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The attached two pages were apparently transmitted by fax to Nine Mile Point personnel 

D. Wolniak and S. Leonard on March 2, 1999, by the former NRC project manager, Darl Hood.  
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does not convey a formal request for information or an official NRC staff position.  
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Nine Mile Unit 1 CONTROL ROOM HABITABILITY Assessment 

I have reviewed the December 18, 1998 submittal which proposed to delete the licensee 
condition associated with reliance upon KI tablets for control room habitability. As a result of 
this review, the staff has determined that the submittal is deficient in the following manner.  

1. The analyses presented do not address the impact of Unit 2 and the Fitzpatrick 
operation on control room habitability.  

2. It appears from the analysis presented that the licensee limits their evaluation to 
the conseauences associated with a LOCA. Other accidents, including a 
SBLOCA, shouicd have been assess-bd to determine whether they might be more 
limiting.  

3. The licensees provided an insufficient amount of information in their dose 
assessment to allow the staff to perform an adequate review.  

4. It is not clear as to whether the licensee incorporated MSIV leakage into their 
analysis. Exclusion of this pathway would be inappropriate. If it is included it 
appears to be a value of 1 scfh per valve. It is unclear as to whether this degree 
of integrity has ever been achieved.  

5. The licensee had identified numerous discrepancies in the project team 
assessment. The licensee has never informed the staff of these discrepancies 
and the modifications which the licencee performed to address them.


