APR 0 ¢ 1976

bocket No.. 50-155 e
LICENSEL: (onsumers Power Company
FACILITY. sig Rock Point

SUMMAKY OF MEETING HLLD ON MAKCH 18-19, 1970, REGAKDING EMURGELCY CORL
COOLING SYSTLEL

On March 18-19, 1976, representatives of Consumers Power Coupany (CPCo)
and their consultant, NUS Corporation, met with a task force of the
Neclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff in Charlevoix, Michigan., A
list of attendees is attached. NRC requested the meeting to review the
Emergency Core Cooling Systew (ECCS). Information required to complete
our ECC5 review in the electrical, instrumentation and control arcas are
shown in Enclosure 1. Other concerns relating to the existing Dig Rock
Point ECCS are discussed below.

Following is a status of the discussion held and the CPCo resnonses
(note the first 13 responses are numbered to coincide with tlie questions
in Lnclosure 1):

1. Paragraph 3.2 of the February 2/. 1970 CPCo report lists ten short-tern
single failure recomwendations. Items 5, 6, 9 and 10 fail to mcet the
criteria of IFEL Std 27J-1971. CPCo agreed to respond but stated thc
requircoent to meet the standard appears unnecessary at Bi, Rock Point.

<. Iten 7, paragraph 3.2 of tie February 27, 197¢ CPlo report discusses
elimination of the emcrgencyddiesel generator's dependency on tie

station battery. CPCo will bring tiis into cowpliance witi: IELE Std
279-1571.

0. LCA environmsent, seismic . inforuation and potential high energy lines
breaks were discussed. Although these itews were proviously addressed
by CPCo they e reed to provide additional information on thesc subjects.

4. bdubmerged LOCA equipment was previously reviewod and documented in &

bay 15, 1875 CPCo report. Otuer submerged equipment which mignt affect
LULS power busses will be reviewed by CPCo.

orrice

BUBRNAME B

DATE

Form ABC 31K (Rev 9:.53) AECM 0240 TX U 8. SOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 1874. 808166



[ ool <o ]

A

1u.

11.

13,

L]

Previously identified valves MO-700y (spray crossconnect) and lw-7072
(long-teru cooling heat exchianger bypass) do not conform to Lranca
Technical Position LICss 18, CPCo agreed to provide au evaluastion
of this subject. Mechanical blocks for each valve will Le considercd.

ihe station transformer fire systen dJeluge valve failure probability
is considered extremely low by CP'Coe. The NKC staf{ task force advised
thuat @i ECCS actuation override snould be considerea. The tash force
made an onsite inspection of the entire plant fire protection systen.

Previously identified need for an electrical interlock for enclosure
spray valves M0-7004 and MO-7068 was discussed. Thc NRC staff noted
that corrective sction would be relatively easy and should be considered.
CPCo apgreed to consider this matter and advise NIC of its conclusions.

furine a tour of the facility it was observed that the physical
separation criterie may not be met for some cable and wiring. CF(o
noted that the separation criteria for FCCS is as woc stated in their
1071 submittal for the redundant core spray systen. All wiring for
the bachup core spray systen is routed in metal conduit, physically
and electricazlly separate from thie ring corc spray systen. CPCo
agree! to review this matter and provide additional information.

(PCo advised that these questions were answered in the natrix of
Table 4.1 and Table 5.1 respectively of Attachment 2 to the February 27
1476 CPCo report. NIC agreed.

’

tiis question was wodified by KRC to include not only the diesecl
Jenerator but also the diesel fire puigp. CPCo ayreed to res ond but
stutea tuey considered noncoiyliance with il Brunch Position elCsu 17
to be one oi the current wikC guidelines not applicable to bi, kock
Point.

[t was mutually agrecd that Bi_ hock Point does not couply with lud
brancy Position LICSL 27. WRC explained currently acceptanle altern:i-
tives for the tive valves in question. CPCo sgrecc to evaluste aud
provide & response to tuis concern.

CPCo's risk analysis, Attaclment 4 to the February 27, 117C (e roport
was discussed in considerable detail. (PCo was adviscd that overall
reliability of the svsten must include considerctions of thic test ang!
maintenance unavailabilities, cormon mode failure considerations and
human error consideratiors. Secondly, the defense in depth concept
including possible use of the feedwater systen for enmerjpency core
cooling should be addressed. CPCo agreed to update their previous
submittal by letter.
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18,

Recent General Electric information relati z to effectiveness

of the nozzle core spray was discussed. CPCo was advised of the
current status and requested to study the effect «f this infor-
mation on their nozzle core spray effectiveness (CPCo agreed to
evaluate this subject and provide the results of their review to
the NRC.

