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Commissten by a toII. free tele- ine being estab1Lshed in the foDos154 pro. "Qua!!ty Assurance Prog *am R .re-call to Western Union at (8X 25 ceed!ng to rule on petitions for leavt .sents for Nuclear Facilities."6000 (h Missourt (8001342-4700). The to intervene and/or requests for hear- Comments and suggestions in con-*

Western Union operator should be ing and to presMe over the p.'oceeding nection sith (1) items for inclusion ingiven Datagram Identification in the event that a hearing ts ordered, guides currently being developed or (2)
.

Number 3737 and the fol!csing mes,
sage addressed to Robert Reid: (peti- fatsfua Power 41.faAt Cbmpesy improvements in au published guides

are encoursged at any time. Com-tjoner's name and telephone number); (Waterford Stearn Cectric Station. Unit 31(date petition was ma!!ed); (plant Construction Permit No. CPPR to2. ments should be sent to the Secretary
name): and (publicailor date and page . of the Commission. U.S. Nuc!est Reg-
number of this Ftstur. Rtctstra This action is in reference to a ulatory Commission. Washington. D.C.
nottee). A co i of the petition should notice published by The Commission 20555. Attention: Docketing and Serv-r

also be sent to the Executive I.egal Di- on January 2.1979. In the Freczar. Ice Branch.

.RrctsT,pg ,(f App!Ication for Fscintyra 44 FR 125-126) entitled Regn: story guides are available forrector. US. Nuclear Regulatory Com- g,c, inspee+. ion at the Commission's Pabilemission. Washington. D C. 20555. and
to WlU!am H. Cuddy Dquire. Day * Operating IJeense; Avausbtilty of Ap- Document Room.1717 H Street NW.,
Berry and Roward. Counselors at Ltw* pilcers Ens 1ronmental Rep ~t Con- Wuhington. D C. Requests for single
One Constitution Plaza. Hartford, saderation of Issuance of Fac11hy Op- copies of the latest rension of tssued
Connecticut 06103, attorney for the 11- erating U. cense; and Opportunity for guides (whjch may be reproduced) or
* * * * ' * * * Hearing. for placement on an automatic distri-

Nont!mely fnings or petitions for The Chairman of this Board and his bution 11st for smale copies eE .uture
leave to Intervene amended petitions. address is u focoss. guides in spectfle diversions should be
supplemental petitions and/or re. Sheldon J. Wolfe. Eso Atomic Safety and made in writing 'o the U.S. Nuclear
quests for hear:ng w:ll not be enter. I)cens;ns Bcard Panel. U. S. .% clear Res- Regulatory Commission. Washington,
ta!ned absent a determination by the (ayy Commason WasNn4*4n. M D.C. 20555. Attention- Director. Divi-
Comniission, the pres; ding officer or 3 alen of Techrucal Information and

Document Centrol. Telephone re-the Atomic Safety and IJeensing The other members of the BoardBoard designated to rule on the peti- sad their addresses are as foUows: quests cannot be accommodated. Reg-
tion and/or requem that the petition- u'atory guides. are cot copyr:ghted.
er has made a su ".antial showing of Dt Walter R. Jordan. Sat W. Outer Dme, and Commmion approval La not re-
good cause for the granting of a late Osa R1dse. Tenseuee 37830. Quated to reproduce tham,
petition and/ or request. That determ1* Dr. Harry Toreman. Directc Center for
nation till be based upon a balancing Pooulanon Sti. dies. Box 395. Mayo. Uns- (5 U S~C.652(an
of the factors specified to 10 CFR versity of M:nr.esota. M.nneavous. M r.n,. Dated at RockvtUe. Md., this 13th

nota 55455.
2.714(axi)-(v) and 2.714(d). day of February 1978.

For further deta!Is sith respect to Dated at Bethesda Md., this 12th For the Nuclear Reralstory Com-day of Febr''aary 1979. mission.this action, see the applica*non for -
Rosmar M. f uo, Rosor B. Mmoct t.amendment dated December 15.1978

shich is ava::able for pub:!c inspection Acttna Ocfrmen. Atornte Sd/ety Director. Offter of
.

at the Commission's PJblic Document aW f.scensing Board Penel St4Mards DewiopmentRoom.1717 H Street. N.W., Washing.
ton. D.C and at the Waterford Pablic IFR Doc. 79-5354 Pued 2-20-79- s.45 am) [TR Doc. 79-5337 yted 2 2o-79; 8.45 mm)~

~

Ubrary. Rope Ferry Road Route 156
Waterford, Connecticut. -

[7390 01.M}
.

.....s -
[7590_01.M] .

Dated At Bethesda Mary!and this
*

,

9th day of February.1979. afGutAtcar Gutoe
" ADv15ca7 Cono.utrit cN tt.AC704

For the Nuclear Regulatory Com- lasvame .ad Avecewary ' SAffouAtos.

mission. The Nuclear Regulatory Commissice meen.g
-

has lasued a guide in its Regulatory In accordance with the purposes ofResear W. rcd. Guide Series. This series has been de. sections 23 and 182b. of the Ato=JeOfef. Opemting Recccco veloped to describe and make araCsble Energy Act (42 U.S C. 2039. 2232 b.).Branch No. d. Dici.rion c/ OP- to the public methods acceptable to the Adsisory Comm]ttee on Reactor. eroting Reactors.
, the NRC staff of implensenting spe. Safeguards stil hold a meeting on

cific parts of the Commiss:en's regula. March 810.1979. In Room 1046.1717ITR Doc.79-5224 T'Ied 2-20-72; 4.45 am] tions and. In some cases, to de:Inette B Street h N. Wuh:ngton. DC. Notice
technjques used by '.he staff in evalu. of th.'.s c2 eating wn.s published on Jan-

[7590-41-M] - ating spectfle proclems or pcstulated uary 19.1979 (44 FR 4056.)
accidents and to preside guidance to The agenda for the subject meeting
applicants cornerning certain of the 'IU b# 88 foUOW5:,

mket No. 50-382-Ot.1 Information needed by the staff in its ,

~

resiew of app!]catlons for permJts and yn n 3u m c.s a."1979
LCUhlANA PCwit 4 UGHT CO. - IIcenses. A .W - 5 h Asm

(Opem ."he Commit:.ee eau hear and am.Established of AfoMe seiety and thenslag ' * O
Seerd to Preside :n Prmoeding allty Assurance Pregram Require- cun the report of the ACRS Chairmas re.

. -

ments (Design and Construction)."* de- sardtns nu.sce::aneous mat:,ers re: sung to
ACRS actmties.Parsuant to delegstion by the Com- scr:bes a method acceptable to the The Cocu uttee st! diruss proposed re-mission dated December 29.1972 pub. NCR staff for complying with the por a to the NRC regaMons the stat s of

|Ished in the TrotnAr. RtctsTin (37 FR Commission's regulations with regard " es hed secene tratte s a;;ucate to
287 0) and (12.105. 2.700. 2.702, 2.714

to overal! quality aasurance program grn $[w[f)h*N2.7141, 2.717 and 2.121 of the Commis- requirements during design and con- ic

ston's Regulations, an as amended, an struction of nue! ear power plants. This gaemt3,,, -

Atomic Safety and IJeensing Board Is gu!de endorses ANSI N45.2-1977, tions at cand.davs proposed for a;;cist.
The Committee ut! itseuss the qual .r.ca-

'
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'ment to the Committee. Portrons of th' 3 toad combtnatform ar a des gn baste for no. 'eclo-ot-MI - + 'L-a --

sfon am de elesed as neceuary to prot. s. e>est faemties - .

SECUxmf! AND EXCHANGEformaaen the rereue of *twen would repre. The Catrettee vt:I hear and d se sm re.
sent an unnrranted tnessiori of prin.cy. poru of ru Subcommxtees en rearna act:r$ . .- COMNJ5310M.

2:25 P M.4 t$ P M.- hecunte Serswa Uesrtiatedtu - ..s- '
*. .topewThe Committee am heer and am o improved 5aletr Srstems [ Release No. '1W8. SR-CSS-% U

cuss the report of Ha Subcoaun ttee a.;.d o Etatuation ofI.;cer.we Lee.t Reports
ccr.sultants sho e as te present regarding e haluntlon of Systems Interactions cased Dod frdswyv
proccted resolution of Anticipated Tras- e Regulatory Actavities
sients Without Scram. Tha Cemmittee wC propose changes to R5ag of end Cedar Asprovietg Proposes safe

Perttons of this session tC be ele' sed as the u nmg and scoce of its anncd repwt to
rented to per mt d:se.ssicn of Preprietary Congress oc the NRC E.aics; Researca Pro-

- %*
maz m 13, ggqy,

- 5 X a pa est y>sm. Committee s C.scus proposef com,, Pursuant to Section 19(bXI) of the
sieur m aout sees vi f Opes WThe Coc.m:t, ments regarding NRC pet!c:es re.ated to r, Securities Exchar.ge Act of 1934. 15
tee win hest reports from and W dacus, gerementa for shutdonTi and decar hest re. U.S.C. 34s K b M I) (the Act% notir.e is
sAons nus representatbes of the NRC Staff ****I D ""* "**" *^d th' 2' QI h8f'DY NO DAI OU NDNA #Y Uprobatcauc -mmt tn the Jce 19*3. the Cincinnati Stock Exchangeand the nuchar industry regaring pro.
posed corrective action to reaohe Anne: pat. P'C'*8'- '"CSE"). 205 Dixie Ter=Ina! Building.
ed rans.ents Ethout Scram. Procedures for the conduct of and Cadanut. Chio 45200 f1Ied with thePor*.aocs of thts session wQ be c!csed as participation in ACRS meetings were Cornmiss'on copies of a proposed rule
reWred to d.scuss P*cprietary Information outlhied in the PtstaAL Rrcts;nt on change which sould !!mit the tfabihty
****4***h''**'''' October 4.1978, page 45926. In acccrd- of the CSE and of any person pr .id...

Pznar. macs o. ses's ance with these procedures, cral or 8s s

m J x-fesa AM hecunce seamos v7tttan statements may be prt.sented E t* r g te
g* ) the G'E's W' m 'N(CocatNThe Commit.ee s.11 d;scus.: tu by members of the pubbe, recordmgs

rde and .esponsMues of the ACRS in the will be permatted only during these event that any persons hant.* -dec-
NRC rer.;;atory procesa, porticns of the meety.g sben & tras. trenic means of direct access to the

MDTS should incur losses as a result1830 A.M.1. J P M; Maanas esa NJtC scr:pt is octng kept, and questions may
SL:S tCpewThe Cor:= ttee vm meet be asked only by me=bers of the Com. of the{r use of MDTS sernees.' The

mfttee, its censu!tants, and Staff. Per- CSE states that this ruIe. s hich Is sim-s7th members of the NRC Saff to hear m.
por s on and to ofscu.ss recent openting er. IIar to pr visi nsin effect at other ex-s d M g to h oral s*.akment.sper:erce and !!censtng act!ons. The f*.wrt,
tee wm also hear and d:scusa repcrta regard- should notify the ACRS Executive Dt.

changes' ts necessary at this time be
cause a third party is about to under-toe gemric e atters re:ated to the rerwa- rector as fa.r in advance as practicable tale to provide certain essential eleotery process :nc!ud;:r the erttet a and pro. so that appropriate arrangements can troMc services for the MIyTS, and it

cedares for .mpesat.cn of Cw.t Pena:t;es (to be made to al:ow the necessary time would net be possible for the under.C7R Part *.005 > and criter a for cons! era- dt.Ir:ng' the meeting for sm.h state- tak! g to occar unless the potential 11uon of pr,ary coolant pipe faaures im*de ments.
and out.sm conta:nment. abe:ity of the CSS and these providing

I have detefmined In accordance serHees oc !!.3 behalf can be linded in[j',"". pe for ACRS acmes with Subsect:on 10<d) Puh. I 32-453 the manner proposed.,

2;JJ P Y.-100 FKr heestfre Sesstevs that. It is necessary to c!cse ;rotions of Interested persons are invited to
(Cpeo--The Comm r =e wC hear and d:.s. this meeting as noted abose to protect submat written data, e!ess and a.rgu.
cuss the rescrt of a Sueccmmuttee and Propr:etary Information (5 U.S.C. 552 enents concerning the sutetssroa on or
Consstanta uno may be present regard:ns b(cx4)). to preserve the confidentiality before March 26. 1919. Persons deso
the request for an C:e st;ns Leen.se for the of classif!ed and Proprietary Informa- Ing to =&ke sTttten commenta should
Winiam H. ::mmer Nac; ear Generstang S3*
tien Curt 2. tion related to safeguarding cf special file six copies thereof sIth the Secre-

nuclear mater:al and the arrange- tary of the Commission. Seecrities and 'Portfor.s of this session vc be closed a.s ments for Physical protection of tl e Exchange Commission. 500 North
Nated .o . N a$f . ff Zimmer Station G U.S.C. 552b(c) (1) Ca;>ttol, Street. W u H .gicrk DsC.
the phys. cal secur:ty of th.s stauon. and (tu, and to protect informa:!cn 20549. neference should be made, to

J W ? M -t JJ F.M. E'10few M. IPwmer the release of thJch would cocalitute Fue No. SR-CSE-79-1.
Nacicar Cess etne station CW 2 (Cpenh- a clearly unswrz.nted inva.sfoo of y Copies of the submission all subse-
The Cocimattee wC hear repor* fr m and scr a] pc.vacy 4 5 U.S.C. 552b.exe >> and quent amendtsents, all sTinen state-
hold dx.:ssions t th representa.tives of the to permit di3 cuss 3on og =ggtery in, mects with respect to the proposedNRC Scat.f and the Archesnt resarcns pes >

lLA volved in an adjudiestory proceeding rule change sh.ch are fi:ed with the
D*** 'S'' * k" '.a ses8 * - G U.S.C. 55:be b d19)) Com:rJasion and of a 1 sTttten coc2-Pe.rtscra of th sion wG be c.!ased hs
teamred to c.scuss P ecr'etary :.nfer=aton Further informate i'81# ding munjcations relating to the proposed
retated to th:s fac '.:ty and ar a.mests fJr top ID De dL5Cus2d. Whether the tuIe Change between ".u'e Comm ssion
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regulatory efforts in accomplishing committee. Its consultants, and Staff! [7590-01-f4].

the general purposes set forth in the Persons desiring to make oral state.
Clean Air Act; ments should r.otify the Designated ADVISCRY COMMITTit C4 ttACTCg SAf t.

-Appropriate automobile emission Faral Ernployee a.s far in advance as GUARD $ NUCtIAR ttAATORY CCAUNS.

standards and best available technol- practicable so that appropriate ar. p $3CNogies needed to meet thun; rangements can be made to allow the f ,,,,,, , g,,q , ,, u , pio,-Most appropriate aM practical necessary time during the rneeting to
means of preserving air oyality in such statement.s. Reg'arding the previous Pr: tut
areas in which the air is now cleaner The agenda for subject meer .g Rtctsm Notice ; published on Febru.
than the national amblest air quality shall be as follows: try 21.1979, Volume 44. P.10557) for

th meet c UC
means of enhancing air quality in W acu 20.1979 p e a to be eth-M appropriate and practica! MONDAY. MMcH 19. ANS TI'E3 Y.

on March 8-10, 1979 in Washington.

qu ty tard ds e no me ? D.C., a change for the items being d!s.
8U51NE88 EACM D--Special problems of small business cussed on Prfday March 9,1979 has

and governmenta.1 agencies in obtain. The Socommittee ma meet in Ex. been made as follows.
ing reductions of ernissions from exist. ecutive Session. with ar of its consul-

pgg3y, gggy g, ggging sources to offset 17. creased emis- tants who may be pre nt. to explore
siens from new sources; and exchange their elim!nsry opin- 4:10 mm.-10:00 a.m.i Es . fire Ses.

-Alternatives to regulation as a Ions regarding mat' rs which should stos (Ope t)-The Committee stil dis.
rseans of reducing pollution; be considered dur' the meeting and cuss the role and responsibilities of
-Inherent problems in efforts to d!- to formulate a te ort and recommen- the ACRS in the NRC regulatory

minish pollution in high altitude dations to the fu' Coc.mittee. process.
*reas; and At the conc! .on of the Executlyg. fMO an-f 15 m and 1*15 nm..-Relationship of established enyt- Session, the bcommittee sill hear

#. E **. #### '"ronmental regulations to national presentations y and hold discussions *

energy pollefes. with rentese tatives of the NRC Staff. (Opco-The Committee will meet
with members of the NRC Staff toThose wishing to testify should and their ensultants, regarding the

notify Paul Freeman at (:02) 634-7138 following otes: heat re > orts on and to discuss recent
by March 7 in order to schedule a time (1) Co e Work on Transient Two. operating expertence and licensing ac-
for submission of prepared oral t. 1- Phase ow tions including propcsed changes in
many and shoulr. send at least 50 (2) tatus of Physical Inputs to the Technical Spectf! cations for the
copies of such testimony no !ater than Cod Dresden Nuclear Power Station Unit
March 14 to the attention of Paul (3 Amlysts of Lorr L2-2 Test 2. The Comnuttee will also hear andFreeman at the offlee of the Nat!onal ( Status of ECCS Related Re- discuss report.s regarding generte mat.
Commission on Air Qual:ty,1730 K se ch Programs ters related to the regulatory process
Street. N.W., Suite 207. Washington. 5) Standard Problem Program gneluding the criterta and proceduresD.C.20006. (6) ODYN Code Revtew for imposition of Ctvtl Penalties (10

NATION!.ConOffssIoM oM (7) Status of Analysis of Assymetric CFR Part 2.205). the Nonproliferation
aim QUAI.!TT. Blowdown Forces Alternative Systems Assessment Pro-

,, 8) Status of Current Ucensing Ao- gram sad the shipment of spent reac-
(Wu.LIAM E I.twis, Jr

tor fuel elements th . ugh densely
Ftsac u r 23*1979* In addition. It may be necessary for

the Subcommittee to hold one er more populated ares.t.
(TR Doc. 7ME; Med 3-1-79: 11:J1 1 closed sessions for the purpcse of ex. The future schedule for ACRS activ-

plorieg rnatters involving preprietary ities Mll also be discussed.
Lnformation. I have deter =wed. in ac. L30 an L10 nm.: Erecutire Ses-

U590-01-M) cordance with subsect!on 10(d) of rios (Opc*t)-The Committee will heat

NUCLEAR REGULAT Y Pub. L 92-463. that, should such ses- and discus the report of its Subcorn-
COMMI551CN alons be required. It Ls necessary to mittee and Consultants who may te

close thee sessions to protect proprt- present regarding the request !cr an
A0v15cer COMMitTti CM ACTCri SAft. etary inforpsation (5 U S.C. 55 b Coerating Ucense for the Wil!Iam H.

0U2205. $UsCOMMITTti N (M11CENCT IC X 4II- Zimmer Nuclear Generating Station
C0tt COCUNG ST1T ICC1) Purther informat!on regarding Unit 1.

topics to be discussed. whether the Portfons of this session will be c!osedMead meeting has been cancelled or resched-
as required to discuss Proprietary b-

The ACRS Sube nittee on 2:ner- uled, the Chairman s rulir.g on & formation related to this factilty snd
rency Core Coolir Syster'is will hold fr tatements and t t.m al ot e arrangements for,,the physical securitya meeting on Ma h 19-20.1979 at the therefor can be obtained by a prepaid of this station.

rpo Id ge es. A905 telephone call to the Des!gnated Fed. M A K-I278 AN* MC'S E~

Notice of th' meeting was published' er1l Employee for this meeting. Dr. Zimmer Nuclear Ge<terating S:: tics
Andrew L Bates (telephene :02/634- Untf f (Opc*t)-T.te Committee It'.1

or 'nce tth the procedures 3 67) between 3:15 a.m. and 5.00 p.m., hear reports from and hold discus.cr.s
outilned ' the Ptstut Rrotsirm on EST. with representatives of the NRC Sta!!
October ,1973 (43 FR 459:6), oral or Dated: February 26.1979. and the Applicant regarding proposed
sTitten statements tsay be presented operation of this unit.

by members of the putL!c. recordings Jm C. HoTtz. Purtions of this - 't CII be e!csed
will be permjtted only during those dem Co-nmuue as required P L.acuss hoprfetary b-
portions of the meeting then a tra.n. *@#*4#*d C'E formation re!sted to ' tis facility 1::d
scr:pt is being kept, and questions may TR Doc. TM Wed bl49; 815 en! arrangements for the sh>sical protec-
be as{ed only by members of the Sub- tion of this station.

MDtt.At 11G:5712. Yo(. a4. NCL 43-#UDAy MAACM 2, Int.

|
.
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11871NOTICES
'

. I

Dsted-February 26,1979. Present licensees will be contacted re- (7590-01-M]
- gard!ng seminar arrangements. Other

PutuC steYtCs at Citic & CAs Co. ($AttM
d f

interested parties should contact Mr.
NUCttAR GENttADNQ STADON. UNIT f)gg7gh. L J. Evans. Jr., Chief. Requirements

g c,g,

$at (Docket No. 50-2723ITR Doc. 7943*5 P9ed 3-1-79 8.45 am) a f.

Safety and Safeguards. U. S. Nuclear C.de tendeduGeo Prehee+s Ceafman:
Regulatory Commission. Washington, p,eposed Isman of Ar=iendment to Focality- . .

D.C. 20555. telephone number (301) ope, ,;ng Usense No. OPR-709g4g)
. -

42 - 3b at 9" Notice is hereby given that, pursu.IB) product Matertal ee*.se No. 45-40808- d ents will be ant to 10 CFR 2.752 the preheannaavailable for public ''.spection at the enference in the above. referencedAftANTK ttstARCN CCEP. NRC's Public Document Room at 1717
H Street, ff W Wa.shington. D.C. erd c was o,rigina f

u.
, 9g,oms %

* 1:33 p.m. on Thursday. March 15.1979.[ ' Notice is hereby given that, in ac. Dated at Silver Spring. Md. this 14th in the Main Courtroom (1st Floor).
cordance with the Appeal Board's
order of February 22,1979. oral argu. day of February 1979. Old Sa:em Courthouse. Broadway and*

Mrket Streets. Salem. New Jersey,
ment on the appea.1 of Atlantic Re- For the Nue: ear Regulatory Com. Tne parties are directed to be pre-search Corporauon. Alexandr:a. Vir. mission. pared to discuss the items listed in 10g:nia, from the dac:sacns of the Ad. Wr:.t!A3d J. DIRCKs- CFR 2.752. The Liceruee shall also beministratase Law Judge in this civ11 Director. Office o/ Nuclear asked to arrange a vtsit,to the fac:11ty.

penalty proceeding r:11 de heard at 10 Mcterts1 Secty and Safe;uard3- by the Board.a.m. on Thurscay. March 22,1979 in'

the Commissacn's Heinns Room. 5th tm Doc. 79-4373 Fi!ed 3-t-79- 8 45 am] Dated at Madison. Wisconsin. this
f;ocr. 4353 E.aat West Fighway. Be- 26th day of February 1979.
thesda. Maryland. * # *II NDated February 26,1979. For the Atomic Safety and Ucensing

For the Appcal Board. ~

(Docket Nos. So-498 A. 50-479 A. 50-4 45 A. 50- goard,
**'^3 GAar L Mrtnou.a.MAacAu; E. De Fio. -

Ntrmart.Secretary to (Ae . NCU$7CN ()CNDNC a PCWit CO., IT At
J pPes2 Bodf:f- (SCUTM TEXA$ PeCJICT. UNTTS 1 AND 2). (FR Doc. 79-6377 Filed 3-1-70 SAS amt

im Doc. 79-4378 FUed 3-1-79 8-45 am] TIIAS UTiuttts CINEt ADNG CO., IT Al.,

(CCMANCNE PtAE 5ftAM tt!CTttC $7A-
DON. UNITS I AND 2) (7590-Q1-M]

[7590-31-M] Preheerws Cearmau ead Arguments e* Na No. 50-25'13
Menest Te Qwesh 54p esDRAFT ttGULATCET GUiO!! AMO Nyt!G -

PUSUC $ttVICE (tICitfC & GAS CO. (SA'ELPot!5 Fxzaton? 23.1979. Nuct 8 a e GENtt.ADNG StADON. UMf! b
limm and Aven hin'y Pursuant'to Board's Order dated De-

cember 5.1978, a prehearing confer. Ordw teschedhe 5p.4 Prehoedas Casrfe.-
'a'' '" 0""'' d A ' "*'" ' 'i P '''''*d 1**Die Nuclear Regulatory Commktion 83C' *111 l'e held at 10:00 a.m local

time, on March 20.1979 in the Nuclear meu of Anienfsww to Fe<4 Cpemh ghas preparad draf t Regulatory Guides
and NUREG Reports to aid licensees L;'ense No. DPt 70
in t= ple'nenting proposed amend. Regulatory Commission's Retring'

I ments to 10 CFR Part 73 (1 73.20. Room. 4350 Eut. West Highway 5th By tta Order of December 15.19"S.
73.25. "3 26. 73.45. 73.46), which were F'oor. Bethesda. Maryland to consider this Board granted a motion to hold a
puchshed in the Fronu. Rzctsrza and resiew progress made by the par- special preheanng conference for the
August 9.1978. These docu.ments have ties in completing discovery and pre- put;ose of recessing str.tements from
been assembled mto 3 volumes: panns for an early commencement of persons who wish to make limited ap-

the evidentiary heartcg. petrances under 10 CTR 2.715. The
Ks Compendium. Volume I.sde Commencing at 9:00 a.m. on March cenierence, scheduled for February 22.Proteejon Cpe--F*xed Site Physics:

"Tited Saa Phys. cal Protee:)on C;g-sJe 29, 1979 at the same location men- 19"9 was cancelkd because of badR ule-G uida:

Ru:e--.Cuidance Compendium. Volume L1- tioned above. the Board will t. ear ar- weather.
-stancars Format and Content Gene for guments on the Joint Motion to Notice is hereby given that pursu-

Physical P*otectioc of Stratesic Spec:a1 Nu- Quash Sutpoenas, f!Ied by counsel for ant to 10 CFR 2.751a and 10 CFR
C**' M'L*N AA M N~ Air Products and Chemicals. Inc.; E. L 2.715. the special.prehearing confer-

These draft volumes are being made DuPont de Nemours & Co.; Monsanto ence w:11 be held at 9:30 a.m. on
availab:e to concerned partie: so that Company; PPG Industries. Inc.: and Friday. March 16. 1979, in the Main
they may review the materials and Union Cartide Corporal!on dated Feb- Courtroom (1st Ecor). Old Salem
provide comments and suggestions ruary 16.1979. Courthouse. Broadway and Market

Streets. Salem New Jersey. The Board'

early m the develcoment of this guld- Dated at Bethesda, Md-. this 23rd r:11 also meet at ths same locanon at
ance. The NRC anticipates that these day of February 1979. 7 00 p.m. on Thursday. Much 15,1979documents wd1 be revised in response
to the comments, ar.d will be made it is so ordered. to accept appearances by persons who

are wable to appear during normal
fMal concurrently with the effective For the Atomic Safety and Ucensing work't:g hours. -

date of the aforementioned amend. Boad All persens desiring to make lim!tedments to 10 CFR Part "3. In mid-1979. MI N
A seminar is scheduled for -March M^^3" E'D *T'*4%

appearances in this proceeding shall
27-28, 1979 in Richmond. Virginia, to at*end this special prehearing confer-

tFR Coc.79-6376 Eled 3-t-7t ta5 aml ence. If the Chairman so determines,or:ent potent:11 users in the applica.
tacn and content of these docunients. persons desiring to make their state.

T nn M|jjjjq)j FtCitAt atGt5TI A. VOt. 44. NC. 43-f t:O AY, MAACH 2.1979~
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION[ 7k.j , ; i-
'

' } ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

i -'n.'./
7 ..>..

5 s .
O- / wassiscToN. D. C. 20555

s, .....f, February 23, 1979

SCHECUII AND CITiLINE
FOR DISC'JSSION

227TH ACRS VIETI!G
MARCH 8-10, 1979
WASHINGTCN, CC

Thursday, March 9, 1970, Fecm 1046, 1717 H Street, W, 'eshington, DC

1) 8:30 A.M. - 12:30 P.M. Executive Session (Coen)
1.1) 8:30 A.M. - 9:30 ;..M.:

Report of ACRS Chair an
1.2) 9:30 A.M. - 11:00 A.M.:

Report of AC"3 Subcor.tittee
en proposed revision of
/CRS Report on the Status
of Generic Items Felated to.
Light-Water Reactors

1.3) 11:00 A.M. - 12:00 Noen:
Discuss proposed report to
NRC regarding combination
of Dynamic ' ads as a re-w
sign Basis for Nuclear
Facilities

1.4) 12:00 Noen - 12:30 P.M.:
Discuss prop: sed candidates
for app: int .ent to the ACFS
(Portions of this session
will be closed as necessary
to protect infor.ation the
release of hich w:ald re;>-

resent an unwarranted inva-
sien of personal privacy.)

2) 12:30 P.M. - 1:30 P.M. IL'NCH

1028 : - --
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Schedule -2- February 29, 1979

3) 1:30 P.M. - 2:00 P.M. Executive Sessien (Ceen)
3.1) Repart of ACRS Suncer.mittee on

resolution of Anticipated
Transients Without Scram
(Portions of tnis session will
be closM as necessary to
permit discussien of Proprie
tary Infor .ation related to
this matter.)

4 2:00 P.M. - 6:30 P.M. Anticitatad Transients dithout Scram
(Ceen)
(Portions of this session will be
closed as necessary to termit
discussion of Proprietary Informa-
tion related to tais matter.)

.

Fridav, March 9, 1979, Recm 1046, 1717 H Street, 'M, Washington, DC

5) 3:30 A.M. - 10:00 A.M. Executwe Session (Ceen)
5.1) Discuss the role and rescon-

sibilities of the ACFS in
the !GC regulatory process

eeting with NFC Staff (Coen)6) 10:00 A.M. - 1:15 P.M. v

6.1) 10:00 A.M.- 10:30 A.M.:
Repart on recent Cperati.M
Experience and Licensi.3
Actions
6.1-1) Diablo Canyon Nu-

clear Station -
Instru: .ent line
integrity

6.1-2) Oresden Nuclear
Power Statien Unit
2 - Proposed enance
Tn Technical Speci-
fications regardi.w
secondary contain-
ment leak rate

6.2) 10:30 A.M. - 11:30 A.M.:
Fepart on crit.eria and Pro-
cedures for Im;csition of

Civil Penalties (10 CFR
Part 2.205)

.

_ _ .
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Schedule -3- Februa ry 28, 1979

6.3) 11:30 A.M. - 1:15 P.M.:
Report on Nonproliferation
Alternative Systems Assess-
ment Program

7) 1:15 P.M. - 2:15 P.M. LUNCH

8) 2:15 P.M. - 3:00 P.M. Meeting with NRC Staf f (Coen)
9.1) 2:15 P.M. - 2:45 P.M.

Report on proposed "Cr cri-
teria regarding shipment of
radioactive materials

8.2) 2:45 P.M. - 3:00 P.M.:
Future Senedule

9) 3:00 P.M. - 3:30 P.M. Executive Session (Coen) '
9.1) Report of ACRS Succccmittee

en William H. Zimmer Nu-
clear Generating Station
Unit 1

(Portions of this session will be
closed as required to discuss Pro-
prietary Information related to
this facility and provisions for
the physical protection of this
Station.)

10) 3:30 P.M. - 7:00 P.M. William H. Zimmer Nuclear Generst-
ing Station 'Jnit 1 (Coen)
(Portions of this session will De
closed as required to discuss Pro-
prietary Information related to
this facility and provisions for
the physical protection of this
Station.)

.
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Saturday, March 10,197'), Recm 1046,1717 H Street, N*d, Washincton, DC

11) 8: 30 A.M. - 4: 30 P.M. Executive Sessien (Ocen)
11.1) Discuss propsed ACRS re-

p rts to NRC regardinq:
Wh. H. Zimr.er Station.

ATAS.

Revision of ACES report.

en Unresolved Generic
Matters Applicable to-

DiR's
Combination of Dynanic.

Coads as a Design Sa-
sis for Nuclear Plants

11.2) Reports of AcoS Subececit-
tees on: .

Improved Safety Syster.s.

Evaluatien of .icensee.

Event Reports
Evaluation of Syster.s.

Interactions
Regulatory Activities.

11.3) Discuss pre p sed changes
in the timing and scope
of tne ACPS Annual Feport
to Congress on the FSR
Safety Research Program

11.4) Discuss ACES ceccents-
recorcendations regarding
candidates propcsed for
appoint: ent to the C:rcit-
tec

11.5) D-; cuss pro;csed cercents/
rv wcendations regarding:

RC Staff policies re-.

lated to recuire ents
for chutdown and decay
heat rencval using
safety grade equi;r.ent

1028 ~ ' c
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Schedule -5- Februa ry 29, 1979

Use of probabilistic.

assess ent in the li-
censing process
Criteria and procedures.

for imposition of civil
penalties

(Portions of these sessions will
be closed as necessary to dis-
cuss Proprietary Information and
provisions for physical security
at the facilities noted; to parmit
discussion of material involved in
an adjudicatory proceedi.g; and
to protect infor .ation the release
of W ich .culd represent an un-
warranted invasion of personal
privacy.)

oCo
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Issue cate:

June 4, 1979

MIN'JrES CF WE
227n1 ACRS MEETING
MARCH 8-10, 1979
'MHDmCN, DC

Se 227th meeting of the Advisory Committee en Reactor Safeguards, held
at 1717 H St. N.W. , Washington, DC, was convened at 9:30 a.m., Thursday,
March 8, 1979.

[ Note: For a list of attendees, see Appendix I. Mr. Moeller was not
present :n Saturday.]

Se Chairman noted the existence of the published agenda for this meeting,
and the items to be discussed. He noted that the meeting was being held
in conformance vid de Federal Advisory Conmittee Act (FACA) and the
Gcver. ment in the Sunshine Act (GISA) , P21ic Laws 92-463 and 94-409,
respectively. He ncted that no requests had been received froc mechers of
the ;nblic to present oral statements. He also noted that cocies of the
transcript of scme of the ;:ublic partions of the meeting would be avail-
acle in tne NRC's P211e Document Rocm at 1717 H St. N.W. , Washington, T,
within aperoximately 24 hours.

[ Note: Copies of the transcript tahan at this meeting are also available
for purchase from Ace Feieral Reporters, Inc., 444 North C<.pitol St.
N.W. , Washington, T, 20001. ]

I. Chair an's Reccet (Cpen to P21ic)

[ Note: Rapend F. Fraley was, the resignate' Federa iployee for
this portion of the meeting.]

A. Reviewers

te Chair .an named Messrs. Meeller and Ckrent as reviewers
and Mr. Siess as alternate reviewer for the 227th ACPS Meeting.

S. Honors to ACFS Mem::ers and ACRS Staff

1. Mr. Flerset

The Chairman annecnced tnat Mr. Plesset has been elected
to the National Academy of Engineering.

-1-
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MINUTES CF 'nid 227Di ACRS MEETING MARCH 8-10, 1979

2. Mr. Shewmen

te Chairman anncunced that Mr. She' en has been elected
to the National Academy of Engineering.

3. R. vuller

te Chairman presented a 30 year service pin and certifi-
cate to R. v ller, ACRS Staff.u

4. R. L. Wright

te Chairman noted that R. L. Wright was planning to leave
his positien en the ;GS Staff in ne near future. v.erters

expressed their gratitude to him for the service and cocpers-
tien he extended to the Memhers -hile he as employed here.

C. Floating Nuclear Plant

Be Chairman infor ed the Committee dat Offshore .Powr
Systems, Inc., applicant for a Preliminary Cesign Approval fo r
the Floating Nuclear Plant, has agreed to provide a core retention
system for the proposed plant, ar.d tnat the AS&D hearings have
been rescheduled.

D. ECCS History

2e Cha' rman suggested, and de Committee agreed, that a dis-
cussion regarding de history of IECS and ECCS research be sched-
uled for the 229th /GS Meeting (May). Persens closely involved
with this matter in its early days, such as S. H. Hanauer, H. S.
Isbin, A. J. Pressesky, S. A. Szawlewice, and personnel wrking
in the AEC's Civision of Reactor Safety Research in its early
days are to be invited to participate.

E. Appearance of ACRS Censultants at the Diablo Canyon Hearings

te Chairman D formed the Cer::nittee that tw AC",S censult-
ants, M. Trifunue and E. Luco, were suhpcenaed, and have apceared
before the AS&G hearings en Diaclo Canyon. Se hearings went
well, and there appeared to be no pr:blens regarding deir ap-
pearance. Legal counsel was provided for these consultants

-2-
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MI.WTES CF 'nIE 227?ci ACRS MIETING MARCH 8-10, 1979

Mr. Okrent recuested that the ACRS Staff ascertain from
D. Allison, Diablo Canyon Project Manager, whe der any new issues
were raised during these hearings. If new issues were raised, D.

Allison should be recuested to inform the Ccemittee of these
issues at the 229th ACRS Meeting (April) .

F. Cverturning a California Nuclear Power Plant Statute

Mr. Lesset informed de Cemittee that the Federal District
Court of California has declared the California law that prohibi-
ted de future siting of nuclear power plants, unless the waste
disposal problem was solved (Chapter 196 of the 1976 T aws of
California, Assembly Bill 2822, Section 25524.2), invalid.

G. Testimeny 3efore Meuse ar.d Se'ocommittee on Ener=v and de
Envircrment

te Chairman informed tne Ce m.ittee that he and Messrs.
Moeller, Plesset and Siess testified on February 22, 1979
before the House Ccenittee on the Interior and Insular Affairs,
Subecmmittee en Energy and de Envireccent, regarding de NRC
Research Program.

3. NRC Staff Cocurents

ne Chair .an informed the Ocm.ittee that H. R. Centon is
willing to provide the Comittee with de type dccuments dat
were recuested at de 226th AC'S Meeting, provided the ACRS Staff
would identify me tJe dccuments 2e Committee desires.

II. Mee.tinc en Anticipated Transients Witncut Scram (A7dS)
(Open to Pu=lic)

Semas G. McCreless was the ' signated Federal Employee for[Scte: A

tnis portion of the meetirs.]

A. Subccmmittee Reoort

Mr. Kerr, A745 Subcomittee Chairman, discussed de prop: sed
NRC resolutions for de AT4S problem, vendor reccc.endations, and
ACES censultants' recom.endations (see A pendix IV). He noted
that cecrents have heen received from several utilities, vendors,
and the Atomic Industrial Forum (see Appendix '/) .

-3_
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MINUTES OF WE 227W ACES MEE*DG MARCH 8-10, 1979

Several Members noted cat the NRC Staff had sont a 58-pace
questionnaire to nuclear pcwer plant operators in an effort to
obtain data to be applied tc de prop: sed NRC Staff ATWS resola-
tions. The time allowed for response to nis questiennaire
apoeared to be rader short.

E. G. Case, NRC Staff, admitted dat the questionnairt was
long, but indicated dat the time frame in wnien answers would be
required was negotiable cetween the NRC Staff and de specific
utility.

3. NRC Staff Presentation

G. Case discussed the NRC Staff's current pasir.icn regard-a.

ing ATdS, as described in NUREG 0460 (vol. 3) (see Appendix VI) .

C. Industrv's Presentatiens

1. Atemic Industrial Forum

J. Sorensen, Washington Public Power Supply System, repre-
senting the Atomic Industrial Forum, discussed the A?dS procle.n
from de industry point of vie'C He noted concern tnat the
industry input has been disecented by the NRC Staft that A?dS
consequences are overstated by the NRC Staff, r.nat an inade-
quate value/ impact assessment has been placed en de Staff's
proposed fixes, and ca NRC procedures for Orderly regulation
have not been followed. (For his vertatim remarks, see Appen-
dix VII.)

W. Owcn, Duxe Power Co., representing tne Atomic :ndus-
trial Forum, noted de Opinion :nat ATAS is a significant
proolem to utility executives, in tnat it is a gecd example of
tne regulatory uncer.ainties Sat have plagued de industry
for years. He discussed da proble .s of modifying existing
plants and plants under construction , al:ng v.tn ce add:-
ticnal problem that duplicate plants may not, in fact, te
duplicates if they were licensed after a certain date. (For
W. Owen's verbatim presentation, see Append < VIII.) In

answer to a question, W. Owen said tnat tne mest botnersene
part of the NRC Staff pr cesed requirements are their retrofit
porti0ns.

-4-
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MINU"'ES CF IME 227!E A~RS MEETING MARCH 8-10, 1979

2. General Ele .ric Cemeany (GE)

E. Stroupe (GE) discussed de ecst to utilities for tne
proposed SRC Staff ATdS resolutions, boiling water reactor
mitigation capabilities, boili.g water reactor scram syst.em
reliability, shutdown consid6 rations, factors in achieving
high reliacility, inherent capability of de LR , %R A7dS
mitigation capd ility, the current capabilities of the
plants, the capabilities of the SWR plant equipped with
autcmatic red insertien systems, and de respenses of ShR
plants to de proposed resolutions (see A pendix IX) .

3. Westinchouse's Presentation

R. Steitler said dat Westinghcuse (W) believes that
A?dS is not a safety problem. In W plants, several t verse
sensors detect red insertion for antGicated events. He noted
his opinien dat de original NRC Staff A?dS document, ' ASH-
1270, used unrealistic data, and had an unrealistic goal. At
that time W again concluded that there was no safety problem.
Se SRC StEl has never sho'an dat an A74S event in a 'f plant
will lead to cere-melt or seri es censegaences. No conse-

quences are found beyond a snort period of pressure higher
than openting but below the danger point.

R. Steitler said tnat to meet the NRC's Staff alternates
2, 3, and 4, so.ne hard'*ure changes would be required. Differ-
ent analysis shows tnat the risk for W plants is _ ,entially
the same for alternates 2, 3, and 4. W celieves that no

-

requirements beyond alternate 2 should be required for 'd
plants.

S. E. Hanauer, NRC Staff, said dat 'd and One SRC Staff
are in agreement; both believe that W plants already meet
alternates 2, 3, and 4. Ite girpcse for tne Staff's pr:cosed
regairement of analysis for new plants is to try to obtain more
assurance cat an A7dS will not produce severe consequences.

W. Tipinski, ACRS censultant, ncted a recent failure of
an undervoltage breaker in a W plant. Bis is the type of
breaker dat wuld trip the plant in de event of an A?iS. !f
a new breaker aer= selected, data would have : be movided for
its reli=tbility, as theoretical analysis, alone, car. net provide
this type of reliability.

_5
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A. C. Badar t , NRC Starf, noted that de same tyce of
bre_.er is used tr h the turbine in a W plant.

4. Sab < - nd Wilco,. (SF4)

A. McBride, B&W, /.iscussed the frequency of an A?dS
event, the consequences and de risk, methods for reducing
risks, and recommendatic7s to the Committee (see Approdix X) .

5. Cemrustien Encineering (CE) Presentation

W. 'l . Surchill, CE, discussed the CE A?dS positiori,
flaws in NUREG-0460 (Ve l . 3), a supple nentary protection
system functional descriptien, and CE reccamendations to the
Ccemittee (see .\ppendix XI) .

D. ACPS Censul.tants' Cerrents

1. S. Ditto's Cc: rents
~.

S. Ditto said that he believes dat the addition of the
Automatic FO:1 Insertion (ARI) system to the GE plants would
impreve de reliability of scram. He noted dat although he
was not certain of the details of the logic system in ARI, the
idea of dumping the scram header volume is a sufficiently
diverse mechanism from de nor .al air pressure release of the
scram valves to be considered a redundant system. He comcared
the ARI system as equivalent to the triccing of the motor
generator sets in a WR. He said dat a manually ocerated air
dump valve mignt be better than an auncmatic dump valve, or a
manual system used to introduce poisen. He suggested that
there is a negative incentive for an operator to dump poisen
into the core if an inadvertent action is going to cost de
utility $25 to S30 million dollars. He suggested cat
spurious scrams were to cost $25 to $30 million dollars,
operators would find ways to assur( that de scram systems did
not operate. He said that he has very little confidence that
a good autcmatic poison injection system that can be tolerated
will also be reliable. He also noted his skepticism dat one
can solve a problem that cannot be clearly identified

In answer to a questien, S. Ditto said that he believes
that if de rod drive systems received a signal to insert,
there is enly a very small probability that the rods will fail

.

+
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to insert. He said he believes that failure 'c uld result from
a malfunction of tne sensor or electrical system failing to
receive the signal to insert.

2. W. Lipinski

W. Lipinski noted that the effectiveness of the ARI
System depends upon a reactor p :=p trip having occurred. Se
principle is that after the reactor pump has bean tripped, an
alternate method for insertior of the rods is available.

3. 2. P. Epler

Mr. Epler noted his lack of confidence in tne reliability
of reactor operators performing in the specific prescribed
manner. Rather, he said he preferred automated systems.

E. NRC Staff Resconse

E. G. Case noted tna: 2e NRC Staf f has heard nothing at
this meeting that aculd cause it to alter its current position on
A7dS.

S. H. Hanauer noted the following points of agreement be-
tween the NRC Staff and the reactor vendors:

. the need for considering value impact, the use of best esti-
mate analysis, provided conservative estimates are made
'ahere inadeg. ate data exist;

the necessity for quenchers for suppression pool integrity.

in A7WS <2 vents in EWRs;

that if W plants can assure turbine trip and feedaater ini-.

tiati:n, these plants can meet tne A74 recuirenents speci-
fied by the NRC Staff; and

. hign pressure does not necessarily yield core melt - the NRC
Staff is anxious to see real analyses of tnis matter.

S. H. Hanauer noted the following points of disagreement
bet een the NRC Staff and the reactor venders:

that A7dS is a safet'/ concern, and dat there is a differ-.

ence teraeen alternatives 3 and 4;

-7-
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. NRC is not rushing to judgment in this matrar; there have
been :any opportunities for commenting in various for .c, and
the proposal to go to rulemaking negates the complaint;

the validity of reliance on prompt operator actions in less.

than 10 minutes;

the introduction of an A7dS requirement in the spirit of.

NUREG-0460 (Vol . 3) will not give rise to a whole spectrum
of new requirements;

the degree of improvement that ARI can provide in a %R.

scram system, although the NRC Staff would not object to in-
stallation of an ARI system;

the SWR nas not been demonstrated to have less susceptibil-.

ity to A7dS, ner a higher reliability scram system;

the industry will find seme way to mitigate against a $25.

million cost of a spurious actuation of a safety system;

the intecrity of a %R suppression pool at a temperaoure.

above 200 F;

the acceptability of containment rupture; and.

that an hour is available to replenish condensate under.

all A7dS circumstances.

S. H. Hanauer identified the following matters which fall
into neither of the above categories:

Se purpose of the NRC Staff's recuest for analyses in its.

Fecruary 15 letter was to provide the analyses needed in a
different mode to avoid the necessity of calculating fo r
each reactor or each reactor reload. Se Staff does not in-
tend to make A7dS a design basis accident.

Se NRC Staff is not entirely decided on the fate for wnion.

alter . ate 4 will be effective. Sere is scme flexitility in

this matter.

_g_
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. Se NRC Staff believes that alternative 4 pr vides substan-
tially more reliable mitigating egaipt.ent dat has higher
performance than that of alternative 3. The NRC Staff
intends to follow *he Ccemission's admonition to use proba-
bilistic calculatio;.s with extraordinary care.

Moderator temperature coefficients of reactivity en scme.

reloads seem to be higher than had been considered earlier.

F. Caucus

The Committee determined that it would need additional
infor .ation before it could reach a consensus on A~NS. It agreed
to continue consideration of this problem at the 223th ACRS
Meeting (April). Members identified the follcwing matters : be
discussed:

For B'es

. The nximum temperature and pressure transients the totus or
pressure suppression pools of GE centainments can accept
wi dout rupture. 'ahat are de consegaences if failure of
the torus or suppression pool occurs?

. Evaluation and comparisen of de effects of 43, 86, and 400
GPM licuid bar:n injection rates en de predicted transients
in the pressure suppression pool or torus.

. Se effects of various time delays of baron injection (to 10
minutes) on the predicted transients in tne pressure suppres-
sien ;rol or torus.

For pas

. Water hx:ner potentials in FaR primary emoling systems dur-
ing A"'4 events, and 2eir predicted effec ' safety relief

valves, for example.

. Effect.s of exceeding Service Level C stresses en ce reactoa
pressure vessel during de A~WS pressure palse. In de
event that leakage around head gaskets cculd cccur, tat are
the consequences of such leakage?

- 9--
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III. Meetinc on William H. Zirner Nuclear Power Station Unit 1 (CL) (Cpen
to Puclic)

(Note: Richard P. Savio was the Designated Federal Employee fo r
this portion of the meeting.]

A. Sube enittee Recort

Mr. Bender, Zimer Subcomittee Chairman, discussed the
status of the Subcommittee's review of tne application for an
operating license for the Zimmer Nuclear Power Station, and
included a site description, a st= nary of the Mark II Contaiment
lead plant load evaluation and acceptance criteria, a Mark II
pool dynamic load sur.cary, technical evaluations by ACRS consul-
tants, a sumary of tne Mark II Contairrent Reassessment Program,
and inspection reports and corresocndence relating to allegati:ns
of nencocpliance with SRC criteria and regulations (see Appendix
XII). He noted that sece questiens had been raised regardire
quality assurance at timer, but that an active program has been
established to correct any of the difficulties, dat the NRC
Staff is menitoring this program, and at this time is satisfied.

[ Note: J. Flynn, Cincinnati Gas and Electric C:rpany (CC&E)
coordinated presentations for de Applicant; I. Peltier for the
NRC Staff.]

3. Status of NRC Staff Review

I. Peltier discussed de status of the NRC Staff's review,
and noted dat the review of de Cim er application has been com-
pleted, and subject to satisfactory resolution of very few remain-
ing issues, de plant may be Operated without undue risk to 2:a
health and safety of the p(tlic. (For a list of Outstanding and

confir .atory items, see Arpendix 'CII.)

J. Schult::, NRC Staff, explained the reascn for de NRC
Staff's revisien of the safety evaluation report. He said nat
for the past several monds, de Office of the Executive Legal
Director (CELD) has been cencerned that an adecuate basis for de
cenclusions presented in the SER has not been provided. ?.is

matter was brought to the attentien of the CELO by tne AS&i.3.

?.e NRC Staff incorporated an improved description of the
bases for te conclusions drawn in de SER, and as a result a
revision was issued dat cencurred witn tne reqairements set
forth by OELO. Approximately half of de text in de repo rt
was affected. Most of the changes :ccur in we categories, the

-10-
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citing of approved references or the detailed descriptions of
the bases used in the reco rt. No substantive changes in the
conclusions occurred as a result of this effort.

J. Schult: noted that this revision problem will affect
most of the plant reviews in the near future.

C. Aeplicant's Presentations

1. Coeratinc Organi:atien

E. Borgmann, CG&E, provided an organization chart for
the operation of the Zim er Plant (see Appendix :CV) .

In answer to a question, he noted dat among supervisory
personnel there is accumulated 75 man years of experience,
and among eterators there is also approximately 75 man years
of experience in nuclear plants.

2. Plant and Site

H. Brinkmann, CG&E, discussed the location and the layout
of the Zimmer plant and tne site upon anich it is located. He
noted that the site is approximately one-half mile frem tne
village of Moscow, Chio, and is located near the Ohio River en
its flood plain. He noted that U. S. Highway 52 runs adjacent
to de site, as does the Chio River, en whien there is freight
barge traffic. Using aerial pho tog raphs , he identified de
major structures on de site. He noted tnat discharged steam
from the safety valves is piped threcch de reinforced cencrete
floor that separates de dry well from de wet -ell, and is
discharged into de suppressi:n pool enrough quenchers. For
loss of coolant accidents, d *-ncomers are provided to exhaust
steam frem de dry well to de suppressi:n peel. ?airteen

safety relief valves are provided.

Dr. Kristnaswamy, Sargent and ! undy, discussed tne engi-
neering details of the Mark II containment system.

3. DR// Chances from %R/IV

R. Johnson, GE, discussed de differences between the
%R// Nuclear Steam Supply System (NSSS) and tne %3/IV NSSS
(see A pendix XV).

He noted tnat de solid state manual centrol system is
being applied for de first time at Zimmer.

-11-
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4. Persennel Training

J. Schott, C0&E, discussed Zin=er's initial plant staff training
program, its recualificatien program. and its replacent training
program (see Appendix XVI) .

Mr. Ckrent noted that since Zi=er is the first nuclear plant
that the Applicant will operate, and since there is a relatively
small nutter of personnel experienced in nuclear plant operations en
board, he rececrended that the Applicant appoint at least one ex-
perienced persen ento de Offsite Review Ccmmittee.

I. Peltier noted that the Applicant meets MSI Standard 13.1
for both operator and supervisor personnel training.

J. Schott also provided an organization chart for de Operating
force at Zimmer.

O. NRC Staff Recort on the GE Mark II Centairment System

C. Andersen, NRC Staff, discussed de state of the Staff's
review of the Mark II Contaircent System, and de findings to
dare (see Appendix XVII) . He ncted that the review is essen-
tially cceplete, and that alecugh not all of the documentati:n
is cceplete, the NRC Staff sees no pr0blem wid licrqsing this
contairmMt in this plant. He noted that the review is docu-
mented in SURIG-0487.

J. A. Kudrick, NRC Staff, noted dat since no data wre
available en Mark II, the NRC Staff used conservative values.
He said dat de criteria will be revised h.en adecuate new data
are available.

I. Peltier said dat de NRC Staff is satisfied tnat e.e
t namic leads.Mark II contai=ent is designed to accept pool i

E. General Ouestions

J. Kovacs, NRC Staff, said tnat de contai=ent and its
equiprent will be evaluated on the basis of the absolute sum
method of calculatien. Scme compenents, tnat do not meet the
criteria using absolute sum calculations, but de meet these
criteria using square root of the sum of the squares calcula-
tions, will be considered case by case.

Mr. Ckrent requested that informati:n be provided him regarding
de capability of instrumentation to follow de course of an ac-
cident to measure radiation levels inside contai=ent for three
;cstualted events: 1) C'. ass-9 Accidents, 2) 10 CFR 100 Ac-

-12-

1028 ',3



. .

:4*NUTES OF DIE 22~':3 ACF6 MEE*ING MARCH 8-10, 1979

cidents, and 3) a best estimate for a LOCA. He also asked for
estimated radiation levels for each of these events. J. Flynn
agreed to provide this information.

Mr. Fay requested information en grid Icad flow and stability in
CG&E's electric distribution system, and asked for a copy of the
load swing curve for de ecst margical case for grid operation
(the slewest rate of return to stable conditions following a loss
of 21:eer frem the grid) . Mr. Fay also recuested a diagram of
CG&E's 345 kv network. J. Flynn agreed to provide this informa-
tion.

In answer to a question rega. ding settlement of structure,
I. Peltier said that differential settlement of the base mat is
not a major problem. Differential settlement between adjacent

buildings should and will be menitored. He noted dat measure-
ments made on March I were of the sa e value as those ade in
Cecerter.

In answer to a quest?.cn, I. Peltier said dat dere are two
separate re=cte shutdown panels. tese panels can be used .cnly
for shutdown.

J. 3crgmann said dat CG&E b-11 eves dat it has a solid
power plant operating backgrounc, and that it has adequate
staffing for de Zimer plant. C3&E has a ecmmitment to, and

will prcvide efficient, safe operation.

F. Caucus

Merters were polled, and agreed dat they could try to write
a report en de Zimer Nuclear Power Station Unit 1. Merters
identified items that dey believed should be included in d e
report.

IV. Meetinc Witn Memcers of the NRC Staff en Recent Cceratinc Exterience,
;censinc Activities, and Future Agenda (Cren to Paclic)

(Note: Jchn C. McKinley was the Designated Federal Enployee fo r
this porti:n of the meeting.]

A. Oresden 2: Technical Scecification Change to Allow Tercorary
Operation Witn Oetacned Blow-Out Panels

P. O'Conncr, SRC Staff, discussed the circumstances sur-
rounding a temocrary Technical Specification amendment issued
for operation of Cresden 2 with blow-cut panels detached. 2ese
panels had beceme detached frcm tne reactor building framir4 in
the area acove de refueling floor on Friday, February 2,1979.

-13-
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This detachment resulted in an opening in the reactor buildirq of
about 22 feet by 40 feet. Repairs could not be completed by
Sunday, February 4, and the Licensee requested an emergency 24
hour Technical Specification amendment to allow this unit to
ccamence startup operations before tne panels were replaced. Se
volume beneath the refueling floor was temporarily sealed and
internal pressure in this volume was maintained at a negative
pressure (-0.2 in, water) while the repairs to the reactor
building were completed before expiration of the 24 nour period.
Be cause of the blow-cut panel detactnent is still under in-
vestigation.

P. O'Cennor noted that at the time of the event, Unit 2
was cperating at 700 We, and Unit 3 was in a cold shutdown
condition. Unit 2 was imediately brought to a cold snutdown
condition in accordance with Technical Scecification require-
ments. (For additional details, see Apoendix XVIII.)

3. Precedures for Imposina Civil Penalties en Licensees for~
Violations of Recuirements

[ Note: At the 226th meeting, the Committee heard a report from
de Office of Inspection and Enforcement (I&E) concerning a fine
imposed against the Wis,:ensin Public Service Corp. for an inci-
dent at 2e Kewaunee Nuclear Power Plant during which a shift
refueling supervisor received an ex;esure of 2900 mrem when he
entered the reactor cavity without a radiation work permit, and
without a health physics escort. For background en this atter,
including pertinent sections of the Code of Federal Tegulations
and an information report to the Ccmission, see Appendix XIX.]

E. Jordan, NRC Staff, discussed the procedures used by I&E
in imposing civil penalties on licensees for violations of NRC
recuirements, and also viscussed the avenues of appeal available
to the licensees (see Appendix XX) .

C. Ncn-Proliferation Alternative Assessment Procram 01 ASAP)

1. Overview

R. P.artfield, NRC Staff, provided an overview O f te tn
the NASAP and International Fuel Cycle Evaluation (INFCE)
programs (see Appendix X:C) .

2. Office of Nuclear Reacter Reculation Particication

J. Meyer, NRC Staff, discussed One areas of participati:n
of the Of fice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation in the NASAP
and INFCE programs (see Appendix X:CI) .

-14-
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In answer to a question, J. Meyer said tnat no effort
is currently being used to develop regulatory requirements for
a non-proliferation fuel cycle.

3. Office of Reactor Safety Research Particicatien

C. Kelber, NRC 5taff, noted tnat $800,000 for Advanced
Reactor Safety Research has been requested to be reprogramed
for tne fiscal year 1979 budget, mis request is currently
before Congress, and the money is not yet 'vailable. Current

research work is limited to tne scoce o' .he procleos dat
have been identified by 2e SRC Staff as n-y fae: cts in 2eir
evaluation. Be Office of Reactor Safety Research will draw
upon resources already available in the current program for
these pur;cses.

C. Kelber said that the main area for research in the
case of Fns is improved fuel management by multiple batch
reloading cycles. He suggested 2at if reloadinc time could
be reduced, less burnup weeld be required to provide eqQiva-
lent plant availability.

C. Kelber said that if the 5800,000 becomes available,
RES will focus on three new concepts: the heavy water reac-
tor, the light-water breeder reactor, and the ges-cooled fast
reactor. He noted that some of the liquid metal fast breeder
reactor work that is being done is also applicacle to de
gas-cooled fast reactor. He said also that the Staff has
identified two key issues for early scoping witn respect to
de heavy-water reactor (HWR) , and cat RE5 will attempt to
provide the technical assistance to de NRR 5taff. FIS will

attempt to identify de potential safety issues concerning N
pressure-tce lea <s before breaks, and its reistionship to
current U. 3. licensing criteria.

He noted also eat since six mcn ds of the current fiscal
year have already passed, it is unlixely that all of the
requested research funds could be spent this year even if
they do become availacle. He said ca: 2ere has bean much
cooperation between the heavy-water reactor vendor in this
country, Combustion Engineering, and Atomic Energy of Canada,
Limited.

-15-
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With regard to the gas-cooled fast reactor, RES is
reviewing past work and issues that have been identified by
the vendor, General A: mic, and in addition, FIS plans to
provide technical assistance using LMFSR Program.atic support
to some >f tr.e more conventional accident analyses.

C. Kelber said that RES also plans to support the efforts
of the Of fice of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards

(P.SS).

4. Office of Nuclear Materials Safety and Safecuards Particication

K. Black, NRC Staf f, discussed the participation of
W.SS in e.e NASAP and INFCE programs (see N:pendix XXIII) .

Mr. Ckrent recuested that sa fety-related reports issued
by this program be provided to the Committee. J. Meyer,
NRC Staf f, agreed to provide the rep:r s. Mr. Ckrent' also
recuested that the Ccemittee be provided with six copies of
the letter setting up NASAP, the draft and final versi:n of
the %NSAP report, and the public and agency comments on the
report.

D. Precosed Cecart en: of Transcortatien (DC".1 Criteria for Shi: rent
of Nuclear Materials

R. Bernero, NRC Staff, discussed tne proposed CCT criteria
and rules rela;ing to the shipment of radioactive materials
(see Appendix XXIV) . He neced 2at these criteria and rules may

impact en some of the operations of the NRC.

It was the Committee's consensus nat it should net plan
to review additional matters related to tne transportation of

radioactive .-.aterials and Oc relattens betaeen r.e NRC and tne
:C'" , unless the Ocm.ission sees cecpelling reascns for fureer
ACES involvement.

E. Future Acenda

2.e Cerraittee agreed upon a future agenda for :ne review of
cases (see kpendix ::) .
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7. Executive Sessions (Cpen to Public)

[ Note: James M. Jacobs was the Designated Federal Employee for dis
portion of the meeting.}

A. Meetings wid Foreign Safety Groups

'Ihe Chairman noted that the ACES's foreign travel budget will
support only one f: reign trip to meet with a safety cercittee
during de current fiscal year. It es the consensus of the
Ccemittee that the trip to Japan, scheduled for April, wculd be
the ecst useful to the Coccittee at this time.

3. Status of Generic Iters Relating to Light-Water Rese: Ors: Recort
No. 7

Se Ccnraittee reviewd its recert, Status of Generic Items
Relating to Light-Water Reactors: Recort No. 6 and declared "J.e
following iters in :nis report resolved:

II-5A, Mcnitoring for Loose Parts inside the Pressure.

Vessel;

. IIB-2, Qualification of New Fuel Geccetries;

. IIC-3, Maintenance and Inspection Of Plants; and

IIO-1, Safety-Related Interfaces Setween the Reactor.

Island and the Salance-of-Plant.

Se Cemittee referred to the appr:priate succernittee, for
the develeg:ient of a position for Ccemittee censiderati:n, the
following items from the above report:

II-2, Effective Coerstien of Centainment Sprays in LOCA ( :.

Radiological Effects and Site Evaluation 5cccommittee) and

II-A-4, Periodic (10 yr.) Review Of all Power Peac: Ors (to.

Reactor Cperations Subccr:raittee) .

Be Ccecittee agreM to e:mcine items II-3, %R Pmp Over-
sceed During a ICCA and I*.A-2, WR P=p Cverspeed Ouring a 'CCA.

-17-
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Se Committee prepared its report, Status of Generic Items
Pelating to Light-Water Reactors: Pecert No. 7 (see Appendix
XXV). Curing ne preparation of nis report, the Committee
approved a revised numbering system by wnich the generic items
are identified. He Committee also agreed to consider, at a
later meeting, abolition of its generic items report, and a
merger of the generic items report with de SEC Staff's Task
Action Plans. We Precedures Subecemittee will consider the
suggestion that the Ceccittee no lenger reference generic items
as such in its reports en scecific projects.

C. Recert to C:crissi:ners Pecarding Certinatien of Leads as a Cesign
Basis For Nuclear Fae:11tes

Mr. Sender recalled that he had been requested by Comm s-
siener Kennedy to prepare a reper regarding the basis for
ecmcining loads under acciden: conditions in nuclear pcwer
stations. He identified the problems and complexities in deter-
mining for structural analyses the input loads and loading
conditions da: should be considered to meet accident conditi:ns
(see Appendix XXVI) . He also descrited tne NRC Staf f's - 1 cad
combination evaluation program. He suggested that a proper
evaluation of this c mplex problem .as a greater can ene man
task.

Se Cerenittee established an ad hoc subcornittee to consider
this generic item, consisting of Mr. Sender, Chairman, and
Messrs. Ckrent, Plesset, Shewmen and Siess. A letter to de
Commissi:ners was prepared informing them nat this ad hec
subecmaittee has been formed to pursue de matter of e mcination
of dynamic loads as a design basis for nuclear facilities.

J. Knight, NRC Staff, indicated that the Staff v:uld like to
discuss 2e matter, the current NRC Staff positi:ns, and the
history of how the Staff arrived at these positions, screcime in
the future. He noted :nat there is an SRC Staff tasx action plan

regarding 1:ad certinations, and dat it is accng de top twenty
items receiving high priority. He NFC Staff at this time is
focusing attention en this plan ahien is being written.

Mr. Ckrent suggested that it might be useful to make a
probacilistic analysis of the events to determine -tat neMs to
be dene. He noted eat de current metheds used by the NRC Staff
are really judg-ental (sqJare reo sum Of the squares method)
because there is no knowledge of the actual events as a functi;n
of time.
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J. Knight requested that the NRC Staff be scheduled to meet
with the Cemittee on this matter at the 228th ACRS Meeting, but
the Committee declined the request and elected to keep its
scheduled infsemation meeting cn pipe breaks.

D. The Role of the ACRS in the Reculatorv process

Members discussed the past and current role of the ACRS in
the regulatory process, its relations to the Commissions it
has advised (.\EC and NRC) , the perceptiens it has had over de
years regarding its approach to safety matters, its changing
relations with the NRC Staff (and the AEC Regulatory Staff), and
how it should operate and approach safety matters in the forsee-
able future. Me-bers suggested the following:

The Cc=mittee should examine the depth and breadtn of
.

its review process to determine if major problems (e.g.,
stress corrosien cracking) are given appropriate attention.
Are pr:ble-s that are identified by reactor operation given
adequate attenti:n by the Committee?

'

The Committee should ta<e a broad view of its charter.

with respect to the area that it surveys to identify sig-
nificant safety issues, but should be selective to allow for
in-depth examination of important safety matters. Neither
should 2e Ccemittee attempt to assume the r:le of policy
maxer regarding a total safety phi 10sephy.

The mechanism by which . natters *.crey of consideratien are.

selecied needs to be reexamined as well as de procedures
for memters and/or subcommittee chairmen to pursue items
of concern. The Committee should identify and concern
itself only with major safety issues and policy, and not
beceme tangled in details that can be addressed :etter by
the NRC Staff.

The Committee should not duplicate the work of One NFC.

Staff, but should maintain cognizance of the capacility of
the NRC Staff and One quality Of its *.crk. ?.e Committee
should review NRC Staff safety and regulatory pes;tions to
assure dat they "make sense in de real world".
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. Specific areas of Ccemittee interest included in the past,
and also of current interest are listed below:

- AIAPA,

- safety features of reactors,

- reactor pressure vessel int.::grity,

- continued develegnent of codes and standards,

- inspection regairements,

- fraccure mechanics,

- probabilistic methods,

- seismic dyna:nic aralyses,
.

- hydrodynamic aralyses,

- regulatory guides, Ccernission rules, etc.,

- project reviews,

- legislation related to, or imcacting upon, safety, and

- waste management

. Mditional areas for the Committee to consider are

" acceptable risks" need Oc be cer.sidered (e.g., designate-

a succcmmittee to 72rsue this) .

- ?c.e safety design approach for ~?.FEPs shculd be censidered
(e.g., are any major design changt - needed?) .

- Are existing regulatory requirements appr:griately based
en current knewledge of reactor safety pnenceena, methodel-
ogy, experience, etc.?

- Should the ;GS exercise a more active role regarding .he
identification and resoluti:n of safety issues?

-20-
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- An improved procedure is needed to permit Members to
debate the issues among themselves, particularly where the
NRC Staff and the venders / applicants are in disagreement.
Is too much time spent during ACRS meetings listening to
presentations on items of an informational nature?

- Ccenunications with the Cermissioners need to be improved
so that the ACRS is aware of current Commission policy
and interests.

.W at is the apcropriate scope for ACRS activities? In'

some areas the Comittee may have "stretened itself too
thin". At the same tic.e, cuestions related to ite-s such
as ue reliability of off-site pewr supplies, 0:ner for-s
of energy generation, etc., are areas not being examined.

his subject was referred to the Precedures Subccmmittee for
further :ensideration.

E. Subecenittee Recorts

1. p'.censee Event Recorts (LER) Succcmittee

Mr.. Met-11er, Subecc=ittee Chair an, noted that tne Subcom-
mittee met on March 1-2, 1979, to organi::e the effort in
the review of LERs. 7.e Subcoccittee has recercended pro-
cedures for the review, a pro;csed meeting was scheduled,
and a scope of the Cocnittee's report was proposed (see
Appendix XXVII).

2. Reculaterv Activities

Mr. Siess, Subccmmittee Chair .an, noted the Sctccc:nttee's
recommendation, and tne Ocmmittee concurred in the NRC
Staff's regulatory pcsiti:n en the following regu;3te ry
guides:

Regulatory Guides 1.137 (Rev.1) , Fuel Cil Systems.

for Standby Ciesel-3enerators, and

Regulatory Guide 1.143 (Rev .1) , Design Guidance for.

Radioactive Waste Management Systems, Structures, and
Components Installed in Light-Water-cooled Nuclear
Power Plants (see Appendix XXIX).
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Mr. Siess noted difficulties with proposed Regulatory
Guide 1.40 (Rev. 1) , and the Corrittee racercended that
the Regulatory Activities Subconnittee censider this Guide
again after requested changec are made by the NRC Staff.

3. Ircreved Safety Systems

Mr. Siess reported to the Committee en discussions held
with the NBC Staff by the Improved Safety Systems Subccamittee.
He noted that RES has requested for fiscal year 1979 a S800,000
budget, S400,000 to c:ee from reprogramming funds, and $400,000
from unspent funds from other project 3. At this time, no

funds have been made available.

RZS has pr: posed tne following research pr: gram and
budget:

. . V nted Containments - $300,000

2. Alternate Heat Remcval Systems - S200,000, and

3. Value Impact Methodology - $300,000.

Mr. Siess noted that DCE has a 54 million budget for
improved reactor safety research, and tnat RIS will try to
coordinate its programs with TE.

4. Reactor Safety Research Sutc0mittee

Mr. Siess, Subcommittee Chairman, said that the Succccmit-
tee .culd try to provide informati:n regarding the ACRS recem-
mendations on the RIS cudget to tne Cormission by July as
requested by Cccmissioner Gilinsky. He suggested =a t each

working group in ce Succeemittee review their acpr griate
subject areas and recccrend priorities. This inf:rmati:n needs
to be obtained by April or early May, and will have to be
considered at the June Subeccnittee meeting. He suggested mat
the ('ommittee's report to the 0:enission might take ce form of
an interim report to be completed in July, and to be presented
orally to the Ocmissioners in either July or August. He said
that it will be necessary to octain budget informatien fr m tne
NRC Staff as seen as possiMe.

-22-
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F. Meeting with Office of Inscection and Enforcement

he Cerci: tee agreed to schedule for the 2:Sth ACRS Meeting
(April) a meeting with InE management :; further discuss I&E
policies witn respect t:- the imposicien of fines and other civil
penalties.

G. ACRS Reecrts and Letters

1. Status of Generic Items Relating to Light-Water Reacters:
Recort No. 7

The Cercittee prepared its reper to de Corcissionus,
Status of Generic Items Relating to Light-Water Reactors:
Recort No. 7 (see appendix X W).

