34 BTU/min-hp resulting in a duty of
6.27 MBTU/hr and the ERCW flow is increased to 400 gpm. The
modeling demonstrates that higher fouling can be utilized
without de-rating of the EDG performance under the most
limiting long-term (post-LOCA) requirements (Model No. 3).
The EDG temperatures (shell inlet and exit) remain below 190°
and 175°F, respectively, such that no de-rating of the EDG hp
is required. In conclusion, the EDG HXs can remove the
required long-term heat loads with increased fouling beyond
the original design values.

TVA design configuration controls will ensure that the new
minimum ERCW design flow to each EDG HX is at least 400 gpm
(including 5 percent measurement uncertainties). The
supporting diesel calculation MDQ 000 067 2003 142 will be
revised to capture the revised values and TEMA references
(Commitment 2).

The long-term EDG operating conditions assume that fouling
will increase as a function of duty and time. The long-term
operation utilizes the continuous 100 percent generator
rating of 4400 kilowatts and TVA defines this operating
period beginning two hours after the accident until 100 days
later.

There are margins associated with long-term operation, which
are not credited in this analysis, but are presented for
completeness:

1) Long-term conditions and its impact on fouling could be
evaluated at an ERCW cooling water average temperature of
approximately 82°F normalized for the most limiting
100 day summer period rather than at 87°F. This
recognizes the fact that ERCW temperature cannot exist at
the maximum value of 87°F continuously for 100 days.

2) . The minimum design ERCW flow is 400 gpm to each HX with
flow margins including flows to account for the 5 percent
flow measurement uncertainties. ERCW flow to the EDG
HX’s can be manually increased long-term by repositioning
ERCW system valves.
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3) The long-term steady state heat load on the EDG would
most likely decrease as redundant pump flows and
attendant equipment is no longer required and secured
days after the accident.

4) ERCW system cooling water requirements decrease to the
time-dependent components as accident and shutdown unit
decay heat decreases.

Table 1.1
Calculation Specifications
Constant Heat Load/Cold Inlet Temperature Method Was Used -
Extrapolation Was to User Specified Conditions
Design Fouling Factors Were Used
Test Data Extrapolation Data
Data Date Tube Flow (gpm) EO0.00I
Shell Flow (gpm) . Shell Flow (gpm) 850.00
Shell Temp In (°F) . Tube Inlet Temp (°F) 87.00,
Shell Temp Out (°F) Constant Heat Load (BTU/hr) 6,270,000.00
Tube Flow (gpm) :
Tube Temp In (°F)
Tube Temp Out (°F)
Extrapolation Calculation Results I
Shell Mass Flow (Ibm/hr) 425212.10 Overall Fouling (hr-fi*°F/BTU)
Tube Mass Flow (Ibm/hr) 200,099.81 Shell-Side ho (BTU/hr-ft*°F) 16,292.6
Tube-Side hi (BTU/hr-ft>-°F) 1,095.0
Heat Transferred (BTU/hr) 6,270,000.73 1/Wall Resis (BTU/hr-ft*°F) 2,958.0
LMTD 78.5 LMTD Correction Factor 1.0000
Effective Area (ft?) 334.0 U Overall (BTU/hr-ft2-°F) 239.2
Property Shell-Side Tube-Side
Velocity (ft/s) 2.89 3.54 Shell Temp In (°F) 188.8
Reynold's Number 39,664 22,799 Shell Temp Out (°F) 174.1
Prandtl Number 2.1448 43934 Tav Shell (°F) 181.4
Bulk Visc (Ibn/ft-hr) 0.8260 1.6001 Shell Skin Temp (°F) 180.3
Skin Visc (Ibm/ft-hr) 0.8325 1.3207 Tube Temp In (°F) 87.0
Density (lbn/ft?) 60.5425 61.9597 Tube Temp Out (°F) 118.4
Cp (BTU/Ibm °F) 1.0024 0.9989 Tav Tube (°F) 102.7
K (BTU/hr-ft-°F) 0.3860 0.3638 Tube Skin Temp (°F) 122.1
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b)

The referenced STEs are operated within the realm of the OEM
specifications and their design capabilities are not
exceeded. TVA has assumed that heat transfer capability of
the CSS HX is less than the design capability that was
specified by the vendor data sheet as a conservative input to
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d)

the containment analysis. Also, the TVA standardized CCP
gear oil cooler (replaced in 2000) has a capacity of two
times that of the original OEM design.

