
,P' pA REGU''. UNITED STATES 

REG NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

REGION II 
ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 

In .61 FORSYTH STREET, SW, SUITE 23T85 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-3415 - .  

September 21, 1998 

SUBJECT: ALLEGATIO..  
Dea. .  

This is in reference to our Apri-I 26, 1998. letter which indicated that we 
would initiate action to review your concerns related to voiding Engineering 
Service Requests woh no action taken. Your concerns relate to Carolina 
Power & Light (CP&L) Company's Harris Nuclear Plant (HNP). The NRC has 

--completed its followup in response to the concerns you brought to our 
attention on March 23, 1998. Enclosure 1 to this letter lists your concerns 
and describes how the NRC resolved the issues you raised. Enclosure 2 is a 
copy of the NRC Inspection Report 50-400/98-07 which documents our inspection 
findings in this matter.  

Thank you for informing us of your concerns. This concludes the staff's 
activities regarding the above issues. We feel that our actions in this 
matter have been responsive to those concerns. We take our safety 
responsibility to -the public very seriously and will continue to do so within 
the bounds of our lawful authority. Unless the NRC receives additional 
information that suggests that our conclusions should be altered we plan no 
further action on this matter. Should you have any additional questions, you 
can contact me at 1-800-577-8510 or 404-562-4560 or by maiT at P. 0. Box 845, 
Atlanta, Georgia 30301.  

Sincerely.  

John Zeil r Acting Chief 
Reactor Projects Branch 4 
Division of Reactor Projects 

Enclosures: 1. Allegation Evaluation Report 
2. NRC Inspection Report 

(50-400/98-07) 

Certified Mail No. Z 255 513 062 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
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DISCUSSION: 

This allegation was reviewed by inspecting each example case in turn. For 
each example, the inspectors reviewed the licensee's ESR documentation and 

identified the circumstances associated with both the initiation and rejection 

of the subject ESR, and.sought to identify any issues associated with the ESR 

that had regulatory, safety. or operational significance. The findings are 
discussed below for each ESR.

ALLEGATION • .h.  

HARRIS NUCLEAR PLANT 

DOCKET NO. 50-400 

CONCERN: 

"When other processes such as Engineering Service Requests (ESRsa re 
utilizad, the required review for operability and reportabili-ts not 

completed. It wasmy unpopular opinion that the emphasis on avoiding the CR 

process allowed significant issues to [be] given a low priority or even 
canceled. A f examples of m concern are listed below.  
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CONCLUSION: 

Based on the information provided, this allegation was not substantiated in 
that: 

0 The cited examples do not represent instances in which significant 
issues were given a low priority or canceled.  

* The cited ESRs were all rejected for valid reasons.


