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Duquesne Licht 2NRC-5-040
(412) 787-5141

Nuclear Construction Division (412) 923-1960
Rooinson Piaza, Building 2, Suite 210 Telecopy (412) 787-2629
Fittsburgh, PA 15205 March 11, 1985

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

ATTENTION: Mr. Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Director
Division of Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Beaver Valley Power Station - Unit No. 2

Docket No. 50-412

GNLR 84-08 Appeal Meeting Request and Position Statement on the
Issue of Probable Maximum Precipitation

REFERENCES: 1) NRC letter (G. W. Knighton to E. J. Woolever) dated Jamuary
10, 1985
2) NRC letter (T. M. Novak to E. J. Woolever) dated November 6,
1984
3) DLC letter 2NRC-4-195, dated November 20, 1984

Gentlemen:
This letter is in response to the NRC letter dated January 10, 1985

(Reference 1). In that letter, the NRC staff amplified on the backfit issue
relating to Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP). The previous staff position

was provided in a November 6, 1984, NRC letter (Reference 2). The Duquesne
Light Company (DLC) response to the November 6 letter was provided by DLC
letter dated November 20, 1984 (Raference 3).

DLC proposes that the first appeal of this issue be scheduled during
the week of March 25-29, 1985.

The NRR procedure for management of plant specific backfitting speci-
fies that the appeal meeting agenda be developed from the staff and licensing
positions and be distributed prior to any meeting. An outline of DLC's
position on this issue is attached to facilitate the Project Manager's
development of such.

DUQUESNE LIG COMPANY
>~ s
v
olever

VicE.Preuident
RW/wis
Attachment

cc: Mr. S. Chesnut, Technical Assistant w/attachment
Mr. M. Clausen, Technical Assistant w/attachment
Mr. H. Denton, Director NRR w/attachment
Mr. T. Novak, Assistant Director w/attachment
Mr. B. K. Singh, Project Manager w/attachment
Mr. V. Stello, DEDROGER w/attachment
Mr. J. Tourtellotte, Chairman RRTF w/attachment
Mr. G. Walton, NRC Resident Inspector - w/attachment
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HMR 33 methodology, as suggested by the SRP, was
used to demonstrate that BVPS-2 meets GDC 2.

BVPS-2 was designed prior to the issuance of HMR
51 and 52.

Construction of the BVPS-2 safety related struc-
tures reached a significant percentage of comple-
tion prior to the issuance of KMR 52.

No regulations provide for the use of HMR 51/52
and their wuse has not been approved by the
Commission.

No regulations require update of PMP evaluation
methodology.

HMR 52 was issued after the effective date for
CRGR review requirements (November 12, 1981). No
guidance/requirement specifying the use of HMR 52
has been approved by CRGR.
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| PR0POSED AEQUIREMENTS

The “BC position |5 sdequately described in DLCs statement of the NRC
position under their discussion of “Relationship of New Reguirements to
Existing Regulatory Pesition . That discussion shou)d be transposed in it
entirety to this section. The following paragraph should de added to the
transposed discussion: g

The criterion that best meets the requirements of GOC-2 with respect to
z'olnl: events 13 the PP, and WMR 51/52 provide methods for estimating
for small dra areas. rior to publication of WA 52, there were
n0 documente «.. . itative procedures for evaluating PP for small drainage
areas nor for distriduting the PP (atn short tyme perinds to Cu respond
to these small drainage aress. Because WR 51/52 provide methods
procedures, not previous'y avatlsdle, for nﬁ-lu! P for smal
areas, the staff's position i3 thet ¥R 51/52 should be vied as & basis
far review in accordance with procedures cited in SRP 2.4.2 and 2.

WhC_COWENTS

The staff's v tew procedures that utilize Probable Maximm Precinitation
(PMP) were established to weet General Design Criterios 2 (GOC-2), “des
bases for prutection agatest matura! phemamens,” of 10 CFR 50, Appendix A,
which requires in part that nuclesr power Dlant Strect.ies, svslews and

of capadtility to perform their jafety funciions. The obiective is to
prevent loss of capability for safe C'utdown resuiting from the most
severe flood conditions that can ~easonably De predicted to occur at 8
site as & result of severs hydrometenrological conditions.

