DEC 2 1 W77
Robert M. Lazo, Esq., Chairman Dr. Richard F. Cele
- Atomic Safety and Licensing o Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr, Walter H. Jordan
881 Wesat Quter Drive
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830

In the Matter of
Northern States Power Company
MONTICELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT, Unit No. 1
Docket No. 50-263

Gentlemen:

Enclosed for your information is a copy of a letter from Mr. Robert Pollard
to the Honorable Griffin Bell, dated October 13, 1977, which raises two specific
technical issues. The NRC Staff is furnishing this letter to all hearing boards.

The first issue deals with the adequacy of the off-site electrical power system
reliability for the Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 and St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 nuclear
power facilities. Although this issue raised by Mr. Pollard is not directly re-
levant to this proceeding, the generic aspects of the issue of off-site electrical
power have been discussed in Staff reports issued in November and December
1976 (copies enclosed). */ Information related to this particular issue is con-
tained in issues 9, 10, and 24 of these documents, and in Section 3.6.3 of the SER
for the issuance of the provisional operating license (POL) (Exh. 3 in this pro-
ceeding) . The Staff is of the opinion that its analyses of these generic issues are
not changed by the allegations contained in Mr. Pollard's letter and these allega-
tions should not affect the conversion of Moaticelle's POL.

*/ These documents are NUREG-0138, "Staff Discussion of Fifteen Technical
-Issues Listed in Attachment to November 3, 1976 Memcrandum from Director,
NRR to NRR Staff," and NUREG-0153, "Staff Discussion of Twelve Additional
Technical Issues Raised by Responses to November 3, 1976 Memorandum from
Director, NRR to NRR Staff."
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The second technical issue raised in Mr. Pollard's letter deals with an
occurrence at the Zion facility of the Commonwealth Edison Company in July
1977 and the related question of the adequacy of separation criteria for reactor
protection and control systems. Mr. Pollard included copies of several NRC
documents on this issue, but specifically discusses in his letter only the
August 18, 1977 memorandum from Dr. Hanauer, Technical Advisor to the
Executive Director for Operations, to Mr. Case, Acting Director, Office of
Nuclear Reaction Regulation. As discussed in the memorandum dated
September 23, 1977 from Mr. Case to Dr. Hanauer, it is the Staff's view that

the existing NRC regulations and related licensing criteria for the design,
testing and operation of protection and control systems are adequate to assure
continued safe operation of operating reactors and that there is no immediate
need to modify our current criteria. As that memorandum notes, the issue of
separation of control and protection systems is a longstanding one which has had
considerable discussion within the nuclear industry over the years. Subseq-
uently, Dr. Hanauer wrote to Mr. Case on Scptember 28, 1977 and indicated that
the NRC actions with regard to these matters which were described in an attach-
ment to Mr. Case's September 23, 1977 memo ". . . are appropriate as to scope
and timing." Dr. Hanauer also wrote to Mr. Pollard on September 23, 1977, A
copy of this material as well as some additional material is contained in the
attachment to Mr. Pollard's letter to Mr. Bell.

The Staff is continuing to evaluate systems interactions, including those

between protection and control systems, in conjunction with the Staff's

technical activities program. The Staff is presently in the process of develop-

ing a task action plan to deal with this issue. However, as indicated in Mr. Case's
response of September 23, 1977 to Dr. Hanauer, the Staff believes that existing
licensing criteria for protection and control systems assure adequate protection
against undesirable systems interaction, and that protection and control systems
designed to meet these criteria assure the continued safe operation of operating
facilities. For the foregoing reasons, the Staff does not believe that this matter
should affect the conversion of the Monticello POL.

Sincerely,

Stephen H. Lewis
Counsel for NRC Staff

cc: See page 3



cc w/enclosure
Edward Luton, Esq.
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s UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS

The Honorable Griffin Bell October 13, 1977

Attorney General of the United States
Nepartment of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Mr,. Bell:

The Department of Justice recently released a memorandum concerning 1ts
1nV°st1gatlon of the federal licensing process in the case of the North. -~
Annaz nuclear power plants under construction in 'Virginia. The decision .
that Virginia Electric Power Company could not be successfully prosecuted
was based largely on the conduct of the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC).

It is our belief that AEC actions with respect to North Anna were part

of a more widespread pattern of misconduct and that such abuses continue
today under the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). Ve recommend that
you extend your investigation to include AEC and NRC conduct in licensing
other plants now operating and under constructioa,

In a memorandum dated May 11, 1977, Mr. Bradford F. Vhitman of your depart-
ment indicated that the actions of the Commission in the North Amna case
" ..in their best 1ight can ba characterized as ill-considered and inept,
and poxhapq more realistically, as demonstrating a pervasive bias against
the public scrutiny which a pr oJect of this importance deserves and is
entitled to under federal lav'". Mr. Peter Taft, also of your office,
reachied a similar conclusion in his memorandum of November 14, 1975:

" ..I find the AEC supervision in an area affecting potentially millions
of lives as bordering on criminal negligence'. These conclusions might
equally well apply to other actions taken by the AEC and NRC, We have in-
cluded for your perusal two other instances where it appears the agency
acted to supgress information concerning safety hazards at nuclear power
plants.,

The first example concerns AEC actions with respact to nuclear plants in
Florida. 1In 1973 and 1974, the Turkey Point nuclear plants experienced a
loss of off-site electric power as a result of a number of system dis-
turbances on the Florida power grid. (Although reactors are equipped with
ergency generating equipment, off-site electrical power is the preferred
source of energy to operate a nuclear plant's safety systems following an
dCCldent AEC/NRC regulations specify that a reliable off-site power systen
is necessary to adequately protect the public. ) 1Initial AEC investigations
determined that the instability in the power network may have been experienced
further north and could very well involve the St. Lucie site, where other
nuclear plants were being built. The AEC staff and Dr. Robert Uhrig, Vice
Prosident of Florida Power and Light Company were concerned that the inves-
tigation could affect the upcoming contested hearings on the St. Lucie plants.