2. Combination of Oynamic Loads as a Regulat:ry Cesign Basis

Se Committee prepared an interin letter to de Cencis-
sieners informing den eat de Cormittee is considering de
generic item, Comcinatien of Ovnamic Leads as a Oesign Basis
for Nuclear Facilities (see Append;x XXVIII) .

3. Reculatory Guides

te Cecmittee approved a memorandum to the NRC Executive
Director for Operations informing him that the Carcittee :n-

curs in the NRC Staff's regulatory pes- tion of the following
Regulat:,ry Goides:

. Regulatory Guide 1.137 (Rev.1) , Fuel Oil Systers
for Standby Oiesel Generators, and

. Regulatory Gcide 1.143 (Rev. 1), Cesign Saldance for
Radicactive Waste Management Systems , S tructures, and
Comconents Installed ' Water-Ocoled Nuclear Fewer
PJants (see App y. dix XXIX),

4. Recuire ents for Shutdown and ~ ecay Heat Remeval Using Safety-
Grade Ecu17ent

he Committee apcreved a memcrandum to 2e NRC Exacutive
Director for Operations recercending :na a limited probabil-

istic study be made to develcp inferration f:r de evaluati:n
of the NRC Scaff's requirements for acnieving cold shcedown and .

decay heat re=cval through the use of safety-grade equi;r.ent
(see Appendix XXX).

-23-

1028
~ '

J



s .. .

AINUTES OF nlE 22731 ACRS MEETING MARCH 8-10, 1979

.

5. Transcortatien of Radioactive Materials

te C cmittee prepared a memorandum to the NRC Executive
Director for Cperations recccrending that the NRC Staff
assure that information concerning risks frem both radioactive
and non-radioactive shiF.ents be made available to the NRC and
the Cept. of Transportation (DOT) for use in their respective
studies of 5.ighway routing regulatiens (see Appendix XC'!) .

6. Trans=ortation of Radioactive Materials, ACRS Particication

The Cammittee prepared a memorandum to R. Bernero,

NRC Staff, informing him that the Cermittee does net plan to
review additional matters related to transportatien of radio-
active materials and to relations betwen de NRC and de E,
unless de Ccenission sees compelling raasens for fureer ACRS
involvement (see Appendix XCCI) .

VI. Executive Sessiens (Closed to P;blic)

Fe eral Er.ployee ford
[ Note: Ja es M. Jacobs was the Designated
this portion of de meeting.]

A. New Members

te C:rmitte_e agreed to progese the names of Ii _]
and /i Ao the Cornissioners for nomination to fill the
cur ent vacancy on the Ccemittee.

B. William H. Zimer Nuclear Power Station Unit 1

The Cermittee prepared a re;crt informing the Ccenissioners
that it believes that, subject to certain specified conditions,
the William H. Zimer Nuclear Power Station Unit I can ::e Oper-
ated w12 cut undue risk to the health and safety of the puclic
(see Appendix ICC :) .

~he 227:n ACRS Maatim was adjourned at 3u5 p.m., Saturday, Mar:n 10,
1979.

OCc

.
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227th ACRS Meeting Meeting Dates:
March 8 10,1979

APPENDIX I

A'ITENDEES

ADVISCRY COMMITTEE CN REACXR SAFELUARDS

Max W. Carbon, Chairman
Milton S. Plesset, Vice-Chairman
Myer Bender
Harold Etherington
William Kerr
Stephen Lawroski
J. Carson Mark
William M. Mathis
Dade W. Moeller
David Okrent
Jeremiah J. Ray
Paul G. Shewmon
Chester P. Siess

~,
'

ACRS STAFF

Raynord F. Fraley, Executive Director
Marvin C. Gaske, Assistant Executive Director
James M. Jacobs, Technical Secretary
Herman Alderman
John H. Austin
Ardrew L. Bates
Paul A. Boehnert
Sam Duraisvamy
Elpidio G. Igne
Morton W. Libarkin
Richard K. Major
Thenas G. M:Creless
Tchn C. McKinley
Robert E. McKinney
Ragnvald Muller
Gary R. Quittschreiber
Jean A. Robinette
Richard P. Savio
Hugh E. Votess
Robert L. Wright

CONSULTANTS

E. P. Epler
\ - W. Lipinski

S. Ditto
Z. Zudars
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NRC ATTENDEES

-

*

March 8, 1979

Div. of Project Management Div. of Operating Reactors

L. P. Crocker C, Wichman
S. Varga V. L. Rooney

P. C'Connor

Div. of System Safety'
Nuclear Reactor Regulation

W. Minners
J. Knight F. Schroeder
T. M. Novak S. Hanauer
A. C. Thadani C. H. Berlinger
T. M. Su
R. L. Tedesco

'

D. F. Thatcher
.

F. C. Cherry Office of Stds. Develocment'

'

J. Kovacs'

' '~ G. A. Norberg

.

.

\
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NRC ATTENCEES

227TH ACRS MTG.

March 9,1979

Div. of Project Management Of. of Stds. Development

J. F. Stolz R. M. Bernero
J. N. Wilson
I. A. Peltier,

R. Trevino
D. B. Vassallo Executive Legal Director
L. P. Crocker

J. Lieberman
-

S. Burns

Div. of Systems Safety
,

I&E, Region III
N. H. Wagner

i J. Kudrick J. Menning
i L. Ruth
'

C. Anderson ICSB
! R. L. Tedesco
I

!
. R. F. Scholl

(
'"

i Div. of Site Safety Div. of Operating Reactors*

& Env. Analysis
| R. Clark
: N. A. Eisenberg F. Pagano

D. O. Nellis J. Millex'

F. J. Hebdon

i

Nuclear Material Safety and
Inscection & Enforcement Safe ruards1

E. L. Jordan J. Giarratana
K. Black

Safeguards
C. Sawyer MPA

R. A. Hartfield
.

ARB
Nuclear Regulatory Research

J. Long
C. N. Kelber
W. Lahs Nuclear Reactor Regulation

D. F. Rou
J. F. Meyer'

P. F. Riehm
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APPLICANT ATTENDEES

227th ACRS MEETING

March 8,1979

Vermont Yankee Gulf States Utilities
,

C. Sayha J. Leavines!

; R. E. Sayla

Duke Pcwer:

Toledo Edison
R. Wardell

! T. Myers W. H. Owen

' Stone & Webster
!

Combustion Engineering
; T. Myers
! D. Jagnetts W. E. Burchill

! - Northwest Utilities
'

! WPPSS

| W. Romberg
G. C. Sorensen

,

General Electric Babcock & Wilcox
'

.

Elwood P. Stroupe J. H. Taylor
J. V. Woodford A. McBride
L. J. Sobon
E. C. Eckert
W. P. Sullivan AIF
A. L. Armth
J. V. Woodford F. T. Stetson
H. C. Pfefferlen

PSE&G
Sargent and Lundy

C. W. Vepreb
R. M. Crawford
G. T. Kitz TVA

Westinghouse J. A. Ocmer
B. O. Sloane
R. W. Steitler JCP&L
Bechtel K. R. Goddard
N. Willoughby

Boston Edison
SCS C. S.0ndash
R. Soyle

AW,
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APPLICANT ATTENDEES

227TH ACRS MEETING

March 9, 1979

Stone and Webster General Electric

G. F. Dawe R. Villa
F. Ogden S. Mark
L. L. Dietrich T. Mark
R. E. Cotta B. E. Woodward
G. T. Kitz W. E. Smith
R. M. Crawford R. B. Johnson
C. N. Krishnaswamy E. Carroll
R. J. Pruski L. J. Sobon
R. L. Givan

I R. F. Scheibel
| M. E. Jackson Cincinnati Gas & Electric

'q S. Rurka,

A. E. Meligi E. A. Bergmann-

J. D. Flynn
I J. J. Seibert.' ' J. R. Schott
' W. W. Schwiers

J. C. Herman
H. Brinkmann

1

.
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PUBLIC ATTENDEES
,

227TH ACRS MEETING

,

March 8,1979
'

P. M. Abraham, Duke Power Co., Charlotte, NC
i R. Borsum, B&W, Derwood, MD
| W. W. Bowers, Philadelphia Electric Company, Media, PA
i Charles Brinicnan, Combustien Engr., Gaithersburg, MD

C. P. Chen, PASNY, New York, NY,

I Craig Grochmal, Stone & Webster, 7315 Wisconsin Av., Bethesda, MD
Hiroyoshi, Hamada, The Tokyo Electric Power,1901 L St., NW, Wash., DC

! Richard A. Hill, General Electric, Ben Lomand, Ca
' Roger W. Huston, Consumers Power Co., Jackson, MI

Richard B. Johnson, GE,175 Carmer, San Jose, CA,

! Vincent P. Manno, Am. Electric. Power Service, Corp. , NY, NY
i Robert L. McGuinness, Northeast Utilities,170 Rolling Hill Rd.
I Southington, CT
I Frank McPhatter, B&W, Madison Hights, VA,.

I ( .
,

~

T. D. Martin, NUTECH, Vienna, VA;
R. C. L. Olson, Baltimore Gas & Electric Co., Lutherville, MD
S. L. Rosen, Boston Edison, Waban, MASS 02168:

.
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PUBLIC ATTENCEES

2277H ACRS MEETING
March 9,1979

' Walter Batchelor, Am. Psychological Assoc., Wash., DC
t R. Borsum, B&W, Derwood, MD

Troy B. Conner, Jr., CG&E, Rockville, MD,

J. P. Morin, LILCO, Hamppange, NY
W. J. Museler, LILCO, 105 Scraggy Hill, Pt. Jefferson, NY 11777

| Joseph P. Novarro, LILCO, Wading River, NY
James Rivello, Long Island Light Co., Shoreham, NY

| A. R. Smith, General Electric Co. , San Jose, CA
Michael Stern, Wisconsin Public Service Corp., Green Bay, Wis.'

| J. E. McEwen, Jr
!

! .

.

!
I

i
',

; -

!

.

.

.

.

#- 1028 .5
s .. . , . - . . . . . . . , . . , . . . . . . . .- .

.. . . . . , . -



-. -- . - - . ._ - .-

'

!

i

i ,'
' i

PUBLIC ATTENDEES

227TH ACRS MEETING

Saturday,fiarch 10, 1979
i

Nancy B. Willoughby, Bechtel'

Rici:ard Aaron, Self
Mark Netterhahn, CM&C
L. S, Gifford, GE

:

1
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i
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APPENDIX II

ACRS FUTURE AGENDA 3/2/79i

_

.

ACRS MEETING TYPE OF REACTOR SER ISSUE-

-

PROJECT REVIEW VENDOR DATE
_

m12.
SEQUOYAH 1 & 2 OL W 3/2/79

PALO VERDE 4 & E CP CE 3/1/79

i

! MY
MILLSTONE 2 STRETCH POWER CE 4/2/79

i

3 J.URE
'

NONE

J11L1

SHOREHAM OL GE 6/1/79

LASALLE 1 & 2 OL GE 6/1/79

FNP 1-8 ML W 6/1/79

AUGUST

MIDLAND 1 & 2 OL B&W 7/2/79

SAN ONOFRE 2 & 3 OL CE 7/2/79

WATTS BAR 1 & 2 OL W 7/2/79
.

s
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS ,

* 6? / WASHINGTON. D. c. 2o655g
*****w APPENDIX III.

- March 10, 197

_

.

|- ACRS Members
'

. , SGEDUI.E OF ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETI!;GS. A'ID TOURS

The folleving is a list of tours and Subco=mittee meetings cur-
rently scheduled, subj ect to the approval of the Advisory Com-
mittee Management Officer. If you are listed and cannot attend
a meeting, or if you are not listed but vould like to attend,
please advise the ACRS Office as soon as possible.

Most hotels currently being used by ACRS Members in the down-
town Washington and Bethesda areas require a guaranteed reser-
vation if arrival is scheduled after 6:00 p.=. Failure to use
a room under these conditions involves forfeiture of the cost.
Please advise the ACRS Office as soon as possible if you cannot

: attend a =eeting for which you are scheduled so that reserva-
?

tions can be' cancelled in time to avoid this.
A,

jY, M }- '

g -__ - _
M. W. Libarkin

,

Assistant Executive Director
for Project Review

cc: ACRS Technical Staff
M. E. Vanderholt
B. Dundr

. R. F. Fraley
M. C. Caske

.
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mRCH
_

12 Sequoyah Nuclear Power Station (RS) - CM, W, C5.

_

15 Ft. St. Vrain, Iongmont, CO (JCM) - CS, K, W, PS
.'.

_ 19-20 IrCS (Los Argeles, CA) (AB) MP, HE, DO
-

23-24 LER's (AB) - DM, 2, HE, SL, WK, m, W, JR

26 Trp. Aboard Nuclear-Powered Surface Ship (RFF/GRQ)

T , HE, SL, JM, DO, CS, W

29 Palo Verde, Units 4 and 5 (Phoenix, AZ) (GRQ/PB) -

PS, K , W , 00, JR

30 Power & Electrical Sysce=s (Phoenix, AZ) (CRQ) -

WK, m , W ,ID, JR

,.
t
-%.-

APRIL

4 Regulatory Activities (A.M.) (GRQ/SD) - CS, MB, HE, NK, Eti

4 Consideration of Class 9 Accidents (P.M.) - (GRQ) -

WK, MB, SL, D4, DO, CS

5-7 228th ACRS Meeting

14-22 Trip to Japan - (RFF) - MWC, SL, JCM, MP, PS, CPS

18-20 Waste Mgt. (Hanford, NA) - (RM) - DM, WK, WM, JR

26-27 LER's (AB) - DM, SL, hK, JR, W, HE, JCM

(Continued)

_

- ff-//:
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i

,

i

I ''s
-

'

(

MAY
,

5 4 ECCS (Los Angeles, CA) (73) - MP, DO
_

9 Reg. Activities (A.M.) (GRQ/SD) - CPS, MB, WK
. -
'

_ 9 Dynamic I. cad Combinations (P.M.) (EI) - MB, CS, PS
-

9 Reactor Operations (Millstone 2 Str. Pwr.) (RKM) -
'

IE , M4, TO, JR
,

10-12 229th ACRS meeting

17 Fluid Dynamics (AB) - MP, IE, CS
,

24-25 LER's (AB) - DWM, SL, E, JR, W4, IE, JCM, MP
i

Note: A meeting of the Subcommittee on Safeguards & Security is being'

planned for late May..
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ADDITIQaL SCHEDULED LER SUBCOMMI'ITEE MEETIN3S
_

, r[ June 28-29 - LER's (AB) - DM, SL, WK, JR, E , HE, JM,'MP
.

Joly 19 - LER's (AB) - DM, SL, WK, JR, WM, HE, JCM, MP

i

-
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APPENDIX IV*

ATWS: STATUS REPCRT
,

i
_

'

ACRS Members

ATWS PLANT MODIFICATIONS

I have attached for your infonnation three tables that may be helpful
during the Committee's review of NUREG-0460. The first table has the
Staff ATWS requirements, the second has the vendors' recomendations
and the third table has the ACRS consultants' coments. I must assume
the responsibility for the infonnation on the second and third tables.
These are entirely nly opinion of what the vendors and consultants were
saying.

I

%

Thomas G. McCreless, Chief~

'

Project Review Branch No. 2, -

Attachments As Statedi

.
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TABLE 1 .... ,s.
.

_ Alternate Plant Modifications
.

-

1 2 3 4
,c

-

B&W Nothing BUSS 2 BUSS 2 AMSAC3
. . . .

AMSAC3 AMSAC8 Add safety valves. . .

Analysiss Analysiss. .

CE Nothing SPS2 SpS2 AMSAC3. , .

AMSAC3 AMSAC3 Add safety valves. . .

sAnalysis Analysiss. .

W Nothing AMSAC3 AMSAC3
. . AMSAC3. .

Analysiss,
.

GE Nothing ARI2 ARI2 . RPTS. .

SD7 RPT1 Automatic, high. . .

RP.T2 Logic capacity liquidi. .

. Logic 4 Automatic poison injection1
.

86 gpm SLCS5 . Analysiss' *

. SD7V Analysisa.

2
The approved Monticello design is an acceptable RPT design for all BWR 4
plants. The approved Zimer design is an acceptable RPT design for all
BWR 5 and 6 plants. There may be other acceptable designs which must be
treated on a plant specific basis.

2
A system which is diverse and independent from RPS, meeting IEEE-279 and
acting as backup to the electric.I portion of the current scram system.3
ATWS :nitigating system actuation circuitry satisfying criteria in
Appendix C.

4
Changes in logic to reduce vessel isolation events and permit feedwater
runback.

5
Modified SLCS piping to assure delivery of 86 gpm of poison and auto-
matic actuation circuitry satisfying parts A through H of Appendix C
with reliability equivalent to the mechanical portion of the SLCS.6
Recirculation pump trip satisfying criteria in Appendix C.7 Modification of scram discharge volume.

s
Analysis remains to be performed and reviewed to confim expected
altigation capability as described in Sections 2.2 and 2.3.

~
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CodMtates' Rtcommemiafzon.s,
_ PhRs:

- E. Epler and S. Ditto: Both agree with the hRC Staff alternates;
Ditto recommends re-examination of criteria

_ of when a plant should use Alternate 3 or 4.
.

-

J. Lee Supports Alternates 2 and 3; Alternate 4 is.

unnecessary.

BhRs:
.

*E. Epler In all of the alternatives the RFP must work.
Presently the RFTs are activated by high pres-
sure or low water; a low water indication is not
expected to be very effective for some AIWS
and and pressure sensors may be damaged by the
high pressures of an ATWS.

*
A good manual scram is also necessary. ARI

j is an important feature. Scrara discharge
voltrae is a patential weak pint.

*
Manually actuated liquid poison system wauld,

be worthless but an automated system is currently
.

'

unattainable.
*

Based on the above: ,

!

Alternate 2 is acceptable for existing plants.-

New fix is needed for future plants.-

S. Ditto *
ATWS should not be treated as a mE as ATWS
is a class of events and each event should be
examined separately.

*
ARI appears to be a good fix. A manually
operated scram wired directly to the air-dtrap
valves wauld be betiter than AM. cal <rm& &&-*
Scram discharge volume is a weak poin in scram
system.

* Considering the above:

Alternate 2 is acceptable for existing plants.-

[_=. ,- .. .,.,,.c,.,. ,.n.., ,., ,.) .".n| }.n.
n . ~.
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*
,

W. Lipinski Encourages improvements to plant protection
stems but doubts that statistical adequacy
can be shown.

.

*
!,- SLCS should not be automated.

! -
*

, Prom a cost / benefit standpoint, it is unneces-
. sary to back fit the 11 oldest plants which are

subject to Alternate 2.

*
i J. Lee Supports Alternates 2 and 3; however, would
i like to see additional analyses compering
; 43 vs. 86 gpu SICS. Alternate 4 is unnecessarv.
+

|
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APPEiiDIX V
'i ATUS: C0f!MENTS FROM AIF, UTILITIES, AND-

A VENDOR
Ylestinghause Power Systems

,
-'

Electric Corporation Company
-

-

February 28, 1979
- MS-TMA-2046-

- . .
, ,

- ,

.

Mr. Harold Denton, Director
-

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation -- - _

'

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

SUBJECT: Anticipated Transients Without Scran
'

.

Dear Mr. Denton:
.

We are writing in response to the Comission's notice in 44 Fed. Reg.
6816 (February 2,1979), which states that the Regulatory Requirements-

Review Comittee (RRRC) has issued recommendations contarning Antici-
pated Transients Without Scram (ATWS), and which affords the public
an opportunity to appeal those recommendations prior to a decision on
implementation. This letter initiates our appeal from the RRRC recom-

.
, .~ .j mendations.

The existing ATWS mitigation equipment on Westinghouse plants provides
reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public is pro-
tected. The addition of new equipment to these plants will not provide
any significant increase in protection wnich would be sufficient to

- -- -
- - -

. justify the additional cost. Moreover, there is no " substantial,
additional protection afforded," as required by Ccmission regulations,

. to support a decision to backfit.

In view of the public notice, we were distressed to receive a letter
from Dr. Mattson, dated February 15,1F.7, two weeks before the return
date for appeal, stating: ,

"The Regulatory Requirements Review Comittee has concurred
with the generic analysis approach and the Director of the
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation has authorized the
Staff to proceed".

If the Staff has been given authorization to proceed, the Comission's
notice of opportunity to appeal has been, in effect, nullified.

There are several items regarding the decision of the RRRC which we
consider to be detrimental. Our corm:ents. and recomendations with

.

-

respect to these are as follows: ,

.

. .

s

.

" .
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February 28, 1979Mr. Harold Denton -2- -

,

* *
.

1. With respect to Westinghouse plants, the same hardware is proposed
_

for alternatives 2, 3 and 4. The implementation of alternative a
requires more stringent analyses and criteria; but no corresponding

_
decrease in ATWS risk is credited by the NRC. Westinghouse has
already submitted analyses which are sufficient to demonstrate tne
adequacy of present ATWS mitigation systems to meet the requirements ~

_
of alternative 4. Clearly, alternative 4, with increased analytical,'

- costs and with no lessening of ATWS risk, cannot be shown to be
cost effective. No additional anal.uses should be recuired to
demonstrate compliance with alternative 4 unless Westinghouse,

implements substantive NSSS design changes.

2. Appendix F of Volume 3 (NUREG-0460) shows a significantly lower
ATWS risk for Westinghouse. plants as compared to the risk for other
Vendors' plants. For example, plants after Calvert Cliffs #2
(alternative 3), the risk calculated for Wer,tinghouse is a factor

I .. of ten (10) lower than for BWR's and a factor of forty (40) lower
.

than for other PWR vendors. Because of the large' number of Wsting-
I house units (38% of total) and the fact that Westinghouse plants

pose a much lower risk than others, a low total risk to the public

Staff can only realize its total risk of 2 x 10-gse design.
is a direct result of the conservative Westingho The

,

in 1990 based on'

requiring a " safer" Westinghouse plant than all the other vendors. .

: a
! (~/ We realize that the risk analysis done by the Staff is preliminary;

however, advantages of the Westinghouse design over other vendor's'

I is expected to persist assuming the Staff does a more detailed
i calculation. The Staff should develop consistent requirements for
' all vendors. This should be done for Westinghouse plants by not~

requiring alternative 4 for any plant ano by relaxing the reliability
I goal for the proposed hardware modifications.

~ 3. Despite the NRC's policy to the contrary, Volume 3 conclusions and
the implementation guidelines endorsed by the RRRC are made wi,thout
the benefit of an appropriate value-impact analysis of the alterna-
tives considered. The Staff's attempt at such an analysis in
Volume 2 of NUREG-04c0 was replete with shortcomings. In Volume 3
(Page 44), the Staff rejects the use of value-imoact analysis and
replaces it with their " engineering judgment". This is unacceptable
in view of the long history of the ATWS issue and the Ccmission's
stated policy to require completion of a value-impact analysis
prior to implementation of any significant new requirements.
Moreover, there has been no showing that an ATWS event in a Westing-
house plant can lead to any severe condition such as core melt.
Because ATWS events in Westinghouse plants do not lead to severe
conditions, the value of preventing such an event is moot; hence,
no cost impact can be justified. Consquently, the value of reducing
the consequences of ATWS is zero for Westinghouse plants; therefore,
the impact should also be zero. Westinghouse believes that each of
the proposed four alternatives must be justified by appropriate*

-
value-impact analysis.
-

.

. . .

_
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February 28, 1979Mr. Harold Denton - 3- -

,,

.

, - . ,

4. Volume 3 of NUREG-0460 proposes an implementation policy that is in
direct disagreement with the goals of standardization as stated in-

_ NUREG-0427. For example, plants with CP's after January 1,1978
,

that replicate plants with CP's before January 1,1973 will be
required to have additional hardware and a more stringent analysis

.

basis. Westingnouse telieves that replicate plants should meet
,- identical requirements.

- In summary, we do not believe that any of the alternatives are required
for protection of the health and safety of the public. If the Ccmmis. iont

' persists in action to impose ATWS requirements, they should not be
backfit to plants under construction or to standard plants witn PDA's.
With regard to requirements for future plants, we have the following
recommendations.

,

1. Alternative 2 should be adopted on a generic basis for future
Westinghouse plants and additional generic analysis should only be
required as necessary to confirm continued adequacy if there.are'

' substantive changes in the Westinghouse design,
;

2. Each vendor should be required to provide the same level of pro-
,

tection..+

.

3. An appropriate value-impact analysis should be completed pr'ior to --

, , a decision to justify the level of protection ultimately required,
and,

4. Approved standard designs should be governed by the Commission's
standardization policy absent a finding of a requirement for sub-
stantial additional protection required to justify backfit.

Westinghouse would be pleased to discuss these concerns and our recom-
* mendations with you and your staff.

.
-

Ve ruly y s
-

-
.

i ,xs g2.--.

T. M. Anderson, Manager
Nuclear Safety Department

/rd
-

.

cc: Prof. William Kerr -

Mr. Carsen ' Mark ,
,

- .

..

.
.
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Mr R R Oe ten, Director
Cffice of Huclear Reactor Regulatics 3
US Huelear Regulatory Cc=issics
Washington, OC 2C555

i Lear Mr Dente

This letter provides cc=ents for your consideration concerning the
Regulatory Require =ents Reviev Ccc=1ttee (PS3C) recc=e= datio s dealing
with A= 1cipated Transients Without Scra= (A*WS). This letter is sut=itted.

in respcase to the actice appearing in the Federal Register, February 2,T'

j 1979
* *

's

' The PS3C endorsed the recc=endatices ecstained in Vol=e 3 cf si/Rm ch60Ccesu=ers Power Cc=pany is deeply concerned that theseccccerning A""45.
reccc:cendaticas vill fail to close this long-standing issue satisfae:crily.

the cos cf plan:In additic=, Censu=ers ?cver Cc=pany :ctsiders that
=cdificatices veich veuld be required as a result of these recc=endaticas
is cet cc=ensurate with the benefits to be gained.

Ccesu=ers Pover Cc=pany's concerns that the actic=s recc=e=ded by the ?J3C1

vill Oct rescive this issue are based ce the requirements for additic:a1
analyses and have been heightened by 3RC ccrrespondence Originating afterIt is act clear that =cre analyses, as required bythe ?J3C deliberation.3*J2G Ch60, Vol=e 3, vill fiW 'y ansver all of the Staff's questices c:A copy of the require =entsplant capabilities with respect to =itigatica.
ecccerning the generic analyses to be perfc =ed for p'a-ts for which
Alternative 3 cf sli?2G Ch60 is applicable has been received edy in the
last few days and has been caly briefly reviewed. These requirements were
fer=ulated fcileving RP3C reviev cf HUF2G Oh60, Volu=e 3 Despite the

brevity cf review, the ic11 ving peints can be ade:

7:e extent and detail of verk required c ec= ply with the reques; is1. The requested sub=ittal dates indicate nc =c=prehensicove: .rhel=ing .
cf the =agnitude of verb involved.

cf analysis required, the ;U?lG CL60, 7elu=e 3,
2. In light of the extent

trea.=ent cf A 45 as ec=pa ed :: that which veuli te required if it as
classified as a design basis accident (;3A) appears subtle. :: vculd

'

.

.
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appear, ccatra f to volu=e 3, that the 3RC staff ec siders A""45 a DBA in

_
everything exeept na=e.

-

There is no assurance that this analysis vill fi-=''y resolve this issue,3
or that it vill not si= ply generate requests for still further infor=a-
tics. This concern is caused by a lack of specific citigation criteria

[ cr definition of an A~43 event.
'

k. Require =ents for the plant-specific analyses for those plants for which
Alte. ative 2 is applicable are still undefined. "'he example posed by-

the Alternative 3 require =ents does cet encourage us to expect realistic
i requirements for zhese Alternative 2 analyses.

More i=portant than these ec==e :s, hovever, is the basic fact that tre require-
=ent for these analyses presupposes that an A:%3 event contributes significantly
to overall public risk. Ccesu=ers Power Cc=pany ccasiders that this assu=ptic:

; is incorrect, and that eli=1:atics of this predispositic: =akes =itigative
analytical work unnecessarf.'

I

!
'

Ccesu=ers Pover Cc=pany considers that analyses and studies perfer=ed by
: reactor venders and I?RI have de=onstrated that the probabili y of an ATh3

event is =uch lover than that considered in NUP.IG Ch60. These analyses and'

studies have been previcusly suh=itted to the NEC staff. Even without con-
sideration of this area of disagree =ent, however, the expensive =cdificaticas, j

{ recem= ended in EURIG 0460 appear u=necessary in consideratics of the con-v

! sequences of an A "45 event:

1. In a F%'R, peak pressures following an A"45 event in which all rods fail,

to inser (a s~a'' subset of the already lov probability event) vculd in
=ost instances be of a =agnitude caly slightly abcve hydrostatic test
pressure and would exist for caly brief perieds (c the crder of ha.lf a
=1=ute). The asst ptic inherent in SURIG Ch60 that these pressures
cc=pletely incapacitate e=erge:cy cocling syste= isclatics valves is
u: Justified. In fact, Censu=ers Power Cc=pa:7 ccccludes the e=ergency
core ecoling syste= could be relied c fcileving such an AT45 event and
vculd be available, alens with the steam genera:crs, to ecc1 the plant.
"'herefore, postulating a ccre =elt as a likely ec sequence of this
scenario is withcut basis.

2. Cur Big Rock Poi =t 3h3 is of a sc=ewhat unicue design. It inecrporates
relief valve capacity sufficient to prevent pressures fc.11cving an AT45
event frc= exceeding the highest relief valve setting. "'hus , a rupture
of the ;rd" y coclsnt syste= or incapacitatics Of e=ergency eccling
isclatics valves vould sc: occur. A A~45 eve : vculd :: autc=atically
lead to ccre =elt as inferred in .TCRIG Ch60 fer all Eh?s.

3 The staff has been extre=ely relue: ant :c g-act credi for Opera cr
actic to =1tigate A""45. 2 fact, Cc=su=ers ?cver Cc=pany ec:siders
that prc=pt operater actics veuld provide significant =itigatica.
Cpe azcr respcuse :c a y scra=, regardless of A~iS cc:sidera:icas, is ::

'

observe e ?ci red positic indica:ic and, if appropriate, initiate
.

/) .;;t S-
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a separate scra=. This action veuld ter=inate =ost A""4S events. In the
event this effort also fails, the indications that an AT4S event has,

'- cecurred veuld be nu=ercus. Sc=e obvious indications vould be control red
j position indication, reacter power and pressure indications and the noise

associated with relief valve operation. Our experience has indicated that-

i operators veuld clearly recognize that an abner =al situation existed and
'.' their i==ediate actions vould be directed toward effecting plant shutdovn.

Censuners Pcver Cc=pany concludes that operator action (within a few*-
'

=inutes) can be relied upon to safely =itigate this event, obviating the
need for expensive plant =cdifications.,

: In eccelusion, Censu=ers Poi er Cc=pany hereby " appeals" the recc==endations of
E3aC as invited in the Federal Register notice. Consu=ers Power Cc=pany

i encourages ycu to rej ect require =ents for further analyses and high cost
'

=ciirications sfnee infor=ation already available to the Staff is sufficient

i to cenclude that the probability of an AT4S event is already sufficiently

j and its consequences vould be acceptable.d'

I

i
!

David A Sizel (Signed)
I

i

David A Bixel
Juclear Licensing Ad=inistrater

CC marbcn, Chai-., iCaS -.

.

I

w
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. . Atomic Industrial Forum, Inc.

7101 Wisconsin Avenue
Wasnington. o.C. 20014
TeleononeJ301) 654-9260,

Cable:Atomforum Washengtonde

F-

March 2, 1979
.

- Mr. Harold Denton, Director
.~_ Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

- U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20535

Dear Harold:

The purpose of this letter is to appeal the decisions made
by the Regulatory Requirements Review Committee (RRRC)
concerning Anticipated Transients Without Scram (ATWS). This
appeal is in response to Federal Register notice 7590-01-M
which cppeared in FR Vol. 44, No. 24, on February 2, 1979,
concerning the RRRC meeting of January 2, 1979, reported in
the meeting summary dated January 18, 1979.

The AIF Committee on Reactor Licensing and Safety urges you
to. reconsider the recommendations of the RRRC on ATWS in their

_ entirety. As you know, it is our strongly held judgment,
| supported by~our detailed review, that NUREG-0460 is seriousiy-

flawed by its lack of objectivity and its predispocition
to support the earlier held conclusions of a segment of the
NRC staff. The complexity of the ATWS issue tends to mask
both the value and impacts of any technical resolution, and
this predisposition calls into question the usefulness of
NURPG-0460 as a policy-making vehicle.

The pivotal issuo : the real contribution of ATWS risk to
overall public risk. The presumption (or predisposition)
that ATWS is indeed a significant contributor to risk biases
both the methods used and the results obtained throughout
the NUREG-0460 report. We believe that much of the report
would have been neither relevant nor necessary if no such
predisposition had been present.

Now that the NRC Staff has endorsed engineering judgment asthe basis for ATWS resolution, it should be noted that the
engineering judgments of thousands of industry engineers ,
working for the NSSS vendors, architect-engineers, utilities,
the Electric Power Rer arch Institute, and private consultants,
have been applied to the ATWS issue over the past ten years.
These engineers have been directly involved in the generation
and detailed review of the massive documentation accumulated
on ATWS, and it is from this direct involvement that their
judgments have been formed. It is the consensus of these
judgments, in turn, that forms the basis for the position

- of the AIF Committee on Reactor Licensing and Safety.
.

_
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i Dr. Harold Denton -2- March 2, 1979
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_

. Part of the ATWS disagreement between the NRC and the nuclear
^

industry concerns technical issues. These issues have been_

much debated, and we do not intend to debate them further here,-

but rather merely to call your attention to some of the major
technical issues, as follows:

I e the lack of a convincing technical demonstration that
ATWS is a serious safety problem

i e the lack of a technically defensible linkage between
ATWS and core melt

i

e the excessive conservatism in the NRC Staff's
! consequence calculations

the frequencies of anticipated transients of intereste;

i
'

e scram failure probabilities.,
,

' ''
e the failure of the NRC Staff to demonstrate that

overall public risk would be reduced if their
recommendations were implemented.:

The remaining part of the NRC-industry disagreement coacerns
quasi-technical and policy matters. Most prominent in this
category is the subj ect of value-impact as essment. It is
our judgment that the value-impact assessment in NUREG-0460
is inadequate and incomplete. Further, we feel thut a proper
V-I assessment should be a primary tool for resolving the NRC-
industry dispute. In addition. we are mystified by recent
statements by the staff before the ACRS tF .t they have " abandoned"
any real attempt to generate a thorough value-impact analysis.

The NRC Staff actions in this instance contradict the NRC
value-impact policy described in Chairman Hendrie's July 21,
1978 letter to the President, and ignore other Staff instruc-
tions in this regard. Value-Impact must not be ignored by
NRC Management because it is an essential component of
effective regulation. We have noted your personal efforts
in support of implementing real value-impact assessments
in the past, and we trust tnat your review of the ATWS issue
will c,ontinue the momentum in this direction.

Standardization is another policy matter that is thwarted by
the Staff's recommendations. We note that tne RRRC deferred
to you the decision on whether to apply different requirements
to standardized plants at different stages of licensing. We

.

2 @Rb
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Mr. Harold ' *n ton -3- March 2, 1979

I
-

_

_

urge you to maintain the integrity of the NRC standardization
*

, policy by not requiring different fixes for standardized plants.
.

Our recommendations concerning the resolution of the ATWS issue
are contained in our January 31, 1919 presentation to the ACRS
Subcommittee on ATNS. A copy of this presentation, along with
our ACRS presentations of July 13, 1978 and September 8, 1978,
are attached.

In summary, it is our judgment that the NRC Staff report,
NUREG-0460, now endorsed in substance by the RRRC, seriously
overstated the potential reduction in risk that further ATWS

' prevention and mitigation could provide, and seriously under-
states the extensive impacts that implementation of the Staff
recommendations would produce on nuclear power plant designs
and owner / applicant resources. Further, the Staff report does
not fully consider the overall impact of recommended ATWS
related desf.gn changes on plant s a fe ty We vigorously oppo:, .

the Staff's overall approach and look to you to underscore the
technical and policy inconsistencies contained in NUREG-0460.-

.

We are prepared o discuss this matter further with you and
your staff.

Very truly yours ,
. -

'$
t

John E. Ward, Chairman_,,

Committee on Reactor Licensing
and Safety

JO!.skh
Enclosures

.___

.

-
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'

Mr. Harold R. Denton, Director

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washington, D. C. 20555

>
.

I

Subject: Anticipated Transients Without Scram
Regulatory Requirements Review Comittee Recomendations

,

! Dear Mr. Denton:

The purpose of this letter is to bring to your attention Duke Power Company's'

i concerns on the course of action recomended by the Regulatory Requirements
j 3,

Review Comittee (RRRC) during)its January 2,1979 meeting on Anticipated
,

Transients Without Scram (ATWS .
' v

'
In its January 2,1979 meeting the RRRC agreed with the use of engineering
judgment as the primary basis for reaching decisions on the ATHS issue and
recommended that certain general requirements for ATWS protection be estab-
lished by a notice and coment rulemaking. The proposed requirements in-
clude, among other things, modifications of operating plants and design
changes in plants under construction .o incorporate protection and mitiga-
tion features for ATWS. Although we are encouraged by the NRC's intent
to use engineering evaluations and engineering judgment to reach decisions
on the ATWS issue, we are concerned that engineering evaluations and engineering
judgments' have not been utilized to determine whether ATWS should be regarded
as a safety problem.

We believe that the shutdown systems of current designs of light water
reactors are sufficiently reliable such that ATWS events are extremely
unlikely and that ATWS is not a safety problem requiring consideration in
the licensing process. The reasons for our conclusion that ATUS is not a
safety issue include the following:

1. Engineering judgnent and experience relative to the design and manu-
facturing, inspection, installation, operation and testing practices
of the shutdown systems indicate that ATWS events are not credible.

2. Extensive operating experience demonstrates that the shutdown systems
are sufficiently reliaole to preclude consideration of ATWS events.

_ There are no instances on record where a shutcown system failed when
required to perform.

_

||- a f-
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i Hr. Ilarold R. Denton, Director
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_ .

3. No specific deficiencies in the shutdown systems have been identified to
warrant consideration of failure to properly perform, and there are no.

indications that the systems cannot perform their intended function.
'

.. 4. Results of detailed analyses by EPRI and reactor vendors of the reliability
- of the shutdown systems, transient event data, and ATWS risk indicate that

the shutdown systems are highly reliable and that the risk of ATWS is
acceptably saall.

i

! 5. To date no meaningful value-impact assessment has been developed to -

demonstrate the need for ATWS modifications.

On the basis of these considerations, we believe that any requirement to
implement plant modifications for ATWS protection is unnecessary and un-4

justified.
,

t

He recorrend that if the Commission concludes that some measures be taken to
! enhance ATWS protection, despite the general industry conviction that ATWS
i is not a problem, that these measures be considered only for new plants.

Currently operating plants and those under construction should be excluded,

; m from any ATWS requirements. This approach is supported by the NRC Staff
conclusion that "the present likelihood of severe consequences arisinga

i from an ATWS event is acceptably small and presently there is no undue
' risk to the public from ATWS" (Cf: NUREG-0460, Vol . 3, pp. 42-43) . We

believe also that this approach would preclude unnecessary costs to thei

present plants, provide stability of the licensing process, and be con-
sistent with efficient use of NRC Staff and industry resources. With re-
gard to the measures which could be applicable to future plants, although
not considered necessary as discussed above, Duke Power Company agrees with
the purpose stated by the staff in NUREG-0460, Volume 3, to provide resolu-
tion of the ATWS issue in a cost effective manner.

Specifically concerning our Cherokee and Perkins Nuclear Stations (Docket
Nos. 50-488 through 493) which are under design and construction and which
are being licensed as duplicate plants, we consider that the most cost effec-
tive resolution for ATWS is one of prevention versus mitigation. We also
have specific com.ents on the second paragraph of item (3a) of the minutes
of the January 2,1979 RRRC nceting. The Preliminary Design Approval for
CESSAR was issued December,1975 and the Construction Permit for Cherokee
was issued December,1977, therefore, the proposed ATWS requirement for
Cherokee would be the implementation of Alternative 3. Because Perkins has
not yet received a Construction Permit, due to prolonoed hearing delays,
Alternative 4 would appear to apply. The difference of principle (i.e.,
prevention versus mitigation) of resolution has a significant effect in this
case. Not only is the NSSS standard design proceeding toward completion but
also the Perkins design is doing so by virtue of the Cherokee design noving
forward. This is the spirit of the standardization concept which we strongly
support and have heard the NRC support many times. To require different

'

-A
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Mr. Harold R. Denton, Director

i

~

flarch 2, 1979
Page 3s

: v

,-

nodifications for the two facilities would be contrary to standardization;
to require Alternative 4 for any currently licensed, standard design would, _

not be cost effective and would be subject to future regulatory instability.,

: ,- We ha"e discussed resolution of ATWS with our NSSS vendor, Contustion Engi-
i. neering, and share their feeling that a system like the Supplementary Pro-
,- tection System as specified in Alternatives 2 and 3 of MUREG-0460, Volume 3

provides a viable, cost effective ATWS resolution for Cherokee and Perkins.

In sumary, Duke Power Company continues to consider that ATHS is not a
valid safety concern and that no further regulatory action is necessary.
Should the Co mission determine that plant modifications are required rela-
tive to the ATWS issue we believe that they should be apolicable enly to

I future plants.
i

| Very truly yours,
|

.

j h L. C. Dail
i Vice President
i Design Engineering
|
! RFW/jmi
;

cc: Dr. Max Carbon, Chairman
Advisory Comittee on Reactor Safeguards,

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. William Kerr, Chairman
Subcomittee on ATWS
Advisory Comittee on Reactor Safeguards
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washington, D. C. 20555

bec: P. M. Abraham J. E. Beall
X. S. Canady J. A. Honey (CE)
D. C. Holt Fred Stetson (AIF)
W. O. Parker Herb Feinroth (DOE)
L. C. Da il Files: P81-1412.01 and A-41
R. F. Wardell -

W. H. Rasin
-

e
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!

Mr. H. R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

,

| Dear Mr. De'Iton:

In response to Federal Register Notice 7590-01-M, we offer
our comments to you and the Regulatory Requirements Review Committee,

'

(RRRC). We are deeply concerned about the conclusions and recom-
! mendations concerning ATWS reached in NUREG-0460 which has been

endorsed by the RRRC.
-

qs
t

'

We believe the NRC Staff has so intently focused on required
mitigation hardware that they have not properly responded to the'

fundamental question as to whether or not ATWS is a real safety
concern. Their conclusions and recommendations appear to be based
on the a priori assumption that ATWS is a serious safety problem.
NUREG-0460 reaches conclusions which disregard actual operating
data and statistical analyses supplied by the industry.

We are especially concerned by the Staff response to questions
on the reliability of control rods and control rod drives. In volume
3 of NUREG-0460, pages D-8 and D-9, the staff states " Scram systems
experience statistics are insufficient to decide the question of
rod and drive failure probability or vulnerability to common mode
failures. The modes of failure, if they occur, are likely to be
surprises." In reaching this conclusion, the Staff has disregarded
the engineering judgment of the industry and statistical analyses
supplied by the industry whien show that the probability of the
coincident failure of a sufficiently large number of control rods,
such that plant shutdown is impaired, is extremely small. This is
especially true in view of the fact that each control rod mechanism
is periodically subjected to surveillance testing and there is
virtually no likelihood that a common mode f ailure of the control
rods would occur between the time of the last surveillance test and
their use to effectuate a safe plant shutdown.

.

. .
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r. H. R. Denton
i U.S. Nuclear Regulatory ,

Commission -2-j )
-

,

_

To date, none of the control rod drive fail .tre events has
come anywhere close to constituting a scram failure. Nevertheless,,
the NRC Staff recommends mitigation modifications to eliminate the

- non-existing problem. If such modifications are required, they
'' introduce severe reliability problems and may introduce additional

.

safety problems. We urge you to disapprove a technical decision-

which is based upon such conjecture.

Since the publication of Volumes 1 and 2 of NUREG-0460 there
i has been a large public record of the ACRS and its subcommittee

meetings on ATWS. As pointed out by G.S. Lellouche of EPRI duringI

the ACRS subccmmittee meeting on January 31, 1979 the appendices,

on Volume 3 of NURIG-0460 purport to answer questions raised by
various organizations and to provide a risk analysis. Unfortunately,
many of the questions are not answered and the risk analysis is of,

i questionable value. In accordance with the Commission practice,
such conclusions should be subjected to proper peer review in order,

{ that the decision may be sound and correct. We urge that you take
whatever additional time and measures may be necessary to obtain,

' adequate peer review. We urge the Commission not to decide the
ATWS issue until the ACRS has made available its conclusions andi s
recommendations after such peer review.'

! '

i We are also concerned about the rigid target dates for rule
making and the schedule requirements recommended by the Staff for

! performing generic analysis prior to the Commission's consideration
of a proposed rule. We understand that the Staff has prepared a
list of questions running to some 58 pages which required approxi->

mately two months for preparation. In view of the f act that we have
not seen these questions, we submit that it is impractical, if not
impossible, to adequately respond to these undoubtedly complex
detailed questions within the limited allotted time.'

We understand that the present Staff position will either
require ATWS to be included as a design basis accident or that the
maximum mitigation alternative will be required for everyone unless
the response to this long list of questions is timely and pursuasive.
In view of the very subs tantial costs which would be incurred in
either considering ATWS as a design basis accident or in providing
for the maximum mitigation, we believe that a reasonable amount
of time should be provided in preparing our response so that the
best considered judgment of all parties may be included in reaching
the final conclusion.

Very truly your ,

> -

.

$ Schmieder.

Chi & Engineer
.
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| Mr. H. R. Denton, *
.

~ ,| U . .c . Nuclear Regulatory
Commission -3- 3/2/79

.

- cc: Dr. Max Carbon, Chairman

; . Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards
,

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
~. 1717 H Street Northwest

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. William Kerr
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissioni

1717 H Street Northwest.

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Joseph Hendrie, Chairman
4

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission'

i 1717 H S treet, Northwest
I Washington, D.C. 20555

: Dr. Roger Mattson, Director
' Division of Systems Safety

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission'~'

, ,

Washington, D. C. 20555
,

$ Dr. Lee V. Gossick, Executive Director
Operations
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. Edson G. Case, Chairman
Regulatory Requirements Review Committee
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

.
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ILLINO/S POWER COMPANY'

EP 500 SOUTH 277H STREET, DECATUR, ILLINOIS 62525
_

; , March 6, 1979

i

,,- azermm
_ ADVUORT COMYJTTE! ON

" * * *~

Dr. Max Carbon, Chairman
; Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

MARB Eg9
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

i Washington, D.C. 20555 AM FM

7 Si t M Mill 2 0'4 3 69E 8 85

j Dear Dr. Carbon:

The Atomic Industrial Forum has requested Utility Companies
! to communicate their views to you on the subject of ATWS and
; specifically to respond to questions attributed to Dr. Kerr re-
! garding the possible use of scientific and/or probability analysis

to calculate risks and to compare those calculations with an,

I acceptable risk. Enclosed is a copy of a letter of July 7, 1978,
' which I wrote to Dr. Lawroski in which I described my views on the
! ATWS question. I did not discuss the questions raised by Dr. Kerr' ~

and will attempt to do so here.
i

The basic decision as to whether ATWS is an accaptable risk to
society is a societal decision, but to the extent that a corporate-

organization must make such a decision for the organization, it is
a management decision. A variety of judgments (engineering, scienti-

{ fic, financial) become inputs in the decision process, but they are
inputs, not decisions. I am concerned by the implication that can
be drawn from Dr. Kerr's question, that some scientific process can
produce a decision. At best, it can provide additional inputs. At
worst, it can produce confusion and lead to a poor decision. Although
the Rasmussen Report is considered a scholarly and professional study
(with the possible exception of the Executive Summary) , I do not be-
lieve that it can or will substitute for the management (or societal)
decisions as to whether nuclear power is an acceptable risk to society.

I believe that similar questions could be raised related to the
acceptability of the risk of a 747 airplane crashing into the Sears
Tower in Chicago. I am not aware of any scientific or probabilistic
studies of this possible occurrence by the Boeing Company, the air-
line companies, or Sears, Roebuck & Company, even though it has a
finite probability of occurrence and many people could be killed.

_

.
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Dr. Max Carbon'
~

-2- March 6, 1979

,

- The decisions to build the airplane, to fly it, and to build the
Sears Tower involved the consideration of this risk (implicitly or/

explicitly). A scientific evaluation would not change that risk,
and as a practical matter, I question whether such a study would have.

helped or hindered the decision process.

Dr. Kerr asked how the Utility Industry, as a body, conc 3uded
that ATWS does not pcse unacceptable ricks to society. I would.~

'

, assume that the process is similar to that used by the airtines
where to my knowledge they all concluded that the risk of a 747 air-
plane crash into Sears Tower was not an unacceptable ri.,k to society.
It is interesting to note that Sears also concluded that this event;

i was not unacceptable for a particular segment of society which is
at greater risk; the people who work in the building and who affirm
this conclusion by doing so..

3 I apologize for this lengthly discussion, but I believe that
the growing obsession to achieve "zero risk" is destroying our

| National. perspective. I would again urge the ACRS to examine the
'

merits of the industry's conclusions on ATWS rather than the basis
fe forming these conclusions. As I tried to emphasize in my earlier,

lecter, there are hundreds of reactors of all types in operation
,, around the world and thousands of knowledgeable people who have

| judged that their operation without an ATWS requirement is an accept-
, able risk. Although he does not specifically address ATWS, Herbert
! Inhaber in his paper, " Risk of Energy Production" (AECB-119/Rev.2)

concludes that nuclear power (presumably without ATWS requirements)
and natural gas had the lowest risk of the eleven energy tec.knologies
considered and up to 100 times less risk than some..

In my earlier letter, I expressed the concern that ATWS require-
ments may not contribute to reactor safety when considered in total.
However, even if they would, and thus make nuclear power even safer
than natural gas (per Inhaber's evaluation) and thus make their risk
more than 100 times less than other energy technologies, would this
be a significant factor in determining if nuclear power (or ATWS)
represen's an unacceptable risk to society?

I believe that the questions I raised at the end of my earlier
letter are still central to consideration of ATWS. I sincerely hope
that the ACRS will address them.

Sincerely,

W
L. J. Koch
Vice President

~ Enclosure
- cc: Dr. Stephen Lawroski

Dr. William Kerr_- _]f _
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' /LLINDIS POWER COMPANY '
*

f m - 500 SOUTH 277H STREET. DECATUn, ILUNOIS G2525
s .

:_ July 7, 1978,

-

g . -

-,

',- Dr. Stephen Lawroski, Chairman *

i- Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards '

-

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
j Washington, D.C. 20555

! Dear Dr. Lawroski:

|
; I am writing in response to the invitation from Mr. T. G.
| McCreless to send comments on the report," Anticipated Transients
| Without Scram for Light Water Reactors," NUREG-0460, to the, Advisory
I

Committee on Reactor Safeguards. This is a difficult letter to write
'

because I believe the primary consideration of ATWS should be to place
I the subject in perspective, but because of past actions, this may be
| more difficult than to review the subject report.

,

It is my general impression that the subject of " Anticipated'
~

tansients Without Scram" was initiated as an academic treatment of;

a hypothetical event. There was considerable discussion at the tiine
this concept was first introduced as to its credibility and if it

; merited consideration. It is my impression that a study was
initiated without resolving the basic question of whether or not,

| ATWS should be treated as a real event,.because it was anticipated .

t that the results might be " interesting. " Now, some eight or nine
years and thousands of pages later .(a record of minutes, letters,!

and reports is available for purchase in 13 volumes and some 5000,

pages for $1390.), it is difficult to address the basic questions:
' Is this a credible incident? Is this accident expected to happen?'

Should reactors be designed to accommodate this hypothetical condition?-

I believe that these Are primary questions. that must be considered
in an evaluation of ATWS. -

There are hundreds of reactors operating around the world; pro-
duction, civilian, mil _itary, research, power, etc., which are be-
lieved to be operating safely and ,which have not been conditioned ,

by an ATWS requirement. The accepted operation of these reactors
represents the considered and collective judgment of the most know-
ledgeable people in the world. I am not aware of any significant
change in position by these people, and I believe that the vast
majority of them would consider the experience to date as support of

air judgment. -
,

*
.
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July 7, 1978. -
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- '

The " cost-benefit" of ATWS should also be considered. I believe
_

there are two major costs which must be considered:

l.
- The actual cost of any additional system which would be

added to accommodate this hypothetical event, and
,

' ' . - 2, The implicit cost (including adverse impact on reliability
- and safety) of an ATWS mitigating system for which inadvert-

ent operation would have a deleterious impact.

I am concerned about the second ca'tegory because the design and
operation of safety-type systems should not include a conflicting
motivation to prevent inadvertent operation. For example, a poison-
injection system which must respond automatically to an input signal*

(or signals) will be complicated in design and will be a burden in
operation if there is a strong incentive to avoid " spurious" actua-,

tion. In addition, if inadvertent operation also creates secondary'

problems such as difficult clean-up or abnormal manipulations or
operations, reliability of subsequent plant operation could be,

impaired. Since the probability of inadvertent operation of an ATWS
. , mitigating system is many orders of magnitudo higher than the prob-

ability of legitimate operation, this factor warrants careful con-'

' ~ sideration. Uut approximation of the difference in probabilities
can be derived from the thousands of total reactor years of operating
experience during which an ATWS condition has not occurred as com-

, pared to the number of " spurious scrams" which have occurred.).

~ I believe that the ACRS has an obligation t$o evaluate the over-
all ATWS concept to determine if, in fact, reliability and safety of-

nuclear reactors will be enhanced by the addition of more systems
. and requirements. I do not believe it is enough for ACRS to review
. the Report, or to " validate" the estimates of probabilities and 'other

conclusions produced by the study. I recognize that this will be a.,

difficult question for the Committee and that you will be subjected
to much pressure and abuse if you do. I believe the ACRS not only
has this obligation, but is in a unique position to bring the neces-
sary stature and statesmanship to this question. I recommend, there-
fore, that each member of the Committee ask himself the following
questions:

.

1. Is 'this a real potential accident that I believe h: 2 a
realistic probability of occurree.ce?

'

2. Do I believe that the addition of this requirement to
nuclear reactors will enhance reliability and safety?

_

.

-

.
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~3- July 7, 1978..
,

. __ . . . . . .

l

-- . .

..

I make this recommendation with full recognition of thei _,
'

difficult circumstances surrounding this task, but with firm con-,

~~,

viccion that it is absolutely essential.
-

.

Sincerely,
. -

/.

|
' -

- '
) W

L. . Koch~
.

.
-

Vice President
cc: Dr. Joseph Hendrie
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APPEliDIX VI
AT'r|S: 11RC STAFF C0f1CLUSI0t:S

..

~

STAFF ATWS CONCLUSIONS
_

i
1. ATWS IS A SAFETY ISSUE

2. BASES FOR DETERMINING REQUIRED ATWS PROTECTION

PR!t1ARY BASES,

!

! ENGINEERING ANALYSES AtlD JUDGMENT

! mc

i S'.''"> PORTING BASIS

RISK ASSESSt1ENT

3. VALUE-IMPACT SHOULD BE CONSIDERED

4. ATWS SHOULD BE RESOLVED BY RULE fiAKING

h~3f
'
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STAFF ATWS RECOMMEf!DATI0flS

_

- 1. FOR EARLY OPERATING PLAllTS 1/

- ALTERflATIVE i.'2 MCDIFICATIONS

ADDITIONAL REQUIREMEflTS --

COST EFFECTIVE FEATURES BASED ON PLAtlT-UflIQUE ANALYSES

2. FOR OTHER OPERATING PLAtlTS AND DLANTS WITH CP'S ISSUED PRIOR

TO JANUARY 1, 1970

D ALTERNATIVE #3 MODIFICATIONS

TO BE CONFIRMED BY GENERIC ANALYSES FOR CLAS9ES

OF PLAflTS

3. FOR PLANTS WITH CP'S ISSUED ON OR AFTER JANUARY 1, 1978

AtlD NEW PLANTS

ALTERNATIVE #4 F.0DIFICATIONS

_1/ DRESDEll 1, YANKEE R0WE, INDIAN POINT 1, HUMBOLDT BAY,

BIG ROCK P0lfli, C0flNECTICUT YAtlKEE, SAN Ofl0FRE 1, LACROSSE,

NINE MILE POINT, OYSTER CREEK.

.
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ALTERilATIVEATHS..dDIFICATIONS J

ALTERNATIVES

VI NI)0R 2 3 11

1/ UBd1 DIVERSITY lil ELECTRICAL BUSS N1 SAC

PORil0ll 0F RPS (IlUSS) GEllERIC C0llFIRMATORY SAFETY VALVES

PLAllT-UNIQUE AllALYSES ANALYSES GEllERIC CONFIRMATORY ANALYSES

1/ UC-E DIVERSITY IN ELECTRICAL SPS AMSAC

PORfl0NOFRPS(SPS)1/ GENERIC C0llFIRMATORY SAFETY VALVES

PLAllT-UNIQUE AllALYSES ANALYSES GEllERIC CONFIRMATORY ANALYSES

hW U U UN1 SAC NlSAC AMSAC

PLANT-UNIQUE AllALYSES GEllEitlC C0llFIRMATORY GEllERIC CONFIRMATORY AllALYSES -

ANALYSES

GE DIVERSITY IN RPS (ARI) ARI RPT

RECIRC PUMP IRIP (RPT) RPI FAST-ACTING,||1611 CAPACITY

REDUCE TRAllSIEllT FRE0. LOGIC PO!S0li lilJECTION_

(LOGIC)8 SD GEllERIC CONFIRMATORY ANALYSES
co IMPROVE sells 0R DIVERSITY 3/SLCS CllANGES

IN SCRAM DIScil. VOLUME (SD)

C PLAllT-UNIQUE AllALYSES
ANALYSES

!
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,

n.

ALTERNATIVE ATWS (10DIFICAT10flS -- F00Til0TES

1/ Will! Tills MODIFICATION, ADDIT 10llAL DIVERSE filTIGATING SYSTEM ACTUATI0fl

CIRCUITRY MAY ll0T BE REQUIRED.

2/ DIVERSE ATWS MITIGATING SYSTEf1 ACTllATION CIRCUITRY.

A
3/ CllANGES TO ASSURE AUT0flATIC DELIVERY OF +86 GPM POISON,
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_

- NEAR-TERM ATWS SCHEDULE

-

.

; MARCli 1979 ACRS ATWS REPORT

| MAY 1, 1979 PRELIMINARY VENDOR AtlALYSES ON NEED
!

! FOR ADDITIONAL ATWS MITIGATION
!

| r^. FEt,TURES, IF AtlY, BEYOND THOSE

;
-

_

PROVIDED BY ALTERNATIVE #3.

MAY 31, 1979 flRR RECOMMENDATION TO COMMISSION --

START OF RULE MAKING PROCESS.

_

6
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APPE;4 DIX VIIi

ATHS: AIF PRESEliTATICl.-I

_

_

.

.

.

AIF CO.ADfITTEE ON REACTOR LICENSING AND SAFETY'

ACRS PPISENTATION ON ATWS

March 8, 1979

O
-

Part I

Jerry Sorensen

Supervisor of Licensing Engineering

Washington Public Power Supply System

.

Y'
-:
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GOOD AFTERNOON, MY NAME IS JERRY SORENSEN. I AM

_
SUPERVISOR OF LICENSING ENGINEERING FOR THE WASHINGTON

,
PUBLIC POWER SUPPLY SYSTEM (WPPSS). I HAVE RECENTLY BEEN

. ASKED TO CHAIR THE AIF SUBCOMMITTEE ON ATWS. IT IS IN THAT
.

'. CAPACITY THAT I AM HERE TODAY.

THE AIF PRESENTATION TODAY WILL BE HANDLED IN TWO

PARTS. FIRST, I WILL BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE SOME OF THE CONCERNS

THAT HAVE BEEN EXPRESSED BY THE AIF IN THE RECENT PAST.

FOLLOWING MY PRESENTATION, MR. WARREN OWEN OF DUKE POWER

COMPANY WILL PROVIDE THE UTILITY MANAGEMENT PERSPECTIVE ON

ATWS.

AS YOU GENTLEMEN ARE WELL AWARE, THE INDUSTRY INVOLVEMENT

[] WITH THE ATWS ISSUE HAS BEEN GOING ON FOR A CONSIDERABLE
,

PERIOD OF TIME. OUR TECHNICAL POSITION IS WELL KNONN AND

; HAS BEEN PRESENTED IN SOME DETAIL AT PREVIOUS MEETINGS.

IT IS NOT FU PURPOSE TO REPEAT THAT TECHNICAL MATERIAL,

BUT MERELY TO SUMMARIZE SOME OF OUR MAJOR AREAS OF CONCERN.

WE WOULD LIKE TO THINK THAT THE ISSUE IS ABOUT TO BE CLOSED

SUCH THAT ALL OF US CAN DIRECT OUR EFFORTS TO OTHER

ACTIVITIES. UNFORTUNATELY, WHILE WE MAY BE APPROACHING THE

END OF A PHASE, WE DO NOT SEE THIS AS THE END OF THE ISSUE.

YOUR CONTINUING DELIBERATIONS ON THIS ISSUE HAVE BEEN

MOST HELPFUL IN BRINGING TO LIGHT ITS VARIOUS ASPECTS AND,

IN PARTICULAR, IN CAUSING WIDESPREAD EVALUATIONS BY ALL

SEGMENTS OF THE INDUSTRY OF THE FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIO":

DOES ATWS PRESENT A SIGNIFICANT THREAT TO THE F ALTH AND

SAFETY OF THE PUBLIC? THE ANSWER TO THIS QUESTION IS,
.
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OF COURSE, THE CORNERSTONE OF YOUR CONCLUSIONS AND ON IT
'

WILL BE BUILT YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE COMMISSIONERS,

REGARDING REGULATIONS PROPOSED BY THE NRC STAFF.
-

WE, AS AN INDUSTRY, HAVE RE-EXAMINED THIS QUESTION IN
-

DEPTH SINCE THE PUBLICATION OF NUREG-0460 ALMCST A YEAR

,

AGO. WE HAVE STATED TO YOU OUR CONCLUSIONS AND HAVE
~

RECOMMENDED SPECIFIC CHANGES TO THE DESIGN AND OPERATION

OF CERTAIN PLANTS NOW OPERATING AND UNDER CONSTRUCTION

WE BELIEVE THAT THOSE CHANGES ARE SUFFICIENT TO ACCOMMODATE

THE DIFFERENCE IN OPINION BETWEEN THE STAFF AND THE INDUSTRY

OR THE ANSWER TO THE FUNDAMENTAL QUESTION. WE ARE CONCERNED.

THAT CHANGES THAT G0 BEYOND THOSE WHICH WE HAVE RECOMMENDED

ARE UNFOUNDED AND IN FACT WILL PREVENT US FROM GETTING THE
'

MAXIMUM SAFETY FROM AVAILABLE INDUSTRY AND STAFF RESOURCES.

| IT IS IN THAT CONTEXT THAT WE SUMMARIZE FOR YOU TODAY OUR
i

CRITICISMS OF THE REGULATIONS WHICH HAVE BEEN PROPOSED
i

BY THE NRC STAFF.

SINCE THE ISCUANCE OF NUREG-0460, VOLUhES 1 AND 2

IN APRIL OF 1978, THE INDUSTRY HAS VOICED A NUMBER OF CONERNS

WITH THE APPROACH BEING TAKEN BY TIE STAFF TO ACHIEVE ATWS

RESOLUTION. SOME OF THESE CONCERNS, WHICH I WILL ADDRESS

TODAY ARE AS FOLLOWS:

1) INDUSTRY INPUT (EPRI REPORTS AND OTHERS) HAS

BEEN DISCOUNTED BY STAFF

2) ATWS CONSEQUENCES OVERSTATED BY STAFF

3) INADEQUATE VALUE/ IMPACT ASSESSMENT BY STAFF

4) NRC PROCEDURES FOR ORDERLY REGULATION HAVE
-

NOT BEEN FOLLOWED

~

- 2~. ;)- fG-

1028litt



. . . . - - -. . . - . - .

1) INDUSTRY INPUT (EPRI AND OTHER REPORTS) HAS BEENi

DISCOUNTED BY STAFF-

IN ORDER TO DEMONSTRATE TO THE NRC THAT THE OPERATING
,

EXPERIENCE AT NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS SUPPORTED THE INDUSTRY
.

POSITION THAT ATWS DOES NOT REPRESENT A MAJOR SAFETY
.

,
CONCERN, REPORTS DEVELOPED BY THE ELECTRIC POWER RESEARCH

INSTITUTE WERE SUBMITTED FOR STAFF REVIEW ALTHOUGH

THESE REPORTS WERE AVAILABLE TO THE STAFF DURING THE

TIME THAT NUREG-0460 WAS BEING PREPARED THERE APPEARS

TO HAVE BEEN NO SERIOUS CONSIDERATION OF THE DATA.

! REPORTS AND EVALUATIONS PREPARED INDEPENDENTLY BY THE

| NSSS VENDORS APPEAR TO HAVE BEEN DISMISSED IN A SIMILAR
'

MANNER.

{]) 2) ATWS CONSEQUENCES OVERSTATED BY STAFF
'

THE STAFF HAS STATED (NUREG-0460, VOL 3, PG 21) THAT
T

"FOR PLANTS SUPPLIED BY GE, THE MOST LIKELY RESULT OF

AN ATWS EVENT WOULD BE A CORE hELT DOWN. FOR SOME
'

WESTINGHOUSE PLANTS AND ALL B 6 W AND CE PLANTS) THE

~ RESULT WOULD MOST LIKELY BE EITHER EXCESSIVE PRIMARY

SYSTEM PRESSURE OR CORE MELT." EV LUATIONS OF ATWS

EVENTS BY THE VENDORS DO NOT SUPPORT THESE CONCLUSIONS.

THESE EVALUATIONS OF ATWS CONSEQUEdCE ARE NOT TAKEN

LIGHTLY BY THE UTILITIES WHO MUST ULTIMATELY OPERATE

THE PLANTS. OBVIOUSLY, IF AN ATWS SHOULD OCCUR AND

THE CONSEQUENCES WERE AS STATED BY THE STAFF, IT IS

THE UTILITY-NOT THE VENDOR OR REGULATOR-WHO WOULD

SUFFER THE IMMEDI ATE ECONOMIC LOSS BUT IT IS THE ENTIRE
_

INDUSTRY THAT WOULD SUFFER THE RESULTANT PUBLIC WRATH.
-

: '3 - /f -f7 1028 135.
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I

i

_
3) INADEQUATE VALUE/ IMPACT ASSESSMENT BY STAFF

THE NRC HAS STATED ITS INTENT TO SUPPORT NEW REGULATIONS

_ WITH VALUE/ IMPACT STATEMENTS. IN DEVELOPING THE

,
VALUE/ IMPACT STATEMENT FOR ATWS, THE STAFF DID MEET

1J WITH INDUSTRY REPRESENTATIVES TO GET INDUSTRY FIGURES
~

ON THE COST FOR VARIOUS PROPOSED ATWS FIXES. THE-

IMPACTS NOTED IN NUREG-0460 (VOL 3) REFLECT DIRECT:

i COSTS WITH ONLY PASSING MENTION OF INDIRECT COSTS -

! WHICH GENERALLY FAR OUTWEIGH THE DIRECT COSTS. THE

COSTS TO IMPLEMENT THESE ATWS FIXES MUST ULTIMATELY BE,

| BORNE BY THE RATEPAYERS, WHO ALREADY CONSIDER RATES TO
|

t BE UNREASONABLE.
I

4) NRC PROCEDURES FOR ORDERLY REGULATION HAVE NOT BEEN FOLLOWED

) THE NRC STAFF HAS PREPARED AND PUBLISHED PROCEDURES

WHICH PROVIDE FOR THE PUBLIC (INCLUDING THE IND'ISTRY);

: TO REVIEW AND COMMENT ON ACTIONS PROPOSED TO BE TAKEN

BY THE REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS REVIEW COMMITTEE (RRRC).

ON FEBRUARY 2, 1979, A FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE WAS

ISSUED, REGARDING AN OPPORTUNITY TO APPEAL RRRC ACTIONS

ON ATWS. THE COMMENT PERIOD FOR THIS ITEM WOULD EXPIRE

ON MARCH 2, 1979. THUS, WE WERE DISMAYED THAT THE

OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT AN APPEAL REGARDING THE PROPOSED

ATWS " SOLUTIONS" SEEM TO HAVE BEEN PROVIDED ONLY AS A

PROCEDURAL FORMALITY ON THE ROAD TO A RULE-MAKING

HEARING. A LETTER FROM DR. MATTSON, DIRECTOR OF DSS,

EAS BEEN ISSUED TO THE FOUR REACTOR VENDORS ACCOMPANIED

.

WITH SOME FIFTY-EIGHT PAGES OF REQUESTS FOR ATWS

ANALYSES. THE LETTER, DATED FEBRUARY 15, 1979,
.
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I

{ INDICATES THAT THIS NRC R' QUEST IS AUTHORIZED BY THEs

.)
DIRECTOR, NRR. WE DO NOT UNDERSTAND HOW ON THE ONE

- HAND, THE STAFF CAN REQUEST APPEALS TO BE FILED BEFORE

|'- PROCEEDING WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RRRC RECOMMENDATIONS,

!. YET ON THE OTHER HAND THE STAFF APPEARS TO BE PROCEEDING
,.

i ' POSTHASTE TO IMPLEMENT THOSE RECOMMENDATIONS. THE
|

FEBRUARY 15 LETTER REQUESTS THAT THE NSSS VENDORS REDO

OR EXPAND THEIR ATWS ANALYSES, REJUSTIFY THE ASSUMPTIONS,,

|
j PERFORM NEW ANALYSES ON RCPB VALVES, INCLUDE NEW

DOSE AMD CONTAINMENT CALCULATIONS, BECAUSE OF REVISED'

1

j ASSUMPTIONS, AND SUBMIT RESULTS WITHIN AN UNREALISTIC

! TIME FRAME. HOWEVER, IT IS OUR UNDERSTANDING THAT
'
.

THERE MAY BE ADDITIONAL TIME ALLOWED TO RESPOND TO

| THIS REQUEST. MORE0VER, A CAREFUL READING OF THAT

LETTER INDICATES THAT THE REQUESTED ANALYSES INHERENTLY

NTAIN THE POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE ATWS RATCHETS, WITH NO

J IN SIGHT.

Jr.E ABOVE REPRESENT SOME OF OUR CONCERNS THAT HAVE BEEN

EXPLESSED OVER THE PAST YEAR WITH REGARD TO ATWS.

THE NRC STAFF HAS LISTED THE ATWS ISSUE AS IT'S NUMBER

1 GENERIC ITEM AND HAS CLEARLY STATED THAT "ATWS WILL BE

RESOLVED." WE TOTALLY CONCUR THAT ATWS MUST BE RESOLVED,

OUR DISAGREEMENT IS WITH THE STAFF'S POSITION TOWARD

RESOLUTION!

