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PEACH BOTTOM

This memorandum summarizes the results of a telephone call with -
Mr. V. S. Boyer on October 16, 1964 and of subsequent meetings at
Bethesde. on October 22 and Oeto'be: 2S.

(1)

(2)

Ve indicated that we believed the logic used in conrecting the
signals from the detectors which sense bigh radiation level in
the contsinment to the contaimnment isolation system to be
inadequate. This logic is presently erranged suck that each
of two channels of radistion monitoring kas to work properly
in order to effect contaimment isolation (i.e. 2 of 2 logic).
We also indicated that the proposed testing schedule of once

a year for the containment isolation system appears inadequate.

It is now our understanaing tha.t Philadelphia- Electric ‘plans

to ‘add .8 second radiation monitoring channel in the waste gas
stack such that they will have 2 of -3 logic to'initiate ‘con-.
taimment isolation in the event of a high radiation :condition.

The testing schedule will be modified to include radiastion

monitoring equipment tests monthly and contaimment isolation:

equipment test quarterly. - Tuey have also modified the monitoring.

equipment to include alarms which indicate abnormal sample gas
flow, loss of instrument power, or loss of background signal.
¥e have reviewed the proposed chanfes, including detailed

.c’.l-cuitry, and are-satisfied that they.represent a signiﬁcant

and acceptable improvement to this system. i ":

‘Some potential aeficiencies in the reactor safety system 'were
-identified wherein.s single component’ failuré could render

this - systemrinoperable. It was egreed that Mr. V.: A. Moore :
of the Safety Standard Branchwould-discuss.these deficiencies
with General Atomicswin'strumentation personnel in order to
resolve them in an expeditious manner.. Mr. Moore has kept

p d us: informed . of the status of his negotistions with General .
: Atomics and we are satisfied that proper action is ‘being: taken
to eliminate any deﬁciencies which have 'been identiﬁed.
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(3) we informed Mr. Boyer that ve are interested in their submitting
results of the anslysis concerning the miltiple rupture of steam
generator tubes even ‘though we had not previously requested
this information. Mr. Boyer indicated that we would have to
discuss this matter with General Atomics before he could agree
to presenting the information without a formal request. General
Atomics may not wish to present this information without a
formal request since they consider the simultaneous fallure
of more than one steem generator tube an ineredible occurrence.

{4) ve indicated that we dld not belleve that the plent surveillance
progran for control rods was adequate. In particular, we félt
that a complete hot cell investigation of & control rod was
needed before the presently planned examinstion at the end of
the first core 1ife. Mr. Boyer has informed us that they will
expand the surveillance progrem to include & hot cell examination
st the end of one equivalent operating year (approximately 3/3
of core burnup). We beélieve that the addition of & complete
hot cell test after one equivalent year!s operating history to
the control rod surveillance program makes this progrem adequate.

Philadelphia Electric has stated that they will formelly resolve the
above items by amending their present application. They Intend to
submit this amendment spproximately one week prior to the scheduled
November ACRS meeting so that we may inform the Committee of the resolu-
tion of ‘these items which appea.r as reservations in our present reporb.

At the meeting of October 29, ve requested an explanation of the release
model used in establishing the escape of fission products to the contaimment
following an eccident. Both Mr. Boyer and Mr. H. Friend of Bechtel stated
that‘they did not understand this model and the justification for it well
enough to feel confident explainins it to us. They stated that all of
the work concerning this model was done at General Atomics and that their
organizations accepted 4t as being reasonable and accurate. They also
polinted out that General Atomics had written those portions of the FHSR
associated with & description of this model. Phone calls made during
the meeting to Cenéral Atomics convinced us that the people applying
the model (in the form of & tcomputer code) for hazerds evaluation were
not the people responsible for developing it. Both Mr. Boyer and
Mr. Friend offered to assist in. ‘contacting the proper people at General
Atomies who could explain the details of the model to us. We indicated
that in view of the apparent complexities associatéd with this release

.  model we would prefer to review avallsble information in some detail before

¢  @discussing this matter directly with General Atomics,
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