1203 Massachusetts Avenuz & Cambridze, Massachusetts 02133 @ Telephone (617) 547-5352
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The AEC staff therefore sought to restrict the investigation to the

Turkey Point plants. They appear to have been successful because the St. Lucie

safety evaluation report made public in November, 1974, made no mertion

- of the grid stability problems. On May 12, 1977, the St. Lucie Unit I

plant experienced a loss of off-site power caused by a grid distrubance,

The second example involves recent actioms of the MRC staff. An incident
which occurred at the Zion nuclecar plant near Chicago on July 12, 1977,
provided the latest evidence of a design defect in Westinghouse-designed
nuclear power plants. Plant personnel disabled a control system which
resulted in water being drained from the reactor cooling system. The

same action also disabled all the automatic protection systems capeble

of detecting this loss of water. If the rate of water loss had been

higher or the operator reaction time slower, an accident of serious diman-
sions could have resulted...This .event prompted. Dr. Stephen Hanauer, techni-
cal advisor to the Executive Director of Operétions, to write a memorandum
expressing his belief that Westinghouse-designed plants are unsafe. Although
Dr. Hanauer apparently held this belief for years, it seems that these views
were not expressed to licensing hoards or the public before I obtained a

copy of Dr. Hanauer's internal memorandum. Even though the public is now
informed, the enclosed documents suggest that NRC plans no substantive action
to eliminace this safety hezard in the near future.

The foregoing are but two examples of a multitude of instances where the
agency's conduct appears to be contrary to the public interest. We therefore
recommend that the Department of Justice conduct a wide-ranging investization
to identify and correct deficiencies in the NRC's licensing process. Qver
the last several years the Union of Concerned Scientists has conducted exten-
sive investigations of AEC/NRC actioms. 1 resigned my position with the WRC
because I cculd no longer participate in an agency that is so effective in
evading its scle responsibility - to protect the health and safety of the
public. Since my resignation I have worked with UCS in efforts to correct
deficiencies in the curract licensing process. Ve are able and willing to
assist your department in the investigation we recommend,

Siﬁcerely,

Robert D. Pollard

Fuclosures:
1) Documents relating to St. Lucie.
2) Documents relating to Zion.
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ELECTRICAL GRID STABILITY IN STATE OF FLORIDA -

I understand that Mr. Muntzing has Tequested the staff to investigate
electrical grid problems that have been experienced by Florida Power

. and Light Company (FPEL), including those affecting Turkey Point 3 and
4. The EISCS Branch will be conducting the investigation under the [
direction of Vic Stello and hes made initial contacts with FPEL. It : .

is not c¢ledr as to thns extent OF thgﬂagggg@i}ity;however,thare is

o —

reason to believe that it may have been experionced furthar north. The —
investigation could very a1l involve the St. Lucie site. This concerns g
us as our St. Lucie 1 (OL) and St. Lucie 2 (CP) reviews arc nearing
completion and we have a contested LWA-1 and LWA-2 hearing scheduled
to begin on October 15, 1974. O0GC suggests and we concur that if the
St. Lucie site bscomes jnvolved, the St. Lucie 2 intervenor should be
notified of subsequent meetings and that the establishment of the ongoing
investigation should be notsd in the St. Lucie 1/2 SERs. ;ﬁg_youldkliké } O
to Turkey Point 3 and 4 if at 21l possible. el

to restrict the investigation

—
Dr. Robert Unhrig, Vice President of FPEL, has expressed concern as to the —
scope and direction of the investigation as he 1is also concerned with the =
St. Lucic hearing. He noted that even though only FPGL will be involved ) '
initially, other Florida utilities could become involved and possibly

other regions. The Florida Power Corporation is of particular intersst m
due to its interties with FPEL and Georgia Power. An interface with the B
Federal Power Commission interests could also evolve. Dr. Uhrig suggested v
that there are published reports which discuss the FP&L grid stability g
and that perhaps the staff might wish to become familiar with this -

information before meeting with FPG&L.




» A. Giambusso -2 - AUG 14 1974

Based on the above, I would like to suggest the following two steps:

1. That Mr. Muntzing be macde aware _of our concern with regard

tq_;he Sngde1e hearlna and of our_¢ desire to_ TLStrlCt the

TEISCS 1nvest10at10n to Turqu Point 3 and 4.
e

2. That the EIS&CS Branch review the available information with
Tegard to FPEL grid instability before meeting with FP&L.

LQ&J@ (o

Olan D. Parr, Chief

Light Water Reactors
Project Branch 1-3

Directorate of Licensing

cc: E. G. Case

' R. S. Boyd
F. Schroeder
V. Stello

V. Moaore
K. Goller
T. Ippolite
C. Miller e
P. Seiffert
—
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i 8.0 ELICTRIC PG

¢

! 8.1 Ganeral !
| .

TZa Cocmlssien'a Cenaral Desizn Critarfa 17 and 18, Ragulatory
Culdes 1.5, 1.9, 1.32 and IERZ Stencards fncludlng TEZE Std 303-1970,

"Criteria for Nuclear Power Genarating Statfons," vere utilizad for

enivatiny tke acceptabllity of the olectric pc72r s7ates.

! 8,2 Cifslte Povar Svprem

St. Lucfe Unit 1 comnects into tha existing Florida Porer and

Light Compamy 240 ky 571d at tha St, Lucis Switeming Station which 1s

located five niles from the plant. Three parallel 240 LV circuita

ccrzect the suitching statfon to the station cwlzch}ard. dny two
! of the threa 240 kV circuits are 2dequate to trans=mlt the tota
cutput of approxicataly 1600 Mie frem St. Lucte Unit 1 and tha
PToposad S, Lucle bnit 2. The swltchyard will be cormom to ;
St. Lucle Unit 1 and Tair 2.

The applicant sZzates that the three single 240 kv 1lines from the

plaat to ths far side of Indian River were designed to withstand
hurrlczne winds of 150 cph. Spahing between the transaicaion
tovers is cuch that the failure or collapse of one structure
- cancot affoct any other line, The plant swltchyard w111 ba
protected frea flooding during tha Prodable Haxirum Hurricana,
Protective relaying 1s provtded for the switchynard and the
transaisaion lines.v The results of the g7otem stabllity aanalysis

dezonstrate that the loss of St. Lucie Uait 1 or the largest generating




8.3

8.3.1

it ca the systea dncluding St. Lucle Uait 1 will not negate tha
ebility to provide offsita power to the Unlt 1 Eagineerad Safety
Fentufea (2S2) loada.

Tuo circults coanect the plant a~c distriburlon gystea to tha
staticn switchyard through separate siart-up transforcecs. The
start-up transfor=ers tracsforn the 250 kV to 4.16 kV to feed th:.
4.16 kV ES? systzm. Each transformer is rated to provide one-half
thz plaat start-up loads which wall exrceeds the safe shutdewn and
aceideat requirezents. For norzal plaat operation power is taken
frox the statioﬁ generator through auxiliary ttqnsformero. On unit
trlp the statioa leads afa autozatically transferred to the start-up
treasformers for power feed fron the ofisite source.