WE HAVE BROUGHT OUR DEBATE OF THE ATWS ISSUE BEFORE THE

ACRS BECAUSE THIS IS A PUBLIC FORUM AVAILABLE TO DEVELOP A

RECORD OF OUR CONCERN. WE ALSO RECOGNIZE THE ACRS AS AN

,
INDEPENDENT TECHNICAL REVIEW GROUP. THE NRC STAFF HAS

'i - 5- 8W 1028 '^7
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i

! CHARTED A COURSE WHICH THEY APPEAR DEDICATED TO FOLLOW.
i

^

,
'

IN REACHING YOUR CONCLUSIONS ON ATWS, WE REQUEST THAT

THE ACRS CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING:
,

. 0 THAT AN ATWS EVENT WITH SIGNIFICANT CONSEQUENCES IS NOT A
,

'i CREDIBLE EVENT, NOR DESERVING OF ANY CONSIDERATION AS

.
A DBA, BASED ON ACCEPTABLY LOW ATWS PROBABILITY AND

CURRENT PLANT CAPABILITY (WITH BWR RPT) TO MITIGATE

ATWS CONSEQUENCES.

O THAT THE ACRS ENDORSE THE REGULATORY STAFF CONCLUSION

THAT ATWS PROBABILITIES ARE ACCEPTABLY LOW FOR THE
i

; CURRENT POPULATION OF NUCLEAR PLANTS, FOR THEIR

REMAINING LIFE-TIME.'

9 THAT THE PRESENTATIONS GIVEN BY THE NSSS VENDORS TO THE ACRS
'

HAVE SHONN CURRENT PLANT CAPABILITY (WITH BWR RPT) TO
..

ACCEPTABLY MITIGATE ATWS EVENTS, SHOULD AN ATWS EVER

OCCUR.

aCONCUR THAT NUREG-0460 IS PREDISPOSED TO A SUPPOSITION

OF ATWS SIGNIFICANCE.

# THAT PROPER AND THOROUGH VALUE/ IMPACT ASSESSMENTS OF

THE BACKFITS RECOMMENDED IN NUREG-0460 VOLUME 3 HAVE

NOT BEEN PERFORMED.

8 THAT PROPER AND THOROUGH VALUE/ IMPACT ASSESSMENTS

SHOULD BE PERFORMED AND REVIEWED AS PART OF THE BASES

FOR DECISIONS ON ATWS BACKFITS.

#THAT PLANT STANDARDIZATION EFFORTS SHOULD NOT BE COMPROMISED

AS A RESULT OF SUCCESSIVE ATWS BACKFIT REQUIREMENTS.

8THAT CREDIBLE OPERATOR ACTION CAN BE RECOGNIZED AS

PROVIDING A PROBABLE SIGNIFICANT RESPONSE WITHIN SEVERAL
'

. MINUTES, GIVEN THE PROPER ATWS TRAINING AND PROCEDURES,
- a, - #9- O 1029
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i

IN VIEW OF THE BACV. FIT ALTERNATIVES
7
> 8 THAT THE STAFF SHOULD NOT REQUIRE DBA TYPE OF ATWS

ANALYSIS FROM THE NSSS VENDORS OR UTILITIES; THAT
_

,

, "BEST-ESTIMATE", PRODUCT LINE GENERIC ANALYSIS SHOULD
l,
,i BE SUFFICIENT AS A BASIS FOR CONCLUDING CURRENT PLANT

,
ACCEPTABILITY (WITH BWR RPT), IN VIEW OF ALREADY

! ACCEPTABLY LOW ATWS PROBABILITY.

j WE ARE REALISTIC ENOUGH NOT TO EXPECT THE ACRS TO

; DECLARE THE STAFF POSITION TO BE WRONG - HOWEVER, WE DO
~

. HOPE THAT YOU WOULD POINT OUT THE EXCESSES IN THEIR POSITION.
|

AS POINTED OUT IN OUR LAST PRESENTATION TO THE ATWS SUBC0hWITTEE,
9
'

WE RECOMMEND THAT EXISTING PLANTS AND PLANTS U'NDER CONSTRUCTION

ARE SAFE WITH THE CURRENT DESIGN; THUS ALTERNATIVE I WOULD
f

] APPLY. IF THERE IS A FEELING THAT IMPROVEMENTS ARE REQUIRED

FOR FUTURE PLANTS, THEN ALTERNATIVE NUMBER 2 WOULD ADEQUATELY

! MEET THOSE CONCERNS.

| THIS CONCLUDES MY COMMENTS. I WILL BE HAPPY ~TO ENTERTAIN

; ANY QUESTIONS OR COMMENTS. IF THERE ARE NONE, I WILL
~

: RELINQUISH MY POSITION TO MR. OWEN.

.

-

6-5/ 1028 1,
-

-/- v ,



. . .. - _ - . . ..

~

APPEi; DIX VIII
3 AThS: AIF PRESElTATIC:i-II

_

~

-

:
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.

.

AIF C0hMITTEE ON REACTOR LICENSING AND SAFETY

ACRS PRESENTATION ON ATWS

March 8, 1979

I

I

!

|

t

Part II

Warren Owen

Senior Vice President

Duke Power Conpany

-
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GOOD AFTERNOON. MY NAME IS WARREN OWEN AND I AM SENIOR VICE

PRESIDENT, ENGINEERING AND CONSTRUCTION FOR DUKE POWER

COMPANY. I HAVE APPEARED BEFORE THIS COMMITTEE FUMEROUS
,

TIMES IN THE PAST - ALWAYS IN CONNECTION WITH ONE OF DUKE'S
,,

5 NUCLEAR PROJECTS. I AM STILL REPRESENTING DUKE POWER
,

. COMPANY HERE TODAY, BUT MY OBSERVATIONS ON THE ATWS ISSUE

ARE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE OPINIONS OF MY SENIOR MANAGEMENT

COLLEAGUES IN THE INDUSTRY.

I'M NOT GOING TO TELL YOU ATWS IS NOT A PROBLEM--IT

IS, BUT IT'S OBVIOUS FROM JERRY'S PRESENTATION THAT WE

BELIEVE CURRENT PLANTS DO NOT NEED TO BE MODIFIED BEYOND,

| WHAT WE'VE ALREADY PRESENTED. I VIEW UiE ISSUE AS

A SIGNIFICANT PROBLEM TO UTILITY EXECUTIVES WHOSE COMPANIES

ARE OPERATING, CONSTRUCTING OR CONTEMPLATING NUCLEAR FACILITIES.

| UNCERTAINTY IN COSTS, SCHEDULES AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

ARE THE MAJOR OBSTACLES FACING THOSE UTILITIES TRYING TO

UTILIZE THE NUCLEAR OPTION FOR THE GENERATION OF ILECTRICITY.

ATWS IS A GOOD EXAMPLE OF THE REGULATORY UNCERTAINTIES THAT.

HAVE PLAGUED THE INDUSTRY FOR YEARS. I BELIEVE THE ACRS HAS

THE OPPORTUNITY TO HELP REMOVE THIS ONE UNCERTAINTY.

THE UTILITY BUSINESS HAS MUCH AT STAKE IN SEARCH FOR A

REASONABLE SOLUTION TO THE ATWS ISSUE. WE MUST HAVE SAFE

AND RELIABLE PLANTS IN ORDED TO PERFORM OUR FUNCTION OF

PROVIDING ADEQUATE ELECTRICAL ENERGY TO OUR CUSTOMERS. NOW

AND IN THE FUTURE. WE ARE ALWAYS WILLING TO CONSIDER ANY

REASONABLE ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF INCREMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS

IN SAFETY. OUR GOAL IS TO HAVE THESE NUCLEAR PLANTS

CONTINUE THEIR EXCELLENT SAFETY RECORD, -- FOR ECONOMIC
.
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,' AS WELL AS PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE REASONS. THE CURRENTLY OPERATING,

PLANTS ARE MAKING A SUBSTANTI AL CONTRIBUTION TO OUR ELECTRIC

SYSTEMS AND I WOULD HATE TO SEE SOMETHING OF MARGINAL VALUE-

,
CAUSE CH11GES WHICH WOULD NEGATIVELY IMPACT THIS CONTRIBUTION..

.

*
I BELIEVE THtRF OUGHT TO BE OVER-RIDING REASONS TO.

.

-

SUPPORT ANY DESIGN OR HARDWARE CHANGES ON CURRENTLY

OPERATING REACTORS. WE ARE ALSO CONCERNED ABOUT THE IMPOSITION

OF A WHOLE NEW SPECTRUM OF DESIGN REQUIREMENTS IN MID-STREAM

FOR THOSE REACTORS UNDER CONSTRUCTION. FOR REACTORS NOT YET

LICENSED, REQUIREMENTS WHICH RESULT IN INCREMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS,

IN SAFETY CERTAINLY DESERVE SERIOUS CONSIDERATION, BUT SHOULD,

F'

ONLY BECOME REGULATION IS'THEY CAN BE FULLY COST JUSTIFIED.
-

i

; WE HAVE WATCHED THE EVOLUTION OF THIS ISSUE OVER THE
r '%

, PAST TEN YEARS AND ARE CONCERNED THAT ANY IMPOSED SOLUTIONS

BE APPLIED CONSISTENTLY. INDEED, NRC MUST BE PARTICULARILY
;

SENSITIVE TO STANDARDIZED PLANTS TO AVOID LOSING THE ECONOMIC

AND SAFETY BENEFITS WE ALL EXPECT TO ACHIEVE BY THAT CONCEPT.

AN EXAMPLE OF THIS POTENTIAL THREAT TO STANDARDIZATION IS

THE CASE OF MY OWN COMPANY'S "SIX PACK"-CALLED THE CHEROKEE

AND PERKINS PLANTS. THESE PLANTS WERE LICENSED AS DUPLICATES

AND ALSO UTILI~ED A STANDARD NSSS; HOWEVER, BECAUSE OF

DIFFERENCES IN CONSTRUCTION PERMIT DATES STEMMING FROM NRC

REOPENED ENVIRONMENTAL HEARINGS ON ONE PLANT, DUPLICATION

AND STANDARDIZATION WILL BE LOST WITH THE PROPOSED NRC ATWS

RESOLUTION. NOT ONLY ARE THE SPECIFIC FIXES DIFFERENT BUT

THE PRINCIPALS OF RESOLUTION AS WELL. THIS CASE IS.NOT

UNLIKE OTHERS IN VIOLATION OF THE BASIC TENET OF STANDARDIZATION

.
A SITUATION WHICH CAN BE REPAIRED BY USING THE LEAD UNIT AS

8-5)l-2- ;979 . ;.
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- THE LICENSING BASE.
, m

IN VOLUME 3 of NUREG-0460 THE REGULATORY STAFF SUGGESTS-

THAT ENGINEERING JUDGMENT, RATHER THAN NUMERICAL GOALS, BE
,

THE BASIS FOR DETERMINING AN ATWS RESOLUTION. I BELIEVE.
,

y THIS TO BE REASONABLE, BUT I SUGGEST TO YOU THAT A VALUABLE

, SOURCE OF ENGINEERING JUDGMENT RESIDES WITH OUR INDUSTRY

AND I ASK YOU TO GIVE THAT JUDGMENT FULL CONSIDERATION

IN YOUR DELIBERATIONS.
I

RES01.'ITION OF THE ATWS ISSUE SEEMS TO HAVE STRAYED FROM
'

THE PRUDENT USE OF ENGINEERING JUDGMENT. I SENSE A DESIRE

', BY SOME TO USE AN NRC-IMPOSED " SOLUTION" REGARDLESS OF THE
i

! NUCLEAR INDUSTRY'S OBJECTIONS AND LOGIC. MY LAWYERS WOULD
t

i WANT ME TO CA1; THIS " ARBITRARY AND CAPRICIOUS." STAFF

~}) EFFORTS SINCE PUBLICATION OF NUREG-0460 IN APRIL 1978, AND

| THE LATEST VERSION IN DECEMBER 1978, SEEM TO HAVE BEEN AIMED
.

AT FORCING A RESOLUTION AT A PRECIPITOUS PACE. WE COMMEND

THE ACRS, AND ITS WORKING GROUP ON ATWS CHAIRED BY PROFESSOR

KERR, FOR ALLOWING AN ORDERLY PRESENTATION OF THE ISSUES

'
WITH A CHANCE FOR FULL INDUSTRY INPUT. HAD THE NRC SUCCEEDED

IN THEIR ORIGINAL SCHEDULE ANNOUNCED IN APRIL 1978, WE MIGHT

WELL FIhD OURSELVES TODAY INVOLVED IN A RULE-MAKING HEARING

CONCERNING ATWS AS A DBA, FROM WHICH POSITICN THE NRC

PROPERLY RETREATED ONLY LAST DECEMBER.

IT IS IMPORTANT THAT NEW REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS BE

BASED ON NEED, AND IF NEEDCD, BE LOGICALLY DEVELOPED. IN MY

OPINION, THIS HAS NOT BEEN DONE WITH THE PROPOSED ATWS FIX.

I SEE NO REASON WHY RISK ACCEPTABLE TODAY MUST BE SIGNIFICANTLY
_

LOWER IN FUTURE YEARS WITHOUT REGARD FOR C05fS IMPOSED ON
.

6



- - - ~ - .. . .

I

!

- OUR CL'STOMERS. PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY OBJECTIVES MUST

FULLY CONSIDER ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS ON THAT SAME PUBLIC, IF

THE PUBLIC IS TO BE WELL SERVED. TODAY, INFLATION IS THIS
_

, COUNTRY'S WORST ENEMY AND, IN bU VIEW, INFLATION IS FUELED
,

L BY OVER-REGULATION.
'~
i-

'AS A UTILITY EXECUTIVE, THE DEVELOPMENT OF DESIGN
,,

REQUIREMENTS, WITH OBVIOUS EXPENSE BUT WITHOUT A BENEFIT

i TO THE PUBLIC OU" WEIGHING THAT EXPENSE, LEAVES ME WITH

!
DOUBTS AND QUESTI0h?- HOW CAN I JUSTIFY ATWS FIXES TO hW

STOCKHOLDERS, CUSTOMERS AND UTILITY COMMISSIONS IF I CAN'T

i JUSTIFY THEM IN MY OWN MIND? WHAT WILL THE TOTAL, EVENTUAL

{ COST OF'A " FIXED" PLANT BB? HOW OFTEN WILL WE BE REQUIRED

TO BACKFIT HARDWARE WITHOUT A REAL VALUE/ IMPACT ASSESSMENT

''T BY THE NRC? IT IS OUR JUDGMENT THAT THE VALUE-IMPACTv
| ASSESSMENT IN NUREG-0460 IS INADEQUATE AND INCOMPLETE.

FURTHER, I FEEL THAT A PROPER COST BENEFIT ASSESSMENT SHOU'.D
'

BE A PRIMARY TOOL FOR RESCLVING THE NRC-INDUSTRY DISPUTE. IN

ADDITICN, WE ARE MYSTIFIED BY RECENT STATEMENTS BY THE STAFF

i
BEFORE THE ACRS THAT THEY HAVE " ABANDONED" ANY REAL ATTEMPT

TO GENERATE A THOROUGH VALUE-IMPACT ANALYSIS. VALUE-IMPACT

MUST NOT BE IGNORED BY NRC MANAGEMENT BECAUSE IT IS AN

ESSENTIAL COMPONENT OF EFFECTIVE REGULATION.

THE ATWS ISSUE HAS THE POTENTIAL TO DE-STABILIZE THE

LICENSING PROCESS. RECENTLY, WITH MY STAFF AND JERRY'S

COMMITTEE, I HAVE REVIEWED THE EVOLUTION OF ATWS OVER THE

PAST FEW YEARS. THE ATWS ISSUE HAS FLUCTUATED OVER THE

-

-
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YEARS FROM A GENERIC CONSIDERATION RESPONDED TO VIA NSSS
| S

VENDORS ANALYSES OF RELIABILITY; TO A WASH-1270 DEMAND FOR-

SCRAM SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS AND/OR MITIGATION CAPABILITY; TO,

- THE 1975 STATUS REPORTS REQUIRING ATWS ANALYSES DONE ONLY
':
1 .- PER NRC DICTATES ON PARAMETERS AND MODELS; TO A NUREG-0460
|-

| ~. (VOLUMES 1-2) DESIGN BASIS ACCIDENT SCENARIO REQUIRING
I MITIGATION ONLY; TO TODAY'S VOLUME 3 NUREG-0460 REQUIREMENTS

FOR MITIGATION PLUS PREVENTION, OR MITIGATION ONLY. FURTHERMORE,

OUR UNDERLYING CONCERN IS THAT THERE IS NO " FINAL" RESOLUTION
.

OF ATWS EVIDENT IN THE NRC STAFF DOCUMENTS. BASED ON THE

ENTIRE HISTORY OF AEC/NRC LICENSING BEHAVIOR. I AM GRAVELY

i CONCERNED THAT THE NRC'S PROPCSED FIXES TODAY ARE JUST THE

| BEGINNING OF FUTURE COSTLY RE-REVIEWS, RE-ANALYSES AND

[' RETROFITS.

THE.ATWS ISSUE WILL BE AN INDICATOR TO THE INDUSTRY,

!

; 0F OUR REGULATORY FUTURE, AND AS SUCH, ITS RESOLUTION IS

MORE IMPORTANT THAN JUST THE IMMEDIATE FINANCIAL BURDEN UPON,

UTILITY RATEPAYERS. IF THE REGULATORY STAFF'S PROPOSED

RESOLUTION OF ATWS IS SUPPORTED BY THE ACRS AND THE COMMISSION,

THE FUTURE OF NUCLEAR DEVELOPMENT IS FURTHER ENDANGERED.

WHAT WE NEED IS A SIGNAL TO THE UTILITY INDUSTRY: A SIGNAL

TO EXPECT REASONABLE REGULATION THAT CAREFULLY CONSIDERS

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY, INCLUDING A RIGOROUS VALUE-IMPACT

EVALUATION FOR EACH NEW REQUIREMENTgiD. A WELL-SUPPORTED

FINDING THAT EACH REQUIREMENT WILL PROVIDE SUBSTANTIAL

AND NECESSARY ADDITIONAL PROTECTION.

_ CONTINUED GROWTH OF THE NUCLEAR INDUSTRY IS VITAL TO

bEETING FUTURE DEMANDS FOR ELECTRICITY AND I BELIEVE THIS

$. GROWTH CAN BE ACCOMPLISHED SAFELY--BUT I'M CONVINCED THAT
6-C . cm

1028 3
- . - - - _ . .- _.___ -- .-



. . . . - _ . . . . - - - - . . . . - . .

I
.

'

THE IMPOSITION OF EXPENSIVE NEW REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS
|-

WITHOUT CLEAR JUSTIFICATION WILL ENDANGER ONE OF THE FEWm.

/

OPTIONS REMAINING FOR THE UTILITY INDUSTRY.
.

!.
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t APPEliDIX IX

- CE PRESE!!TATI0il 0!i ATWS TC THE ACRS
,

* ',
,

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY

~

PRESENTATION ON ATWS TO THE ACRS
.

i.- .
MARCH 8, 1979

_

.

.

o INTRODUCTION

o BWR SCRAM SYSTEM RELIABILITY

o INHERENT CAPABILITY OF BWR
,

-. o ASSESSMENT OF NUREG 0460, VOL 3 REQUIREMENTS

o SUMMARY

.-

O



. ~ ' TOTAL ATWS COSTS

,' COSTS IN MILLIONS OF D0LLA.,5 (1)
..

.

PLANT STATUS

ALTERNATE VENDOR OPERATING NEW
,

I- '

#2 B&W, CE 1.4-2.1 .9-1.8
~

WESTIllGHOUSE 0-2.1 0-1.8 -
-

b~

GE 2.0-3.3 2.0-3.3
,

#3 BFJI, CE 1.5-2.4 1.1-2.0
WESTINGHOUSE 0-2.4 0-2.0W'
GE 3.S-5.8 3.8-5.8

R4 B8W, CE N/A 3.0-3.8
'

WESTINGHOUSE N/A 0-2.0
gel 3 ) ' N/A 9.5-14.0

.-

(1) TOTAL COSTS ARE APPROXIMATELY 2.5 TIMES DIRECT COSTS

FROM VOL. III HUREG 0460.

(2) ADDITIONAL DOWilTIME OF UP TO 25 DAYS FOR REPIPING OPERATING
6 6

PLANTS $7 x 10 - $25 x 10 AND POTENTIAL DOWNTIME FROM

SPURIOUS ACTUATION NOT INCLUDED.

(3) POTEf1TIAL DOWNTIME FROM SPURIOUS ACTUATION NOT INCLUDED.

. (4) FOR PLMTS WITH PP 7~ /MSMLED EL PEAD Y-

COST ( 'I X tob

: 4- c o
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'

OVERVIEW -

-

.

THE BWR COST PENALTY FOR ATWS

MODIFICATIONS IS NOT CONSISTENT

WITH:
'

4

o THE MORE RELIABLE BWR SCRAM SYSTEM

o THE OVERALL LOW SUSCEPTABILITY OF THE
'

j O BWR TO EVENTS WHICH COULD LEAD TO
CORE UNC0VERY.,

!

,

I

OVERALL BWR CAPABILITY IS
.

IGNORED IN THE ATWS

MITIGATION APPROACH

,

-
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BWR SCRAM SYSTEM RELIABILITY
'
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CONCLUSIONS OF RELIABILITY STUDY

_

. .
o CURRENT SCRAM SYSTEM (WITHOUT ARI) HIGHLY RELIABLE

'. (<:.d-6/ DEMAND UNRELIABILITY)
'

-

_

i

o MECHANICAL PORTION MOST RELIABLE

( 10-7/ DEMAND UNRELIABILITY)
,

o MANY WAYS TO SCRAM RODS

.

| o FAILURE OF SOME RODS TO INSERT IS ONLY OF MINOR

j CONSEQUENCE

| C o ADDITION ~ OF ALTERNATE R0D INSERTION (ARI) IMPROVES

; OVERALL RELIABILITY BY APPR0XIMATELY TWO ORDERS OF

i MAGNITUDE

o TOTAL SCRAM FAILURE IS INCREDIBLE

.

ATWS IS NOT A SAFETY CONCERN

.~ 8-43
1028=
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| INHERENT CAPABILITY OF BWR

i

I
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!.,
|' BWR ATWS MITIGATION CAPABILITY

_

|.~ o BWR MITIGATION CAPABILITY DEMONSTRATED BY RESPONSE TO
.

,

-

TURBINE TRIP WITH BYPASS (TTw/BP)_

| MAIN STEAMLINE ISOLATION VALVE CLOSURE (MSIV)
i

i o RECIRCULATION PUMP TRIP ACTUATED BY

| HIGH VESSEL PRESSURE

LOW REACTOR WATER LEVEL

i o REACTOR PRESSURE MAINTAINED BELOW SERVICE LEVEL

') C LIMITS
-

o FUEL TEMPERATURE MAINTAINED BELOW ~1400 F (LESS THAN

|
90% OF FUEL EXPERIENCES BOILING TRANSITION)

o SUPPRESSION POOL OR CONDENSER PERFORMS AS HEAT SINK

o SUPPRESSION POOL HEATING NOT EXPECTED TO AFFECT CORE

COOLING CAPABILITY
!

-

.__ -

DOES NOT LEAD TO CORE

UNC0VERY MUCH LESS CORE MELT

-: k~ $[
1028 .;'
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*,- .

|.,
J BNP ATWS MITIGATION CAPABILITY

_

:. TURBINE TRIP WITH BYPASS SCENARIO:

!- ~
'

d o RPT PREVENTS OVERPRESSURE AND LEADS TO SIGNIFICANT
_

POWER REDUCTION |
-

0 FEEDWATER RUNBACK

o STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL INITIATED BY OPERATOR AT 2
! MINUTES

:

o RHR INITIATED AT ' 10 MINUTES:

i
o REPLENISH CONDENSATE STORAGE TANK AT ~ 1 HOUR; '];

: o CONDENSER IS PRIMARY HEAT SifK AND WATER SOURCE

TURBINE TRIP CONSEQUENCES:

o CORE COOLING MAINTAINED AT ALL TIMES

o SUPRRESSION POOL TEMPERATURE PEAKS AT <200*F

AFTER 20 MIN

o REACTOR SHUTDOWN AT 1 HR

o NO CORE UNC0VERY

.

19-LC.~

1028 .
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'

BWR ATWS MITIGATION CAPABILITY.

_

'

MSIV SCENARIO:
'

-

o RPT PREVENTS OVERPRESSURE AND LEADS TO SIGNIFICANT
'

POWER REDUCTION

1 .* - -

-

-

o HPCI/S INITIATED-

_

o STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL INITIATED BY OPERATOR AT 2

i MINUTES

!

! o RE-ESTABLISH BYPASS TO CONDENSER AT ~ 10 MINUTES
I

I
c. RHR INITIATED AT ~ 10 MINUTES-

| O
2 1 HOUR| o REPLENISH CONDENSATE STORAGE TANK AT

i
,

: MSIV CONSEQUENCES:
,

o CORE COOLING MAINTAINED AT ALL TIMES

o SUPPRESSION POOL TEMPERATURE PEAKS AT ~190 F

AFTER 10 MINUTES

o REACTOR SHUTDOWN AT 1 HR

o NO CORE UNC0VERY

_

_
g- c. 2 1028 ;3-
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1

ASSESSMENT OF NUREG 0460, VOL 3 REQUIREMENTS
;

,

i
i

!

.l
|

q
_

|

!

,

,

.
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_

j- NUREG 0460 ALTERNATE #2 REQUIREMENTS

g
-

.

.

~

I. RECIRC PUMP TRIP
!

{

! II. ALTERNATE R0D INSERTION

!
!
i

III'. LOGIC CHANGES TO REDUCE NUMBER OF MSIV ISOLATIONS

IV. INCREASE DIVERSITY OF SCRAM DISCHARGE INSTRUMENTATION

!

i

P 028
'~
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,

.

BWR RESPONSE WITH ARI

_

...

''
s ARI RESULTS IN "15 SECOND" R0D INSERTION DELAY

'

.

'
e SOME TRANSITION BOILING INITIALLY, NO FUEL FAILURES

, e INSIGNIFICANT POOL TEMPERATURE INCREASE RELATIVE

| TO NORMAL SCRAM (<10 F)

!
~

ADDITION OF ARI IMPROVES R0D INSERTION RELIABILITY Bfl ;j e

| TWO ORDERS OF MAGNITUDE

!

.

CONSEQUENCES TOTALLY ACCEPTABLE

.

.

_ f)- 7 o
1028 :;_3
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NUREG 0460 REQUIREMENTS.

-

..

4 .

'

- ALTERNATE #3
-

-

! SAME AS ALTERNATE #2 PLUS TIMED "TWO PUMP"

BORON MITIGATION SYSTEM

!
i ALTERNATE #4

l
4

| o ELIMINATES ALTERNATE R0D INSERTION IN FAVOR

OF HIGH CAPACITY BORON MITIGATION SYSTEM
i

.

I

.
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MITIGATION WITH ALTERNATE #3
.-

.
:

- o REACTOR PRESSURE MAINTAINED BELOW SERVICE LEVEL C LIMITS

.

| o FUEL TEMPERATURE MAINTAINED BELOW ~ 1400 F (LESS THAN

| 20% OF FUEL EXPERIENCES BOILING TRANSITION, HOWEVER,

| NO FUEL FAILURE)

!

j o SUPPRESSION POOL PERFORMS AS HEAT SINK

i

j o POOL TEMPERATURE CONSIDERATI0MS FOR WORST CASE'q

|
''

SCRAM FAILURE

i

! -

CONTAINMENT BULK POOL

TYPE TEMPERATURE *
4

'

MK I ~ 200 F

MK II ~ 180 F

MK III ~ 165 F

* MITIGATION INITIATED AT TWO MINUTES

DOES NOT LEAD TO CORE

UNC0VERY MUCH LESS CORE MELT

/?- 7 K ,

028 .o_
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,

[ ALTERNATE 3 vs ALTERNATE 4
''

-

.

!' s MITIGATION OF MSIV PLUS ADDITIONAL FAILURES USING
~

ALTERNATE 3-

| SORV PEAK POOL TEMPERATURE 185 F-

RHR PEAK POOL TBiPERATURE 175 Fi -

i

.

,

| e RELIABILITY OF MAKE UP WATER SYSTEMS ARE SUFFICIENTLY
: HIGH TO PRECLUDE ASSUMING FAILURE

| - HPCS UNRELIABILITY ~6x10-3/ DEMAND

j '}' - OTHER WATER SOURCES AVAILABLE FOR MOST EVENTS

i

e ARI MAKES ATWS EVEflT EXTREMELY REMOTE .

,

; 473 1028 'Ji
.
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ALTERNATE 4
.

;
: *

,,- .

~.
.

DEFEATS STANDARDIZATION-

:

'

NOT COST-EFFECTIVE-

i

t

ALTERNATE 4 NOT LOWER RISK FOR NEWER PLANTS-

i

, ,

.J

!

,

G-7f 1028
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SUMMARY
,

I .' -

!'- o, BWR SCRAM SYSTEM RELIABILITY IS SUFFICIENT TO PRECLUDE

| ANY ATWS EVENT

:

1

i o IF ATWS MUST BE CONSIDERED, ALTERNATE 2 IS ALL THAT IS

REQUIRED FOR ANY CURRENT BWRj
I
,

i o IF REQUIRED FOR LICENSING PURPOSES FOR FUTURE BWR's

! ALTERNATE 3 IS MORE THAN SUFFICIENT

u

o ALTERNATE 4 IS OVERLY CONSERVATIVE AND NOT COST EFFECTIVE

AND SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED FOR ANY PRESENT OR FUTURE BWR

1

.

.

2-27-79

.
8' 1028 |jj-
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-,-,

.

|~.-
-

-

RECOMMENDED ACRS ACTION
_

'

THE ACRS LETTER SHOULD STRONGLY RECOMMEND:
'

**
. .

. o ALTERNATE 2 IS TOTALLY ADEQUATE FOR ALL CATEGORY BWR PLANTS
,

: o IF ADDITIONAL MITIGATION CAPABILITY IS REQUIRED TO RESOLVE

THE ATWS ISSUE:

MANUAL START AND DELIVERY OF BOTH SLC-

,

PUMPS IS ADEQUATE AND SHOU!.D ONLY BE

-
. REQUIRED ON PLANTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION
-

WHERE IT IS COST EFFECTIVE TO DO S0.
'

NOTHING BEYOND ALTERNATE 3 SHOULD BE-

APPLIED TO PLANTS WITHOUT CP's AND

FUTURE PLANTS.

o STANDARDIZATION SHOULD BE PRESERVED BY TREATING ALL GESSAR

PLANTS ALIKE (IF MODIFICATIONS ARE REQUIRED ALTERNATE 3 IS

SUFFICIENT).

o ALTERNATE 4 SHOULD NOT BE REQUIRED FOR ANY PLANT SINCE

COMPARABLE PROTECTION IS PROVIDED WITHIN THE REQUIREMENTS

OF ALTERNATE 3 AND AT MUCH LOWER COST.

8~7b 1028 ::-
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AFPENDIX X

AT'.!S : Ba'! PP.ESENTATI0ii'~

_

-

Ezw PRESENTATION TO THE ACRS-

! MRCH 8,1979

.

e RISK DUE TO ANTICIPATED TRANSIENTS WITHOUT ~ CRAM (ATWS)S

.

e METHODS OF REDUCING ATWS RISK

,,

-

.

.

.

:. // -7 7 1028 JJ
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.

[ RISK DUE TO ATWS

-

.

FREQUENCY ' CONSEQUENCE < SAFETY GOAL
-

OR

P(TRANSIENT) ' P(SCRAM FAILURE) ' P(P>P ,/ATWS)< SAFETY GOAL

! --

I

:
.

SAFETY GOAL PREVIOUSLY SET AT APPROXIMATELY 10-6 ,

EVENTS / YEAR. .

.

:

6

9

|

!
I

h

-7[ ,}}
'

i
,

-
.
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_

FREQUENCY OF ATWS
.

, !-

.' .
FREQUEllCY=P(TRANSIENT)'(P(CMFOFRPS)+P(CMFOFCRDM))|

.

i P(TRANSIENT) <0.5 EVENTS / YEAR FOR LOFW AND LOOP

!

0.5 EVENTS / YEAR DERIVED FROM EPRI AND B&W DATA FOR LOFW|

AND LOOP TRANSIENTS
'

I

5 FAILURES / DEMAND (BAW-10019,1970)
P(CMF OF RPS) <1.1x10 5q

's 1.5x10- FAILUPES/ DEMAND (NUREG 0460,1978)

f P(CMF OF CRDM)<< 1.5x10-5 FAILURES / DEMAND
,

1, .

- .

THEREFORE:>

.

FREQUENCY (0,5) - (1.5x10-5) <1x10-5

.
~

i /9- 7 f
1028 *:,''
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.,,

CONSEQUENCE
,

.?
,_

f CONSEQUENCE PCP >Pmx /ATWS)
1 -

i

EXTRAPOLATING EXISTING ANALYSES B8W CONCLUDES:,

i

P >4000 PSImx

| BASED ON:

I o
'~#

| e ASME SERVICE LEVEL C STRESS LIMITS FOR FERRITIC
1 RCPB COMPONENTS.

I
: e BURST TEST DATA ON STEAM GENERATOR.. TUBES.

..

e PRESSURE RETAINING INTEGRITY OF RC PUMPS.,

e OPERABILITY OF CRITICAL BOUNDARY VALVES.

.

'. /)- to 1028 33:
-
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FOR PEAK PRESSURE CONDITIONAL ON AUtS
' ' '.' . '

(3800 MWt, 205 FA -(lFW) y,

.
,
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'

SUMMARY
.

~

.

! RISK DUE TO ATWS = FREQUENCY ' CONSEQUENCE

<(1x10-5) (0.1) 510-6 EVENTS / YEAR SAFETY GOAL
:

|

B8W THEREFORE CONCLUDES THAT THE RISK DUE TO ATWS

| IS ACCEPTABLY STMLL,
.

,

v.

!
:

.

.

^

1028 : 3- g. yx -

..
_



_ . . . .. . _ _ . . _ _ ._ .._. . . . . . _ _ _ _ _ . . _

4

i-

! 3 .

..

.

. METHODS OF REDUCING RISK

! !-
.

j e RISK MAY BE DECREASED BY REDUCING THE FREQUENCY
i 0F ATWS:

~

I

i THE NRC IS PROPOSING DIVERSE SCRAM
!

INSTRUMENTATION AS A MEANS OF
I

REDUCING ATWS FREQUENCY ON 121 PWR's.

!

! e RISK MAY BE DECREASED BY REDUCING THE CONSEQUENCE

']. OF ATWS:

! THE NRC IS PROPOSING ADDITIONAL

! SAFETY VALVES AS A MEANS OF REDUCING
ATWS PEAK RCS PRESSURES ON 41 PWR's,

~
i

,

.
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~

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ACRS
i.

:

. B8W RECOMMENDS THE FOLLOWING:
-

A 10-6 SIGNIFICANT EVENT / YEAR SAFETY GOAL BEe

| ESTABLISHED FOR ALL EXISTING PLANTS -- AND
CONSEQUENTLY THAT NO PLANT DESIGN MODIFICATIONS

BE REQUIRED FOR B&W PWR's.
|

e THAT THE SAFETY GOAL BE RE-EVALUATED FOR FUTURE.

STANDARD PLANT DESIGNS.,

f ,, e THAT DESIGN MODIFICATIONS WHICH MAY BE REQUIRED
! TO MEET INCREASED SAFETY GOALS BE LEFT TO THE--

i ENGINEERING JUDGEMENT OF THE PLANT DESIGNER.
f

.

,
.

-
,

1028 ,:2
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- APPEf; DIX XI
^

'

ATUS: C0f tEUSTI0ti EfiGINEERIt;G PRESE!iTATIOi;

_

.

* COMBUSTION ENGINEERING.

'

PRESENTATION TO THE-

ACRS

MARCH 8, 1979

:

'O WILLIAM E. BURCHILL

MANAGER

C-E ATNS TASK FORCE

.

1. C-E ATWS POSITION

2. FLAWS IN NUREG-0460, VOLUME 3

3. SPS FUNCTIONAL DESCRIPTION

4. C-E RECOMMENDATIONS TO ACRS

C-F/^CRS-

,

. a- gs J 028 % ms
.
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c) < ,

C-E IIAS EVALUATED Tile SYSTEM 80 DESIGN AND llAS FOUND ATWS NOT

TO BE A SIGNIFICANT SAFETY CONCERN BECAUSE OUR CALCULATIONS Sil0W TilAT:

,

Tile RISK FROM ATHS IS NEGLIGIBLE.
'

AP4S WOULD NOT PRODUCE VIOLATION OF 10CFR100 CRITERIA.

D
ATUS WOULD NOT PRODUCE A CORE MELT.'

oir
D '

d

~

ca

-
_ _ .

C-F/^CRS

'. f.T4S

11ARCil '',1979
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f

I-
-

v

CONSEQUEt1CES OF ATWS EVENTS.

*. NO OVER-PRESSURIZATION (N0 TRIP REQUIRED)
,

~. UNCONTROLLED BORON DILUTION

EXCESS LOAD

PRIMARY SAMPLE LINE BREAK
.

SLIGHT OVER-PRESSURIZATION (LESS THAN SERVICE LEVEL C)
:

; FULL POWER CEA WITHDRAWAL
:

IDLE LOOP STARTUP:

| PARTIAL LOSS OF FEEDWATER

C) LOSS OF STATION POWER

| .0VER-PRESSURIZATION WHICH MAY EXCEED SERVICE LEVEL C

ZERO POWER CEA WITHDRAWAL

LOSS OF COOLANT FLOW

LOSS OF EXTERNAL LOAD

COMPLETE LOSS OF FEEDWATER

.

_

gg ; |, j C-F/^CRS

ATNS
~

A P7
'

"= t e
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.
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ATWS Af1ALYSIS RESULTS FR0fk^31PD-158, REVIS10l1 1 ;

,

! _TADlE 8-2 ,

$ttM'lRY OF ATVS CONSEQtKNCES FOR 3800 tSit CLASS NSS$s
'

Reactor Fuel
Radiological Release, rere

_

Pressurizer Peak [nthalpy Fuel Cladding ContaireentAIWS Event Whole Body Thyrold Pressure, psia Clad Collapse calf 3 ram Hinisusa tttBR Peak Pressu_re. psig

AIWS Criteria <25 <300 <3200 no <280 >1.0* <50

full Power CEA Withdrawal <3.6 x 10'* <0.31 2063 no <280 32.0 <18.1
-47ero Power CEA Withdrawal <3.6 x 10 <0.31 3761 no <280 35.4 <18.1

'

Uncontrolled Boron Dilution <3.6 x 10-4 <0.31 2683 no <280 ml.7 <t8.1

Partial loss of Coolant
flow <3.6 x 10'" <0.31 3609 no <280 10.97 " <18.1

Idle Loop Startup <3.6 x 10'4 <0.31 2509 no <280
*

13 <18.16

-4Loss of External load <3.6 x 10 <0.31 3883 no <280 >2.9 <18.I
N* Partial 1oss of reedwater <3.G x 10-4 <0.31 3138 no <280 >2.9 <18.1

Convlete loss of Feedwater <3.6 x 10'4 0.31 4087 no <280 >2.9 <18.1

Loss of Station Power <3.6 x 10'4 < 3. 31 2575 no <200 ml.5 <18.1
'

-4Excess Load <3.6 x 10 <0.31 2525 no <280 m2.6 <18.1

Primary Sample Line Dreak <3.6 x 10'4 <0.31 2577 no <280 >2.0 <l8.1
-

CD
N
m * Based on W-3 CitF Correlation (see Section 1.2)

" Peak cladding temperature = 700F
.

,

:.

c
_

.
_ _ _ .

C-F/^CRS ,
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f.

ATWS WOULD NOT PRODUCE VIOLATION OF 10CFR100 CRITERIA
' '

OR CORE MELT
.

.

* '
.

'. THE REACTOR COOLANT PRESSURE BOUNDARY WILL REMAINi

FUNCTION!\L
i

!

NO CMF CAN DISABLE BOTH THE SCRAM FUNCTION AND THE

OPERABILITY OF THE EMERGENCY SAFETY FEATURES

I
,

ALL EMERGENCY SAFETY FEATURES WILL REMAIN

FUNCTIONAL'

! (
i v

,

j REACTOR SUBCRITICALITY CAN BE MAINTAINED BY BORON

INJECTION BY THE NORMAL CHARGING SYSTEM,

PLANT C00LDOWN CAN BE ACHIEVED FOLLOWING USUAL

EMERGENCY PROCEDURES

CALCULATED CONSEQUENCES ARE LESS THAN 1.0% OF

10CFR100 CRITERIA

1028 ,.7 C"CRS
AT4S

_pp '! ARCH 3, 1Gjg
,
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NUREG-Of160, VOLUME 3 MISUSES RISK ASSESSMENT

FREQUENCY X CONSEQUENCERISK =
,

f- -

T

FREQUENCY OF ANTICIPATED TRANSIENTS WITH xRISK =

_POTENTIALLY SERIOUS CONSEQUENCES ,

'

(
' ~

- PROBABILITY OF FAILURE TO
-

PROBABILITY OF ADVERSE INITIAL X

g CONDITIONS, EG, MTC AUTOMATICALLY INSERT ONE
l-

~

- PERCENT NEGATIVE REACTIVITY ji

M- ,
,

t.

PROBABILITY OF VIOLATION OF 10CFR100 ,

X CRITERIA OR CORE MELT

,-

N
* CONSEQUENCE <<1.0, NOT 1.0, CORE MELT PER EVENT '

_
,

g TilEREFORE, RISK FROM ATWS IS << 0 tiler RISKS
-

._.__ . .
~

C-f/ACRS i

f.T'iS I
,
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_

.

-

;f GENERIC ATWS ANALYSES IN 2/15/79 NRC REQUEST
'

- ARE TANTAMOUNT TO MAKING ATHS A DESIGN BASIS

EVENT;

,

I ANALYSES OF ALL PLANT TYPES

|
CONSERVATIVE PARAMETER ENVELOPE

CONTROL OF PLANT OPERATING PARAMITERS
:

I MITIGATING EQUIPMENT QUALIFICATIONr~'
i ''

,

REAFFIRMATION OF RESULTS FOR RELOADS
1

.

-

C-F/^CRS

1028 i.) ATNs
_
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Wily IS C-E S0 ADAMANTLY OPPOSED TO THE AINS DBE OPTION?

BECAUSE C-E BELIEVES TilAT IT WILL COST LARGE, CONTINUING, AND UNNECESSARY

'

AMOUNTS OF TIME, MONEY, AND MANPOWER WITil NO DEFINITIVE INCREASE IN SAFETY,

k
i

M
V :i

i

1

5
Gs

E: .
- - - - - - -. - _ . . -

C-F/^CRS
'-
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'

.
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. .t TRIP
.
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C-E ilAS INCORPORATED INTO Tile SYSTEM 80 DESIGN

A SUPPLEMENTARY PROTECTION SYSTEM AhD PROVISION FOR CEDM/CEA TESTING

SPS PROVIDES DIVERSE AND REDUNDANT SENSORS 011G11 PRIMARY PRESSURE) AND LOGIC AND

DIVERSE TRIP SilITCilGEAR AND POWER INTERRUPT

~
,

'

WITil SPS, tlQ CMF CAN DISABLE BOTH REACTOR SCRAM AND AUTOMATIC ACTUATION OF EMERGENCY '

h SAFETY FEATURES '

i :

4

N
PERIODIC CEDM/CEA MOTION TESTS AND ROUTINE CEA MOTION ASSURES CEDM AND CEA,/ CORE INTERFACE

,

SCRAM ABILITY ,

|
t

N PERIODIC INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE ASSURES CEDM AND CEA/ CORE INTERFACE SCRAM ABILITY

-.
;

L:. |

SEARCll FOR POTENTIAL MECHANICAL CMFs PRODUCED NO CREDIBLE SCRAM FAILURE
C-F/^CRS
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C-E RECOMMENDS TilAT Tile ACRS:

1. CONCUR TilAT ATUS IS NOT A SAFETY PROBLEM FOR Tile SYSTEM 80 REACTOR DESIGN.

.

b 2. CONCUR TilAT Tile DESIGN BASIS REQUIREMENT SOLUTION IS PREFERRED OVER Tile

% DESIGN BASIS EVENT SOLUTION FOR ATWS.
4
.\ ,

!

3. CONCUR WITil Tile C-E CONCLUSION TilAT TIIE SUPPLEMENTARY PROTECTION SYSTEM

PLLS TESTING IS A PROPER RESPONSE TO AN ATWS DESIGN BASIS REQUIREMENT

FOR SYSTEM 80,

~

o
g ,

t -
. . . _ _ _,

"
~

C-F/ACRS [
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February 28, 1979-

LD-79-014

.

- Mr. Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

'

Subject: Regulatory Requirements Review Comm ttee ATWS Recommendationsi

I ~

Dear Mr. Denton:

Thank you ~for your letter of February 12, 1979, concerning the comments and,

recommendations which we provided to you re
anticipated transients without scram (ATWS)garding the Staff's report on

i

, NUREG-0460, Volume 3. In.

response to your letter and in accordance with Notice 7590-01-M in the
Q Federal Register, Vol. 44, No. 24, Page 6816 on February 2, 1979, we offer

| ' the following further comments and recommendations.-

i The Regulatory Requirements Review Ccmmittee (RRRC) has agreed with the,
'

Staff that engineering judgment should be used as the primary basis for
reaching decisions on the ATWS issue with quantitative risk assessment
used in a supportive role. However, we believe that the NRC staff has
misused risk assessment to provide support for their recommendations
for ATWS resolution. In Appendix F of NUREG-0460, Volume 3, the Staff
evalugtes the risk from an ATWS event by assuming that all overpressur-
ization events lead to core melt. This implies that in the equation -
risk equals frequency times consequence - the consequence term has been
set equal to one core melt per event.

We believe that there would be a negligible threat to the primary coolant
pressure boundary integrity or the ability to establish long-term shutdown
cooling following an ATWS event. Our calculations documented in topical
report CENPD-158, Revision 1, which have been revie led by the NRC staff,
indicate that even using conservative assumptions, the radiological re-
leases which would be experienced following an ATWS event are no more
thn approximately one percent of the guideline values contained in
10 CFR 100. Thus, we believe that the consecuence term, and thus the
rMk from ATWS, is several orders of magnitude lower than that which
has been stated by the Staff in NUREG-0450, Volume 3. We, thereferc,
believe that no nuclear power plant modifications are requirec.

C-F/aC6
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I,

i-
i We believe that the RRRC recomendation to provide analyses which are required,

"1 under alternatives 3 and 4 of NUREG-0460, Volume 3, will produce an unendingi

regulatory review. Such a * view will undermine the stability of the regulatory
process for as long as those analyses are considered in licensing actions. This
belief, which we expressed to you in our letter of January 2.2, 1979, has been-

strongly reinforced by the letter we have received from the Division of Systems
. Safety dated February 15, 1979, which enclosed generic questions and guidelines
,. for those analyses. That a request for such an extensive amount of analyses,

i .* which we believe are tantamount to making ATWS a design basis event, can be
made undcr the description of early verification stated in NUREG-0460, Volume 3,.

'- indicates that the future course of ATWS regulation under alternatives 3 and 4
j will be long and unstable..
.

! We believe that the RRRC recommendations concerning standard plant designs are
contradictory to established NRC policy on standard plant licensing. The RRRC
recomended amendment of all currently effective Preliminary Design Approvals
so as to provide the modifications of alternative 4 (and provision for the
modifications of alternative 4 in all Final Design Approvals that are assoc-'

! iated with those amended Preliminary Design Approvals).
'

!
j In order to follow these reccmmendations, we would need to amend the Ccmbustion'

Engineeri~ng Standaro Safety Analysis Report (CESSAR) which was issued preliminary
| design approval No. PDA-2, dated December 31, 1975, on Docket No. STU-50-470 and

defend that amendment. We would also need to submit two versions of the final
| CESSAR and obtain a final design approval for each version. The necessity for

Q production of such separate designs and the added effort to obtain licensing,

approval for them would undermine the realization of benefits which attend
' -

the standardization process. Furthermore, the two designs thus produced would
be based on entirely different principles: one on ATWS prevention, the other
on ATWS mitigation. This would violate the standardization of design philos-i

ophy which is of added significance due to the possibility that it could
establish a precedent.

After reviewing NUREG-0460, Volume 3, we have concluded that, if ATWS must be
considered, prudent engineering judgment dictates a solution by prevention
rather than one by mitigation. It was based on this same beliaf that we
modified the System 80 standard design to include the supplementary protection
system (SPS) and proposed this design modification for NRC review. We believe
that such an apprcach provides regulatory stability because it coes not depend
on detailed engineering analyses, the results of which are strongly dependtnt
ur'n plant operating and design parameters.

We recomend that the proposed ATWS regulation exempt our pre-CESSAR plants
frcm any design mcdification because the record supports the conclusion that
these plants pose an insignif-icant societal risk due to an ATWS event. We
also reccmend that, if the proposed regulation is to require design modifi-
cations of the standard design described in CESSAR, that such modifications. -

be appliad uniformly and include no more than provision of the supplementary
protection system as specified in NUREG-0460, Volume 3. We hope that the
regulation would be specific and clearly defined in order not to be subject
to future differences in interpretation cf ATWS requircrents.

C-F/^CRS
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O

|~ Our comments and recommendations are made in the context of the mutual effortmj by fiRC and the nuclear industry to bring the long discourse on ATWS to a con-
clusion, and because of the necessity to eliminate ATWS as a destabilizing
influence on the regulatory process. We continue to believe that ATUS in our
nuclear steam supply systems does not present a valid concern for the health-

and safety of the public today, nor will it in the future regardless of the
. number of such systems which are in operation. This belief and our reccmmenda-

tions are supported by our extensive engineering evaluations of both the,

!*-
reliability of current and planned reactor protection systems and our predicted.

4 - consequences of an ATWS should it actually occur.
,

! We would be pleased to discuss the bases for our ccmments and recommendations
{ more fully with you. It is our sincere hope that such discussion would assist
|

in the expeditious resolution of the ATWS issue.

! Very truly yours,
!

j COMBUSTI0ft ENGINEERING,I!iC.,

|
I

*

6_ NJ4A. E nereri

Licensing Manager

, s._. .

'

cc: Professor Max Carbon (ACRS).
,

t

Professor William Kerr (ACRS)
Mr. Edson G. Case (RRRC)

-

Dr. Roger J. Mattson 'NRC)

-.

C-F#CRS
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: February 28, 1979
.

LD-79-015
.

,

1

Dr. Roger J. Mattson, Director.

! Division of Systems Safety
| Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

! SUBJECT: NRC REQUEST FOR GENERIC ATWS ANALYSES
'

Dear Dr. Mattson:

This letter responds to your letter dated February 15, 1979, and the;

~

enclosed generic questions and guidelines concerning anticipated tran-,

.,'| sients without scram (ATWS). Your letter requests that we identify
''

generic classes of Combustion Engineering nuclear steam supply systems
'(NSSSs), place each NSSS which we have designed into one of these
classes, specify design modifications for each NSSS class according
to the requirements of NUREG-0460, Volume 3,.and provide analyses of
the performance of the modified plants during ATWS events. Most
analyses are required to be submitted by April 15, 1979 with the
balance due by June 1, 1979.

Our initial evaluation has shown that the time allowed is insufficient
to respond to the requests in your letter. We are also concerned that
response to certain of the requests will necessitate engineering tecn-
niques which have not been previously reviewed by NRC and hence will
lead to an escalation of review, thus jeapordizing the timely resolu-
tion of the ATWS issue which we both seek. For example, we are
particularly concerned with the request for assurance of performance
of pressurizer safety and relief valves starting on page 32 of the
enclosure to your letter. Finally, we have thus far received no
authorization from our customers to do the activities outlined above.
Such authorization is even more necessary due to the request for
extensive analyses of equipment which is outside of our normal
scope-of-supply.

In general, it is our belief that commitment of the large amount of
engineering manpower, time, and resources which would be necessary
to respond to your recuest is counterproductive because of the
associated diversion of these resources frcm ctner imccr ant =e>e

C-F/ACRS
.
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| Dr. Roger J. Mattson -2-
.

. . .

'''

We, therefore, request that you reconsider the scope of effort, as well
as the schedule, set forth in your letter. We believe that a rule can
be formulated without the need for such extensive and detailed addi--

tional analyses.
-

i.

In accordance with your request, we will be happy to meet with youri.
~

t - staff on ftarch 1,1979, to discuss our technical concerns.
I ,.

- Very truly yours,,

| COMSUSTION ENGINEERING, INC.
|
1

! 88 < -A.E.S M'

| Licensing Manager

AES:lgw-

cc: Mr. Harold R. Denton, NRC
Professor Max Carbon, ACRS
Professor William Kerr, ACRS

c
L.. )

1
-

I
t

I

-

I
a

_

_ C-F#CRS

1028 ,o] N

. ; //- / 00-

MARCH , 1979
-

_



. . . - . .. . . - --

C
APPETIIX XII

_ IIMiER: PROJECT STATUS REPORT
..

1

- SCagouts

,

* W.. H. ZIMMER NUCEIAR POER STATION, UNIT 1
- ASHINGTQ4, DC

:
.

.

~

I. Subcommittee Report 3:00 p - 3:30 pn

1. Status of Zimer Review - M. Berder

2. Status of Mark II Generic Review - M. Plesset

II. Discussions with the NRC Staff and the Applicants 3:30 p - 7:00 pn

1. NRC Staff Report on Zi:nmer Review 3:30 pn - 4:15 pn;

(45 minutes)>

a. Revisions to Zinner SER

b. Open Issues
,

' c. Status of Mark II Review
I i

s

d. Interim A'IWS Position on Zinner, ,

2. Technical Presentations by Applicant 4:15 pn - 5:00 pu
(45 minutes)

a. Organization

b. Site Description

c. Plant Description with E:nphasis on
Mark II Contairmnent and Significant
Changes to NSSS (Discussions of the
Recirculation Pump Trip and the
Reactor Flow Control System Should
Be Included).

d. Trainirs Prograns, Emergency Plannings,
and CA and CC Programs

e. Plant Staffi.g

BREAK 5:00 pn - 5:15 pn

-| g- u - , 1028 , )
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3. NRC Staff Re;nrt - Mark II Containment 5:15 p - 6:00 p
. (45 minutes) ,

a. Imad Plant Acceptance Criteria

'. b. Zimer Design Assessment
_

c. Zimer SRV Tests

e. Generic Acceptance Criteria

4. Applicant Response to Items 1 and 3 6:00 m - 6:30 m
(30 minutes)

5. General Discussions and Conclusiens 6:30 p - 7:00 p
. (30 minutes)
i
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' ' March 2, 1979
,

.

.

'

PROJECT STATUS REPORT
"

WILLIAM H. ZIMMER NUCLEAR POWER STATION, UNIT 1-

*.-
~

.

The William H. Zimer Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1 is located in
Ohio on the Ohio River approximately 24 miles southeast of Cincinnati
and 1/2 mile north of the small town of Moscow, Ohio. The site is*

approximately 632 acres and is located between the Ohio River and
a secondary road which parallels the river. (See Attachment A).
The application was filed by the Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company,
the Colursus and Southern Ohio Electric Company, and the Dayton Power
Light Company. The Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company is authorized

! to act as the agent for the other two power companies and is primarily
responsible for design, construction, and opetation of this station.,

The original application was for two units. Construction of second,

unit, hcwever, has been cancelled. The architect-angineer is Sargent &
Lundy, the construction contractor is Kaiser Engineers, and the nuclear
steam supply system supplier is the General Electric Company. The
nuclear steam supply system is a BWR/5 type utilizing the 8 X 8i n

( General Electric fuel that is similar to the Hatch, Unit 2. (See,

Attachment B). The containment system will be a Mark II type and is,

,
the first of this type to be censidered by the Comittee for a license!

to operate. The Mark II containment design and the NRC Staff's
acceptance criteria for the design basis pool dynamic loads have been
neviewed by the Zimmer Subcomittee and the Fluid Dynamics Subcomittee.
A sumary of Mark II containment lead plant load evaluation and
acceptance criteria and a report issued by Dr. Thomas Eaton, a former
ACRS Fellow, are included under this tab in this notebook.

The applicatien for a constructicn permit was docketed on April 7,
1970 and the construction permit was issued on October 27, 1972.
A ccpy of the Comittee's letter is included as Attachment C. The
application for the operating license was docketed on September 10,
1975. There will be a hearing on this application. The construction
is estimated to be about 95f. comolete and the Applicants have scheduled
fuel loading for June of 1979. It is not clear at this point that
the date for fuel loading will be met.

The plant is designed to withstand a SSE of 0.2g and an OBE of 0.1g.
The bedrock surface at the site is relatively flat and at an approxi-
mate elevation of 410 ft. above mean sea level. The Staff has required
that existing foundatien materials to the 450 ft. elevation be removed
and replaced with compacted fill. The site lies en a 0.5 mile wide
alluvial plain on the Ohio River with the approximate elevatien of the

1028 vi-

79-xa_s,
_

.

. - - ~



. . . . __. _. _ . _ _ . _. _. ..__._ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ . . _ _ .

-
i

!

1-
1 m

I .2..

f

. flood plain at the 500 ft. elevation. Plants structures are to be
'

located at an average final plant grade elevation of 520 ft. The
iL compacted fill will be dewatered. The Applicants have not yet

accepted the Staff's requirement for a dewateMng of the fill to an*

,

elevation of 457 ft. It would, however, appear that this disagree--

ment will be resolved without involving any significant technical
problems.

The NRC Staff has issued acceptance criteMa for the Mark II contain-.

ment design to accommodate pool dynamic loads. The Applicants have
taken issue witn two of these criteria (The treatment of the bubble
release on the quencher air clearing loads and the treatment of the,

i LOCA jet submerged drag). The Staff has the matter under review and
i it appears that it will be resolved in the very near future. The

geneMc acceptance criteria for the Mark II containment design are
{ considered by the Staff as applying all lead plants. It is possible,
; however, that the continued research will make it possible to modify
i these criteria as to be less conservative. The Staff has required
I that the Applicants evaluate all loads using the linear sum lead

combination method. Nearly all of the structures in the Zimmer plant.,
I (1 are acceptable under this criteria.
I(
| The Zinner design will utilize valve flow control rather than pumo
; speed flow control (such as was used on the BWR/4 design) to regulate

the flow of the pMmary coolant. The procedure used is to start the.

recirculation pumps on the 100% speed power source to unseat the pump'

' bearings. The suction and block valves are fully opened and the flow
control valves are in the minimum position. When the pumps are near.

| . full speed, the main power source is tripped and the pumps are allowed
'

I to coast down to near 25% speed where the low frequency motor generator
set will power the pumos and motors at 25% speed. The flow control'

valves are then opened to the maximum position at which point the
reactor heatup and pressurization can commence. When the reactor
power is greater than 30%, the icw feedwater flow interlock is -leared
and the recirculation pumps get switched to the 100% speed power source.
The flow control valves are closed to the minimum position before the
speed change to prevent large increases in reactor core power. An
interlock has been installed on each pump to prevent system startup
or transfer from 25% to 100% pump speed unless the flow control valve
is in the minimum position. This is to prevent a reactivity insertion
due to the sweeping of the voids from the core should the transfer to
the 100% speed occur with the flew control valve in a maximum position.

s

e
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An article appeared in the Cincinnati Pcst on February 15, 1979-

."-
which reported an interview with a Mr. I. T. Yin, an NRC inspector.

f rem the Region III Office. The article dealt with design deficiencies
- in the pipe hanger supports and QA and QC deficiencies at the Zimmer

plant. Mr. Vandel and Mr. Yin were at the February 27, 1979 Sub-*

committee meeting representing the Region III Office and these matters
were discussed with them. A copy of the newspaper article and material
summarizing the Region III cencerns is included as Attachrent C.

The Hearing Board has allcwed intervention petitions on the Zimmer
applicatien frcm the City of Cincinnati, Dr. David B. Frankhauser,
Mrs. M. B. Snell, and the Miami Valley Power Project. The Subcom-
mittee has received no written statements or requests for time for
oral statements. No significant differences of opinion among the
NRC Staff have been identified.
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TAELE 1-1 (Continued)
*

-

- Design Feature Hatch Unit 2 Hatch Unit 1 Zimmer Unit I

~ Nunoer of Recirculation Loops 2 2 2

tecirculacion Loop Insice Diameter, 28 28 20,

~. inchesi

..

* Recirculation Pump Capacity, 45,200 45,200 33,880

gallons per minute

I

! Number of Jet Punos 20 20 20

#Number of High Pressure Coolant 1 1 1

Injection Pumps
i

'Number of Core Spray Loops 2 2 2
|

| Nuncer of Low Pressure Cooladc 4 4 3
I Injection Pumps
\
s

| Number of Containment Spray Loops 2 2 2

1

Maximum Heat Flux, British thermal 361,594 428,300 354,000;

! units per square foot per hour
.,

Average Heat Flux, British thers=1 145,52S 164,410 143,900
'

! units per square foot per hour

i
Maximus Power per Fuel Rod Length, 13.4 18.5 13.4

kilowatts per foot

Average Power per Fuel Rod Length, 5.39 7.11 5.45
kilowatts per foot,

,

Maximum Fuel Tesceraturr. degrees 3435 4380 3325
Fahrenheit

Minimum Critical Power Ratio 1.30 1.32 1.24

i
;

Total Peaking Factor 2.49 2.60 .!. 43 i

r
1); r r (~;u i .i

^

3,
.

#
High pressure core spray used on Zimmer. D '

> .

One low pressure core spray used on Zimmer. ', ;.. /'r' i,,
,

, , - i*
I i-

1-13
'
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TABLE 1-1
.

1- CCMPARISON OF PRINCIPAL DESIGN FEATURES

OF ZIPedER AND SIMILAR FACILITIES
*

i

:
,- ,/

Desion Feature Hatch Unit 2 Hatch Unit 1 Zimmer Unit 1
!; -

'

Rated Thermal Power, negawatts 2436 2436 2436

Gross Electrical Outcut, 822 813 839
-

|* sega atts

i? Net Electrical output, 795 786 797
- segawatts
|

Main Steam Flow Rats, pounds 10,470,000 10,030,000 10,470,000
per hour

!

j p', Total Reactor Core Flow Rate, 77,000,000 78,500,000 78,500,000
l L pounds per hour
Ii

|
,, Feedwater Tesoerature, degrees 420 387.4 420

*

Fahrenheit
!

Reactor Operating Pressure, pcunds 1005 1005 1020
' , . per scuare inch gauge

1

Fuel Lattice 8x8 7x7 8x3

Nuncer of Fuel Assemblies 560 560 560

Ntaber of Control Rods 137 137 137

Reactor Vessel Inside Olaneter, 218 218 218
inches

Reactor Vessel Inside Height, feet 69.3 69.3 69.3

Reactor vessel Design Pressure, 1250 1250 1250
pouncs per square inch gauge

Reactor vessel Wall Thickness, 5-17/32 5-17/32 5-3/8
inches

p:w i; ,,- n ,o,'m

0 '
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I SUMMARY OF MARK II CONTAINMENT^
'

-l LEAD PLANT LOAD EVALUATION AND ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA

..

j_ The Zimer Plant has the first Mark II containment to be reviewed by the

ACRS for an Operating License. The Mark II design (Figure 1) consists:.
''

,
of an over/under drywell/wetwell pressure suppression contaiment system.

~ A LOCA within the primary system causes a pressurization of the drywell
with an air-stesm-water mixture which flows through the downcomer pipes

j into the wetwell. The water in the wetwell condenses the steam flowing

i in from the drywell and pressures remain below those found in dry con-
taiments . Discharge lines from the reactor vessel safety relief valves

(SRVs) are routed to the wetwell for condensation of steam.
!

During testing of the Mark III containment design certain loads associated
with the injection of air and steam into the water pool were identified..

I The Mark II containment was reevaluated to treat these newly identified
;

loads.| 3
i G .

j The loads identified are discussed below and Figure 2 shows the time'

; sequence of the loads.
:

| DESCRIPTION OF LOCA-RELATED HYDRODYNAMIC PHENOMENA

Assuming the instantaneous rupture of a steam or recirculation line,'

' a sonic wave exits the broken primary system pipe and expands into the
drywell at:nosphere. This wave rapidly attenuates as a front expanding
spherically outward into the drywell. The wave then enters the vent
system, progressing into the pool .

Since there would be a very rapid drywell pressure increase associated
with the postulated LOCA, a compressive wave could be fonned in the
water that initially occupies the downcomers. Prior to clearing of'

this water from the downcomers, this compressive wave could propagate

through the suppression pool and result in a dynamic loading on the
suppression chamber and structures within the suppression pool.

_
h="~jII -/f_
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As the drywell pressure ir. creases, the water initially in each main
' ~ - vent downcomer accelerates into the pool clearing the vents of water,
j .* - During this water clearing process, a jet foms in the suppression

.
pool which creates water jet impingement and drag loads on structures
near the vent outlet and on the suppression peol basemat. In addition,

| jet fomation can occur asymetrically leading to lateral reaction

loads on the vents. During the vent-clearing transient, the diaphragm
,

will be subject to a downward pressure differential. Imediately

; following vent water clearing, a bubble of air from the drywell starts

| to form at the vent exit. The steam in the air-steam mixture flowing

through the vents condenses in the pool. As the air bubble forms, its
,

pressure is nearly equal to the drywell pressure at the time of vent
clearing . This results in a pressure disturbance in the pool . The;

dynamic bubble pressure is geometrically attenuated through the sup-
,

I C pression pool water and results in loads on submerged structures and
on the suppression pool structure.

i t

When the air flows from the drywell through the vent system, thei

bubbles initially fomed expand. Continued injection of drywell
air and expansion of the air bubble results in a rise of the sup-
pression pool surface. Structures close to the pool surface experi-
ence impact loads as the rising pool surface strikes the lower sur-
~2ce of the structures, followed by drag loads as the pool surface
continues to rise past the structures. In addition, the rising
pool surface compresses the air in the uppar half of the suppression
chamber causing a net upward load on tre diaphragm.

As the pool surface rises, the air bubble collapses, terminating
the potential for the upward loading, and the water slug breaks up.
Breakup of the slug occurs at a height c? about 1.5 times the initial
submergence of the vents. Subseouent poM swell evolves into a two-
phase air wa*er froth. There is no substantial froth pool swell due
to the compression of the air space above the pool surface. Gravity
induced fall back of the froth returns the pool to the original pre-LOCA

~

elevation.
k d.!,! - /F
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- Following air carryover, there will be a relatively long period of
', decreasing steam flow through the vent system. During this time,

. vent flow occurs in three distinct phases:
|

.

- 1. Hiab mass flux, characterized by nearly steady-state
condensation;,

'
2. Medium mass flux, characterized by periodic variations

I in condensation rate; and
i 3. Low mass flux chugging, characterized by intennittent
: condensation.

During steam condensation, the vents experience a lateral loading
caused by random movement of the steam-water interface. The magni-,

i tude of this load varies with steam mass flux and suppression pool
temperature. Maximum lateral loads in a postulated LOCA occur toward
the end of blow down. The same condensation phenomenon also results'

in pressure loadings on the suppression pool boundary.

Shortly after e postulated LOCA, the ECCS will automatically pump
condensate water and/or suppression pool water into the reactor,

vessel. This water floods the reactor core and subsequently cas-
cades into the drywell through the postulated break in the pipe.
The time at which t.his will occur depends upon break size and loca-
tion. Because the drywell will be full of steam when the vessel

is reflooded, the sudden introduction of water into the drywell
causes steam condensation and depressurization. As the drywell
pressure falls below the suppression chamber pressure, the vacuum

_ _ ___ __

relief system will allow air from the suppression chamber to re-
enter the drywell. Eventually, sufficient air will return to

equalize the drywell and suppression chamber pressures.

The magnitude and timing of LOCA pool swell and steam condensation

pool dynamic loads depends on the break size. A spectrum of LOCA

break sizes was considered in order to establish the limiting
design conditions for Mark II containments. The LOCA conditions
which were considered include the following accident conditions:

h.._.X I / ~~ / l.

. .. . . . . . . . - -, ..
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1. Design Basis Accident (DBA), a double-ended break of a
recirculation line or main steam line.

2. Intermediate Break Accident (IBA), a break such that the
,

high pressure subsystem of the ECCS cannot maintain reactor:
' water level; however, vessel depressurization does not occur.

~. An IBA gorresponds to a liquid or steam line break of about
0.1 ft.4

3. Small-Break Accident (SBA), a break that will not result4

in reactor depressurization due either to loss of reactori

fluid or automatic operation of the ECCS.,

The DBA is the design limiting case for the pool swell related pool
;

| dynamic loads including jet, drag, impact and fallback loads. The

| IBA and SBA cases have a much lower rate of drywell pressurization.

| Therefore, for these cases the IBA and SBA pool swell loads are
correspondirigly lower. However, LOCA related steam loads can occur
over a wider spectrum of breaks since the maximum condensation loads

occur at low vent mass flux. Condensation oscillations and' chugging-
_

i may occur over an extended period of time for small breaks as a re-'
_

s.

sult of the reduced reactor vessel depressurization rate comparedj

i to a DBA.

DESCRIPTION OF SRV-RELATED HYDRODYNAMIC PHENOMENA

i BWR plants are equipped with safety / relief valves (SRY) to control primary
'i system pressure. Small pressure variations can be controlled by changing

power level and/or load. However, more rapid transients such as a tur-
bine trip cannot be handled by such means. For these transients, SRVs
mounted cn the main steam line are actuated to divert either a portion
or all of the generated steam into the suppression pool . These valves-

are actuated at individual pre-set pressure levels or by an external
signal (ADS). The series of SRVs are individually set at pressures
over a range, such that only the required number of valves to control
the pressure transient will actuate. Upon SRV actuation, the air column

within the partially submerged SRY discharge line i; compressed by the
high pressure steam and, in turn, accelerates the water column into
the suppression pool. The water jet or jets thus forned create pres-
sure and velocity transients which are manifested as drag or jet
impingement loads on submerged structures.

huff _ -)]
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Following water clearing, the compressed air is also accelerated into
~

'- the suppression pool feming a high pressure air bubble. This bubble

' .# executes a number of oscillatory expansions and contractions before

, ~ . rising to the suppression pool surface. The associated transients
again create drag loads on submerged structures as well as pressure

| loads on the submerged boundaries. These loads are referred to as

|
SRV air clearing loads.

Following the air clearing phase essentially pure steam is injected
i into the pool. Experiments indicate that the steam jet-water inter-

| face which exists at the discharge line exit during this phase is

j relatively~ stationary so long as the local pool temperature is low.
Thus, the condensation proceeds in a stable manner and no significant,

!
,

loads are experienced. Continued steam blowdown into the pool will
i

1 ' ( y. increas" 7.he local pool temperature.
'

The condensation rates at the
turbulent steam-water interface are eventually reduced to levels

,
.

' ' below that needed to readily condense the discharged steam. At
I this " threshold" level, the condensation process becomes unstable;

i.e.,: steam bubbles are fomed and shed from the pipe exit, the
bubbles oscillate and collapse giving rise to severe pressure
oscillations which are imposed on the pool boundaries. Current
practice to deal with this phenomenon in BWR plants is to restrict
the allowable operating temperature envelope via the Technical Speci-
fications such that the threshold temperature is not reached. This

restriction is referred to as the pool temperature limit.

