UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATCRY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing 3ozrd

In the Matter of:

Sacramento Municipal
Jtilities District

- -

(Rancho Seco Nuclear Docket No. 3=312

jenerating Station)

STATEMENT CF ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE CALIFORNIA EUERGY CUlL.2SZ_°

The State Energy Resources Conservation and Develcpment
“ommissicn ("California Energy Commission") as an interested :z-ats
in the above=captioned proceeding, hereby submits this Statement 212
Issues. Pursuant to Rule 2.715(c¢) of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatcry

commission's Rules of Practice, the California Energ;y Commissicn i3

guilred to take a pos
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oy the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board in these hezrings. :r, e
-ike cther rparties, is the California Energy Commission obligz::c
<0 submit contenticns at the outset of the hearings. lleverthe_2:3,
the California Ernergy Commission submits this statement for tiz ~Cn-
venience of the Boardé and other parties. In doing sc, the Ca_llornis
nergy Commission doe: not walve its right to address lssues :z:ther
than those set forth .. this statement pursuant to Ruile 2.
-ne Californlia Energy Commission's concerns, as set fcorta celow

2

in greater detail, center on several major issues. TFipst, acciraln:
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to the May 7 Order, these hearings must seriously exz—ine "whs%her
the [short-term] actions required by the ... Crder ars suffislsnt
to provide reascnable assurance that the facility wi.l respcn
safely %o feedwater transients, pending completion of the lonse-ter-
modifications [and] whether the long-term modificaticns are sufficien-
to provide continued reasonable assurance that the fzcility will
responc safely to feedwater transients." &/ The California Energ:
Commission s~ricusly questions the Board's ability t:z reach an
affirmative conclusion on this issue absent development of a thorzuc:
record. This reccrd must demonstrate that the measures required :=
the NRC for Rancho Seco are sufficient to provide the needed "reascr-
able assurance”. Such a demenstration on the recoré 1s essensial
since this 1s the first ooportunity afforded by the I2C for rublis
valldation ¢f the adeguacy of the actions required tc ensure Rancns
Secc's safe operation. Therefore, unless this Board develops such
2 public record, there will be no basis for it to ccrnclude that t=e
required actions are sufficient to provide the needei reascna:cle
assurances.

In order tc reach an affirmative conclusion, analysis will be
needed to determine what information on the consequernces of transisesncts
#as avallable co the IRC and SMUD at the time the NRZ issued its

-»der and what measures to improve Rancho Seco's ability to respeni

such transients were known by the NRC and SMUD at cthat tire.

We assume the hearings will cover all types »f transienc:s

since the or-ginal shutdown order of May 7 expliciv., states %hat
tne long-term mecdifications were imposed to "further snhance the
cepatility and "el-aailitj of the reactor to resperd =o variocus
transient events. Zmphasis added.)

PAR ORIGINAL 1077 093



The Board must also focus on how the NRC determined which measires
should or should not be required and in what time fra=e. Finally,
the Board must probe the criteria the NRC used co detsrmine that
the measures set forth in the Order were sufficient Zn the NRC's
view to provide a reason:ble assurance of safety so that the plan:
could resume normal operation upon their successful completion.

The Californ.a Energy Commission believes that this analysis
is required not only to meet the tcerms of the NRC hearing order, cu:
also to restore credibility in the NRC's licensing of nuclear reactcr-:
and SMUD's operation of Rancho Seco. The events at Taree Mile Isiar:
dramatically demonstrate that the NRC in the past has seriousl; mis-
understood the necessary measures, whether'design or sperational,
that are needed to provide adequate assurances of saflety. Further-
more, both the NRC and the nuclear industry have igncred the benefi::

and necessity of meaningful public input into their decision-makin

o

process. More and more examples are coming to light =f assumption

0]

analyses, and decisiocns made by the NRC and the nuclear industry

which, when subject to broader public scrutiny, have zroved to be
unwarranted. The present widespread public distrust of the safety
of Ranchc Seco is based in large part upon the failure of the [RC

