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After discussing a question of the Potential Safety Concera {lled against

205 plants in regard to the secondary side auxilisry feedwater control level,

wve have reached the conclusion that the concern should be now rescinded.

The change to a positive six-foot level control vas rade in the

su==er of 1977. ECCS was consulted and gave tentative approval, pending
- snalysis confirmation, as at that tize, we believe! .t was probably acceptable.

The results of the confirzation were that ECCS was wrong about the accepta-
bility of the six-foot control. At present, wve are engaged in studies to
decide vhether to return to a forty-foot level contrel or to upgrade am alter-
pate system to compensate for the six-foot level.

NPG-1707-01 defines a significant deficiency as:

PDEFINITION OF SIGNIFICANT DEFICIENCY

.Deficiencies to be reported in accorcdance with this procedure are
those deficiencies found in the desiga, zanufacture, fabricatioa,

: installation, construction, testing and inspection which, were they.
to have rezained uncorrected, could have adversely affected the
safe operatios of the plaant at any time throughout the expected
life-tize of the plant.
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In additican to the abeve, the deficiency must also be the result
of one or more of the following:

- e

‘ 8. A significant breakdown in amy portican of the quality
' assurance program;

b. A significant deficiency in final designs approved and
released for construction;

€. A siguificant deficiency in the construction off or signi-
ficant dazage to, a structure, system or component requiring
corrective action invelving extensive effort;

d. A significant deviation from performance specifications
requiring corrective action involving extensive efforc.”

For this prodlem, Item b applies. ECCS now considers that the dusign could
not have been "final" as we had recognized check vork to perform. Thercfore,
even though many steps toward a six-foot level contrel had been taken, at

least one, our formal and final approval remained.
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. POTENTIAL SAFETY CONCERN = PACE 2 - NOVEIIER 16, 1978

1s consideration of this lack ef fisality of design, the fact that ve have

followved a logical and tizely path toward

€inal design, and that the iden=-
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tification of the prodlem with six-foot control was not inadvertent, but part
of a planned effort, ve request that the Potential Safety Concern of April &,

1678 be withdrawm.
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