In seacching for a corsistent design criterion for protection ingt
Tncal "londing, the STaff adopted the Probabie Maximum Flood (PNF) as
develcred by the Corps of Enmineers. This criterion wes originally
develnred tn be 4pplied to The design of Federal Structures [orincivally
dams) ose fatlure dy “loocing could result in substantial loss of husan
1ife or property. The WRC s*aff sdopted thisy methndologv as the design
basis for Federally Ticensed nuclear faciiities fo simila= ressnny.

Procedures for evaluating ™F .ave evolved in various Corps of Enginesrs
‘TOE) and Nationa) Westher Se-vice (MWS) publicatioms. Of particuler
interest for precipitation induced flooding (Probable Maximum Precipita-
tio or MMP) are WR's 13, S1, end S2. 33, oublished in 1956,
provided generalized charts for establishing the level of PWP for

0 cified dratrages of the United States sast of the 195th merigiar.

W S, published in 1978, updated WR 13 by expanding the PMP est mates
to & specific range of dratrage ares sizes snd storm durations, ' 52
published in 1987, provides & stepwise approach for adapting "9
estimates derfved from WM 51 to specific drainage aress.

he point to be sade from the sbove discussion (5 that PMF (5 the design
criterion sdopted by the WRC to assure that GDC-2 is met. and the
category of PF resulting from precipitation-induced loca) floodt:
reouires a3 input the . The guidelines provided by ¥WR's 13, 3

and 52 are svalving procedures developed by *he COE and WS to evaluate
the MF for lecal flooding. The WRC Standard Yeview Plans, direct the
ttaff to take into comyideration improved methodologies in 1ty review
process. Such considertions are also Included in the industry's own
guidelines. Thus, ANS] N170.1976 contained references to WR.1J snd

1ts more recent version, ANSI/ANS 2.8 - 1981, includes reference to
WMR.S1. WR.52 was published n 1982 and there have been a0 uodat vd
versions of either NRC or ANS] guides to reflect 1ts existence. Never-
theless, be it repr et of the PP methodology for
sma!l dratrages that are typical of muclesr sites, its use s appropriate
50 long as PMP (g the criterion for determining that 4 fac!lity meets GOC.2.

spiectllnslaiialoics

Note that the staff comments use the term "can
| reasonably be predicted to occur."

The staff commenis note that no updates of NRC
guidance reflect the exiateace of HMR-52. Requir-
ing the use of an unreferenced and unapproved HMR
is inconsistent with the procedures for incorpo-
ration of other codes/standards/industry guid-
ance. NRC adoption/ approval/conditional approval
of specific editions of codes/standards/industry
guides is usually incorporated into regulations,
Regulatory Guides, and/or “he SRP.

1. Regulati s - 10CFR50.55(a) endorses specific
editions of ASME codes.

- 9 ?‘:laton Guides - RG 1.59 endorses a speci-
3 ition of an ANSI standard; ANSI N170-
1976.
3. Standard Review Plan - SRP 2.4.3 endorses HMR
= M 1110-2-1141, revision of
March, 1965. Although SRP 2.4.3 was issued

more than three years after HMR 51, it did not
endorse HMR S51.
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REQUIREME . 5

g PosITION
The DL posttion indicites conflicting guidance by the WAC siart a

wac CURENTS

On August 31, 1983, we ted in 1] questions, information to continue
our safety review. One the questions ashed that they adjust thelr
site flooding analysis uting ¥R S1/52. A1l the other requested
Informat ion was nesded to review the sop!icant’s anaiysis already in *he

any of the auestions sddressing site flanding:
200! Dased or the evaivelisn reduesl.  Liite @ needed tespantes o the

other gu stions *o continuye our FSAR review, we
11, 198., questions or October 12, 1984, without
their flooding analysis with ¥R §1/52. OLC, t“:m
1984, provided a response to thess gquestions.

wis suspended pending resolution of DLC's appeal. The Novewber 6, 1984,
Tetter from NRC merely restated WRC's position on the fssues that the
applicant wished to appeal.

p. AN . Lt]

TLC tates thet “WEC's acceptance review found the §VPS.2 1icense
:‘l?tm accestadle for docketing with the PP evaisation based on
«3n.*

|

e _cpegas

The OLC statement i5 acCurate; however, an acceptance review is not and
should not be comsidered to represent & detailed analysis or evaluation.
On the contrary, during an acceptance review, the & reviewers make &
rap'd survey to determing (¥ the matertal submitted by the spplicent iy
sffictent to Initiate & detalled review. Finding the 1icense app!ice-
t10n acceptable for docketing should therefore not be cons rued to ‘mply

that calculation methods by the spolicant, such as P anglysts, are
acceptadle.