The Mark II plants have comitted to the use of a T-quencher device
which contains many small holes to break up the steam flow. This
allows stable condensation nearly up to the boiling point of water.

f) - XI f~ - j f-
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Following identification of these loads, the Mark II Owners and GE
"

initiated a program of testing to evaluate the magnitude of the loads,-

t In November 1975, they submitted the Dynamic Forcing Function Report
- (DFFR) to the NRC describing a generic methodology for determining Mark II

,

pool dynam!c loads. In May 1977, the program was modified to include
a Lead Plant Progra:n (LPP) for Zimer, Shoreham. -i Lasalle and a Long

,
'

Tenn Program (LTP). The LPP has concentrated on establishing conservative
design bases for the lead plants. The LTP will provide a more realistic
load evaluation for design and construction of the plants to be licensed
following the lead plants. Documentation of the load evaluation for the
LPP was completed in the second quarter of 1978 and the NRC Staff issued
its report, NUREG-0487, " Mark II Containment Lead Plant Program Load
Evaluation and Acceptance Criteria," in October 1978.

J''' ACRS Subcommittee meetings on July 7-8, 1977; November 30, 1977;

| May 23,1978; and November 28-30, 1978 rev wed the Mark II and SRV
~

! load definition and acceptance criteria.
:

There are approximately 39 load specifications covered by the NRC acceptance
criteria; 14 were derived from the original Mark II Owners proposed criteria,
5 involve plant unique analysis, and 20 were developed by the NRC. Of the
20 developed by the NRC, 8 have been adopted by t'e Owners Group, 6 were

recently resolved, and 6 issues remain open with resolution pending.

The NRC Staff indicated at the February 27, 1979 Zimer Subccxnmittee meet-
ing that they expect resolution of the last 6 items by the end of March.

Agreement has been reached in general on the items, however, some docu-
mentation is still outstanding from the Applicants. T? e Staff expects
to issue a generic report closing out the open items in March following
their review of the needed documentation.

$ A'l -/f.
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l- Figure II-2 LOCA Sequence of Events
{ 3

'
__

iTime Phenomena
,

Potential Dynamic Leading Condition
.

~

Loca Occurs
l,, - Sonic Wave*
i

_
- Comoressive Wave

! k. Y
3 Downcomers cleared of Water - Water det Loaos;-
t - and Air Flow Starts ,

'

t
-.p. - Reaction Loads on Downcomers

- Bubble Load
i 0.85

- Lateral Loads on Downcomers
'

1, y
j root dweli in a cult Moce - Impact Loacs
3 - Wetwell Compression
! Drag Loads on Sutraerged

0. 8+1. 55 Structures '

; V I
j -dreaKtnrougn
i

| 1.55 V
rool dweils in Frotn Moce j ;' - Frotn 1moingement on 5tructures '

I 'l V
i 2; rgs | Fa l l oacK N - ra s icacx Loacs 1

,
i

, V
; Air / Steam elow continues - hetweli Fressur ued1+20S
1 - Post-Swell Wave Loads..

V
Steam ccncensation ; ; - Pressure usciliations

i

I

4+2005 (cond. oscillations) y
i

! Biowcown Over.0 ,5005 - Loads on Boundary and,

(chuctiing) Downcomers Due to Chuggina
,

625 tena usowcown)
'

y ,

1105 Ecc5 Refloco ; E - hegative Pressure
1

II
Long serm neatup - inermal Loacs -

4 %fl-4)x10 S - Second Pressure Peak

Peak devwell and wetwell cressure 9 SOS
,

'iaxinum diachram 6 P down 0 0.75
'

Maximum diachrae.4 P uo e 2.05
;
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[ isble IV-1
Hark Il Fool Dynamic toad 5tsunary Table f

:

toad or Phenomenon Mark II Owners Group toad Specification Referente NRC Review Status LER 5ection ;

I. LOCA-Related Hydrodynamic Loads
'

A. Sutaerged Boundary loads 33 psi over-pressure added to local hydrostatic Df f R - Rev. 2 Acceptable Ill.B.2 '

During vent Clearing below vent exit (walls and basemat) - linear
attenuation to pool surface

B. Pool Swell Loads
,

I. Pool Swell Analytical
Hodel ;

e) Air Buteble Pressure Calculated by the Pool $well Analytical Model(PSA4)DffR Rev. 2 Acceptable Ill.B.3.a.l |

Used in calculation of sutmerged boundary loads. NfDE-21544-P

b) Fool Swell Elevation 1.5 m sutmergence DffR - Rev. 2 NRC Criteria I.A.] Ill.B.3.a.2 f

Dffil - Rev. 2 NRC Criteria I.A.2 III.B.3.a.3 I

c) Pool Swell Velocity Velocity history vs. p>ol elevation predicted MIDE-21544-P
ia

| k by the PSAN used to compute impact loading on I

2 small structures and drag on gratlegs between
initial pool surface and maalmum pool, %; e

|
j* elevation and steady state drag between"

vent exit and maalaus pool elevation.
| Analytical velocity variation used up to

ma n imu a v eloc i t y. Maslaise veloclly |

h applies thereafter up to mastmum pool swell.
I

h d)PoolSwell Acceleration predicted by the P5AN. Pool DifR - Rev. 2 Acceptable III.B.3.a.4 i

Acceleration acceleration is utillied in the calculation N1DE-21544-P
of acceleration drag loads on sutmerged ,

'
components ibring pool swell.

e) Wetwell Air Wetwell air compression is calculated by DIIR - Rev. 2 Acceptable III.B.3.e.5 i

O Compression the PSAM. Defines the pressure loading on NtDE-21544-P
r%) the wetwell boundary above the pool surface ;

CO during pool swell,
ab ase N lll.B.3.n.6 ;

f) Drywell Pressure Plant unique. Utilf red in PSAM to calculate Plant Unique f5AR
- History pool swell loads. AfDPI-10J20 reviews re ed. *
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!Mark Il Pool Dynamic load Summary Table

lead or Phenomenon Mark 11 Dwiery _ Group toad Specification Reference NRC Review Status LIR 5ection
'

2. Loads on Sutmerged Ha Imum taibble pressure predicted by the DffR - Rev. 2 Acceptable Ill. 8. 3.bBounJarles P5AH aJJed untroimly to local hydrostatic NEDE-28544-P
belowventemit(wellsandleasemat) linearattenuattan to pool surface. Applied to
walls up to inaulmuni pool swell elevation.

3. Impact loads

a) Small Structures 1.5 Pressure-Velocity correlation for Df f R - Rev. I 88RC criteria I.A.6 Ill.5.3.c.1 .pipes and I teams. Constant duration pulse

{b) targe Structures None - Plant unique load where applicable f5AR Plant uni e review where Ill.a.3.c.2c) Grating applica leMo impact load specified. P DifR - Rev. 2 NRC Criteria B.A.3 Ill.B.3.c.) {
area correlation and velocity D vs. open,

!
elevation history from the P5AN. +

t
4. lietweII Air Compression

I
g

'IL a)Wallloads Direct application of the P5AN calculated OffR - Rev. 2 Acceptable Ill O.3.d.I |

i

pressure due to wetwell compression. htDE-21544-P
b) Diaphragne tipward 2.5 psid

toads OffR - Rev. 2 NRC Criteria B.A.4 Ill.B.3.d.2
/ 5. Asynnetric toad None -

Of f R - Rev. 2 NRC Criterle I.A.5 Ill.8.3.e
i

C. Steam Cormlensation and
[ Chugging toads

b
! l. Duwncaner lateral loads

1

0
}a) Single vent Loads 8.0 KIP static DifR - Rev. 2 MRC Criteria 1.8.1 Ill.8.4.a.1h b)MultipleVentloads Prescribes variation of load per downcomer DffR - Rev. 2 NRC Criteria I.B.2 III.B.4.a.2vs. number of dowicamers
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Mark 11 Fool Dynamic toad 5 ary Table
r

,

Mark 11 Ouners Group toad Specification Reference NRC Review Status LtR 5ection }

load or . inmaenon

2. Sutmerged Boundary Loads I
.

I

a)liigh5teamFlustoads Sinusoldal pressure fluctuation added to local January, 1977 Acceptable Ill.B.4.b.2
hydrostatic. Mplitude uniform below went AppllCatton memorandum
entt-linear attenuation to pool surface. 4.4 .

psi peak-to peak amplitude. 2-7 Itz
'

frequencies.

b) Medlism Steam Flux Sinusoidal pressure fluctuation added to January,1977 Acceptable III.S.4.b.3
toads local hydrostatic. A plitude unifoem below Application memorandum'

vent esit-linear attenuation to pont surface.
1.5 psi peak-to-peak amplitude. 2-7 lit
frequencies,

c) Chugging Loads Representative pressure fluctuation taten fras .lanuary,1971 Acceptable pending lit.3.4 b.4
41 test added to local hydrostatic. Application e av dum resolution of F51

concfres. ** *

- uniform loading Hanimum amplitude uniforin belou vent salt-
:: condition linear attenuation to pool surface. 64.8 ps!

,

& manimum overpressure. -4.0 pst manimum
|under pressure, 20-30 Its frequency.

*
1 " " *

j p - asymetric loading Hamistan amplitude uniforan below vent eilt-
condition linear attenuation to pool surface. 20 psi

t laum overpressure. -14 psi samtmum% su
erpressure. 20-30 Hs frequency. peripheral% ut

variation of amplitude follous observed
statistical distribution ulth manimum andj alnima diametrically opposed. i
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*m rk Il Fool Dynamic load ksenary Table -

i

W d or Phenomenon Nrk || Owners Group load Specification Reference NRC Review Status [[t b lon f

II. SRV Related ifydrodynamic loads
!

A. Por.1 Temperature Limits No temperature Ilmit DffR Revision 2 NRC Criteria 11.1 and II.3 Ill.C.I |for kW armt GE four arm
quencher

R. Quencher Air Clearing Mark 111::.nts utillaing the EW quencher OffR Revision 2 NRC Criteria IL2 lil.C.2.b
! toads use an Interim load specification consisting Ill.C.2.c
, of the ramshead calculational procedure,
,- tiark 11 plants utillaing the four arm

quencher use quencher load methodology des-
cribed in DffA.

1

C. Quencher ile-Down loads

I. Quen(her Asm Loads I

l
(a) four Ann Quencher Vertical and lateral een loads developed on DIFR Revision 2 Acceptable Ill.C.2.e.1 j

-

7 the be'.is of tounding assumptions for alr/
ch water discharge from the quencher and ,

conservative (nebinations of maalam/miniese
, but.ble pressure acting on the quencher.
|

(b) KW T Quencher KW "I" quencher not included in Nrk II 0.G. II/A Review Continuing !Program. I quencher enn loads not specified
iat this time.
I
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WrkklPoolDynamicloadksenaryTable i
l
i

toed or Phenomenon Nrk 18 Owners Group Lead Specification Reference ||RC Review 5tatus tIR 5ection

2. Osencher ile Consi Loads I

(a) four-Arm Quencher inclu6es vertical and lateral are load OffR Revision 2 Acceptable til.C.2.e.2
transmitted to the basemat via the (le ,

doms. See II.C.I.a ateve plus vertical
-

transient wave and thrust loads. Ihrust
eload calculated using a standard somentus

balance. Vertical and lateral moments ,

for air or water clearing are calculated
based on conservative clearing assumptions.

(b) M "I* Q4encher KW *I* quencher not included in Mark 11 II/A Review Continuing i

0.G. psogram. I quencher tie-down loads .

not specirled at this time [
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Mark Il Pool Dynsate Lord Sunnary Table
,

load or thenneenon Mark || Owners Group Load Specification Reference NRC Review Status LER 5ection

e

IV. Secondary Loads

A. Sonic m ye Load Negligible Load - none specified DifR - Revision 2 Acceptable llI.E.I

8. Compressive hve Load Negilglble Load - none specified DifR - Revision 2 Acceptable Ill.E.2 i

4

C. Post $well hve Load No generic load provided. N/A Plant unique load specification Ill.E.3
and hRC review

D. Selsaic Stosh load No generic load provided, il/A Plant unique lead specification Ill.E.4 ,

and NRC review. ;

}

j
E. Fallback load on Satanerged

Boundary
' Negligible load - none specified DffR - Revision 2 Acceptable Ill'.E.5 ,

~!
F. Ihrust loads Emmentum balance OffR - Revision 2 Acceptable Ill.E.6

f
G. Friction Drag loads Standard friction drag calculations DifR - Revision 2 Acceptable Ill.E.7

| on Vents '

2
H. Vent Clearing Loads Negligible toad - none specified DifR - Revision 2 Acceptable Ill.E.8t
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e

Abstract

The Mark II BWR pressure suppression containment designs
are being reassessed after important structural loadings
were identified which resulted from suppression pool

-' fluid-dynamic phenomenon.
j

The suppression pool fluid-dynamic problems arise from
the complex nature of the multi-component Iair/ steam / water),
two-phase (gas,' liquid) flow associated with postulated LOCA's
or safety reld .f valve actuation.

The seven Mark II (domestic) owner utilities and the
General Electric Company formulated a three part program
to reassess Ma;k II containments,i.e., the definition of
dynamic forcing functions, the preparation of plant-unique
containment design assessment reports, and the establishment
of a Mark II Containment Supporting Program. To date, the
Mark II reassessment program has lead to modifications in
the lead plants and to a refinement in pool dynamic
technology.

Although belated, the ovaluation of suppression pool
fluid dynamic effects in Mark II plants appears to have
been rigorous and thorough. It is my opinion that these
effects will be adequately accommodated in the Mark II
plants upon obtaining an operating license from the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
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Introduction

- This report is the final report for U.S. NRC Contract
'

11-78-632 and presents the preliminary findings of a technical
i - evaluation of the General Electric Mark II Pressure Suppression

Containment concept and of the NRC's licensing evaluation of.
*' .~ the Mark II design..

.

.

Contents

This report attempts to identify the important issues,

pertaining to the licensing evaluation of Mark II contain-
ments; to discuss the differences between Mark II and Mark III
containments, and between the various Mark II plant designs;
to present questions regarding the suppression pool hydrodynamic
phenomenon and the Mark II containment design; and to compare
the various design parameters for the seven Mark II plants.

i

The Mark II Pressure Suppression Containment
i

The Mark II pressure suppression containment was designed'

~3 and developed by the General Electric Company as part of thei

's: ,- 1969 product line which utilized the BWR/S Nuclear Steam
Supply System, see Figures 1 and 2, as well as Table 1.

The Mark II containment utilizes an over/under design
arrangement, i.e., a conical (inverted) shaped drywell over
a cylindrical wetwell, see Figure 1. Importantly, the two
primary containment building chambers, i.e., the drywell and
the wetwell, are separated by a diaphram (the drywell floor)
which supports long vent pipes (24 inch diameter, nominal)
which extend from the drywell floor down into the suppression
pool. The wetwell is partially filled with water which is
the energy absorbing media for the pressure suppression
containment system.

The suppression pool is used to absorb the energy frem and
thereby to condense any steam released from the NSSS. Steam
may be released accidentally during a hypothetical Loss of
Coolant Accident (LOCA) or as the result of actuation of the
Safety Relief Valves on the reactor primary system.

Mark II Containment Advantages and Disadvantages

The principal advantage of the Mark II containment
compared to a typical dry containment is reduction of
containment pressures which occur during and after a
hypothetical LCCA. The pressure suppression pool also is a
convenient receiver for condensing any primary steam released
by the reactor vessel's safety relief valves.

. k~ 3X-
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Unit Name Owner Capacity Start-ut

DAILLY, Unit No. 1 Northern Indiana Public Service Co. 645 MWe 1931 MWth Indef. -

LASALLE, Unit Nos. 1*& 2 Commonwealth Edison Co. 1078 MWe 3293 MWth 1979/80

LIMERICK, Unit Nos. 1& 2 Philadelphia Electric Co. 1065 MWe 3293 MWth 1983/85;

NINE MILE POINT, Unit No. 2 Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. 1100 MWe 3323 MWth 1983
.

'
SilOREllAM * Long Island Lighting Co. 819 MWe 2436 MWth 1980

~

1980/81|SUSOUEllANNA, Unit Hos. 1& 2 Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. 1050 MWe 3293 MWth

WPPSS, Unit No. 2 Washington Public Power Supply System 1100 MWe 3323 MWth 1980
l |

ZIMMER* Cincinnati Gas & Electric Co. 810 MWe 2436 MWch 1979

i

'
__.

C3 * Lead Plants (LPP)
N
CO

_ i

a s

*N

+
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The condensation of steam during its release allows
the containment size to be smaller than that of a dry

- containment. Typically, Mark II containments are designed
, for 45 psig internal pressure and less than 5 psi negative

- pressure.

' .: ' The principal disadvantages of the Mark II containment
' - arise from the smaller size as compared to dry containments'

and from the complex two component, two phase flow (air / steam /
water) which arises during the steam pressure suppression
process.

The small primary containment volume interfere,s with
the assembly of the plant, in-service inspection und survey-
lance, and plant maintenance. It also complicates hydrogen
gas concentration control, etc.

In order to function properly, there must be no steam
by-passing the suppression pool, i.e., no direct flow path,

for steam to enter the wetwell air space without condensing.,

' Alsc, a mechanism must be provided to assure that noncon-
! densicle gases can return to the drywell after an accident
' without returning through the downcomer vent pipes.
|

s.,

Mark II Reassessment Procram'

I

In early 1975, as the result of suppression pool fluid-
dynamic data generated from the Mark III containment eval-
uation program, it was detcrmined by the U.S. NRC Staff that
the Mark II plants should be reassessed. The details of the
reassessment program are given in Table 2.

Variations in Mark II Containment Desiens

The seven different Mark II plants (with eleven different
reactors) are each essentially unique. Although each plant
represents the same class of containment design, i.e, Mark II,
the differences between the plants are significant with regard
to the licensing evaluation of the plants. Since the details
of the containment design influence the assessment of various
pool fluid dynamic-related forces, each plant must have a
unique design evaluation.

Table 3 lists some of the design variations between the
various Mark II plants. Among the impcrtant differences are
the design of the following: Diaphram seal, Reactor pedistal,
Wetwell wall, Vacuum breakers, Diaphram support, Downcomer
vent support, Suppression pool hardware, SRV quencher device,
and 3RV quencher support.

- 3 / / -d b
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Table 2

THE MARK II CONTAINMENT REASSESSMENT PRCGRAM [1,2]
.

In April /975, the U.S. NRC Staff determines a need for a-

: . complete raassessment of the Mark II facilities

~

In early 1975, the Mark II Ouners Group is established to.

respond to NRC inquires

A Lead Plant Program (LPP) was initiated which provided
for conservative lead definitions for those plants
(Zimmer, Shoreham, LaSalle) which would be completed
before the Mark II containment supporting program could
be completed

A Long Term Program (LTP) was initiated to justify the;

reduction of certain pool dynamic loads used in the LPP'

'

The Mark II Owners Group and the General Electric Company
establish a three element Mark II containment reassessment
program to determine the additional information required to
reassess the Mark II contain= nets [2]. The three elements

' ' are
m

1. The Dynamic Forcing Funcitons Information Report
'

(DFFR) , NEDE-21061-P and its revisions and addenda:
The DFFR "provides a suitable methodology" for
conservatively estimating the suppression pool
hydrodynamic leadings on Mark II containments

2. A Plant-Unique Design Assessment Report (DAR) was
prepared by each plant and issued by early 1976.
Up-dates 4.3d revisions were or will be issued as
required. The DAR's used the design basis methodology
presented in the DFFR

3. A " Mark II Containment Suppcrting Program" was
implimented to confirm the adequacy of the DFFR
as a design basis methodology [2]

Certain Mark II plant modifications have been identified and
are being made.

NUREG-0414: " Mark II Containment Pool Dynamic Loads" forms
the basis of the MRC Staff's evaluation of the LPP and LTP

A Mark II Generic Safety Evaluation Report is planned 'or
mid-1980

- 4 - xie - 37 1028
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\ ) TABLE 3

_

MARK II PLANT DESIGN VARIATIONS
*

.

: .
i'

A. DIAPERAM-TO-WALL SEAL DESIGN
.' -

.

Monolithic,

Inflated Seal
I Welded with Expansion Joint
|
| B. REACTOR PEDISTAL
i

Solid Concrete'

| Water Filled

C. REACTOR POWER / PHYSICAL SIZE
.

D. WETWELL WALL DESIGN
1
'

Rigid
,

O Flexible
,
s .

E. VACUUM BREAKER DESIGN

In Downcomer Pipe.

In Drywell Flcor (Diaphram)'

F. DIAPERAM (DRYWELL FLOOR) SUPPORT

Reactor Pedistal and Colurr.s
Reactor Pedistal, Col a s, and Primary Vessel Walls

G. DOWNCOMER VENT SUPPORT

Cantilevered
Bottcm Bracing Structure Network

H. SECONDARY CONTAINMEN"' BUILDING DESIGN

I. SUPPRESSION POOL HARDWARE ARRANGEMENT

Piping, Wal'aays, Intake Screens, etc.r

J. SUPPRESSION POOL HARDWARE DESIGN & SUPPORT

K. SRV QUENCHER DEVICE DESIGN AND SUPPORT

L. DOWNCOMER SUBMERGENCE DEPTH (8-1/2 to 13 FT)

M. NUMBER OF SRV DISCHARGE LINES
' f -- A / / -33,,

1028 J
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Table 4 provides a numerical comparison of the various
Mark II plant design parameters.

,

-

- Mark II and Mark III Containment Designs

: '
A comparison of the design features of Mark II and-

~. Mark III containments is given in Table 5. This table attempts
to identify the differences and similarities between these
different pressure suppression containment design concepts.

Briefly, the Mark III containment, see Figure 3, uses a'

containment building design similar to that of a conventional
dry containment with the drywell volume enclosed within the
wetwell. The suppression pool is an annulus around the base
of the secondary containment. The containment building has
drywell and wetwell volumes which are separated by reinforced'

concrete walls.

! Air and/or steam are vented from the drywell into the
! wetwell through short horizontal penetrations in the drywell

walls and be'.ow (at varying submergences) the suppression
pool level. The design of the Mark III suppression pool_.

,) leads to considerably modified dynamic behavior as compared
'' to the Mark II design. The Mark III design has a significant-,,

'

ly larger wetwell air space than the Mark II design so that
; | many of the Mark II design's disadvantages are not as severe

in the Mark III plants,,

i

Questions Regarding the Mark II Plants

'

During the course of this contract work, various questions
have arisen regarding the Mark II plant and its suppression
pool fluid dynamic phenomenon.

A listing of some of the general questions on the Mark
II containment which should be considered in a review of
the Mark II licensing evaluation are listed in Table 6.

A listing of questions concerning various specific
aspects of the Mark II containment design are given in Table
7.

A question regarding dissolved gas release during sup-
pression pool heatup is addressed in the next section.

i M .- x u _rf
1028 ,,j
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' - TABLE 5
i .m

)
A COMPARISON OF MAPJ II AND MARK III'

PRESSURE SUPPRESSION CONTAINMENTS_

*

.

MARK II MAP 3 III
-:

'. Uniform downcomer submergence vents at three different
- submergences

Vertical downcomer vent pipes-
cantilevered from diaphram or Horizontal ven pipec

.

.

in drywell wal.braced

5 Long vertical vent pipes Short horizontal vent pipes

Suppression pool is a large Suppression pool is an
pool below drywell annular pool around drywell

Small wetwell air space Large wetwell air space

Unique Over/Under design Design similar to dry
containment,_

'- Suppression pool bounded by Suppression pool requires
reactor building walls weir wall

Tall reactor pedistal Short reactor pedistal

Drywell is part of primary Drywell is enclosed inside
containment primary containment

Jet deflectors required over No deflectors required
downcemer vent entrances

Vent submergence 10-12 ft variable vent submergence-
(cons tant) 5, 10, 15 ft, ncminal

Diaphram (Drywell/wetwell
Drywell wa is supported .,n

separator) suoported from reac-
ter pedistal, columns and (in part frem containment walls.

-
.

some cases) the containment
walls

Pool swell limited by wetwell Wetwell air compression is
air compression insignificant

Wetwell air compression "

reverse leads diaphram

A * C - f/ 1028 i 9
-
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I TABLE 5
!-

-

(Concluded)
l 'N

MARK II MARK III

Design pressure - 45 psig Design pressure - 15 psig-

'. Wetwell free volume - Wetwell free volume -'. 160,000 cu. ft., nominal 1,100,000 cu. ft., nominal
:-

.

' Pool depth - 25 ft., nominal Pool depth - 20 ft., nominal-

-
:

Drywell free volume - Drywell free volume -
225,000 cu. ft., nominal 274,000 cu. ft.,' nominal

| Suppression pool water vol. - Suppression pool water vol. -
! 120,000 cu. ft., nominal 116,000 cu. ft., nominal
I

! More sensitive to hydrogen Larger volune for hydrogen
! concentration limits dilgtion
!

; Drywell liner mandatory Drywell liner not required
'

Sensitive to steam by-pass Not as sensitive to steam
| around diaphram by-pass

I ^

) Poor accessibility for Better accessibility forj
- construction and inspection construction and inspection;

High reactor building Lower reactor building,

(50 ft.)
l

Gratings, columns, downcomer Less submerged structures
vents, SRV lines and quenchers,,

reactor pedistal all subjected
! to suppression pool dynamic

loads

_ k X// -.
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TABLE 6

GENERAL QUESTIONS PERTAINING TO THE
.

. REVIEW OF THE LICENSING EVALUATION OF
,

i- ,
MARK II CONTAINMENTS' :

.

. .

1. Have all of the suppression pool fluid-dynamic phenomenoni

and their related forces been identified?
!

2. Are the magnitudes of the pool dynamic forcing functions
i

adequate to conservatively evaluate their effects on
Mark II containment structures?

3. How should the various structural loads in Mark II plants
3

be combined in order to establish the design of the
I
; containment building,7
.

4. Have the dynamic interactions between the containment;

; structures and the suppression pool been properly
evaluated over the entire history of the accident events,,

i ) of interest?
s-

i
4

! 5. Have the problems associated with the vibrations and
acoustics during a LOCA or SRV actuation been adequately

,

determined?
9

6. Have the consequences of the hostile primary containment,

environment in Mark II plants following accidental steam
releases been adequately assessed?'

s'7. What pool dynamic phencmenon can be predicted from first
principles?

/8. Have scaling effects in the experimental programs been
properly identified and incorporated into the development
of analytical models for full size plants?

9. Have all of the safety problems which arise because of the
small size of the pressure suppression containments been
identified?

10. Should upper and/or lower suppression pcol temperature
limits be established?

11. Might new suppression pcol dynamic effects be identified
if the full spectrum of potential break sizes were considered?

f Xt/ - f3
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- TABLE 7

i _

: ).

_

QUESTIONS PERTAINING TO
.

~

MARX-II PRESSURE SUPPRESSION CONTAINMENTS
*

.

: A. Suporession Pool Dynamic Loads

, Is the chugging load on the downcomer vent conservatively
defined?

i Is the effect of non-condensible bubble dynamics included
in the hydrostatic pressure resistance to downcomer flow?4

Could it provide a mechanism for downcomer flow variations?
,

Does two phase choked flow ever occur in the downcomer vents?

Does liquid water released into the drywell affect the,

i downcomer vent flow?
|

| Do large bubbles breaking through the liquid surface produce
noteworthy pool dynamic loads?

i

d How do non-condensible bubbles rising in the suppression,s

; ''j pool influence the various dynamic loads? Do such bubbles
i have a dampening effect?
I

Would the submergence of permanent passive energy-absorbing
| =aterials in the suppression pool serve to reduce the
| significance of pool dynamic loads?
4

.. B. Pool Swell Phenomenon

Is noncondensible gas forced back into the downcomer vent
during pool fallback? If so, could multiple pool swell
events occur during a given accident?

Is it possible that vapor composition variations at the
vent inlets in the drywell could lead to a nonuniform
pool swell height? Could this change the nature of the
breakthrough and pool fallback phenomenon?

At the end of the 3:01 swell event, gas breakthrough produces
intimate vapor / liquid contact. If the gas contained
condensible vapor would this influence the pool fallback
behavior?

1028 s2:
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TABLE 7-
,

_ (Continued)

C. Fluid-Structure Interactions
_

'

- Fluid-structures interactions (FSI) effects have been
'

assessed independent of other loads occurring simultan-
2 eously; would FSI results be changed if a more detailed
,

structural analysis were performed?
'

.

Since Fluid-structure interaction effects are plant-
unique, have they been adequately assessed in each plant?

Have FSI effects incorporated in data from the various
experimental facilities been properly considered in
model development work?

D. Safety Relief Valves
,

! Do the Safety Relief. Valve (SRV) discharge lines have
; multiple vacuum breaker valves? If not, what are the
! consequences of a failure of a SRV vacuum breaker? Of

particular interest are the water hammer and potential
boiling phenomenon (due to cold water contact with hot-) pipes) during an accidental SRV line reflood?j _,

i

Should SRV quencher devices be supported from the wetwell
floor?i

Do any Mark II plants intend to use SRV ramshead devices?
Should Mark II plants be licensed if they use SRV
ramsheads instead of quencher devices?

E. Downcomer Vents

Can physical damage to the downcomer vent pipes occur
as the result of pool dynamic loads?

What transverse support (bracing) , if any, should be
required on the downcomer vents?

4 4 -A ' ' -TC 1028 :
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. TABLE 7
(Concluded)| -

t !

F. Small Pipe Break Accidents
.

What is the drywell temperature history and the wetwell
' air space temperature history during a Small Break-

'~. Accident (SBA) ? Include the effects of thermal stratif-
ication, drywell condensation and downcomer heat transfer
in the analysis .-

_

Is it possible to identify a pipe break size below which
the pressure suppression function is ineffective?

Does non-condensible transport to the gas-liquid interface
significantly interfere with the pressure suppression

'

process if the differential pressure is insufficient to
force vapor into the wetwell air space?

! Has the effect of the hostile environment-resulting frem
i the various accidents postulated - on equipment, instruments,
' and components inside the containment been thoroughly

evaluated?

) ADDENDUM

r

! Can the suppression pool dynamic leads be enhanced by
' either sudden condensation frcm ECCS Cooling Water

spillage or from vapor generated by liquid water impingement
on hot primary system components?

What would be the consequences of a SRV line break inside
the we*well air space? If sufficient steam were admitted
to displace the noncondensible gases through the pressure
relief vents, would activation of the wetwell spray system
produce as yet unidentified pool dynamic loads, i.e.,
pool swell impact on the drywell floor?

What should be the specific volume exponent in the wetwell
air compression pressure / volume relationship?

}} X u -YC
-
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Suppression Pool Dissolved Gas Release
.

The water in the Mark II suppression pool contains a
certain amount of dissolved gaces at temperatures below* -

saturation. As water is warmed, its ability to dissolve gases,.
*

{ decreases. At the boiling point, it no longer can dissolve

,

gases.

The gases dissolved in the suppression pool of Mark II
containments will contribute to the noncondensible gas
inventory as it is released during pool heat-up.

Usins data on the soluability of gases in water, it was
estimated that the maximum potential air release would be
about two per cent (2%) of the water volume if the gas were
released after being dissolved at atmospheric pressure. For
realistic conditions in a Mark II containment, it was found

.

that about 0.5 - 1.0% of the volume of the water would be;

i released as gas at STP.-
1

! Should, for any reason, the partial vapor pressure of
carbon dioxide in the wetwell air space increase substantiallyi

g 'l above that of normal air, the suppression pool water's gas
release would increase markedly because of the high soluabilityj -

|' of CO in water.2
,

'
Future Work

i

For this report, time does not permit the completion of
various tables associated with the design evaluation of the
Mark II plants; these tables could be completed in a short
time, however.

With this, the preliminary evaluation of the Mark II
containment should turn to a review of the Mark III contain-
ment evaluation program. This Mark III program review will
be required in order to respond to questions recieved from
ACRS Member Myer Bender in a letter dated 28 September 1978,
see Attachment A.

Upon completion of the Mark II / Mark III containment
licensing evaluations, additional guidance and instruction
concerning the project's goals will be required in order to
pursue the technical evaluation of the Mark II containment
systems.

A partial listing of the things which might be done to
continue the evaluation are listed below

f ~ 1/ -f)
:
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ATTACHMENT - A Page 1*

.

p neay
8 UNITED STATES+ '.

! NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

r.O.$.,(fii
., El )s

/-| ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

% wAsmuoTow. o. c. rossa
_

***** September 28, 1978

1-
4

i:

1 Dr. Thomas Eaton..

! - Assistant Professor
Department of Mechanical Engineering
College of Engineering' .

University of Kentucky ,
| Lexington, Kentucky 40506
,

.

Dear Tom:
,

I am enclosing a copy of the minutes of a meeting between the Mark II
Containment Owner's Group and NRC personnel which provides a frag-
mented picture of the status of the licensing evaluation for this
containment concept. The Zimmer Nuclear Power Plant will be the first,

I installation requesting an operating license to use the Mark II contain-
1

ment arrangement. Consequently, it may be the area where your initial;

efforts could be of most use to the ACRS. We need to know a number of,

| ,
things.

1. How does the Mark II containment evaluation approach compare to' '

the Mark III approach which hn been subjected to more detailed'

scrutiny than the Mark II installation? Most of the safety issues
were initially identified during the Mark III review.'

2. How well do the experimental programs to verify Mark II contain-
ment capability correlate with the Mark III programs, especially
configuration simulation of the sort being conducted by G.E. at
San Jose?

3. Is there a direct basis for comparison between the fluid dynamic
and structural response considerations for Mark I, Mark II, and
Mark III containments?

4. Since concern has sometimes been expressed about the effects of
suppression pool temperature on the suppression pool response
to syst :n blowdcwn, are these factors properly identified and
analys 7or the Mark II containment?

5. Are ther, any matters affecting suppression pool bypass for
small LOCAs that deserve special attention in the Mark II design?

The above are probably the matters deserving most im.ediate review
attention for the Zimer Plant and yo . assistance in bringing the
matter into focus would be of considerable value. -

_

M

1028 .
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ATTACEMENT - A Page 2

' ' '

, ,

_' Dr. Thomas Eaton 2 September 28, 1978

-

In the longer tem, there may be other questions mere subtle in nature
but possibly of more significance to public safety -hat are worth-

investigation. For example, the concerns about suppression pool
bypassing generally relate to containment overpressurization as a.:

.- result of a small LOCA, but the public consequences of containment'-
. overpressurization in a small LOCA may not be meaningful if the

radioactivity release frem the reactor system is small. It may be
j worthwhile to determine whether the consequence boundary used as a

basis for determining perfomance is appropriate. A second point of
some interest may be the size of the blowdown and the effect of rate
of fluid release on pool swell and containment structural response.

.

Since many of the discussions are premised en limiting cases, there may
be some value in detemining whether probabalistic considerations have;

been taken into account properly when concern is expressed for these,

phenomenological effects.

| Hopefully, during the period of time while arrangements are being made
for; . to accept the fellowship assignment to the ACRS in Washingten,i

you vill be able to make sc=e headway in assisting us through this type
of study effort. I have not yet had an opportunity to discuss the,

above matters with other members of the ACRS and there may be other,

~) interests or other approaches that might be considered. Please call me,

if ye'J wish to expand on your understanding of the subject matter.,

,

'

Sincere 1
i

, s

M. Bender

MB/mh

Enclosures

cc: R. F. Fraley - ACRS Distribution

~
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A. Provide a detailed report on the differences between'
~

the various Mark II containments and the significance
of these differences regarding the safe operation of

- the plants.

B. Undertake a detailed comparison of the Mark II and-

Mark III containment design assessment programs and .:
NRC licensing evaluations.

! *

'

C. Establish a t<,chnical basis for comparison of the
various Mark II plants and for comparison of the
Mark II and Mark III plants.

D. Evaluate the structural analysis of the diaphram and
j the wetwell chamber as performed for combined loadings

which include pool dynamic forces.

4

e

# ( References

'

[1] NUREG-0474: "A Technical Update on Pressure Suppression Type
' Centainments in Use in U.S. Light Water Reactor Nuclear Power
'

Plants," Division of Systems Safety, Division of Operating Re-
actors, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regualtion, U.S. Nuclear Reg-
ulatory Con: mission, July 1978.

[2] NEDO-21297: " Mark II Containment Supporting Program Report,
" Nuclear Energy Pro ects Division, General Electric Co., Re-
vision 1, March 197
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Cincinnati Cas and Electric F- y-

g %
Mr. Earl A. Borgmann ,CL-

8) II ,'.Conpany
ATTN: 3

Vice President Engiyering p y '

,

139 East 4th Street g- :: .3j

L aCincinnati, OH 45201 c
--

' ..
e

centlemen: E. Foster,

This refers to the investigatioi conducted by Messrs. J.
* E. J. Gallagher if this office on August 9-11,15the Zimmer Unit 1 construction site,Y I. T. Yin, ar 88, and to the dis-and 16, 1978, of activities s'

authorized by NRC Constructic., Per=1t No. CPPR-d W. W. Schwiers
cussion of our findings with Messrs. B. K. Culver aninvestigation.
and others of your staff at the conclusion of the.

i and

This investigation concerned allegations of i= proper des gnthe Zi=ner'

installation of pipe hangers, restraints, and snubbers atThe enclosed copy of our investigation report iden-
I -

,

Within theseigation.Unic 1 site.tifies th se areas examined during the invest examination ofi
i

areas, tr.e investigation consisted of a select varepresentative records, observations, and interviews
proceduros ate
with personnel. ared"Yo
During this investigation, certain of your activities appeb d in the
be in noncompliance with NRC requirements, as descri e
enclosed Appendix A. f Section
This notice is sent to you pursuant to the provisions o10 Code
2.201 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2 TitleSection 2.201 requires you to submit to

i t of this notice aof Federal Regulations.
this of fice within thirty days of your rece p l ding for each
written statenent or explanation in reply, inc u(1) corrective action taken and the resultsvoid further non-
item of noncompliance: achieved; (2) corrective action to be taken to aliance will be achieved.
compliance; and (3) the date when full conpTherefore, in your response
Item 4 in Appendix A is a recurrent item. i

please give this matter your particular attent on.
Work. Orders

As a result of our investigation, you issued Stophydraulic snubbers
r' elative to installation of nechanical snubbers,We understand that you will not
and concrete expansion anchors. determined that a
release these Stop Work Orders until you have.

.

A - XLL - s x
781127o p , q.
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f . Cincinnati Gas and -2-
001'3 1978-

s

Electric Company'
i

,

- quality program has been i=plemented to control these activities and
we are informed of these actions. We are aware that your Stop Work.

Order related to the installation of concrete expansion anchors was-

: , released on September 6, 1978. We vill review these matters during

,

subsequent inspections.

.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice,"
Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this
letter and the enclosed inspection report will be placed in the

i NRC's Public Document Room, except as follows. If this report
contains information that you or your contractors believe to be,

proprietary, you must apply in writing to this office, within
twenty days of your receipt of this letter, to withhold such ,

infor=ation from public disclosure. The application must include
i a full statement of the reasons for which the infor=ation is con-
' sidered proprietary, and should be prepared so that proprietary
I information identified in the application is contained in an
i enclosure to the application.

1 We vill gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this
investigation.,_

'~
g Sincerely,

| 0
e

James G. Keppler
Director

Enclosures:
'

1. Appendix A. Notice
of Violation

2. IE Investigation Rpt
No. 50-358/78-18

ce v/encis:
*

Mr. J. R. Schott, Plant
Superintend ent

Central Files
Reproduction Unit NRC 20b

/ PDR
Local PDR
NSIC
TIC

* U. Young Park, Power .

Siting Com=ission
.
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Appendix A

' .)
~.

NOTICE OF VIOLATION
_

_ Cincinnati Cas and Docket No. 50-358
1, Electric Company

.

- Based on the results of an NRC investigation conducted on August 9-11
! and 15-16,1978, it appears that certain of your activities were not

conducted in full compliance with NRC requirements as noted belev.
| These items are infractions.
i
i 1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V requires, in part, that

*
i activities affecting quality shall be accomplished in accord-
I anee with documented instructions, procedures and drawings.
I Paragraph 17.1.5 of the PSAR states, in part, " Activities

affecting the quality of the facility are acco=plished in,

| accordance with written instructions, procedures, or drawings
'

which prescribe acceptable methods for carrying out the activ-,

ities, make reference to appropriate inspections and tests,
4 and include acceptance criteria . . ."

.
-

Contrary to the above, numerous (at least J) anchor bolts for
I _ ) safety-related supports and restraints were installed in a
! manner contrary to the instructions detailed on construction

drawings.,

2. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterien IV, requires, in part, that
measures shall be established to assure that requirements which
are necessary to assure adequate quality are suitably referenced
or included in the documents for procorement of material.
Paragraph 17.1.4 of the PSAR states, "QAS deter =ines that meas-
ures have been established to ensure applicable . . . design
basis and other requirements to ensure adequate quality are
suitably included or referenced in the documents for procure =ent
of essential material, equipment and services . . ."

Contrary to the above, the procurement documents for safety-
related concrete expansion anchor bolts used for anchorage of
supports and restraints do not include or reference require =ents
necessary to ensure adequate quality nor do the procurement
docu=ents require the suppliers to have a quality assurance progra=.

3. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterien X requires, in part, that a
program for inspection activities affecting quality shall be-

-

.

e

78111702O 4
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I Appendix A~~

-

established and executed to verify conformance with the drawings.
Paragraph 17.1.10 of the PSAR states, in part, " Inspections and-

tests are performed in accordance with written procedures which
include requirements for check lists and other appropriate docu-.

mentation of the inspections and tests perfor=ed." .
,,

.'.

- Contrary to the above,

An inspection program has not been documented or executed' a. to verify that the concrete expansion anchor bolts have
been installed adequately, such as verification of;

embedment depth, torque installation requirements, bolt
spacing or minimum edge d!. stance requirements,

The hangers, snubbers, and restraints inspection programb. had not been executed to verify that the installation of
these ite=s were in confor=ance with the design drawings.

that10 CFR 50 Appendix B, Criterion III requires, in part,4. measures shall be established to assure that the design basis
for structures, syste=s and components are correctly translated
into specifications, drawings, procedures and instructions.i

" Materials willm
Paragraph 17.1.3 of the PSAR states, in part,_' be selected which correctly meet the requirements for the design

! and intended application of safety-related ce=ponents," and that
" Parts for equipment and components will be selected which;

correctly meet the require =ents of the design, and their intended,

applications are reviewed as set forth . . . to ensure their
correct application and workability for their intended function'

is a reliable and safe manner." .

Contrary to the above,

Design drawings Nos. M-126-7H-15, M-126-10H-58 and M-126-1CH-57a. do not include the required detail information to assure
adequate installation of saf ety-related supports, in that,
the design drawings do not indicate the bolt length nor
embedment depth of the concrete expansion anchor bolts
transmitting the load to the concrete structure.

The design drawing Nos. M-448-6H-41 and M-488-82-20b. indicate that safety-related supports and restraints are
to be anchored to consafety related masonry block walls
using concrete expansion anchors.

.

.

.

.
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,

c. Installation of hangers and snubbers were not in accordance
- with design drawings. The installation was completed prior

~

to design change review and approval.

The use of drawings with incomplete design basis was cited once.

~~
previously as an ites of noncompliance in IE Inspection'No.
50-358/78-09).,,

5. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VI requires, in part, that
,

measures shall be established to control the issuance of
I documents, such as instructions. Paragraph 17.1.6 of the

PSAR states, in part, " . . . changes to . . documents are
reviewed for adequacy and are distributed in a manner st=ilar

Yto the original document."

Contrary to the above, the use of the Inter-office Me=orandum.

I (IOM) to issue QA manual procedure change was not considered
appropriate in that the content of the IOM did not receive,

i engineering and QA review, and that the IOM is not distributed
and updated in accordance with the QA manual procedure.

6. 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XIII requires, in part, that
' ' , measures shall be established to control the preservation of
-' equip =ent in accordance with instructions to prevent damage.

Paragraph 17.1.13 of PSAR states, in part, . . . equipment"

manufacturers' instructions prescribe controls for the onsite',

handling, . . and preservation of material and equipment in
accordance with work and inspection instructions as necessary
to prevent da= age or deterioration."

Contrary to the above, several installed Bergen-Paterson hydraulici

snubbers were observed without accu =ulator indicator prc;ective
covers as required by the manufacturer.

.

.

.

.
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

.

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT
~

REGION III.

.

Report No. 50-358/78-18*

License No. CPPR-88
- Docket No. 50-358

Cincinnati Gas and ElectricLicensee:
Company

139 East 4th Street
Cincinnati, OH 45201

Zimmer, Unit 1Facility Name:
Zi==er 1 Site, Moscow, OHInvestigation At:

August 9-11, 15 and 16, 1978Investigation Conducted:

-M.*Thu G T[2f!'h.
Investigator: . E. Fos,ter

/~fJ/l m . u z -) i-r - ih E
Inspectors: ,/J. T. Yin

./ /.J 'l /3 ?'/ 72,_' . Q~1 , ~f.n. 7 s , +..' - ,.
-_

- E J. Ca'.lagher
c/s,.

,

gn * h r .a . 'f/r.7[77'_
Charles E. NoreliusReviewed By:
Assistant to the Director-

: ., //CH4G-,h/h>-~ .,/ - I 7 />
Duane H. Danielsen, Chief
Engineering Support Section 2

NMM */ .77, [N1 ,

'-

Richard L. Spessard, Chief ~'' /

Engineering Support Section 1
. .

Investization Sue:=arv /7S-18)
Investigation on August 9-11, 15 and 16, 1978 (Report No. 50-358design

Special, unannounced inspection of procurement,i hangers,

control, inspection program, and installation procedures for p perest aints, and snubbers; review of pertinent records, inspection o
Areas Inspected:

f

-

.
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i

| ~ installed components and interviews with personnel. The investigation

'') involved 84 inspector-hours onsite by three NRC inspectors.'

~ Results: Six items of noncompliance (all infractions) were identified
in the following areas; (Installation of concrete expansion bolts for
hangers and snubbers not in accordance with drawings - Section III,.

Paragraph 2; Inadequate procurement documents for the concrete expan-
sien bolts - Section III, Paragraph 3; Inadequate QC inspections for

,

installation of hangers, snubbers and concrete expansion bolts -

j| Section II, Paragraph 1 and Section III, Paragraph 2; Inadequate
;. design control and review for hangers, snubbers, and goncrete expansion
' - anchor bolts - Section II, Paragraph 2 and Section III, Paragraph 1;

Inadequate control of issuance of procedure changes - Section II,;

Paragraph 3; Inadequate measures to protect hydraulic anubber components
! from damage - Section II, Paragraph 4).

!
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INTRODUCTION

The Zimmer Unit i nuclear power plant, licensed to the Cincinnati Cas.

and Electric Company, is under construction near Moscow, Ohio. Sargent
and Lundy is the Architect-Engineering firm for the plant, which is,

being constructed by Kaiser Engineering, Inc.. The facility will
,

utilize a Boiling Water Reactor (BWR) designed by General Electric
,,

Company..

. .

REASON FOR INVESTICATION

On June 27, 1978, representatives of NRC contacted Individual "A" by
telephone, and discussed concerns which he had relative to the design
and installation of pipe hangers, restraints, and snubbers at the
Zimmer 1 plant. During the conversation, Individual "A" alleged various
proble=s related to design and installation of this equipment. An

i investigation was initiated into these allegations.

', .

SUMMARY OF FACTS

) On June 27, 1978, an individual contacted the NRC Division of Nucleari

Reactor Regulation in Bethesda, MD, and indicated that Individual "A";

had concerns related to design and installation of piping equipment ati

the Zimmer site. NRC personnel contacted Individual "A" on that date,
discussed his concerns, and received several allegai*was of improper

construction. Inforsation from this discussion was transmitted to,

NRC Region III (RIII) for action.

On June 29, 1978, RIII personnel contacted Individual "A", an e=ployee
at the Zimmer 1 site, and discussed concerns relative to pipe hanger,
restraint, and snubber design and installation. Ce0*ral information
as to the various concerns was obtained, and Individual "A" was
requested to note specific locations of nonconforming equipment.

,

RIII representatives interviewed Individual "A" on July 11, 1978.
Discussion indicated that his concerns related to what he fel; vas
inadequate design, and improper installation of pipe hangers,
restraints, and snubbers. Design concerns expressed included:
insufficient thickness of base plates for pipe supports. insuf-
ficient bolt diameter, overall hanger geometry, and laen of
consideration given to design loading conditions. Installation

.

.

.

.
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- problems discussed included improper embednent length of expansive
concrete anchors, installation of pipe supports attached to block

i valls, and lack of lock nuts where required.

-
Individual "A" provided the RIII representatives with a number of
locations where allegedly deficient pipe hangers and snubbers could
be located. He indicated that this list was a selection of observed
problem locations, not a full list of all locations. Individual "A"~

,: stated that limiting of NRC inspection to these areas would not be
necessary, as a general inspection of pipe hangers and snubbers would-

~. identify similar defects.

Discussion with personnel of the NRC Office of Standards Development
indicated that possible deficiencies related to design to pipe support
base plates had been identified as a generic problem affecting all
reactor sites, and was under review. As such, the concern related to
base plate J= sign will not be treated in this report.

A Zi=mer site inspection performed during August 9-11,15 and 16,1978,
rqviewed the allegations. During the inspection, a selection of the
locations provided by Individual "A", and several additional locations
selected at random were inspected.,

The inspection revealed that significant deficiencies did exist relative
to design control and review, installation, and inspection of pipe

; hangers, restraints, and snubbers, as alleged. Four ite=s of noncom-,._

I ) pliance with NRC requirements were identified in areas where deficiencies
I were alleged, and two ite=s were identified during inspection of related

areas.,

|
The licensee was advised of the findings of the investigation on,

August 11, 1978, and further discussions were held during August 15
and 16, 1978. On August 15, 1978, the licensee advised RIII repre-
sentatives that a stop work order had been issued for installation
of concrete expansion bolts. On August 28, 1978, the licensee informedi

RIII that a stop work order had been issued for hydraulic snubbers.
A stop work order for installatica of mechanical snubbers was issued
previously. It was indicated that the stop work orders would remain
in effect until evaluations had been ce=pleted and corrective =easures
had been established. As part of the corrective action program,
Sargent and Lundy design engineers have been assigned to the Zi=mer
site to review and coordinate design of pipe hangers and snubbers.
A design review committee will be formed to review future designs,
and an inspection team will be formed to reviev completed installations.
This program will be reviewed by RIII inspectors during subsequent
inspections.

.

-
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x CONCLUSIONS
)

.

1. Adequacy of pipe support base plate design was not reviewed as a
-

part of this investigation, but vill be treated as a part of a
generic issue.

.

: 2. Six items of noncompliance with NRC requirements were identified.
four of which were directly related to allegations made by-

Individual "A". These items of noncompliance were related to:
' -

,

concrete anchor bolt installation, pipe hanger and concrete anchor
bolt inspection, quality documentation for concrete anchor bolts,
pipe hanger design control, document control and review, and
protection of equipment during construction.

,
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DETAILS

,-

Section I
-

.
,
.

Prepared by J. E. Fostere:
-

Reviewed by C. E. Norelius, Assistant
.

~

to the Director

1. Personnel Contacted
,

Cincinnati Cas and Electric Company
-

3. K. Culver, Project Manager
D. C. Kraner, Quality Assurance Engineer*

J. R. Schott, Station Superintendent
W. W. Schwiers, Principal Quality Assurance and Standards Engineer,

'

J. F. Weissenberg, Quality Assurance Engineer
.

Kaiser Engineering, Incorporated

' E. Arnett, Pipefitter
W.'Carner, Pipefitter

, R. Marshal, Construction Manager
W. Puckett, Lead Mechanical Quality Assurance Inspector

<

: K. T. Shinkle, Banger and Mechanical Inspector'

R. Turner, Quality Assurance Manager

Individuals .

Individual "A"

2. Scope

This investigation focused on the expressed concerns of Individual
"A", relative to pipe hangers, restraints, and snubbers at the

Design and installation of pipe hangers and snubbersZimmer 1 site. An expressed cancern relative
, ere principal areas of interest.to base plate design (thickness) was not considered as within thew

scope of this investigation, as it is being treated as a generic
issue.

NRC Headquarters personnel contacted IndividualOn June 27, 1978,
"A".

.

e

e
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On June 29, 1978, RIII personnel contacted Indiviaual "A" by

_
telephone.

On July 11, 1978, RIII personnel interviewed Individual "A".
,

During August 9-11, 15 and 16, 1978, an on-site inspection was:

i ", performed.
.

3. Initial Contact with Individual "A",

on June 29, 1978 RIII personnel contacted Individual "A" by tele-

phone. Individual "A" indicated that he was e= ployed at the Zi=meri

site, and was involved with work on pipe hangers, restraints, and,

snubbers. He stated that he felt that there were major proble=s
related to piping equipment at the site. These proble=s included
both design and installation of hangers, snubbers, and restraints.

Individual "A" indicated that he questioned much of the criteria

i apparently utilized in the design of plant piping suspension
systems. He discussed concerns related to the size of bolts used'

on pipe hangers, thickness of pipe support base plates, snubbers
possibly misaligned with anticipated load axes, pipe supports

4

q acting as anchors, and the adequacy of pipe support anchorages'

| mounted to block walls..-
. .

f He also indicated that, in many cases, installation of pipe hangers,
| snutbers, and restraints was improper. He indicated that crafts-

men frequently installed components not in accordance with the
, design drawings. The deviations were recorded in as-built drawings

and were sent to Sargent and Lundy for approval. Individual "A"
also stated that concrete expansion. bolt type anchors were i= properly
installed, locknuts were missing in some hanger locations, and
seismic snubbers were i= properly installed.

4. Interview of Individual "A"

On July 11, 1978, Individual "A" was interviewed by RIII personnel.
He repeated the comments made previously, and provided details as
to locations and drawing nu=bers for a number of pipe hangers and
snubbers alleged :o be deficient. Individual "A" indicated that
this was not a full listing of locations of deficient components,
and a general inspection of hangers and snubbers would easily
identify the problems he mentioned.

Individual "A" provided additional information as te improper
installation of concrete expansion anchors. He indicated that'

there were many examples of incorrect embedment depth for theJ .

.

-7-
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; - an-hors, and locations where the anchor bolts had been cut off
I to disguise improper embedment depth (the top of the bolt veuld

be cut off to make it appear that the proper length of the bolt'

was embedded). Individual "A" stated that he believed that
"Phillips red head" concrete anchor bolts had been substituted

~

for "Hilti-quick" anchor bolts in some locations.

Discussion with Individual "A" provided additional information as*

': to possible design problems. He indicated that in many place s.
pipe restraints designed as rigid supports were actually " anchors"-

", as they would not allow pipe movement in any direction. Con-
cerns related to the thickness of pipe support base plates were
discursed, and Individual "A" was advised that base plate
thickness (rigid plate analysis) had been identified as a generic
issue applicable to many architect-engineering firms, and was'

! being pursued by the NRC.

Individual "A" indicated that an additional design problem was
indicated by the fact that site specifications prohibited welding
of attachments across the flange of a steel beam, and yet this
had been done on the snubbers for the main steam lines.

Individual "A" stated that a possible design deficiency existed
where attachments were velded to Bergen-Paterson pipe cla=ps
rather than utilizing .Jditional cla=ps. He stated that this may
overstress the pipe clamps.

,

5. Inspection

Information developed through contacts with Individual "A" was
provided to RIII inspectors for review during a site inspection
of pipe hangers, restraints, snubbers, and related piping com-
ponents. The details of inspection findings are covered in
Sections II and III of this report.. An RIII Investigation
Specialist accompanied the inspectors during the initial portion
of the inspection. During the inspection, a number of the
locations provided by Individual "A" were inspected.

6. Concerns not covered by this report

Several concerns indicated by Individual "A" are not treated in
this report. These apply to items not yet fabricated, or instal-
lation problems such as the lack of locknuts or other easily
correctable problems. It was found that the licensee had not
performed final inspections of any safety-related hangers,
snubbers, and restraint installations, and thus had not had the
opportunity to identify and correct minor nonconfor=ances.

.

:
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Section II
,

Prepared by I. T. Yin-

Reviewed by D. H. Danielson, Chief'-

1: Engineering Support Section 2

i*
~

1. Hanger and Snubber Inspection Program
i

More than 50% of all the safety related hangers and snubbers
have been installed, however, none of these items have received'

final quality control inspection and signoff. Many of these'
installed ite=s were inspected for proper velding procedures,

,

materials, veld size, and surface conditions. The in:pector'

observed approxi=ately 30 safety related hangers, snubbers, and:

restraints and identified the following:
,

| a. Installations that Deviated From Design Drawings

lWS - 0275R - The snubber veld attach =ent was bolted to
, the vall instead of welded to a embeded plate as shown

on the drawing.
,

IWS - 033SR - Same deviation as 1WS-0275R.
|

lWS - 138HA - The vertical anchor structure plate was
f astened to the concrete by 2 bolts on one side and welded

,

to a e=beded place on the other side instead of being'

complete 17 velded to the e= bed plate as shown on the
drawing.

.

lWS - 025HV - Two of the four pipe riser shear lugs were
not resting on the pipa clamp.

1RT - 0145R - An additional structural member was velded
between the web of the I-bea= and the snubber veld attachment.

1RT - Ol6SR - The snubber was attached to a horizontal
beam instead of vertical post as shown on the drawing.
The attachment differed from that shown on the drawing.

LWR - 215HR - The horizontal pipe line was supported on
a column instead of resting on a structural system con-
sisting of a horizontal beam, vertical ha=ger, and a
U-bolt.

.

.

_,_

,
_ W / / - (.o 5'

-

.

1028 3



_. . - - . . . ..

!

!

| LWR - 200 HR - The pipe line was supported on a column
3

~ instead of by a structural system consisting of a suivel'

linka ge.
~

LWR - 214HR - Same deviation as 1WR - 200HR.
'

1RH - OllHR - The rigid strut was velded to the web of

i: W 12 x 27 below instead of being velded to an e=bedetat
plate above. The filler veld size was measured t; be'

;

~. 1/4", same as the web thickness of W 12 x 27. The veld
measured to be 1/4" was not in accordance with the require-

ments of KII QACHI M-12.i

,

i A Design Docu=ent Change (DDC) was written for 1RH-011HR
,

and was approved by the Architect Engineer and the licensee.
{ The actual installation differed from that approved by the

DDC. A DDC has been written for lWS-033, but was not yet
,

approved. Two DDC's for 1RT-0145R and 1RT-016SR vere in,

'
preparation.

b. Conflict Between Design and Construction Recuirements

Welds crossing a beam flange were observed at many locations
including the following snubber and hanger beam attachmet.cs:

1RT - 0085R 1RH - 485HR
'

* 1RT - 0095R 1RH - 486HR,

1RH - 006SR 1RH - 487HR
1RH - 004SF 1RH - 002SR

The velding was as specified on the design drawings, how-
ever velding across a beam flange is in conflict with common
industrial practice, and the requirements of KII QAMCI M-12.

In view of the above identified problems, the licensee's hanger
and snubber inspection program appears to be inadequate in that,
repeated nonconformances were permitted to continue because none
of the installation has received final inspection as of the date
of NRC inspection.

This is considered an item of noncompliance with 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B Criterion X, and Wm. H. Zimmer, Unit 1, FSAR
Paragraph 17.1.10 requirements. (358/78-18-01)

.
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2. Review of Design Changes'

An Inter-office Memorandum (IOM), entitled " Essential Piping
Hanger Installation Criteria and Inspection Requirements,"-

issued by the KEI QA Manager, dated September 22, 1977, was
reviewed by the inspector. Among the instructions, it states.

that " Modifications to hanger designs will be accomplished by
issue of a DDC. Inspection verification of compliance vith,

*

. DDC's vill be recorded on the inspection record copy of the

.

- drawing. A copy of the DDC must be available to Quality Assurance
prior to performing the construction change. In the event con-
struction modification is to be accomplished prior to for=al
approval uf the DDC, Quality Assurance vill perform inspections
in accordance vith the unapproved DDC's requirements. In these

,

cases final acceptance vill be withheld until an approved copy
of the DDC is received."i

This instruction deviated from the Cinctnnati Cas and Electric
|

Company QA Manual, dated May 6,1977, Paragraph 3.12.2(c),
which states that "DDC's are used when it is desired to obtain
expedited approval of drawing or specification changes without
waiting for a for=al revision of the affected document."

As noted in Paragraph 1.a above, hangers and snubbers have been
iretailed contrary to design require =ents. In discussion with

,I with KEI QA inspection group, the inspector was infor=ed of
the site coc=on practice of " red lining" as-built deviations
af ter component installation and submitting these " red lined"
drawings to the design engineer's office in hopes that the
changes would be acceptable.

This is considered an item of noncompliance with 10 CTR 50,
Appendix B, Criterion III, and Wm H'. Zimmer, Unit 1, FSAR
Paragraph 17.1.3 require =ents. (358/78-18-02)

3. Document Control

The use of IOM to document work instruction as described in
Paragraph 2 above witho;- issuance, review, and approval as
well as other document controls such as updating and distribution
is considered an item of noncompliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix
B, Criterion VI, and Wm H. Zimoer, Unit 1 FSAR Paragraph 17.1.6
requirements. (358/78-18-03)

.
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The inspector questiones if work instructions for other safetyt

related construction had been issued through 10M's? It was
further noted that all instructions docu=ented in 10M's should
be placed in controlled manuals or procedures. The licensee-

'

agreed to review this matter.

4. Protection for Hydraulic Snubbers,

'. Bergen-Paterson (B-P) snubbers numbered 1RT-0175R, 1RT-015SR,
- 1RH-006H3, 1RH-00lSR and lWS-044SR, which represent approri-

mately 20! of all the snubbers observed, were observed without
the required accumulator indicator protective covers. The
requirement for installing these covers var discussed during
a previous RIII inspection on May 31 and June 1-2, 1978, (Report
No. 50-358/78-10, Paragraph 5.b).

Failure to protect safety related component during installation
is considered an iten of noncompliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
Criterion XIII, and Wm. H. Zimmer, Unit 1, FSAR Paragraph 17.1.13
requirements. (358/78-18-04)

5. Design Review

The following hanger, snubber, pipe whip restraint, and attached

. / ']s
structures were observed by the inspector.

b -

1'RT - 016SR - The installation deviated from design drawings
(Para. 1.a). The torsional moment at the horizontal I-beam

,
=

may be excessive.

1RT - 014SR - The installation deviated from design drawings

(Pa ra . 1. a) . This snubber and snubber 1RI-016SR vere velded
.at the same location. The attachment of snubber 1RT-016SR to
the horizontal beam could impose an additional torsional moment.
The 1/4" fillet veld on the W 8 x 17 beam having a web thickness
of 1/4" is not in accordance with KE! QACh2 M12 which requires

'the veld at the web to be 1/16" less than the web thickness.

1 WS - 138HA - The installation deviated from design drawings

(Para. 1.a). The structural arrange =ent may not be sufficient
for the loadings shown on the drawing.

.

1 RH - 011HR - The installation deviated from design drawings

(Para. 1.a). The loading shown on the drawing may be excessive
for the as-built condition.

.

.
-
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| ') 1 WR - 322HA - The anchor attachment to the pipe may not be^

' ' sufficient to withstand the loading shown on the drawing.

1 RH - 271HV - The two tack welds on the pipe saddle may not.

be sufficient to withstand system vibration loadings.

'

1 WS - 025HV - The installation deviated from design drawings'

8
,,- (Para. 1.a). Excessive loading could be imposed on the pipe

. riser lugs.

REFR - 1003 - A portion of the pipe whip restraint ring section
(2'-6" dia. x 8" vide x 2" thick) was removed te provide clearance
for the pipe. The DDC S-1276 allowed a 1 3/4" x l'-3" cut with
radius corners. The starting edge of the cut was shown to start'

3" from the edge of positioning structuce. The actual cut started,

'

9 3/4" away from the edge of positioning structure and extended
! outward at approximately 45 without radius commers. The inside
1 dimension of the cut was approximar:17 2 7/8" x l' -10" (near

center) and 2' -1" (at the edge of the ring). The outside;

dimension of the cut was app oximately t'~ x l' -10" (near center)
{ and 2 ' -1" (at the edge of the rfug). The cut was tapered at all

locations. A nonconfor=ance report had not been written.
|

Beam Cuts - One side of the I-beam flanges on a W24 x 68 radial
'

|
q structural beam at El. 534' was cut out to the edge of the web.

The cut length was 12" at the top and 24" at the bottom. The<

| flange of a W14 x 314 bea= was welded to the web of the W24 x 68.
| No reinforcement was at the cut. The cut was made to clear the

recirculation loop discharge valve actuator. The structural
I arrangement is shown on S&L Drawing S-398.

1RH-0175R - A DPE load of 4686 lbs. is shown acting on the 1/4"
thick web of a W 8 x 17 bea=. The structural adequacy ir questioned.
In addition, a 1/4" fillet veld is shown on the drawing, .ihich is
in conflict with KII requirements, (see IRT-0145R above for
explanation).

1RH-443SR and 1RE-455SR - Two horizontal seismic restraints are
installed on each side of valve lE12F0733 and valve 1E1270743.
The pipe line is 1RH 5633 1 1/2". The inspector questioned the
following: .

a. The adeqauacy of the W 8 x 17 beam to resist the torsional
moment i= posed by this installation.

.

.
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^' b. The weight of each valve including the motor operator is
,'

- 220 lbs. + 10% and is about 13" off the centerline of the
,

1 1/2" pipe. The adequacy of the pipe section to withstand
_ the total offset loading of 440 lbs., taking into consideration

' '

local pipe stress and seismic restraint requirements.

t .
Beam Stiffeners - A number of beam gusset plates were velded to

' ,3 - I-beam sections in the area of the RHR Heat Exchanger Room West.
The plates were velded on three sides without opening at the,.

- corners. This is not considered an acceptable industry practice
because the triaxial stresses imposed due to welding could result
in cracking at the veldsent.

I The licensee agreed to perform a complete review of hanger,
restraint and attachment structure designs used on all safety
reisted piping systems. This is considered an unresolved item.-

(358/78-18-05),
I

!
.

i,
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Section III

.

Prepared by E. J. Gallagher
,

,

Reviewed by R. L. Spessard, Chief
Engineering Support Section 1

:

' ' 1. Review of Design / Construction Drawings For Installation of-

Anchorage of Supcorts Using Concrete Expansion Anchor Bolts

The inspector reviewed selected drawings being used to install
! safety-related supports and restraints anchorage to concrete

using concrete expansion anchor bolts. The following are the
results:

Drawing Nos. M-126-10H-58 (lWS 172SR), M-126-10H-57a.
(1WS 171SR), and M-126-7H-15 (LWR 137HR) are Sargent and
Lundy detail construction drawings which do not include
instructions critical to the anchorage detail to assure

anchorage capacity, i.e., expansion bolt length nor
embedment depth. These drawings have received design
review and QA review.

; ~~ .

'. _) b. The following drawings reviewed do not include the embedment!

|
- depth to which the anchor bolts are to be installed to assure

adequate anchorage capacity: M-448-3H-29 (LWR 205HR),
,

i M-126-7H-19 (1WS 220ER), M-448-3H-64 (LWR 1755R) and

|
M-448-3H-61 (LWR 236HR). It was brought to the inspector's
attention that none of the detail drawings issued to date
include these instructions to assure proper installation.

c. Specifications, procedures or instructions have not been
written to date, regarding the use, installation or testing
required when using concrete expansion anchor bolts for
anchorage of safety-related supports or restraints. Instruc-
tions that would be required include minimum embedment depth
for each dia=eter bolt, minimum spacing requirements, mini =u=
edge distance, instructions when in contact with reinforcing
steel, relocation instructions and torque requirements to
assure the bolts are capable to develop the tensile' capacity
required.

d. The inspector reviewed design / construction drawings which
indicate anchorage of safety-related supports and restraints

.

= #
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f~
to non-safety related block walls both hollow core blockl .

(concrete filled) and high density shielding block walls
'

i

Specification H-2174,bonded together with a mortar mix.
Section 4-1 (nasonry work) includes hollow core block andThis specification was identi--

high density block walls.
fied as (nonessential) non-safety related work.

-

' Examples of this condition are shown on drawings M-448-6H-41The safety-related
(1WROSHR) and M-488-8H-20 (1VR232SR).

-

supports are designed to transmit loads to structural members.,

This failure to assure that applicable design bases, as indicated
! above in -a through d, for safety-related supports and restraints

are correctly translated into specifications, procedures, drawings!

or instructions is considered an item of noncompliance with 10 CFRi

50, Appendix B, Criterion III. (358/78-18-06)'

|
This same condition was previously identified in RIII Inspection

358/78-09 (Item 358/78-09-04).4 and Enforcenent Report No.

Observation of Anchorage of Suncorts and Restraints Installedi
'

2.

The following table is a list of support and restraints installed
that the inspector observed to ascertain the quality of the
installation versus the detsils on the design drawings:^

? - '

Desi'gn Drawing No. Observations'

(Restraint No.)
(1) Three of four expansion bolts are

1WROS75R therefore the length ofsaw cut,
(M-448-6E-24) the bolt is questionable.

(2) The plate is not fully bearing on the
concrete due to improper embedment

this time isdepth. ~ The support at
unrestrained and free to move under
load conditions.

Main steam line snubber is velded
1MS01045R across the flange which conflicts
(M-401-9E-63) with requirenents of inspection pro-

cedure QACMI-M12, Section 5.2.12(a).

At least three holes are drilled nextBoles1WR1755R to installed anchor bolt plate.
(M-443-3E-64) reduce the effective concrete stress

cone resisting anchor plate loads.
-

,
-

.
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'T lWS220HR (1) Plate is 3/4 inch off floor slab.
(M-126-7H-19) Detail drawing indicates bearing directly

on slab.
.

(2) Due to condition in (1) improper embed-

. ment depth is evident.
4

j . LWR 013SR (1) Drawing indicates use of, embed plate
,

ie (M-448-5H-42) where restraint installed uses expansion
- anchor bolts,

t

I (2) Washers under nut turns yet nut has
j been tightened.

(3) Two nuts have not been tightened or
I torqued.

(4) One bolt has a stack of four washers,j

therefore reducing embedment depth
! required.

i
'

(5) Bolts have i= proper e= bed =ent depth as
per manufactures instructions, i.e.,i

4.5 times diameter of bolt,

I
(6) Bolts installed on angle reducing

capacity of bolt.-

(7) Bolts installed violate manufacturers,

minimum spacing requirements, i.e.,,

10 times anchor diameter

LWR 205HR Drawing indicates base plate under
(M-448-3H-29) pipe stanchion; no base place installed-

and pipe is ce=pletely restrained to
walls. Basc plate unable te be
installed in this situation.

1W5033SR' (1) Nuts on bolts not fully engaging threads;
(M-126-13H-32) potential cause for thread failure under

load.

(2) Drawing indicates use of embedded plate
and restraint installed uses four
expansion bolts of undetermined length.
No design change issued for this
restraint.

.

e
*

9
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! -- 1W5025HV Bolts installed violate minimum edge

distance requirement of manufacturer,1 i
, i.e. , minimum 5 times anchor diameter.

Based on the above observations, work has not been accomplished in-

accordance with the construction details provided by the applicable
- drawings.

': ~ This failure to accomplish activities affecting quality in accord-i-

ance with instructions or drawings is considered an item of concom--

, pliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion V. (358/78-18-07)

In addition to the observations made on the above specific
supports and restraints the following two general observations
were made:

)
The inspector determined that the bolts installed to datei a.

|
have had no inspection performed to assure that the correct
length bolt has been installed according to design drawings.

|
The bolts do not include a length identification marker that
is available from the supplier of the bolts to be inspected

! subsequent to installation nor has any inspection been per-
for=ed during installation to ascertain the use of the correct
length bolts.

') b. Interviews with two pipe fitte:s responsible for installing
|, ' - the anchors indicated that the expansion bolts have been
I

installed without applying a torque to the specified ranges
of values as required by Design Document Control (DDC) No.

, SLS-266 dated April 5, 1977. No inspection had been provided
to assure the use of a calibrated torque wrench for settingi

the bolts to the prescribed torque range. The torque appife~
to the bolt directly affects the tensile capacity of the 5 .t.

