
UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545 

March 17, 1971 

R. C. DeYoung, Assistant Director for Pressurized Water Reactors, DL 
THRU: Charles G. Long, Chief, PWR Project Branch No. 2, DRL 

FIRST MEETING WITH WISCONSIN PUBLIC SERVICE CORPORATION ON KEWAUNEE NUCLEAR 
POWER PLANT (DOCKET NO. 50-305) 

Summary 

The first meeting with WPS regarding the application for an operating 
license for the Kewaunee Nuclear Power Plant.was held at Bethesda, 
Maryland on March 16, 1971. A.list of attendees is enclosed.  

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the planned schedule for the 
review and to highlight those areas where there may be particular concern 
during the review process. The applicant feels that we are pushing the 
review process right up to the very end of the construction (the CP 
expires in March 1972), but the dates are acceptable to him.  

The date for the first broad.technical meeting was set for May 4, 1971.  
Meanwhile, by about the end of.March, we hope.to be able to arrange a 
meeting specifically to address the containment design and analyses, to 
include auxiliary building performance. This is.to be a joint meeting 
involving WPS and Northern States Power (Prairie Island) with the AE, 
Pioneer Services. Since the plants are very similar and were designed 
by the same AE, a joint meeting is.appropriate.  

A site visit is ,planned for late April, 1971, and is agreeable to the.  
applicant.  

Discussion 

1. Review Schedule 

We advised the applicant of the approved review schedule, which calls 
for the first technical meeting on May 4, 1971, and the first question 
list to the applicant on May 28, 1971, leading to an ACRS meeting in 
February 1972. Without delays, this schedule would allow fuel loading 
in March 1972, which would meet the applicant's .schedule.
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Mr. Straub expressed some concernthat we are pushing the schedule 
to the very end,.but that it would fit provided there are no delays.  
The applicant apparently has little or no feel for whether or not 
a hearing will be required.  

We told the applicant that a considerable portion of the schedule 
allowed for response.time by the applicant to our questions and 
that this is one area where the schedule could be improved. In 
this connection, Mr. Straub asked.that we advise WPS as soon as 
possible of any particular areas of concern so that they can get.an 
early start at preparing a reply.  

2. General Design Criteria 

The applicant is aware of the newly published General Design Criteria.  
We indicated our intent to review the FSAR against .these.new criteria, 
which may require some additional information, but.that our intent 
now is not to try to.backfit to meet these criteria.  

3. Proprietary Topical Reports 

We pointed out to the applicant the problems or potential problems 
we have with the proprietary topical reports.referenced in the FSAR.  
We told him of our desire to either have the information in the FSAR 
self-sufficient or to have nonproprietary versions of the topicals.  
We further indicated that this is not.a problem.peculiar to Kewaunee, 
but that it is generic to the four OL applications now pending in.this 
branch which use Westinghouse nuclear systems.  

4. Quality Assurance Plan 

We told the applicant that we would have to have a QA plan for plant 
operation. WPS is aware that the QA program now appearing in.the 
FSAR really is aimed only at the plant construction phase. However, 
a QA plan for plant.operation is now in preparation and an amendment 
will be filed on this when it.is complete.  

5. Foreign Fabrication 

This was mentioned as one area of specific concern.for the review.  
Apparently, neither the applicant nor his AE are aware of any foreign 
materials or components to be used.in the plant.
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6. Internally Pressurized Fuel Rods 

We stated that.we would be examining the data on the pressurized fuel 
rods, just as we are doing on other plants.using this type fuel.  

7. Use of In-Core.vs. Ex-Core Instrumentation 

This was mentioned as an area of some concern. Mr. Ebens stated 
that their instrumentation design was backed up by data presented 
in WCAP-7542.  

8. Relief and Safety Valves 

We mentioned the current.concern regarding the possibility of 
sensitized components in relief and safety valves and indicated 
that formal questions probably would be raised in this area.  

9. Dynamic Loads 

We pointed out the-recent problems at Millstone with dynamic loads 
and indicated that we would be addressing this area specifically 
during the review.  

10. Coolant Pump Flywheels 

This was mentioned as an area of specific concern particularly in 
regard to in-service inspection.  

11. Containment Design and Performance 

This subjectwas discussed only briefly to lay the groundwork for 
the forthcoming meeting. Our interest here, basically, is to 
assure a thorough review of the containment concept. It.involves 
the design and construction of the structures, the .mechanical design 
as it is affected by the interaction of the structures, and the 
design of.the overall system to assure integrity of the containment.  