The systea desigu providas the capability for testing the oifsite
pozer system cozponents lncluding the transfer of powar batween the

puclozr power uaits, the offsite power systen and tho onsite power
P 7

W2 ceacludz that the éffsite powar systexn dasign, with tha
satisfoctory lcple=entation of the physical separation requirenants
batwzen the coatrol clrcuits for the switchyard breakers discusszd
{a Sectiocn 7.9, satisfy the rejgulrezents of AZC Genezal Deslgn Criterion

17 g=d 18 and Regulatory Guide 1.32 and is acceptable.

Onsit

W

Pgwar Sysrtem

A-C Power Systen

The a-c enm=rgeacy onsltes power systea for St. Lucie toit 1 i3

. e e e
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FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT CO fPANY

AT I KT SR RS R 630"
June 16, 1977
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Mr. Norman C. Moseley, Director, Region II
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

230 Peachtree Street, N. W., Suite 1217
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Dear Mr. loseley:
REPORTABLE OCCURRENCE 335-77-26

ST. LUCIE UNIT 1
DATE OFf OCCURRENCE: MAY 16, 1977

OFF-SITE POWER

The attachsl Licensz2e Event Report is being submitted in
accordance with Technical Specification 6.9 to provide 30 day
notification of the subject occurrence.

Very truly yours,

[t g o

A. D. Schmidt
Vice President
Power Resources

MAS/cpc
Attachment
cc: Robert Lowenstein, Esquire
Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement (30)

Director, Office of Management Information and
Program Control (3)
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EVENT DESCRIPTION

! 2] | tpproximatelv 15 minutes following a manual reactor trip due to grid disturbances. a }
| 8 S €0
Fﬂ LAS\ stem_undervoltage condition occurred with the subsequent loss of all four reactor |

838 80
] [ coolant pumps (RCP's). Roth diesel-generators automatically started and loaded and a l
89 . : 80
v . . . .
E] l natural ecircularion conldown was commenced, After approximatelv 20 miputes. voltarge wasJ
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CAUSE DESCRIPTION i

[ Loss of normal RCS flow was caused by a 10ss of off-site power; loss of off-site power !
3 &80
bw,s associated with a FP&L grid disturbance. - l

L i
g .
FACHITY METHOO CF - 80
STATUS % PCOWER QTHIS STATUS OISCOVERY OISCOVERY DESCRIFTION

g

i e Lol ola

| NA | Lal NA -
24 45 48

N
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m
o

8 g
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ACTNITY CONTENT
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2| 7, 21 N4 | | NA ' |
3 g 1 0 44 45 EQ
© PEIRSCONNEIL ZXPQOSURZIS
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39 11 12 13 . ea
PESSONNEL INJURIES '
\JVEJ\ DESCRIPTION
i Lol o d | NA |
la 9 1142 8c
120BABLE CONSEGUENCES
3 | NA . |
89 €Q
LOSS OR DAMAGE TO FaCiutY
TePe CzSCReTION
[I__J [&erneration capacity interrupted during loss of off-site power. }
8 8 10 80
l PUSUCITY
7 l Yedia coverage and FPL press release on May 16, 1977. ]
8¢S ' ‘ 80
ADOITIONAL, FACTORS
: I See page two for continuation of Event Description. '
8 3 &80
[ p)
8
3 L - ;

89 89
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REPORTABLE OCCURRENCE 335-77-26
LICENSEE EVENT REPORT
PAGE TWO. .

Event Description {(Continued)

lost, and a natural circulation RCS cooldown re-commenced. Approximately 1 to 1-1/2
hours later, off~site power was restored, the RCP's were re-started, and a

reactor heatup commenced. The plant was restored tc a normal configuratioa within
the time limits specified by the PSL Technical Specifications.

This was the first occurrence of this type associated with a grid disturbance,
and is being reported under PSL Technical Specifications 3.4.1 and 3.8.1.1.

(335-77-26)
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Generating Station
50-304 DPR-48

rReference: Zion
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Dockxet NoO.
Technical SP

Dear Mr. J. Keppler

Enclosed please-find Report
for Zion Generating

ahle Occurrence peport ii0
gtation. This

LR Do

50-304-77-44

was reported to region IIL, Directoratc

by telephone on 7-12-77 and by telegram/mailgram on
7-13-771.

accordance

ahmitted to you in
cection 6.6.2

This report 1is
T Specifications,

S
q.irements of the Tachnical

very truly YoOurs.

% 7 A 7
u/gLJ -/Cﬁlei(/

Jack S. Bitel
Superintandent
7ion Station

Jsu/xi
(0w
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pescription of Event  (Cont'd)

automatic control functions associated with the instrumentation.
The dummy signal for pressurizer level, installed at 1034 hourg,
cimulated a level of 24% above the actual level at that time of

272%. This causcd the charging flow to back down, and the pressurizer

level began to decreasc.

Soon afterwards, the unit operator noticed a reactor coolant
pump labyrinth seal aP alarm, causcd by the decrease in chancing '
flow. He attemoted to restore the proper AP by adjusting the
charging flow to seal injection flow ratio. At 1055 two addi
reactor operators assigned to the logic test joined tha uni
to offer their assistance. £ 1106 the unit operator request
the durmmy loads be removed from the steam generator level and
pressurizer pressure instruments. All remaining dummy loads were
removed-at 1113-1114. :

With the restoration of the actual indication, the pressurizer
jevel showed zero. This signal immediately isolated letdown and
tripped the pressurizer heaters. An additional charging zump
was started, and the level began to rise. At 1121 the level rose
above the zero point on the control board instrumentation and the
pressure returned to its pretransient value of 2250 psig. At
1143 the pressurizer level returned to normal.

Pased on recorder charts, computer outputs, and obserwvations
by the operators, it was concluded that steam was never adnitted
to the reactor coolant loops or the reactor vessel head. This
conclusion is substantiated by the following facts:
1. Pressurizer pressure indication was restored while level
was still deacreasing. At the low level point, pressurizer
oressure was approximately 2235 psig. t no time was thare
a pressure drop indicative of steam being admitted to the
loops. (Szturation pressure at loop temperatures is 900 Dsiqg) .
2. There was no evidence of reactor coolant pump cavitation.
Pump flows, seal leak-off flows, bearing temperaturas, and
motor currents remained constant throughout the ewvent.
This conclusion was subsequently confirmed by calculation. The
inventory of water left in the pressurizer at the low level point was
calculated by two different methods. In the first method, net

a
letdown rate was calculated from the recorded increase in volume
control tank level. This was then used to determine the net loss
of water over the period of the level decrecase. In the second me zhod,
the period after the restoration of the proper level signal was

evamined. A mass flow rate into the system was calculated from the
recorded rate of pressurizer level increase. By calculating the

amount of water added to bring the lewvel back up to a known value,

the low level polnt was determined. The first method, with un-
certainties included, indicated that there were at least 17 ft. oI water
left in the pressurizer. This was 1n addition to the 47 f£x. of watcex
left in the pressurizer surge line. The sccond method Indicated

that there were at least 40 ft. of water left in the pressurizer

surge line.