A copy of the CSS HXs (limiting HXs), MCR air conditioning
(A/C) condenser unit, EBR A/C condenser unit, and shutdown
board room chiller data sheets are provided in Enclosure 2.
Also included in Enclosure 2 is a condenser operational chart
for MCR A/C condenser unit and EBR A/C condenser unit. The
condenser operational chart provides additional evidence that
the equipment is within normal operational range. The EDG HX
vendor data is contained in calculation MDQ 0000 067 2003
142, pages 43 and 44.

SON normal operational flow in the CCS HXs exceeds the

1.5 ft/sec flow velocity (or equivalent to 4330 gpm for
A-train, and 5871 gpm for B-train) discussed in the CCS HX
calculations. The normal flows for the 1A CCS HXs ranges
from 4800-5000 gpm, the 2A CCS HX is approximately 7,000 gpm,
and the OB CCS HX ranges from 7500-8400 gpm. These flow
rates are achieved and maintained by the system physical
arrangement and operating procedure valve alignments. As
observed, flow differences exist between the A- and B-train
CCS HXs and are based on the system flow balance. The B-
train CCS HXs are physically larger than the A-train, and
experience a lower pressure drop. The A-train ERCW supports
the 1A1/1A2 CCS HXs and also the 2A1/2A2 CCS HXs while the B-
train ERCW only supports 0B1/0B2 CCS HXs. Therefore, there
is more available ERCW flow in the B-train CCS HX. ‘The
design flow rates for the A-train and B-train CCS HXs are
different due to slightly different design heat lcad and also
to a significant heat transfer area difference.

Thermal performance testing of the PHEs is performed
quarterly for the A-train and during every refueling outage
for the common B-train HXs. Results are trended and
projected to ensure that the PHE thermal performance will
exceed the design minimum values. Cleaning of the PHEs is
scheduled based on the most recent test results, historical
trending, adequacy of chemical treatments, and sensitivity to
equipment availability.

Historical data is available for two occasions where a CCS HX
experienced flow velocity less than 1.5 ft/sec for an
extended period of time with thermal performance testing
performed at the beginning and end of the time. The 1A CCS
HX experienced an average flow rate of 3676 gpm for the
timeframe of September 10, 1995, to March 5, 1996. During
this time the total fouling factor increased from 0.00023 to
0.0004 hr-ft2-°F/BTU. The fouling factor change is
approximately 9.6E-7 per day. The 2A CCS HX experienced an
average flow rate of 3880 gpm for the timeframe of October
1997 to July 1998. Two tests were performed in August and
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October 1997 with the average fouling factor being 0.00034
hr*ft2*°F/BTU. Three tests were performed in July 1998 with
an average fouling factor of 0.00043 hr-ft2-°F/BTU. The
fouling factor change is approximately 3.42E-7 per day.

In order to examine the issue of plate HX fouling rate, an
informal sensitivity analysis of CCS HX thermal performance
is provided here. The design heat removal requirement for
the A train CCS HXs following a LOCA, is approximately

43.7 MBTU/hr, with core decay heat removal constituting

98 percent of the heat input. For the analyzed worst-case
available ERCW flow of 3932 gpm, the maximum fouling factor
that can exist with the ERCW temperature at 87°F is

0.00055 hr-ft2-°F/BTU in order for the design heat removal to
occur. If the fouling factor were to increase to

0.001 hr-ft2-°F/BTU, the maximum heat rejection capability
would be 37 MBTU/hr with the ERCW remaining at 87°F. If this
fouling change occurred over a 30-day period, the fouling
factor rate of change would be 1.5E-5 per day. This
postulated rate of fouling greatly exceeds the fouling rate
actually experienced .under low flow conditions. 1In
perspective, shutdown or accident core decay heat would
decrease at a substantially rate faster than the rate of
fouling would increase as described above during this
timeframe. Therefore, increases in CCS HX fouling after an
LOCA will not result in an inability to remove the required
heat from the CCS.

