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" March 12, 1975

Mr. William A. Anders

Chairman ,
U,.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Mr, Chairm?n:

' On March 11, 1975 I received (by accident) a copy of
a letter dated March 4, 1975 which you sent to the members of
the Michigan Public Service Commission, apparently in response
to the Michigan PSC's November 8, 1974 letter to the Chairman
of the now-defunct Atomic Energy Commission.

Your March 4, 1975 letter deals with two cases in which
I am involved, Palisades and Midland. I have not been apprised
of your letter, nor did you or any of your staff send me a copy.
Additionally, your letter enclosed certain information prepared
by the Regulatory Staff (one of the parties to the former pro- .
ceedings) and certain other documents (00E-05-002, May, 1974
and OQOE-ES-001, January, 1974). I did not receive any of these . .
documents. » .

I also find it interesting to note that while your
staff sent to the Michigan PSC certain "general studies regarding
nuclear power plant availability and capacity factors," the
staff's enclosures indicated that those were dated May, 1974
and January, 1974. Your staff did not enclose the December 2, .
1974 study by Dr. Edwin G. Triner of the Office of Policy Planning
for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission which study supports the
criticism that has been made about nuclear power plant capacity
-— that it is appallingly low and results in increased costs to
consumers. Dr. Triner's study (which I have not received and
hérewith reguest) was, as usual, recorded in the news media
(Sunday New York Times, March 9, 1975, Midwest Edition, p. 42)
and disclosed as a result of efforts of criticism of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission and not by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
itself. The question certainly arises as to whether your staff
conveniently failed to submit to the Michigan PSC an NRC-in-house
report critical to the nuclear combine. I trust you will correct
the record as quickly as possible with the Michigan PSC and
suggest that you consider sending the Triner report to all PSC's




throughout the United States so that state bodies realize the
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economic problem which can arise from Jjumping into nuclear
power without adequate foundation or economic base.

Finally, I am making\a request for a copy df'your March ¢4

1975 letter together with all of the enclosures and I am asking

that in the future, when you communicate with anyone in connection
with matters in which I and my clients have filed an appearance,
that I promptly be served with copies. While I am prepared to
regard the failure to send me the March 4, 1975 letter and '
enclosures as bureaucratic oversight, I do believe that in the
future, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission should take care to

see that all interested persons receive copies of corrospondence
in a contested case. :

Sinéerely, ' /
/ . /,. :}v
; :1 ! ) Yi:z' ’!x'; .{& #7
T I/ I
. ;z“ii‘“*mwf“fL/ //
Myron M. Cherly /
. f{l.
MMC:XK -
c.c. Commissioner William R,.Ralls

Commissioner Lenton G. Sculthorp
Chairman William G. Rosenberg
Michigan Public Service Commission

- Enclosure (New York Times article referred to on page 1)
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By DAVID BURNIIAM

Spretal to The New Yoerk Tinea
-WASHINGTON, March 8—A
Federal study has concluded
that the utilities that own most
American  nuclear reactors—
which have recently been gen-
erating only about 55 pér cent
of their power capacity—are
not  sufficiently  concerned
about the safety and perform-|
ance of their reactors.

The study further charpes'!

that the stale commissions thm]
are supposed to regulate 1he
utilities have Ylittle or no in-
fluence” on the design process
that could make reactors more
relinble and efficient. : ‘

The analysis of reaclor nl-lin-'
bility and what sleps the Fed-
eral Governmenl should take
fo improve it was writlen by
G. Trincer, direclor of
the- Office of Policy Planning
in the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, .

Dr, Triner sald the utflities,
in theory, should have prime
responsibility for wmaking sure
that the reaclors they buy are
both safe and efficient. '

in the continuing supply of
‘oil and natural gas, the Tord

JAdministratien is committed to;

“The reality, however, is thal
without external suasion the
likelihood f the utility custom-
er. taking ssive  action
to improve plant reliability is
not very great,” he said.