beseription of nIvent (Tont'd)

1o evaluate any possible damage to the prescurizer heaters,
#he heating elements wore ineggered and the currcnts moasured. ALl

indications were normal. Observacions of other cquipment during
the subsequent unit start-up revealed no abnormalities.

puring the event the reactor wWas subcritical and ¢id not
require the reactor protection logic signals. However, the only
safety injection signals remaining WCILC those acsociated with a
cteam line break and the high containment pressure signal. TviO
sndications that were valid, vCT level and RCr labyrinth 4F, did
point to a problem with pressurizer level. Howewer, nO automatic
actions were availanle to maintain the water 1lnventory of the
reactor coolant system. '

Cause Description (Cont'd)

were misinterpreted. The dummy signals were to

of dummy Signails
have been installed only as needad to simnulate plant con itions
ao

Tnstead, all dummy signals were installed, when

needec.

e has been changed £O eliminate the need for

in the Reactor protection Logic test. Other protection
r

at hot shut

dummy sicgnals

ané safeguards Pe iodic tests are being reviewed in order to minimize
and further control rhe use of dummy signals.
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4?; August 18, 1977

MEMORANDUM FOR: E. G. Case, Acting Director
0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation .

FROM: Stephen H. Hanauer, Technical Advisor to
Executive Director for Operations
SUBJECT: INTERACTION BETWEEN CONTROL SYSTEM AND PROTECTION
SYSTEM

The Zion incident of Jduly 12, 1977, apparently shows a design defect
as well as the obyious gross management deficiency. The 31 dummy
signals disabled the primary system level control, which initiated

s transient involving decreasing level. Concurrently, the same
sequence of events disabled portions of the protection functions
associated with the same level. Thus a single sequence of events
caused the transient and paralyzed the safety provided for that

very transient. N

Wastinghouse designs are characterized by the large number and types
of interactions between control systems and related safety systems.
They think this is great. I think it. is unsafe. This feud has been
going on for years.

I have not so far been able to find out whether a single signal or
group of signals went to both control and safety, Or whether the
interaction was more obscure. It almost doesn't matter. I also
don't know {and don't much care) whether the interaction, whatever
its nature, 1S 211owed by the various meticulously crafted clauses
in IEEE-279. :

For existing plants, I believe the lesson of the Zion incident should
be taken to heart and acted on constructively. The fact that, this
time, notning bad happened is tribute to good operator action and
defense in depth, and should not keep US from learning the lesson.

A1l interactions between control functions and safety function should
be reviewed in the 1ight of this experience. A statement that no such
dummy signals are allowed is not to the point; next time, some different
and not now toreseen sequence of events may start the ball rolling.
what is needed js adequate independence of control functions from
safety functions that provide against control malfunctions.



"E. G. Case 2 August 18, 1977

For future plants, we have RESAR-414, with a new "Integrated
Protection System,” which includes interactions between safety
channels and betwesen safety and "non-safety systems for monitoring
and control" (PSAR, p. 7.1-27). Such interactions seem to be on

2 scale far beyond present practice and involve a complexity
(multiplexing, data links between computers) not previously

. encountered. The philosophy (old and new) is, "Westinghouse

considers it advantageous to use certain information derived
from protection channels to control the plant” (PSAR, p. 7.1-62).

The acceptability of all systems, Westinghouse and non-Westinghouse,
old and new, neads to be reviewed in the 1ight of the Zion event
and any unacceptable interactions removed.

B g
\7. ! r‘* < \F"‘“ LA e a5,
_//xStephen H. Hanauer
Technical Advisor to
Executive Director for Operations

cc: L. V. Gossick
S. Leving
. Volaenau
R. Minogue
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NOTE TO: J. Guibert

FROM: D. Eisenhut

Attached is a memo written by Steve Hanauer which is primarily based
on the Zion event that we have recently discussed in connection with
Section 208. As you will recall, we have had several mesetings on
this subject and even an appeal meeting with StellojHanauer, et al.
This appears to be Steve's way of appealing again and he has used the
7ion event as an opportunity to question our generic problem with
interaction between control systems and protection systems.

Note particularly that Hanauer states that he thinks that certain
present practices are unsafe. We must answer.this concern ASAP.
Thaerefora, please draft up a response to Steve's memorandum and please
closely work with Butler and Baer's people as well as the ORPM on the
7ion plant. 1 believe the ORPM is Gary Zech so keep him c1ose]y glued

" in just in case this activity turns into an item requiring review of
all oparating plants at this time. In addition, you'll need to include

2 ganeric paragraph or two stating NRR's past approach and the status
of RESAR 414. You should work with Tedesco's people to get a short
input. Lastly, recognizing that systems interaction is a generic
ry A you may wish to involve the Task Manager after we have

his matter some thought and nave prepared an initial draft.

By copy of this note, I am requesting Walt Butler and Bob Baer to
d2signate an individual in their shop who can work with you on this
matter on an expedited basis. Please work directly with Tedesco for
DSS input. Please note that Stello would like to see 2 rough outline
of an answer at an early time and also note that the due date on the
response for Case's signature is Septempber 5.

cc: A Butler
“7{ Baer

;R(./Goner

p%é/Tedesco
Stello

v/?i Schroeder



UN(NQOFCONCERNEDQCENFBIS
1025 15th Street, W

Washington, D.C. ZUUUS

September 16, 1977

Dr. Stephen H. Hanauer
Technical Advisor to

ixecutive Director for Operations
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
vashington, D.C. 2055§

Decar Dr. Hanauer:

I recad with interest your memorandum to LF.G. Casc dated August
18, 1977 concerning the Zion incident of July 12, 1977. After
reviewing the licensee's Reportable Occurrence Report dated
July 25, 1977, T agree with your conclusions that the design

is unsafe gnd that the acceptability of all systems in all
plants needs to be reviewed in the light of the Zion event. In
addition to expressing agreement with your basic conclusions,

I am writing to inquire about Mr. Case's response to your
memorandum and to relay some other observations rvelated to this
event.