and the nuclear industry, subsequent to Three Mile Island, to clear.-

|

identify through a process of public validation the criteria that hn=:
teen used to determine the appropriate level of safety for Rancho
Seco and the measures “hat are required to achieve suzh criteria.
Since this opportunity now exists in this proceeding, it shculd ncs

be ignored.
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A seccnd major focus of these hearings must be z= intelllirer-
analysis of the impact of informatica on Three Mile Zsland cr zsasr
relevant events that has been developed since issuance of the 2w ~
Crder. This information must be examined tc determine whether ths
terms of the Order, which did not have the benefit of the more reczar-
information, are still sufficient to provide a reasonzble assuran:zs
of Rancho Seco's safety. For instance, the NRC's Lessons Learned
Task Force issued its first staff report just last week. The rec:>-:
outlines 23 short-term recommendations for utility and vendor zcti:cr
over the next 18 months which, in the words cof Roger “attson, th
director of the Task Force and chief of system safety analysis ir
the nuclear reactor regulation branch of the NRC, "wculd provide
substantial additional protection which.is required Jor public hez_%..

and safety."g/

Given this statement by the NRC staf? itself that
additional measures are required for public health and safety, ths

3card must examine this and other information about "aree Mi1
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or other relevant events that was not available when the May 7
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was 1issued, in order to conclude whether the terms o the Order =z

|
w

in fact sufficient. It will be necessary to explore which of the
Task Force recommendations or other new information s relevant =
the safety of Rancho Seco, which of the potential imrrovements hz-e
Seen implemented at Rancho Seco or are planned for izplementat

and whether failure to implement any of them affects 2ancho Zec

O
n

ability to respond safely to various transients.

/ Statement by Roger Mattson quoted in The Energy Daily,
July 23, 1979, p.3.
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In sum then, the California Energy Commission sses that sepr-='-
essential items must be exam'‘ned in public nearings in order “-»
this Board to conclude that there is a reasonable assurance :°
Rancho Seco's ability to provide safe and reliable service arsi =-
satisfy the concerns of the people of California. In particu’ar,
there must be a clear identification of the criteria the NRC and

SMUD have used in determining the level of safety needed to nraoviis

’easonatle assurance, specification of the actions regquired s zg-ls-s:

May 7 Order which shows the need for additicnal safe<- Jneasuress,

- -y

an opporiunity for public involvement and validation.
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ISSUES

i. What criteria were used by the NRC to deter~ine tha“
the measures specified Zn the May 7 shutdown Order <are
sufficlent to provide reasonable assurance of the sz”e and
rellable cperation of Rancho Seco?

2. hre the short-term actions required by subpzragraphs =
through (e) of the May 7 Order sufflcient to provide adeguate
assurance of the reactor's current capability to resoond
reliably and safely to various transient events?

3. Are the snort and long-term measures required by the
Me 7 Order sufficient to provide reasonable long=tarm
assurance of the safe and reliable operaticn of Ranzno Secn?

“. What criteria were used by the NRC in determining
which of the measures specified in the May 7 Order warranted
short-term response and whizh warranted long-term respcnse?

. Were there any other safety measures (aesizn or operatin:
procedure changes) which were considered by the NRC sr» SMUD
for Rancho Seco in response toc Three Mile “sland prior to issian:cs
of the May 7 Order but which were nct included in t=e Order’

. If so, what criteria were used for determi-ing that
suéh meszsures should not be included within the score of the
Order”

7. Wnat procedures and criteria are now being used by
the NRC and SMUD to determine what correctisns or imgrovements

(both design and operational) are necessary to provide a reas-naz_.=
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assurance of the safe and reliable operatizn of Rarzno Seco?

5. How has the process used ty the NRC and SI772 to

'5

determine that there 1s a rcasonable assurance of th2 sa
and relilable operation of Rancho Secc been modified since
Three Mile Island?

