. o - & 5[" \
§§;3/427/(‘< /)/ gty j.l{?;r:;lqr‘j g

"THE BABCOSX & ¥1.COX CONPANY 2 /L
PO R GENERATION CROUP —— NOV 6 197S
To | = /

.4 TAYLO? MAUAGER, LICENSING GPU I Foy
fron

B.M, DUN, MNAGER, ECCS AMALYSIS (2138) Tl V0, o 1S eac
Cust, File Ko,

or Ref.
Sudj. Date
acern Novemter 3, 1973

This fettar 18 caver 88 awstemer ‘snd san sebian iy

After discussing the question of the Potential Safety Concern filed against
the 205 plants in regards to the secondary sice auxiliary feeduater control o b
<4 cv:%sggg‘mangyzuﬁtf “1 have reached the conclusion that the concern té;of-
i 2-pdPer-nature only. —An examination of the paper trail leads to a belief

that we altered and perhaps shipped equipment before resolution of potential

ECCS concerns were achieved and that further we were igncrant of these con-

cerns. ke do not manage by paper alone, however, and we were not ignorant

of the potentfal concerns. [ believe “ignorant" is the key word. So long

as a responsible, recognizable, and responsive path toward resolution of

problems with desisa changes exists, I beiieve there is no safety concern

regardless of equipment status, ECCS and Integration were alWays aware of

the problem with a 6 foot level control and the path for resolution always

'cxisted.

The key change to a positive 6 foot control was made in the summer of 1977.
ECCS was consulted and gave verbal approval, pending analysis confirmation,
as at that time we believed it was orobably acceptable. We were wrong as
docurented in the PSC of 4/4/78. At present, we are engaged in studias to
decide whether to return to a 40 foot level control or to upgrade an alter-
nate system to compensate for tie 6 foot level. Again, a logical and timely
path has been followed. Therefore,-no safety concern exists in_my mind.

Why thenvdf;AECCS file a PSC? 1 believe the fault lies within ECCS and the
surrounding organizations which control our funding and work flow. As of
1/4/78 we felt we had a prohlem with the design of the plant and that
serious obstructions to resolution would exist in obtaining funding and
_manpewer to resolve the concern. Our response, although 1 believe it to-
be inappropriate, was to file the PSC. For whatever reasons, those poten-
tial obstructions are today nonexistent and this PSC should eithér be
withdrawn or considered resolved, per the ccmments {2_5215 memo.
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This 1ettar 16 €aver s testemer ‘and San svhient ey,

After discussing the question of the Potential Safety Concern filed against

the 205 plants in regards to the secondary sice auxiliary feedwater control c.“,
ot L.,.l'v“ u:qgvtsﬁtfg!’J'have reached the conclusion that the concern té:gf-

3 -pabeF -natdre only. —An examination of the paper trail leads to a belief
that we altered and perhaps shipped equipment before resolution of pciential
ECCS zoncerns were achieved and that further we were igncrant of t*.se con-
cerns. ke do not manage by paper alone, hcwever, and we were not ignorant
of the potential concerns. [ belfeve “ignorant” is the key word. So long
as a responsible, recognizable, and responsive path toward resolution of
problems with design changes exists, I believe there fs no safety concern
regardless of equipment status, ECCS and Integration were alivays avare of
the pr:blem with a 6 foot level control and the path for resolution always
existed.

" The key change to a positive 6 foot control was made in the summer of 1977.

ECCS was consulted and gave verbal approval, pending analysis confirmation,
as at that time we believed it was orobably acceptable. We were wrong as
documented in the PSC of 4/4/78. At present, we are engaged in studias to
decide whether to return to a 40 foot level control or to upgrade an alter-
nate system to compensate for tae 6 foot level. Again, a logical and timely
path has been followed. Therefore,-no safety concern exists in_my mind.

Why :henlaféaeccs file a PSC? 1 believe the fault lies within ECCS and the
surrounding organizations which contro) our funding and work flow. As of
1/4/78 we felt we had a problem with the design of the plant and that
serious obstructions to resolution would exist in obtaining funding and
manpower to resolve the concern. Our response, although I believe it to-
“be inappropriate, was to file the PSC. For whatever reasons, those poten-
tial obstructions are today nonexistent and this PSC should either be
withdrawn or considered resolved, per the ccmments if_fﬁjs memo.
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Thin lettar 18 £8v8r 988 testarer ‘snd ons sebian saiy.