Regarding a response to your memorandum, Darrell Liscnhut's note
to John Guibert dated August 24, 1977, outlines the method for
developing a response for Mr. Case's signature by Septeuber §,
1977, It 1is disturbins, from a public safety viewpoint, to
ohscrve that Eisenhut's note reveals some annoyance with vour
using "the Zion event as an opportunity to question our gcneric
problcm with interaction between control systems and protection
systems.'" If experience at an op01atin nuclear plant is not

a valid basis for questioning prior decisions, one wonders if
there is any basis acceptable to Mr. Eisenhut to question the
safety adequacy of operating plants. The note, in both tone and
content, appears to direct a response that resolution of a
Category A generic safcty problem can continuc to be postponed
indefinitely and that no review of operating plants is required
at this time. I hope that this assessment is incorrect. DPlease
send me a copy of the response from Mr. Casc which I assume you
have recelved. I am also interested in learning of any lurther
action you have taken to resolve this gencric problem be lor an
accident occurs and we arce then unable to say, as you put it,
nothing bad happened.

1208 Massachuselts Avenue - Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138 - Telephone (G17) 547.5552
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The Zion incident provides cmpilrvical evidence that a design with
extensive interactions bctween control systcms and related saftety
systems is unsafe. There are other lessons to be learned and
acted on constructively. The time elapscd between installation
of the dummy signals and the initiation of corrective action hy
the reactor .operator.was more than 29 minutes. For 18 minutes
of this interval three rcactor operators wecre involved; two of
them apparently caused the problem in the first place. This
should lead to questioning an assumption on which NRC based,
in part, its decisions to licensc nlants now in operation.
The so-called '10 minute rule'" allows safety analyses to be based
on the unwarranted asdumption that manual action by the reactor
operator can be relicd on beginning 10 minutes after an accident.
In addition, this incident provides the latest evidence of a
deficiency in the licensing review process ---- neglecting the
question of whether a shutdown plant is '‘operated" in a manner
that provides adequate protection to the puhlic. 'The over-
pressurization incidents that caused the NRC so much difficulty
occurred in shutdown plants. In the Zion incident, testing
of the Teactor protection system in a shutdown plant resulted
in disabling both the control system used to maintain primary
coolant inventory and the safety system needed for protection
against loss-ci-coolant accidents. In general, neither the
tandard Review Plan nor the Standard Technical Specifications
evidences much concetn with the design and operation of plant
systems during shutdswn. It scems that this deficiency
should be correctsd. I am intevested in your views on the
validity of the 10 minutec rule and the general neglect by NRC
of the safety of n plants.

7 oshutdow

Some of my cfforts to have deficiencies in the NRC safety review
process corrected involve informing the public about internal
NRC procedures. I weould appreciate your assistance in assuring
that information concerning NRC action on your Tecommendations
is available to the public.

Sincerely, '

, J]
/5?@ _/7/7/, L\/Q ﬁ%f//ya

Robert D. Pollard

RDP/ Lm

i
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MEMORANDUM FOR: S. H. Hanauer, Technical Advisor to the Executive
Director for Operations

FROM: E. G. Case, Acting Director, 0ffice of Muclear
Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: IMTERACTION BETHEEM CONTROL SYSTEMS AMD PROTECTION
SYSTEMS

AN

In your memorandum of August 18, 1977, you expressed concerns related to
the appropriataness of the current NRC regulaticns and related MRR posi-
tions regarding the separation of protection and control systems in
nuclear powar plants. Enclosed is a discussion paper which presents:
(1) background information related to the current HRC regulations and
HRR positions on protection system/control system interaction; (2) a
synopsis of operating experience to date with instrumentation systems
which conform to the NRC accsptance criteria for such systems; and (3)

a description of ongoing NAR activities related to the investigation of
potential systems interaction in protection and control systems.

discussion indicates, it is our view that operating
+a with instrumentation systems which conform to current
s not indicate that operating reactors are unsafte nor
doas it indicate that thers is an ifmadiate need to modify our current

L

As the enciosed
experience o d
o)

acceptance criteria for such systems. However, the HRC (1) is taking
action to assure that an evant such as occurrved at Zion will not recur;
(2) is actively reviewing the subject of potential systems interactions
in protection and control systems; and (3) is continuing to closely

monitor operating experience to assure the safe oparation of nuclear

facilities.

In addition, attached is a recent IE Circular on this subject that was
jssued to all operating facilities. It generally alerts operating
facilities to this problem and asks for their review of this type of
potential interaction.

Y ’7)(5":'-\
" E. G. Case. Acting Director

[ Qffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
As stated

cc: Sece Page 2
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ERNED SCIENTISTS
ct, N.U.
C. 20005

September 16, 1977

Darrell G. Eisenhut

Division of Opcrating Reactors
1.S. Nuclcar Recgulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

d
Dear Mr. Eisenhut:

I am writing in regard to your note to John Guihert dated August
24, 1977, on the subject of responding to Dr. Hanauer's memorandun
concerning the Zion incident of July 12, 1977.

Ppased on the tone and content of your note and my cxpericnces
working with you, I conclude that you are attompting to direct
that the response to Dr. Hanauer be of the following nature:

1. Resolution of a Category A generic safcty problen
can continue to be postponed indefinitely; and

2. A review of all operating plants is not required
at this time. .

A comparison of your and Dr. llanauer's qualifications to address
the complex issue of control and protection svsten interactlions
suggests that his recommendations deserve movc thoughtful
consideration. TFurthermore, the Zion incident provides cmpirical
evidence that a serious safety problem exists in operating plants.
17 this is not a sufficient basis to question the safcty adequacy
of operating plants, one wonders whether lthere is any basis,

short of an accident that affects the public, that would move

you to recommend a review of all operating plants.

I hope that this assessment of your views in incorrect. I intend
to follow the action taken on Dr. Hanaucr's vccommendations and
assess whether the NRC is fulfilling its vesponsibility to
protect the health and safcty of the public. Therefore, pleasc
inform me whether all documents (including TI memorands to

NRR, J. Guibert's work, and minutes of mectings and summaries of
telephone conversations with licenseces and/or Westinghousc)
related to the Zion incident and the responsc to Dr. Hanauer's
memorandum have been placed in the public document voow. I so,
please state where they ave filed, ec.g., in the Zion decket file,
other docket [iles, or a gencric Westinghousce file.