There are 55 nuclear p‘r}nl\,
operating in the United States
that pencrate about 7.5 per:
cent of the countiy's electricily.
Because of various problems

ag

building hundreds of additional
reactors in the next 10 years,
Comment on Reliabllity .
Norman 'C. Rasmussen, “a
prolessor of nuclear engincer-
ing at Massachusells Institute

of Technulopy who is the direc-| -

tor of a major Atomic Energy
Commission study on reactor
safety, commenied on the rclia-

hilily 1ssue at an industry con-

: “evidence,

‘I posed
' upon their architect-engineers.

“Probably” one of the miost|-
serious issues that the interven-|:

ors can raise today, with good
slatistics to* back- their case,
is that nuclear plants have not
performed - with the degree of
reliability we would expect
from machines built with the
care and attention o aafﬂy
and reliability that, often has'
been claimed for nuclen:
plants,” Dr. Rasmussen was
guoted as saying in an -April
report by the Atomic Industrial
Forum, an imlustry lobbying
aroup supported by major reac-
tor builders, the utilities and
engineers.

Dr. Triner’s five-page analy-
sis of reactor reliability, dated
Pec. 2, 1974 was made availa~
ble by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission in response 1o a
request by Daniel Ford, staff

director of the Union of Con-|’
corned Scientists, an organiza-|.
tion that has been critical of}
jatomic power. '

Dr. ‘I'riner's study described
a number of factors that he
felt contributed to the reliabili-
ty prohlem.

“By._and _large, t
are not that sophxstxcaled " the
official said. “There is no
for example, that
have contractually im-

reliability  standards

Lhey

Very few of the utilities exer-
cise rvery much influence at
all over the design prdcess as
it impacts reliability.”

the utilities|

' "crﬁcxate additional capital.

t

ttie Loncert |
By Uu]uzes in Rehabmty of Reae"%oz‘s
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| +.  Costs a Factor

He said that a second factor
was the reluctance of the utili-
lies to incur extra design costs
during the early stages of a
nu(lear reactor bmldmn project
which, would require ‘theml to

“There "is no ineentive for
them to make a 'total life cycle
cost analysis that.includes both
design and construction cost
and the 30 or 40 yecars of
operating and  maintenance;
cost,” Dr. Triner wrole.

The officia] said another part
of the problem was that the
“architecture engineers. who
are largely responsible for pow-

“|ler plant design have little in-

centive to consider mcreascdE
reliability during the desiga’
process. Their interest is short
term. Once a plant is construct-
ed, the architecture engmeers
fade out of the picture.” :

_lquestions of reliability than
.{most other ulilities.”

. |state’ utxhty commissions,

-|virtually no influente on the

- DR St i hd b BRSPS RAA A SR 4

85 part of the reactor design
- jgroup. He said that a limited
investigation indicated that be-
cause of the all-inclusiveness.
of its rcsponslblhty for design,
conslrucuon and "~ operation,
“IDuke “is more concerned with

Concerning the role of the

the
official said that besides havmfr

design of reactors, “to my
knowledge the appointment of
individuals to these commis-
sions is not normally based
Lupon their technical knowledge
of the design and operauons
of a power plant,”

HL added that another prob-
lem was that “in all too many
instances the quantity and qual.
ity of staff assigned. to this

function  [nuclear reactors]
within the states Is- inade-
quate.”

The person who has pubhcly
raiged (he most persistent ques-
tions about (he reliability of
reactors is David  Dinsmore
Comey, a member of the Chica-

sional -People for the Public
Interest. In a statement last
September, * Mr., Comey  said
that the average capacity of
the large nuclear reactors was

six months of 1974.

go-based Business and Profes-|!

50.4 per cent during lhe first|’

Put zmother way, ‘this’ means
that becaust of “breakdowns,
inspections, fuel loading. and
other reasons, these reaclors
pmducvd;onl_y about "half the
amount of power they were
designed to generate durmfr the
pcnod in question,

A Sccond Analysls-

v Using a slightly - different
group of reactors, Dr. Triner
in a sacond. nmlv«i*: of 44
reaclors found the average ca-
pacity during the saie period
examined by Mr,: Coxmy was
53.7 per cent.