An inconsistency was noted by the NRC task force between the
current Big Rock Pwint technical specification relating to the
LOCA analysis p.essure of 1350 psig and the specification which
would allow operation to 1485 psig. CPCo agreed to evaluate this
inconsistency and advise us of their conclusions.

CPCo's November 26, 1975 submittal relating to the core spray
coefficients correlation between the 7 x 7 and 11 x 11 assemblies
was discussed. CPCo advised that the information was included in
an EXXON report submitted to NRC. CPCo agreed to advise us of the
date of the report.

NRC requested information relating to the fire protection system.
The above ground and below ground piping system may be subject to
passive failures. CPCo agreed to provide piping specifications,
pipe schedules and test requirements.

NRC requested additional information regarding the ring core spray
system which was instailed in 1961. Specifically, the pipe schedules
and the detailed valve specification or design class for MO-7051 and
the adjacent check valve was requested. CPCo agreed to provide the
information,

During telephone conversations following the meeting, NRC asked and
CPCo agreed to respond to the following:

Since the deluge valve is near the station transformer, would a
break in this valve cause a loss of all offsite power?

Clarify that the break sizes analyzed included the correct calculated
break size for the 24 inch reactor recirculation pump suction line.

Consider diesel generator single failure in relation to ECCS
acceptability. Although this matter has been addressed by NRC
previously, NRC considers it appropriate to reconsider the matter
at this time.



CPCo agreed to respond to the outstanding NRC concerns described
above by March 26, 1976, if at all possible.

- Ss*ﬂ.xz,gi <i-$(5(v\pC{:7 L§%§
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Edward A. Reeves, Project Manager
Operatins Reactors Branch #2
Division of Operating Reactors
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2. Generic Infronation Requoest
for Review of ECCS in the
Llectrical, lnstrumentation

and Lontrol Areas

ec: k. b. Sewell
wuclear Licensin, Administrator
Cousunprs Power Cowpany
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GEATNIC INPORUATION REQUEST FOIL REVIEYR Gf ECCS 1N TUE ELECTRICAL,
INSHALLEHTATION AND CONTRULS ALLAS

The Acceptance Criteria for Emergency Core Cooling Systems for
Light Kuter Nuclear Power Reactors, 10 CFR Part 50.46, requires that an
anulieis of possibile failure modes of ECCS equipment and of their effects
on FCCS performince be perforrcd, This unalysis should du?onstrute thut
your LCCS and supporting subsystems meet the single faillure criterion.
We require that documentation of this anclysis be provided in sufficient
detuil to enable the staff to (11 verddy that she analysis deaonstrctes
thny the LCCS and supporting subsystens rel tic sinple fedludg Srdvers oy
as defined in VTEEE Std 270-1071, and (1) deteruing the aceeptabi 11ty sid
verify the inplencntetion of imy prososed desi n modilicuticn soquin,
& result of your snelysis. Therefore, we reauire that the follewing infcrs

1

mitien he sobritted to support the single fedlure snalysis of the

e

Cos  mnd

superting subsystens:

1. lovitify any noncenforcunce of tae Jusinh of the BCCS attuntion sisien

witii the single failure reguirenents of [ LLL Std 2T8-1071, [escrioe
pny chonzes prososst jor ract ity AR A v ol e nIR,

3. Flentify wny monconforsange of tho et et the onsite emerpency
po<eT system, @-c ano de¢, with fthe si0 v T.3dure vequirenients of
IEEE §td 279-1071. Describe any changes proposed for meeting these
requirements,

3, 1Identify all the clectrical equipment required for the ECCS and

supporting subsystems to enable performance o the ECCS safiety function.
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befine the qualification status (ability to withstand the design

basis seismic and environuental conditions) of this equiprent,

and the basis for such qualification, to provide reusonable

assurance that the equipuent will be capable of poerforwing its

safety function, Describe any preposed design modifications,
analyses, or test prograne for meeting the emvironmental and
gcismic qualification vennirencnis.

Tdentify all clestyical equipnent, both sufery and non-safoty,
that ray beeo e submorsed us a resujt of a LOCA, For all such

cquiprent that i net oualified far scrvice in such wu envincus

ment, provide an gnulyeis to deternine the following: (1) the

safoty sienificance of the failure of the cquipment (e.ge, Spurious

v

opevation, Yoss of finction, loss of uecident fpost-accident rondtoring,

etc.) @s a reault of flooding, (2) the eifects of Class IE clegtricid

power sourges serving this equipnent as & result of such fullures,

and (3) the proposad design chunges resulting from your wnu IVsig,
¥ . ¢ .