Sincercly,

/2Zzan;7{x3?A§%%Z§3%¢47 '

Robert D. Pollar

1208 Massachusetts Avenue « Cambridge, Massachusells 02133 - Telephone (817) 347-5552



S. H. Hanauer ~2-

cc: L. V. Gossick
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Minogue
Stello
Mattson
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Tedesco
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DISCUSSION PAPER

INTERACTION BETWEEM CONTROL SYSTEMS
AND PROTECTION SYSTEM

Background

The subject of protection systen/control system interaction has been
one of some controvarsy among technical experts for several years. The
MOC staff and the ACRS, on several prior occasions, as var back as
1969, considered the satety implications of such interactions. NRC

10 CFR Part 50, Genaral Design Criterion 24, "Separation of Protection
and Control Systems,” which was published in 1971, established the
minimum requirements for tha independence of such protection and con-
trol systems:

"Tnhe protection system shall be separated from control systems
to the extent that failure of any single control system compon-
ent or chann2l, or failure or removal from service of any
single proiection system component or channel which is common
to the con*rol- and protection systems leaves intact a systam
satisfying a1l reliability, redundancy, and independence

5 of thc crotection system. Interconnection of

requirsment

the preotaciion and ccntrol systems shall be limited so as to

assure that safety is not significantly impaired.”
During the pzst nin2 yesrs there have been numerous discussions ralated
to potentially undssiradle systems interactions, and it has bzan the
opinion of some {particuisriy tha designers and regulators of foreign
reactors) that croiection Sysizms should be dasigned to be totally
independant of control systams. However, the related work in the
United States has naither trandad significantly toward nor away from
utilization of certain portions of protection systems for the generation
of control system signels. The BRC has, in its regulations, adopted the
view that total independence betwaen control and protection systems is
preferable but not necessarily required provided that, as a minimum,

nd IEEE Standard 279 is demonstrated.

compliance with GDC-24 a

During the past several years, the IEEE has been working on improvements
to IFEE Std. 279-1971, wnich is incorporated in the Fedaral Regulations.
Howeyer, it has not been proposed by either the RRC or by industry that

Section 4.7 of IEEE Std. 279, which addresses protection system/control

system interaction, be significantly changed. Section 4.7 of IEEC Std.

279 permits utilization of protection system signals for control system

functions but requires that it be accomplished in such e way that the

protection system design must meet a double failure requirement. Further,

that portion of the system which isolates the control system from the
protection system must be designesd to satisfy tha requirements for pro-
tection systems. The HRC staff believes that these consarvative require-

mants provide adequate safety rargins thereby assuring that current designs

are sarte.




Operating Experience

Operating experience to date with instrumantation systens which conform

to these criteria for indspendence between protection and control systems
doss not indicate that such designs are unsafe nor does it indicate that
there is an immediate need to modify the HNRC acceptance criteria for such
systems. For example, more than 100 reactor-years of operation with the -
Westinghouse design has accrued without an incident affecting public
health and safety. :

Aithough the recent event at Zion Unit No. 2 did uncover an undesireble Spwe
protection system/control system interaction, the root cause of this
event was lax menagement control which resulted in the violation of
existing oparating procedures. Furthermore, it should be noted that
utilization of separate sensors for protection and control functions
would not necessarily have provided additional protection from such :
procedural violations. In chis specific case, proper operator action e
and defense-in-depth decign features assurad the safety of the facility. c

NRC Activities Pelated to Protaction System/Control-System Interactions

The evaluation of system
will include considerati

S ction in nucliear power facilities, which
0
has been desigrated as an
t

a
nteractions in instrumentation systems, —_-
a

"
[

' ) tegory A Technical Activity. On thz :
b;sws o7 the results o7 udies, we will give furthar censidera- Ll
tion to any modification of ocur licensing reguirsments and for any
upgfad1ng of the designs of oparating facilities. As part of this
activity, N2 has an ongoing Technical Assistance Prog%am with ORNL joov
to eva?uate systems interaciion in instrumentation and control systems.
In addition, NRR is continuing to closely monitor operating experience
to assure the continued safe cperation of nuclear facilities.

.
o7 1
RRC
se s

r

With respect to the lessons learned from the Zion Unit Ho. 2 event, NRR
and OI&F have taken action to ensure that similar violation of procedural
requirements associated with the testing of safety-related instrumantation
systems will not recur. This action is in the form of an Ol&E Bullatin

to licensees of operating facilities.

With respect to RESAR-414, our review of the new "Integrated Protection

System" (IPS) is still in progress and is currently in the “First Round

of Question" preparation phase. Theretore, any judgements regarding —_
acceptability or unacceptability of this design at this time are pre- Al
mature. However, in recognition of the uniqgueness and scope of the IPS
design and the experience with the Core Protection Calculator System
review, the staff has developed an extensive plan for accomplishing a

A
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timaly and thorough review of the IPS. This includes the establishment
of an R&D program to review, evaluate and ensure that an acceptable
verification program will be established for verifying the IPS

design.

An jmportant aspact of the review will be an evaluaticn of the contor-
mance of the proposed design of the IPS and its interconnection to the
p]anf control sy>Len to GDC 24 and IEEE 279-1971 Section 4.7. The review
of this part of the design will, as a minimum, focus on the following:

a. The potential for single random failures causing a need for protec-
tive action and, at the same time, disabling the protective Tunction
designed to protect against the condition.

b. The impesition of desxgn constraints and addwfwoncl design comp1e/1ty
for the IPS to perform non-safety functions (i.e., transmit informa-
tion to the control system) and their potential for decreasing the

reliability o7 the satety system.

c. The role of the plent computer system in maintaining tha plani within
the limits of certain key parameters upon which the safLL, analyses
are based and the impact of failures or misoperation of the plant
computer system on the IPS safety functions.

This review effort, combined with the technical assistance program, will
ensure that the poLantial for adverse interactions between the IPS and
the plant control systems will be reduced to an accepbable degree con-
sistent with the current Westinghouse solid state protection system.

Summary

In summary, it is our view that the existing licensing criterie for pro-

tection and control systems assure adeguate protection against undesirable

systems interactions and that protection and control systems design2d to
meet these criteria assure the continued safe operation of opnrat1rn
facilities. Furthermore, we have, in progress, programs designad =

confirm or improve our licensing criteria related to systems interactions.

A




OFFICE OF IHSPECTION AlD ENFORCEELI
; ' WASHINGTOH, D. C. 20555

IE Circular 77-13
Date: September 23, 1977
Page 1 of 3

I3

REACTOR SAFETY SIGHALS HEGATED DURING TESTING

On July 12, 1977, the Commonvealth Edison Company reported that wiile ' :
conducting a surveillance test at 7ion Unit 2, test signals were simul- A
tanecusly injected into several sensors which affected both protection ;
and control systems. Injection of these test signals resuited in:

(1) the loss of instrument indications for the affected protection and
control systems, {2) the loss of automatic control capability for the
affected control systems, and (3) the loss of automatic protection
capability for the affected protection systems.