Based on the above observations of installed supports and restraints
and interviews with the pipe fitters performing the installation
of the concrete expansion anchors, Kaiser Engineer, Inc., (KEI) has
not provided an inspection program to assure that anchorage of-

safety-related co=porents has been installed to the design drawings
and manufacturers minimum requirements.

.This failtre to provide an inspection program to assure adequate
installation of safety-related items is considered an item of
nonce =pliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion I. (358/78-
18-08)

.

.
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Review of Procurement Documents for Concrete Exeansion Anchor Bolts
! ( )

3.

The inspector reviewed the procurement docu=ents used to purchase
concrete expansion anchor or bolts used for anchorage of safety-

-

The procurement documents do not indicaterelated supports.

.

quality assurance requirements in the space provided for such|-
'

requirements. .

4 ..

The procurement agent inforned the inspector that Sargent & Lundy
o

Specification H-2174, Section 5-4.6.4 requires the use of Hilti
'

The
" Kwik Bolts" and does not specify any quality requirements.
supplier has therefore not submitted a QA Marual nor has KEIThe procurement
or CG&E performed any QA audits of the supplier.

i

documents do not reference quality standards for the material;
-

supplier nor a certificate of confor=ance.
,

'

This failure to assure that requirements which are necessary to!

! assure adequate quality are suitably included or referenced in
| the documents for procurement of material and services is con-
j sidered an item of noncompliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix B,
| Criterion IV. (358/78-10-09)
;

!

!

!
_

t

i

.

.
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. ' OCT 2 51978
'

I~-
. Docket E . 50-358 Qt
j ', .

i Cincinnati ectrica

Company
ATTN: Mr. Earl A. Borg= ann

Vice President Engineering
139 East 4th Street
Cincinnati, OH 45201

Gentlemen:

This refers to the inspection conducted by Messrs. I. T. Yin and
E. J. Gallagher' of this of fice on September 28-29, 1978, of activ-

.
ities at the Wn. H. Zi=mer Power Station authorized by NRC Construc-

! tion Per=1t No. CPPR-88 and to the discussion of our findings with
j Mr. W. W. Schwiers and others of your staff at the conclusion of
' ] the inspection.

The enciosed copy of our inspection report identifies areas
i examined during the inspection. Within these areas, the
I inspection consisted of a selective examination of procedures
j and representative records, observations, and interviews with

personnel.,

i No items of noncompliance with NRC requirenents were identified
'

during the course of this inspection.

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice,"
Part 2, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a ecpy of this
letter and the enclosed inspection report will be placed in the
NRC's Public Document Room, except as follows. If this report
contains information that you or your contractors believe to be
proprietary, you must apply in writing to this office, within
twenty days of your receipt of this letter, to withhold such infor--
mation from public disclosure. The application must include a
full statement of the reasons for which the information is considered
proprietary, and should be prepared so that proprietary information
identified in the application is contained in an enclosure to the
application,
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I~ Electric Coupany OCT 0 51973
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We vill gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this
inspection.-

Sincerely,.

: * - ..
O.

w-

y_

R. F. Beishnan, Chief
Reactor Construction and

i Engineering Support Branch
i

; Enclosure: IE Inspection
Report No. 50-358/78-22

cc v/ encl:
i Fr. J. R. Schott, Plant

Superintendent

i Central Files
Reproduction Unit NRC 20b

# PDR
Local PDR
NSIC

--)
| TIC
' U. Young Park, Power
| Siting Coe=ission

i

t

i

e

.
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! U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
'' / OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT

:

REGION III
_

- Report No. 50-358/78-22
,:.

Docket No. 50-358 License No. CPPR-88-
: ,

,

.

Licensee: Cincinnati Cas and Electric Co=pany
139 East 4th Street
Cincinnati, Ohio 45201

; Facility name: Zinner, Unit 1

'

Inspection at: Zimner 1 Site, Moscow, Ohio

Inspection conducted: September 28-29, 1978'

'

/0 *3 70
i Inspectors: 1. i. Yin

/0 z a 78
E. . Galla ert

. ) " Q;/ -m rG
i

,

! .z .. B;. ..
son, Chief 3 -

i Reviewed 4,. ,

sineering Support Section 2 / / '
.

,

Insoeetion Sut=tarv
Inspectien on Septe=ber 28-29, 1978 (Report.No. 50-358/78-22)
Areas Insoected: Follevup inspection of problem areas relative to the>

safety related hangers, restraints, and concrete expansion anchor bolts
installation which were identified during previous RIII inspections.
The inspection involved 28 inspector-hours onsite by two '3C inspectors.
Results: No ite=s of noncot:pliance or deviations were identified.

.
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.

w DETAILS
. .

e
8 _t

Persons Contacted
t-

Principal Licensee Employees
; - .

i- *W. W. Schwiers, Principal QA and Standards Engineer
*J. F. Weissenberg, QA and Stand,ard,s Engineer

i *B. K. Culver, Project Manager
*

; *D. C. Kramer, Quality Assurance Engineer
&

Kaiser Engineer, Inc. (KEI) E=oloyee

;

; *R. E. Turner, QA Manager
i
i The inspector also contacted other e=ployees and craf tsmen during the
; inspection, including representatives of General Electric Company, and
'

Kaiser Engineers, Incorporated.
I
j * Denotes.those present at the Exit Interview.

Licensee Action on Previously Identified Ice =s.

(Closed) Unresolved Ites (358/78-01): Environment qualification hydraulit
| /^) snubber seals. The inspector reviewed the subject concern and deter =ined
}

'' that no seal =aterials in the market to date can withstand the radiation
. and operation environ =ent conditions inside the power reactor contai= ment
} for 40 years of service life. It is a cocoon practice for the hydraulic
, snubber vendors to select the best seal materials available through

laboratory testing and plant operating experience, and to provide service
and replace =ent procedures in case of material deterioration identified.

| The present control and selection of seal materials by the major snubber
venders are considered acceptable.

.

(Open) Nonce =pliance Ice = (358/78-10-01): Inadequate specification for
procuring mechanical snubbers. The inspector reviewed Supplement 5 en
Specification E-2259, dated June 6,1978, and considered it inadequate.
This was based on the fact that unit activation para =eters were addressed
but no mention of (1) the unit bleed rate of the hydraulic snubbers, and
(2) equivalent lead reliefing characteristics of the mechanical snubbers.
Further, the inclusion of cold position settings for the snubbers i= the
S & L installation drawings will not be co=pleted until Nove=ber 1, 1978.
In addition, the inspector stated that altbough snubber het position
setting (HPS) is not required during installation, the E?S should be
verified during system hot functional testing.

-: .
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Purchase specification.

, (closed) Unresolved Item (358/78-10-02):The inspector reviewed S & L
Ifor E-System hydraulic snubbers.

' Spec. B-2897, " Hydraulic Snubbers for Reactor Recirculation and
Main Steam Piping" dated April 5,1978, and consider it acceptable.

Installation of INC cechani-(Open) Nonconpliance Item (358/78-10-04):
-

cal snubbers without adequate installation and inspection procedures.
(1) Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KEI) ProcedureThe inspector reviewed:

2-126. " Installation of Mechanical Shock and Vibration Arrestors",.

26,1978, and (2) KII Procedure 2-127, " Installation.-<

- Rev. O, dated July Sway Arrestors", Rev. O, dated August 1, 1978,~ of Hydraulic Shock an The ites remains open because (1)and considered them acceptable.
the update of KEI, QACMI, M-12 has not been reviewed and approved for
use, and (2) the re-inspection of the installed mechanical snubbers
based on the latest procedure has not been initiated.

(Closed) Unresolved Item (358/78-10-05): Qualification test reports
for the ITT-Crinnell hydraulic snubbers. During a licensee audit of5-7, 1978 (Audit
General Electric Conpany, (GE), San Jose, CA on June 12215-1
Report 78-04), the Acton Environmental Test Corporation reportsrelative to the environme:tal testings) and
(dated January 31, 1976, 17, 1976, relative to the s tis =ic testings) on12215-5 (dated February
a 21/2" bore by 5" stroke snubber was reviewed by the licensee and

The Test Report 12215-4, da :ed April 21, 1976,considered acceptable.
relative to the largest snubber provided under GE Spec. 21AS422 was

| ] also reviewed and accepted by the licensee.
(Closed) Unresolved Item (358/78-10-06): E-System hydraulic snubber'

The inspector eviewed the technical reportsqualification reports. For details seeissued by E-Syste= and considered ther acceptable.
Section I, Paragraph 2.

International Nuclear Safeguards
(Open) Unresolved Item (358/78-10-07):
Corporation (INC) mechanical snubber environmental transient and per-

The INC Report No. 116, "Su==ary of Design Data,formance tesM.
Operational Characteristics and Test Results of the Mechanical Shock16, 1976, was reviewed byand Vibration Arrestor", Rev.1, dated June

The dynamic functional characteristica of the A, AS,
D, and DS type snubbers, the preventive measures for ja==ing up, and
the inspectar.

the applicabi?ity of the general type report to the specific purchaseA meeting with INC in their engineer-specification vere not apparent.
ing of fice arranged through licensee to discuss these issues was
requested by the inspector.

Inadequate indoctrination
(Closed) Noncompliance Item (358/78-10-10):The inspector reviewed the training recordsand training records. for installation of mechanical and hydraulicdated September 15, 1978,
snubbers, and considered it acceptable.

-3-
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3. NRC Staff Report - Mark II Contairment 5:15 p - 6:00 p
;. (ic minutes) ,

a. Isad Plant Acceptance Criteria
1 .,

. b. Zinner Design Assessment

c. Zinmer SRV Tests

| e. Generic Acceptance Criteria

! 4. Applicant Response to Items 1 and 3 6:00 m - 6:30 m
(30 minutes).

,

C. General Discussions and Conclusions 6:30 m - 7:00 p
(30 minutes)

!

.

.
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|

|

l~ Design review for safety
|Open) Unre. solved Item (358/78-18-05):The licensee performed an audit in S & LI

~ lated pipe suspension. For details, see Section I,re
office and identified several proble*_s.

.

Paragraph 1.-

- Functional or Program Areas Inspected

[' Functional and program areas inspected are documented in Section I
and Section II of this report. , ,

,

I

,
.

!.

4

!, O
.-

I
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| ] SECTION I

.~.

Prepared by I. T. Yin
,

-

Reviewed by D. H. Danielson, Chief
Engineering Support

': , Section 2
.

I t,

.

1. Design Review for Safety Related Pipe Suspension

The adequacy of the subject matter was questioned by the inspector
i during an investigation on August 9-11, and 15-16, 1978 (RIII Report

j 78-18). Subsequently, the licensee perfor=ed an audit relative
to the concerns at the S & L office, Chicago, on Septe=ber 6-7,
1978. The inspector reviewed the Audit Report No. 78/07, and
considered some of the findings to be significant. TLese included:

a. Insufficient implementation of document review procedures.

b. Re-evaluatio'n of the hangers inside the auxiliary building
was scheduled for co=pletion by Septe=ber 28, 1978.

c. Re-analysis of hangers inside the containment was scheduled
i I J for completion by Nove:ber 30, 1978.
I

d. S & L has not maintained a record of support design calculations.
Many of the support designs resulted in torsional stresses which

'
were higher than the allowables.

e. Inadequate review for Design Document Changes (DDC's).
'

' A follovup licensee audit in the sane areas will be conducted
at S & L office on October 16-17, 1978. The inspector noted
that he vould like to observe the audit.

No items of nonco=pliance or deviations were identified.

2. Review of E-System Hydraulic Snubber Qualification Test Renorts

Dur,ing the visit, the inspector reviewed the following technical
test reports submitted by the vendor to the licensee. No proble=
areas were identified during the review.

a. No.152000-600, " Test Report on Non-Metallic Seal Material
for use in Snubbers", Rev. A, dated October 12, 1977.

-5-
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Volume 1 of 9, "Su==ary Report, ProductNo. 152000-620,i ~ b.
Qualification Test Report, GE Pipe Suspension Snubber".' ,;'

- Rev. B, dated January 20. -1978.

isa. 152000-620, volume 2 of 9 "Ade.inistrative Data, Pro-
duction Qualification Test Report, GE Pipe Suspension Snubber",c.-

.
Rev. A, dated Dece=ber 8, 1977.

Volume 4 of 9, " Test Data, 20 Kip Snubbers,No. 152000-620,d.
Qualification Test Repord, GE Pipe Suspension snubber",

*

.

- Rev. A, dated December 8, 1977..

ve.lume 6 of 9, " Test data, 50 Kip Snubber,No. 152000-620,
Qualification Test Report. GE Pipe Suspension Snubber",

e.

Rev. A,. dated December 8, 1977.,

'

Volume 7 of 9. " Test Data, 70 Kip Snubber,No. 152000-620,f.
Qualification Test Report, GE Pipe Suspension Snubber",
Rev. A, dated December 8, 1977.

O ..

-

.

-

.

.

.
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, , SECTION Il
i ;.

*
..

Prepared by E. J. Gallagher
_

Reviewed by R. L. Spessard, Chief
, Engineering Support

Section 1
*

.

t :
-

.

.

- 1. Status of Work on Installation of Anchorage of Pipe Supnerts
and Restraints

Subsequent to the II investigation conducted at the Zi=ner plant
on August 9-11, 15-16, 1978, CG&E .'ssued a stop-vork order
No. 78-02 after a number of deficiencies were identified related
to the use, installation and inspection of concrete expansion
anchors used to anchor safety-related pipe supports and restraints.

This stop-vork order was lif ted effective September 7,1978,
based on the corrective action taken, in particular, the initia-
tion of procedures for installation and inspection of expansion
bolts, training of craf tsmen installing the bolts, identifica-
tion of quality assurance requirenents for the procurement of
the product and the application of a length identification
stacp on the head of each bolt using a permanent die sta=p.e, 3''

.

2. ,F.eview of Specification and Procedures for Installation of
Concrete Expansion Anchor Bolts

The inspector reviewed the following specification and procedures
being used for the installation and inspection of concrete
expansion anchor bolts used for anchorage of safety-related
(essential) supports and pipe restraints:

a. DDC No. SLS-315 (August 31, 1978) and attached Sargent and
Lundy specification entitled, " Concrete Expansion Anchors:
Installation and Inspection Procedure," Rev. 2 dated

' August 31, 1978.

b. QACMI M-12 Rev. 1 entitled " Inspection Instructions for
Pipe Hangers and Support installation." "

c. Field Construction Procedure FCP 2-128 Rev. 4 dated August 31,.

1978.

d. QACMI M-15 Rev. I entitled, " Concrete Expansion Anchor
Post-Installation Proctiure".

7--

/hY->c26 -Q>)/'
'
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' - The inspector was infor=ed that QACMI H-15 vill be used to inspect
!

- expansion anchor bolts installed prior to the issuance of DDC
' '

SLS-315 (August 31, 1978) and FCP 2-128 (August 31, 1978) and that
DDC SLS-315, QACMI M-12 and FCP 7-128 vill be used for the instal-
lation and inspection of expansion anchor bolts installed af ter

- ougust 31, 1978.

QACMI H-15 requires an inspection to be perforned on bolts-
.

: , installed prior to August 31, 1978, and includes ultrasonic
testing to determine the length of the installed anchors as-

,
well as inspecting bolt spacing, edge distance and e= bed =ent
depth for all bolts and inspecting the applied torque on a
frequency of one bolt per hanger. If this one bolt is unaccept-
able, the procedure requires testing of all bolts for that par-
ticular hanger. In addition, all bolts that have been saw cut
or show excessive projection shall be checked for torque and
embed =ent depth.

The following ite=s relative to the specification and procedures
were discussed and were not able to be resolved during this
inspection:

,

s. S & L specification Section 2.2.3, Table E lists the
=ini=um testing torque require =ents which are =uch less
than the installation require =ents in Table D, e.g., a
3/4 inch bolt is required to be installed to 125 to 175

, , ,

'
'; foot-pounds and tested to 81 foot-pounds. The inspectorf'

Tequested the engineering justification for the established
! values. The licensee agreed to =ake this information
i

available during the follow-up inspection.

b. QACHI M-15, Rev. 1 Section 3.6 states that, " bolts installed
out-of-plu=b by greater than 5 shall be unacceptable."
S & L specification for installation does not include a
tolerance or require =ent for installation plu=bness.
Craftsmen are being trained in accordance with S & L spec.
This require =ent is under evaluation by the licensee.

The above ite=s are considered unresolved until the infor=ation
is =ade available at a subsequent inspection, (358/78-22-01).

'

3. Calibratien of Torcue Wrenches Used for Installation of Exaansien
Anchors

S & L specification for concrete expansion anchors, Rev. 2,
Section 2.2.1 requires torqu' vrenches to be used for inspection

.

-8-
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and to be calibrated on a weekly basis, if using snap-type torqueg _s

} wrenches. The inspector reviewed the records of five of the eight
torque wrenches to be used by the crj f tsmen and found the cali-
bration records to be satisf actory.

.

4. Procurenent Documents for Concrete Expansion Anchors

|:~
The inspector reviewed purchase requisition No. 25333 dated

~

Sep t e=ber 13, 1978, for con, crete expansion anchor bolts =anu-,.
'

factured by Hilti Fastener 1yste=s. The purchase order identifiedi, -

- the quality assurance require =ents, in particular, the require =ent
for the supplier to issue a certificate of confor=ance for'

=aterial properties and a require =ent for a length identifica-
j tion marker to be sta= ped on the head of each bolt. This sta=p

is in the for= of a letter, e.g. , "L" which corresponds to
| a length of 4 3/8 " or "R" (6 1/4") . The inspector observed

in the warehouse a supply of anchor bolts with the length identi-
,

fication marker applied.
I

5. Training of crafts =en on the Installation of Exnansion Anchors
,

l Field Construction procedure TCP 2-128, Rev. 4, Section 3.1.1
requires the craf t superintendent to instruct the craf tsmen in
accordance with installation procedures an/ =aintain a record

i log of the qualified crafts =an. The inspector reviewed this log

| (~ 3 with the craf t superintendent, and be as interviewed two craf tsmen

|
./ installing the anchors in the field. Discussion with these

craf tsmen indicated that a training session had been perfor=ed
,

I and that they were familiar with the installation require =ents
'

of the procedure. Torque wrenches were not being used as they
'

were in for calibration.
t

'
No ite=s of nonce =pliance were identified in the above areas inspected.

Unresolved Items

Unresolved ite=s are =atters about which = ore infor=ation is required
in order to ascertain whether they are acceptable items, ite=s of
noncompliance or deviations. One unresolved ite= disclosed during
the inspection is discussed in Section II, Paragraph 2.

Exit Int e rview
.

The inspectors =et with site staff representatives (denoted in the
Persons Contacted paragraph) at the conclusion of the inspection on
Septe=ber 29, 1978. The inspectors su==arized the purpose and findings
of the inspection. The licensee acknowledged the findings reported
herein.

.

--

-9-
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' - Docket N . 50-358
}

t :

] .
N

Cincinnati Gas and Eleem .
*

, Company
ATTN: Mr. Earl A. Borgmann

| Vice President Engineering
139 East 4th Street

| Cincinnati, OH 45201
1

Gentlemen:
,

This refers to the investigation conducted by Messrs. J. E. Foster,,

T. L. Vandel and H. M. Wescott of this office on Septenber 18-22 and.

i 28-29, 1973, of activities at the "immer Unit I construction site,
authorized by NRC Construction Permit No. CPPR-83, and to the dis-
cussion of our findings with you, Hessrs. 3. K. Culver and W. *r.'. Schviers
and others of your staff at the conclusion of the ir restigation.

. This investigation concerned allegations of inadequate =aterials and
I)

|
-

welding of cable trays, pans and fittings supplied to the Zi==er I' nit 1
s i t'e . The enclosed copy of our investigation report identifies these areas
examined during the investigation. Within these areas, the investigation
consisted of a selective examination of procedures and representative
records, observations, witnessing of tests, and interviews with personnel.

During this investigation, one of~your activities appeared to be in
. noncompliance with NRC requirements, as described in the enclosed
.' Appendix A. C

-

,,

This notice is sent to you parsuant to the provisions of s .- ',
'

Section 2.201 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2. Title q
10, Code of Federal Regulations. Section 2.201 requires you

,.

to submit to this office within thirty days of your receips -

of this notice a written statement or explanation in replyIi 6 ''

including for each item of nonccmpliance: (1) corrective g
action taken and the results achieved;- (2) corrective action c .

to be taken to avoid further noncompliance; and (3) the date - '>
when full compliance will be achieved.

.

O#''7 9 0 2 010 32c'{ -
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.
'

Cincinnati Cas and -2-
i Electric Company -am
\ -

D t. v .

..
<*v

' ) In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of,

Practice," Part 2, Title 10. Code of Federal Regulations, a
copy of this letter, the enclosures, and your response to
this letter vill be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room,-

except as follows. If the enclosures contain information
that you or your contractors believe to be proprietary, you-

must apply in writing to this office, vichin twenty days of.

i'' your receipt of this letter, to withhold such information
i- f rom public disclosure. The application must include a full
' '

statement of the reasons for which the information is cen-
sidered proprietary, and should be prepared so that proprietary

; information identified in the application is contained in an
i enclosure to the application.
!

We will gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this
'

inspection.

Sinc er ely,i

i

i e

+ -_- &_

R. F. Heishnan, Chief-

Reactor Construction and
(' ) ,

Engineering Suppert Branchi

i

Enclosures:
| 1. Appendix A, Notice

of Violation,

2. IE Investigation Rpt
No. 50-358/78-21

cc w/encls:4

J. R. Schott, Plant Supe-intendent
Central Files
Reproduction Unit NRC 20b
PDR

Local PDR
NSIC
TIC
U. Young Park, Power Siting

Commission

_

A x , i g> 9 -
-

'
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. Appendix A

) NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Cincinnati Cas and Docket No. 50-355
Electric Company-

.

Based on the results of a NRC investigation conducted on September 18-22,,. '

and 28-29, 1978, it appears that certain of your activities were not'
.

- conducted in full compliance with NRC requirements as noted below. This
~

item is a deficiency.

10 CFR 50. Appendix B Criterion IX requires, in part, that " Measures
j shall be established to assure that special processes, including

velding.... are controlled and accomplished by qualified personnel
' using qualified procedures in accordance with applicable codes, standards,

specifications, criteria, and other special requirements."

i Paragraph 17.1.9.2 of the Quality Assurance Program documented in the
i Z?S-1 FSAR states, in part, "Special processes are accomplished and
; controlled by qualified personnel using qualified procedures in accordance

with applicable codes, . . ..

.

Section 1% of the ASME Code states that changes in essential variables'

to the velding procedure specification require requalification of
(' the procedure and welder. Section IX further lists shielding gas and.

'' filler material size as essential variables.'

J

1. Husky Products, Incorporated, Welding Procedure No. 2, QAP 107,
dated Oc tober 18, 1974, Revision No. 01 specifies that welding
grade carbon dioxide shielding gas and 0.035" diameter filler
metal be used.

Contrary to the above, the inspector determined by review of
records that two (2) of the essential variables had been changed.
For a period of approximately four (4) weeks in November and
December 1974, the shielding gas mixture and the size of the
filler =aterial was changed without benefit of requalification of
the procedure.

2. In addition, two welders had made several steel TIG weldments with
neither a qualified welding procedure specification nor qualification
of the velders.

'90201033 1
.
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY Com!ISSIO::
^ OFTICE OF INSPECTION K;D CNFORCDE:;T

;'

REGION III

t

Report No. 50-358/78-21
.

.

h

: , Docket No. 50-358 License ::o. CPPR-88
*

i
; ', Licensee: Cincinnati Gas and Electric Co=pany

139 East 4th Street
Cincinnati, OH 45201

i

k
'

Tacility 3ame: k'= M. Zimer Nuclear Power Plant
!

! Invastig. tion At: Zir:mer site, Moscow, Ohio and Husky Products, Inc.,
i Florence, Kencuel:y
i

| Investigation Conducted: September 1S-22, and 28-29,1978
1

1 --

: f..a 'g(W -/-e-
Investigator: J. E. Tostp*' r .-7<
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Assistant to the Directer

Investization Sumarv

Investicatiens on Sectember 13-22 and Secte :ber 28-29, 1975 (Recort ':c .
50-356/78-21)
Areas Inseeetedi Review of cable trays, pans and fittings located at the
Zimmer site and at the Husky Products, Inc. plant; review of activities at
the Husky Products, Inc. plant; and observation of testing activity at
independent test labs. The investigations involved 143 inspector-hours by
three NRC inspectors.
Results: One item of noncempliance (a deficiency) was identified in
the control of special processes (uelding). Details, Secticn III.
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i

~

INTRODUCTION
m

'
The :'imer Unit I nuclear power plant, licensed to the Cincinnati
G4s and Electrie Company, is under construction near Moscow Ohio.
Sargent and Lundy is the Architeet-Engineering firm for the plant..

which is being constructed by Kaiser Engineering. The facility'

.
will utilize a Boiling Weer Reactor (BWR) designed by General
Electric Company.,

:
'

i. The Husky Products Division (Husky) of the Burndy Corporation has
- supplied electrical cable pans for the Zi=mer plant. These cable

pans are utilized to route both safety-related and nonsafety-related
electrical cables.

i

REASON FOR INVESTIGATION

On August 31, 1978, a copy of a letter written by Individual "A",

a former liusky employee, was received at the NRC Region III (RIII)
office (Exhibit 1). This letter expressed concerns relative to the

i quali:y of electrical cable pans produced by Husky for use in the
'

Zi==er and Clinton nuclear power plants, and allegec the use of
} veak materials and improper welding in cable pan censtruction. An

.1RC investigation was initiated into these allegations.

SUM".ARY OF FACTS

| ) Individaul "A" was con: acted by RIII personnel on Septe=ber 8,1975,
I and his concerns were discussed in general. These concerns related

to the use of low strength materials and i= proper velding as contained
| in the le::er at: ached as Exhibit I.

During September 15-20, 1978 RIII inspector visually inspected
electrical cable pans at the Zimmer si:e, and found the welding of
the pans to be acceptable. Si:e personnel agreed to have samples of
the cable pan materials tested for material strength, and to have,

see: ions of cable pan destructively tested to determine the s:rength,

of the velds. Cable pans to be tested were then selec:cd a: randoc
(by URC and Utili:y representatives).

Cable tray samples selected were tensile tested, wi:h the tests witnessed
by an RIII inspector. All of the samples tes:ed were found to exceed
the specified yield poin: (t est results attached as Exhibit V).

Destructive testing of welds was performed on a sample of the cable pans
at the Zimmer site, also witnessed by RIII personnel. These tests
indicated tha: the welds were of accep:able s:rength and size according
to American Welding Society criteria.

qn o mm
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He indicated th4.t~

Individual "A" was interviewed by RIII personnel.
the use of low strength material was a one-time occurrence which.

'' )I
took place during the manufacture of cable pans for the Zimmer plant.#

Individaul "A" stated that a shipment of steel was found to be of
forIow strength, and the decision was made to use the shipment

the shipment was" fittings" (curved sections of cable pan) only, but.

not properly segregated. The shipment was inadvertantly used in the
production of straight sections of cable pan, he indicated.,

,

Individual "A" was critical of the manual welding performed by Husky
'. Hewelders, and the welding certification program conducted by Husky.

indicated that the Husky welders hao dif ficulty in passing the certifi-
-

cation tests, and welded dif ferently during the test than in production
welding.

the ClintenIn addition, comments were received which related to work at
.

. plant, and are covered in a separate report (IE report No. 50-461/78-06).
,

RIII personnel made two visits to the Husky facility in Florence,
During plant visits, the manufacturing areas were teured,Kentucky.

work in progress was observed, pertinent records were reviewed, andj

|
interviews were held with Husky personnel.

Records reviewed, and interviews held with Husky personnel indicated
that Husky welders had been qualified as required by the American
Society of Mechanical Engiraers Code for Boilers and pressure Vessels,,

| I) Section IX (AS)E Section IX). No information relative to the use of
--,

i
low strength materials could be developed.

On September 22, 1978 RIII personnel visited the Union Terting and
Research Laboratory, where material samples had been tested for Husky

Records relating
during production of cable pans for the Zimmer plant.

1974-1976 inclusiveto all tests of caterial for Husky for the years*

None of the test reports. reflected that materials towere reviewed.
be used in the Zimmer plant cable pans did not meet the specified'

yield strength requirements.

During a second visit to the Husky facility, signed statements were
obtained from three Husky employees. The personnel interviewed

they had no knowledge of any low strength materialsindicated that (Seebeing used in construction of cable pans for the Zi=mer site.
Exhibits II, III and IV).

.
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During document review, it was found that the shielding gas and diameter
-

J of the filler material utilized for the welding process differed frcr.
the qualified welding procedure for a period of approximately four

This is in noncomformance with AS?C Section IX in that aweeks.
variable of the welding process was changed without subsequent requali-~

fication of the welding procedure and welders.
.

they would have their welding procedureHusky personnel stated that
qualified with the alternate shielding gas and filler mat. rial, to

5 e,

~,
demonstrate that the quality of the welds was not affected by the

-

changes in veld procedure. Later contacts with Husky personne"
indicated thet some manual welding had been performed prior te
procedure qualification.

CONCLUSIONS

1. :io evidence was develor ed that low strength material had been
utilized in fabricatio. of electrical cable pans for the Zi==er
plant.

-

Materials and welding f or cable pans supplied by Husky to the| 2.
Zi=mer plant were tested and found to be acceptable.i

Welder certifica-ion had been performed as required by Section 123.
of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code.

I b) as specified in the qualifiel
,

!
4 Welding wire and shield gas were not'

velding procedure for a period in 1974. In addition, two velders
!

perfomed welding without benefit of prior qualification. This,

'

is in nonconf ormance with 10 CTR 50, Appendix 3 Criterion U:
and Section IX of the AS'E code. (See Details Secticn III).

-

.
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i , DETAILS

] .Section I

Prepared by J. E. Foster
Reviewed by C. E. Norelius,_

i Assistant to the Director

: -

I: 1. Personnel Contacted
i.

. Cincinnati Cas and Electric Comoany

E. A. Borgmaa, Vice President
'

B. K. Culver, Project Menager
; R. P. Ehas, Quality Assurance and Standards Engineer

D. C. Kramer, Quality Assurance and Standards Engineer
J. R. Schott, Station Superintendent,

W. W. Schweirs, Principal Quality Assurante and Standards En;;ineer
W. D. Waymire, General Engineering Depart =ent'

i

| Kaiser Encineers, Inc.

4

| R. Turner, Quality Assurance Manager -

| Huskv Products

(-) .

- Fred L. Banta, Engineering R&D Manager
| ' Don Dietrich, Tool Engineer

Clare F. Duncan, Ouality Control Manager,

| Ronald C. Johnson, Production Foremen
Randy Pratt, industrial Engineer

j Ken Rigley, Welding Operator
Duane Ring, President *

*

B rry Schuster, Utilities Market Manager

The William Powell Co. (Union Testine and resea- beratorvi'

Steven 1.. Fogle, Assistant Manager of Laborate
Edvin E. Winterfeldt, Corp. Manager of Qualit; . .tance

Individuals
4

Individuals "A" through "J"
-

[!SlOfi'-

| $
'

'

If ' T| G' , , I }O i ; b d b }U b u . h
.c
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.

!
*-

Sargent and Lundy
,

#

H. E. Schuster

C,incinnati Post-Encuirer,

,
Douglas Starr, Staf f Reporter

: . Meteutt Research Associates
.

-

, '. L. J. Fritz, Material Testing Supervisor
R. E. Duvall. Testing Technician

; T&S F6ehining Services, Inc.

i
J. Foster, President

8

2. SCOP" and CHRONOLOGY,

l
'
; This investigation centered on the allegations provided by Indiviiual

"A", relative to the use of low strength materials and improper-

welding by Husky. This report covers those allegations and inspections
which pertain to the Zimmer Unit 1 plant. Allegations made which

' pertain to the Clinton 1 plant vill be reported in a separate repcrt.
1
'

On August 31, 1978, a copy of a letter by Individual "A" was received7 --) et,RIII.

On September 8,1978, Individual "A" was contacted by RIII personnel.

During September 19-20, 1976, inspectiens were made at Clinton and*

'

Zimmer.

On September 20, 1978, Individual "A'' was interviewed by RIII
! personnel.
,

'

During September 20-22, 27-29, 1978, pIII personnel visited the
Husky facility.

On Septe=ber 21, 1978 Individual "A" was contacted by telephone.

On September 22,197S, RIII personnel v. .ited the Union Test Lab.

On Sept ember 25, 1978, a second letter f rom Individual "A" was
received at RIII (Exhibit VII).

-6-
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a

on September 27, 1978, Individual "A" was re-interviewed by RIII
personnel.

I'

During September 27-29. RIII personnel visited the Husky facility.

On September 28, 1978, tests were performed on cable pans from the
Zimmer site.

-

On September 29, 1978, RIII personnel visited Modern Welding and-

Sheet Metal..
,

3. Initial Contact with Individual "A"-

,

On September 8,1978, RIII personnel contacted Individual "A" by
telephone. Individual "A" indicated that he had been the Manager
of Industrial Engineering f or the Husky Products Co=pany. He
stated that he had worked for the company approximately five years,
but was laid off on August 4, 1978.

Individual "A"'s concerns, as delineated in his letter of August IS,
1975, were discussed in general ter=s.

l. . Interview of Individual "A"

On Septembcr 20, 1978 Individual "A" was interviewed by RIII
personnel. Individual "A" indicated that the order for cable

..
pans for the Zimmer plant was the first contreet for which

(J Husky had to meet nuclear requirements. He stated that these
i requirements included a special design requiring vrap-around

splice places, and pan side rails made from =aterial with a

minimu= tensile strength of 35,000 pounds per square inch.

Individual "A" stated that for the Zimmer project, Husky procured
steel from the Central Steel Company or J&L steel, purchasing
commercial quality steel, and then testing the steel to see that
it met the minimum strength requirements. The steel supplier
would take a " master" coil, and slit it into six (on the average)
production coils for Husky usage. Samples would be taken from
the steel when it arrived at Husky, and the shipment would be
placed on hold until the results of the tests were received.
Individual "A" i;41cated that these material tests had been per-
formed by the Powell Valve Co=pany test lab in Cincinnati (The
Union Testing and Research Laboratory).

-7-
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Individual "A" stated that it was found that commerefal quality
steel varied in strength, and that one shipment was found to be of
low tensile strength steel. He stated that Individual "B" m.de,

the decision to use this icw strength steel in " fittings" or
curved sections of cable pan, where strength is not crucial, and
that a memo to this effect had been written. Individual "A" stated.

that on approximately February 10, 1976, he found that the lee
tensile strength material mentioned had not been properly secregated,,

and had inadvertently been made into straight sections.of electric.1,

| cable pan.
.

Individual "A" indicated that he had informed Individual "D" that
-

the low strength material had been used to manufacture cable pan.
and produced a handwritten note (see f.xhibit VI) which he indicatec
had been given to Individual "D". He also indicated that he had
inf ormed Individuals "3", "C", "G", and "I" that this had happened.
He stated that this one-time occurrence had been the subject of
discussion among Husky personnel for several years.

Individual "A" stated that the manual velds used to manufacture
fittings were poorly done, and that the welder certification
program was a " farce". He stated that welders who vere to work
on cable pans for the Zi:ner contract were required to pass a
qualification test as required by Section IX of the AS!E Code.
Vnen initially tested by Gladstone Laboratories, he said, the
velders could not pass the qualification test, and generally
succeedes in passing the test after =ultiple attempts. Individu.1

y
'

.

"A" stated that the velders did not perform their producticn!,
'

welding any differently af ter passing the welder certification
test.

' Individual "A" indicated that several knowledgable people had been
critical of the velding performed by Husky welders, including
Individual "J" (whose report is attached as part of T.xhibit I).
Individual "A" indicated that Individual "J" would have no part of
training Husky welders unless they attended the full trainin;
course that his welding school provided.

RIII personnel advised Individual "A" that the technica. specifi-
eation for the cable pans to be used in the Zimmer plant (spe:1fi-
cation H-2199, Division 2, Section 202.1) required that the materi.ls
be of a minimum vield strenath of 30,000 pounds per square inch
(yield strength is usually less than tensile strength). The comment

? h,y, [ 5)y
., ,

j" '
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regarding 35,000 lb/ square inch tensile strength is inec.rrect.,

Individual "A" was also advised that the specification would not.
4'

/ allow the use of Icw strength material for cable pan fittings.

5. Investication at Huskv Products
.

During September 20-22, 1978, RIII personnel visited the Husky-

Products facility in Florence, Kentucky.-

,

: .
Discussion with Husky personnel indicated that, due to the special-

,

,
design of cable pans for the Zimmer contrac6, steel rolls utilized

-

in their construction were of unique size (7.7 and 5.7 inch wide
rolls) not used for any other contract. As such, it was indicated,
the 14 and 22 gauge material for the Zimmer contract could be
easily traced through the receipt, testing, and manufacturing'

process, and such documentation could be identified by Husky Order.

No. 3995.

RIII personnel toured the Husky facility, observed the fabrication
of sections of electrical cable pan, and inspected equipment utilized

' in the forming and welding processes. Storage and receipt inspection
procedures were also reviewed.

Husky personnel indicated that they had no knowledge of any lov,

strength steel being received or utilized by Husky for any contract.
It was indicated that during 1974-1976 Husky purchased commercial

( 6 quality steel, and then took samples from the material, which would,

i be placed on hold until testing indicated that it met the contract
j r equir ement s. Husky personnel stated that they had experienced
' some problems witn low strength aluminu=, and seme steel had been

returned to the vender for roll flaws, but no 14 or 22 gauge steel-

'

had been found to be of lov yield strength.

Husky personnel stated that no decision had been made to use low
strength material on cable pan fittings on the Zimmer contract or

' any other contracts.

Husky personnel did indicate that half of one shipment of coiled
steel had been returned to the vender for coil defects known as
" coil breaks". They stated that the coil breaks do not affect the

strength of the material, but cause proble=s during manuf acture,
and detract from the visual appearance of finished products. Twe
Husky officials noted that it was possible that it was decided to
use rolls with coil breaks for fittings, as the coil breaks could
be cut out during the manufacturing process. However, none of the
individuals interviewed recalled such a decision.

-9-
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A review of the Zimmer contract file indicated that part of a shipment
-

of 14 gauge steel for the Zimmer contract had been returned to tne
-

vendor f or having "' ad waves" (improper winding of the steel which,

_ vould cause manufacturing problems) Additionally, a steel shipment
received on February 10, 1976, was found to be .002 inches too
thick, and was accepted.

,

RIII personnel reviewed documents relative to receipt of meterials,
'

shipment of materials to the Zimmer site, production records coverin;
Zimmer cable pans manufactured during 1976, returned shipments of:

roll steel, correspondence with steel vendors concerning coil*

~

. breaks, discrepancy reports, and internal meroranda. None of the
documents reviewed indicated that unacceptable materials had been
utili:ed by Husky.

RIII personnel also reviewed welding procedure and welder qualificatien-

documentation.

It was found that manual velding for the Zi=mer plant was perfermed
using a Metal Inert Cas (MIG) procedure, and steel filler wire, using
se=1-automatic equipment. On this type of equipment, welding para-
meters are set on t'e velding machine, and the welder positions
the velding gun and pulls a trigger. The equipment then operates
automatically, controlling shielding gas flew, electric current,
filler vire feed rate, and time of the veld. .'unual velding was
performed on "f ?ttings" (curved sections of cable pan) only, with
the bulk of cable pan being straight sections welded by automatic

| [ ) resistance welding equipment.
i (

Welding records reviewed met the requirements of the American
Society of Mechanical Engineers Boiler and Pressure vessel Code.
Section IX (ASMI Section IX), which was imposed on Husky by its
inclusion in their Quality Assurance Manual.

ASMI Section IX prescribes methods and procedures to be followed in
welding procedure and welder qualification. Individaul "A"'s cc= ment
that the Husky welders did not qualify in the same manner as they
produced welds is correct, but is in conf ermance with ASMI require-

Qualification was performed to a butt veld procedure, perments.

the requirements of ASHI Section IX, and producticn welds were
spot welds.

6. Visit to C11on Testing and Research Laboratorv
*

On September 22, 1978, RIII representatives visited the Union Testin;
and Research Laboratory, a division of the William Powell Cc=pany

- 10 -
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k sell personnel indicated that they had performed material tests
| , - - for Husky during the years 1974-1976, and followed the proceduru

of calling the company and informing them of the test results from
handwritten f orms, then typing the test forms and sending a cop:-
to Husky for their records.-

1974-1976.R111 personnel reviewed Powell files for Husky covering-

All test reports reviewed indicated 14 and 22 gauge steel was
tested and found to be in excess of 30,000 pounds per square inch

-

-

,

yield strength. Typical values for such caterial ranged fro-
35,000 to 40,000 pounds per square inch. Records for the years
1975 and 1976 indicated one test of 16 gauge steel was tested and
to have 29,400 lbs/ square inch yield, and one sample of aluminum
was tested and found to have 15,650 lbs/ square inch yield strength.

Powell personnnel stated that they did not recall any 14 or 20
Sauge steel which they had tested which did not exceed 30,000
lbs/ square inch yield strength. They indicated that this was
typical of la and 22 gauge steel, and that steel vendors have no,

dif ficulty producing such matetial.

7. Contact with Individual "A"

Individual "A" was contacted by telephone by the RIII investigater
on September 21, 1978, and asked to provide additional detail re-

| () garding his alleged discovery of the use of low strength material.
|

-- Individual "A" stated that he had been aware of the existence of low
i

strength material through receipt of inspection reports which had
been routed through his office. He stated that some of the material
was marked " return to vender", and some of it was marked "use for
fittings only - segregate". He indicated that he was in the Husky
material storage area on February 10, 1976, and asked a worker where
the Zi=mer low strength material was stored. The worker did net
know what he was talking about, Individual "A" said, and he asked
the worker's supervisor the same question, with similar results.
Individual "A" stated that he then advised Individual "B" of the

occurrence, and wrote the note attached as Exhibit VI to Individual
"D". He indicated that Individual "D" went to look into the matter,

and later returned the note with a verbal comment te " forget it".

Individual "A" commented that he had not actually read the written
. specification for the Zimmer cable pans, but he understood that
the specification required material with a minimum tensile strength
of 35,000 lbs. per square inch. He was again advised of the
actual specification requirements.

N)
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8. Contact with Individual "J",-

!

i Individual "J", of the Technicron School of Welding, was centactedy

by the RIII investigator on September 7, 1978.

Individual "J" indicated that his school utilized Gladstone Labera-.

tories (Gladstone) to certify his welders, and that when Husky
, welders had difficulty passing weld certification tests Gladstone

had recommended him to Husky.
.:

[ Individual "J" stated that he did not remenber all of the details of.

- his review of Husky, but he recalled that most but not all (f their
problems involved the velding of aluminum. He indicated that he had,

fewer concerns relative to steel velding. He stated that he had
looked at Husky from the viewpoint of a consultant, with a view
towards training their velders at his school.

Individual "J" indicated that he had not refused to train welders
frem Husky, but he had wanted the welders to take the entire training

'

course which his school offerred. He stated that Husky =anagement
only wanted their welders to be schooled in the two weld procedures
(MIG and TIG) which they utilized. Individual "J" indicated that
he did have some reservations that the older Husky wel.'ers would
not benefit from training at his school.

During the discussion Individual "J" indicated that he was not aware() that his report had been attached to Individual "A"'s letter. He
;
' indicated that Individual "A" had not contacted him, and that he had

been in contact with the Husky company since the date of hisnot

report.,

9. Interview with Individual "A" on Sectember 27, 1978

Individual "A" was interviewed on September 27, 1978, and discussions
were held on the progress of the F4C investigatien.

Individual "A" was advise at no evidence of low strength material
had been developed, and was requested to provide any additional
inform. tion which wou?d aid in the investigation. Individual "A"
indicated that in earl; 1975 prior to the shipment of lew strength
steel which was inadvertently used for cable pans, another shipment
had been tested, found to be of low strength material, and was
properly returned to '.he vendor. He sewted that he believed that the

Mhh,3
r u ,
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.

,

I shipment which was improperly utilized was a small shipment, possibly
| _ of six coils of steel. which was delivered during the months of

/
| ) December 1975 or January 1976.

,

Irdividual "A" indicated that he had also recalled an occurrence in
November 1975, when Husky a ent Zimmer material to Modern Welding and-

Shitet Metal (Modern), a specialty velding firm which did not have
welders qualified to ASE Section IX at the time. Individual "A"-

;, stated that this was done because the Husky plant was on strike, an<
the company felt that they had to meet their contract to supply the

' - cable pans. He stated that the order comprised over 100 pieces of
i- equipment, of three-piece construction. He indicated his understanding

that the welders for Modern were not qualified to ASE Section IX until
; sometime in 1976.

| Individual "A" provided the RIII investigators with the name and
telephone number of a former Husky employee who, it was indicated,

i might have some recollection of the alleged use of low strength
material during manuf acture of equipment for the Zi==er plant.i

! 10. Centact with Individual "D"

In'ividual "D" was contacted by the RIII investigator en September 29,d

1978.

Individual "D" was questioned as to his knowledge of the use of low
( )' strength =aterials in the fabrication of cable pans for the ZimmerI

- plant. He stated that he did not recall the use of any lo strength
=aterial on any of the Husky nuclear contracts. He indicated that he
die not believe that anvene at Husky would knowingly allow such an

i occurrence, especially those in the Quality Control department.
!

The scenario of the discovery of the use of the low strength material
as described by Individual "A" was discussed with Individual "D", and
the note allegedly sent to him was read. Individual "D" stated that
he had na recollection of any such note, and indicated that it would

be unusual for him to return such a note without some kind of written'

comment, as he disliked verbal eccmunications.

Individual "D" recalled occurrences where ship =ents of steel were
found to have various problems such as excessive oil, roll proble=s
such as ripples or twists, or were rejected because of steel thickness
variations. He indicated that he also recalled the incidence of seme

- 13 -
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low strength aluminum, and steel pre-t;alvanized with an aluminum-
. zine coating which was banned from inclusion in the Zimmer equipnent.

') He stated that the aluminum-zine coated material (Calvalume) wos to
- be made into cable pan covers, but Husky personnel recognized that

the 1.6% aluminum content of the coating was undesirable due to 1:s
large surface area, and a program was set up to insure that no-

Glavalume pan covers were shipped to the Zinmer site. Individual
. "D" indicated that on at least one occasion, covers were inadvertently

fabricated of this material, were identified, and had to be re-fabricated.
,
,

'. 11. Visit to Haskv Products durine Septe-Ser 27-29, 1978

RIII personnel visited the Husky facility during September 27-29, 1978.
During this visit, documentation related to welder qualification tes:-
ing, production records, material tests, deficiency reports, internal,

memoranda of the Industrial Engineering section, and weld procedure
qualifications were reviewed. Interviews were held with Hus.;y personnel,
and three signed statements were obtained. (See exhibits II III and
IV).

|

None of the documents reviewed, and none of the statements received
during interviews indicated that low strength materials had been
' utilized during manufacture of the Zi==er plant cable pant.

Welding certifica: ion was reviewed as pertaining to velding procedure-

and welder qualification to Section IX of the AS>E Boiler and Pressure

p Vessel Code. Welder qualification records and welder qualification
test pieces (stored at Husky) were considered acceptable. Records.-

,
'

j indicated that welders had made several qualification attempts in
g many cases. This is acceptable under ASSE Section IX.,

I

During document reviews at Husky, it was found that the welding
procedure for manual welding on Zis=er equipment had been qualified
using carbon dioxide shielding gas and .035 inch diameter filler
material, but a mixture of shielding gas and .045 inch diameter
filler =aterial had been utilized for the period of November 14 -
DesJnber 3, 1914. The is in nonconformance with AS)E Section IX,
whi:h requirec requalification of the welding procedure when these
variables vert changed.

12. Interview wi . Individual "E"
.

Indivteual "E", Husky Purchasing Agent, was interviewed by RIII
personnel on September 28, 1978, at Husky.

&({{){
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Individual "E" stated that to his knowledge, Husky ha6 not received
nor returned any steel which did not meet the appropr!. ate yielc.

|
J

strength requirements. He stated that since the steel that was' '

~ purchased during the manufacture of the Zimmer equipment was purchased
,

to commercial steel specifications, and then tested, it would not
have been returned if it did not meet the minimum strengti: require--

No minimum strength requirements are i= posed en the i; teelments.
vendor when commercial grade steel is purchased.

-

. . " - Individual "E" stated that flat stock steel was purchased and con-.

trolled in the same fashion as roll stock i.e., to com=merics1 grade
.

- requirements, and then tested to insure that it met the minimum
strength requirements.

Individual "E" stated that the Central Steel Co=pany had supplied all
of the 14 gauge steel utilized for the Zim=er cable pans.

13. Visit to Modern k'eldine and Sheet Metal'

On Septemeber 29, 1978 RIII representatives visited the Mecern
I k'elding and Sheet Metal Company.

Discussions were hele with Individual "T", one of the managers forI

the firm. Individual "F" indicated that the majority of the work
that his firm does i n Husky is specialty welding of seperators,'

junction boxes, cable tus, and aluminum welding. He indicated that
to the eest of his knowledge, his fir = had not performed any veldin;

(} 'on cable pans for Husky at any time.
,

Individual "F" was requested to review his files for work performed
| for Husky for the years 1975 and 1976, with attention to any verk
-

on electrical cable pans. Individual "F" stated that he could not
find any orders concerning electrical cable pans, and the Husky
identification number (3995) for the Zi=mer project was not found
in his review of his files.
On October 12, 1978, the RIII investigator contacted IndivitaaI'~"F"
and requested that he again review his files, and provide the NRC
vich information as to any products manufactured for Husky during
Nove=ber, 1975. Individual "F" provided this information, which
indicated that cap boxes and cable separators had been fabricated
by his firm for Husky, but no work had been done on cable pans, and
none of the Husky tags applied to the work had referenced the :'immer

.

identification number.

FW Da om
ilU s
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,

14 Contact with Individual "C"'

l ,~i
Individual "A" had advised R111 personnel that Individual "G" might

'

* have information concerning the use of low strength material in the
Zimmer equipment. This individual was contacted by the RIII investi-

.

sator on October 5, 1978.

Individual "G" stated that he had been in the hospital during time~

lie indicatedperiod of the alleged use of low strength materials.2

', that he had no knowledge of such an occurrence, and tha't he had
not heard anyone at the Husky plant discuss such an occurrence while
he was employed there (his employment terminated in February, 1978).

-

15. Contact with Individual "H"
.

Individual "H", an employee of Hobart Welding who had acted as a
consultant to Husky on welding and welding qualification, was contacted
on September 29, 1978.

Individual "H", indicated that his first contact with Husky was
| approximately five years ago, and that Individual "I" had been

trained in the Hobart school. He stated that Husky had long been
involved in welder qualification and in upgrading their welding.
Individual "H" advised that five or sin years ago, the Husky
welders did have some welding proble=s, and that they did acceptable
velding on the production line, but made poor qualification test

f I) pieces.

I

I Individual "H" stated that he believed that Husky had a good program
for velding qualification testing, and had used the progra: to

" weed out" the poorer welders.-

lo. Discussions v.th Individual "A"

Several telephone discussions were held with Individual "A" concerning

the findings of the investigation. Individual "A" expressed dis-
satisf action with the findings of the investigation, and provided
additional allegations concerning Husky.

Individual "A" stated that the Husky welders had not qualified on
both the vertical and horizontal welding positions, and had performed
vertical welding during cable pan manufacture. .

Individual "A" indicated that he felt that the Husky welds had been
required to be of pressure vessel quality. He was advised that the
specification had not required welds of pr;ssure vessel quality.
Welds of pressure vessel quality require non-destructive exa=ination

_
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I such as magnetic particle, radiographic, liquid penetrant, or
- ultrasonie testing, as a verification of their quality, and no such

{ . inspections were required.
/

'
Individual "A" also indicated that he felt that the company h.d not
met all of the requirements of t., ode of Federal Regulations Title 10
Part 50, Appendix B, Quality Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power-

Plants (a copy of this regulation had been provided to Lim by R11I
personnel). RIII personnel explained that all of the requirements-

| '

of this regulation were imposed on utilities, but the provisions,,

of the Husky Quality Assurance Manual were the requirement imposed
,

on Husky after approval of the manual by utility representatives.

17. Contact with Huskv Personnel,

Telephone contacts with Husky personnel indicated that some cable,

j channels had been fabricated by Modern, with the order being proces-
ser during |iovember, 1975, and co=pleted in later months. Husky

i
personnel indicated that this material was for another nuclear

j power plant, and wrs fabricated prior to the particluar utility's
imposition of a requirement for work done by welders qualified to

! Section IX of the AS?E Code.
{

Husky personnel also indiceted that virtually all of tbtir welding
was done in the horizontal wdding position, and they did not
recall any pieces for the Zi=mer conr. ct which necessitated vertical
velding.

I')
.A review of Husky velder certifications for the horizontal and
vertical positions indicated that one Husky welder was not
qualified in the MIG procedure vertical (3G) welding position.
Welders previously indicated by Husky personnel as having producedi

the major._ ty of the Manual MIG welding for the Zimmer project (at'

work center 35) were recorded as having been qualified in both
horizontal (2G) and vertical (3G). positions. Qualification to the
"3G" vertical position also qualified a welder to perfor= flat (1G)
welding per AS?E Section IX.

16. Contacts with skv Personnel

Telephone discussions with Husky personnel on Octeoer 24 and 29,
1978, provided additional information on lov strength aluminu=
materials.

Husky personnel indicated that aluminum materials were ordered
to 6063T6 requirements, which include a minimum 30,000 lbs. per
square inch yield strength (.s shown by mill certificates). They
stated that a shipment of the =aterial was thought to be of lov

.

- 17 -
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lab confirmec
,

strength, and sample test pieces sent to their test
I_ that the material was below requirements. Husky personnel indie.ted

. that as a result of this, the entire lot of material was returned to
I /j the vendor, aiA the balance of their orders with the vendor were-

cancelled.

Husky personnel stated that the rejections of this material occurred
_

in October and November 1977, with the original discrepancy report
being generated in September of 1977. They stated that in Janu.ry

.

*

1978, representatives of 'he vendor visited the Husky f acility and,
"

,

discussed the problem.
.

.

.

.

,
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Section 11
-

I /) Prepared by T. E. Vandel
'' Reviewed by D. W. Hayes, Chief,

Projects Section
.

|- 1. Site Review Activities

The following Zimmer site activities were performed by the inspectorI:~

relative to the allegations regarding inadequate material and welding;-

' ~ of Husky Products, Inc. (Husky) cable trays, pans and fittings:
'-

A review was conducted of the licensee source evaluation,
surveillance and auditing activities performed regardinga.

It was established that the licensee program forHusky.
vendor evaluation and auditing had been accomplished it.

I that the Husky Quality Assurance program and Welding
procedures had been reviewed and approved by licensee|

representatives. Additionally, an audit by the licenseethevas performed of the i=plementation of the program ati

| Husky plant prior to start of fabrication.
}

In response to questioning, the inspector was informed
that no source inspection of material was done prior to

since the material was readily amenable toshipment It was addedinspection upon receipt at the site.
( ' -)

.

unsophisticated as to not warrant shop inspection.
.

that the material was considered so standard and

In review of the cable trays, pans and fittings on site,b.
| it was established that essentially all of the material

has been installed and indeed have been filled with cables.,

During visual inspection of the installed trays no,

In discussionsfaulty or inadequate trays were identified.
with the licensee representatives regarding the difficulty'

of visual inspection of welds now covered by galvanizing,
it was concluded that testing of selected random sa.ples

Therefore,of material would be a more meaningful test.
the following list of sa=ples, randomly selected by the
licensee representative and the NRC inspectors, was
picked for testing by either tension pull tests (yield
strength) or by veld tear testing or both.

P.O. Number 5:ock Number Tests.

Tm
Cocoonen's

Straight tray 18" 7070-27655 55M1-18-144 Two yields,
one tear

Straight tray 24" 7070-27303 55M1-24-144 One yield,
two tear

_
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Fitting 7070-27223 55N1-12-H30 One yield,
, one tear

'
', Straight tray 24" Route #1276K 55MI-24-144 One yield,/

- (from control room) (P.O. unknown) one tear

Fitting 7070-27655 5531-24-V190 -12 One yield-

one tear
.

Fitting 7070-28009 55N1-24-VI30 -12 One yield *,

-

*No tear test was considered necessary since the fitting had
inadvertently been torn during handling and the results
of those weld tears showed adequate velding.

I

It was further agreed thzt the yield strength testing would bei

done by an independent testing laboratory in accordance to ASTM
. standard E-8 Tension Testing of Metallic Materials and that the
I minimum strength acceptance criteria vill be the S&L specification

H-2199 requirement of paragraph 202.1; i.e., yield strength to
' be a mini =um of 30,000 psi. In addition, the veld tear tests

would also be done by an independent facility and that the
'

acceptability of the velds would be judged as outlined in AWS,

standard C-1.1.

2. Witness of Testine

- ,) The inspector witnessed the following testing at independent labora-g -
t-cries of the sa=ples previously selected at the site.

I Yield str ngth testing was conducted on Septe=ber 2S, 1978, ata. .

Metcut Research Associates f acility. The inspector reviewed the
qualifications of the operator, the calibration and adequacy of
the testing machine and the QA program standards of the facility
and coi:sidered the= to be acceptable for the test. It was
f urther learned that the tensile specimens had been prepared
in accordance with the ASTM E-8. The results of the
tests are as follows.

Metcut Site Sa=ple Yield Strength Citi= ate Percent
Number Number, Pounds per Strencth Elencation

Scuare inch

T-2 1162 1276K 40,700 48,100 34.9-

T-2 1163 55N112-H30 42,600 47,800 30.7
T-2 1164 55H24VI90-12 43,100 48,900 28.3
T-2 1165 55R1-24VI30-12 42,400 47,600 32.6
T-2 1166 55M1-24-144 42,100 44,700 33.0
T-2 1167 55M1-18-144 (no . 1) 42,200 44,900 30.4
T-2 1163 55M1-13-144(No. 2) 41,400 44,800 33.7

,
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~ As can be noted from the table above, the yield strength values
were well above the minimum yield value of 30,000 psi and there-i

f ) fore all test samples were deemed acceptable.,

b. Also on September 28, 1978, the veld tear tests of the resistance
spot welds, were wi*.nessed by the |*RC inspector at the T&S Machine_

Company, located in Moscow, Ohio.
.

A test rig had been assembled whereby the test asse=bly was
: anchored to the floor and by use of a fork lift truck the assembly
*

was pulled apart at the welds (side panels to tray botto= weles).,

. The test method performed adequately with the following results
established.

Site Samele Mumber Number of Welds in Results of
Tear Test Testinc

55M1-24-144 (:i . 1) five Acceptable welds

55M1-24-144 (No. 2) three Acceptable velds
t

55M1-24-144 (Note 1) three .a.eceptable velds
!

MK 1276K 55M1-24-144 t* ee Acceptable welds

5531-12-h30 fitting seven One weld had a
;

- reduced speI ,)
6

-
, section, see Mete 23

| 5531-24V190 -12 fitting eight Two welds had .
'

reduced spet, see
Hote 2

,

3En-18-144 three Acceptable welds

Hote 1: An additional test assembly, available for test in
addition to the two planned to be tested, was also tested for
s total of seven test assemblies tested.

Note 2: The reduced spot section welds were subsequently
measured and found to be adequate per the minimum size specified
in AWS C-1.1. A total of seven test assemblies were tested with
a total of 32 welds being tested. All welds were determined to

*

be adequate with three spots being evaluated as being accept.ble
to AWS C-1,1.
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!-
Section III;

. ')| l
-' Prepared by H. M. Wescott

Reviewed by D. W. Hayes, Chief
Projects Branch-

1. Review of Weldine Requirements and Observation of Installed Cable Trav

- The inspector reviewed selected documents and made observations of'

~

safety related cable tray an-' fittings, at follows:

a. Review of Sargent and Lt ady specification H-2199, dated thrch 16,
1973. Revised July 17, 1973, titled, " Specification for Cable
Pans".

b. Review of NEF.A Scandard vel-1971 used in cenjunction with the,

specification.
:

i c. Review of the Husky Products, Inc. Quality Control P.anual.
Section IX " Control of Special Processes", issue date Dece=ber 18,
1974, revised January 15, 1975.

,

d. Review of W: H. Zimmer Unit 1 " Documentation Check Lists" (For=
- QAS-106) .

)
, e . Review of certificates of compliance.

f. Review of Galvanizing l=spection reports.

g. Review of Wm H. Zi=mer receiving inspection plans (KII For:
No. QA-8).

'

h. Observations made cf cabla tray installed and in storage area.

1. Participated in selection of randomly selected cable tray and.

fittings to be tested for minimu= yield strength and
weldment strength tests.

2. Review of Veldint Procedures, Oualifications and Observations at
Burndv/Huskv

.

The inspector reviewed welding procedure specifications, procedure
qualifications records, welder performance qualifications, and selected
documents pertaining to safety related cable tray and fittings, as
follows:

_
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Review of all welder qualifications.
i. a.

~ Review of Welding Procedure specification QAP-107, Weldin;;| /l b.
-

Procedure No. 2 "&nual Gas Metal Arc Welding Process "
effective date October 18, 1974 Eevision !!o. 01.

Review of QAP 104 " Procedure for Inspection of Resistance Spo:
.

c.
Welding", ef f ective date August 18, 1974, Revision ?!o. 01.

.

Review of inter-office correspondence concerning velding.#.- d.
that indicated QAP-107 should be requalified to reflect

-

' changes in essential variables.

Discussion with management and shop personnel.e.

f. Observations made in the shop area of f abrication in progress.
,

Review of in process inspection records.g.

i

:

I

/)
'

1

1
-

,

.

.
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Review of a Burndy/ Husky memorandum f rom the Husky welding engineer
'

dated November 14, 1974 Subject " Welder Performance Qualification"
indicated that a 75% argon and 25% carbon dioxide shielding gas mixture; ~3

i l i and .045 filler material was substituted for the welding grade carbon
~

dioxide shielding gas and 0.35 filler material that was specified in
QAP-107 ")hnual Ces }!etal Arc Welding Process", dated October 18, 1974,
Revision No. 01. The memo further stated that, "The ASMI Section says

-

that if this occurs, the procedure must be requalified along with the
- performance tests. ( Se c t ion QW 281. 2, QW 281. 3 and QV 281. 4 )" .

:
!.' An Inter-of fice letter dated December 3,1974, stated that the argon /

.

carbon dioxide gas mixture would be used until the supply was exhausted-

'

at which time the welding grade carbon dioxids would be used.

The argon / carbon dioxide shielding gas mixture was used for approximately
four weeks with no requalification of the welding procedure specification
and welders.

Husky manage =ent personnel indicated that QAP-107 would be requalified
using the 75% argon and 25% sas mixture using the .045 filler material.

This is considered to 11 an item of noncompliance to 10 CFR, Part 50,
Appendix B Criterion IX. (50-258/78-21-02)1

Subsequent to the investigation telephone contacts with Husky personnel
by the inv2stigation specialist established that steel TIG velding had
been perfc rmed on cable tray prior to qualification of the velding

; r ~ , proceduro specification by two welders that had not qualified for the
1 - process. Husky personnel were requested to review the qualification

records of the personnel wno had performed the velding and inform RIII,

of the results of their review.,

Husky personnel informed RIII of the review by telephone, and followed
with written notification dated November 10, 1978. The Husky review
indicated that the two welders had performed TIG welding on equipeent
f or the 21=mer plant prior to the welding procedure qualification for the
TIG process.

The steel TIG welding procedure was qualified on August 26, 1975, by
one of the two welders. The second welder was qualified to the ; re-
cedure en March 10, 1976. Both welders had made several steel TIG
welds prior to being qualified.

- - 24 -
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,

.'
I These conditions were contrary to 10 CFR 50, Appendix E. Criterion( ;
I IX of the AS)E Code. (358/78-21-01)--

Exit In t e rviev.
,

The inspectors and the Chief Reactor Construction and Engineering Support,

Branch, met with licensee representatives noted in Details, Section 1.
: under Personnel Contacted, at CG&E Co. on September 22, 1978. The

3, inspectors summarized the scope and findings of the investigation and
- the licensee acknowledges the findings.

Attachments: Exhibits
I through VII

.

|

| -
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i

I

i !

August 18, 1973.

Public Interest Resse.rch Group
.

2000 ? Street N. W. - -.
-

Washingten, D. C. 20036#
,

.

- Attenties: M . John Abbotts

Den: Mr. Abbotts:'

I a.1 vriting this as a ferner er.ployee of Esky Preducte In:. of Flores:e,I

Kentucky te report serisue and deliberate sen-cenferaasce to 10 CI?. 5:
Nu:Ictr Esquireie:t3 a:d Ingineering Spe:if1:stions based on the above
require. ests. Te nake it even verse they send out =etarized Certificater

-

'

of Ce:plia::: vith the hil kn vledge they en falso,

May of this yet- I had e:casie: te visit the ti.ner Nuclear Ce:tainse .t
i

I
area and to see the urious control areas and in particula- to see Esky4

cable trays is positie: and ma:7 filled with the cables.

Sin:e this visit I have been distur:ed by two aspects of & sky's :::-ce:
for:ar.:e, parti:ulely as they relate to the er.fo opsratie: sf this plant'

f

|
'_ ' after es.pletien of const:.:: tie:.

7sese two iapertant aspe:ts are as fellevs:

1. Use of inferict a.d weak :sterial cespletely eut of spe:ificatie:s.

2. Traye velded by i=cespetect velders with eye.y type veld defe:t-

present is every tray.asse:bly.

The felleving illustrates thens tve aspe:ts in more detail. Thsy are
related to the Zia.or job spe:ifically which was the original job vith
the 10 0i?. 50 requirese:ts. On this job fla; ast and serious ne -ce-Je.:-
at:e e:: rred and with this as a patter: it tas c::stred en all s:bsequent
jobs.

.

K47_".I A.* :

All tray is designed vt a a lema capacity which incluiss a safety fa:ter.
The tensile s0 ength of the side rails largely detersizes this espa:ity.
Ce the ZLuer job the to:sile strength cf the side rail material was to be

.

in ex:ess of 35,000 pounds. R: sky received a:d tested material as lov as
33,000 peu:ds a:d a co .siderable ueent is the range of 20 te 23,003 peunis.
Some was rejected, soss a::epted en the basis it venid be ured for fitti:gs
where streng*.h is not as critical.

D] h bh I[]
,

Exhibit I-

[|9''| !jj'' Page 1 of 7
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Instead the material was cet kept separate and thus many very weak :id-
rails vt,rn made up inte long straight assemblies. After finding out that'

ting

_ ceston a,111 steel varied se videly in tensile strengtn ne : ore tessat done se that they eeuld reisin "ucavare" of this condition. Incide:. tallyi

/
sess testing of T-6 alusinn was aise performed and a vide raage of tensile
strength was aise found. This was aise ignored as abere. What this aids upts
is that Esky h:s built tray that vi.U not carry the rated lead even with-

safety facter imeluded.
~ ~ .

- .

WE.DIC t.

i|-
-

Inc Zimer job was the first job requiring the use of Certified welders i:',
erd r te insure coed velds. Esky centra:ted with Gladstene Laborateries of

-

Cincinnati to set up a welder certifiestien progras. They did this a:d then
tested au tha velders. Witbeut exception they failed the tests aimerably.ef Te:h-Laky then called in various velding I:Cineers and Mr. lnd "J"

,

nieren Scheel of Velding in Cin:1:nati vhe subsitted a written report of
findings. A copy of his report is attached. In general all ths veld I.gineer
ces:urred with M . Ind. "J" repert. M . Ind. "J" vas asked if he ecc.ld
er vould train the velders. He refused, stating that it is very difficult,

.

if not neely ispassible to untrais people first, the: try to retrain, .

than it is te start fre:h with a perses having ne prior velding knavledge
:

cr experie::e.,

Es);y then proceeded te verk en their own in cra:h progra.:s in which the
velders finally velded one piece which would pass a bend test. This ve*ds:

[ . taen been.e " Certified" by & sky. Bewever., what is critically importa:t, is t: st nething eccurred to the quality of the production velds! Is fa:t
'

!

i ~' it remains to date in the sase sad state as M . Ind. "J"s
findings dated

Octeber 3?,197i.. Just a few vests age one valier was " tested" over 60'

tisce before he finany =ade a test pie:e which was only nargina'.".y
a::eptabis. Nov he is a Esky " Certified" velder!>

Sta.-ting in July and continuing this month a nov type of non-:enferaan:e
-

is presently in process en the Clisten jeb. Fittings ce being v's spot
velded centrary to specific I:gineering re:;uirements. In addition Alcina
Eren:o filler red is being used with full knevledge that almina is not
permitted in the ce:taitsent cea. Ive: verse the position of the spe
le in ca:h a nar.ner the veld is less thu 35% effective!

Substa:tiation of all these charges can be nece:r;11shed th:a enamination
of Esky de:nects in relation to . aterial and to the Velders by tha re:eri:,M

visual .ex:ssinatien of the velds and by ratesting the so called " Certified'
velders by a estpstent Veldi:g Ingineer. Visuki inspe: tion of the Cliste:
fittings vin substantiate the cheges outline.d.

Exhiti: I

T @y , (.qg Page 2 cf ,e
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.

What disturts as even more than ths actua.1 incidents dos:ribed is theI _.

fact se many top managesent people see netFJng vreng in all these entie.z.'
' Se littla real concern is shec to producing a truly que.lity p educt
vitt.is the specifications. This shrald be ese even aere particularly so
when naclear safety is directly intelved.-

Yrars truly.-

=-

: .
.

.

Individua! "A"'

Distrib.: tion na fellevs:

Engineeri:g Ce:;re.ies t..at ny or ny not be es::er:el.'

.

Ibts:e
Ur.ited I:y;ineers er.d Cor.structor:
Be:htol Corp.
Breen.& Reet
W . ?.' . v. :_ ~
Sargent & Lundy
Stons & Webst:r

/ ) 31a:k & VestehTr.is say not be ec ;1ete, however to the best of :r/ k::evielge it is.
,

'

- .

Governsent Agen:les:

N :letr ?.eplatery Coni: le:.
Ceng essier.a1 Joint Ater.ie Ir.ergy Ce u ittee

*

2-1, ate G a;,rp:

hblic Interes: 5 essa. :h Greu?

.

Exhibi t I
Fage 3 ef 7
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|Repepottherindingsatliuskstoducts incorporated
'

-tober 30, 1974or
.

.

.
-~

5ubmit'ted by: Technichron Inc.. $chool~of Welding
' . '

-

.

d dif ficulty

. It was generally found thst the resson your company has hah hile nome of your

men are qualifjed welders, they suffer from the iin certif ying your welders is due to the f act t at wlls of an cap 3nyce
that in offering an incentive program. d tion, level.
In order for an employee of yeur company to meet his required pro u:lding

plus benefit by the inecntive program it was f ound that their weat isa iumum output allcusbic, which is just below theThis conditinn crestes f eprop:r
r.schines were setof blowing holes in the parent metal. lding, you have s
wc3 ding methnds., and instead of establishing good weThese extreme amperage acttir.;s'pninti

situat$on cf blasting the ret.=1 together. trol the
also n.ske it necessary to use higher gas flow in order to concr.tremely cestly to your cuepany,'

: c. Tht: ha: to b:
(vc3 ding, machine s:tting.s and

(L$useoftheconditionsthat improper velding ir, a enceen occurance
l exist

| ,sr f 3ews) it, was observed th t structurally sound.
,t lluc y Products. The welds are not,

k
,

Aluminum Weldine:

A11the' welds have craters and it was observed that mest of these
*

It was
i

craters chow the enemen condition know as " crater cisching".there were many welds that had both crackin;
further observed that Thuce conditions are
conditions in the weld as well as the creter.primar ily caused by the extremely high ampcragen and T.ns coverare.
Your welders are running extremely hot welds due to s;ieed and thus'Ibe hij;h gas flows

you love rapid cooling conditions and crseking.(while costly) niso causes rapid cooling and thus crackiv.,

vc3dicgthe welders in your aluminu
Genet s11y it,wss observed thatar s had good we3dinr, techniques however lack knowledge in sett ng

i

up the proper welding conditions before velding ,

dhW' |!} Exhthit 1
F*s' ' of 74 o pe r ^n u> t ,~, mo

oiEl ..