The ERCW system has intake traveling screens with nominal
3/8-inch square openings, and contains strainers with nominal
1/32-inch opening. These features serve to protect system
components from being fouled by debris from the river during
postulated events, including loss of either the upstream or
downstream dam. In particular, the CCS PHEs have flow
passages that are larger than the strainer openings. SON has
proactive measures included in the technical requirement
manual (TRM), Section 3.7.6, “Flood Protection,” that
includes requirements to have a flood protection plan ready
for implementation to maintain the plant in a safe condition.
Actions include staged plant flood preparation up to placing
both units in hot standby with continued cooldown upon early
warning notification from the TVA River Scheduling
organization. These warnings are issued on major flood-
producing rainfall conditions, combinations of flood-
producing rainfall and possible dam failures or other dam
related emergencies, or flood elevations predicted to exceed
plant grade.

The EDG performance test was modeled using Proto-HX software
as explained in calculation MDQ 000 067 2003 0142. Proto-HX
Model No. titled “Design” utilized the vendor data sheet in
order to build and validate the base model. Reasonable
agreement was obtained between the model parameters and the
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OEM data sheet. The overall-U value was nearly matched.

Proto-HX Model Nos. 1 and 2 utilized the actual field test
data. The observed total fouling factors were 0.001080 and
0.001215 hr*ft2*°F/BTU, respectively, and are lower than the
total design value of 0.001641 hr*ft2*°F/BTU. The
uncertainty analysis performed in Proto-HX yielded a maximum
possible total fouling of 0.001290 hr*ft2*°F/BTU.

Model Nos. 1 and 2 also show that the tube side velocity is
greater than 3-1/2 ft/sec in one HX and greater than 5 ft/sec
on the other. Tube side velocities above 3 ft/sec probably
lend themselves to the lower than design fouling conditions
seen in these HXs.
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ENCLOSURE 2
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY (TVA)
SEQUOYAH NUCLEAR PLANT (SQON)
UNITS 1 AND 2

Vendor Data
(15 Pages)
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OPEN PACKAGE CHILLERS

’ PCX120-O THRY 350-0
' CERTIFICATION DATA

'ATTACHMENT 2

-

EPM~-RG-071087 .
Cacc By R

Cxp Y

AB BINTDWU By ol EQu P

o™ 7-1-87¢
WL oy 12135

(2) PCX 230-0-Q

UNIT MODEL_ :
— caracr_287 __tons, EFRGERANT X R-22 D) ome &- , e 235
CONDmMIONS: &, %44/ 000 Bk ennLER conpensia
AUD [ % BY VOLUME, (] % BY WEGHT H20 . #2'8 .
AOW RATE (GPM] L50 560
ENTERING RLID TEMP (°F) - 52 85 <«
LEAVING FALUID TEMP [°F) L2 [°L «—
PRESSURE DROP (PSEOR FT) 10 3
FOUUNG FACTOR .0005 002
COMPRESSOR MOTOR FURNISHED BY: X DUNMAM.BUSH [T OTHERS _
moror_ 250w, _3600  wim; TYPE R Cren DRIP PROOF (STD)  [J OTHER mame se L5 TS
ELECTRICAL CHARACTERISTICS: COMPRESSOR OIL PUMP MOTOR
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1.0
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AND MUST BE APPROVED B THE DUNHAM-BUSH ENGINEERNG DEPT.

STANDARD EQUIPMENT
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~ contractor) for puspases of szturing business) o solicit of secure this contraci: and ) he'has ..
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Sequoyah Nuclear Plant, Tennessee, if by motor freight
Cars, Daisy, Tennessee (CNO & 1P Ry.),
by ratl rrgight

SCHEDULE T

The following refrigerant condensing units in
accordance with TVA specification 1254,

Main control room condensing units
Electrical board rooms condensing units

Point of Manufacture (Wisr Arrn. (o0 al Al
. rd

for switch deliy

Drawing Submittal after Award 4 kg

Services of sta.i‘tui) Engineer if required by TVA

®*OVERTIME. Bidder shall state:

Hours constitutine regular workday 7. 30am. to 430 o.m.

Days constituting rerular workweek if other than Honde thru

Friday

Overtime rate for startup Engineer

. O
Hours in excess of rerular workday $ 2~ per ho

Hours worked on other than regular workdays $2Q 3

each

each

r
%rkdaqr or
Tractign -
thereof /40 25

.

__per hour

$¥Each #
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NOTE: See Special Condition "Services of Contractor's Engineers and/pr Mechanlics,"
| Total Schedule I 7}/ 3
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| after avard for delivery, deys [(owks ALD. |

mm Data. Bidder must state:
Mmbder of calendar dm.