Beeause, Mr. Comey's study
prompted ~ slrenuons  debate

issued a “second one axmed at|

within, ne mdustry. he recently '

answermg some of mc crlu- -
cism, :
Oné mdustry response is Lhat n
Mr. Comey’s criticism, of. the[
reaclors for not ploduuny at
least 80 per cent of their de-
signed capacily is a straw man
and that no one ever expécted
them to achieve such levels.|
Mr. Comey, in a Feb, 14
paper, replied to this point by
noting the final environmental
statements prepared for more
thin 20 reactors by the Atomic
Lnergy Commission' included
cost benefit calculations assum-

ing 80 per cent capacity,
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Docket File KRGoller .
NRC PDR RAPurple
NRR Reading CMTrammell
Docket No, 50-255. : , ORB~1 Reading SMSheppard
VGilinsky . OELD
. LVGossick ' MGroff (L~NRR~48)
EGCase { EHughes (cy incoming)
Mr., James Kellogg AGiambusso : EPeyton'.

Deputy Director

Department of State nghways
and Transportation

Lansing, Michigan 48904

Dear Mr, Kéllogg:

Commissioner Gilinsky has referred to me your question: Why is Consumers
Power Company's Palisades Plant not operating at the present time?

In December 1974 while the plant was shut down for repairs of the
condenser and turbine, Consumers Power Company conducted an examination
of about 7% of the tubes in one of the two steam generators and submitted
a request for an amendment to their operating license which, if approved,
would have substituted this test for the more extensive -tube inspection
of both steam generators that was required by the operating license.

Our review of the test results led us to the conclusion that further
testing and plugging of defective tubes was required prior to allowing
the resumption of power operation., On February 6, 1975, we issued an
Order for Modification of License to this effect. A copy of this
Order is enclosed for your information,

Normal power operation may be resumed after our review and approval of
the results of the ongoing additional testing, Consumers Power Company
has informally advised us that they expect to be prepared for operation
by the end of March 1975,

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require any additional

information,
| | | /, z
‘ Sincerely, . }/ ,
i %novﬁ b%(ﬁdlﬂS(V fP/ Original Signed By .
}-e/f. (OWrgQ\h oo - Z/\J%‘ﬁ ﬁ.ii(};grnbusso -
'S Castso on A. Giambusso, Director
éi{fﬁ{iﬁb Division of Reactor Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Enclosure:
Order for Modification of CHANGES MADE PER GILINSKX '
License dated February 6. 1975 SEE PREVIOUS YELLOW FOR OTHER CONCURRENCES
—— Y7/ NN ISR SR — P
g R
SURNAME 3> A Jarl A AGlambusso ,,,,,, eI vt eeerereee e e e e ree s e et e e
DATE > 3/13/7 3/‘3/75 el e | s e« aeneinennes
2