0 X JLI- //V
.

. .
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|

| {s
Iese men 1. eked the Iollowing knowledge:

.

2. Setting the velding machine

' 2. Setting the proper gas flow~

.

- 3. !!alling the tungsten rather then
pointing it

4. Controlling the veld to prevent craters

Cleaning the parent metal before veldingt

5.

,

5 Lee { el,df rg :
*

,

One man had the
Tour swn were observed in the st eel veldinr, areas.
knowledr.e of proper nachine and gas flow settin;;s however he lacked,

This man vns one of your oldest welders.i

the welding t er.hnittuer..
Tus other three A n had very lit tie knowledr,v about proper settings!

Tnis ma.i

and one of the three Isched the proper weldieg techniques.Ai:nin it w.invae ynnr olde.*t t aployee in your welding department.j

ti.at all conditions existed to turn out maxim:.m production,,
' apparsat

biAr Jon,, m. you have these enndit tnnn you vill (Ind that ce rtirying velder:e" -

Whe- observinr. severs 1 of the ter:f 1s totnr. to Le cztremely dif ficult. the follosin; conditions| welders it was found thatcuupe:?e run by youti

exicted:

1. Crystallisstions of the veld
* .

2. Porosity

3. tenctratico that exceeded 100:

4 Undcrat

5. Weaklo;; of pat ent metal in the best .

effected zone

All the cunditjons are created directly by running too high of amperages.
tou high of tac flows, and dirty metal.

p(p(,'Orn Exhibit 1
||' o Page 5 ef 7

LJ
;'?. . ,

'
: '.
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r ,(4 ,r|,

s it. , ,.
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I

f ( \

|
v Other Observationst

!. 1. The using of fans in the velding areas
is common practice. This condition causes
the gas shield to be ble m away, thus causing

,. porosity in the welds. This is another reason*

for the high gas'fleV' pressures which is costly,
'

since larger volumes of gas,are used then necessary..

2. It was noted that Argon /C0 cix was being used
in your M.I.C. welding operations on steel. This

2again is costly because CO youldbeadequatefor
, costs about 1/6 ofyour operation. St3aightCO

what 75/25 Argen/c0 eix costs.'

3. Many of your employees do not use eye protection -

or face prote: tion. I'm certain you mu!c have
frequently absenteeism due to eye flash injuries.:

i No use of safety glasses in the entire pler.t.*.

Welders must wear safety glannes under their'

i velding hood. (An OSilA Standard).

[', 5. The plant is not in ce=pliance with 0.1A Stendsrds.4
This could cause extresc hsidship in the future

j -

espe:islly if you have a severe injury cf one of
I your c:ployees.

Suggetion:'

llunty* Products Inc., should consider a training program for theses
individuals enployed in their welding departmunt. This progrs: should
e.rphasize velding methods as well as welding techniques.

Any success arising f ro= this training program is highly questionable,
sincu proper velding niethods and techniques would cut produ: tion. The
present attitude in your welding dersrtment is quantity nut quality.
Sound certified quality welds will definitely reduce quantity, hevever -
the savings in cost of materials will most likely improve or equalire
profits.

Exhibit I
Page 6 of 7

[M 9
. .

_
+

U
'
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D -

! t.m submitting this report with the intension of creating many
constructive suggestions and have no intension to sound like I a-;_

being critical. You reslized you had some concerns or you would'

have never contactr.d Technichron in the first place. Therefore.,

i

*# - 1 siticerely hope tbst I have been if service to your company. sad
that vc ::y serve you ogsin in the future.,

.

.

Thank you.

!
Respectively Submitted

I

l

Individual "J" ,

Techn1chron Scheel of Weldirg

i

i
!

'l

I

u

e

i

'
.

.#

Exhibi: I

Page 7 ef 7
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|

, make the following written voluntaryI

.' ', Individual "B"
| statement to James Foster who has identified himself

to me as an investigation specialist of the Nuclear
I understand that I do not

~

Regulatory Commission.
have to make a statement and that any statement I do

.

". make may be used in legal proceedings.
:

.

I have no knowledge of low yield strength steel, below
30,000 lbs. per square inch, having been present at the
Husky Products Plant nor of such material having been
utilized in the production of cable pans for the Zimmer
Nuclear Power Plant.

,

I have read the preceding statement consisting ofIt is
one page and made corrections where necessary.

,

a true representstion.
<

i /'' >
.'O

Individual "3";

Signed

"M [* 7 fDate
_

/
| v

$ s| &j.
a % a ssWitness r

Wp $__h 7;
Witness

.

Exhibit II

4 ><ir ,2x
; , . . . , . . . . . . . . .. .

. . - . . . . , . . . . . , .
.

.
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,

.

!

|
I , Individual "ca , make the following written voluntary

i
. statement to James Foster who has identified himself

to me as an investigation specialist of the Nuclear
,

Regulatory Commission. I understand that I do not
N'

- have to make a statement and that any statement I do
make may be used in legal. proceedings.#

.

.

. I have no knowledge of low yield strength steel,
below 30,000 lbs. per square inch, having been present at the
Husky Products Plant nor of such material having been
utilized ir. the production of cable pans for the Zimmer
Nuclear Power Plant.

I have read the preceding statement consisting of
one page and made corrections where necessary. It'

is a true representation.

()' ..

!
-

. Signed , Indiyidual,"C" .,

f* Ah* f 5Date

h.MWitness -M ,

|
Witne **~ >/ u .-p ^ &//* - }'r '*

<
_

; . - ':
-

.

I

.

Exhibit III

)

.
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!

!
l ("') to

I, Individual "I" make the following voluntary written statement
,

James E. Foster, who has identified himself to me as an Inves:igation-

,

I understand that
. - Specialist of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
i: " I do not have to make a statement, and any statement that I do make =ay-

.

I am presently e= ployed by Husky Products~ be used in legal proceedings.
t

(as) an Industrial Engineer.
!

|
To the best of my knowledge, no low yield point material has ever

|

been utilized in the manuf acture of equipment for the Zi=mer "uclear

f Power Plant, Unit 1. I have been directly involved with the in-house
!

welder certification progra: since its inceptien. This program hasi

|
been properly conducted, and follows the provisions of ASHI See: ion IX

i

I did not o bj ect to my participation in thisfor ,velder certification.I I

program, but h.d to become knowledgeable in velding before becomf.n;'

cen:: ally involved in the progra=. I feel that welder cer:ifica:ien

has been honestly conducted.

-

'm'elding procedures and welders have no: been re-qualified when weld
~ '

shield Eas or gas mixtures have been changed. I peinted out to

Individual "A" tha: this had not been done. After 3-4 weeks, Husky

started using CO gas strictly as the procedure calls for.
2

Exhibit IV

Page 1 of 2

- /) x u - | 1. Y
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i

I
,

-

O 1naivia" t "'"
-

y

-

.

t had not8

I was aware that the Aluminum-Bronze }!IG spot veld process
.

~ .that these qualifications3'

I felt

-

been qualified as to process or welders.
,

I.

i nce velding in
were not necessary, as the process is similar to res sta

,

and the**he velding parameters are set,
t that it is semi-automatic.

4

welder only aims the welding gun.
I

i
consisting of two (2) pages,

I have read this voluntary statement,,

| is a true representation.It
and made corrections where necessary.t

i

Signed Individual "I"
o teo /en _r. r-,...

Witness: _12-,.
f - {'} .

,

9/28/78I 9/2S/75 pageliarvey 11. Veseett
|

Exhibit IV

Page 2 of 2
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'

'
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.
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.
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Text: Individual "D": 2-10-76

Low tensile Zimer 'p g o.;
stringers mixed b; |i ,

'
,,

in stores and L|
0-

now being used ,rj,, r s c .,

for straights' O!!Di'E ,i

!Individual "A" ,jL [ j _

. .,

Returned with
verbal reply
to "ferget it"

2-10-76. Exhibit VI

-W'I ~/Q
.
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11ptember 22, 1978

msky manufactures Cable Trays toND'.A Standards as per a catahg as a
co:nnreial item. It also manufactures mcdifientions of Standsrd items :.nd'

( specials to a custoaers specifications.

Zianers vere special in 41uportant ways as follows.:
.

1. They rcquired special vrap around splice plates with different belt
- . holes to strengthen tnt joints ware ~2 trays cone together.

.'. 2. They specified side rail material to have a ninixam tensile str::.ctn of
_

35,000 pounds.

3. Velding was to be mig Velded in accordance with AS'c Section 9
and te be performed by certified veldert.

4. All pertinent records relative to Quality are te be retained on
long term retention basis.

In respect to the velding this mee.nt that the velds were to have a quality,

level equal to that required for boilers and pressure vessels. Taese were te
be top quslity velds with goed fusion, atnicturany sound and with mini:rm
of defects. These vers to be velded by qualified welders certified as such
thru testing as caued <mt in Section 9 et ASMS.

Lsky velders are ce,2petent to preduce co:nereinl type velds for an ordinary
cosnercial product where de'ects and lack of fusion is acceptable. This is

, the type of vold done daily on our eenercial work. We have Incentive Standard:
( / on this work and cu- veldors ee.rn froa 160 to 2005 day in e.nd day out. This

is the type velding described in Mr. Ind. "J"s repert,

Testing of our vel.;ers established their incespetence to preduce quality velds
at pressure vessel standards. Esky worked with the veldors until they made
one goed piece which weald pass a bend tesh. The velder is then certified
and then gi es rignt back te productien maktng comercial type veids fe.- Incentive
which is tne only t.ge veld ever mada. 02tside ,ef saking this one tent piace
they have no production experience in this type veld. Essed on their difficulty
in passing the test they need considersbly acre trainin;, fono"ed with actual
production experience, befere they can be ecspetent to produce a high quality
typ of veld.

4;ality velt.ing would greatly increase the nanufacturing cost, partic'ilarl~
if we changed all velding to beeene quality type. A second alternative ve.ad
be to produce quality velds whac required en nuclear work sad ceaercie_1
qaality on,all other verk. Esky8: decision was to certify the veldors but
produce only the normal oeuercial type velds en en verk. Vt.veuld teu peeple
ve veld to Section 9 er ASMS with certified voldors. This has never chcnged.
We have never ude any effort to produce pressure vessel quality velds.

F 9 T) Exhibis VII

[ @' ' | ' 'i n] Page 1 of 2
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Sheet ;: ex e
,

Quality Centre!!t

This was done en the Zix:er job and was incorporated inte theG section 9 and tne veld:! O
>>nual that Esky Welding is in conformance with ASIthat people think thst
are made by certified velders. This is misleading ini l quality velds

nade by a velder vhe ence made cce quality veld piece.they vill get quality velds. In=tead everybedy gets oe.nerc aOn this basis }L:ky
:.

,

has secured additional nacicar work. t

The top Fanagers of Rsky are en a benus setup. Anything that adds cosTo produce r:uality
~.

subtracts fres profit which in turn reduces their bonus.It is entirely possibleI'-
would be very expensive and would reduce their benus.based entirely
the desisten not to produce the specified quality velds wasand my people was,
en the cost required to de se. The reason given to me

; "that it is cox.pletely unnecesssry.

|

!

| Individual "A"
4

!

September 22, 1978

I

' )
-

.

1

! .

4

Exhibit VII
Page 2 of 2
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* * NUCLEAR REGULATOPY COMMISSION' ~~

,
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799 mooSEVE wT mGab
-

E k ' #~~

q, . A' W. r
' p

c w . . . . . . . v. . ~ . wot
. .

.....
J3N 0 31570-

.

- Docket No. 50-358
'. Cincinnati Gas and Electric .

- Company
ATTX: Mr. Earl A. Borg= ann'

Vice President
Engineering Services

-

and Electric Production
139 East 4th Street
Cincinna:1, OH 45201 .

Gen:le=en:
I. T. Yin ofThis refers :e the inspection condue:ed by 12.

this effice en Neve=ber 16-17, 1978, of ac:ivities a: the
.,

k'=. h. Zi==er Power Sta:1en authorized by NRC Cons:ruction *

No. C?PR-88 and to the discussion of our findings withPer:1: the conclusionMr. B. K. Culver and others of your staf f a:This also refers te the investiga icn andof the inspection. I. T. Yin on Nove=ber 21, 1978, a:;
. inspection conducted by 12.

and Lundy Engineers of fice in Chicago, relative te the()i

Sargen
' docu=ent con::cl provisions for pipe stress reports.,

iden:ifies areasThe edclosec c=py of our inspecti:n reper:k'ithin these areas, theexamined during the inspec:icn.
inspecti:n consisted of a selec:1ve examinatien =f procedures
and representative recc:ds, observa:1:ns, and in:erviews with
persennel. ~

During this inspe::icn, certain of your ac:1vities appeared
to be in nenec=pliance with SRC requirements, as described
in the enclosed Append A.

to you pursuan: te the provisiens cfThis notice is'sen:
See:ica 2.201 of :he NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2, Ti:leSee:1cn 2.20; requires ycu10, Ce;e of Federal Regula:icns.to this office within :hir:y days of your receip: .

-

to sub=1:cf this notice a writ:en statemen: or explanation in reply,
(1) co :Ectiveincluding for each ite= of nonco:pliance:

actien taken and the results achieved; . (2) corrective'ac:ica
to be taken to avoid fur:he: nence:pliance; and (3) the da:e
when full ecepliance vill be achieved.

.-

.

D T'''/
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-

.

I Cincinnati Gas and
-

.

! 1.lactric Company .

(
e

f Practice,".

,In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's '' Rules o~

Part 2. Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this. _

letter, the enclosures, and your response to this letter vill be
If

placed in the NRC's Public Locument Roo=, except as follovs.., ,

the enclosures contain information that you or your contractors
.

! believe to be proprietary, you must apply in writing to this office,^

l '. vichin twenty days of your receipt of this letter, to withhold such
The application nust include- ,

information from public disclosure.
a full statement of the reasons for which the infor=ation is ' con-
sidered proprietary, and should be prepared so that proprietary

.information identified in the application is contained in an'

enclosure to the application.
i

Ve vill gladly discuss any questions you have concerning this
inspection.

Sincerely,

1

i
.

!

t

R. F. Eeishnan, Chief
Reactor Construction and('

.
Engineering Support 3 ranch

.

E= closures:
1. Appendiz A Notice

of Violatics

2. IE Inspection Report
No. 50-353/75-27

cc w/encis:
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t

1 Appendix A*
i

i

( ;

NOTICE OF VIOLATION
.

''

.
'

. Decke: No. 50-358
. Cincinna:1 Cas and

Electric Company'

-

.> r .

' Based on the results of an NRC inspection conducted en Nove=ber 16-17,
.

appears that certain of your activities were net cen-.

and 21, 1978, it The
ducted in full compliance with NRC requirements as noted belev.

.

,

item is an inf raction.
t that measures

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion VIII requires, in part,
shall'be established for identifica:ien and centrol of materials,identifica icnIhese measures shall assure thatparts and cespenents. nu=ber, serial nu:bar,
of :he item is maintained by heat nu=ber, par:
or c:her appropria:e means, either en the 1:e= or on records traceablefabricatien, erection, ins:alla:icn,to the 1:em, as required throughout "Issential
and use of the 1:e=. Paragraph 17.1.8.2 of the FSAR s:stes,

. bear iden:ifica:ics as to hea:materials, parts, and cocpenents. .
nu=ber, . . . and ce=plete t.aceability exists betweennu=ber, par:

the item and quality control recerds."

Centrary to the above, a==ng the six hangers and restrain:s cbserved,-,

and the records reviewed by the inspector, :ve rigid supports velded( .,,

nu bers for =a:erial and weld! te essential piping did not have hea: One otherfiller metal nor did they have velders' iden:ifications.
rigid seis=ic restraint having the sLnilar noncenpliance was iden-
tified recen:1y by the KII QC inspector.

.

.

.

.

.

..
-

. ..

.
.

.

-
.

.

/-} - Xt/ -J '2L..

-
'

1028 ;
'



|_.
_ _ _ _ - _ . . _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ . _ . _ _ ._ _ _ __

.

I

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY Com11SSION
1

.

~

OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCLMENT|
-

f' (''\
.

REGION 111
i

! - .

Report No. 50-358/70-27
License No. CPPR-SS

Decks. No. 50-356: .

1

,

Cincinnati Gas and Elec:ric Co=pany.

Licensee:*

, 139 East 4th S:reet
Cincinna:1, OH 45201

1W . H. Zi==er Power Station, Unit
Facility Name:'

and Lundy
W=. H. Zi==er 1 Si:e, Moscow, Ohio; and Sargen

.

4

Inspection A:: Of fice, Chicago'
,

Nove=ber 16-17 and 21, 1978Inspec:icn Cendue:ed:

htide
..

I~

T. T.' Yin ,

Inspector-

(-| * *{ ' M5 M'l'

,D. Y D n cason ChiefReviewed By See:1en 2Engineering Supper:
. (
t

-

I

I

Inseection Sutrarv
No. 50-355/73-071

Inspection en Nove=ber 16-17 and 21, 197S (Reoer:Inspec: ion of saf e:y-t . lated hangers and restrain:s
con:rel previsien for pipe stress calcula:icns and reperts.

Areas Inscec:ed:
(2) Observa:1cnand document

Review of welding and NDE procedures,(3) Review of velding.and ra:erial. including: (1)
ei veld con:rel and performance, ou:decr s::: age, and (5)

Observa:icn of hanger cenponent Therecords, (a)
,centrcl measures for pipe stress analyses.

inspec:1cn nvolved a to:al of 13 inspec:c:-hours ensi:e, and 5 inspec-Review of decumen:

the Sargent and Lundy offices by one NRC inspector. items of neccerplianceter-heurs.atOf the five areas inspected, no apparent identifiedResults:
were iden:ified in fcur areas; ene 1:e= of noncempliance was
in ene area (Infrac:icn - rigid supper:s velded := essen:ial p,iping were

ma:erial and velder's iden:ifica:ien - Paragraph 3.d). ,
-

vi:heu: *
.

m
-

o

.

. .

. .

O

-

-- )( i / -- /3 3
.
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t DETAILS _
*

1 -

i, .

I

( Persons Contac:edi

16-17, 1978,

Insoection on Site During November*

.

Principal Licensee E=elevees (CG6E)
.

Manager -

*B. K. Culver, Projec:
Schwiers, Pri-ncipal QA and S:andards ' Engineer, ,

W. W.
*J. F. Weissenberg, QA and S:andards Engineerr

'.
*R. L. Wood, QA and S:andards Engineer

,

, .

*J. B. Verderbrueggen Hanger Engineer

Kaiser Encineer, Inc. (Kell

*R. Marshall, Project Manager
R. E. Turner, QA Manager

*M. G. Franchuk, Mechanical QA Engineer
K. T. Shinkle, Hanger and Mechanical Inspec:or

and Lundr Office, Chicagr_,

Sargen:Investigation and Insnection at
| en Seve=ber 21, 1978'

,

.

Licensee Recresentative (CG&E)_

**k'. k'. Schwiers, Principal QA and Standards Engineer
(

Sargen: and Lunde Engineers (S&Ll

**E. 3. Branch, Head, Engineering Mechanics Division (EMD)
.

**J. 3. ' Adee, Jr. , QA Coordinator
Structural Projec: EngineerS. Rurka, Senic:

J. M. McLaughlin, Assistant Manager, Structural Depart =en:
-

'

**C. I. Kite, Section Superviesr, EMD
~ **R. J. Pruski, Frej ect Manager

**K. F. Scheibel, Proj ect Director
S. G. Carlsen, Mechanical Freject Enginter
R. P. Pauliukenis, Ad=inistra:Or, EMD
4. P. Gillis,-Seni=: QA Coordina:Or

*'E. 5. Taylcr. As sis tan: Head, QA Division -

- **W. G. Begener., Manager, Mechanical Depar: men:

"SSRC Region I
-

.

. ..

'A. 5. Fasano, Reactor Inspector
a: s1:e Exit Interview en Seve=ber 17, 1975.
at site Exi: Intervier on Nove:ber 21, 1978.* denotes those presen:

** denotes those presen

.

-2-

8- X // _ f 3
-

. .
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_

1.icensee Action on Previously Identified Items _~

i

Inadequate hanger, snubber,i

( 'Open) Noncompliance Item (358/75-18-01):The details of the problem areas
i n

'

and restraint inspection program. 78-18, Section II, Paragraph 1.
observed are recorded in RIII Re. port No.
During this inspection samples of the KEI " Construe:1on InspectionInprocess Inspection", and the CG&E " Mechanical

-

~

Plan Daily Work Sheet, Final Inspec-
.

Construction Test Procedure" MC-5 entitled " Pipe Supper:
.

h
tien," Revision 0, dated Septe=ber 5,1978, were reviewed by t e

-

~ inspector and are cor nidered unacceptable based pn the f ollowing.

findings:-

,

The inprocess inspection checklist relative to the specific ~
prepared and approved by supervision1.

inspection areas was no: -

er engineering.

No requirements for documenting deviations if they are not within.2.
specific accepetnce tolerance.

should be carried out during inprocess instal-Inspec: ions that recurrence3. la: ions to, ensure ti=ely corrections and preven: of
were placed in final inspection period when adjustmen:

,

compenents are required prior :o :es:ing and operations.

Functional or Progra: Areas Insoected

Review of Welding and UDE Procedures for Bangers and Restraints
{ ' l.<

Th'e following procedures from the Kaiser Engineers, Inc. (KII)

Special Process Procedure Manual (SPPM) were reviewed by theinspecter relative te the welding and NDE werk for hangers and
m

restraints.

..WS Carbon Steel3.1.51, " Shielded Metal Arc,
'

S??M No.
to u rbon Steel S:ructural Shapes Charpy Tes:ed A-SSEa.

17, 1975.. This procedureGr. 3 (As rolled)", dated February,

was qualified on January 24, 1975.
23, 1975.

SFPM No.'. 6, R.3," visual Exa ina: ion", da:ed May
b.

3.3, R.4, " Welding Filler Ma:erials Con:rolc. SPPM No.
Procedure", dated April 9,1975.

.

No 1: ems of nonco=pliance or deviations were iden:ified.
,

Obse-vatten of Weld Controls and Perfer .ance ,

..

2.

The inspector observed the veld filler metal issuance 1:e=s revieve'da. of the reactor building.
- s:ation eas: .

.

-3-

h - X ll |][-
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,

!
-

included ca.'ibration of ele: trode hol . . - oven, ce6 trol,

f electrodesof portable heated containers, segregat.::.,

! ( by type and size, and certiffcations of electrodes., _

-

The inspector observed the finished shop and field weldsb.
on hangers and snubbers number IW50445R, LWR 091SR,.

LWR 214HR, LWR 200HR, and lWS311RA. No rejec:able veld
- .

surface conditions had been identified..:

No items of noncompliance or deviations were identified..~
.

Review of Welding and Material Records~ 3.

Selective areas of weld filler metal and a:pach=en: hanger
materials for the following ite=s were reviewed by the
inspector for certification of compliance.

.

Snubber 1WSO445R:a.

The heat nu=ber en :he pipe at:achmen:, a section of S"-

sch. 40 pipe, is 31565. I: vas shop welded to line
.

1WS15A18.
!

b. Rigid Restrain: 1WR091SR:

The hea number on the pipe a::achnen: is 252661, shep
velded to line 1WR03A14(

c. Anchor lWS311RA:

numbers on the shear lugs are 69D782 and 71AOSS.
.

The hea:
The caterial certification, including tensile :es:ing

-
&nd chemical analysis for Hea: Nc. 69D782, was reviewed
by the inspe :or.

*

d. Ritid Supper:s LWR 200ER, and LWR 214ER:
.

" The hea: numbers for the rigid support pipe =e:bers
velded :o the Closed Cooling Syste: lines 1WR06A14
and 1ER07A14 designated as pipe class "C" and seis=ic

~

class "3" essen:ial co=ponents were not available.
nu=bers for the veld filler =e:alFurther, the hea:

marked on :heand welders' iden:ification were no: -

.
-

supports or recorded in the ins:allation documen:s.
: .

-

Rigid Seis=ic Restraints 1FCO375K:e.

There were no heat numbers on :he eight shear lugs. .*
No. I 1445, da:ed Nove=ber 8,Nonce =pliance Repor:,

~

this.1973, was written to documen:*

4-

79- w - isc
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f
.

!

; The lack of control and identification of safety related =aterials
as described in ite= d above is an apparent ite= of nonce =pliance'

i {. identified in Appendix A. (358/78-27-01).
~

t .

'

Except as noted, no ite=s of nonco=pliance or deviations were
~

identified.. -

- .
I

4. Observation of Hanger Co=cenent Outdoor Storage
-

.

: . The condition of components for hangers and restraints stored
i outdoors at the laydown area, east of the reactor buildings,*

~. was considered questionable. Rus was observed at the ball.,

bushing cea:ed structural =e=bers. Components were observed
off the dunnage on the sandy soil. A Nenconfor=ance Report,

,

No. E-851 identified piping storage proble=s at the same area
on October 10, 1977. This report was still open. The inspec:cri

stated that he had concerns relative to: (1) the acceptabilityi

of the rus:y and frozen bushings which =ay require close gap
clearance, and (2) the ti=ely resolution of nonec=for=ances.

| This is an unreselved ite: pending =cre in-dep:h inspecticn
i *during a future visit. (358/78-27-02)

No ite=s of nonce =pliance or devia: ions were identified.

5. S&L Pioe Stress Reecrt Document Centrol'

.

The inspec cr r'eceived a telephone call en October 17,197S, frc=
: an individual who alleged enat the control for documentation of
'

the stress reports was met adequate. The inspec:c perfor=ed
investiga: ions relative te the subject =acter on Nove=ber 21, 1978,
a: the S&L office, Chicago. Wi:h the excep icn cf ene specific

,

probler. relative :c the engineer not keeping an up-to-da:e proce-
dure, no apparen proble=s were identified during the inves:1ga:icn
and inspec:icn.

.

Areas Insoected:
.

a. Procedures Review

The following manual procedures were reviewed by the
inspec:or:.

(1) S&L Organiza:icn Manual - Secticn 2E, dated Oc:ober 15;
1978, 'a descriptien of functienal authiri:1es and

'
reporting responsibilities.

. .

.

* .

-5-
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.

,_

I

|
. S&L Organization Position Description Manual

.Section*

(2)
,

- 2H, dated October 15, 1978. This section included
Engineering(N responsibilities of Mechanical Department,>

the division that is respen-j Mechanics Division (EMD),
sible for piping analysis and issuance of stress reports.i

Specific job descriptions within EMD reviewed included.

.,
Engineer, PipingSystem Analysis Supervisor, Project

'

. Engineer, and Engineering Analyst.
*

.

EMD Technical Procedure No. 11, " Standard EMD
.

'. (3) f er Piping Syste= Stress Report".
-

Checklis:
Revision 3, dated July 3, 1976. This procedure -

included Group QA procedure GQ - 3.08, Design
.

Calculation Requirements.

IMD Ad=inistra:ive Procedure No. 5, " Procedure
-

(4) f or Filing Reports, Me=oranda, and Analyses",
Revisien 2, dated Dece=ber 7, 1976.

EMD Ad=inistrative Procedure No. 6, "EMD Report(5)'

Number Assignment". Revision 1, approved on
Dece:bar 18, 1976.

b. Review of S&L Audits .,

The following S&L internal audit reports, including
(.! corree:ive actions, were reviewed by the inspector:.

_

!

-

Report on Internal Audi: No. 23 perfer:ed on(1) April 1, 2, and 5, 1976, rela:ive to personnal;

cerpliance with procedures f or design calcula:icn,
'

system and s: rue:ure design review, and QA documen-
tation.

.

en Internal Audi: No. G-17 perf or:ed en() Reper: 30, 1976, re2a:ive :o persennel ceeplianceSeptember
with QA decu=enta:1cn requiremen:s.

(3) Reper: on In:ernal Audi: No. G-39 performed on
' October 24, 1977, relative to personnel ec=pliance .

s:andards. ,

with QA procedures and department
.

on Internal Audi: he. 31 performed en(4) Reper: 18 and 19, 1977, rela:ive :o personnelApril 14, 14,.

ce=pliance vi:h procedu-es for design nalcula:icns,~~ ~a-
and syste= design revievs.

.
.

(5) Reper: en Internal Audit No. G-59 perfor=ed en ,-
June 25-30, 1975, relative to persennel ec=pliance
vi:h various departmen; standards.

.

-6-
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t
4

Report on International Audit No. 41 performed after
I .

' (6) problems' identified at the site in A.ugust, 1978,design.
i relative to the adequacies of hanger componen:
j - s Areas audited included work imple=enta: ion of the -I
j following QA procedures:

-

! ,

GQ - 3.04 Design Criceria
*

" GQ - 3.07 S&L Drawings
, ' GQ - 3.08 terign Calculation

; GQ - 4.01 Procurement Specification--

-

QA Division Corrective Ae ion Reports (CAR) ,

(7)

CAR 66, dated June 10, 1977
3

CAR 67, dated June 10, 1977
CAR 93, dated October 22, 1976,

..
,

(8) Reperts en Internal Reaudits!

| for CAR No.. No. 31.1, dated July 15 and 21, 1977
66, 67, 68 and 69.'

. No. 17.1, dated Nove=ber 26, 1976 f er CAR No. 93.l

'
.

Review of Stress Recortsc.

The status of stress reports is centrolled by card index
files with ec=pu:er printout updates as work tecl and..s' ( ', ' Three approved stress reports selected at. reference.
randen were reviewed by the inspector in :he aret cf docu-

,
~

men: cencrel.

EMD-4130-WR-09, "Reac:ct Building C1: sed C cling Water",(1)
da:ed November 22, 1977.

EMD-4130-HD-6, " Free Sec=nd Stage RETR Drain Tank ::(2) Condensor HD-6", Revision,1, da:ed June 12, 1973.
.

The abeve two reports were signed off by the qualified
preparer and reviewer and appreved by the superviscr.

.

QA calculation checklist was included and signed-of f. ,

configuration, code ec==itments, andCceputer printout
ref erence drawing nu=ber were included in :he repor:.

-

The co=put er progra: used is Pl?SYS 09.5.065-3.4, da t.ed
September 6, 1977. The 1 cad ce=b ..a:ien daes appeared .

~

. ~ .
-

to be complete.~

(3) Reper: en "10-inch Centainmen: Spray Header (*Jpier),
- Run 5".

.

O e

*
.
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~

!

' 27, 1973,*

RH-05-TF.-3, Revision 2, dated September
..

i

27, 1973.l
'

, RH-05-SE-2, dated Septenber,

30, 1973.( '! RB-05-k'T-2, dat ed March'

h

Although no calculation checklist was included in t e
above reports, it was considered acceptable because~

he estab-
the calculations were perforced prior to tThe reports include,

- lishment of such a requiremen:.The load ccebination for pri=ary
-

system, configuration.and secondary stresses appeared to be in order.
The.

'

.

code requirements were s:ated in the reports. -,

.

d. Scaff Interview
(EA) who

'

The inspeczor interviewed the Engineering Analys: reviewed the reports IMD-4130-k'R-09, and EMD-4130-F.D .
i 6

reviewing stress
The latest revision of the procedure fo:in processien of the EA, even though

1978, from thecalculations was not
the Interoffice Memerandum of July 24, EMD

Head, to EMD to the staff specifically stated thatTechnical procedure No. 11 Revision 3, approved on July
3,

,

The

197S, should be main:ained and used by the S:sff.(1) the outdated DC Precedure
.
'

inspectors concern included: removed from the -

No.11, dated September 6,1977, was ne: unawareness of the
EA's loca:1on, (2) the EA's apparen: i ing

proceduit upda:ing, and (3) the EA's dif ficulty in retr evThis is an unresolved item.(~, , the required procedures.
(355/78-27-03)<

So items of conce pliance or deviations were iden:ified.

Enres:1ved Itees is required in

Unresolved i:e=s are matters abcut which =cre infer:ation1:e:s, items of nencer-
order := ascertain whe:her they are acceptableTve unresolved i:e=s dis:lesed during the inspe:-

,

pliance or deviations.: ion are discussed in Paragraph 4 and 5.6

Exit Interview s
vith licensee represen:a::ves (deno:ed in the Person

,

b r 17
the c=nclusien of the inspec:icn on Novem esu==arized :he purpese and findings of :heThe inspector ee:

Contac:ed paragraph) a:
-

The licensee acknowledged the findings reported herein.
The inspec:cand 21, 197S.

inspection.
.

.

:-

.

.S-
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(! ADVISORY COMMI a te. ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDSi ,

\- UNITED STATES ATOMIC ENERCY COMMISSION,

f WASHINGTON, D.C. 29545 *
,.

! (-
September 17, 1971

_

~

.

||-
,

Honorable James R. Schlesinger-

Chairman
U. S. Atomic Energy Cocnission
Washington, D. C. 20545.

Subject: REPORT ON WILLIAM H. ZIMMER NUCLEAR POWER STATION, UNIT 1

j Dear Dr. Schlesinger:.
! n

At its 137th meeting, September 9-11, 1971, the Advisory Comitteei

on Reactor Safeguards completed its review of the application from,

j the Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company, the Columbus and Southern
Ohio Electric Company, and the Dayton Power and Light Company for '

(..
a permit to construct the William H. 7.imer Nuclear Power Station,
Unic 1. The Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company is responsible for-

the design, construction, and operation of the plant and is author-4 s
b i=ed to. act as sole igent durirg construction and for licensing nego ~i

: tiations. The project was considered at Subcommittee meetings on
August 27, 1971, at the plant site, and on September 1 and September 8,,

j 1971, in Washington, D. C. 'During its review the Comittee had the
benefit of discussions with representatives and consultants of the
applicants, Sargent and Lundy, the e meral Electric Company, and the
AEC Regulatory Staff. The Comittee also had the benefit of the
documents listed below.>

The Zimer Station will be located in Ohio on a 635-acre site on the
Ohio River approximately 24 miles southeast of Cincinnati and one-half

~

mile north of Moscow, Ohio. The population of Moscow is estimated by
the applicants to be 348. The nearest population center is Covington,
Kentucky which is located 20 miles northwest of the site and has a
population of 60,000. The low population zone radius is 3.0 miles
within which the 1960 population was less than 1,900 and the projected
1985 population less than 2,800. The projected 1985 population within
10 miles of the site is 30,100. The exclusion :ene has a mini =um
radius of 1,250 feet, is bounded on the north by U. S. Route 52, and
includes a small manufacturing plant located on the ' periphery. Provi-
sions have been made to evacuate the employees of this plant in the
unlikely event of an accident.

.

*

_
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(. Honorable James R. Schlesinger v 2- September 17, 1971
m,

4 (V.s,

The Zimmer Station will utilize a General Electric boiling water
reactor to be operated at a power level of 2436 BJt. It is the
first reactor of the GE 1969 product line reviewed by the Comittee.<-

Waste heat is rejected to the atmosphere by a natural-draf t cooling
,

9- tower. .

i ~
The primary containment is of the over-under pressure suppression '

, type simi: sr to those of the previously reviewed Limerick and
Shoreham units. The drywell is a steel-lined prestressed concrete
truncated cone; the pressure suppression chamber is a cylinder of
similar construction. The dryvell and pressure suppression chamber
are separated by a reinforced concrete deck penetrated by 88 vent,

pipes. The reactor building is constructed of reinforced concrete
up to ,the refueling floor and of structural steel and paneling at
higher levels. The design is intended to limit inleakage to 1007.
of the building voltmie per day at a pressure of 1/4 inch of water
during operation of the standby gas treatment system. This system,'

which includes provisions * for circulating air throughout the reactor
building, exhausts through redundant sets of double high efficiency
particulate air filters and deep-bed activated carbon sorbers.

, . .

'

!( The emergency core cooling system of the GE 1969 product line
~

incorporates several changes. The high pressure injection system
.

has been modified to inject water through a sparger'directly over; ~

'

the top of the core, rather than into the downcomer region via the
feedwater line. Also, an elactric motor drive instead of a steamI

turbine drive is used for the pump. This system now also serves as
one of the two core spray systems. The low pressure coolant injec-
tion. system has been modified to inject water from the suppression
pool directly into the core region through three separate lines,
each of which is supplied water by a separate pump. The maximum
diameter of the reactor recirculation' piping has been reduced from
28 to 20 inches.

'

The applicants have proposed to design the main steam lines and .

turbine stop and bypass valves to requirements which are substan-
tially similar to AEC quality assurance Classification Group 3.
The Committee believes that the main steam lincs should be designed
to retain their integrity during a design basis earthquake. The
applicants propose to install a sealing system, designed as an
engineered safety feature, in connection with the main steam line
isolation valves to minimize leakage. These matters should be
resolved in a manner satisfactory to the Regulatory staff prior to
completion of construction of the station.

G
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| Honorable James R. Schlesinger -3- September 17, 1971

The applicants have studied design features to make tolerable the~

consequences of. failure to scram during anticipated transients, and
have concluded that automatic tripping of the recirculatica pumps;-
and injection of boron could provide a suitable backup to the control

, rod system for this type of event. The Conuittee believes that this
.

; - recirculation pump trip represents a substantial improvement and
. should be provided for the.Zimmer reactor. However, further evalua-

tion of the sufficiency of this approach and the specific means of
implementing the proposed pump trip should be made. This matter
should be resolved in a manner satisfactory to the Regulatory Staff

,

and the ACES during construction of the reactor.,

!

The radioactive vaste disposal systems process high and low conduc-,

tivity liquid wastes by demineralizers or evaporators and the
de onta ainated effluent is recycled to the condensate storage tank,

j for reuse. Chemical and. detergent wastes normally are to be
; processed through evaporators and, if necessary, further processed
i
' by demineralizers before discharge. The gaseous ~ waste treatme.it

system includes a high temperature catalytic recombiner followed

] (.
'

by a 30-minute holdup system. The applicants will provide an
additional holdup system which results in the substantial reduction

I of all isotopes except long-lived krypton. The applicants haveI (~ c-
stated that both the liquid and gaseous waste handling systems will'

be used to the fullest extent and will lisait releases of radioactiv-
ity or exposures to man to values less than those specified in the,

proposed 10 CFR 50, Appendix I. An environmental monitoring program
has been established, and the applicants have stated that it will
permit the calculation of radiation exposures to man from records of
radioactivity released from the plant..

The applicants have stated a system will be provided to control the
concentration of hydrogen in the primary containment that might
follow in the unlikely event of a loss-of-coolant accident. The ~

Committee believes that the containment should be inerted and that
the hydrogen control system should be designed to maintain the
hydrogen concentration within acceptable limits using the assump-
tions listed in the AEC Safety Guide 7, Control of Combustible Gas
Concentrations in Containment Following a Ioss of Coolant Accident.

The applicants' pipe whip criteria consider both longitudinal and
circumferential pipe breaks and provide for the installation of
piping restraints as required to prevent damage to essential reactor
coolant systems and equipment or to the containment.

-

.

'

g x , i - / V3
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Honorable .!nes R. S:hlesinger -4- September 17, 1971
, .

,

Other problems related to large water reactors have been identified
by the Regulatory Staf f and the ACRS and cited in previous ACRS.,

'

reports.
The Co.nnittee believes that resolution of these items

, should apply equally to the Zinner Station.
.

; -
The Co.nnittee believes that the items mentioned above can be

- resolved during construction and that, if due consideration is.

given to these items, the William H. Zi:::mer Nuclear Power Station,i

Unit I can be constructed with reasonable assurance that it can be{ operated without undue risk to the health and safety of the public..

; Sincerely yours,
,

'

>
!

| *

!
.

'

Spencer E. Bush
Chairman

i

I (
i References
4 3 .

I J 1.
| Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company, Columbus and Southern Ohio
! Electric Company, and The Dayton Power and Light Company, License
I Application and Preliminary Safety Analysis Report (Volumes 1

through 5) for the William H. Zimmer Nuclear Power Station
.

2. Amendments 1 through 7 and 9 through 19 to the License Application!

for the William H. Zimer Nuclear Power Station
,

-

,

--

.

.

.

.
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.-g* $8, UNITED STATES,

{ g 3 v.,"3 g NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
.a 8 ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

C.s /
*

m sa m cros. o. c.:osss,

q .....
_ February 16, 1978v

. .

.

#

Honorable Joseph M. Hendrie
- Chairman
~ U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Subject: REPCRP CN EDWIN I. HATCH NUCLEAR PIAYr, UNIT NO. 2

Dear Dr. Hendrie:

During its 214th meeting, February 9-11, 1978,. the Advisory Ccmittee on
Reactor Safr"ards cer:pleted its review of the application of the Georgia
Power Cocpal.,, Oglethorpe Electric Mesership Corporation, Municipal Elec-
tric Authority of Georgia and the city of Dalton, Georgia (the Applicants)
for a license to operate the Edwin I. Hatch Nuclear Plant, Unit No. 2. The
plant will be operated by Georgia Power Cor:pany. The application was re-
viewed at Semittee :eetings on January 27 and 23,1978 in Washington,
D.C. During its review, the Comittee had the benefit of discussions with

C._ representatives and consultants of the Nuclear Regulatory Cccmission (NRC)( - Staff; General Electric Cc=pany; Southern Company Services, Incorporated;
Bechtel Pcuer Corporaticn; and the Applicants. The Ccmittee also had the
benefit of the documents listed.

The Edwin I. Hatch Nuclear Plant is a two-unit station located on the
scuth bank of the Altamaha River approximately 11 miles north oi Baxley,
Georgia. The two units are virtually identical except that Hatch Unit
No.1 utilizes 7X7 fuel asser:clies while Hatch Unit No. 2 will utilize
8X8R (Retrofit) fuel asse21ies. The rated thermal power for each unit is
2436 MW(t) . Each unit includes a General Electric Ccepany BW4 boiling
water reacter. The Comittee reported on the application for a construc-
tion permit for Unit No. 2 on Nove2er 3, 1971.

Hatch Unit No. 2 is the first reactor scheduled to use the new General Elec-
tric 8X8R fuel en a core-wide basis. This fuel design is a sligntly cod-
ified version of the General Electric 8XS fuel asserely design currently
in use in a nu 2 er of toiling water reactors. These codifications i.n-
clude, a.ong others, an increase in fuel length, use of natural uranium-

at the top and bottom of the fuel rod and the addition of a seccnd water
red to each fuel assecoly. These changes improve the shutdown and ther-
mal margins, provide flatter local power distribution, and improve fuel
cycle efficiency. Four of the SXSR fuel assecolies have been operatirq
in Peach Bottom Unit No. 2 since May 1976 and two asse2 1ies have been

.

A M ot /W
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(; Honorable Joseph M. Hendrie -2- February 16, 1978-

,

1 .

!
'

operating in Vermont Yankee since August 1976. The NBC Staff has concluded
that the 8x8R fuel assembly design is acceptable for use in Hatch Unit No. 2.

~

The Cocmittee concurs.
' - The NPC Staff has identified a number of safety-related items which will

require resolution prior to a decision on the issuance of an operating li-..

cense. These matters should be resolved in a manner satisfactory to the
". NPC Staff.

With regard to the generic problems listed in the Ccenittee's report,
" Status of Generic Items Relating to Light-Water Reactors - Report No. 6,"
dated November 15, 1977, ite=s considered relevant to Edwin I. Hatch Nu-
clear Plant, Unit No. 2 are: II-1, 4, 5A, 5B, 6, 7, 8, 10; IIA-4; IIB-2,
4 ; IIC-1, 3A, 3B, 5, 6, 7; IID-2. These problers should be dealt with by
the NBC Staff and the Applicants as solutions are fcurd.

The Advisory Comittee on Reactor Safeguards believes that if due consid-i

eration is given to the items mentioned above, and subject to satisfactory
i cocpletion of construction and preoperational testing, there is reasonable
! assurance that the Edwin I. Hatch Nuclear Plant, Unit No. 2 can be oper-
i , ated at pcwer levels up to 2436 Kd(t) without urx!ue risk to the health

{ ard safety of the public.

(' Sincerely . rs,
'

,

,

i Stephen Lawreski
chairman

PE-ferences

l. Edwin I. Batch Nuclear Plant, Unit No. 2, nnal Safety Analysis'

Report, with Amendments 18 through 41. .

2. Report to the Advisory Ccanittee on Reactor Safeguards by the
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U. S. Nuclear Regulatery
Cocmission in the matter of Gecrgia Power Company, et al, Edsin
I. Batch Nuclear Plant, Unit No. 2, dated January 4,1978.

3. General Electric Cecpany, " Lattice Physics Methods," NECE-20913A,
January, 1977.

4. General Electric Cocpany, " Lattice Physics Methods Verification,"
NECO-20939A, January,1977.

5. General Electric Cocpany. "Bh2 Simulator Methods Verification,"
NEDO-20946A, January,1977.

6. General Electric Cocpany, "Three-Dimensional Bh2 Core Simulater,"
NE:D-20953A, January,1977.

.c

.
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{- Honorable Joseph M. Hendrie 3- February 16, 1978-,

, ,

7. General Electric Conpany, "BhW6 Fuel Design," NEDE-20948-P, JtLw,' -

1976, and Amend:ent No.1, November,1976.
8.

- General Electric Cocpany, "BhW4 and BhW5 Fuel Design," NEDE-20944-P,
Septecber, 1976.

9. General Electric Cogany, "B'a Fuel Channel Mechanical Design and.-

Deflection," NEDE-21354-P, Septenber,1976.-

, 10. General Electric Cc:pany, "ShW6 Fuel Asserroly: Evaluation of Com-
'-

bined Safe Shutdown Earthquake (SSE) and Loss-of-Coolant Accident
(ICCA) Icadings," NEDE-21175-P, Noventer,1976 and Amendment 1, April,
1977.
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APPENDIX XIII-
,

GUTSTMDIt;3 AND CCMIRI'ATORY ITE!!S
.

.

.

.

~

. OUTSTANDING ISSUE

MARK II ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA.

LOAD CRITERIA-

DESIGN ASSESSMENT-

's

/

(VIEWGRAPH 1)-

k-foi
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( CONFIRMATORY ITEMS

~

T0XIC CHEMICALS (ROUTE 52).

~

QUALIFICATION OF EQUIPMENT.

.

.
TRANSIENT ANALYSIS (ODYN CODE)-

'

REACTOR FLOW CONTROL SYSTEM.

CONTROL ROD DRIVE TUBES.

INSERVICE INSPECTION.

RECIRCULATION PUMP TRIP EFFECTS.

EXEMPTIONS TO 10 CFR 50 APP. G,H, J.

LPCI FLOW DIVERSION EFFECTS.

PHYSICAL SEPARATION AND ELECTRICAL ISOLATION.

PROTECTION OF MOTOR / GENERATOR SETS.

( _ . AUTOMATIC ACTUATION OF WETWELL SPRAYS

SAFETY RELATED DISPLAY INSTRUMENTATION.

USE OF NON-SAFETY GRADE EQUIPMENT.

FIRE PROTECTION.

INDUSTRIAL SECURITY.

INITIAL TEST PROGRAM.

(VIEWGRAPH 2),,
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.

:
.

.

.

ITEM OF DISAGREEMENT

DEWATERING OF CCMPACTED BACXFILL
*

(457' VS 480' WATER LEVEL)

[x s o|v t h b Cr>n f r)rnos Y
4too ' m s|

,

'
i

-

(VIEWGRAPH 3)-

~
''
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'

,
t

.

.

-

ITEMS RESOLVED SINCE SER ISSUANCE,-

.

.

OUTSTANDING ISSUE

I

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING.

TWO LOOP TEST APPARATUS-

!

CONFIRMATORY ITEM;

'
FI%NCIAL.

i

t

i

i c,
i u_-
i

1

,

(VIENGRAPH 4)

.
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'

rS
'

- ACRS GENERIC CC?lCERNS

CONSIDERED IN SER-

~

ACRS SER

.' DESIGNATION SUBJECT SEUTTON
~

- II-l TURBINE MISSILES 3.5

II-SA LOOSE PARTS MONITOR 4.4.1

II B-2 QUALIFICATION CF NEW FUEL 4.2
GECMETRIES

II B-4 STRESS CORROSION CRACKING IN 5.2
BWR PIPING

II C-4 VESSEL SUPPORT STRUCTURES 5.2.1

II C-5 WATER HAMMER 6.3.2

II C-6 MAINTENANCE AND INSPECTION 12.3
0F PLANTS

'
.

-

%

(VIE'4 GRAPH S)
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BWR/5 NSSS DESIGN FEATURES^

' INTRODUCED IN 1969'

.

APPENDIX XV

ZIi2'ER: BWR/5 t;Srg DESIGN FEATup''e-
-

INTRocucED in 1969
HIGH PRESSURE CORE SPRAY

.

- o
.

_

SOLID STATE REACTOR MANUAL CONTROL SYSTEMo

RECIRCULATION FLOW CONTROL SYSTEMo

APRM CHANNEL EFFECTIVENESS IN STARTUP RANGEo
.

,-

w#

*BWR/5 = GE-1969 PRODUCT LINE

RBJ:xs/1382
3/6/79

4- /o 7
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% s

M AM
SEP AR ATCAS

' -~

.

I W-

--
.

7 MAIN STE AM FLCW,

%
. N
- -

\/\'

s
l EXTERNAL RISERS

- FEECWATER:7QQ[ **

%
f

-

O INTER N A L R tSER
/

MANIFCLD
#M ,

**
CCRE : jg

i,__ s a*
JET PUMP

iV ,y|@
- J;

"

' u

MOTCR

\ /
" ' Ou~

/._
CONTR O L CATE

VALVE VALVE
.

WW. M. ItMMER NUCLE AR Nw ER ST ATION. UNIT
FamAL SAFETY AN ALY SIS NE*CET

FIGURE H.2.1-1

SCHEMATIC OF RECIRCULATION SYSTEM

' h"/ O V -

.

1028 "-;
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-

BWR/5,

REACTOR RECIRCULATION P 0W CONTROL SYSTEM

_

GENERAL
,

.'
.

-

_

e SYSTEM PROVIDES VARIABLE COOLANT FLOW FOR ADJUSTING

REACTOR POWER LEVEL TO MEET LOAD FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS.

e SYSTEM IS FOR POWER GENERATION OPERATIONAL CONTROL AND
IS NONESSENTIAL

.

c e IMPROVED SYSTEM DESIGN FEATURES'

'

JET PUMPS - FIVE N0ZZLE JET CONFIGURATION

FLOW CONTROL - CONSTANT SPEED PUMP / MOTOR WITH

VARIABLE FLOW CONTROL VALVE

.

.

.

DAJ/877
3/6/79

. If-/Of
1028 .j -
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.

BWR/5

EACTOR RECIRCULATION FLOW CONTROL SYSTEM
~

_

|- E |1ARY OF DESIGN CHANGES
.

BWR/3 E BWR/4 VS BWR/5
'

4

SINGLE N0ZZLE JET PUMPS e FIVE N0ZZLE JET PUMPS' s

FLOW CONTROL BY VARIABLEFLOW CONTROL BY VARIABLE e
i e

SPEED PUMP / MOTOR (M-G SET CONTROL VALVE ON DISCHARGE

VARIES FREQUENCY) 0F CONSTANT SPEED PUMP /
MOTOR, (FLOW VARIED BY,

'

INCREASE OR DECREASE IN'

C' PRESSURE DROP)
,

!

.

PUMP C0ASTDOWN GOVERNED BY e PUMP MOTOR ROTOR INERTIA
e

INERTIA 0F PUMP / MOTOR AND INCREASED BY ~20% BECAUSE

INERTIA 0F M-G SET NO M-G SET (T0 OBTAIN
SIMILAR COASTDOWN CHARAC-

TERISTICS)

RECIRCULATION BYPASS LINE e L-F-M-G SET TO MINIMIZEe

USED TO THROTTLE PUMP PUMP HEAT INPUT DURING

DURING PLANT HEATUP AND PLANT HEATUP AND LOW POWEF

LOW POWER OPERATIONS OPERATION (PUMP OPERATES

AT 25% OF NORMAL SPEED)

DAJ/878
_

3/6/79

/9 - // 0:
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.

\

>
|

BWR/3 8 BWR/4 VS BWR/5
~

.

.

'.-
RECIRC PIPING 28" 0.D. e RECIRC PIPING 20" 0.D.

e
,

(REDUCED TO ALLOW MINIMUM'

DRYWELL SPACE REQUIRE-
MENTS, ALSO CONFIGURATION,

MODIFIED TO ACCOMMODATE

FCV)'

!

PUMP FLOW MEASURED BY
,

PUMP FLOW MEASUREMENT BY. e
; e

FLOW ELEMENT N0ZZLE ELBOW PRESSURE TAP FLOW'
-

'' ELEMENT

|
--

e RPT ACTIVATES 25% SPEED| RPT ELIMINATES POWER SOURCEe

TO PUMP MOTOR SOURCE (LOW FREQ. M-G SET)

8 TRIP 100% SPEED SOURCE

.

DAJ/879
3/6/79

- /9- # /
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,

-

,

~

BWR/5

REACTOR RECIRCULATION FLOW CONTROL SYSTEM
.

j.

LICENSING REVIEW
_

'

!
'

. .

COMPREHENSIVE DESCRIPTION PROVIDED IN APP. H (JULY 77)c e

TO ZIPER FSAR'

i

i

PRINCIPAL NRC REVIEW AREAS! e

r
'

CAVITATION PROTECTION
'

-

RECIRCULATION FLOW INCREASE TRANSIENT\-
-

.

FLOW CONTROL VALVE POSITION DURING LOCA-

NRC REVIEW COMPLETE AND SYSTEM IS ACCEPTABLEe
(FEB, '79 ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING-ZIMMER)

.

DAJ/880
- 3/6/79 g fj u

,
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APPEliDIX XVI,

_
tIf 3:ER: PER50flilEL TRAINING FROGPJJiS

.

.

.

-

.

.

- A. INITIAL PLANT STAFF

TRAINING PROGRAM

.

B. REQUALIFICATION PROGRAM
n

.

.

C. REPLACEMENT TRAINING PROGRAM

.

.

0

. j-/ /3~
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A. INITIAL PLANT STAFF TRAINING PROGRAM-

! C 1. OPERATIONS GROUP

A. INITIAL COLD LICENSE TRAINING PHASES I THRU VI,.

s. NONLICENSED OPEPATOR TRAINING.

- 2. SUPERVISORY STAFF
-

,

'
'

- A. INTRODUCTION TO NUCLEAR POWER

s. ACCELERATED NUCLEAR POWER PREPARATORY TRAINING

c. STATION NUCLEAR ENGINEERING

D. BWR CHEMISTRY

E. BWR MAINTENANCE

F. NUCLEAR INSTRUMEN'IATION

G. PROCESS INSTRUMENTATION AND CONTROL

H. BWR OPERATING FUNDAMENTALS:

C I. OBSERVATION AND TRAINING AT OPERATING FACILITIES,

3. PLANT TECHNICIANS

A. ZIMMER ORIENTATION

s. NUCLEAR FUNDAMENTALS
'

c. RADIATION PROTECTION

D. SPECIFIC COURSES

I. - ELECTRONIC FUNDAMENTALS

II. - NUCLEAR INSTRUMENTATION

:II. - DIGITAL LAB

Iv. - SYSTEMS TRAINING

v. - GENERAL MAINTENANCE (CENTRIFUGAL PUMPS, VALVE-

LAPPING & PACKING, RIGGING & LIFTING, ETC.',

E. PARTICIPATION IN PREOP & STARTUP TESTING: LAB & SHOP
SET-UP; ON-THE-JOB IN THEIR SPECIALTY.

~ /f- // 'l.

1028 _j
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O B. REQUALIFICATION PROGRAM

1. LICENSED (R0 OR SRO) PERSONNEL
,

A. PRE-PLANNED LECTURES

:.- THEORY; PRINCIPALS OF OPERATION-

. II.- GENERAL AND SPECIFIC OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS

III.- INSTRUMENTS & CONTROLS

Iv.- PROTECTION SYST&iS

v.- ESF
vi;- PROCEDURES

| vit.- RADIATION CONTROL AND SAFETY .

viII.- TECH. SPECS:

Ix.- QUALITY
: o

: s. REACTIVITY MANIPULATIONS-

i

i I. -REACTOR STARTUP & SHUTDOWN
'

II. -CR SEQUENCE CHANGES

| III. -SD MARGIN CHECKS
,

Iv. -CR SCRAM TIMING-

,

v. -REFUELING

c. APPARATUS OPERATIGN

D. PLANT CHANGES (DESIGN, PROCEDURES, T.S., ETC.)

s. PROCEDURE REVIEW

(ABNORMAL & EMERGENCY)

. //- //S
1028 _4
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] EMERGENCY CONDITIONS

-

A. PERSONNEL EMERGENCY

," 1. APPLICABILITY - INDIVIDUALS WITHIN THE SITE BOUNDARY

'. REQUIRE EMERGEf!CY TREATMENT
'

.

B. STATION EMERGENCY

'
l. APPLICABILITY - PHYSICAL OCCURRENCE WITHIN THE PLANT.

VERY UNLIKELY THAT OFFSITE HAZARDS WILL

RESULT.
,

'

EXAMPLES

j A. FIRE

s. EXPLOSION
'

l c. RELEASE OF T0XIC GASi

n. NATURAL PHENOMENA

C. GENERAL EMERGENCY

THREE CATEGORIES DIVIDED ACCORDING TO SEVERITY, GENERAL,

EMERGENCY INVOLVES A RADI0 ACTIVE RELEASE INTO THE AIR,

WATER, OR GROUND SUCH THAT INITIAL ASSESSMENT INDICATES

OFFSITE AGENCY NOTIFICATION IS hECESSARY.

-

. //- a /, .1028 .2



_.____ __. . . _ _ _ . . . . . . . . - _ . . . _ _ _ - _.. . . . _

1. NOTIFICATION - EXCEEDS REPORTABLE TECH, SPEC. VALUES7:

2. MOBILIZATION ALERT -_

A. SHORT TERM (UP TO 24 HRS)

. WHOLE BODY DOSE >50 MREM
.

. < 1 REM

THYROID 7300 MREM

< 5 REM

s. SHORT TERM TO RIVER UNIDENTIFIED GROSS BETA -

GAMMA ACTIVITY CONCENTRATION >l MPC An tR
I

DILUTION AT THE DOWNSTREAM WATER INTAKES
!

! c. ACTUAL OR PREDICTED OFFSITE CONTAMINATION DUE

O TO STATION OPERATION FOR WHICH FRC PAG's MAY
'

BE EXCEEDED FOR AGRICULTURAL PATHWAYS,,

3. OFFSITE GENERAL EMERGENCY ACTUAL OR IMMINENT

ATMOSPHERIC RELEASES LIKELY TO RESULT IN DOSES,

EXCEEDING E?A PAG's.

. /f- ' O l028 3_



. . . . - . _ . - - . . . . - - . . . -

'
o

STATION ADMINISTRATION RECORDS MANAGEMENT

CHEMICAL /RADI0 CHEMICAL RELIABILITY,

DESIGN AND MODIFICATIONS REPORTS MANAGEMENT
-

DOCUMENT CONTROL SECURITY

EQUIPMENT CONTROL SPECIAL PROCESSES

EMERGENCY PLAN TRAINING

SPECIAL TESTS AND EXPERIMENTS _

FIRE PROTECTION
-

c,.

!
-

HOUSEKEEPING & CLEANLINESS CONTROL

INSTRUMENT MAINTENANCE'

MEASURING AND TEST EQUIPMENT CALIBRATION

MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL MAINTENANCE

NUCLEAR ENGINEERING

OPERATIONS

PROCUREMENT CONTROL

00ALITY ASSURANCE

RADWASTE OPERATIONS
..

RADIATICN PROTECTION

f- // P.
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APPEi; DIX XVII
Z_ II'!iER: fiRC STAFF REVIB? 0F THE GE

f. ARK II C0iiTAInt'ENT SYSTE!!_ . ,

.

ZImER
,

- thax II

' [~ LEAD PLANT LOO CRITERION

OVERVIEW

39 LOAD OR Psosa SPECIFICATIONS

14 ORIGUML MK II CRITERIA ACCEFTABLEy

39 5 PLANT lkn0UE Review

20 tiRC DEVELOPED CRITERIA

P

8 ADOPTED BY IIK II 0.G.

20 < 6 RECENTLY REs0LvED

6 UNDER REVIEW (2 SIGNIFICANT AREAS)

/)-t2-0.
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. . .

'

ZIMER

Ik II-

LmDS REcem.Y
-

.
'

REs0LvED
'.

LCAD/Peensaa REs0LuTION

1. SUBMERGED BourrARY - EVALUATION OF ZimzR

DURING Ven CLEARING CORAlteENT

- LeiicR REPORT - FMca

2. SPAd. STRUCTlRE ADOFTEDliRC

-

IMPACT LCAD CRITERIA

3. AsmETR!c - EVALUATION OF Z m eR CCfEAltiE E

POOL She L
- Lma REPORT - FMCH

4. "T" QueCea APN LCADS USE DFFR METHOD FOR FOUR $6M

Quec-e

5. 'T" 0;ene UsE DFFR PETHOD FOR FOUR ARM

TIE-DM4 LOADS LECHER

6. 'T" Quece ZONE OF INFLUeCE CYLINDRICAL ZONE OF INFLUeCE

8'/ 2 /:
1028 :



- . _ .... ._

ZimER
_.

- ik II kaDS

UFOER PEVIEW-

.

Le e /PHE p a a RESOLUTION
~

- 1, QUENCHER AIR - 6 LMD CASES MEET If(TEffT OF IEC

CLEARINGlDADS CRITERIA OF SR/ LOAD MGNITUDE,

FREQUE?CY Ato PHASING. CONFIP!i

WITH M TEST CATA, M CH 1979.'

- IN-PLANT CCriFIRMATORY TEST

PLAff4ED,
:

.

. 2. LOCA JET SUBPERGED DRAG - Il:W RING VORTEX MODEL

. -

-PRELIMINARYSTAFFREVIEW

ik CH 1979

3-5, LOCA/SR/ AIR BuEsts DRAG - ACCELEPATICti DRAG COEFFICIENTS

- Eaulv, vELOCirr IN A UNIFORM

FLCH FIELD.

-INTERFERENCEEFF:lTSCLOSELY

SPACED STRUCTtRES

- GENERIC REPORT MCH 1979

6. CHUCe!NG FSI - GeaIC RESPCt1SE TO IEC

QJESTIONS PARCH 1979

-IPCCriFIRMTION

k- /2 7---.
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.#%

_

POOL DYTMMIC LOAD

C0f4FIPMTORY.

,
PROGRAM

ZImER IN-PLArc tests-

- TEST PLAN PARCH 1979.

Exm0En 4T tests-

,

- C00ENsATION OsCluATIQ4s

- PRO 1DTYPICAL Ve4T LENGE-

i -

-REPORT 401980
~'~

.

ib GRi II - TEST PROGRAM-

'

- C00ENSATICt1 OsCruATIONs

- Van LATEPAL LCADs

.%0 Tore! CAL OF A SPECIFIC Ptutt

- DATA, IhY 1980

.-

~ #~ '
1028 ._ )
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COCLUSIO4S--

'

ZIMER.

'

Poot Ihww!c LOADS
,

- ZInER Ao0PTED LARGE iWORITY OF iiRC CUTERIA

- h EICIPATE lb PROBLEMS IN RESotv!NG FEw OPEN ITEMS

- Z!MMER SER SUPPLBEfR IMCH 1979

- Geralc SUPPLEMBR To ICREG Ji87 APRIL 1979

- ik II C01FIPMTORY PROGRAM Ate ZInER IN-Ptua TESTS CONFIRM

LEAD Ptu n lues

~

~

1028 .5
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Commonwealth Edison
J >, r ,,. w :. . %:, :.,c ee am,

1y ecc.ess 't: y c hs: OSce Scz 67
Chicag: :Ihno s ECE:0

..._..4, , , ,a.-

....a. _.

'!
APPENDIX XVIII

Cr.EhDEN 2: TECHUICAL SPECIFICATIONS_

CHAh3E TO ALLOW FOR TE!'FORARY CPERATION

...c..,...,.,. r!ITH DETACHED BLOU-00T PANELS. . , . _ . . .. e. ..._._.,.1 , , et .,., _.
.. , ,_.

.. . . . . .. . . - -

' '

.... c _ .= a . .s o _-" _ a . . . C .::n . s . ..... .. . .. .

3 . i . ,e. . . . , ,. . :. 5.
. . . . . ...

.

.

ubject: ;resden 3_sti:n I ni: :

:=e:vanc.s C.'.sngs 10 1.L snse .:2.-L}
Appendi= A, 'rschnical .:pecifiesti:ns
:.c ;ccast Ne. 5':-237

..s _. _ _ . ..

On 7-bruary ', 1973 3: 7:15 P.M. , seversi :i :ne t;ni:
2/7 :'..=ac :: Suilding blew-cif panela bec1=a da:sc..ad 3.5 = : .2ul:
:f a van::.;stien system malfunction whic.. pre:isuriz ed the

A e3c.__,_ au .' _'.". ..,. "..'..'.s e..a.a .e d =. .' .- ' .. a w ' .e. e .. d .. ...a. .w. . c .. _-
-

_ . . ...

.g _. _ .a. .s . .e. .u e s -- c-"- = n - ..'.e..=._'".e_'..., . . .. c .~ ~ '.1 c .'-' .. .g ~..~.e**
. . . _ _ .~. . . . .

ecencary containment. At th:..s -i=e , ; nit 2 was : pert::.ng at

^7CC We and " nit 3 was in the cold shutd:-sn cendit:.cn.

s
ni: 2 was i:=sediarsiv. b :uc.ht ts a ecid shutd: n

.- e....g 4 ._. ae..._a.3 e w..g ,e.s._:-3_, . e 4 3 4 . 3 . s. ...,. ..c.._......... f: . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . __

g a 2. 3_a _. . .. . e e .. 4 .._a ._ _aa . ,,a. sg. 2,. . e .Ac.e.'. ~.3 '.e -~. ..'. a. 3.y .a ... . . . . .

.. . . a _i . g . . . .g _,, .3 .3._., .,..3_.. a, ..9.__ - . ...,.. .
- . ;. . . . . .. . .

Our Jysta= PO.e: Su pol.r effice i 7cs.s:: 3 SCO negtwa :
.s t .. . . .#. 31. .' z. . c e . ... ., cc: M.c..cs ,r , F =. ...-". s .r .'.7.9.'...'._w..~.~.."... . . .

. a g s, , _ . . _ . :.s. n p. ..,, _.._a_-,.a. .. -e g ,. , .. ._...z . .a3_w. _ 1.s _, . _,, __
. . .. .. . . ... .. . . . . .

2ccoun: ne pro.ected de'icisney wculd .e 1 0C =cg.w :::.: . A
.u.7,.y a. y _ _ u..d ' ..g u t _' _' _' *. .' =. .. e. , w e d . . .s . . .'. . .. . ~. . . . . ., _

.. . . . . ..

_,.....c _ .s.- : =.~.. r ,, c. a =. .- ' . ~ , . ~ , . r.' 'e ".e ~_= .=..' ...__- .. - ...-
--

*

.. .. , , . .
., ...._ . . ._ .,s ... . . . s. ... . . . . . ..

.g . a. e - .c k..a v e ~.~. _i _ ".' . a.- . .r ' .g su _' .' .i .' .. . . . _' a ". . ..,. ..

. . . , . . . . . a f.,3. .s .' .a d ~~e -, c..c; .n .T a. '..- _ :- 5, s...- ." ..#_ .., e. . .. .

..... - 3- e _y . v o . ., . e ., ...- . 3 . ;, , m. . , , . . , . , . , . . .. . . . . . . , _, .. . .. . . . . .. . . . . .

, . , . , . .g__._. .. . _ . . . - .o... e - .,..... ... :
..

s. . , . , a ___ s .. ..,
.. . . . . . . . . . .

.
. . . . _

.,.cc: pa ne _ a .

.*
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.:RC .cc.ca : .L. . 50-227

Jtractor .f .iuclaar .Teacter 72e.alation-

.bruary 4 , D79
age .:

.

In an effort to es:.ul..:h a 2.te:ncar.e c:ntain=en:~

'cou.-dory, tne rr.inel.nq ilec: (dlJ 312v.j has een isolatad
frem the rena inder of the 7.2 met:r 3uildine by seali.ng hatchways ,
'!:c w. 's , end * rent:'.st:.:n sv. sta=3 wnich .ecnetrata to :ne flecrs. .

- below or connect Units 2 and 3. 1.s a reault Of .hese effsrta,
the dtandby Gas Treatment ayntam has been dc=cnstrated to be
capable of mat = sining a negativo pressure ef .2 inches of water
in the Unit 2 secondary centu.~ent structur2 tenclui:ive of the
refueling floor). := ord r to allow startuo, a :2==crarf Tscenical
3pecification enange to allcw operstian u.. der une aheve stated
conditions is hereby requested. The chances apoear as ',t ach=ent I
to this latter. These changes have received en-sits and sff-si:.2
raviaw and s.aproval.,

,
.

!

e heliuVC * ha *. O Oe r a t iO n O nc u r * .5 c c e cO''id i". .On 3 lOes' *

.ct create anv. undue hazard to th: health a.-4 -afetv. uf sne .ublic,
^

f.:: the fc110uing reascns:

G 1. The probabi'.ity of the occurrence of a curign basia,

event recuiring the secondary contai .=ent beundaryi ' -
,

,i during the time the temporary chanaa ..: in uff.ac:
ia ver.r small.

2. Uith : e e:<ception of the reducling ficer areas, n

secondary centairment boundary f:: Un:.: 2 will be
in of .'ct until totc1 secenclary ecn ai..wn: . .: in
effect; no fuel =cv'2=erta .): : >c.: - .c. : i. . r ::'.v t.mg
the :'.*al geola wi'.1 he perfer=.ed.

, , . ., : . :-
.. w .. . J 4J . c o _.s. #.... a.CWn , a I._... . . - .. .. . . . .

.
.. .. ..

. o o..,..- ecwe a. u e . , ~. , . . . ... . . ... e. .w.e ...;. ....,.c. . . . . . .. . ...

coastdon meda, making previcus secident :naly,es
performed at 100% pcwer conservative.

'.,ased on the aheve, wo believe that cperuti n .:nder :he
59:perary Techni:01 2 pe c :.f i .* 10 . change : .uces ac u .duc her sr:. t:
. ,. . c... . . , . , , . . . , . . .. .. ..u ....

, .... . . . . . . .. ..

, . . ..

9((. f~,~,'.i,e,n

I
i

L, '

r r- i r13 rf 4 .
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t - I:

i ' '.
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,-

....s 2.,.s. .
. . .

Three (3) stqued ariginaia 'nd thi.ty .cv .. (27' es.oica

M t.'tia '.9::e.r tre .orovid.34 C. r .mu .J aa.
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3.7 I.IMITINO CONDi'I10N FO!t Ol'EllAT ( 4.7 SilllVEII, LANCE flFQUlllEMEN. t ,
.

. -Lt, '
- x %

operation except when all of the following * , . .