At the time of the event, the unit was in a hot shutdown condition and
preparations for start-up were underway. Station management cecidad to
perform a surveillance test of the reactor protection lagic circuitry.
A corbination of tast procedure inadequacies and the failure to follow
prescribed administrative controls related to instrumentation testing

~

led to the insertion of test signals which replaced the actual signals
from three pressurizer water 1avel sensors, three water level sensors

er

in each of the four steam generators, four pressurizer pressurs Sensors
rs
ar

and threa flow sensors in each of the primary coolant loops. The test
signals had bean ins tad for approximately 40 minutes when, due to
unexpacted indicezions of tns main coolant pump seal flow rats and
othar anomalous indicatiorns, the operator reguested that the test
signals be removzd, Whan the test signals were removed, it was
observed that the pressurizer water level 'had dropped below the range

’

The drop in pressurizer water 1evel resulted from the pressurizer water
level test signal being siightly higher than the automatic pressurizer
level control set point. In response to this condition -the charging
purnp flow was autcmatically reduced to the minimun pump flow rate, which
was maintained until the test signals were remaved. During this 40
minute period the letdown £1ow remained constant. Consequently, tne
rate at which coolant was being removed from the primary coolant systen
was approximately 75 gpm greater than the rete at which ceoolant was
being returned to the system. Approximately 5300 gallons of water

were required to bring the pressurizer vater level back to its original
Jevel of 22 percent.



[£ Circular 77-13 _
Date: Septenber 23, 1977
Page 2 of 3

As mentioned above, operator action in response to other availabie
instrumention indications terminated the event. Subsequent investiga-
tion by the licensee revealed that no damage to plant equipment was
sustained during or after the event.

This incident represents an example of an event which resulted from a
series of earrors involving lax management control and improper attention
of plant personnel to established procedures.

A11 holders of operating licenses should be aware of the potential for
adverse operational events which can occur during perforinance of parti-
cular surveillance tests. For example, if an excessive number of satety
sensors are disabled simultaneously as was the case in this event,
automatic action may not occur as intended. Care must be taken to assure
that test signals do not negate automatic initiation of protection -
systems. It is recommended. that the following considerations be incor-
porated in your reviews of this matter.

1. Facility procedures should specifically identify the Timitations
~and restrictions which are required for each mode of operation
during wnich testing or surveillance activities may be conducted
such that required safety protection systems will vemain operable
in accordance with the facility Technical Specificaticns.

2. In order to provide additional assurance that required safety
related capabilities of plant systems are not defeated during
testing or surveillanca activities, training programs for opera-
tions and craft personnel should include sufficient information
to assuire an indepth undarstanding of system functions, system
interactions, and Technical Specification requirements.

3. Management controls should be strengthened as necessary to
assure adherence to administrative procedures involving
reviews, approvals, and communication between plant supervi-
sion, operators and craft personnel performing testing and
surveillance activities. Such controls should consider the
"man~-machine” interfaces, and should assure that the human
component of this pair is not overburdened.

A
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I[E Circular 77-13
Date: September 23, 1977
Page 3 of 3

Mo written response to this Circular is required. If you require Lan
additional information regarding this matter, contact the Director

of the appropriate HRC Regional Office. IE inspectors will review

this matter with licensees during future inspections. '

Enclosure: List of IE Circulars Issued in 1977

y
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LISTING OF IE CIRCULARS ISSUED IN 1977

CIRCULAR SUBJECT FIRST DATE OF ISSUED TO
0. ISSUE

77-01"" Malfunctions ot 1-6-77 A11 holders of
Limitorque Valve Operating Licens2
Operators (oL) or Construc-

tion permit(CP)

77-02 ~ Potential Heavy 2-15-77 A1l affected
Spring Flooding holders of OLs

77-02A Potential Heavy 2-16-77 A1l affected
Spring Flooding _ holders of CPs.

77-303 Fire Inside 2-28-77 A1l holders of
a Motor Contral OLs and CPs
Center

77-04% Inadequate Lock 3-17-77 Safequard Group
Assemblies I, 11, IV, v,

Licensees

77-05 Licuid Entrapment 3-24-77 A1l holders of
in Yaive Bcnnats OLs and CPs

77-06 £ffects of Hydraulic 4-1-77 A1l holders of
Fluid on Electrical OL's and CPs
Cable

77-C7 Short Pariod During 4-12-77 Holders of
Reactor Startup BlWR OLs

77-08 Fajlure of Feedwater 4-13-77 Al1 holders
Sample Probe of OLs

77-09 Improper Fuse ' 5-25-77 A11 hoiders of
Coordination In BWR BWR OLs or CPs
Standby Liquid Control :
System Control Circuits

77-10 Vacuum Conditicns 7-15-77 A1l holders of

Resulting in Damage to OLs
Liquid Process Tanks

e R




C77-1

. 77-12

Leakage of Contain-
ment Isolation Valves
with Resilient Seats

Dropped Fuel Assen-
blies at BWR
Facilities

9-6-77 .

.9-20-77

I L. DA YR 3 LR it ] e

Page 2 of 2
A11 holders of
OLs and CPs

A1l holders of
BUR OLs and CPs
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UNITED STATES %
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

-

September 28, 1977

F

MEMORANDUM FOR: E. Case, Acting Director, MRR

FROM: Stephen H. Hanauer, TA EDO

SUBJECT: INTERACTION BETWEEN CONTROL SYSTEMS AND PROTECTION
SYSTEMS

REFERENCES: 1. My memo of 8/18/77

2. Your memo of 9/23/77

Thank you for your referenced reply to my concerns on control-
protection system interaction. As your discussion paper correctly
states, this important and difficult subject has indeed been one

of controvarsy among technical experts for a long time. A principal
purpose o7 fly referenced memorandum was to point out that the Zion
incident provided information which 1 believe is relevant to systems
interacticn, as well as the more obvious administrative shortcomings
revealed in that incident. I would expect to bring to your attention
future incidents that seem to me to bear upon this subject.

1t seems tc me that RAC actions described in the discussion paper
with regard to Zion and with regard to tne forthcoming Category A
Technical Activity on interactions in instrumentations systems are
appropriate as to scops and timing. I look forward to receiving
information from this program when it becomess available.

] R
tephen H. Hanauer

Technical Advisor to
Executive Director for Operations

cc: L. V. Gossick
S. Levine
E. Yolgenau
R. Minogue

[ t
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WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

SEP 20 1877

4. Robert D. Pollard

Union of Concernsd Scientists
1025 15th Street, HN.W.
Washington, D. C. 20005

Dear Mr. Pollard:

This is in response to your letter of September 16, 1977, on the sub-
ject of responding to Dr. S. Hanauer's memorandum concerning the Zion
incident of July 12, 13977.