Point of shipment __ (/2 HTED Con

Duvnom: Busk

Bhipping weight, ponnd_s k1) {00

Method of shipment and
name of first carrier ME

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

SEISMIC REQUIREMENTS

The undersigned bidder can and will comply with
the Seismic requirement as specified in Section
19 of TVA Specification 1254 (Rev.) and Guide
for Seismic Qualifications of Class I Mechanical
Equipment.

anlﬂ At g By ;/AZ'S[J N o
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EQUAL OPPORTIRIITY REPRESENTATICN. The bdidder represents that
l. Has participated in a previous contract or subcont: sub) the equal
opportunity clause in form TVA 9923 or the almost ipentical bpportunt
clauses previocusly required under Zxecutive Orders J0925 and| Y111k}
Yes X No ___
2. Has S0 or more ensloyeea in his company: Yes X Ho -
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Yes X No _
| B. Has 100 or more employees in his company: Yes |X No
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Has filed other equel opportunity cozpliance-report
agencies as required by such agencies: Yes X
- No such reports have been required:
Will obtain representations'indicating submission ¢
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»
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The bidder heredy guanntees that performance and characteristics of equipmeut

bid upon will be as stated in following tabulation. In case of conflict

between data furnished delow and any other data furnished with bid, that

furnished delow shall govern.

TVA considers this information so material to its decision on whether or nct
& bid meets specifications that cmission of any of it could make impossible

such decision and cause the bvid to be nonresponsive.
All of this information must be in bid vhen it

space blank-at his own risk,
is opened.

General

Maximum capacity at specified

‘gpm condenser water, tons

_ Condensing temperature, F

Overall floor space required

Maximum headroom

Comoressor

Rated capacxty at specified conditions
Operqting Tpm

Suction temnerature, F

Suction pressure, psig

Discharge pressure, psig

Pisten ratéd operating spéed, fom

Capacity reduction, steps

Maximum brake horsepo-ver

A bidder leaves any

V74 /z‘z’ v
yoss) o5 ‘
£'bax¢.2'éxg£zﬁ' P S Amr
2% "My I APt 4
L2 /2 7
Sl —R e
39° 40 ° L7
£.5.¢ ol T
& -'/”/
226.4 210 '
o 7o 0L K e 102
L2o_ LLE




GUARARTEED DATA (Continued)
MO
Motor . Item )
Horsepover 125
Rated voltage - £‘q!§ é % *‘qdﬁ /‘a
Full-load speed, rpm Zar0
Full-load curi'ent, amperes at |
460 volts, 3 phase 232
' locked-rotor current at 460 volts,

3 phase, in percent of full load &2 2

Insulation, class ahd tenperature rise s g
- 7

- Condenser
Head loss at specified gpm, fecet . 2. 2%
Rated capacity at specified gpm
at 85 F entering, tons (#G 17
Liquid aubcool'ing; F . 70 °
Ha;ter slde test, psi ' Y- )
Refrigerant side test, psi . | 3o

D(.M///»?w 4S5 / W

Bidder




Each copy of proposal shell be accompanied by manufacturer's complete
specifications for equipment included in proposal, and these specifications,
upon award, will be incorporated in contract.

The manufacturer's specifications shall include but not be restricted to
following:

a. Drawings or cuts in sufficient detail to permit a clear understanding

of sire and construction of equipment, and proportions of its principal
pms.

b, Detailed data as follows:

SCHEDUIE T

General’ , . Ttem 1 Item 2

- Manufacturer ' ZZ!KE'ZR!£ZN::! ZZ:Z!H:Z”” fin'v

Model No,

Overall length

Overall width

Overall height

Additionnl length required
for tube removal

Refrigerant

Normel refrigerant change

Gross weight

-1-




Sompressor | - Item ) Itm @

Model No. o 163 ~105~ /63 -10Y
Mzber of cyliﬁders : | SCRliil SCRu
_é: Bore and stroke . i' it
; Discharge line size | E | - S 3
. Buction line inlet sige | L | %’
© Type of capacity reduction | Seroi Ve Seco i
Method of operating capacity reducer bt kif ;Q §;¢,,' _'
- 041 carryover, ppn o L AL
motor
Manufacturer ‘ | ' e L o 1
Type &nd.fraﬁe No. o QL 40477 _wny goas
Horéépowcr | ' g2 : , L