' conilitions are snet.

n. A preoperational secondary contain-
nient capability test shall be conducted
after isolating the reactor In lbling and

a. The renctor is suborltical and placing cHlu:r slantHay gas treatencnta*
'

Specillantion 3.3. A ls inct. systent HHer train in operaHon. Ich
lests shall eternonstrate the capability

| lo lualutnin a I/4 inch of water vacnurn
I (Q nnaler cahn wind (<5 inph) constillonn

- 1 with a Uller Irnin finw rate of not enoreI
than 1000 cfin.,

_ 3 ,

'

~q b. Ashlltional lesis thall he performed,

'' S ditring ihn first operating cycle under,

nn nelequale animhcr of dif ferent<

_ h. The reactor water temperature la he- enqonnu ntal winal emnHHons to enable
low 212*F nnd the reactor coolant sys- vaHo ext aludaHt;n of Hw Int resuus.
tem la venical. *

o. Seconilary conininment capability toI -

maintnin a 1/l inch of water vacinum -*
unilt r calm winil (<S mph) cor.dllions .

c. No activity la being performed which u Hl n (Hier train How rate of not'

can reduce the shutdown margin below enoim Hian 4000 cini. shah lee denuin-
that specified in Speciftention 3.3. A. strated at cacle refucHng outagt: prior

to refueling. ,

d. Fos l l.e 2 4 8.e s e g+ r lo.1 t a seece.a. le,p c.n ral s very 4,
, , ,

1939 mL 1 s tro la . H. . as tonalar y e;eemt.aleweeeet l eeteeJ r it y
el.all 8,e ste enonnt e at e.1 ler LI.a alen t ity to eraletales.

0.2 I m.h e n o f t. l a r eng el lwa pse neese la.al.o Unit 2
*"'**'''' ""'''""' "''*" '**'~ ''"' '"'"*'''" " * *d. The fasci cask or Irradinteil fuct to *

*not helng inoved in the reactor~

O building. *

N .
.

Co 2. The stoors of the core riprny aml I.l>CI pump 2. Whenever the !.I'Cl and core spray sub-compallments r.hnli he closest al all times systems are required to lac operable, the,

.

120t
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/ k, UNITED STATES
*

7 '. f.UcLEAR REGULATORY COMM!sstCN-''

[1 in @ , };
.

f WASHINGTON, D. C. 20553
'

_3

([ %''j# February 27, 1979
.

=....
. net No. 50-237

,

.

Mr. Cordell P.eed
Assistant Vice President

". Commonwealth Edison Company
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, Illinois 60690

Dear Mr. Reed: ,

The Cocmission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 40 to Provisional
Operating License No. OPR-19 for Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Unit
No . 2. The amendment is in response to your request of February 4,
1979. You were previously notified of this license amendment by
telephone and letter on February 4,1979.

.

The amendment revises the Technical Specifications to permit operation
of the reactor for a period of 24 hours from 1:00 p.m. en February 4,
1979, with a negative pressure of 0.2 inches of water maintained in
areas of the Reactor Building below the refueling floor.

,i 1

,

Copies of .our related Safety Evaluation and the Notice of Issuance
are also enclosed.

,

Sincerely,

. LM b T-

Dennis L. Ziemann, 'ef
~

Operating Reactors Branch !2
Division of Operating Reactors

Enclosures :
'

l. Amendment No. 40 to
DPR-2

2. Safety Evaluation
3. Notice of Isr" tce .

'

cc w/enciesures: -

See next page

-
.

m
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.

,

i **r. Ocedell Reed -2- February 27, 1979*

.

,
. .

~

<
"

cc w/cnclosures:
,~ "r. J cha L'. o.cwe * Department of Public -ealen

Ishan, Lincoln & Beale ATTN: Chief, Divisien of

Counselors at Law Nuclear Safety-

One First National Plaza, 42nd Floor 535 West Jefferson
;

j Chicago, Illinois 60603 Springfield, Illinois 62761
,

' ' Director, Technical AssessmentMr. B. B. Stephenson
Plant Superintendent Division -

,

t Dresden fluclear Peuer Station Office of Radiation Programs
i Rural Route #1 (AH-459)
! Morris, Illinois 60450 U. S. Environmental Protection

~

j Agency -

Antieny Z. P.ois=an Crystal Mall !2
n fense Council Arlington, Virginia .20*60Natural Resources e.

| 917 15th Street, N. W. -

Washington, D. C. 20005 U. S. Environmental retection'

! Agency
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Federal Activities Sranch
ATTN: Jinny L. Barker Region V Office
P. O. Box 706 A.TTN : EIS C00RDI"ATC$
Morris, Illinois 60450 230 South Dearborn Street-,

| ' '. ! Chicago, Illinois 60604
Susan N. Sekuler .

I Assistant Attorney General
Environnental Control Civision

I 138 W. Sandolph Street
: Suite 2316

Chicago, Illinois 60601*

.

I

Morris Public Library
604 Liberty Street
Merris, Illinois 60451

-

Chai rman
Board of Supervisors of

Grundy County
Grundy '.'ounty Courthouse
Morris, Illinois 60450

. .

.

*(w/cy. of inceming dtd. 2/4/79) _,

' l) 5g' ' ;J i.

U
_l
'

rs C /1 I i

' '..' i i, ;,1,

-

I
t ' )'1 - '

,

-
.

.
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#f- %g UNITED STATES

g s. _ .f ; NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMM!sslON
, .

WASHINGTCK D. C. 2C555j , .g / j

1,|=|'.!]'

*....
.

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY
.

DOCKET NO. 50-237
i

, DRESDEN NUCLEAR POWER STATION UNIT NO. 2
*

AMENDMENT TO PROVISIONAL OPERATING LICENSE
.

t

Amendment No. 40
'

License No. DPR-19

.

| 1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

I A. The application for amendment by the Commonwealth Edison
Company (the licensee) dated February 4,1979, complies with.

the standards an.d requirements of the Atomic Energy Act ofi

1954, as amended (the Act), and the Commission's rules and, -,

) ' regulations set forth in 10 CFR Chapter I;i

.

I B. The facility will operate in conformity with the application,
I the provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of

the Commission;

C. There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized
by this amendment can be conducted without endanger ng thei

health and safety of the public, and (ii) that such* activities
will be conducted in ecmpliance with the Commission's regulations,

D. The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the
ccmmon defense and' security or to the health and safety of the
public; and

.

E. The issuance of this amendment'is in accordance with 10 CFR
Part 51 of the Commission's regulations and all applicable
requirements have been satisfied. -

.

.

. . -
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-2-

-

2. Accordingly, the license is amended by changes to the Technical
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license
amendment and paragraph 2.C(2) of Provisional Operating License-

No. DPR-19 is hereby amended to read as follows:
.

(2) Technical Soecifications

. The Technical, Specifications contained in Appendix A,
- as revised through Amendment No. 40, are hereby *

incorporated in the license. The licensee shall
operate the facility in accordance with the Technical
Specifications.

,

.

3. .This license amendment is effective as of the date of its issuance.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY C0!HISSION'

*

M s w'

i Dennis L. Zieman , Chief

| Operating Reactors Branch #2
Division of Operating Reactors'

'
~; Attac hroent : .

- Changes to the Technical
Specifications

Date of Issuance: February 27, 1979
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ATTACH 11Ei;T TO LICENSE AMENDMENT MO. 40
i e

-> PP.0 VISIONAL OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-19

DOCKET NO. 50-237-

.

; Change the Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A by
removing Page 120 and inserting the enclosed Page 120. The revised-

'. page contains the captioned amendment number and a vertical line
- indicating the area of change.
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMM!ss!ON,y y
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SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
'

'
SUPPORTING AMENOMENT NO. 40 TO PROVISIONAL OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-19

'. COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY
_

DRESDEN UNIT NO. 2

DOCKET NO. 50-237

Introduction'

By letter received on February 4,1979, Commonwealth Edison Cor..pany (CECO)
proposed an amendment to the Dresden Unit No. 2 Technical Specifications.
The proposed change requested authorization to operate Dresden Unit No. 2

,

after a negative pressure of 0.2 inches of water was established in the
Reactor Building areas below the refueling floor to demonstrate secondary

,

containment integrity. This negative pressure was maintained in the
i Reactor Building area for 24 hours following initiation at 1:00 p.m. on
i r- February 4,1979.

i
I

! Evaluation

The existing Dresden Unit No. 2 Specification 4.7.C.I.c requires that
the secondary containment be capable of maintaining 0.25 inches of water
vacuum at each refueling outage prior to refueling.

On February 2,1979, several blowout panels' on the Reactor Building for .

Dresden Unit Nos. 2 and 3 became detached as a result of a ventilation
system malfunction that pressurized the Reactor Building. The over-
pressuri:ation caused the blowout panels to. fail, which resulted in a.

22' x 40' opening in the Reactor Building superstructure at the refueling
floor level . .

We reviewed CECO's request and obtained additional related information
from licensee representatives by a telephone conversatien on February 4 3
1979. The following factors related to the proposed change were con-.

sidered in our review: ,

-
.

. . . g
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1. The Reactor Building air space has been isolated frem the refueling
floor air space by temporary barriers. With these barriers in place,.-

CECO is able to maintain a negative pressure of 0.2 inches of wter
in the Reactor Building exclusive of the refueling ficor by operating.

the standby gas treatment system.,.

!' 2. The secondary containment performance requirement (0.25 inches of-

-

water negative pressure) was selected to prevent leakage frem the
Reactor Building caused by localized areas of wind-induced negative -
pressure. These areas are located in the upper corners of the,

1 lee side of the Reactor Building refueling floor during high winds.
These areas are now isolated from the Reactor Building volume by

'

temporary barriers. We have determined that a negative pressure of
0.2 inches of water in the balance of the Reactor Building (excluding
the refueling floor) is adequate to prevent exfiltration frog the
building. -

,

; .

1 3. The accident analysis for Dresden assumes that accidents occur under
stagnant meteorological conditions with a low wind velocity. The
current wind conditions present at Dresden Station involve 10 toi

15 mile per hour winds with turbulent flow.

~l 4. Most of the primary containment penetrations are located in the
> Reactor Building below the refueling floor and do not communicate

directly with the refueling ficer air space. Therefore, in the
event of a LOCA, the leakage through the containment penetrations
(a) will be contained within the portion of the Reactor Building
secondary containment that maintains its integrity and (b) will be
processed through the standby gas treatment system.

5. CECO has committed to stop all fuel handling and cask handling
activities on the refueling floor until secondary containment
integrity is restored by repairing the breach in the Reactor
Building wall above the refueling floor level.

6. CECO has indicated that they are unable to purchase sufficient
.

replacement power to prevent system voltage reduction and possible
subsequent load shedding in the area.

'

We have considered the preceding factors and have concluded that CECO's -

procedure to main.tain Reactor Building integrity (as previously discribed)
provides an equivalent level of protection against the exfiltration of~

airborne radioactive material should a LOCA occur within the 24 hours
that this Technical . Specification is in effect.

~

."
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We have further concluded that the proposed operatien is in the public-

interest because of possible load shedding in the area that might be
- required if Dresden Unit No. 2 is not available during this 24-hour,

1 period.
,

I

- The NRC staff has determined that an additional measure of protection
'

will be afforded the public by the continuous operation of the standby
gas treatment system during the period that this specification is in

*

effect. We have discussed this action with CECO and they have agreed
' to operate the system continuously. We have modified the proposed

~

specification to require that the negative pressure be maintained
| continuously.
1

In evaluating the above considerations, we have concluded that the
'

proposed change, as modified by the NRC staff,1s acceptable.

Environmental Consideration, .

!
We have determined that the amendment does not authorize a change in
effluent types or total amounts nor an increase in power level and
will not result in any s'ignificant environmental impact. Having made,,

. this determination, we have further concluded that the amendment' * involves an action which is insignificant from the standpoint of
environmental impact and pursuant to 10 CFR 151.5(d)(4) that an
environmental impact statement or negative declaration and environ-
mental impact appraisal need not be prepared in connection with thei

issuance of this amendment.

Conclusion

We have concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that: -

(1) because the amendment does not involve a significant increase in
the probability or consequences of accidents previously considered
and does not involvo a significant decrease.in a safety margin, the
amendment does not involve a significant hazards consideration.
(2) there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the
public will not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner,
and (3) such activities will be conducted in compliance with the
Ccmmission's regulations and the issuance of this amendment will *

not be inimical to the common defense and security or to the health.

and safety of the public.

Date: February 27, 1979

.
.
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_. J UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. 50-237-

- COMMONWEALTH EDISON CCMpANY

.- NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT TO PROVISIONAL
'

OPERATING LICENSE-

,

.

The U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Ccmmission) has issued
'

Amendment No. 40 to Provisional Operating License No. DPR-19, issued to
,

the Commonwealth Edison Company (the licensee), which revised the
,

Technical Specifications .for operation of Unit No. 2 of Dresden Nuclear

: Power Station (the facility) located in Grundy County, Illinois. The

license amendment is effective as of its date of issuance.

The amendment revises the Technical Specifications to permit
m

!
,

operation of the reactor for a period of 24 hours from 1:00 p.m. on/s-

February 4,1979, with a negative pressure of J.2 inches of water in

areas of the Reactor Building below the refueling floor.

The application for the amendment complies with the standards

and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the

Act), and the Cor:. mission's rules and regulations. The Commission has

made appropriate findings as required by the Act and the Commission's

rJ1es and regulations in 10 CFR Chapter I, which are set forth in the

license amendment. Prior public notice of this amendment was not

required since th'e amendment does not involve a significant huards

consideration.

.

.

.

4-^38
. . . ..
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The Commission has detemined tuat the issuance of this amerdment
.

will not resu'lt in any significant environmental impact and that

pursuant to 10 CFR 251.5(d)(4) an environmental impact statement or-

,
negative declaration and environmental impact appraisal need not be

prepared in connection with the issuance of this amendment. ~

For further details with respect to this action, see (1) the
.

application for amendment dated February 4, 1979, (2) Amendment No' 40

to License No. DPR-19, and (3) the Commission's related Safety .

Evaluation. All of these items are availabl.e for public inspection

at the Consission's Public Document Room,1717 H Street, N. W.,
'

Washington, D. C. 20555 and at the Morris Public Library, 604 Liberty
''

| Street, Morris, Illinois 60451. A single copy of items (2) and (3),

,
. .

may be obtained upon request addressed to the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
.

Commission, Washington, D. C. 20555, Attention: Director, Division

of Operating Reactors.

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 27th day of February,1979.

FnR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY CC'! MISSION

8
'

-

/

Ad% /\ ' w%-,

Dennis L. Ziemann, 4hief
Operating Reactors Branch !2
Division of Operating Reactors

*
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APPENDIX XIX
IIfPOSITI0ti 0F CIVIL PENALTIES:{ -.] REGL'LATI0f45 AND CRITERIA GOVERfili'G
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,! IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES

REGULATIONS AND CRITERIA GOVERNINGi
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, .~ .. r . ,.n a walver by the licensee of a hearing. notice may prr ''Me amendment
will become efft ,he expiration/

1 findings of fact and conclusions of law,
Subport 5 cedure for lasposing such other action be taken as may - ch the licent

Requireme..es by Order, or for proper.
V ' and of all right .o seek Commission of the period dur. +

Ee When the Director. Office of In- and Judicial review or to contest the ce may demand a .. asmg. or, in the*
n

Modification, Suspension, et Reve- spection and Fnforcement, finds that validity of the order in any forum. event that he dernands a hearing, on
collon of a License, or for ,mpos,ng the public health, safety. or interest so The order shall have the same force the date specified in an order made
Civil Penollies requires, or that the violation is will. and effect as an osder made after following the hearing. When the Com-

ful. the notice of violation may be hearing by a paesiding officer or the mission finds that the public health
safety, or interest so requires, the,g,g gP* ,g g omitted and an order to show cause Commission.

(a) This subpart prescribes the pro- !asued. (f) When the Director of Nuclear order may be made effective immedi
' Reactor llegulation, Director of Nucle- stely.

121 Fit 10828. Hov. T.19433 ar Material Safety and Safeguards. Dl- (28 m 14163, Sept.17. W3]r on a r ues y per on t

tropose requirements by order on a 11- $ !.202 Order to show cau'*- rector. Offlee of Inspection and Fn-
forcement, as appropriate, finds that 12.205 C1:13 penattles.

ev ke a license, r for h o'th r (a) The Director of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation. Director of Nuclear Mate, the public health, safety, or interest so (a) Before instituting any proceedins!. action as may be proper. rlal Safety and Safeguards. Director requires or that the violation is willful. to impose a civil penalty under sectiore

W W s su h a d als puschsme Office of Inspection and Enforcement the order to show cause may provide, 234 of the Act, the Director of huclesJ!
for stated reasons, that the proposed Henctor Regulation. Director of Nucleprocedures in cases inttlated by th as appropriate may institute a pro-i

staff to impose civil penalties pursuant ceeding to modify suspend, or revoke action be temporarily effective pend. at Material Safety and Safeguards. Di
4- to section 234 of the Act and section a license or for such other action as ing further order. rector. Office of Inspection and En

206 of the Energy lleorganization Act may be p oper hy serving on the 11- 121 fit 377. Jan.13.1982, as amended at te forcement, as appropriate shall serve. .

of 1974. censee an order to show cause which FIL 10ll3.8ept.11.19831 Written notice of Violation upon th-'

1. 13e Fit 18896. Aug. 38.1911. as amended at , 313 person charged.This notice may be in
I 39 Fit 12363. Apr. S.1974; 43 Fit 28s93.Jame gg') Allege the violations with which | 1.203 Battlement and compromlee.

8 18113 the licensee is chartsJ. or the poten- At any time after the tsauance of an 2 e no ce fvo t on hal
Y d0 on r d slunau g the Mme and place specify the date or dates, facts, ani

j 2.201 Notice of vlotetten. ,"g gL fc n 3 n I headng in a pmceeding to modify, the nature of the alleged act or omhi

k| I or to take other action for alleged vlo-
(alllefore instituting any proceeding for the proposed action: suspend, w revoke a Heense w fu alon with which the person is charged

3 to modify, suspend, or revoke a license (2) 14 ovide that the licensee may file o her action, the staff and a licensee and shall identify specifically the paa
a written answer to the order under ""' # # ""#

M lation of any provision of the Act or oath or af firmation within twenty (20) fa't o law," rule, regulation, lleense, permli
*

lo the a tt eme t of 11 e r
or such other time as cud ng w he compmmise of a civil or cease and desist order involved tihe this chapter or the conditions of the days of its date[lln the order.may be speelite penalty. Die supulaHon w compro- the alleged violation and shall stati blicense the Director. Office of Inspeo-

tion and Enforcement, will serve on (3) Inform the licensee of his right, m se shall be subject to approval by the amount of each penalty which th
$j the licensee a wiltten notice of viola- within twenty (20) days of that date ofthe designated presiding officer or, if Director of Nuclear Reactor Iteguls

tion, except as provided in paragraph the order, or such other time as may n ne has been designated, by the Lloni Director of Nuclear Materls
| (c) of this section. The notice of viola- be specified in the order, to demand a Chief Administradve Law Judge, a* Barety and Safeguards, Directoi

tion will concisely state the alleged hearing- c rding due weight to the position of Office of Inspecuon and Enforcemen*

8 violation and will require that the 11- (4) spectly the lasues; and the staff. The presiding officer, or if as appropriate proposes to impose
lI censee submit, within twenty (20) days (5) State the effective date of the none has been designated, the Chief The notice of violation shall als

of the date of the notice or other speo- order. Administrative Law Judge, may order advise the person charged that th
f' tiled time, a written explanation or th) A licensee may respond to an such adjudication of the lasues as he civil pentlty may be paid in th
: statement in reply including: order to show cause by filing a written may deem to be required in the publie amount specified therein or the pre
j, (1) Corrective steps which have been answer under oath or affirmation.The interest to dispose of the proceeding. posed imposition of the civil penalt

.- * taken by the licensee, and the results answer shall specifically admit or deny If appr ved, the terms of the settle * may be protested in its entirety or i
each allegation or charge made in the

! achieved; M compromise shall be em- part, by a written answer, either den:
' (2) CorTective steps which will be cater to show cause, and may set forth , rnent

talled in a decision or order settling Ing the violation,or showing extenua
the matters of fact and law on which and discontinuing the proceeding. Ing circumstances. The notice of viol.N! taken; and

CO ' (3) The date when full compliance the licensee relics. The answer :nay tion shall advise the person charge
will be achieved. demand a hearing. 134 FH 16804, Aug. 38,1913], that u90n fallure to pay a civil penall

(b) The notice mat require the 11- (c) If the answer demuds a hearing.,

$ 2 204 Order for snodification of iteenee. subsequently determined by the Con-

the Cammission will Lesue an order"! . censee to admit or deny the violation' and to state the reasons for the viola- designating the time and place of The Commission may modify a 11 mission, if any, the penalty ma

Lion, if admitted. It may provide that, hearing. cense by issuing an amendment on unless compromised. remitted or mil
if an adequate reply is not received (d) An answer or stipulation may notice to the licesuee that he may gated, be collected by civil action, pu>

'within the time specified in the notice. consent to the entry of an order in demand a hearing with respect to all suant to section 234c of the Act,
the Director. Office of Inspection and out stantially the form proposed In the or any part of the amendment within (b) Within twenty (20) days of tl

*1%forcement, may issue an order to order to show cause. twenty (20) days from the date of the date of a notice of violation or othe
.w cause why the license should not (e) The consent of the lleensee to notice or such longer period as the time specified in the notice, the pers<

,tbc anodilled, suspended or revoked or the entry of an order shall constitute 53



ldf',l U UUubb Nhhf
!

J\ _ . . _ _ _ .

'

.'l 2.204 Title 10-Inorg Chopfer uclear Regulatory Commisslon- |2.4
'

charged a ther pay the penalty in promised, or is not remitted by th ! ton, D.C or (2) by mall or telegram Subpers served]the amot oposed or answer the rector of Nuclear iteactor Regula ( ') addreased to the Director of Nuclear
notice of v.wation. The answer to the Director of Nuclear Material Salu/ Heactor Hegulation. Director of Nucle- bport D--Addillonel Precedunotice of violation shall state any and Safeguards. Director. Office of In- ar Material Safety and Safeguards. DI-
facts. explanations, and arguments, spection and Enforcement, as appro- rector. Office of Inspection and En- Applicable fo Fraceed',ngs for i

savance of Licenssa To Con;denytng the changes of vlointion, or palate, the presiding officer or the forcement. as approprint. U.S. Nucle- e,

demonstrating any extenuating cir. Commlaalon. and if payment la not at Hestdatory Commission. Washing- , op ,,,,, yogg,,, p ,,, 7 ,
cumstr ces, error in the notice of vio- made within ten (10) days following ' * 98 d uiPton, D.C. 20555. The requests shalllation, or other reason why the penal. cither the service of the order de'
ty should not be hnposed and may re- scribed in paragraph (c) or (f) of this specify the action requested and set **

*

forth the facts that constitute the Bot cc 40 FIL 2978. Jan.17.1915 unliquest remission or mitigation of. the acction, or the empiration of the time
It for requesting a hearing described in basis for the request. ether tse noted.

e I the raon charged with viola, paragraph (d) of this section. no sucia (b) Within a reasonable time after a $ Scope af subpast,
tion fa!!s to answer witidn the time {4"#* "[, ,' caua710 request pursuant to paragraph (a) of This aubpart describes pr eduri' g Ra ospecified in paragraph (b) of this sec. *

,,ctor of Nuclear Material Safety and this section has been received, the DI. applica le to licensing pro cedingi
* tion, the Director of Nuclear Itcactor

Safeguards. Director Office of Inspec- rector of Nuclear Reactor Itegulation, which ivolve the consider tion i
Regulation. Director of Nuclear Mate- tion and Enforcerner$t, as appropriate. Director of Nuclear Material Safety hearings of a number of app cation
rial Safety and Safeguards. Director,

may refer the matter to the Attorney and Safeguards. Director. Office of In. d by

te or more applicar;p of th
, s pursi

Office of Inspection and Enforcement. General for collection. spection and Enforcement, as appro, p er Part,

as appropriate, will issue an order hn-'

! posing the civil penalty in the amoung E cept w np ad priate shall either institute the re- chapter, h !! censes to conyruct an
tu on b the quested proceeding in accordance with "" I'"]O

''"
act forth in the notice of vloist on e- gg g d 1

*

3 aarlbed in paragraph (a) of this sco- Department of Justice cr as ordered this subpart or shall advise the person
M h UWd N% fcl. who made the request in writing that at different Jtes**

LION-
lowing reference of the matter to the no proceeding will be Instituted in 1 2.401 Notice of hearing applicatlos '

,

(d)If the person charged with viola * Attorney Ocneral for collection, pay. whole or in part, with respect to tils pursuant te Appendla of Part 50 fe
.

tion files an answer to the notice of suent of civil penalties imposed under request, and the reasons therefor. constructic pe rmits.
'

. violation, the Director of Nuclear lle- section 234 of the Act shall be made
by check. draft. or money order pay. (c)(1) Director's decisions under this (a)In the est e of app' cations purst

%, actor llegulation. Director of NuclearMaterial Safety and Safeguards. Di* able to the Treasurer of the United section will be filed with the Office of ant to Append a N of ' art 50 of thi.

chapter for co tstruct n permits torector. Of fice of Inspection and En* States. and mailed to the Director of the Secretary. Within twenty (20)
forcement, as appropriate, upon con * Nuclear Itcactor Itegulation. Director days after the date of a Director's de- nuclear power : setor of the type de'

sidesation of the answer, will issue an of Nuclear Material Safety and Safe- cision under this acetion that no pro * scribed in 9 50.2 * of his chapter, th,

Secretary will is ue otices of hearinorder dismlashig the proceeding; or im* guards. Director, Office of Inspection cceding will be instituted or other..

{ posing. anttigating, or remitting the and Enforcement, as appropriate. action taken in whole or In part the (b) The notice o hearing will ala.
pursuant to g 2.1 1.

,a civil penalty. The person charged may. Comm%ston may on its own motion
review that decision. In whole or in state the time an i place of the heatwithin twenty (20) days of the date of a t laaes Aug. 28,1918: at Fil 18113*

,

Ings on any separ e phase of the pinthe order or other time specified in p
part, to determine if the Director has cceding.

., the order, request a hearing.
abused his discretion. This review, g, gy

(e) If the person charged with viola- power does not limit in any way either |M2 Separate we Insi en separat,'''I tion requests a hearing. the Commis. the Commission's supervisory power I""" ** "'*I '* "I* *I '****Ma85P| slon willissue an order designating the (a) Any person may f!!e a request for over delegated Staff actions or the (a)In the ca of ap llcations pursuthne and place of hearing. the Director of Nuclear Iteactor Regu. Commission's power to consult with ant to Appen lx N of ' art 50 of this
(f) If a hearing is held, an order will I*IIO"* Director of Nuclear Material the Staff on a forinal or infortnal basis chapter for onstructi i permits fo

be lasued af ter the hearing by the pre. Safety and Bateguards. Director, regarding institution of proceedings nuclear pow r reactors f a type deO.' stdtng officer or the Commtaslon dia. OHice of Inspection and Morcement* under this section. scribed in g 0.22 of this hapter. theN' missing the proceeding or imposing, as approWate. M MW a Wed i Commisslo or the prest Ing offices
CO sult! gating * or remitting the civil pen- Ing pursuant to 5 2.202 to modify. sus- - (2) No petition or other request for may order eparate hearint on partle.

IY* pend or revoke a license, or for suels Commlaston review of a Director's de. ular liha s of the proceed! g. such asother action as may be proper. nucts a
(g) The Director of Nuclear Reactor cision under this section will be enter, anatters clated to the accep ability ol

,
Regulation. Director of Nuclear Mate- . request shall be addressed to the Dt- tained by the Commission. the dt gn of the reactor, in the con.rector of Nuclear Iteactor Regulation,

text o the site parameters p stulatedrial Safety and bareguards. Director. Director of Nuclear Material Safete
Office of hupection and Enforcement, and Safeguards. Director. Office of In- (See Sol as amended Pub. t. es-430. se for t e design: environmental atters:+,

8 at.12e2; Pub, I. 94-13. as stas, els (43 or titrust aspects of the appl ation.as appropriate, snay compromise anF spection and Enforcement, as appro- Uu. ssett) ( l If a separate hearing is he on acivil penalty. subject to the provisions priate, and shall be filed either (1) bf tlcular phase of the proce- Ingofg2.203. delivery to the Pubtle Documentg
(39 Fit 12153 Apr. S.1914.as amended a4 43 e Commission may, pursuan toth) If the civia penalty la not coan- Itoom at 1*l1711litreet NW Washing. fit 38HO. July 14.19111 2.718. consolidate Jor hearing on at

*
*

,, __
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For: The Ccmissioners tw.

W. ,
.

Frem: Ernst Volgenau, Director
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CRITERIA FOR ISSUANCE OF CIVIL PENAL /IES AND' APPEAL
-

_ Subject:

PROCES3 AVAILABLE TO THE LICENSc
. 5

.

Pur:cse.: This responds to questiens raised by the Cemissien en I
iAugust 11, 19777 concerning the prccedures involved in !

detemining the need .ar and the process of issuing a '

civil penalty; the prccess by which a licensee may appeal
an adverse enforcement action; the mechanism for ccnvening
a Hearing Board; and the extent of the Cernnission's involve-
ment at each stage of the appeal process.

,

'

tDiscussien: The Directcr of the Office of Ins;:ection and Enforcement,
the Director of the Office of Nuclear Reacter Regulation,..

and the Director of the Office of Nuclear Material Safety ~~~ ~ - '

'and Safeguards have the authority to impose civil penalties,
.

m
- 'j wheFE EppF prface. newever, the Director of the Office of t

'

-Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards and the Director .cf !
the Office' of NITcTeir ReaMor 7egGTaticn nave not p5vicus1f-~

!'

exercised this authority.
!,

, _ . . _.

..- 1. Need for Civil Fenalty Action

There are three for=al sanctions available to the a
Cc:miission in the exercise of its enforcement rescon- '

sibility. These three sanctions are (1) notices of l

D g@l violation, (2) civil penalties, and (3) orders of ;

bb various kinds such as orders to mcdify, suspend er
g reycke licenses and orders directing cessaticn of Ispecified activities. Each of these sanctions is []@D n

ig n i

b@ described in the attached " Criteria for Detamining" id
-

;"j | Lk Ll l'
Enforcement Acticn and Categories of Items of Ncn , * !-

ccmpliance with AEC Regulatcry Requirements - Mcdi-
fications" (Criteria for Enforcement Action), issued

1Cecember 31, 1974. This document is sent to all
-

'

licensees and was noticed in the Federal Recister. P40 FR 820 (January 3,1975). (Ccpy attached as e-

Co n tac'*- |

4 ''
'

B *Sudget Sessfen, S/ll/77 (ref: SECY memo toT; 'Ad2[ke""* IE EDO,CGC,8/17/77)
ll

.

M%
%-E Id% !

-
- - - .!. A. M J 3 ......)

~

...... .... .--.. . . - ....- - - --- - - -- - -

---
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Appendix A.) The Office of Inspection and Enforcement's c. .
*

Manual Chapter C800, available in the Public Document.

Room, provides guidance to the staff in its implementation ,.]', of the Criteria for Enforcement Action, g
.

The sanction for a given case is selected in acecrdance A-with the Critaria for Enforcement Action and the guidance Iof MC 0800. The deter nination of the appropriate sanction
is in the last analysis, hcwever, a matter of judgment [
exercised in accordance with the established criteria

,

and the guidance in MC 0800. The specific action decided.

! upon is dependent en the facts and circumstances of eachf particular case. Factors bearing upon selection of the
appropriate enforcement action include the total items, ,

I
of nonccmplianca, the significance of each individual,

item of nonc:mpliance and the licensee's previous enforce-
| In selecting the appropriate sanction,ment history.

emphasis is on corrective action and management controls
4

i to assure continued compliance as distinguished from
purely punitive actien.m

The Criteria for Enforement Action outline eleven
examples for which a civil pen lty may be the appropriate.

Thus a civil penalty is concidered where
-

sanction.
repetitive items of nonccmpliance with the same general,

requireent have been noted, where chroni nonc:mpliance
is found, where nonc:mpliance has been deliberate, and
also where a single instance of ncnc:mpliance of the

Orderssignificance level cf a "violaticn"' occurs. ,

are issued in instances of unauthorized uses or ac- (-

tivities; where an ir=ediate ha:ard exists regardless
of whether there may be any associated nonc mpliance
with regulatory requirements; in other instances where F

,

serious potential safety, security or environmental Thazards must be removed; in instances where other
1

enforcament actions have not been effective; in instances
whe-e deliberate violations have occurred; or in other j|~

sici1ar instances. ,

4

a

-

" items of nonc:mpliance have been categori:ed into three levels of sig- *
" violation" (mest significant), " infraction", and " deficiency"nificance:

(least significant). These categories are elaboratad on in Attachment B
to Appendix A.

-

-

%et A e4 34-

f/1-

.

._
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The legislative history of section 234 of the j.

-

Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, is the Cem- '!
;

mission ethority for imposing civil penalties., p
i. This authority was intended to be exercisad f:r ;-j- items of nonccmpliance which are tec significane fcr :N

a mere notice of violation and yet'not significanc dencugh te war-=.nt the suspensicn or revocation of a T.,
license. A brief sumary of the legisla:.ive history 1
is set forth in Appandix 3. ;

2. Process for Issuino Civil Penalties
i

Procedures for the civil penalty acticn are fcund in
10 CFR 2.205 of the Cc= mission's " Rules of Practice."-

After consideration of the varicus factors discussed Ii

above and a decision to issue a preposed civil penalty.
a notice of violation is prepared citing the specific ;-

items of nonccmpliance and the secticns of the reg-
ulations in Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, or

m license ccnditions with which the licensee was found
__/ to be in apparent ncnccmpliance. Each item ,of ncn-

compliance is classified as a violation, intraction
or deficiency and a dollar accunt is assigned to each-

; classificatien in accordance with guidance in MC 0800.
A Notice of Propcsed Imposition of Civil Penalties is
also prepared by IE witn cencurrence of the Office of
the Executive Legal Director. The appropriate Licensing ,

Office is infor=ed of the prepcsed action early in the
censideration process. A graphic cartrayal of the pro- t

cess is contained in Appendix C- !

3. Timino of Cermission and Public Notification *

,

After the proposed civil penalty is signed by the Directer
,.

,

of the Office of Inspection and Enforcement, a Notice -3of Significant Enforcement Acticn (EN) is dispatched to :
-

the Cemission five days in advance of the date for !
mailing the civil penalty notice to the licensee. The
Office of Public Affairs is notified also so that a ,

press release can be made, usually two days follcwing
:the dispatch of the civil penalty notice to the licensee. '

[-
[.4. Process by Which Licensee Mav Acceal *

< p ;'
r p~bkNl

$ ,. S
' N

~,
~ '

- & ,y'(,- se s Op
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a. Pmcosed Civil Penalty Action ' ?]3 - y
i The licensee is given denty days fr:m the date of r3
i- receipt of the proposed civil penalty notice to

-

respond. If no response is received in tne benty i;j
,

:.

day period the penalties will be imposed in the G
proposed amount. Tne licensee may protast the ;

imposition of the penalties in whole or in part. I
If he chooses to protest the penalties he mayi

,

(a) deny the itms of nonc:mpliance listed in the ;
'

flotice of Violation, (b) demonstrate extenuating
circumstances, (c) shcw errer in the fictice of
Violation, or (d) shcw other reasons why the
penalties should not be imcosed. He may alsoi

j request remission or mitigation of the penalties.

! Ynen the licensee's response to the Notice of
! Violation and the flotice of Proposed Imposition

of Civil Penalties is received in IE Headquarters, |i
' c pies are sent to the resp:nsible Regional Office,
i ^) the appropriate licensing office, the Office of
! , '- the Executive Legal Director and the Office of-

Public Affairs. After a review of the licensee's
; respcnse, IE will either issue an order dismissing |

| the proposed penalty or impcse, mitigate or remit t

the civil penalties.
,

t. Order Ir cosing the Civil Penalties
,

Upon receipt of the Order Imposing Civil Penalties,
the licensee may, within twenty days, pay tha civil

91 0 penalties or request a hearing on the order. Ag
number of licensees have requested hearings ont.

L V civil penalty matters, hcwever, these mattars have --'-
g; 0, gn ' usually been resolved in the prehearing stage. 7

3

1 Only three cases have gone beyond the prehearing b
h hJ C

u stage and these are currently in the hearing pro- ;'

cess.* It should be noted that if' a hearing is ',
requested, a hearing must be granted. Tne mechanisa <

for convening a hearing is the issuance by the Ccomission
of a flotice of Hearing. ..

J

"In acc: clan aiere was the Virginia Electric and Pcwer Ccm:any matter involving -

a civil penalty. There as a result of a stipulation by all parties the order 4

imposing the civil penalty was initiated by the Atomic Safety and Licensing
card rather than the staff. This proceeding was unique and is not pertinent
a tne present discussion.

. ()- t Vf sw on .

.
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As dis issed belcw the hearing is held by either 7
the Administrative Law Jud' .

and Licensing Board (ASL3)ge or the Atomic Safety .j
The decision of th.e. ,-

Administrative Law Judge or the ASL3,,he recuest ofi- as appropriate, 1,
:s appealable to the Apceal Board at t

?-?
.

either the licansee or the staff. Tne Appeal 3 card's it
-

decision may in turn be reviewed by the C missicn 'j
at its discretion. Once the decisien bec:mes final, p

,A
a licensee may seek redress in the courts. r-

t
If payment is not made within the specified time
folicwing either the ser/ ice of an order or the

.

expiration of the time for requesting a hearing, jthe matter may be referred to the Attorney General .'

for collecticn threugh a civil action in District I

, . Court. Under Section 2M of the Act, a licensee !'

may refuse payment and the matter may be proc 2ssed '

directly in District Court without going through
i the Comission's acministrative process. Tne

Attorney General has the exclusise pcwer to ccm-i
'

prcaise, mitigate or remit civil penalties which^
,

i J have been referred to him for acticn.
s;

: 5. Mechanism for Convenine a Hearine BoaM
,

Norr. ally the Administrative Law Judge (Judge Samuel Jensch)
is designated to hear civil penalty cases. The
Administrative Law Judge is designated rather than a
three man Atomic Safety and Licansing Scard because
the issues in controversy in these casas tend to be
narrow and factual rather than bread and technically
ecmplex, as is typical of a react:r licensing pro-

1
ceeding.

jD 9 0

U, g Tne Ccmission itself appoints the Administrative Lawt (mJudge or Scard to hear a civil penalty case. It dcesnQn3g so in the Notice of Hearing, having acted on a draft w
9' ' O i

d' uk U g' g that Notica presented to it by the staff. The
Cemission also typically uses the Notice of Hearing
as the ceans for authori:ing the Appeal Board to per-
form a review function in the proceeding.

6. Extent of the Ccmission's Involvament at each stace
of tne Acceal Process l2

.

As indicated above, the decision of the Appeal Board
would be reviewable by the Cec =ission at its discretion,
therefore the Comissien's ex carta rule limits Ccm-
missicn involvement in a ciW1 penalty matter once a
hearing has been requested.

- h8 6' of h' ~
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, . Ccordinatien: The Office of the Executive Legal Director concurs in 'E

- legal cojection. -
[-j.)!- this paper. Tne Office of the General Counsel has no

. !
e-

^

|$, . - .

._- , :_.
- ~ < .. .Tk . ' f -- ~ ~i

-

. Ernst.Voisenau
Director
Office o,f Inspection

and Enforcement

Enclosures: * ' D'3 '
ru

'

Appendices A, B, C
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UNITED STATES

f
M. A)

'
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

*
w.ssmucron. o.c. 2:s4s -

:N.4,

' . S.

' ' " " " Dece=ber 31, 1974
i

.

* .

To: All AIC I.icensees
.

j . -

CRITIRIA FOR DITI3MIi!NG Di?CRCEG2iT ACTION A? J CATICCRIIS OF NCliCCMP*!ANCI,

{ ETE AIC RIGLUTC2! RIQU3 _ iTS - MODIIICA !CNS
^

" ~

On Nove=ber 1,1972, the Cocnission issued cri:eria for enforce =e=i-

actions to be :ake= for nonce =pliance vi:h its rules and with license'

c=nditions in accordance vi:h Sections 161,186, and 234 of the A:ccic
Isergy Ac: and, Subpar: 3 of Par: 2,10 Cn. On June 5,1973, the
Cc .ission notified licensees that categories of violaticu vd.:h AIC

' regulatory require =en:s had bees ~es:ablished because the Cc: ission e=d.

the nuclear i=dus::y recogshed that the significance of viola:icns
varies in the potential for affecting the heal:h and safety of the
public, the ce==c defense and securi:y, and .he e=riren=e==.'

I

j 3ased on a review of the experience with the criteria fc: de:er-"-i=g
enfor:e=en: ac:io and the ca:egories of coccc=pliance, =edifica: ices*

| of the use of these criteria and these ca:escries are being =ade.
Cc==ests expla d g the ccdifica:1cus are enclosed as A::ach=ents Ad

,
. and B. -

| -

j j, The cha=ges f= the cri:e:La and categories ara pri=arily ad-'-is:: .:1ve
' is na:ure a=d should resuh in a higher level of unders:asdi=g of the
! enf= ce=est progra= - and the results of the preerz= - en the par: af

.

j the public and the indus::7 The basic purpose of :he enforce =e=:
p:ogra= - enha=ce=ent of tha health and safe:7 of the public, the cc cn'

defe=se and securi:y, and the environ =e:: - re=ains the sa=e. The
long standing practice of requiring cor:ee:ive action for each identified
1:e= of nonce =pliance (71cla:1cus) is no: changed. The enforce =es: prog z=.

} can:1:ues to e=phasica cc :ec:ive action uhe:e necessar7 to assure tha:
regulated activi:ies =est applicable require:e=:s and are conducted wi:h due
ragard for public health and safe:y, cc on defe=se and securi:7 a=d
protectics of the e=viroc=ent.

The modifica: ions clarify the enforce =ect cri:eria and categories of
nonce =plia=ce in the areas of safeguards a:d e:virec= ental ca::ers a=d

provide =c:a explici: def.fsi: ices to aid in a bet:e: unders:andi:s of
the e= force =en: progra=. These defisi: ions =4ka clear the applicabili:7
of the progra= in ca::ers ef quali:y assurance, =a= age =e== cent =1, a=d
syste=s p e=fc==ance. Also, because :he C r 'ssien relies to a degree
en reports f:c= licensees to assure tha: 1:ely cc::ec:ive ac:icu is
taken and to assure that the industry is nocified of i=portas: cat:ars

m==. T.. A* ~~
g

D
n ,D Ig .

v v JLs -.
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g,
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! All AIC Licensees -2- Dece=ber 31, 1974.m
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| d

of generic interest, a reporting require =ent is viewed f::= the enforce =en:
- standpoint to be of the sa=e level of i=portance as the =at:er for which

! the report is required. As a part of the correspondence between a licensee
i - and the AIC subseque=t to an inspection, co ifications vill be =ade to a
j liceesee of apparent failures en the par: of the licensee to =eet his
|- c ==1:=enes con:sised in his applica:1cs or is correspcede=cs :o the
, , AIC ced of devra icus frem a: propria:e codes, standards or guides.-

. n e levels of e= force =es acti:=s available :o de Cec =ission i= che'

exarcise of its regulacory responsibilities are :he sa=a as those se: forth
' la che le::e of Nov =ber 1,1972. These include vri::en :o:1ces of viola:ic=,

*

; civil =ene:ary penalties, and c ders to "cesse and desis:" ce for =odi-
fication, suspensten, or revoca ica of a license. *

,

ne cri:eria for issuance of a "No: ice of viola:ics". are essentially
'

uncha=ged.
I

! ne cri:eria for civil penal:ies have been = edified to elabcrate upc
! those situa: ices for which civil penal:1es =sy be i= posed. "-ae

a=ou.e of civil penal:7 in any given case, withis de cesfi=es of
'

the a=cu=:s established by de A::=ic Energy Act, is de:er- d ed by
.I censidera:icn of several fac:::s includi=g:,o -

1 (
.

l. Pete=:ial or actual censeque:ces associated vich de 1:en of
~

''
,

conc ==pliance. This includes c=nsidera:icn of the categories
3 of noccc=pliance.
i

'

~. Type of lice =see. nis includes de purpose for which licensed and_
che quanti:y, fc = and kind of radicac:1ve =aterial authorized.

3. The lice =see's recen enforce =ent history, if applicable. This
includes the =acure and nu=ber of 1:e=s of cence=pliance, the
freque=cy of =occe=pliance, whe:he: 1:e- s of nenc==plix ce were
repetitive of the s4== cr s"''ar require =en:s, p::=p:=ess of
correc:1ve ac:1ca, and the licensee's =acage=e=c of 1:s progra= for
assuring ce=plia=ce with regula: cry require =ents,

na cri:eria clarify :ha: repeci:iveness of conce=plia=ce or his:ory cf
nonce:pliasce is =oc an essen:ial ing edies: for censidera:1cu for civil
penal:y. In so=e cases of a single instance of acnce=pliance, a civil
penal:7 =ay be the appropria:e enforce =en: sanc:1:n.

.

The criteria for orders e=phasize the i=por:ance of quali:y assurance
and are br:adened to include all aspec:s of the regula:::7 progra=.
Under these criteria, an order to suspend a license or a portien therecf
=ay be issued for auchcri ed ac:ivi:1 s of licensees or per=i: holders9

o n
D,)D

a k 11
-

g7 skwh 7 c4 4
. v . k ,

,
_-)

pI. U ,

at



. - - .-- . - - --. . -. _.- . . . . . - . . . . . - . _ -.

, . .

..,
.

l .m
#

All AEC Licensees -3- Dece=ber 31, 1974

.

- which are perfor=ed in such a -2- er as to ccesti:n=e an i==ediate or

'
potential threat to e=ployees or che public; or for constructic defi-
cla:cies which, if :or suspeeded * edia:ely, c:uld eve :: ally resui: i.

sig ificas: or essen:ial.ly 1: eversible construe:ict dafects which i= pac-'

-

en safecy or which i= crease the poten:ial for or :he pote :d e severi:7
ef := accident. If, for exa=ple, a quali:y assura=ce require =e : for
a specific constructi== activity is not i=ple=ented, this ac:1vity
=ay be suspended u=:il full complia:ce with the require =en: is " achieved.

.

Regula:=ry Operations Bulle:ics and I==ediate Actice Le::ers have bee =
used not only :o dissi 4-ste i=for=a: ion bu: also as a =eans of ace ==-

plishing volus:ary ac:ics on the part of licensees to inspect, report
and =ake cc ..-1:=e=:s to correct proble=s es a ti=aly schedule. nese.

two c===unica:icts are recog=ized is these revisiens. If these _e: hods
are ineffective is achieving the desired actice, an order =ay be
p :=pt27 issued requiring the action.

n e enforce =es: rec rd of a licensee =ay be a ee:sidera:10: in selecti=g
the appropriate e= force =en: sa:ccics in any give . case. A licensae's'

' ' enfer:e=e== history is evaluated in ter=s of dis:ribu:ics of 1:e=s of
d

| sc=c =pliance by i=pertance and. by the degree of repe:1:iveness of
scuc==pliance vi:h the sa=a basic require =e::. E vever, regardlessi

of the his:ory, censidera:icu vill be gives :o the core sig:ificas:
esforce=en: sanc:1:=s as a resul: of a.y inspectics tha: reveals
1:e=s of par:1cular i=por.ance to safety and 4= age =en:.

De for=e syste= of severi:7 ca:eecrisatien, which was :he subj ect
of a lec:er :o lice = sees da:ed .Iu=i. 5,1973, has been revised to place
1:e=s of socce=pliance vi:h regulatory require =e=:s (Violations) : ore .

claarly in perspec:ive vi:h regard to their rela:ive significa ce :o
the public heal:h, safety acd 12:eres and the cc==ce defe:se and
security. As shown in A::ach= enc,B to this letter, the revised syste=
for uacegorimi g viola:icas (ite=s of tenc:=plia ce) has :hree levels
of rela:1ve i=-ortance which are designa:ed is descending order as
(1) " viola:ica," (2) "i= frac:ica," and (3) "deficie:cy," each of which
is a legal viola:Lo= in the s acutory se=se.

I: should be recognized tha: the enforce =ent cri:eria and the ca:egeries
of cenc:=pliance apply enly to si::ations where there is an apparen:
failure ca .the part of a licensee to =ee: regula:::y require =ee:s. ne
licensee =ay also be notified of devia: ions f::= ce~_.1 =es:s and
appropria:e codes, sta:dards, or guides. ne signilt:ance of these
failures generally is judged agains: the ac: cal or poten:ial cense-
quences resulting fre= the failures and f := the standpci : of licensee
aware =ess and =anage:en: of his p:cgras. 7::= the viewpcin: of enforce-
=e :, a licenses failure that resul:s in the po:en:ial for cc sequences is

-
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.

equally i= porta = with the fail' ire that resul:s i= the consequencies -
| ,. both represen: instances of failure of the 11:essee :o preperly perfo:c.
1 However, f:cm the i=pae: of heal:h and safety, cc:=cu defesse and

securi:y, the procecti:n of the enviren=en:, ac:ual ecusequences -: . .

', whe: the even: did occur - and po:e 'm' c::. sequences - vhen the
, . opportuni:7 for occune:ces exis:s bu: the even did so: happen -
; of a 1:e= of noncompliance are quite diffe:est. 1= :3por:ing the

= ore i=portas: 1:e=s of =cccc=pliance, those 1:a=s tha: caused or,

resul:ad in actual c=usequences vill be differentiated f cm those
i tha: =erely p;cvided the pote::ial fe the consequences.
i,

j The e=fc ce=en: criteria a=d the ca:egeries of sc====pliance apply to
si a:1ons where there is an appare:: failure en he par: of a licensea

regula:ory require =en s, c *:=en:s, and app:cpriate codes,to nee:,

i s: ands ds or guides. There do occur even:s - such as sc=a equip =en:
i

c:alfu=c: ices - at lice see facilities which are no: founded in the
failure of the licensee to neet require =e :s, ec-d =en:s, and appro-
priate ecdes, sea:dards, and guides. Sech even:s are not i=cluded

j vithin the e=fc::e=an: prog:a=.
I The e=for:re :
I

cri: aria and the categories of ccace plia ce hava beene

v placed is the Public Docu=en: Roc =, 1717 E S: eet, 3.7., Washing: n,
i D.C., a=d a notice has been placed in the Federal legis:e :=ncerning
| their availabili:y :o all persons upes reques:.
1

Si=cerely,

z..e , - < ~ 6 / C d {
Dc:ald T. %=uth, Director

of Regula ::y Opera:1ces

Inclesures:
A. Cri:e:La for Deca ci=1=g Inforce an: Ac:1:n
2. Ca:egories of Ire =s of Ncuc =plin=ce

.
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CRITIRIA ?CR OE*"I?2'ININC EECRCD'.Eh"' ACTICN.

* Is Connec:icu vich Lice = sing and Regula:ory Provisicus
of the Ato=ic Energy Act of 1954, as A= ended,s

and Regula:icus and Licenses Issued Therecader
,. -

IT"RODUCTION

! The purpose of the AIC enforce =ent p:=3:as is the enhance =en: of the
heal:h and safety of :he public, the c===en defense and securi:y, a=d
the envirec=an:. The enfor:e=en: progra= emphasizes cc :ee:.ve sc:icn,.

- whera secassarf, to assure :ha: regula:ed ac:iv_:1es =ee: applicable
require =ents and are c=ndue:ed with due regard for publi: heal:h and
saf sty, cc=..on defense a=d securi:7 and pro:ection of ':he enviren=ent.
Corrective sc: ion is required for each iden:1fied itam of acne =pliance.

,

Results of AEC inspections and investigations of lice: sed activicies
have shew tha: licensaes have no: in all cases ce= plied vich :he
regulatory require =en:s, and it..has bee = necessary :o take specific
enforce =ent actices cec =e:surate vi:h :he 1:e=4 of nonc==plia:ce. This
docu=ent se:s out the cri:eria for e= force =en; ac:icns :o be :akas vi:h
respect to future nonce =pliance with :he Ate =1: Isergy Cc==issi n's,

j require =e=:s is accordance with See:1cus 161, 136 and 23!. cf the A::=1:
. Inergy Act and Subpar: 3 of Part 2,10 Cn.
1

LEVELS OF EECRCIME 7 AC'" IONS AVA*LA3tI TO WI CC$il'ISSICN
'

i

! (- The for=al ac:icns available :o the Cc==issics i= the exercise of its ~

enforce =en: responsibili:1es are of three basic types -(notices of violation,
civil penalties, and orders) which ay be applicable :o a specific'

e=forcemen: si:ua:icn.

1. Wei::en Notices of Viola:i=n (10 C7". 2.201)

Notices of Viola:1ons are vri::en notices :o licensees, citi=g
the appare== ins:ancas of failure :o ec= ply with regula:: 7
require =en:s (viola:icus) which for purposes of ca:egori:a: ion
have been classified viola: ions, infrac:1ces and def t:1e:cies.
Such 1:e=s of none==pliance are generally observed er
iden:ified du.dsg i=vestiga:icus,.inspec:icns, or i=quiries.

The sa=a le::e a= closing a Notice of Viola:ica =ay also enclose
a notifica:1cn of apparen: deviaticus f:cm licensee ce==1:=en::
and the provisions of appropria:e c= des, s:andards or guides.

2. Civil Meneca v Fecalties (10 CTR 2.205)

The Cec:.ission =ay levy civil =ene:ary penal:1es agains: lice = sees
for violaticus, infrac: ions or deficiencies vi:h raspec: :o require-
men:s in licensing provisions of :he Act or any rule, regulatics,

~1~ * **Dece=ber 31, 1974
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i order, or license issued thereunder. The Co=1ssion is required to
| O issue a "=otice of violation" to the person charged before i=sti-;

- tucing proceedings to i= pose a civil penal:y.

3. Orders to Cease and Desist; and Orders for Suscansion. Modification,.

or Revoca ion of a License (10 C R 2.202 and 2.200
.

The AIC has authori:y to issue orders to " cease and desist," and
- orders to suspend, = edify, or revoke licenses. Such orders are ordinarily

preceded by certain procedursi require =e :s, iscluding a v-i::en.

- "no: ice of viola:i:n" :o de licensee providi=g hin ,eid as oppor-
tuaity to respond as to the correc:ive =essures being taka=. In
the even the licensee fails to respend to the notice or to de=en-.

strate that sa:isfae: cry correc:ive accica is being :aken, an ordar
to show cause =ay be issued requiri g the licensee :o show why the
particular order (eider of revoca: ion, or =edifica: ion, or sus-
pension) should not be =ade effective. In so=a ins:ances where the
heal:h, safety, or interest of e=ployees or the public so requires
or deliberace nonc==pliance vid the Coe=ission's regulations is
involved, the notice provision =sy be dispensed vi:h and, in'

addi:ica, the particular order =ay be =ade i==edia:ely eff ec:ive
pending further order.

i
In addition to proceeding by way of order, :he Cc=issien =ay also,,

pursuan: to Sectics 232 of the Act, request :he At:orney General :o
-'

I obtain an injunction or c:her cour: order _to enjoin licensees f ==
viola:ing the Act or a=y regula:ics or order issued thereunder.v

NOTICI 0F VI0I.ATION - CRI IRIA
,

See:ica 2.201 of 10 C H requires cha: before any for=al enfor:e=en:
action is :aken for alleged nonce =pliance, the AIC vill serve on the
licenses a written "co: ice of viola:ica" except when the Direc:or of
Regulation finds :hs: de public health, safe:y, or in:eres: so requires,
or tha: nence=pliance is deliberate, the "no: ice of viola:1cs" =ay be
c=1::ed and an order to shev cause issued.

Generally, a "socice of viola:1cn" =ay be considered sufficien: enforce-
=en: ac:1 = in thesa cases where:

.

a. Ite=s of noncompliance are readily correc:able, or

b. I:e=s of nonce =pliance are coc repe:icive or nu=erous, and do no:
cons:1:u:e an i==ediate or serious :hrea: :o che heal:h and safe:y
of de licensee's e=p .:yees or the public, to the envirc =es:, or
to :he ec=ce defense and securi:y, and

c. These is no indicati:n :ha: appropria:e corrective ac:ica vill
not be taken.

Dece=ber 31, 1974 -2- A::achmen: A
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#
The Co==issica may levy civil =ene:ary penalties c licensees who do no:
comply with the lice = sing provisicus of the Act c any rule, regula:ics,
c der, or license issued. Generally, the type of cases tha:-

are appro-
priate for i= posing civil penal:1es are those iniciv1=g sign'.ficas:

|. 1:e=s of ncnce=pliance and which represe.c a threa: Ou: noe secessarilyt

8 , 1 =ediate) to the heal:h, safe g , or is:eres of :he public, or to the-

c===ou defense or securi n , or the envir===en:. As a =atter of julg=en:,
- civil penal:ies =ay be used in lieu of license suspensica whe :here is no.

i==ediate threat to che heal:h and safe:y c: the c=c=ca defe:se and securi:7
and license suspensi:n vould deprive the licensee se his employees ! : heir
=eans of livelihood; or he pu'elic of essan:ial service.

&

Civil penalties =ay be the appropria:e enforce =en: ac:1:n in cases or
si:uaticus which =ee: cne or = ore of :he follevi:g cri:eria:

a

'Those cases of conec=plia=ce vi:h :he sa=e basi: require =e::s :>a:a.
'

vere brought to the at:encies of :he licensee i= a "socice of'

violatics" foll:ving a previcus inspectics; or
,

b. Those cases of nonce =pliance in which the lice =see fails to carry
out in a ti=ely =ance: the correc:1ve action :he licensee sea:ed

I

would be take 1: respecse to a previous wri::e: :ocice; c1
t
i - ^'

Those cases involving the deliberare fai:'.ure of a perse: Eo ec= plyc.
O; with regula: cry require =e::s;= or,

,

d. Those cases involving 1:e=s of ncnc==pliance in which (1) the
licensee's his:: 7 is ene of ch::ni: =cac==plia=:e, c: (2) due :oi

the nature and u=ber of 1:e=s of r enc:=pliance, it is apparen:
tha: =anage=e :, having been afforded au cpporm.::1:7 :o ccrrect
previous 1:e=s of cenec=pliance, is not ccadue:1:g 1:s licensed
activities in cenfo:=ance vi:h regula cry require =en:s, c: -

* NOTE: See:ic 1210) of the A:c=ic Energy Act requires the T3I =c
i=ves: iga:e all respec:ed or alleged cri=i=al viola:icus
of the Act.

D 5-

4

vWI
D ~9~T

3
u - - 2

Ince:he: 31, 1974 -3- A::ach=es: A

-

G

ht is cf M
-

N- M,

, n ., ,.,
|vsv ,yu

io28 3(.2



. . .-- .. .- . . .

,.'

.
-

,

-
.i

!
.

Those cases where (1) an order for i=edia:e, but :e:perary,
,

suspension or to " cease and desis:" is issued to rencve an im edia:e
h.

; - e.

to the heahh or safety of the licensee's e=ployees or che,
'

t

threa:
public, to the enviren=ent or to che ec=cs defe=se and securi:y,

n

and (2) punitive ac:1cn is dee:ed necessary to assure future,

compliance; or I
,

g

Those cases involving activities under construe:1on per=1:s whereI
f. .

the:e are :speated.1 e:s of sceccepliance vi:h regula::ry .

.

~ ,

, .
require:en:s; or - I
nose cases where an hes of nonc==pliance resuhed in or contributed - ;

-

,

-

:o the cause or the seriousness of as accident or an incicent;.or i
g.

-

| I-

Those cases involving ite=s of none==oliance 1= the Violation II
b.

,

category; or
.

n ose cases where the ca:ure and nu=ber of i:e=s of =ence pliance
.1. vi:h the regula:ory requirements iden:ified duri=g an inspectica or |is not c:nducting i:si an inves: iga: ion de cedra:e tha: =a=4ge=en:for the hea h h, safz:7 orlicensed ac:1vi:ies vi:h adequ2:e cencer,

| of 1:s e=ployees or the public cr the cocen defe=se and' in:eres:

I securi y; or,

n.cse cases where licensees '<==vingly ese ca:erials which are no:t

| j. authorized by the licensa or u:111:e authorized =a:erials for uses,,
; i . which are not authcri:ed; or''
.

These ea as where significa:: sa::ers** vere nec repor:ed to :he
>

h

Cc=issi n is a ti=ely canner as required by :he regula:Ory require =en:s.k.
'

Civil penahies sy be assessed for other cases having c:= parable types
of ite=s of nonce =pliance and si:natices for which :he C W asion dee=s
civil penalties to be app;cpria:e and necessary.

,

=a::ars =ay include, but are no: 11=1:ed :o,** Such significan:
exposure of persecsel to doses in excess of li=i:s, release of1cus is affluen:s in excess of li=1:s,radicac:1ve c=ncen::2: to ec 1: a chef: or unlawfulinciden:s involving an 4::e=p
diversion of ST.f, or to c W : an act of sabotage of cer ais
facilities, failure of safe:y sys:e=s, e=ergency cere cooli g or
other rela:ed safe:y sys:e:s to perf: n their design functi:n,
or the E F of sri in excess of applicable li=i:s, or si=ilar
=a: ers.

-4- A::ach=en: A
Nee =de r 31, 1971
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v desis " or to suspe=d,
, .ne AIC has authority to issue orders to " cease andThe Ccd esion is e=cevered to enforce

,

~
i

'
codify, or revoke lice ses.
these orders and obtain any oder appropriate reli.ef by bjune:1cn fren|-

Cases involving an i==ediate
7:

j Federal distric: courts, if necessary. i' fthreat to the public heal:h and safety, or the cc==cn defense and secur :y,
-

,

, - require i==edia:e steps to re=cve d e threat and are handled by :his l '.to viola:e,; Persocs who delibera:ely violata, atta=p: '

type of action.
or conspire to viol.::e che Cec =ission's regulations and e-dars, are, ['

-

upon convictice of the viciatiens, subjeer to fire up to $5,000 and
-|

-

,-

i= prison:ent for not =cre das two years (Secti n 223 cf the Ac:).
:he lice =see fails to respond to a " notice of violation" or

,
.

1

* In the even:
to de=cas:: ate that satisf ae:ory corrective ac:1cn is bei=g taken, an|

order to show cause may be issued requirt=g tha licensee to show why the
particular order (ei.her of reveca:1on, or =edifica icn, er suspensien)

,

|Is : hose i=s:ances where the heal:h,i

should co: be =ade effee:ive. a

of e=pl:yees er the public, or the c===en deftw e
and se:urity so requires, or delibera:e =cccc=plia=ce vi:h the Cc==issien's
safe:y, or is:erss|

regula:1cus is involved, the notice prevision =ay be dispersed vid and,
in addition, the particular orde: =ay be =ade i==ediately effective |

| pending fur.her order.
|
f

l a. Ordees to Cease and *)esist_
J 1 .

i V
An order to cease and desist is ordi:arily issued when a person is
condue:1=; unau derized activi:les a=d has been no:ified of :hefails to ter=1:a:e the activi:y and!
need fer auchcri:2:ics bu: ., ;

c:her e-C ar cir:c=szances as app =pria:e. 6,
,

,i '

.

b. Orders to Sesee.d a I.icense

An order is ordinarily issued for i==edia:e suspension of a license, j

.
,

or a portion thereef, as necessary to re=ove an i==edia:e drea:
to

'

the health, safety or interes: of licensee's e=plcyees or d e
-

public, or to :he c..==cn defe=se and securi:y; or for cencompliance
vi:h AEC require =en:s relati=g :o cons::vetics of a f acill:7
shich, if not correc:ed i==edia:ely, could subseque=:17 resultofin a significant threa: to the heal.h, safety er i=:eres:
e=picyees or the public, or the cet=cca def ense and securi.7

.

Order to Modify a I.ieense_c.

An order for the =odifica: ion of a license, is whole er in part,
sa=c:1cn whe: it isis ordinarily issued as au caforcemen: bea lice:see's opera:1:ns or activi:ies =us:de:er=ised :ha: .

limited or =odified to pro:ect the health, safe:y, or interes:
of the licensee's e=ployees cr the public, or the cc==c= defense

.

~

a=d security.

Dece=ber 31, 1974 -5- A::ach=en: A
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' d. Orders to leve,ke a License
-

.

An order is ordiaarily issued to revoke a lice =se when: I.

-
l-.

-

The licensee's perfo: nance shous tha: he is co: qualified to {
,

|- 1. g
perfor:s the activities covered by the li: esse; or

Il.

Civil penahf proves to be isaffec:1ve as an esfc::e en:[- 2.
,- ac: ion; or i

t
!

i 3. The licessee refuses to cor ec: 1:ess of conce:plia ce; c: j
t
It

4. A liceesae does no: respond to a "nocice cf violatic="; c:
|

A licensee's respcuse to a "cotice of viola:ica" i=dicates~ 5.' ;

inability or u=villingness :o =aissain ec=pliance vi:h'

|
regula: cry requiremen:s; or

Any material false state =ent is made in :he applies:icn er i=i 6.
|

any statemen: of fae: required under See:1ca 132 of .he A::.

Denial of Aeoliention for I.ieense Renewali e.
1

' Denial of an applica:ica for a license $e= eval is ordinarily used in

f O'' lieu cf an order for revocation where license re eval is pe= ding er
the scpira:ica of the license :ers is i=nise :.

j

f. ceders for Cther I:e=s ef Nence=eliance

Orders to cease and desist, or for suspensien, mcdifict:ics er
revoca:ica of a license are ordi=arily issued for other cceparable
types of viola:icus, infractices or deft:ie:cies whes :he Cc d=sica
dee=s such sanc:icas to be appropria:e and necessary. 9

In all cases where orders are issued to i_.pese civil penal:tes, :o
.

require a licenses to "esasa and desist," or :o suspend, modify, or
revoke a lice =se, :he persen so c:dared =27 d, m d a heart =g under 10 C7R

The heart =g vill be g:a=:ed prio; :o i=ple=entatics of thePar: 2.
in casas where che C..:=issien finds tha: the violatics isc dar excep:

deliberate or the public heal h, safe:7. or in:eres requires cha: :he
proposed action be :e=porarily effective pending :he ou:come of :he
haaring and/or further order.

-6- A :achmen: A
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RECULAIORY OPERATIONS SULLITINS - CRITIRIA'

* A Regulatory Operations Bulletin nay be issued to a class of licensees
requesting specific actions as a result of safety rela:ed equipment-

design inadequacies, defects, operating inadequacies, nalfunctions, or
< - failures of a generic nature that have occu=ed at a similar facili:y or

operation. The Bullatin vill specify that licensees i= spec: for and/ori

# ' conect the inadaquacies described in the Ic11e:in, cotify Regula:orf
Opera:icas of th= conective actics :aken or planned, and the date .t.en-

action was or wil' be cc=pla:ed. An order nay be issued if :he :sspessa,

! to a 3u11 erin is noc p::=p: and eff ec:1-se.
*

I D'MZ3IATE AC"ICN .L_..: .d - C2 ~IRIA_-

A Regulatory Opera:icus I=ediate Action La::er is ordinarily issued to
,

solicit or confi = a licensae's c =1:=en: to cer:ain ac: ices fer
investigating, reperting, centrolling, and correcting situs: ions4

involving def ects, devia:icus, failures, or ad '-istra:1ve cen=cis,
j at the licensee's facility. As order =ay be issued if the response,

to an I==edia:e Actica Le::er is not pre =p and effec:ive.
.

4

!

I
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CATIGORIES OF ITE'S 07 NCNCOMPLIANCE
, s_.,

.

yhe Cc:. issica and representatives of the nuclear industry have rec-,.
*

.cgnized that the sig ifica ce of 1:e=s of nonec=plia:ce with AIC require-,

ents varies in the pote=tial for affecting the health and safety of the
,

public, the co==ca defense and securi:y, and the environ =ent. The,

j - Cec =1ssi=n consida s tha: 1: is desirable to include in Notices of viola-
ties an i= dica:1:n of the si; ifica:ca of each i:an of ncnc:=p'is ce,.

'

- cited. As a -n " cf ca:agorizing :ha 1:e=s of conc =pliance i=:o as-
o: der of i=portance which vill express their relative si;=ificance, the'

Comsission has es:ablished three ca:escrias of 1:e=4 of acne:=plia cs =s
follows:;

1

I Violatien .

i
,

A violation is a 1:en of nonce =pliance of the type lis:ed belev, or
4 .

i an ite= of nonce =pliance (1) which has caused, cen:ribu:ed to or
aggrava:ed au beident of the type listed belev, c (2) which has a
substantial poten:ial for causi=g, cen:ributi=g to c: agg:avating
such as incident c: occurrence; e.g., a situatica where the preventivej
capability or controls were re=oved or othe: vise not e= ployed and,

I c ea:ed a substa :121 po:c=:ial for as incidan: c: ce:ur:acce vi:h
actual o potencial consequa:ces of the type lis:ed below:'

m .

L (a) Exposure cf an individual 1: excess of tha :sdia:1cn dose specified
'is 10 Ca 20.403(b) er exposure of a g :cp of individuals resulti=g
in each individual receiving a radiation desa which exceeds the

,

{ limits of 10 CFR 20.10'. a=d a ectal dose for the g:=up e eeding 23
=an-re s,, .

! (b) Radiation levels in unrest:1::ed areas which exceed 50 ti=es
the regulatov 11=1:s.,

4

(c) Release of radicactive sacerials in a=custs which exceed specifiedi
*

limits, c: cencentra: ices of radioactive za:erials in effluec:s
*

which exceed 50 ti=es the regula:ory 1 ** :s.

(d) Fabrica:icn, or censtruction, testing, c: cperatica of a Seismic
Category I systes or s::ucture in such a =2:=er tha: the safe:y
func ica or in egri:7 is losc.

.

(e) Failure to functica when required to perform the safety func:ica c:
less of in:egrity of a Seis=ic Ca:escry I sys:e=, or st uc:ure; or
other cceponen:, sys:e=, or s :ue:ure vi h a saia:7 or consequences
li=1:ing func: ion.

(f) Exceeding a safe:y 11=i: as defined 6 cachnical specifica: ions
associa:ed vi:h facili:y licenses.

4

Dece=ber 31, 1974 1- A::achne== 3
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i
(g) Industrial sabotage of utili:acion or fuel facilities.

o

's - (h) Radiation or conta=ination levels in excess of li:1:s os packages
or loss of confine =en of radioactive =a:erials in packages offered

|- for shipces: on a ec:=en carrier.

- (i) Diversion c thef: of plutoniu=, uraniu= 233, or uraniu= enriched
* in the isotope U-235.
I ,

j- (j) A braakdosu in =anage=en: or pre:edura.1 con::cis as evidenced by
'

ice =s of conce=pliance is several a:eas of the Q1 ::1:eria a=d
license require =ents. .

) (k) Othar si=ilar ice =s of cccc:=plia=ce havi=3 ac:ual or poten tal -

conseque=ces of the sa=e =agnitude.

Failure to report the above 1:e=s as required ccusti:uzes a viola: ice of
the sane i= ports ce level.