3
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Pzl Docket File MGroff (L-NRR-48)
. _ NRC PDR EHughes (cy incomng)
Docket No. 50-255 NRR Reading EPeyton :
ORB#1 Reading ‘
. VGilinsky
Mr, James Kellogg LvGossick
EGCase
Deputy Dirsgtor AGiambusso #
Department o State Highways KRGoller #
and TranspoNtation RAPurpled
Lansing, Michi N 48904 CMTra},eil
Dear Mr. Kellogg: ggsi;-pard
The purpose of this le¥er is to describe why Cg sumers Power Company's
Palisades Plant is not oprating at the present time
in December 1974 while the pMpt was shut gbwn for repairs of the
condenser and turbine, Consume"grpower Cq“pany conducted an examination
of about 7% of the tubes in one O the #vo steam generators and submitted
a request for an amendment to theiMopbrating license which, if approved,
would have substituted this test fopM¢he more extensive tube inspection
of both steam generators that was gequixged by the operating license.
Our review of the test results Aed us to thg conclusion that further
testing and plugging of defecfive tubes was Bgquired prior to allowing
the resumptlon of power opg ation. On FebruarR6, 1975, we issued an
Order for Modification oF, ‘icense to this effect¥ A copy of this
Order is enclosed for yog#lr information.
Normal power operatlc"may be resumed after our reviewNgnd approval of
the results of the gngoing additional testing. Consumerd, Power Company
has 1n;orma11y adyfised us that they expect to be prepared 0T operation
by the end of Mgfch 1975, Ny,
Please do not/hesitate to contact me should you require any additiomal
information/
4” Sincerely,
Original Signed By
4. Giambusso
A, Giambusso, Director
PDivision of Reactor Licensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Enclosure:
Order for Modification of
License dated February 6, 1975 _
A
h ' - <
orrice 3 RELORES /| RL: ORE: e OELD . RL 5%/ EDO | 7{ _|ocm 7
. RAPurplﬁggzp.ugRGoller T L Yayes ' | AGiambusso | LvGoskitl | VGiLi@isky
oarey |3/S 5475 3/87/75 3/ 4/75 3/(, /75 3/19 /75 }/ /775\
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

2/6/75

In the Matter of

CONSUIERS POWER COMPANY Docket No. 50-255

(Palisades Plant)

ORDER FOR MODIFICATION OF LICENSE

Consumers Power Company (the Licensee) is the holder of Provisioha]
Operating License No. DPR-20, which authorizes operation of the
Palisades Plant (the facility) af power levels up to 2,200 megghatts
thermal. The facility is located in Covert Township, Van Buren

County, Micﬁigan.
I1.

The facility is a pressurized water reactor which consists of a two
loop system using two steam generators designated as "A" and "B".
The facility commenced commercial operation on December 22, 1971,

and, during the course of operation since that time, the tubes within
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both steam generators have experienced localized corrosion of the
wastage type and intergranular cracking. The cause of this steam
generator tubing corrosion is attributed to phosphate treatment

of the water chemistry in the secondary coolant system.

It should be noted by way of background that on January 15, 1973,
after apprdximate]y one year of intermittent operation of the |
facility, the first leak in the facility's steam generator tubes
adeve]oped. _Eddy current inspectjon detected wall thinning in the
tubes of both steam generators in the U-bend area. A1l tubes in

the first eleven rows from the divider p}ates were plugged, and
" the facility returned to service early in March 1973, after which.

it operated at essentially 100% rated power. On August 11, 1973,

the facility was shutdown because of steam generator tube -~
leakage in excess of the limits established by the license technica]
specgfications. Eddy current measurements ﬁerformed during September
1973 showed measurable wall thinning on nearly half the tubes in each
of the two steam generators. The inservice inspection and evaluation
csntinued through April 1974, and all tubes.with eddy current indi-
~c2tions of 60% or more wall thinning were plugged. During a.pre-

operational hydrostatic test early in Méy 1974, leaks developed in
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two tubes at a pressure differential of 200 psi. 'Reinspections of
the steam generators showed that a nﬁmber of tubes had developed a
new type of degradation called "intergranular attack" during the
nine-month period of shutdown; Thereafter, the Licensee plugged

all tubes suspected of intergranular attack.

By September 1974, the Licensee had plugged all steam generatdr tubes
which either were the subject of jntergranular attack or exhibited
eddy Current indications of wall thinning of 50%* or more. In addi-
tion, the Licensee proposed to avoid further corrosion effects by

changing from a phosphate water chemistry regime to an all volatile

~ water chemistry treatment of the secondary coolant system. Based on

the then AEC Regulatory Staff's (hereinafter referred to as the "NRC
Staff") Safety Eva]uation Reports dated August 30, 1974, and November
27,_]974, resumed operation of the facility was authorizedﬁ Specifi—
cally, (i) the facility could be operated ai first:only at limited power
levels consistent with the requirements of a program designed to flush
residual phosphafes from the secondary coolant system, and then at.power