;—-—---.—-—.4}—— ——— —

correspondence dated August 11, 1983, October 12, 1984, end November 8, 1984,

DLC position was previously stated.

The acceptance review may not be a detailed
analysis/evaluation of each calculation or bit of
data, The use of WMR 33 (as suggested by the
SRP) is not a minor detail, therefore, it 1is
significant that HMR 33 was considered sufficient
to initiate a detailed review,

. ITEW SUGGESTED TIME fOR IMPLEMENTATION
NAC COMNENTS
The staff expected the adiutted svaluation of Jocal site flooding

in 4 reasonable time (about € months) following the firgt request
for it on August 11, 1983,

¥ SR—

The staff implementaticn date, within four months
of August 31, 1983, is not comsistent with NRC
Manual Chapter 0514 (Paragraph 044) which states,
“... wstaff proposed requirements will not be
imposed ... during the appeal process.”

—— —————————— ——

———d
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HOW PROPOSED DLC has previously docketed information which
REQUIREMENT | 1. JAENENT v ) b £y indicates that the subject roofs are designed for
WOULD The WRC position as stated by OLC ts adequate. loads of at least 72 psf (letters 2NRC-4-112,
IMPROVE @e sosiTion dated July 30, 1984, and 2NRC-5-019, dated
SAFETY - February 11, 1985). :

M states, “The roofs of safety-related structures are designed to
UpoOrt water sccumulation &t the Jarapet ow level. Postulating
» areater % avent results ‘n incressed overflow rather tham increased
swccemlote. . . "

we_coments

The FSAR contains no Information regarding racf desiom 3o the staff camrot
soree or disagree with the statemen®  Aaditional information will he required,
from the aonlicant before the staft 15 able to determing 1¥ roafs of
saferv-related STructures ove Capat @ of surgorting the loads That

would De induCed B ponded water fr o PWO. Additianallv, "he firer
(eitement 1§ not sativel. correct | cause ‘ar increased flom over *he
parapets, the water Teve! Mas to 't rease. OLC sheuld provide inforrztion

1a demengtrate that ran®s of cafety related STructures Can Sunpart the

we1gnt of anv adEitioral sTorage atwe *he level of the parane:

ML PoSITiON

DL further indrcates that because R 13 describes PP as bel.
iynonymous with “meximum nossible precipitation®, the WeR 13 ;
prodability of zero. Therefore, unless the staff cam demonstra
Store more severs than the MR 13 PWP has 2 probebi'ity greater
Zero, no increase in safety can be demonstrated for the use of &
severe projection.

S_CoeRWTS

It 15 well established that the cT.ruu
tion induced flooding at nuclear plants |

(PMF). An integral of PWF
an absolute value as ted
an upper bound whose value
avatlable and more detailed

09 inches in |
durt
- { .?.ll"ﬂ The W8 33 analysis uses & | nour intensity of 9.3
9C_cowENTs

®ajor storws produce rainfall that varies considerably over the

impacted region, which is reflected tn dffferent smounts seasured by the
raingages scattered throughout the . DLC selected & rainfall

record that had & maxieum one hour rainfall of 2.09 inches and clates

that 1t s the “highest actual rainfall for the Pittsburgh area.” This
Sessurement may be the case for that one gage Dut It may act be -
tive of extreme values from nther gages in the area and particularly the
Pennsylvania region. A5 an example the *t Seethport, Pa., 140 miles
northesst af the stte, had & measured value of 1S Inches in one hngr

and 0.8 tnches of rain in 4 S Rours. This seasured 1S inches far one
Nour Susports The PMP o5 1ma.e Droduced by the use of the WMR §1/5)
methodelngy for 4 one iisare mile ares.  Precisely because of this variation
' measurements of extrene rainfal) from one place o another ‘¢

the reason that gensral Jracedures have bees Jevelnped that incorparate
meacured information fr o 4 larger region.  dngd it was *hg occurrence of
STrmL tuch 4s the ane  t Smethoort that resulted in the revisinm of PWP