9. Are there additional measures not included within
the short and long-term modifications of the May 7 Irder
identified by the NRC, SMUD, or other entities that would

enhance the safety and rellability of Rancho Seco ir respondin

(L]

to various transient events or provide a greater assurance
of “he safe and reliable cperation?

10. For any improvement that could increase sz’= and
reliable operation of Rancho Seco identified in resconse to
Juesticn 9, what criteria and procedures are used ¢ SMUD
and the NRC in determining whether to implement the~ and th

imetable for implementaticn, and whether <o shut dzwn opr derats =-i:

-

iart pending successful implementation?

§s )

- =

i1. How have the NRC a2nd SMUD determined that - ere is

N

reascnable assurance of the safe and reliable operazion of Rancn:
Seco since additional safety measures have been idernzified
cubsegquent to the May 7 Order, in documents such as NUREG-056
lEG=039¢ the Three Mile Island Lessons _earned Tasx Force
Report and by the Governor's Nuclear Power Plant Emergency
Review Panel which have not been implemented at Ranzho Seco?

1l2. How can the NRC and SMUD determine there iz a reasonab.=
assurance of Rancho Seco's ability to respond safely to various
transients based on the actions of the May 7 Order since ths

information on needed safety measures contained in =sre recent

documents, such as the TMI Lessons Learned Task Force Report,

177 (093



was not even avallable when the Ordcr was issued?

13. 1Is implementation of (or at least considerzsion of :re
need tc implement) any or all of the measures identified
by the NRC in NUREG-0560, NUREG-N"396, and the Lesscns Learned
Task Ferce Report or other relevant documents necessary tc
provide a reasonable assurance of the safe operaticr of Ranch>
Seco?

14, Does the NRC forsee more safety measures vet to be
agreed upon with SMUD that will impact the operaticn of
Rancho Seco?

15. Are the safety design and operation requirements for
Ranche Seco as stringent as for new plants applying for

operating or construction licenses?

(& 2

<%, If not, are there two different NRC standzrds for
deslZr” and cperaticn reguirements necessary to provide a
reasconable assurance of safe and reliable operation?

;i g Is there a reascnable assurance of safety since Ranzhs
Seco 1s operating at less than the original intendei safety
design standards?

12. If there are more stringent design and/or :zperaticn
requirements that must be met by new plants what crizeria and
procedures has the NRC used to determine that Ranchz Seco

need nct se-isfy such requirements?

-
-

e

. Are -he procedures and criteria used by ths NRC and

SMUD for determining when to shut down Ranchc Seco in the even:
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of various transients sufficient to provide the lezas® risk =~ =5r:

safety of the people of Calirfornia?
20. Are the procedures and criteria used by SMUD and

the NRC for determin‘ng what actions are necessary =-rior ¢

(&)

restart after Rancho Seco is shut down due tc varicus
transients sufficent to provide the least risk to the safet~
of the people of California?
/77
iy
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2l. Which, if any, of
a reasonable assurance of Rancho Seco's safe and rel
Redundant power operated relief valves that
releases of primary system radicactive coolar:.

A

A recombiner tc mitigate hydrogen formation.

Setter radiaticn monitoring devices at Ranch:z Seco

surrounding areas to properly quantify radiation releazses i1r

the event they cccur.

- Use of other reactor systems that would prov!ie less riss
t0 the public in the event of feedwater transients.

- %Venting of hydrogen from the reactor core at Rancho Seco 17
it is created by cipcumstances similar to thcse that
at Three "i1le Island.

- a revised evacuation and emergency response :tlan for 3Sznc-
Seco and surrcunding communities.

- 4in automatic accident notification system.

- A controlled, Tlltered venting system to mitlzate unavsidzzl:

b
|
t
|
.

releases of radionuclides.