After discussing the question of the Potential Safety Concern filed against
the 205 plants in regards to the secondary side auxiliary feedwater control, (BN
< evel “aquqcﬁgr “1 have reached the conclusion that the concern ts—of=

: .paber-natdre only. i"'in examination of the paper trail leads to a belief
that we altered and perhaps shipped equipment before resolution of potential
ECCS concerns were achieved and that further we were fgnorant of these con-
cerns. ke do not manage by paper alone, however, and we were not ignorant
of the potential concerns. I believe "ignorant™ is the key word. So long
as a responsible, recognizable, and responsive path toward resolution of
problems with design changes exists, I believe there is no safety concern
regardless of equipment status. ECCS and Integration were alvays aware of
the problem with a 6 foot level control and the path for resolution always

existed.

The key change to a positive 6 foot control was made in the summer of 1977.
ECCS was consulted and gave verbal approval, pending analysis confirmation,
as at that time we believed it was orobably acceptable. We were wrong as
documented in the PSC of 4/4/78. At present, we are engaged in studias to
decide whether to return to a 40 foot level control or to upgrade an alter-
nate system to compensate for tie 6 foot level. Again, a logical and timely
path has been followed. Therefore,-nc safety concern exists in_my mind.

Why then_d{a‘iccs file a PSC? 1 believe the fault lies within ECCS and the
surrounding organizations which control our funding and work flow. As of
3/8/78 we felt we had a problem with the design of the plan;,%:d that
serious obstructions to resolution would exist in obtaining funding and
_manpower to resolve the concern. Cur response, although I believe it to-
be inzppropriate, was to file the PSC. For whatever reasons, those poten-
tial obstructions are today nonexistent and this PSC should either be
withdraun or considered resolved, per the ccmments in this =amo.
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This Methar i@ Gever 858 astemar ‘end San sebient ealy

After discussing the question of the Potential Safety Concern filed against
the 205 plants in regards to the secondary sice auxiliary feedwater contryl, o0
o Jevel marroritls, 1 have reached the con-lusion that the concern té—ef-

. 2-paPer-natdre only. —An examination of the paper trail leads to a belief
that we altered and perhaps shipped equipment before resolution of. potential
ECCS concerns were achieved and that further we were fgnerant of these con-
cerns. ke do not manage by paper alone, however, and we were not ignorant
of the potential concerns. [ believe "ignorant” {is the key word. So long
as a responsible, recognizable, and responsive path toward resolution of
problems with design changes exists, I believe there is no safety concern
regardless of equiprent status. ECCS and Integration were alvays aware of
the prgbiem with a 6 foot level control and the path for resolution alvays
existed.

The key change to a positive 6 foot control was made ir the summer of 1977.
ECCS was consulted and gave verbal approval, pending aralysis confirmation,
as at that time we believed it was orobably acceptable. We were wrong as
documented in the PSC of 4/4/78. At present, we are encaged in studias to
decide whether to return to a 40 foot level control or to urarade an alter-
nate system to compensate for tie 6 foot level. Again, a isgical and timely
path has been followed. Therefore,-no safety concern exists in_my mind.

Why then,dfﬁaECCS file a PSC? 1 believe the fault lies within ECCS and the
surrounding organizations which control our funding and work flow. As of
1/4/73 we felt we had a problem with the design of the plant-and that
serious obstructions to resolution would exist in obtaining funding and
_manpower to resolve the concern. Qur response, although I believe it to-
be inappropriate, was to file the PSC. For whatever reasons, those poten-
tial obstructions are today nonexistent and this PSC should eithér be

withdraun or considered resolved, per the ccmments in tgjs memo.
", '

e QMATIm arTIA

cc: EcA. "OmaCk q}‘ ?':_".' :’ :A .‘ ; ;, (’
Roc. JOHCS - wARL ThFlase L A L
"o“o Shlh ,"’ 5 }L‘.}J (zl'r\ r"