levels up to 100% of rated power subject to the limiting of the maximum

‘operating transient differential pressure across the steam generator

* By September 1974, the plugging criterion had been revised from 60

to 5C%.
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- tubes to 1530 psi; and (ii) because of the possibility of the recur-

rence of further corrosion, the facility would be subject to a further =

steam-generator tube inspection at the end of ninety effective full-
power days or six calendar months from the date of resumption of
criticality -- September 5, 1974 -- whichever occurs first. Based on
the forégoing, the NRC Staff determined that, taking into account the
number of tubes plugged, the steam generatofs met the requirements for
reactor system performance, and that steam generator tube integrity
could be maintained with adequate margins of safety during normai
operation or under postulated accident conditions. Accordingly, on
August 30, 1974, and November 27, 1974, Provisional Operating License
No. DPR-20 was amended by Amendments Nos. 10 and 11 to reflect the

foregoing requirements.

In December 1974, the Licensee, on its own initiative, conducted an
eddy current inspection of steam generator tubes in.the "A" steam
generator. On January 3, 1975, the Licensee reported the results of
this inspection. The Licensee tested a sample of 569 tubes selected
with emphasis upon tubes which had eddy current indications of at

least 40% wall thinning in previous tests.” Within the inspection

“sample, 27 tubes had eddy current indications of corrosion eaceeding
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50%. Of the 27 tubes, one tube had indications exceeding 70%
(which the Licensee has since plugged); three tubes, from 60 to 70%;
and 23 tubes, from 50 to 60%. These test results suggest (i) the

- possibility of continuing corrosion, and (ii) that there may exist,
within the facility's steam generators, a number of tubes with wall
thinning significantly in excess of the 1imit established by the
tube plugging criterion upon which the basis for operation of thé
facility has been authorized under Amendments Nos. 10 and 11, ahd
that, therefore, such thinning could represent a éignificant re-
dhction in ‘the margins of safety, needed to protect the health and

safety of the public.

Although fhe facility is otherwise.ready to resume operation, the
Licensee has maintained the facility in a shutdown condition since
the December 1974 inspection was performed. Undér the present oper-
ating license, absent fdrther action by the NRC Staff, the Licensee
could return the facility to full power operation in its present con-

dition until March 5, 1975, without any further inspections.*

* As indicated supra, Amendments Nos. 10 and 11 require a further
steam generator tube inspection after ninety effective full-power
days or six calendar months, whichever occurs first., The six-
month period expires first, and it occurs on March 5, 1975,
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In view of the foregoing, the Acting Director, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation, finds that the additional license provisions
set forth in Part IV below are required, and that the public health,

safety or interest require that these conditions be made immediately

effective upon issuance.
Iv.

Accordingly, pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,

and the Commission's Rules and Regulations in 10 CFR Parts 2 and 50,

IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. The Provisional Operating License No. DPR-20 is amended
by the addition of paragraphs 4.14.4 and 4.14.5 to the

Technical Spécifications as follows:

4.14.4 The Licensee shall conduct prior to further reactor

. operation the following steam generator in-service
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inspection program:

A.

Inspect all steam generator tubes in both
steam generators which prévious]y had defect
indications (not including plugged tubes) of
greater than 20% wall penetration in the
manner prescribed by Regulatory Guide 1.83

(issued June 1974), as that guide applies to

-inspections after the baseline inspection.

A11 tubes with indications of 50% or more
wall thinning shall be plugged; or in the
a]ternativé,

Conduct additional statistical inspections as

follows:

- 1. With respect to each steam generator "A"

tube with.December 1974 test indications

of 50% or more wall thinning, either plug

such tube or re-evaluate by the following

procedure: | |

(a) eddy current test such tube to obtaih
at least 2 additional readings.