12. Seismic Instrumentation 

This area was mentioned as.a candidate for special review emphasis.  
The current design provides one seismic recorder-mounted on the base 
slab. This will have to be examined in light of.the new safety 
guide and a determination made as to what seismic instrumentation 
really is required.
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13. Post-LOCA Hydrogen Control 

The present plan of the applicant is to rely on purge for control 
of potential hydrogen build-up following a LOCA. This will have 
to be checked against the guide for hydrogen control and a 
determination made as to what is required.  

14. Shield and Auxiliary Building Vent Systems 

These were mentioned as areas of special review emphasis. The performance 
of the vent and filter system are directly involved with the containment 
concept. A determination will have to be made regarding mixing and 
recirculation within the shield building annulus. Special tests of 
mixing probably.will be required.  

15. Spent Fuel Pool Protection 

No special precautions have been taken to provide protection to the 
spent fuel pool from the effects of tornado driven missiles or 
possible turbine produced missiles. This subject will be addressed 
specifically during the review. Also, no provisions have been made 
to date to provide control of possible gaseous release from the 
spent fuel pool.  

16. Provisions for Emergency Cooling 

We advised the applicant that this would be an area .for emphasis during 
the review. The design now provides only a single coolant intake line 
with an alternate coolant intake structure.  

17. "Low-as-Practicable" -Releases 

We informed the applicant that we would be emphasizing the review 
of his intent to meet the low-as-practicable.criterion for radwaste 
release. He expressed some concern that we would require continuous 
use of both the evaporator and the demineralizer in the steam generator 
blowdown chain. These had been provided as alternate means for cleaning 
up the blowdown and are not intended to be used in series.  

18. Staffing and Technical Competence 

We advised the applicant of our special concern for his staffing 
capabilities, particularly in light of the information recently received 
that 5 of 6 people taking the course at Waltz Mill and Saxton had 
failed their exam. We further pointed out that we are concerned with
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the technical staff and management capabilities as well as with the 
operating crews. The applicant stated that.he has been aware of 
possible problems with the personnel taking the-course and had 
instituted a hiring program to obtain ex-Navy personnel who are 
nuclear trained. He now has a number (unspecified) of these people 
on board. Further, he is taking steps to recycle several of the 
employees who recently failed the exam. In connection with this.  
matter, the applicant advised us that he has revised his staffing 
plan and that the data now shown in Section 12 of the FSAR are not 
correct. He is revising this section and will submit an amendment.  
Meanwhile, the staffing as shown in the Tech Specs is correct.  

19. Industrial Security 

We advised the applicant that there would be a requirement for him 
to submit a complete Industrial Security plan. .We further explained 
how we would handle the plan internally and pointed out that one 
of the major problems he will have will be :to identify the threat 
he should be guarding against. The applicant gave no indication 
that he has done any work to date on.an Industrial Security plan.  

20. Technical Specifications 

Our intention is to review the Tech.Specs concurrently with the review 
of the FSAR and we so informed the applicant. However, there probably 
will be a need for a special meeting, or meetings, .to .discuss the 
Tech Specs. Our intent is to get Tech Spec questions settled before 
the last minute, if possible.  

21. Environmental Report.  

We advised the applicant that the Environmental Report probably will 
be handled by DREP, although we are not sure-yet what the timing will 
be or what the procedure really will be.  

22. Vibration Monitoring 

We informed the applicant that we would require special attention 
to vibration monitoring during hot functional tests and that we 
would require someprovision for monitoring for loose parts.  

Lawrence P. Crocker 
PWR Project Branch No. 2 
Division of Reactor Licensing 

Enclosure: 
List of Attendees
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DISTRIBUTION: 

Docket File 
DRL Reading 
PWR-2 -Reading 
P. A. Morris 
F. Schroeder 
T. R. Wilson 
R. S. Boyd 
D. Skovholt 
E. G. Case, DRS 
R. R. Maccary 
Compliance (2) 
DRL & DRS Branch Chiefs 
LP Crocker 
F. W. Karas 
R. W. Klecker 
A. Kenneke 

L. Kintner 
H. Schierling
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LIST OF ATTENDEES 

Wisconsin Public Service Corp.

R. C. Straub 
C. W. Giesler 

PS&E 

H. Hollingshaus 
D. E. Sahun 
K. Stratton

Westinghouse 

A. Ebens 

Southern Nuclear Engineering

E. R. Gasser 

AEC/DRL 

C. G. Long 
L. P. Crocker 
A. Kenneke. * 

* Part Time