(/‘LV.* &k 74 c. oo cr ey w s MY A °-0‘4Lr<1 Yo ?/l

. Whia 280 N .
. . .2 /. e i
'4\“—/ e / f’ - ;’,‘ - C'a J‘/r"{\ M-lf"“‘,'(’; . P 2
)

’
LAY L .‘/. Vol - “/ - " ~pr e ¥ 4
' Fo r AL ALY 10 '\‘__/ "2 b
" ./ 2 ’ . > \f’ , / ~ 4 . .‘ \ - P e s
PREY | AT R ‘.t, » L R P 3 P ‘_‘—L.l'.‘. S -
'l J 7/ Mf 7.

—— —— o ———— . —— . —— - o
. P SRR p——————

c111%24 c2 % o346
wE W L Gl ‘) :) L



| o N
' i /A /4 {// ¢ dongr sy
“THE BASCOSK & N1LCOX COHPANY g/‘- o P Ih S e

POL ER GENERATION CROUP " NOV 6 197S
To ‘ J
Lt TAOR. 10AGeR, LICENSInG GPU I 70y
B.M,_ DUN', MINAGER, ECCS ANALYSIS (2138) T V2 ) o 1S e
Cust. File No.
or Ref,
Subj. Date
asern Novemter 3, 1978

This lettar 1o caver Sas aestemer ‘snd san vhien sely.

After discussing the question of the Potential Safety Concern filed against
the 205 plants in rega.;d_s to the secondary side auxiliary feedwater congrg]l ol
< fz;%téff-maﬂgfzﬁﬂ!:§ 1" have reached the conclusion that the concern ¥s—of=

g a r-natﬂre'oﬁ1y.‘5%n examination of the paper trail leads to a belief
that we altered and perhaps shipped equipment before resolution of potential
ECCS concerns were achieved and that further we wer: ignerant of these con-
cerns. ke do not manage by paper alone, however, and we were not ignorant
of the potential concerns. [ believe “ignorant" is the key word. So long
as a responsible, recognizable, and responsive path toward resolutijon of
problems with design changes exists, 1 believe there fs no safety concern
regardless of equipment status. ECCS and Integration were aliays aware o
the problem with a 6 foot level control and the path for resolution always

_existed.

The key change to a positive 6 foot control was made in the summer of 1977,
ECCS was consulted and gave verbal approval, pending analysis cenfirmation,
as at that time we believed it was orobably acceptable. We were wrong as
documented in the PSC of 4/4/78. At present, we are engaged in studias to
decide whether to return to a 40 foot level control or to upgrade an alter-
nate system to compensate for tie 6 foot level. Again, a logical and timely
path has been followed. Therefore,-no safety concern exists in_my mind.

-~
Why then dfd ECCS file a PSC? 1 believe the fault lies within ECCS and the
surrounding organizations wnich control our funding and work flow. As of
1/4/78 we felt we had a problem with the design of the plant and that
serious obstructions to resclution would exist in obtaining funding and

_manpower to resolve the concern. Our response, although I believe it to-
be inappropriate, was to file the PSC. For whatever reasons, those poten-
tial obstructions are today nonexistent and this PSC should either be
withdraun or considered resolved, per the ccmments 12_3913 memo.
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' This letiar 18 ever 858 twstemer ‘osd a8 subieet saly.

After discussing the question of the Potentfal Safety Concurn filed against
the 205 plants in regards to the secondary side 2uxiliary feedwater con rol, [+ BN
evel mamroniEls .1 have reached the conclusion that the concern té—of-

PAPEF nature only. —An examination of the japer trail leads to s belief
that we altered and perhaps shipped equ’pment before resolution of potential
ECCS czoncerns were achieved and that further we were fgncrant of these con-
cerns. ke do not manage by paper alone, however, and ve were not ignorant
of the potential concerns. I believe “ignorant” is the key word So long
as a responsidble, recognizable, and responsive path toward resolution of
problems with design changes exists, 1 beiieve there is no safety concern
regardless of equiprent status. ECCS and Integration were alivays aware of
the problem with a 6 foot level control and the path for resoluiion always

_cxistnd.