As suggested in your letter, your assessment of my views as contained

in my note to J. Guibert are indeed incorrect. My note was simply

meant to serve as a management directive to get a prompt response pre-
pared to Dr. Hanauer's August 18 memorandum. It requested various ¢roups
to designate individuals to assist in the preparation of such a response.
That note, which reguested that a response be prepared as soon as prac-
ticable, did not address the substance or character of the response.

You are also incorrect in stating that my note suggested postponing a
Category A Technical Activity indefinitely. The Task Action Plan for
this Technical Activity is presently in preparation and will soon be
published. Such an Acticn Plan will contain a clearly defined schedule.

Since the acticn idantified in my note of August 24 is now completed,
the various raiated documents are being placad in the Public Document
Rogm in the Zion docket. For your convenienca a set of those documants
is enclosed.

I trust that this claritfias your misunderstanding of my note of
August 24, 1977. If you have any further questions concerning my
note, please do not hesitate to call.

N

\\ Sincerely,

\

\.‘\l ‘ . (
s [ I'd : o
- ‘ \\t\,{lk‘?, ’.(J,\ f("‘\‘”l/\/kuv(i-/ \/
T~p->¢. Eisenhut, Assistant Director
for Operational Technocioaqy
Division of Operating Reactors

Enclosures:
See Page 2
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMNISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

September 29, 1977

Mr. Robert D. Pollard

¥ Union of Concerned Scientists
1025 15th Street, M.\,
Washington, D.C. 20005

Dear Mr. Pollard:

This is in response to your letter of September 16, requesting

a copy ov IMr. Case's response to my memorandum of August 18,

1977. A copy of it is enclosed together with a copy of my reply

to it. I think tir. Case's reply, and the discussion paper enclosed,
review very nicely the status and history of this problem, and the
ditferences of opinion which prevail in this area by the various
technicel experts. As I said in my reply, it seems to me that the
actions described in the discussion paper are appropriate in scope
and timing.

I understand that Mr. Eisenhut is writing to you directly regarding
your intergretation of his note, and I will not comment on it.

In your letter, you also ask my opinion about the so-called "10-
minute rule" regarding oparator action. I believe that the human
operator is an important part of our defense-in-depth approach to
reactor savety. I would not get rid of him, but neither would I
suggest that his performance is perfect or could be made perfect.

A more balanced view in my opinion is to assign safety tasks
requirirg prompt action tc nighly reliable equipment and to assign
safety tasks requiring slower action and resolution of many different
event sequence possibilities to a highly reliable operator or croup
of operators. The 10-minute rule is an effort to devise & simple
criterion for distinguishing which actions should be assigned
initially to the machine and which to the operator. This rule is
not a rule, really, nor is it the final word on the assignment.
Both the machine and the operator require information on which to
make their decisions and both the machine and the operator require
means to carry out their decisions. In the ideal situation, not
always obtainable, the machine does the work and the operator
supervises 1ts work. Some things are too complicated for practical
machines and so are assigned to the operator. For this to be
adequate, the operator has to have time, information, and means to
effectuate the safety result. HNeither the machine nor the operator
is perfect. For reasonably reliable machinery, the problem usually
arises from unforeseen cvents and combinations. Mistakes of human
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Mr. Robert D. Pollard 2 September 29, 1977

operators have a wider range and a wider list of causes which

are only just now being studied in a systematic way. Presumably,
a 20-minute rule or a 30-minute rule would provide some additional
assurance over a 10-minute rule. I don't think we know enough

today to know what the quantitative increase might be. I think

we do know that specifying quite a long time will not make operators
anything 1like perfect.

In your letter to me, you use the phrase "the general neglect by

NRC of the safety of shutdown plants." I do not agree with you

that the safety of shutdown plants is neglected by the MRC. How-
ever, since shutdown plants are not generating a significant amount
of power or enargy, their safety requirements are not as broad or

as immediate as those of reactors operating at high power. Response
by the NRC to incidents occurring at shutdown, such as the one we
are discussing and, for example, the criticality incidents has been
prompt and vigorous. '

In your last paragraph, you request my assistance "in assuring that
informaticn concerning HRC action on your recommendations is available
to the public." Except vor predecisional recormmendations, just about
everything I do is routinely made publicly available. You must know
this, since you freguently quote it. I don't know what else I could
do.

Sincerely,

Voo (;:_,..)
j>zé;zth}vl*<:%§i%1f“(’“*’C\”“*—*—<\,//

~"Stephen H. Hanauer
Technical Advisor to
Executive Director for Operations

Enclosures:

1. cc S. Hanauer memo to
E. Case dtd 8/18/77

2. cc E. Case memo to
S. Hanauer dtd 9/23/77

3. c¢c S. Hanauer memo to
E. Case dtd 9/28/77

L. V. Gossick
J. Felton

E. Case
)
D
J

cC:

. Stello
. Eisenhut
. Fouchard
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Mr.

Robert D. Pollard -2

Enclosures:

8/18/77 memo, S. Hanauer to E. Case
8/24/77 note, D. Eisenhut to J. Guibert
9/16/77 letter, R. Pollard to S. Hanauer
9/16/77 letter, R. Pollard to D. Eisenhut
9/23/77 memo, E. Case to S. Hanauer
9/28/77 memo, S. Hanauer to E. Case
9/29/77 letter, S. Hanauer to R. Pollard
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‘ UNITED STATES ‘

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

REQUEST FOR REPQRTING SERVICE
Work Order N%r AF - 367

OFFICE OF THE 'l'
SECRETARY

bee:

CASE: NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY (Monticello)

Docket No.: 50-263
United States Courthouse
ADDRESS OF: PREHEARING _ Courtroom No. 2 (7th floor), Federal Building and /
316 North Robert Street
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 -
(Contact: Mrs. LaVonne Gavelek, 612/725-5944)

HEARING
DURATION: Prehearing One day A Hearing
DATE OF: Prehearing 10:00 a.m. Hearing
TIME OF: Prehearing 1-31-78 Hearing

SERVICE REQUIRED‘ Prehearing Schedul_e D

Hearing

TYPE OF HEARING: Re license amendment

BOARD: Chairman Lazo A : Members Cole, Jordan

COPTES OF THE TRANSCRIPT MAY BE SOLD.

DATE OF ORAL REQUEST: 12-12-77
DATE OF CONFIRMATION: 12-13-77

BY: .
C. R. Stephens
DOCKETING AND SERVICE BRANCH.
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS:

Dr. Lazo
ELD
ASLBP
ASLAP

Mrs. Diggs
Mrs. Duncan
Mrs. Hargett
\Rec Lac. Br.
Controller