1
i
'

Inf actien,
t

An infrae: ion is an he= of nonce =pliance of :he type listed belev,
{ or as ice = of nonce =pliance (1) which resul:ed is a redu::.'-~
*

p;cventive capabili:7*belov require =en:s bu redu=da= ec ::o
precluded an ice = of conc ==oliance cf the vicla:icn category. or

A of theV . :(2) which caused, ces::ibu:ed to or aggrava:ed an incides:
-

I fpe listed belev, or (3's which has a subs:22:ial po:en:ial fe
'' causi=g, cec::1bu:bg to or aggrava:1:g such a= inciden or cccurre=ce;

e.g., the preventive capability or con::cis were re=cved or c:herwisa*

co: e= ployed and there was substantial pc:encial f= an accide== or
I occur:cace vi a ac::a1 c; potes:ial c::seque=cas of the :fpe listed

belev:

(a) 7.xposure of s= individual or groups of i:dividuals to radia:ic: is
excess of per=issible id-*:s but less than the values in 10 CTE
20.403.

.

(b) Release cf rs/icac:1re =a:erials i= c=ncentra: ions ce ra:es which
exceed per=issible 13-#:s but is a= cunts less than per=.ssible
t w :3,

(c) Tailure :o fune:1ce or less of i=:egri:y of a Seis=ic Ca:egory I
syste= ot: s: ucture, or other ce= pones:, syste=, or s ue:ure with
safety or consequences li=1:f=g fuse ics during test; or failure :o
=ee: surveilla=ce frequencies.

(d) Fabrica:Len, or cens: ue: ion, testing, or opera: ice of a Seis=ic
Ca:egory I syste= or s: ue:ce in such a cancer tha: the safe:y
function or in:egri:y is i= paired.

'O
tece=ber 31, 1974 -2- A::ach=en: 3
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! (e) Exceeding li=irL g c:ndi: ions for operation (LCO).
~

'

" (f) Inadequa:e rmnage=en er procedural controls.

(g) 3afe:7 sys:e= settings less conserva:ive :han li=1:1=g safe:7.-

sys:e= se::ings.
_

,

i (h) A qua=:1:y of Sm'. u=accoun:ed for which ex:seds permissible 11=':s.
| '

- (1) Exceeding li=ics or l#s' ting condi:icns for opera:1c= in licenses,'

ce - '-si specifications, guides, codes, or standards which arav
* i= posed for the purpose of ~# # #:ing adverse enviro =en:a1

1= pac:.,

t

(j) Other"sim41=r 1:e=s of noncompliance having act a1 or po encial
consequences of :he sa=e c.ag=1:ude. -

Tailure to repor: the above ite=s as required c cs:1:utes a 1:e= of
4

noncomplianen of the sa=e category.
t

| Defteienc-r
I
'

A deficie:cy is an 1:e= of cor.co=pliance is which the :hrea: to the
haal:h, safecy, or in:erest of the public or the ce==en defense and
securi:y is re=ote; and so undua expe=di:ure of ci=e or resources to
i=ple=en corree:1ve ac: ion is required; a=d deficiencies include such
ite=s as conc ==pliance vich records, pos:i=g, or labeling require =es:s

| vhich are not serious enough to a=oun: :o infrae:Lons.

! Failure :o repor deficie cies as required cens:1:u:es a= 1:e= of'

mone.~:pliasen of :he sa=e ca:egory.
i

I
.

,

t
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LEGISLATIVE HIST 0dY OF SECTION ~ 234 0FI '

! THE ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954, AS AMENDED

-
.

Section 234 of the Atemic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, (Act), is-

the Comission authority for fecosing civil penalties. prior to the, .

enactment in 1969 of Section 134 of the Act, the Ccmission's enforce--

-

cent authority was limited to notices of violation and orders to cease.

and desist and to modify, suscend or reycke licanses.
.

Tne legisla,ive history of Section 2r. of the Act indicates that the
Joint Cornnittee on Atomic Energy was concerned that revocation or -.

suscansion of a license in sc=e inst:ncas "may be too harsh a penalty" and
"may penalize the licensee's employees through icss of inco e witheu:
having any significant impact on the licensee itself." 5. Report 91-553,

| H. Report 91-691, at 9,10. Civil penalties could be imecsed "withcut
depriving a licensee of his reans of liveliheed or withcut requiring the

; cessation of an authorized activity which might .be of material benefit to
j the public." id,at10.

| Tne Joint Cemittee emphasized that civil penalties would not be appropriate
j for all violations. For example, "where the violation is one that seriously

threatens the health or safety of an ecoloyee or a camber cf the public" ai _

'(") civil penalty should not be used. id at 10. Hcwaver, penalties coui<f be.

} imcosed in cases where license suspeEsicn or revocation is not in the public
interest, but in which the importance of full adherence to regulatory require-~

! rents should be em;:hasized by = ore than a nei. ice of violation or a cease and
! desist order. Hearings before JCAE, AEC Cenibus !.egislation - 1959, 9ist

Ccngress, 1st session, 23 (Septe:bar 12,1969).
t

Tne purpose of the grant of authority to i= pose civil penalties is *4;

provide the Comission with enforcement flexibility to deal with items .

-

of noncompliance of varying severity thereby "=aterf ally assist [ing] the,

Cocnission in carrying out its program to protect public health and safety
and assure the cera en defense and security." 5. Rept. 91-553, at 10. It
shculd be noted that the Joint Comittee stated tnat "the penalties authori:ed
are civil cnly and are remedial in nature as opcosed to punitive." id at
16. This statement is sc=ewhat enigmatic since civil penalties inelThably
have punitive aspects.
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Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Dcchet No. 50-205;

{ ATTH: P.r. P. Zie=er .

Prcsident * *-

Post Office Ecx 1200
.

, . . .

Green Bay, Wisconsin 52.M:PM

f
'

Gentis:cn:
, ,

,

I The finding.s of a recent inspe'etion of the radiation protection program at
the Xewaunce Nuclear Power Plant, particularly with regard to the
personnel exposurc which occurred in the reactor cavity on Ity 2.1978,
indicate a significant c:anagement weakness related to radiation protec-i

) '() tion. The insoection findings have been ' discussed with tecbers of your
j staff by telephone on several ,occasiens since the inspa; tion. Fcre

importantly, the Director of cur Region III Office met with you en P.ay 1^
k- 1978 to discuss the circu=s'ances surrounding the Hay 2 expcsure. At,

; that meeting we also discu:, sed the three apparent ite s of nonco.cliance
found during the recent inspection. These none cpliances are set forth
in the notice of Violation attached as Apper. dix A to this letter.,

|' In our view, the items of, nonco=pliance in Appendix A de.=nstrate a lack*

of effective radiation exposure control. T'm potential for a significanti

personnel exposure in the reactor cavity was described in IE Circular
!!c. 75-03, "Radiatica Exposures in Reactor Cavities," dated Septscher 10,
1976. In yo'ur November 12. 1975 response to this circular, you described..

the controls in effect at the.Kew.unce faciif ty' to prevent such an
excesure. The incident aaparently resulted fro::2 a breakdown of these

# #controls. .
.

While the actual exposure of 2.9 recs did not exceed the regulatory
limit, we consider the May ? eposure to be very sericus because of the
potential for an extremely lar.ge radiation enesure. Our concern is

. even greater because our inspection showed that the decision to enter.
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i the reactor cavity was made by the senion wher of managecent present ~~

l.- ca site with disregard for the survey eequired by the regulations,
-

without the Radiation Work Femit required by your procedures, and -

i-

without the radiation monitori.ng de' ice required by your Technical
i Specifications. Consequently, we ' opose to icipose civil penalties in
j the cuculative acount of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000) for these
i noncompliances. Appendix B of this letter is the Notice of Proposed
: Imposition of Civil Penalties.. You are required to respond to this
| 1etter, and in preparing your response you should follcw the instruction

in Appendix A.,
.

.

I As noted previously, the employee who decided to enter the reactor
l cavity and who was subsequently exposed, was the senior Wisconsin Public '
j Service Corporation ecployee on site at the time. Recognizing the

natural tendency of other employces to refrain from stopping activities,

initiated by such an individual, che ic:portance of supervisers' adherence
to established requirements cannot be overstated. Inadecaate cu..:.anica-
tion hetween those involved also appears to have been a major contributor-

to the incident. In responding to the nonce =pliance items in Appendix

| (.
A. you should specifically address your plcns for strengthening these"

! areas.
| (..

.

,

' I would also like to address another concern. At abcut 8:30 a.r en
May 3,1973, upon arrival at the Kawaunee Huclear Power Station to

,

.

inspect certain refueling outage activities, our inspectors were
' -

. inferrad.that a potential radiation overexposura had occurred at about
2:30 a.m. on May 2. 1978. Althcugh aware soon after the incident th.t
a substantial ovem.posure r.ight have occurred, plant personnel had
not infomed our assigned project inspector who was present at the
plant on.May"2. While notification was not reqaired since the expcsure

'

did not exceed regulatory limits, we are concerned that we were not-

prc=ptly infomed of this utter in view of our evident interest and
the presence on site of our project inspector on the day of the
occurrence. We hope that you _will freely infom as of any potential
problem where the NRC has a legitimate interest.

~

Your written reply to this letter and Notice of Violatten and the '

,
findings of our continuing inspections of your activities will be
considered in detemining whether further enforcer, ant action, such as
additional civil penalties or orders to suspend, r:dify or revoke

.the license, my be required to assure future co-pitance.
e. .. . -

,

L"'

I;. . -
- .~.
( '- -

-. . .,

- L H -/G/
~

- .- spy op o
ausu a.



,_ . _ _ . . . . . . _ _ _ . _ . - . . _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _______ _ ___ _ ._.

'
_

-
.

.
.

. ..
-

.

I O Wisconsin Public Service 3- -

/
-

Corporation JUN 13 ES| .('''

<~
.

.
_

In accordance with Section 2.790 of the MRC's " Rules of Practice,"
|- Part 2. Title 10, Code of Federal Regulaticas, a copy of this letter -

r. ' end the enclosures will be placed in the RRC's Public Decrant Room.'

-

t- ~

^
.

Sincerely,
,

! .
-

'
.

' -
. Ernst Volgenau

Direc+4r.

Office of Inspection
,

and Enforcerent' .

,

i
.

Enclosures:
1. Appendix A, Notice of

i
..

Violation'
.

; 2. Appendix B, Notice of .

Proposed Imposition .

i ;] of Civil Penalties'

I
~ . .
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Appendix A hisG
_

~ ~ ~

-

i HOTICE OF VIOUJIDH
'" "' ~

-

.

<' . ,

t- This refers to the inspection conducted by representatives of the.-
~ Region III (Chicas,o) Office at the .Kewaunee Huclear Power Plant.

Kewaunee, Wisconsin, of activities authorized by HRC License No. OPR-43.i

I

| During this inspection conducted en !by 3-5.18 and June 5,1978, the ~

following apparent items of noncomp? *ance were identified.!

i .

1. 10 CFR 20.201. " Surveys," requires in section (b) that ecch
! licensee make or cause to be made such surveys as may be necesst.ry -
' for him to ecmply with the regulations of 10 CFR 20. As defined in,

10 CFR 20.201, section (a) " Survey" teans an evaluation of the
radiation hacards incident to the production, use, release, dis-<

! posal, or presence of radioactive materials or cther sources of
|

radiation under a specific set of conditions.

Centrary to the above, you failed to make such surveys as were'

nacessary to assure ccepliance with 10 CFR 20.101, " Exposure to
_

f] I lividuals to Radiation in Restricted Areas." Speci#ically, youi
4

! !- failed to make such a survey to assure that dose limits would not
i b be exceeded on May 2,1973 when an employee entered the t-eactor

cavity and coved about in general radiatten fields later measured
to be as high as 2000 R/hr.

,

. .

This violation had the petantial for causing a substantial radiation
^ overexposure. . _.

(Civil Penalty - $4,000)^

2. Technical Specification 8.11, " Radiation Protection Program"
requires that procedures for persennel radiatMn protection shall-

be prepared consistent with the requirecents of 10 CFR Part 20, and
shall be approved, maintained and adhered to for all operations
. involving p9rsonnel radiatica exposure.

Procedure RF-FF-35, Revision B, dated April 15,1976, " Radiation
' Work Permit," states in section 1.1 that the purpose of a Radiation

Work Pomit (L7) is to prctact plant personnel by centrolling
access into areas such as high radiati:n areas, requires in secticn
2.1.1 that a L7 be issued for entry into any high radiation area,
and specifies in section,6.0 the tasks which must be perfemed by
various personnet prior to approval and issuance of the h?.

.

-

.
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Contrary to the above, on May 2,1978 a Radiation 1.'ork Pemit was
-~

not approved and issued to centrol access into a high radiatien.

area prior to an egloyee entering the recctor cavity where he.

, . moved about in general radiation fields later measured to be as
' -

.high as 2000 R/hr. -
. . . .. .

'

. This is an infraction. (CivilPenalty-$3,000)
.

'

3. Technical Specificatien 6.13.1 requires that any individual or
; greup of individuals pemitted to enter a high radiation area shall,

be provided with a radiatica monitoring device which continuously
indicates the radiation dose rate in the area.

Contrary to the above, on' May 2.1978, a radiation monitoring
device which cnntinuour,1y indicates the radiation .ase rate was not

.

provided to an employee who entere. the reactor cavity, a high-

radiation area containing general radiation fields later measured'

to be as high as 2000 R/hr.
'

!

This is an infraction. (Civil Penalty - $3,000)
;

o ~

i 1_J This notice of violation is sent to you pursuant to the provisions of

(. Section 2.201 of the E's " Rules 'af Practice," Part 2. Title 10,'

.

Code of Federal Regulatinns. You ere hereby required *o submit to
| this office, within twenty (20) da/s of your receipc of this notice,

a written state.:ent or explanatica in reply, including for e.a.ch ites-

of nonce =pliance: (1) admissien or denial of the alleged items of
~

ncngliance; (2) the reasons for the items of nonec=pliance, if
admitted; (3) the corrective steps which have been taken by you and
the results achieved; (4) corrective steps which will be taken to.

avoid further nr.ccepliance; and (5) the date when full ccepliance
will be achieved. _.. . .

*
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' Appendix B"

~
~'~

$0TICE OF PROPOSED I!ipCSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES '-

; .. < .

Wiscensin Public Service Corporation Docket No. 50-005,
,

! - .
*

This Office has considered the enforcement options available to the
NRC, including administrative actions in the form of written notices of -

i

violation, civil monetary penalties, and orders certaining to the
i rodification, suspension, or revocation of a license. B_ased en these

censiderations we propose- to icpose civil penalties pursuant to Section
; 234 of the Atemic Enercyh 9 uf 1954, as amended (42 USC 2282), and to

.; 10 CFR 2.205, in the cumulative amount of Ten Thousand Dolla s ($10,000)
for the specific items of ncncocpliance set forth in Appendix A to the#

| cover letter. In proposing to impose civil penalties pursuant to this
| section of the Act and in fixing the proposed ar. cunt of the penalties.

the factors identifed in the statements of consideration published in'

the Federal Register with the. rule making action whica adepted 10 CFR
2.205 (35 FR 15394) August 26, 1971 and the " Criteria for Determining,

Enforcecent Action," which was sent to NRC licensees on December 31i -

| . p 1974, have been taken into account.
.e J ~

Wisconsin Public Service Corporation may, within twenty (20) days cf the
date of receipt of this notice, pay the total civil penalties in the-

,

| cculative accunt of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10.000) cr tay protest the
imposition of the civil penalties in whole or in part by a written'

. ,

answer. Should Wisconsin Public Service Corporation fail to answer,

i within the time specified, this office will issue an order imposing the
civil penalties in the sount proposed above. Should Wimasin Public+

Service Corporation elcet to file an answer protesting the civil-

i penalties, such answer may (a) deny the itt.:s of noncompliance listad in
- the Notice of Violation in whole er in part, (b) denenstrate extenuating~

ciretnstances, (c). snow errer in the Notice of Violation, or (d) show
other reascns why the .nenalties should not be imposed. In addition to
prctesting the civil ~pam,Mes in whole or in part, such answer may
request recission or mitigation of the penalties. Any written answer in.

accordance with 10 CFR 2.205 should be set forth separately frem your.

statecent or explanation in reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, but you ma,"
incorporate by specific reference (e.g., giving page and paragraph

.
nu.cers)toavoidrepetiticn.

Wisconsin Public S,-w"../ Coricration's attention is directed to the
- other previsions of 10 CFR 2.205 regarding, in particular: failure ta

answer and ensuing orders; answer, censideration by this office, and
,

orders; recuests fori. earings, hearings, and ensuing orders; cc= promise;
and ecliection.

ht6ct7
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Upon failure to pay any civil penalty due shich has been subsequently -

!- detorcined in accordance With the applicable provisicas of 10 CFR 2.205,
the matter my be referred to the Attorney General, and the penalty.'

|- unless coeprcatsad, remitted, or citicated, tay be collected by civil
i- action pursuant to Section 234c of the Atemic Energy Act of 1954, as

~

j- amended (42 USC 2282).
,
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P.O. Sex 1200, Gruen Boy, Wisco::in S4305
_.

! -

!
- s

|. August 10, 1978
'

.

\-- .

1
,

I
'

Mr. Ernest volgenau, Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Consission -

Washington, D. C. 20555
*

i
's Dear Sir:

Wisconsin Public Service Corporation

j (Kevaunee Nuclear Plant) Docket No. 50-305
July 19, 1978 Notice of Violation

,

This written explanation is provided pursuant to the requirenents of
I 10 CFR { 2.201 in response to your letter of July 19,1978 (apparently

[ , ] erroneously dated June
19, 1978) which trans=1tted a Notice of Violation

t id I=posicion of Civil Penalties related to an event at the Kevauneev

( Nuclear Power Plan: on May 2, 1978.
,

As to Item 1, Wisconsin Public Service Corporation (hereinaf ter "WPSC")
denies the allegation of the violation. As to Item 2, W?SC also denies the

{ allegation of an infractien. As to Item 3, UPSC admits an infraction subjece
to the explanatics set forth below (See also 'the attached Answer to Notice.).

;

! The following is WPSC's description and evaluation of the May 2, l'J78, event.
' On the morning of May 2,1978, the filling operatien of the refueling pool

was interrupted with a water level of appror b eely 8" above the reactor

That inspection indicated. sig:.ificant leaka% patched to inspectvessel flange to perform an inspection.. An coerator 4*

-

ge 3 bout either thefor leaks.
reactor vessel-refueling pool seal ce1%e cd plug -merf over the reactor
vessel nozzles.

When thiE information was supplied to the Shift Supervisor, he decided to
enter the conta1==ent area so as to be able to evalpate the nature and extent
of the proble= and to deter =ine what corrective seasures were indicated. The
Shif t Su~ ervisory--in_ concurrence withge Night Refueling Coordinator,p

-' determined the nost direct way to evaluate'the-leakancurce and ,the excest
of leakage, which appeared large, was to enter the reactor vessel cavit,

C # -

CERTIFIED MAII.
RETURN RECEIPT pEOt?.STED

_ . -
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e Mr. Ernest Volgenau
j. ,UAugust 10, 1978
\ Page 2

-
-

!. In accordance with established and approved procedures, the senior Heal:h
-j, Physics "E P") can on site was contacted to determine what measures were

;.- necessary for the proposed entry. A contracted HP technician was dispatched
1- by the Health Physics Group to the crea to perform a survey with a high
i - range radiation monitor and a respirator to use during the entry. By
i dispatching an HP technician to the area with a respirator and a higa range

monitor, the senior HP man perfermed actions which indicated to the contract
HP man working for him, to the Shift Supervisor and to the Night Refueling

.Coordinacbr that entry was appropriate provided the radiation levels
determined in tha survey by the HP technician were not 'ayend reasonable

j limits.

.!
t The HP technician persrned a survey which indicand radiation levels in the
| 50-70 R/hr range. Those readings corresponded to the Health Physics

Depart =ent posted radiation field strength for the area of 70 R/hr.

Subsequent evaluation disclosed that the results of the survey were inaccurate.
'Thus, the Shift Supervisor was given erroneous infor=ation upon which to base
his entry decision. The survey inaccuracy apparently resulted from inec=plete

a perfor=ance of the survey by the HP technician in light of the large radiation
Although NRC has sur=ised that the survey =ay have been

[ V field variations.affected by inti=idation of the technician by the Shif t Supervisor, WPSC review
(~ of the incident indicates that the contracted HP technician did not know, until

af ter the ce=pletion of the entry, that the person who proposed and =ade the
entry was the Shift Supervisor.

I

i Based upon the field strength disclosed by the survey, entry time limits were
i discussed. At that time a final decision to perform the entry was made. The

survey infor=ation showing radiation levels insufficiently high to preclude;

j entry was e= ployed in that evaluation.

At that point it was the responsibility of. the HP group to assure that a
radiatien monitoring device appropriate to the expected radiation field and
level of exposure was provided to and vorn by the person mkbg the entry.
As a result of oversight by all persennel invol'ved, the only devices worn
were the O to 200 =R range dosimeter (which was offscale following exit) and
the TLD (which subsequent analysis found to indicate an exposure of 2.8 res).
Subsequent evaluation of the field strength and the circumstances of the entry
provided the conclusion that the Shift Supervisor had a peak exposure to the
head .of 2.9 rem. See Report No. 50-305/78-07, pages 7-9.

~

It should be noted that under the procedures established by RC-HP-35 no
(""* ?") was required. The entry at issue involved andRadiation Work Per=it

emergency situation and was of very short duration. In accordance with the
alternative procedure available under RC-EP-35 an experienced HP person, kept
in consranrartendance, was substituted for the- WP require =ent. This h

\decision facilitated'p~rospt and expeditious response to a potentially
' dangerous leak situation while providing the measure of safety mandated by
padiation protection procedures. 5

N _- .,.:
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Mr. Ernest volgenau3

! Q August 10, 1978
| h d Page 3
a_
l
I The precautions decided upon included the decision to make the entry very.

brief. This resulted in minimization of exposure risk and an actual exposure ~

',- below regulatory limits,
i -.

' - Following the Shift Supervisor's exit frem the cavity, the personal dos 1=eter
; offscale reading was identified, an investigation commenced, and NRC was
; subsequently notified of the event. .

} The following corrective steps have been and will be taken with regard to the
above event:

|

,! During the plant safety meeting held on June 21, 1978, the reactor
vessel cavity entry incident was discussed with the members of the

g plant staff. Included in that review and discussion was the identifi-

cation of the requirement to carry a properly ranged dosimeter into
high radiation areas and other monitoring devices as appropriate. All

'
personnel who are granted unescorted access to radiation areas receive
an annual refresher course in health physics. During that refresher
course, the responsibilities of each individual to be aware of proper

; dos 1=etry and monitoring vill be reviewed. The review of the incident
i i with the = embers of the plant staff which has been completed and the,

| fs yearly refresher training vill provide meaningful assurance thatu

j (- personnel have been adequately trained to avoid such mistakes in the
future.'

t

Additionally, as a directive from Corporate Management, the Healthi

Physics Group has been directed to split the day and night responsibility4

between the two most senior personnel available within that group. The
Health Physics Depart =ent has also been ordered to review the entire
plant for areas si=ilar to the reactor cavity in ter=s of radiation
hazards and assure that the posting of those areas clearly indicates the
hazard potential of each area. The specific responsibilities of the
Health Physics Group have been delbeated such that there vill be no
misinterpretation of which organizatien provides .ssurance with the
requirerents of the Health Physics Progras. Direction has been provided
to assure that each proposed entry is fully evaluated such that there
can be no misunderstanding as to the extent of the evaluation necessary
by the various organizations. A for=al inspection board has been
established to assure that future investigations of significant incidents
are carried out in an organized, complete and independent'=anner and
com=unication with the NRC inspectors perforsin; a parallel investigatien
is for= ally established.

In add' tion to the foregoing description and evaluation of the May 2,1978,
event and the corrective program undertaken, WPSC vishes to cor=ent on
certain assertions and 1 plications evident in NRC riports and correspondence-

cencerning this event. W?SC is particularly concerned with C. identification
of the probles as displaying canagement weakness. NRC has also indicated the{ ?, belief that more controls were necessary.

.

. If- | 73~ ,s9 7r.
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4 Mr. Ernest volgenau*

! ( P August 10, 1978
V age 4| P

.

!
~

f- In view of the fact that our review and evaluation indicate that a personnel
_

. error by a con'.racted HP technician responsible for the incomplete sur sey
~

vas the cause of the event, we are at L loss to recognize how additional-

,

controls, which still depend upon avoidance of similar personnel errors as
,

the only means to assure that reoccurrence vill be avoided, provide any
additional measure of safety. Associated with increased control is the
danger of hagering emergency operations and creating unsafe conditions.

,

An isolated personnel failure to perform a task accurately, due at least in
j part to radiation field variation, cannot fairly be characterized as manage-
! ment weakness. Supervisory personnel must be entitled to rely on the validity

of survey results reported to them. Evaluation of decisions must be made
in light of the facts known to the decision maker at the time of the decision.;

| Finally, with regard to certain statements, in the letter accompanying the
notices, it should be again noted that no overexposure occurred and noi

! violations have been shown.

In conclusien, it is the position of WPSC as to Itens 1 and 2 no violation,

or infraction has been shown. As to Ite= 3, significant corrective actioni n

|\
jhas been undertaken and WPSC does not feel that any civil penalty iss.' appropriate for Item 3 under applicable NRC guidelf 7es.;

!
Sincerely,

/
// - '

.4f14/
,

P. . ulemer
Pre . dent
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UICTED STATES

.r:m
) NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMilSSION

....q,. .

,

)j- Wisconsin Public Service Corporation ) -

) A!!Sk'ER TO NOTICE OF
(Kewaun i Nuclear Power Plant) ) OF VIOLATION AND .-

FROPOSED IMPOSITION) 0F CIVIL PENALTIES- -

)
- )
-

) Docket No. 50-305
)

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. 5 2.205 and in answer to the Notice

of Viola:icn, k'isconsin Public Service Corporation (herevi:h "kTSC"),

by its undersigned at: orcs /s ad=i:s, denies and states as follows:'

1. It is alleged that k'PSC failed to make a survey required

a assure conpliance wi:h 10 C.F.R. 5 20.101, Section 20.101(b)(1)

provides: "During any calendar quarter the dose to the whole body

{ &n radioac:ive material and other sources of radia: ion in the
P-

( ensee's possession shall not exceed 3 re=s. . ." At no :i=e during

ene event in question was this limit exceeded. As acknowledged by
!
' k?SC and NRC exposure to the individual was abou: 2.90 res. (See
l

I I E Inspection Report No. 50-305/78-07, page 9.)
|

-1The statemen: that there was a failure to survey is si 9 7

fae:ually inaccurate. Prior to making his entry to the reactor vessel

cavity, :he shif: supervisor requested from Heal:h Physics personnel'

clarifica: ion of the safe:y requiremen:s for such an entry. As a

result of that request, a survey of the area (as_ required by the

applicable regulations) was in fae: performed. This survey failed ,

accurately :o disclose :he ac:nal radiation field present, apparently -
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{ because of incomplete performance of the survey by the health physics
, m

[ulechnician. Nonetheless, in reaction to the survey, an evaluationI

of radiation exposure was made by the persons responsible prior to
.~

.
i

ent.ry. As a result of this evaluation, a decision to make the entry
1-
j. , very brief in order to minimi=e exposure was made. This decision

.

{, allowed and resulted in full compliance with the regulations of Part 2C

The inaccuracy of the survey resulted from an isolated
!

1 'ailure by health physics personnel. All appropriate procedures
1
' were followed in requesting the survey and evaluating its results.
i

No improper management decisions were involved. No violation of Part'

I 20 regulations resulted and thus no. civil penalty is warranted.

2. The second alleged item of non-compliance relates to

a failure to secure a Radiation Work Permit ("RWP") as allegedly

! required by Procedure RC-HP-35 Revision B, dated April 15,1976 in
-

9 ,

'vonfor=ance with Technical Specification 6.11. It is agreed that noe

(. WP was obtained prior to the event in question. However, complete
i

examination of the radiation protection program and *he established,

requirements of RC-EP-35 discloses that alternative applicable

procedures are available and were followed. Thus, no infraction

occurred. .

4

Procedure RC-HP-35 includes the following provisions:

"NC'"I: During jobs of very short duration,

e=ergencies,.or where quick action is

necessa.7, a continuous escort- by

.

experienced Health Physics personnel
.

=ay be substituted for the RWP."

"NCTE: During jobs of very short duration,

e=ergencies or where quick action is
,

g; . . .-
- necessary or at the discretion of

'| .
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I
'

Health Physics Supervisor or the
'

designated alternate a continuous escort4

[m)n

' " by experienced Health Physics personnel

|- may be substituted for the RWP." -

,

1

|. The purport of permitting alternative procedures under

,

the circunstances noted is to allow expeditious handling of

euergency situations or short term activities where the requirement
1 .

I of documented approvals would be counter productive. When senior

members of plant staff determine that icanadiate action is necessary

to assure plant safety, reduce total radiation exposure to plant
. .

personnel, or expedite re. pairs, the procedures *hus permit quicker

reaction while the presence of the Health Physics personnel provides

the =casure of safety ordinarily provided by,the RWP.

The event in question undeniably involved an emergency
n

(Vsituation and a job of very sherr duration. During the event a
.

b .ontract IIealth Physics technician was in attendance at the point of
i

i entry. That technician was in attendance during the whole period of
I

| entry and atte=pted to ==nitor the entry path during the event as

I allowed by the procedure. Therefore, the cenditions of the alter-
i

native procedure were satisfied and no violation or disregard for

procedures existed.

The infra'etien alleged thus did not occur and no civil

penalty is warranted.
.

e.

3. The third allegad ite= of non-ccepliance involves an
.

employee who entered a high radiation area without wearing the pre-
t

scribed radiation =enitoring device. WPSC ad=its certain personnel

failures in this regard. However, significant corrective steps have

.t
-'
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been taken which assure that further instances of non-compliance

I ill not occur. The non-compliance was the result of oversight by .
, m -

411 personnel involved. Steps have been taken to assure ecmpliance
_

with the appropriate procedures. In addition, no safety threat or
-

,

actual da= ages was involved in the absence of a proper dosimeter. It

"

should also be noted that the exposure would not have been mitigated.

I

by the presence of proper. dosimetry.

Because of the isolated natt..e of this e' vent, because no

! safety threat or actual danger was created by the event, and
,

because corrective steps have already been taken with regard to the

event, WPSC believes that, under NRC criteria for imposing divil'

'

penalties, no civil penalty should be i_. posed by reason of Item 3.-

4

i

STEVEN E. KEANE
!, DAVID A. BAKERn. .

0& C h&zy
Accorneys for Wisconsin Publici

|
Service Corporation

!

OF COUNEEL:'

FOLEY & LAF JER
777 East Wisconsin Avenue
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202

(414) 271-2400
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, f.<. UNITED STATES -

I
*[ NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMM!ss10N

*

h $ WASHINGTON. c. C. 20535 "" [)
"

,
- *

I h _ ( ..o )
.

DEC 0 71978
...,

4 ..
>

..

|- Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Docket No. 50-305 -

j . ATTM: Mr. P. Iiemer
! President
' ~. Post Office Box 1200
' Green Bay, Wisconsin 54305

| Gentlemen: - .

I ~his refers to your letter of August 10, 1978, which responded to the
Notice of Violation and Notice of Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalt'.es,

sent to you with our letter of Juiy 19, 1978 (incorrectly dated June 19,

'

1978). Our July 19, 1978 letter identified apparent items of noncom--

pliance found during our inspection conducted on May 3-5,18, and
1 June 5,1978, at your Kewaunee Nuclear Power Plant.

. .

.

After careful consideration of your August 10, 1978 letter to -

. Dr. Volgenau and the letters of July 20, 1978 and August 15,1978, frcm'
Mr. E. W. James to Mr. James G. Keppler, we are amending the Notice of

| Violation and Notice of Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties sent to
i O you on July 19, 1978, for the reasons given in Appendix C to this letter.
! "

The effect of this change is the reduction of the cumulative a=ount of
!

,

I
~ civil pencities from Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000) to Seven Thousand

Dollars (57,000). .

i. .

I

We are concerned with positions taken in your responses to the May 2
| incident. Specifically you: 1) minimize the significance of the

incident, 2) appear to condone token efforts to follow procedures, and
3) fail to acknowledge management's responsibility for licensed activi-i

', ties at the Kewaunee plant.

You appear to minimice tha significance of the May 2 incident in'the
final paragraph of your Answer to Notice, which states that "...no
safety threat or actual danger was created by the event...". We would
emphasize the fact that entry into radiation fields of 2000 R/hr allcws
an individual to receive a dose at the rate of over 0.5 rems per second.
Less than six (6) seconds exposure at this rate would have resulted in a
dose *J.at exceeds the regulatory limit. We =egard the inck of a signifi-,

cant overexposure in the May '2 incident to ce simply fortuitous.
.

You appear to condone token efforts on tne part of employees to follow.m ,

procedures. In the third
...a survey of .the area (paragraph of your Answer to Notice you state,

-

~~~ * as required by the applicable regulations) was "
-

,. in fact perfor :ed." However, you also admit that the survey was

CER IFIED MAIL
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.

i~ " inaccurate" and " incomplete." Further. |/ou imply that a proper evaluation
_

'

of the situation was perfon::ed prior to entry into the reactor cavity.:

!, It is evident that the evaluation performed on Mey 2 did not give
-

!. adequate consideration to the radiological conditions which could exist
! ', in the reactor cavity when in-core instrument thimbles were in the

- withdrawn position. This was the c_ase even though our investigr,Sn
disclosed that involved plant employees were aware of exposure r.mlems
encountered during cavity entrics at other facilities (IE Circular No.,

! 76-03 dated Septa =ber.10,1976). The performance of radiological measure-,

i ments and evaluation of radiological conditions provide the foundhtion
for an effective radiological protection program. Consequently, measure-

'

ments must be accurate and complete and evaluations must be thorough.
j In addition to the above, you also state that the attendance of an HP

technician at the point of entry satisfied the requirement for continuous-

i

; escort by HP personnel. It is apparent to us that neither the literal
. requirement nor the basic purpose for continuous escort is met by this
I action. -

.
,, . .

i In your letter of August 10, 1978, you express particular concern with
; our characterization that this incident was indicative of a significant
j n management weakness and you attempt to transfer the blame to a contract

|((V HP technician by describing the cause as an' isolated personnel failure.i

It is our view that the incident resulted from a weakness in the radia-
i tion protection program, which we regard as a management responsibility.
* We are concerned that not one but several individuals, who reeresented
I several different plant groups, were involved in the failure to assure

that procedures and require.6ents were being followed. This concern isi

~i
a=plified by the fact that one of the individuals was the senior me::ter
of management on the site at the time. We expect members of management.
in particular, to stress the importance of and set the example for'

t following procedures and requirements.
"

^
Specific com::ents regarding Mr. James' letters of July 20, 1978'and
August 15, 1978, to Mr. James G. Kappler are addressed in Appendix D.

.

We propose to impose civil penalties in the cumulative amount of Seven
Thousand Dollars (L7,000) for the items of noncompliance listed in
Appendix A. Appendix B of this letter is the Amended Notice of Proposed
Imposition of Civil Penalties. You are required to respond to this
letter, and in preparing your response you should follow the instruc-

[ tiens in Appendix A.

Your written reply to this letter and Notice of Violation and the
findings of our contipuing inspections of your activities will be con-
sidered in determining whether further enforcement action, such as
additional civil penalties or orders to suspend, modify or revoke the
license, may be required to assure future ccmpliance.

J
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. [.' DEC 0 71373
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.

i- In accordance with Section 2.790 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice,".Part
2, Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, a copy of this letter and the,i

enclosures will be placed in the NRC's Public Document Room.
-

; -.

i

i.' Sincerely,
i - .

'

| @
.

-

,
' ohn G. Davis

!
Acting Director,
Office of Inspection

I

I
and Enforcement

Enclosures:
| 1. Appendix A, Amended

Notice of Violationi

2. Appendix B, Amended
.

Notice of Proposed .

-

Imposition of Civil .

Penalties
3. Appendix C, Comments

(. f}- re. Contested Items *
~

'

of Noncompliance
(' 4. Appendix 0, Cormen*a

re Ltrs dtd July 20
j 1978 and August 15,
i 1978 '

I
i ec w/ enclosures: *

i David A. Baker
! Foley & Lardner
'

777 East Wis onsin Ave.
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202~

*
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N[w Aeoendix A
.

; -
. -

Amended Notice of Violation
,

Y

i
._

This refers to the inspection conducted by representatives of the Region
..

III (Chicago) Office at the Kewaunee Nuclear Power Plant, Kewaunee.
-

.

I ,, -
Wisconsin, of activities authorized by NRC License No. DPR-43.

I '-
During this inspection conducted on May 3-5,18, and June 5,1978, the
following apparent items of noncompliance were identified,

i 1. Technical Specification 6.11. " Radiation Protection Program,"'

requires that procedures for personnel radiation protection be
prepared consistent with the requirements of 10 CFR Part 20, and be;

approved, maintained, and adhered to for all operations involving
;

personnel radiation exposure.
I

i Procedure RC-HP-35, Revision B, dated April 15,1976, " Radiationi
Work Permit," was issued in implementation of Technical Specifica-
tion 6.11. A stated purpose of this procedure is to infom workers .

of the radiation ecndicions and the protective requirements neces-
-

_'

sary to safely perform their jchs. Specifically, this procedr
requires a radiation work permit for entry into a high radiatu,aq area except for jobs of very short duration or emergencies wherejV
continuous escort by experienced health physics personnel may be

I{~
used in lieu of a radiation work permit.

Contrary to the above, on May 2,1978, an employee entered the
', reactor cavity, a high radiation area, without complying with

procedure RC-HP-35 in that neither a radiation work pemit was' ~

issued nor was the employee continuously escorted by an expeMenced
health physics person.

This violation had the potential fer causing a substantial.

radiation overexposure..
~-

(Civil Penalty - $4,000)
,

2. Technical Specification 6.13.1 requires that any individual or
group of individuals permitted to enter a high radiation area shall.

be provided with a radiatien monitoring device which continuously
,

i
indicates the radiation dose rate in the a.ea.

.

Contrary to the above, on May 2,1978, a radiation monitoring,

device which continuously indicates the radiation dose rate was not
provided to an employee who entered the reactor cavity, a high
radiation area containing general radiation fields later measured
to be as high as 2000 R/hr.

This is an infractien. (Civil Penalty - $3,000)
(:)

- .
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1 This amended Notice of Violation is sent to you pursuant to the '

i

provisions of Section 2.201 of the NRC's " Rules of Practice," Part 2,
-

Title 10 Code of Federal Regulations. You are hereby required to;

|^ submit to this office, within twenty (20) days of your receipt of this1-
notice, a written statement or explanation in reply, concerning amended'

item of noncompliance #1 and include: (1) admission or denial of the
alleged item of noncompliance; (2) the reasons for the item ef noncom-
pliance, if admitted; (3) the corrective steps which have been taken by

;

! you and the resuits achieved; (4) corrective steps which will be taken'

to avoid further nonec=pliance; and (5) tne date when full compliancei will be achieved. In responding to the Amended Notice of Violation, thei

responses to the July 19, 1978 Notice of Violation may be incorporatedby reference.i

1
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Accendix B -
.

AMENDED NOTICE OF PROPOSED DiPCSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES
'~
,

.

Wisconsin Public Service Corporation Docket No. 50-305
.

.

! - Ti.is Office has considered the enforcement options available to the NRC,
including administrative actions in the form of written notices of
violation, civil monetary penalties, and orders pertaining to the
modification, suspension, or revocation of a license. Based on these'

' considerations we propose to impose civil penalties pursuant to Section
234 of the Atcmic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, (42 USC 2282), and to,

10 CFR 2.205 in the cumulative amount of Seven Thousand Dollars ($7,000)
for the specific items of noncompliance' set forth in Appendix A to the
cover letter. In proposing to impose civil penalties pursuant to this

I section of the Act and in fixing the proposed amount of the per.alties.
| the factors identified in the _ statements of consideration published in

the Federal Register with the rule =aking action which adopted 10 CFR,

2.205 (36 FR 16894) August 26, 1971, and the " Criteria for Determining '
.

' Enforcement Action," which was sent to NRC licensees on December 31, *

I 1974, have been taken into account.
I O
i V Wisconsin Public Service Corporation may, within twenty (20) days of the

date of receipt of this notice, pay total civilI

lative amount of Seven Thousand Dollars (S7,000) penalties in the cu=u-I or may protest the
| imposition of civil penalties in whole or in part by a written answer.

Should Wisconsin Public Service Corporation fail to answer within the-

time specified, this office will issue an order imposing the civil -,

penalties in the ancunt proposed above. Should Wisconsin Public Service
Corporation elect to file an answer protesting the civil penalties, such'

cnswer may (a) deny the items of noncompliance listed in the Notice of
Violation in whole or in part, (b) demenstrate extenuating circumstances.
(c) show error in the Notice of Violation, or (d) show other reasons why
the penalties should not be imposed. In addition to protesting.the-

civil penalties in whole or in part, such answer may request remission
or mitigation of the penalties. Any written answer in accordance with
10 CFR 2.205 should be set forth separately from the statement or
explanation in reply pursuant to 10 CFR 2.201, but may incorporate by
specific reference (e.g., giving page and paragraph numbers) to avoid
repetition.

,

- Wisconsin Public Service Corporation's attention is directed to the
other provisions Of 10 CFR 2.205 regarding, in particular, failure *w
answer and ensuing orders; answer, consideration by this office, and
ensuing orders; requests for hearings, hearings and ensuing orders;
compromise; and colle'etion.
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Upon failure to pay any civil penalty due which has been subsecuently -

'-
determined in accordance with the applicable provisions of 10 CFR 2.205, .

|, the matter may be referred to the Attorney General, and the ~ penalty,
unless compromised, remitted, or mitigated, may be collected by civili

action pursuant to Section 234c of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
'-

,

amended, (42 USC 2282).
t
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Accendix C -

!~
Comments Re Contested Items of Noncomoliance .b

i

i.

, . After careful consideration of the information provided in your response
.

'

of August 10, 1978, to the Notice of Violation and Notice of Proposed
-

1 '. Imposition of Civil Penalties dated July 19, 1978, and of the infoma-
! tion provided in letters to Mr. James G. Keppler from Mr. E. W. James
; dated July 20, 1978 and August 15, 1978, we have the following cc:n.ents:
I
; 1. We have deleted the first item of noncompliance, because of its
! similarity in intended purpose to the modified second item of
i noncompliance. This modification reflects your reliance on the

-

'

alternative (continuous escort by experienced htalth physics'

personnel) permitted by procedure RC-Hp-35 in lieu of the RWp as
I described in your letter of August 10, 1978.
|
3 2. Regarding the second item of noncompliance, you contend that the
i shift supervisor's entry involved a job of very short duration and

.

}
-

emergency and that under such conditions your procedure RC-Hp-35
provides for an alternate procedure, which you allege was followed.

.

i
I The alternate procedure allows substitution of a continuous escort
i C" by experienced health physics personnel for the completion of the
i RWp procedure. You contend that attendance of a contract health
! physics technician at the point of entry satisfied the requirement

of the alternate procedure.,

According to your procedure, one of the main purposes of procedure
RC-Hp-35 is "...to protect plant personnel...by informing the
worker of the radiation and contamination conditions..." It is,

apparent that when the alternate procedure is utilized, the con-i

tinuous escort by health physics personnel is intended to assure!

that an adequate survey is performed and that the worker will bei

informed of the radiological condit ,ns in the work area. In this
case, continuous escort was not pre ded. By remaining at the
point of entry, tne health physics chnician could not measure nor
inform the. worker of the radiatien ields he was entering.

The amended citation reflects the failure to provide a continuous
escort by experienced health physics personn.e1.

2. Regarding the third item of nonce =pliance, you acknewledge that the
nonccmpliance occurred. However, you state that, because of the
isolated nature of the event, because no safety threat or actual
danger was created by the event, and because corrective steps have
already been taken with regard to the event, no civil penalty
should be imposed.
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.

: .

I- We have addressed your statement concerning the absence of a safety '.-'
threat in our letter of transmittal. Based on the very real
potential for a significant overexposure that was presented by this .

-

event and our concern for the de=enstrated weakness in the radiatien
{- protection program which we also addressed in our letter of trans-

-
mittal, we conclude that a civil penalty.is appropriate and consistent-

with NRC criteria for imposing civil penalties.

|
1

i .

.

e * 9

.
.

a y

*

g 'e.) -

ik
i
j .

f

i

I
'

I

e

.

O*

Y

''
.

r.

''t

*

.- _ . _ .

loz, m2-
107n '

1 VJU .sj



_ _ . . . _ _ - _ _ _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ . - - __._-.._

..

. * .

. -

O Act,endix D '

h
_Cemments Re Letters dated July 20, 1978 and Aueust 15, 1978

.

. . _

These cc:nnents address your letters of July 20,1978 and August 15,1978 [-

; -
respondin9 to our letters of June 30, 1978 and July 19, 1978, respectively.,,

In responding)to our letter of June
I- 30, 1978 and its enclosed report' -

(50-305/78-09 of the managemant meeting held on May 18,1978, you
expressed concern that your positions were not completely reflected in

I the report. As stated in the report, the purpose of the meeting was- to
j review the findings of our inspection following the reactor cavity

exposwe incident of May 2,1978, and to discuss your corrective actions.
The report did not present our findings, which were detailed in Inspec-
tion Report 50-305/78-07 sent to you on July 19, 1978. Nor was the,

report intended to pressnt your positions, other than your initial'

| corrective actions, which have been documented in your letter of July 20,
1978 and August 15, 1978, to the Regional Office and your letter of
August 10, 1978, to Inspection and Enforcement headquarters. For thase
reasons we do not intend to change the report to reflect your positions. .

Of course your July 20, 1978 letter becomes a part of the public record. -

on this matter..

Q Your July 20 and August 15 ietters attempt to reliese the shift

|[C supervisor af arv respcnsibility for his entry into an unknown, high
! radiaticn field. They imply that the shift supervisor should not be
! s. encumbered by radiation hazard ovaluations during potential emergency

- situatiens. We consider this pcsition ' contrary to prudent radiation
protection practices. We blieve that sound radiation protection requires
proper perfor=ance by the. Health physic" Staff ( m. cognizance and coopera-

| tion by responsible Operations Staff.whose actiEE can result in changing
plant conditions which affect radi: tion levels. In this regard, we
point out that according to the shift superviser's statement to our

! inspectors, he had read IE Circular No. 76-03, which states, "With the
thimbles or detectors withdrawn into the cavity, however, exposure rates
of hundreds or possibiy thousands of reentgens per hcur can exist-- *

Overexposures can occur in secends." Further= ore we believe that thes

shift supervisor and other senior employees should set a good example '

for the remainder of your staff by ensuring that their actions are
.

cons,istent with established procedures. .

'

Your August 15 lettar suggests that our inspection (50-305/73-07) of
May 3-5,18, and June 5,1978, failed to include interviews witn the
refueling coordinator and the auxiliary operator. Our first knowledge
of the involvement cf the refueling coordinator resulted frca your
August 10, 1978 letter. Although the refueling coordinator's dnvolve-
ment before the entry acpears only to be peripherally related to the
radiation protection as)ects of the incident, his involvement should
have been c:ade known to our inspectors during the inspection.
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Regardina the auxiliary operator, our report (78-07) clearly shows
_

(Paragraph 4.c) that the auxiliary operator was interviewed durint. the,

).-
|, inspection.

Regarding the three " main points of fact" revealed by your invcstigation:

For whatever reason, the lead health physics technician appears not1.'

to have specified that the "necessary equipment" include high rangeIn our view, such andosimetry and a radiation eenitoring device.
omission is not consistent with proper control, procedures, and HP,

,1 practices.
,

Our interview with the health physics technician indicated that he2.
was aware that the person making the reactor cavity entry was a
persen of authority. However, we are not certain that he knew the
person's name and title before the entry. '

-

The first paragraph under 4.d of our report 78-07 states our
.

As3. understanding of the health physics supervisor's notifications.
stated earlier, our inspectors were not informed of the refuelingn

V
coordinator's involvement. - ,

Your August 15 letter also states that you find the conclusions presented
in the Inspection Report and the subsequent proposed enforcement action

~

In our letter of transmittal and by the Amended Notice!

to be in error.
of Violation, we acknowledge a change in the circumstances of the ,

event; i.e., alleged implementation of the alternate procedure which
allows substitution of continuous escort by experienced health physicsHowever, the basic conclusions of

;

j
personnel for the RWp requirements.
our report remain valid; i.e., there were failures on the part of
personne'l at the Kewaunee plant to follow procedures and the technicalOur concerns regarding the action:s of the shift super-specifications. '

visor have been addressed previously.
.

.

.

. .
;

.

h. {
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| WISCONSIN PU BLIC S ERVICE CO RPO RATIO N !__. ', ip

-
.

p
P.O. Box 1200, Ggg, Wisconsin 54301J

,

i
r. ,

January 2,1979 D D,J
_ _ . . .

A 1979 FS 22 PM I C:~ : . , o
!. '

O ~9 Y"
.-

I. *

V L 2 U.S. NUCLE,*.R PrG,.O. -

,. -

Mr. John C. Davis ADVISCRY C0f*:1, e .':.: CH--
.

REACTOR SAi EGUAADS~

Acting pirector * *

.
-

Office of Inspection and Enforcement,

j U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Cot =ission ,,

- -

Washington, D. C. 20555,

'
*Dear Sir: *

! -

This letter and the two attachments (Response to A= ended Notice of Violation,,

'
-

Appendix A, and Answer to A= ended Notice of Proposed Inposition of Civil
Penalties, Appendix B) respond to your letter of Dece=ber 7; 1978, and its
attachments. *

, ,

,

'

As you vill note from the accachments, we continue to take exce;ition to your
i position which, in error, continues to refer to the action of our Shift

''
i Supervisor as a non-ce=pliance with our procedure RC-EP-35. As the attach-
| Q ments indicate, we cannot see that that incidt t was other than that the
I L^ E-P technician did not survey the area ec=pletely and our Shift Supervisor(
i asst =:ed that when he requested the survey, he was receiving adequate infor=a-

tien.
| Certainly when he sns told he woul.d be entering a 75 rem field he

knew that h,- was entering a high radiation area and planned to neet that
i condition.*.

. .
.

'

It bothers us greatly that this condition is then characterized by you as a
4 significant manage =ent weakness. We feel we have acted very responsibly in -
i putting together a strong =anage=ent team at the Kevaunee Plant.* We have '

supplied the Health "hysics Department with the very best of instrumentation.
Other nucicar plants have contacted us at the urging of your own inspectors
to inquire about programs your inspectors told them were very good at Kevaunee.

.

*-

Even before this incident occurred, we had originated the Design Change
No.' 746 project which vill put radiation monitors in six areas with potential
for significant radiation level changes. These meters vill have remoi.e
read-out from outside the monitored areas. The Reactor Cavity Area is one
of those areas for which instru=ents are on order.

-

'

In the Operating Budget for .Tanua:71 through ce=ber 31,19 78, we included
reney for additions to our Health Physics Group to allow H-? Croup coverage
on a shift basis around the clock. These additional people had been hired
and trained in an extensive training program.

*

..'.~

/ /y- 7f CERTIFIED MAIL
*

, ,

RETb.C RECEI?T REOCESTED
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Mr, John G. Davis;

! O January 2,1979
l

'U Page 2
.

- .

,

We, gherefore, do not agree that managenent lacks concern for the safety of-

scployees.,.

l" '

As it, is evident that your organization uses evaluation of . events to.

! comparatively rate plants, we do feel that these investigations should be
as coglete and accurat,e as possible. It is inortant that your investiga-

| Cion as,vell as our own be correctly docu:nented and that fines are assessed
Cnly as appropriate. .

'

,,

Sincerely.
-

.
,

Pau1*D. Zicmer -
.

President -
..

.

.

'
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.
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l *
Mr. John G. Davis;

1 January 2, 1979

q ,Fase 2
i u- . .

!

|~ Ws, therefore, do not agree that managesent lacks concern for the safety of .
.

enployees.
,

;,. As it is evident cnzt your organization uses evaluation of . events to
coinparatively rate plants, we do feel that these investigations should be

.

! as complete and accurate as possible. It is in portant that your investiga--

gion as.vell as. our .own, be co,r,rgerly docu:ented and that fines are assessed
! poly as appropria'te. ,

,,

s . . .

E'incerely.
'

~ ~ -

-9, ..

-Pau1*D. Eicser .
*

President -
. ,

.

snf .
,

-

.n.

|
-

t
i .

-
! . .

s.

- -.

. .

.

.

.

.

.

e

.

.
**

.

, . [[1 '
'

.. . .

O ~9"T
"

.

ub. .k'

a .

.

.

.-. . . . .
.

. /9 ./ 9 V .u z +.2 y1~~ '

~

3 n ., A0 1 *0 3, m7-

--

3VavsV o



,

t
*

j . ,

*

! - PISPONSE TO AMENDED NOTICE OF VIOLATION (APPD; DIX A)
..

,

I

| A - -

' U/ Pursuant to 10 ~.FR h / . .'G he following response to the Amended Notice
,

.

.- of L slation dat bececher 7,1978, is provided.
.

it , 'espense o the Jttly 19. J'/78 Notice of Violation submitted to-
.

a ' the h1C on August 10,19',8, addresses the events of May 2 1978, and is;- .
-

t -

incorporated herein by,2sference.
,

! The procedure RC-EP-3S Revision 3 dated April 15, 1976, entitled'

*

1 .- .

"Radiatien Work Per=it" identifies its intended function in the control oft

! - . *

activities in the statement of Purpose of the procedure which states:
j

| ''*he purpose of a Radiation yod Permit (EWP) is to protect plant
t .-

personnel by controlling access to areas such as high', radiation areas,
" *

airborne activity areas, conta=ination areas , etc., by infor=ing the '
_

~

worker of the radiation and conta=ination conditions and 'them

t
~ U protective clothing or other requirements necessary to safely perform<

~

i
his job."

. .

The L'P form iderstifies individuals intending to perform an activity, .verk

to be p'erformed, the results of radiation surveys along with levels of*

airborne activity and radioactive conta=ination, protectin equip .,ent and

oth.er special instructicus deemed necessary by Health Physics personnel.

The 57 document thereby does provide a msthed to control individuals and
.

vork activities and provides a means to inform the worker of the specific..

radiological conditions. associated with the, intended activity and the
'

protective equipment and/or other requirement'necessa.y to provide for

'. safety. -

The., procedure RC-H?-35 also includes an option to the n'P document
'

such that in an emergency or activity of short dt. ration, where rapid action

is necessary or desired, that action would not be precluded due to,a

l
,

0.- / 9S~ y l s .3 g,. y';

<.za e og-
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-s

$* requirement to have completed the administrative paperwork of the E'P.'

-

! O That option of the procedure requires a continuous escort by experienced
| s

Health Physics personnel. The issue in regard to this matter is what
i~

constitutes a continuous escort in the context of the procedure LC-HP-35.
*

t
~

I , Since the purpose of the procedutt is clearly to control access and inform
.

,

the workers of the hazards and protective requirements, it is obvious that ,*

,.

the es' cort is 'si= ply to accomplish the same objectives. The manner of
* -

.

| accomplishing those objectives could be in essence a band-in-hand
-

i
.

accompaniment, a pre-monitoring of the area by the HP staff member to identify
,

', the associated hazards, or if the individual requiring entry is qualified in
1

- the use of monitoring equipment the individual could enter alone following

a review of limits and precautions with a member of the R$. staff at the point

of entry. The manner by wh'ich the escort is accomplished is. dependent upon,

j .q .

{
(/ the specific conditions associated with the desired activity to be pertor=ed

in light of the requirement of 10 CFR 20.1 to maintain, personnel exposure as,

i

j . low as reasorably achievable including consideration for dose to Health
.

!. Physics persennel. In regard to the May 2,1978, event a pre-monitoring of
.

' '

the arca to be entered was performed by the H2 technician acting as the escorr.,

As stated in the August 10 letter, the H? technician who was serving as the
,

escort perforned a su:vey of the area altheugh inaccurately. The provisions
~

of the procedure vere complied with. There is no doubt that an error was

made in the performanca of the associated survey in that the variation in

radiation field strength was not detected. .That error, however, is not due

to a procedural inadequacy which can be asseri:ed to be a management failure,
.

but is a failure in the mechanics of perforrd.ng the survey and evrluating -

the radiation ha:ards of the area of entiy. While effort was made to
._.

also accompany and monitor entry through use of an extendible probe,

the cochined effo remained insd quate as the monitored area was exceeded.
. 01. . i .0 : n

,
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9 .

u/ 3ecause the above demonstrates confor=ance to the requirements of

our reference procedure in the allegation, the alleged violation is denied.-

i .
l .
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. 'ANSVb TO AMENDED NOTICE OF PROPOSED IMPOSITION OF CIVIL PENALTIES
.

.

~

$ (APPENDIX B) *

f
-

\ m .
.

! uJ Pursuant to 10 CFR I 2.205 in answer to the Amended Notice of Proposed
t' -

Imposition of Civil Pena 1 ties the following is provided in regard to eae.2t .

, .
,

'
item:

.-
Item 1. It is a11eged,that Wisecasin Public Service Corporation .'

i-

(herevich '%:PSC") fail'ed to comply with Technical Specificacion 6.11 in that

the provisions of Procedure RC-HP-35 Revision 3 dated April 15,19"{6, which
,

allowed f t.,r continuous escort of short terd jobs or energenieres were not
.

! complied with. The response pursuant to 10 CFR I 2.201, identified as
,

i Appendix A, here attached, identifies errors in and denies the allegationj '

|
as stated in the Amended Notice of violation. T1 us, no civil penalty, is

'

.
-

1 .i varrance.d.1 *

'O Item 2. The Answr.r to Notice of Violation and Proposed Imposition.y

of Civil Pena 1 tics stated that in fact a non-ccupliance did occur, however,

under NRC criteria for im>osing civil penalties no civil penalty should be
| *

imposed for Ice:i 2 of the Amended Notice of Violation.'

|
- .

|
Oc December 31, 1974, the II. S. Atomic Energy Commission, predecesso-

.

.

to the NRC, issued to all licensees the " Criteria for Determining Inforcement
k

,

Actiion. " That criteria addressed civil monetary penalties a.. *he specific

criteria upoa which such penalties could be imposed. The criteria upon which

civil penalties may be i= posed include:'

A. Repeated non-complianc.e-* .

Failure to' i=plepent corrective actica previously ce= d.cted to.3.
"

C. Deliberate f ailure to comply with regulations.

D. ' Chronic non-ce=pliance.
"

.

E. ' Cases where an order was issued to assure health and safety of the
.

puhtic and ,ersonne1. g f p p.-

f ,c_., g...

.-
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|
-

p a. * .

.

; F. . Actual seriousness of an event was contributed to by the non-
. .

i n
b l *

I v
j compliance. -

! C. Violatiot. category enforcement action events.
.

E. Case where the nature and number of events indicates a lack of

r.anagement concern for safety.-
,

,- .
'

~I. Knowing unauthorized use of materials.' .
,

~

J. Failure to re' port significant matters to the Coccissian.
| The above criteria clearly indicate that enfo' cement action in the, form of
,

.

civil penalty is intended to be imposed for deliberate or chronic failures
.

,

of a licensee to comply with the re'quirements of the Regulations or exhibit
'

adequate concern for safety. While it is recognized that civil penalties

may be imposed ,for cases noi. specifically listed in the criteria, the.non-
;

I . co=pliance must be of a sidiar nature nd comparable to the. conditions of

the criteria. The non-ce=pliance associated with ite 2 was not a deliberate

or chronic failure, but as indicated in the August 10,1978, response an
i

isolated oversight by the personnel involved.

! -- .
.

.
.

.

.
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Wisconsin Public Service-

Docket No. 50-305' -

. Corporation. ..

AT'N: Mr. P. Ziemer
". President- -

Post Office Box 1200
' .

Green Bay, WI' 54305
.

Sentle en:

This is in respense to your letter dated January 2,1979, which was in
res;:nse :: the Amended Notice of Violation and hended !:tice of

' Fr: posed Imposition of Civil Penalties sent to you with cur letter dated
December 7,1973.*

The Dece cer 7,1978 letter concerned two items Of nen :::lia.. e four.d
during a ."uclear Regulatory Cc=missicn inspection en "ay 3-5 and 15, and
June 5,197S, of the radiation protection progra= at ycur Ker..aunee Hu: lear
70.ier Plant.

~-
\

V After careful censideration of your January 2,1975 es;:nse, we conclude
that the items of noncompliance did cc ur as describ:d in the Anenced

| ':tice of Violation. With regard to item 1, we find no evider. e th'at
j ::ctinu:us escort by experienced health rhysic persennel was :revided

n:r was the purpose of the pr:cedure fulfilied. With regard t: ita: 2,-

| you nave admitted nonc :aliance. Accordingly, we hereby seive the
! enciesed Order en.'r.'isconsin Public Service Cor;cratien, irresing Civii
i :=r.aities in the a= cunt of Seven Thousand Dollars (57,003).
I

i The neo items of noncompliance were related to ari incident involvinc
~

entry into the reactor cavity, an area with the potential for causific a
substantial radiation overexposure. The potential was br ugn: to your
z.t ention through IE Circular 76-03, " Radiation Expcsures in Reactor
Cavities," which was acknowledged by you on Nove=ber 12, 1975. Both -

items of nonc mpliance contributed to the seriousness of the incident,
hich had t.he potential for causing a substantial radiation overexpc-

sure. The i;nposition of Civil Penalties in this case is consistent
'

wi-h enicr:ement policy and published criteria.

.
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.

2 February 22, 1579'

Wisconsin Public Service -.
.

'

Corporation
.

.O '

''' We will review your corrective [ actions regarding the items of noncompliance
t. during-future inspections.
. . . .

'
- Sincerely..

, .

- - .

j.-
"

.

+

j John G. Davis-

Acting Director -

, Office of Inspection -
| and Enforcement
!

| Enclosures :
Order Imposing Civili

i Penalties
.
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., s' UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

'v- NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION,

-
. .

.. -
.

' In. the Matter of ) Docket No. 50-305-

| _
Wisconsin Public Service )

'

) License No. DPR-'.3
j. -

7,- Corporation )
' -- -

Post Office Box 1200 ).

{- Green Bay, WI 54305 i
|

|

- ORDER IM?0 SING CIVIL PENALTIES .

-! I

Wis:cnsin Public Service Corscration, Green Bay, Wis:cnsin, (the " licensee"),

| is the holder of License i'c. DPR-43 (the " license"), issued by the Nuclear'

i .
' Regulatory C = ission (the "Commissien"), which autn:ri ss the licensee to

Operate the Kewaunee Nuclear Power 'lant located in Kewaunee County,
L Wis:ensin, in accordance with the ccnditions specified ~therein. The license
,

i OI
1 s- was issued on December 21, 1973, and has a termina:ica da e cf Aucust 5,

\ -

.... .

Lu60.

'

i
. II

i

!
~ ; s:scial inspecti:n of certain of the li:ensee's a:-ivi-iss under tne

.

! iicense was conducted on May 3-5,18 and June 5,1975. As a result of
. . .

this inspection, it appears that the licensee has not conduc.ted its '

. activities in full cc pliance with the requirements cf the Technical

5 peci fi' cations . A written Notice of Violation and Nctice of Proposed
~

.

'

Imposition .crf Civil Penalties in the amount cf $10,C00 was served upon,

the licenses by letter dated July 19,1973 (incerrectly dated June 19,

197'3). The licensee responded Aucus: 10, 1978. In view Of t.".e licensee's

.
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.. . .. ,

I
.

. .

response, an Amended Notice of Violation was served upon the licensee byn
'

! .ietter.date.d December 7, 1978, appended hereto as Appendix I, specifyi t
.,

I' the item $ of nonec::.pliance, in accordance with 10 CFR 2.201. An Amended
,

j , , Notice of Proposed Imposition of Civil Penalties dated December 7,,1978,
'

'

i. was served concurrently upon the licensee in accordance with Section 234
~

. .
.

of the ' Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, (42 USC 22'S2), and 10 CFR
*

,
. -

,

2.205, incorporating by reference the Amended Notice of Violation, which'

i

i,
stated the nature of the items of nonecmpliance and the revisien of the

! NRC regulations with which the licensee was in ncnco cliance. .,

i

i
*

I. An answer f rom the licensee to the Amended Notice of Viclation and to
I
I

| :ne Amended Notice cf Preposed Imposition cf Civil Fe.al-ies dated
,

,

| 7 January 2, 1979, is a;cended hereto as Appendix II.
v .

,

.' III
.

. .

'':en consideratien cf the answer received and the statemen.s of fact,
.

.

r:xplanation, and argument of mitigaticn contained therein, the. Acting

Director of the Office of Inspection and Enforcement nas dete: nined that-
.

the penalties proposed for the items of noncc:.cliance designated in the
.

'Ame .ded Notice cf Violation should be im;csed.
.

'

IV
-

.

.

- In view of the. foregoing and pursuant to Section 234 of the Atcmic -

Energy Act of'1954, as amended, (22 USC 2282), and 10 CFR 2.205, IT IS
'

hep.E5Y ORDERED TiiAT:

-D - -
,D)

-

-
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4 . . ..

The licensee pay civil penalties in the total amount of Se~ven
'

-

-

p
Thousand Dollars (57,000), within twenty (20) days of the- date

i v

of receipt of this Order, by check, draft, or marey order payable
.

to the . Treasurer of the United States and mailed to the Acting1 --
'

i. .

Director of the Office of Inspection and Enforcement-.

,.
.

I ~'
V

The licensee may, within twenty (20) days of the receipt cf this Order,

recuest a hearing. If a hearing is recuested, the Cc=ission will issue'

i

.I
. an Order designating the time and place of hearing. U en failure of theI

licer.see to request a hearing within. twenty (20) days of the date cf
.

recei:-: cf -this Order, the previsiens of this Crder shall te effective
i

|
withcut fur;her 7 eceecings and, if payment has nc been r.ade by that

I , time, the matter may be referred to the Attorney hneral' for ccliecticn.
-

j )
-s y;

}

'.r the event the licensee recuests a hearing as icv' tid abcve, the
!
i

issves :c te ccr.sidered at such a hearing shall be:
.

,. -

. .

1 (a) whether the licensee was in ncnccmpliance with -he .Cc=ission's'

recuirements as set forth in the Amended Notice of Violation

attached hereto as Appendix I; and
.
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\g$ ^3 '
Mr. Charles E. fiacDonald, Chief 4

\Transportation Branch
Division of Fuel Cycle and Material Safety gj /~ g GU.S. fluclear Regulatory Comission ~

Washinaton, D.C. 20555

Dear !!r. MacDonald,

Attached is a cooy of the OUALITY ASSURMICE PROGRAM of ftETILS, Inc.
implemented for License flurrber 42-16534-01 in accordance 'aith
requirements of 10 CFR Part 71, Appendix E.
Please let me know if other data needs to be submitted for
comoliance with reculations for shipping radioisotopes desianed
within the license number desicnated above.

Respectfully subnitted,

METILS, Inc.

Lee '<all
Radiation Safety Officer and
Operaticns ffanager
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OUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM
.'*

-

0F
'

METILS, Inc.
'

License flumber 42-16534-01

FOR C0f'PLIAtlCE WITli 10 CFR PART 71, APPENDIX E

1. ORGANIZATION

The final responsibility for the Quality. Assurance (0A) Program for Part 71
Requirements rests with METILS, Inc.

Design and Fabrication shall not be conducted under this OA Program. The
OA Program is implemented as shown on the attached organization chart.

The Radiation Safety Officer is responsible for overall acministration of
the progran, training and certification, docurent control and auditing.

The Radiographers are responsible for handlino, storing, shipping, inspection,
test and operating status and record keeping.

.

2. OUALITY ASSUPAtlCE PROGRAM

The management of METILS, Inc. establishes and implements this OA Proaram.
Training, prior to engagement, for all OA functions is recuired accord' q
to written proceduras. 0A Progran revisions will be made according to
written orocedures with management anoroval. The OA Program will ensure
that all defined OA procedures, engineering procedures, and specific pro-
visions of the package design approval are satisfied. The OA Program will
emphasize control of the characteristics of the package which are critical
to safety.

The Padiation Safety Officer shall assure that all radioactive material
shicoing packages are designed and manufactured under QA Program aporoval
by Nuclear Regulatory Ccmmission for all packages designed or fabricated
after July 1, 1978. This requirement can be satisfied by receiving a
certification to this effect frcn the manufacturer.

3. DCCLMENT C0!!TRCL

All documents related to a specific shipping rackage will be centrolled
thrcugh the use of written procedures. All decurent changes will be
perfor-ed according to written precedures approved by management.

The Radiation Safety Officer shall insure that all OA functicns are
conducted in accordance with the latest acolicable chan;es to the
documents.

}h_. c)
u,

,

Oh$00W ,[ -
_

"TUJU- %

.



. _ .

Pace 2.

p. HANDLING STORAGE AND SHIPPING

Mritten safety nrecedures concerning the handling, storage and shicpino of
oackaces for certain special form radioactive raterial will be followed.
Shierents will not be cade unless all tests, certifications, acceptances,
and final inspections have been completed. !|ork instructions will be
provided for handling, storage, and shipping operations.

Radiography personnel shall perform the critical handling, storage and
shicping operations.

5. INSPECTION, TEST AND OPERATIllG STATU_S

Inspection, test and operating status of packages for certain special form
radioactive material will be indicated and controlled by written crecedures.
Status will be indicated by tag, label, markinc or log entry. Status of
nonconforming parts or packages will be positively naintained by written
procedures.

Radiography personnel shhll perform the regulatory required inspections and
tests in accordance with written procedures. The Radiation Safety Officer
shall ensure that these functions are performed.

6. OUALITY ASSURANCE RECORDS

Records of package aporovals (including references and drawinqs),
nrocurement, insnections, tests, oneratinc logs, audit results, cersonnel
trainino and cualifications and records of shin ents will be maintained.
Descriptions of ecuinment and written procedures will also be maintained.

These records will be raintained in accordance with written precedures.
The records will be identifiable and retrievable. A list of these records
with their storace locations, will be maintained by the Radiation Safety
Officer.

7. AUDITS

Established schedules of audits of the OA Progra will be pe nce ed using
written check lists. Results of audits will be raintained and reccried to
management. Audit reports will be evaluated ar.d deficient areas corrected.
The audits will be dependent on the safety significance of the activity
being audited, but each activity will be audited at least once car year.
Audit reports will t;e maintained as part of the quality assurar.ce records.

V
7|/4 /7 9 VW Wb'

DATE Eee 1a11
Radiation Safety Officer and
Ocerations Manager
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\ QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM ORGANIZATION CHART FOR
''

.

f METILS, Inc.
I

LICENSE NUMBER 42-16534-01

FOR

COMPLIANCE WITH 10 CFR PART 71, APPENDIX E

PRESIDENT, TOM C. REED

_ . . . _ _-_ ___ _ . . _ __.... . _ . . _ . . . _ _ _

!
RADIATION SAFETY OFFICER AND OPERATIONS MANAGER

LEE WALL

RADIOGRAPHER'S

. _ _

DESCRIPTION OF RESPONSIBILITIES

1. PRESIDENT - General management of the ccrpany.

2. OPEPATIONS MANAGER - Responsible for operations control of the ccmpany
suoervision of encloyees, cost control, jcb
assignments, nerscr.nel relations, training.

3. RADIATIOrt SAFETY OFFICER - Responsible for everall adninistraticn of the
radiation safety crogram (includinc Ouality
Assurance), cersonnel radiation safety training
and certification, decurent centrol, and auditing
of the radiation safety prcgram..

4 RADICGRAPHERS - Pesponsible for using, stcrino, shipning, inscection, testir.g
operating status, and reccrd keeping of radicisctope sources
and devices in accordance rith written precedures of the
conpany as acproved by che Cterations "anager and Radiation
Safety Officer.
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