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tUNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

AUG 2 S 1985

Docket Nos. — 50-387/388

LICENSEE: Pennsylvania Power and Light Company

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF MEETING WITH PP8(L ON THE SUSQUEHANNA PRA

h f Jt,-" r

FACILITY: Susquehanna Steam Electric Station, Units 1 and 2

On August 13, 1985 PPSL representatives met with the NRC staff to discuss the
possible subnittal of the Susquehanna Plant Specific PRA to the staff., Prior
to making the decision to submit the Susuqehanna PRA, PP8L requested this—
meeting in order to discuss with the staff: 1) the benefits of submitting a

PRA; i.e., the-.types of uses of the PRA for supporting licensing actions- -'

and/or generic issues; and 2) cost effectiveness of having the PRA reviewed in
.its entirety and..the NRC billing process. The staff in response to the---

'lcensee.'s questions stated that the PRA is of substantial value to the ..
licensee by'iding them in decision making. The NRC staff would use the PRA,if submitted, as a source document for plant specific issues as well as
generic issues. The staff also indicated that it has three different methods
of reviewing a PRA. Each method varies in the level of detail in which the
review is conducted and in the length of time taken to complete the review.
The first type of staff review is. the "book" review. This review requires
resources of approximately 6-8 staff-weeks. Each PRA would undergo the "book"
review. The outcome of this review is a memorandum (in accordance with NRR

office letter 0'47) summarizing the key results of the study and identifying
any significant safety issues that may require immediate attention. The--
second type of staff review is the "modest" review. This review would invalve-
about five hundred thousand dollars in NRC contractors'ees and approximately
1-4 man-years of staff review. If the "modest" review were to be conducted,
the staff would need to visit the plant site at least twice, and conduct
approximately four two-day meetings with the licensee. Additionally, the
staff would need to keep fairly regular telephone contact with the licensee to-
exchange information. The third type of NRC review is the "full scale"
review. This type of review is conducted in extensive detail requiring a

lengthy review which would demand a large amount of resources. The staff does
not anticipate performing a "full scale" PRA review for the Susquehanna case.
The staff additionally addressed the question of cost of the NRC review and'he licensee's responsibilities to incur the cost or a portion thereof. If
the licensee chooses to just submit the PRA, the staff would use the PRA as a

source document. If the staff chooses to then review the PRA, the cost of
that review would not be charged to the licensee. If the licensee submits the
PRA for staff review and approval, the licensee would be charged for the
expenses of that review. If .the licensee submits the PRA and then requests
that the PRA be used in processing specific licensing actions, ~ the licensee
will be charged for the time spent reviewing specific portions of the PRA

necessary to complete the review for that licensing action.
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Also covered during the meeting was a description by PP&L of the Susquehanna PRA.
PP&L stated that their contractor completed a level 3 PRA but that this level 3
PRA has not yet been completely reviewed and documented in-house at PP&L. PP&L's
proposal is to submit to the staff a level 1 PRA for the following reasons:
1) uncertainty in accident phenomenology, 2) the level 1 PRA is adequate for NRC

purposes and 3) PP&L's manpower resources could better support a level 1 PRA.
The staff concurred on PP&L's assessment of the level 1 PRA being the most useful
and most important part of a PRA. The staff added that since PP&L has available
a level 3 PRA from its contractor, this will have provided PP&L with all the
appropriate information for implementing the proper binning process. The staff
felt that this aspect of the level 3 PRA was the most useful aspect. The staff
finds that submittal of a level 1 PRA is adequate.

The staff recommends (submittal of the Susquehanna PRA is not a requirement)
the submittal of the Susquehanna PRA, but leaves it to the discretion of the
licensee to determine whether the PRA needs to be reviewed by the staff as
an entire document or reviewed on an issue specific basis to support separate
licensing actions. Additionally, the staff stated that upon receiving a PRA

the NRC will send a letter to the utility in approximately 3 months. This letter
contains the "book" review of the study and does not reflect any review and/or
approval of the PRA document.

Enclosure 1 contains a list of Attendees.

Enclosure:
As stated
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Mari-Josette Campagnone, Project Manager
Licensing Branch No. 2
Division of Licensing

cc:See next page
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a level 3 PRA from its contractor, this will have provided PPSL with all the
appropriate information for implementing the proper binning process. The staff
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Mr. Norman W. Curtis
Pennsylvania Power 5 Light Company

Susquehanna Steam Electric Station
Units 1 8 2

CC:.

Jay Silberg, Esq.
Shaw, Pittman, Potts, 5 Trowbridge
1800 M Street, N. W.

.Washington, D.C. 20036

Edward M. Nagel, Esq.
General Counsel and Secretary
Pennsylvania Power 5 Light Company
2 North Ninth Street
Allentown, Pennsylvania 18101

Mr. William E. Barberich
Manager-Nuclear Licensing
Pennsylvania Power & Light Company

.2 North Ninth Street
Allentown, Pennsyl.vania 18101

Mr. R. Jacobs
Resident Inspector
P.O. Box 52''
Shickshinny, Pennsylvania 18655

Mr. R. J. Benich
Services Project Manager
General Electric Company
1000 First Avenue
King of Pressia, Pennsylvania 19406

Mr. Thomas M. Gerusky, Director
Bureau of Radiation Protection

Resources
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
P. 0. BOx 2063
Harrisburg; Pennsylvania 17120

Robert W. Alder, Esquire
Offi ce of Attorney General
P.O. Box 2357
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

Mr. William Matson
Allegheny Elec. Coorperative,:Inc,
212 Locust Street
P. 0. Box 1266
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 171/8-1266

Mr. Anthony J. Pietrofitta,
General Manager
Power Production Engineering

and Construction
Atlantic Electric
1199 Black Horse Pike
Pleasantville, New Jersey 08232

Regional Administrator, Region. I
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
631 Park Avenue
King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406
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