~

Your Tesnenss to §tenm o) should specifically address breaker and
4 ' ) ’

your design.
ldentify any singie eloctrically cperated fluid system copponent,

including manually-controlled elcetrically-operated valves, whose

failure could result in loss of capability of the LCCS to periorm its
safety function. Failure in both the "fail to function" sense and in

the “undesirable function” sense should be considered, and this should

i e

e
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8.

apply even thouzh the component may not be required to function

in a given safcty operational sequence.

With regard to the equipment identified in item (8), provide a
detailed deseription of any proposed design changes do?med necessary
by your analysis for meeting the single fellure criterion. Your
response should specifically address but should not be limited to
changes made to <ot the single fallure criterion Ly conforzence

to brunch Technicnl rosition LICER 18, "Application of the Single
Failure Criteric: to MNanuully-Contrelle. Lluctrically-Operated
Valves', of Anpoddix 7A of U6 Repulator, Standord Keview Plan.

This position estiblishes the aceoptibility of discennecting puor

to the ¢lectrien] conponcents of a fluid aystiem a8 onc means ©f Kevian;

the single failure eriterdon,

Idoentify any eloetrical interlocks betucen redundant portions of the
ECCS and swmzarting subsystens. Define the conscquence of fuilure o1
any interlock oo the eumebility of the 0TS to perform jts safety
function. leseribie any proposed desizn nmodificitions resulting

this review,

Provide the electrical and physical separation criteria for your
design of redumd mt sofety equipinent and functioms. Include the
features in your design that minimize the vulnerability of the ECCS

and supporting subsystuws 1o comuon fuilure uwoucs.
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In reference to the KNUS Corporation report (5069-P-01, Rev. C)
entitled "Big Rock Point Nuclear Power Plant LECCS and Associated
Systems Evaluation" dated February 23, 1976, the Tailure liode
and Lffects Anclysis (FilA) identificed 37 electrical sipgle
failures which result in unaccepteble ECCS or associuted systems
operating conditions., The inpact of these failures on the LCCS
and j18 associzt.’ rvatess toecuscd only on 10 explicit system
features which recuire design vodification due to unacciptable
single fuilures. Three of these 10 NUS design modification
recorciondaticns arc being ivpicucnied during the present plant
shutdown while the sessining 7 recormended rodificutions vy

or may not ke irnlemented depending on Plant Life Exenption Action.
In swimary, & of 37 ideatified electricul single fai Jures which

result in unseccrtable LCCS or associeted systens oporating conditicns
are being fuplesentod, Provide justification why the reasining 20
electrical sin_ic failures ddentificd in the INIA @hould not be
corrected aad the resuliing impaet on the risk analysis as o rosult
of not implenenting corrective actiom.

As shown in Figure 5 (Attachment 9), of your February 27, 1976 Report
on Evaluation of .\dequicy of ECCS, {he station battery system loads

include, but are not limited to, the plant annunciators, ECCS valves

MO-7051/MO-7061, ESS valve MO-7064, and the emergency diescl generator

e e
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13.

13.

end its associated breaker (1A-2B and 2A-ZB) contro; circuits.
ldentify any monconformance of the station battery system design

and any changes proposed for meeting the requirerents of GNC 17

and JEEE Std 308-1971 for the ECCS and its associated systens with
regard to sufficient capacity, capability and reliubility to supply
the required distribution system loads in the event of a LOCA. Dig=~
cuss vhethor the statien Huttery syvetem has been gized to wcconmodate
the added norn-so etv-related louds during emergency conditions and

if not, whether sutomatie disconmection of those non-safcty=relatcd
Touds waeh doroeting ot The waerlency can Hiion is provided.

Provide a description of the diesel generntor protection systen ani
any nemeonforince of this design with regard te providing pratectimn
JAINAt gruvions trips s the positien described in Appendix 7A of
tie hegulatesy Stundard Review Plam (E1CS8 17).

Provide 1 deserivtion of your design eriteria for thernal overlead

protectiva for :otors of uolor operated valves in the ECOS and el

¥

L

.
L

this to the Posizion (B10s3 27) found in Appondix 74 of the Regu
Standard Revics clan.

The risk analysis presented in Attachment 4 of the February 27, 1976

ECCS report failed to consider common node failures, lhen congidering

e o
et
.




the risk of failure to achieve ECCS performance within FAC
limits due to single failures, common rode and dependency con-
siderations must be considered. Modify your risk analysis

accordingly to include the effects of coinon mode failures.
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