(b) average the 2 or more additional read-
ings with the December 1974 reéding}

(c) if the average indicated wall thinning

is 50% or more, plug the tube.
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If the results of B.1 above require plug-
ging one or more tubes (in addition to the
one tube already plugged since the December

1974 inspection), an additional 3% of the

~ total tubes in steam generator "A" shall be

inspected, concentrating on those areas of
the tube sheet array where tubes with defects
were previously found. A1l tubes with indi-
cations of 50% or more wall thinning shall

be plugged. |
Continue the sampling procedure of B.2 above
until a sampling results in no tubes found
that reqﬁire plugging,.or all tubes have
been-inspected. | »
Irrespective of the results of the inspection
in B.1 through-B.B above, sample 3% of the
total tubes in steam generator "B", concen-
trating on those areas of the tube sheet
array where tubes with defects were previousTy
found. Acceptance, plugging and further
sampling criteria shall be the same as des-

cribed above for steam generator "A".
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C. The results of the above-described inspection
and tube plugging program, and a proposal for
the conduct of future opérations, including a
recommehded schedule for the next steam genera-
tor tube inspection shall be submitted to the
NRC Stéff for review and approval by letter

prior to further operation.

4.14.5 Any steam generator tubes with eddy current indica-
tions of 50% or more wall thinning shall be removed
from service by plugging. Such indicétions may be
'confifmed by averaging during a given inspection, but
such average shall be based on not less than three
readings, in which case an average indication of 50%

or more wall thinning shall result in tube plugging.
This Order is effective immediaté]y upon issuance.

Within thirty (30) days of the date of issuance of this
Order,fthe Licensee may file a request for a hearing with '
vrespect to this Order. Within the same thirty (30) day

period, any other person whose interest may be affected-
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may file a request for a hearing with respect to this Order.
If a request for a hearing is filed within the prescribed
time herein, the Commission will issué a notice of hearing

or such other order as may be appropriate. A request for

a hearing must be filed with the Office of the Secretary,

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commiséion, Washington, D. C. 20555,
Attention: Docketing and Service Section. A copy of the |
request for a hearing should also be sent to the Chief Heafing
Counsel, Office of the Executive Lega1 Director, U. S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington, D. C. 20555, and to R. Rex
Renfrow, I1I, Esquire, Isham, Lincoln & Beale, One First
Natiqna] Plaza, Chicago, I1linois 60670, attorney for the

Licensee.

A petition for 1eave.to intervene must be accompanied by a supporting
affidavit which identifies the specific aspect or aspects of this Order
as to which intervention is desired and specifies with particularity
the facts on which the petitioner relies as to both his intereét and
his contentions with regérd to each aspect on which intervention is
requested. Petitions stating contentions relating only to matters

outside the Commission's jurisdiction will be denied. °
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A1l requests for a hearing and petitions for leave to intervene will
‘be acted upon by the Commission or an Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board designated by the Commission or by the Chairman of the Atomic

Safety and Licensing Board Panel.

In the event that a hearing is held and a petitioner is permitted to
intervene, that petitioner becomes a party to the proceeding and has
a right to participate fully in the conduct of the hearing. For
example, the petitioner may present evidence and examine and Cross--

examine witnesses.

For further details with respect to this action, see (1) Provisional
Operating License No. DPR-20, as amended, (2) the Licensee's inspection
report dated Januéry 3, 1975, (3) the Commission's Safety Evaluation
Report dated August 30, 1974, issued in connection with Amendment No.

10 to the operating license dated August 30, 1974, which was issued -

in response to the Licensee's application for amendment dated Aqust 20,
]974, and its ]étter to the Directorate of Lfcensing dated August 28,
1974, requesting interim Technical Specifications, and (4) the Com-

mission's Safety Evaluation Report dated November 27, 1974, issued in




connection with Amendment No. 11 to the operating Ticense dated
Nbvember_27, 1974, which was issued in response to the Licensee's
August 20, 1974, application for amendment as supplemented November 7,
1974. A1l of thé above documents are available for inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room, 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington,

D. C. and at the Kalamazoo Public Library, 315 South Rose Street,

Kalamazoo, Michigan 49006.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMHISSION

/{p{"\ b
“Edson G. Case, Acting Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Order dated and issued at
Bethesda, Maryland, this
6th day of February, 1975.