' The key change to a positive 6 foot control was made in the summer of 1977.

ECCS was consulted and gave verbal approval, pending analysis confirmation,
as at that time we believed it was probably acceptable. We were wrong as
documented in the PSC of 4/4/78. At present, we are engaged in studias to
decide whether to return to a 40 foot 'evel control or to upgrade an alter-
nate system to compensate for tie 6 foot level. Again, a logical and timely
path has been followed. Therefore,-no safety concern exists in_my mind.

Why then}dféAECCS file a PSC? I believe the fault lies within ECCS and the
surrounding organizations which control our funding and work flow. As of
4/4/78 we felt we had a problem with the design of the plant and that
serious obstructions to resolution would exist in obtaining funding and
_manpower to resolve the concern. Our response, although I believe it to-
be inappropriate, was to file the PSC. For whatever reasons, those poten-
tial obstructions are today nonexistent and this PSC should either be
withdraun or considered resolved, per the ccmments in this memo.

e
BMD/1c

anLTIm TR
cc: E.A. Womack i:""""’ o'y
R.C. Jones Vit Inpiase s 12 L
»

N.H. Shah ’;’ 45 L Qs C ihtmn y

. TR . ’ ~
L,\LA/» ek s :lLa‘f[pPi&zﬂ ar r7u¢2?} ,qu_q?a'crca 144—-46

: - - ‘ /7 /. o dos . “d » "

-/1../ 5 / f' o LB P c,o .Ju/;.p,?( M—#’?'?(_"-,- ) L

. AL AL

z 0’ Y - { - .‘ :
.,4,71..7/. ,/ P /,(‘_/ j;-z" il ol 2 .
’ . - = e
T T L S FUR ST

(24



' .

‘9
/'T:n_‘ BABCOSK & ¥1LCOX CONPANY g/‘- /é

4{ sl =

: ','/ ‘
Jo 1. Tayle

2

POL GR GENERATION CROUP — NOV 6 19T
To | U 3 J |
J.M. TAYLO? IAMAGER, LICENSING GPA 270 ‘
: from |
B.M, Dutitl, MMAGER, ECCS AMALYSIS (2138) .7&:-‘-"%4 ' A 105 sms
Cust, File No,
or Ref,
Sudj. Date
corn November 3, 1978

This Iatiar 18 €ovar 858 anstamer ‘and #88 snhian ey

After discussing the question of the Potential Safety Concern filed against

the 205 plants in regards to the secondary side auxiliary feedwater conérgj*‘,n4,

evel Lo sagmel) 28 “1 have rcached the conclusion that the concern
a-pdpernatdre only. E’An examination of the paper trail leads to a belfef
that we altered and perhaps shipped equipment before resolution of potential
ECCS concerns were achieved and that further we werc fgncrant of these con-
cerns. ke do not manage by paper alone, however, and we were not ignorant
of the potentfal concerns. [ believe “ignorant” {s the key word. So long
as a responsible, recognizable, and responsive path toward resolution of
problems with design chinges exists, I believe there is no safety concern
regardless of equiprent status. ECCS and Integration were alivays aware of
the problem with a 6 foot level control and the oath for resoluticn always
existed.

-' The key change to a positive 6 foot control was wmade {a the sumuer of 1977.

ECCS was consulted and gave verbal approval, pending analysis cenfirmation,
as at that time we believed it was prcbably acceptable. We were wrong as
documented in the PSC of 4/4/78. At present, we are engaged in studias to
decide whether to return tn a 40 foot ievel control or to upgrade an alter-
nate system tc compensate for tae 6 foot level. Again, a logical and timely
path has been followed. Therefore,-no safety concern exists in_my mind.

wWhy then,dfG‘ECCS file a PSC? 1 believe the fault lies within ECCS and the
surrounding organizations which contral our funding and work flow. As of
474778 we felt we had a problem with the design of the plant and that
serious obstructions to resolution would exist in obtaining funding and
manpower to rasolve the concern. Our response, although I believe it to-

"be inappropriate, was to file the PSC. For whatever reasons, those poten-

tial obstructions are today nonexistent and this PSC should either be
withdrawn or considered resolved, per the ccmments in this memo.
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