- a revised measurement system to better inforr Rancho Sscc
operators of aydraullc conditions in the stezm generat:r,
oressurizers, and reactor vessel.

- Redesign of R ho Seco's control room to be 2onsistan:

|-

modern princirles of human engineering.
- Revised consideration of the possibility of ~1ltiple and

common-mode fallures in Rancho Seco's design and operasin:
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22. Are thcre any additional design fe2tures ir 3&W re

that have been identifled since the May 7 Order as btelng unu

sensitive to certain off-ncrmal transient ccnditions zhat woul

ffect Rancho Seco's ability to respond safely?
23. Are there any accident scenarios at Ranchc 3eco In
a secondary side-trip of the reactor, such 2s loss ¢ o2ff-si
would lead to undesirable conaitions?

24, ‘When reedwater transients occur at Ranche 3s¢o, ar

.
-

e

h

Steam generator and steam supply system of such desisn that un

conditions may occur given certain additionzl failures?

avold these conditions and would be preferred in lie. of the
syster a2t Rancho Seco so as to provide greater prote:sion to

nealtn and safety and allow more reliable operation?

’rior to Three Mile Island, what criteria 3id SMUD

use tC determine that the sensitivity of Rancho Secc's steam

syster tc feedwater transients did not pose an undus 2azard?
-7. How have the criteria changed in light of Taree Mil
Is Rancho Seco unusually prone tc bubble f:rmation

nydra 2 high points? Can these be vented if hazarious?

p: Are the plant and operations perscnnel at =z2ncho

(7}

proper. :zualified and trained so as to provide reas:

o3
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of the :'s safe operation? Consideration should ze give
followins - ictors:
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. Are there other generic types of steam sups.y systers
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- Are personnel properly apprised of new infor-atin

3
3
h
'3
'
o
1%
A
1]

o Rancho Seco, particularly informatisn on operating exzcerizrnis
of other reactors?

- How do NRC and SMUD ensure that emergency irstructiorz a»r-
avallable to plant personnel in a manner that z.lows gu’:: r2-
ference and use during an emergency?

- Wwhat procedures are used to encourage pliant cersonne. zn-=
SUUD management to report uasafe or improper practices --

conditions at the facility to SMUD, the NRC or -th

0]
e |
[

3

- Are plant personnel at Rancho Seco beins asked to mis’~a-=
design deliciencies at the facility with a hlghsr degree :¢
cperator proficiency than uis envisioned when :-e plant -2
iicensed? )

= Are the qualification and training of operat:rs cons

with the complexity of <he equipment and safety system

n
[}

;!
U4

are handling?

L
O

rersconnel adeguately understand the mecharies of =-=

facllity, basic reactor physics, and other “undz= ntal zsceccts
of 1ts oPeration and what process 1s used by trns NRC ané 308

to determine this®

- What specific changes have been made %o +the ~ancho Se2?
control room to allow operators to better compreaend and rescon
Lo unscheduled, abrupt shutdowns?

= Are there any other changes that could be maz: to ens.

cetter comprehension and response by operations sersonne_”
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30. Have the .RC and SMUD given proper consideration to the

views and expertise of individuals on its staff, the nuclezr lndustry,
and the utilities 2 their decisions on the safety o Ranchs Seco?

31. Have the 'RC and SMUD given proper consideration o the
views and expertise of individuals, private organi:cztions, and state,
regional and local zovernments in their decisions ¢n the szfety of
Rancho Seco?

32. Have the RC and SMUD prcperly informed the nuclzar industry,
the utilities, stas2, reg: ‘:@al, and local governments, anc tlLe public

of informaticn ané avents pertaining to the safety of Ranczo Seco?

79 Respect fully submi:ted,

~

ZQQ'V~7II f?ﬁz;a 2

DIAN M. GRUENEICE

CHRISTOPHER ELLISCTH

[

Dated: August 1, -

Attorneys 2o he Zalifornia
...4

Energy Com:
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