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From: John Grobe ,
To: John Craig
Date: .1 1/6/01 8:48AM
Subject: Re: Walls

John,

Attached is a response to your inquiry that has been reviewed by Geoff Grant and me (the two MC0350
Panel Chairpersons). There are no open issues regarding the fan room walls at Cook.

Ross stopped by yesterday to discuss another issue that he has raised at Dresden and we also discussed
Cook. He indicated that his only concern regarding the Cook fan room walls is that the letter we sent
closing the issue (apparently it's a letter documenting meeting minutes issued by NRR) did not contain
any specific numerical information that Ross could evaluate to determine if he understands our basis for
accepting the licensees presentation. I am not familiar with the meeting or minutes, so I cannot provide
any insight. We have referenced that specific meeting in our response. John Stang could probably get
you a copy of the minutes if you need them, or you may already have them, as you indicated that you had
already reviewed certain relevant documents.

If there is anything further that I can do, please contact me.

Thanks.

Jack

>>> John Craig 10/31/01 10:02AM >>>
Jack,
We've working to close our actions on the DPV/DPO/e mail related to Ross' issues with the CEO fan room
walls at Cook. We need some additional information to prepare a letter for the EDO to sign.

I've taken a look at the various documents related to this issue. As I understand what took place [not to
minimize the effort but to try to keep this e mail short], the initial issue was a question about compliance
with design basis requirements. The 0350 Panel, the DPV and DPO process focused on an "operability"
determination and not compliance with design basis requirements.

Is this your perspective?

So there seems to be an open question about compliance with design requirements.

Is this your perspective? If not, is there a specific document we can point to?

If there is an open question, how would it be addressed?
Inspection? NRR review? Who has the lead to drive it and make it happen?

I appreciate your taking the time to think about this and give us some info.
Thanks in advance and you don't need to return my call this was it.

I'll be out of the office for a couple of days but Isabelle will be working it for us.
John

CC: Anton Vegel; Geoffrey Grant; Isabelle Schoenfeld; John Stang
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The D.C. Cook containment wall structural issues were evaluated prior to restart of the units..
The technical issues were tracked via each respective Unit's MC 0350 Restart Action Matrix, for
which NRR had the technical lead. NRR performed a technical review of the containment wall
issues for both units and documented the results of the review in memoranda to the MC 0350
Panel. The Panel accepted NRR's recommendation and closed the issues. The focus of the
MC 0350 panel was to ensure that the containment walls were operable prior to the restart of
the Units.

Following the restart of D.C. Cook Units 1 and 2, the MC 0350 panel continued to monitor
licensee activities including the resolution of the containment structural issues. Public meetings
were held with the licensee to discuss the status of licensee efforts on February 15, 2001, and
on June 11,2001. In addition, in letters dated October 15,2000, and May 9, 2001, the licensee
communicated to the NRC the status of corrective actions related to demonstrating that Unit 1
and 2 containment structures could meet their design basis requirements. During the June 11,
2001, public meeting at headquarters, between the licensee and the NRR management and
staff, the licensee stated that D.C. Cook containment structures were in compliance with the
design basis. The licensee based this conclusion on extensive transient mass distribution
(TMD) calculations and structural analysis. The methods used by the licensee to come to their
conclusion, were consistent with licensed codes and methods, therefore no licensing basis
changes were needed. In addition, the licensee determined that no modifications were
warranted since all design basis requirements were met. The only actions remaining involve the
validation during the next refueling outage of Unit 2 containment parameters that were utilized in
the TMD and structural calculations.

The NRR technical staff which was involved with evaluating the licensees approach for
addressing the containment structural issues, and those who attended the June 11, 2001, public
meeting, expressed satisfaction with the licensee's approach , assumptions, and conclusions.
Consequently, there is not an open question regarding compliance of D.C. Cook containment
structures with design basis requirements.


