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Corréspondence Response Sheet

Date: April 5, 2001

To: Chairman Meserve Concur subject to the attached edits.
Commissioner Dicus
Commissioner Diaz— M\/\RLNJS
Commissioner McGaffigan Nil$ J. DiaZ Q 04/ /01
Commissioner Merrifield '

From: Anneftte Vietti-Cook, Secretary

Subject: Letter to James Riccic, Public Citizen_’é Critical Mass
Energy & Environmental Program, concerns Indian Point 2
and NRC’s conclusions in an inspection report pertaining
to the Reactor Protection System

AC‘TION: Please comment/concur and respond to the Offlce of the
Secretary by:

Time: 3:30 p.m.

Day: Friday

Date: April 13, 2001

Comment:

Contact: Patrick Milano, EDO/NRR
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mspectxon mmatlves to assess the readiness of plant systems and equipment. We devoted a
l&-N o (BEOMHEES
signifi icant-efferi-ie-assess the issues which emerged dunng these reviews and plant restoration
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T e ZZzactivifiesr Numerous::ssues art se wrth respect to-'the plant design-control process:and vendor

interface affecting such functions as residual heat removal system ﬂow, containment pressure - °
- control, diesel generator starting sequence, and battery cépacity. :
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As-vwﬂa—a%#ei—ﬂneseqssues-aﬁd-eonslsfeﬂt-mﬂa:eer-preeess, éﬁr rewew of-p;oblecos ‘
issoe CoNSIE e carkia B
-Feperted-on the RPS'involved the sampling of issues or conditions whichyin-the judgment.of

ym&-
ed-ﬁne—abmtyaoﬁequmeﬂt-to-peﬂommd.safewnesens
NRC has unfettered access to plant activities, reports and records. During the period before’
plant restart, in the normal screening of condition reports generated by Con Edlson s corrective
action process, our resxdent inspectors became aware of wiring and drawing discrepancies i in
the RPS. The resident inspectors selected for examination condition reports on cable
separation problems which potentially affected syste;h operability. The resident inspectors
obtain.ed help from a specialist in the region ‘We believe our inspecﬁoh and assessment of
these |ssues provided reasonable assurance that the di screpancxes reported were not ofa
nature that would prevent this system from performmg its xntended safety functlon We beheve,
contrary to your statements regarding “lack of a questioning attitude” by NRC staff, that our

mspeetors were appropriately thorough.

Our inspections and review of RPS issues continued past restart and the end of the
inspection period covered in the Jan_uary 30, 2001, inspection report. We are still inspecting
RPS issues, examining, among other things, informatioh contained in other condition reports

some of_Which you described in your meeting with me. While we continue to identify issues
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similar to those prevrousty raised, we have found none that would render the system inoperabie.
I g Ssdity (-ro peliorm ks pndencad sank Zhy FoRckion
Conﬁdence abeat—epefee#réy of the RPS4s enhanced by the frequent testing conducted by Con

e, aera

Ed” Son fé!i_ow:ng detaﬂed requ:rements in the techmcat specn'iwtzone.v If at any time Eon Edison™
i

or the NRC were to determine there.was a significant problem associated with the RPS, Con' /

, Edison woulid be required to take action in accordance with the condition of their license, up to /
.. . and-including piant shutdown for problems affecting operability.’ Results of ihspeotx'on's J‘

. conducted from the beginning of the year are being documented in inspection repots.
| $20d doserued o 2 ,cmgtt,% lo=2ls oy
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The NRC has been concemed about the general area of design control and engmeenng

support at the P2 plant, of which the RPS issues are a subset, for the past severa! years..

Along with other pen‘ormanoe issues, lt was a cons:deranon in des:gnatlng tP2 as an “agency
focus™ facmty warranting heightened oversight in May 2000. As desonbed most recently by the
NRC at the March. 2, 2001, pubtic exit for the 95003 eupplemental inspection, we heve
continued to identify weaknesses in this area. As we said at the exit meeting, we expect Con
Edison to reassess their improvement efforts. related to design control and inform us of changes
they plen to make to ad__olress ideotiﬁed' Esues. This area will be e_topic of discussion ata

public meeting with the NRC staff following Con Edison’s recsipt of the 95003 inspection report.

We have taken numerous steps to keep the public accurately informed of our
" inspections, assessments, and findings at the IP2 plant As you know, we instituted a special
website and have held numerous public meetings over the past year. We befieve, in all of this,

-that our communications on IP2 matters have been extensive and accurate.
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Your letter also expressed concem that the RPS—pFeéiems call into question the

I

adequacy of Con Edison’s response to our letter requestin‘g, under 10 CFR 50.54(f),

'.:: - tj.:f-_,_::f:;j_ggcrm_gﬁqqpn;dejsi_gn basis docume'ntatioh'._._ In a December 4, 2000, Petition _thét you, _amonQ '
| - -others, submitted under 10 CFR 2.206, you raised similar concems. vWe are reviewing your
- Petition and expect to respond in detail to this itern of your Petition by July 2001.
| I understand that you have informed the NRC’s Office of the Inspector General and
| Congressional oversight committees of your obncems %erefefe : /Acopy of this respoﬁse, _
along with your March 5, 2001, letter, will be forwarded to these parties. If you have any further

questions please contact me.

' Sincerely, '

Richai'd A. Meserve