T ealuss dy the publicatiim of R 5187

The Smethport, PA, storm has been considered in
the BV-2 PMP evaluation (HMR 33).




permit (CP) stage reviews are carried sut

=valuate the significance of the controlling flond lnl with -vrn

the plant design dasis for flood protection At the operating ! (o)
stage, & brief review 's carried out to determine {7 new information has
become available since the CP review and to evaluate the sionificance of
the new information with to the plant design basis for figed pro-
tection. New ‘nformetion arise, for instance, from the occurrence

of & new maximum flood of record in the site region, from (dentification

of a source of mator flooding mnt previously considersd, from comstruction
of sew dams, from flood plain encroachments, or from advances in predictive
models and amalytical technigues. I[f the C’-cu.r evaluation of flooding
sotential has deen carefully dome, 211 sources of sator flnoding shouwld
M*m!“um-ﬂ“ﬁw‘sﬁ-uun il within
the desion dasis, Improvements in calculationa! methods may occur, but
generally will be concerned with increased accuracy in strese flow and
water leve! predictions rather than with substantive in the flows
and levels oredicted. Where the OL review ~evesls that controlling
flood Jeve! d41ffers more than 53 less conservatively from the CP eva'vation,
any suoolemental provisions needed in the rlood protection desion besis lilnli
be directed toward early sarning messures and for safe
shutdown of the plant or toward mingr structurs! modificatisn to sccommodete
the design flood Tevel.” Thus the requirement is a part of existing
reguiatory positions.

e PosITIONS

BVPS.2 meets GOC 2.

BYPS.2 was designed prior to the ‘ssuance of MW S1 and 52
Construction nf the BVPS-J safety related structures resched
& 3igmifioint arienleye of COMPlEtIONn Drior to the issuance
of R 52,

Mo requiat! g provide for the use of R §1/52

o eeenlat ms require update of PMP eyalyatinm methedslogy.

NRC COMMENTS

In the staff’'s view, the request *hat the effect of intense
‘oce! precipitation be calculated seina he _5iiied deta ane
nalysis contained tn MR 51/52 for comparison with older
analysis end data contained 'n MR 13 {5 comsistent with the
respons idility of the "jency not to fgnore mew information
which may affect the safely of the plant. Ocdinarily such
assessments are made gererically. Mowever, Tocal precipita-
tior effects celate %o plant specific topography an¢ wust
therefore be deterwined individually. OLC expressec comcern
in their response that plant comstruction has reached & point
that change. " e yn wou'd have adverse effects on costs or
schedule.  Such considerations were anticipated in the Standerd
Review Plan and are exilicitly discussed. Further, the
states that +f the OL review shows that the cmnl ing *lnod
'S sagmifio i 7. Tegs Lonsaregtive tham fram the (P evaluation,
wny supplements] provicions «n the flood protection desige se. s
thould be accomplished *hrouah sarly warning sessures and
orocedures for assuring safe shutdown of the plant or by minor
structyral modifications to sccommodate the desian flood Teve!
None of the etoht planis which have responded tn this recuest have
been required to make wmore than minor modifications. in suemary,
*nis application by the staf? is comsistent with the practices

of the SRP and staff positions previously approved. Thersfare, thig
s an except ' n ‘rom Chanter 0514 per Section ME

ISSUE: Review Criteria for Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP) BACKFIT ISSUE NO.: L-84-16
DLC BACKFIT NO.: 1
NRC POSITION DLC POSITION

IS
RELATION OF t
NEW mequing-| !''- SLNMAUION OF W ssvinnan 1o cfisTies amaATony sosiTions
MENT TO As indicated previously, this Section in the table of Attachwent | to the

. spplicant s Novemher 20, 1984 letter shou'd be transposed to Sectiom [, and
EXISTING in fts place, provide t™e following staff restatement of the WRC position:

REGULATORY

POSITLONS The current SRP 2.4.7 states in Sectiem 111 't.um‘-

As detailed on page 3 of this attachment, the
staff's handling of HMR 51/52 is inconsistent
with the handling of other codes, standards, and
guidance.

In spite of the staff's many references to the

SRP's vague wmention of new information, no
existing regulation requires the use of HMR
51/952. Therefore, the burden of proof rests with

the reviewers proposing the requirement. Until
the staff has demonstrated that the use of HMR
51/52 is necessary to achieve an acceptable level
of safety, no requirement exists.