Breakdovn torque at rated volts, ' ' - .
percent of full-leoad torque - 200 o o0 2o

Pullup torque at rated volts, . . '
percent of full-load torque ey o S e

‘TLocked-rotor torque at rated volts, : o o
percent of full-load torque S o SO0 Y

Power factor at 100, 75, and 50 percent o :
rated horsepower, percent - B o S Y LS

Efficiency at 100, 75, and 50 percent
rated horsepower, percent

" Type bearings

.Beering average expected life, hours

Gross weight

~2-




e Ty T AR L R T, L e

2 e

. SUTRENT DATA (Continwed)
 Manufacturer {direct driw)

Manufacturer (belt drive)
Number of belts

‘Belt section

Horsepower rating per belt
Motor pulley, pitch dismeter

_c;oupreuqr pulley, pitch diameter

. Condenser

Nanufacturer

‘Mo&el No.

qu!‘omm'ce ‘factor
at 0.002 fouling factor

" Water __inlef. size

Water outlet size

Number of tubes

_"Lengt.h of tubes
Tube material

. Tube size -

Tube wall thickness

Number of ﬁas'ses

Condensing temperature, F

Item ) - ea®
TR L ACE S L340 b i 28 LS o0

(5/(" /J"

;Szf" ..z-(‘

L2 47
5 Lo
2 2
L7 225
2.5 7 s N
pecs // 220 é’b/’/k-[c
P2 S ,. 2 5T
LO#2  ___oen
2 2
2! yL<io N




mr, continued
. Condenser ntripmnt storago cqmeity

'_ Is rocclve_r required? B S a4 470
Receiver storage capacity N - - ' ' |

Net weight - PO 2250
Menufucturer | M Mm
 Mollel Ko, o _COOISEA _coOzEA
Water inlet size | =z 2

“Water outlet aize o 2 X

Runber of tubes - ' : o .4"{/". | y e

| Length of tubes E ' L3 /(’é’
.%ube size and thickness 2. L j/' .3
Tube material - o o eyl c'(‘./’/".»-r/g '

Number of passes Z . =

Performance factor at 0.002 fouling factor A /o 7

-

Oil'tcmpe"rature E /75 : /L

. Water Regulating Valve . N ' _ o .. o
Manufacturer | Al s x [:;H (o B
©  Model No. : ' DE z/z"c).a_- ¢! o '

Size, ‘inches ‘ . A" P

~ Pressure drop at specified gpm, feet ' 232 / P

5 e




0, rumen s (Cont.mued) ﬁ‘m.. et nn e
- ._ u"ide

 Capacity COntmller . Itemy '__xgue ;
Type T ez = /_V,'szgg;

_'Number of control steps R S cia e Ze % Gt
o Sensor manufacturer a.nd model No. o -z 0 TLL 'a Lrnic 'ﬂﬂ _&ﬁ_ Y L : :»“,;_'

- Control quipment

| List of manufacturer s catalog designations, rated capacity of each piece of
. equipment and safety devices. o .

T . 2 . p : % LS

-:Bidder ofxering helical ;-otary type co"‘px essors must mrnish the t‘ollowing

- additiona.l information

'List installatione or c{mbnrthv size and- tvye builc by bidder, ﬁ”.  1
glving name of purchaser, “_qto of inx.t;zdlat;mn, capacity, o
-approximate opexatlnb t;we, plant name - and location. '

4.

'Lict nvallqbi11tv and location o gdrts and rEpair serviCe;.:

“TNﬁﬁb "u1ve (onplctc daga on Comnarable Inqtallation ‘Sheet. included
Y in 1qv1t1tlon : .

Z)R,L sy g3 /fZ’L//VZQJC‘-

Biddcr.'
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ENCLOSURE 3

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY (TVA)
SEQUOYAH NUCLEAR PLANT (SQN)
UNITS 1 AND 2

Commitments

The proposed Bases paragraph, paragraph 4 in section titled,
“ACTIONS” will be removed following NRC approval and as part
of TVA’s TS implementation process.

TVA design configuration controls will ensure that the new
minimum essential raw cooling water design flow to each
emergency diesel generator heat exchanger is at least

400 gallons per minute (including 5 percent measurement
uncertainties). The supporting diesel calculation

MDQ 000 067 2003 142 will be revised to capture the revised
values and Tubular Exchanger Manufacturers Association
(TEMA) references.

E3-1 of E3-1



