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Attached is a summary of the Crystal River problem and supporting
detail. There are several factors contributing to the extensive
list of questions and the dilemma which the applicant apparently

faces:

1. Issuance of the construction permit with many open issues
which were to be resolved during the construction period,
(Unfortunately we face this same problem to varying degrees
with other CPs that have been issued during the past several
years and it will take some time to work out from under it.)

2., A determination by Florida Power Corporation that the FSAR
would cormletely replace the PSAR and constitute the complete
record for tha plant.

3. An unusually early submission of the FSAR, some 33 months
before the plant 1 cheduled for fuel Lcading. I suspect
that many. desizn d :ails were still umavailable at that time

SAR was inadequate,

sith the result that¢ the F

The only course of action I can suggzest at this poiat is:

-
-

1, Where the applicant feels that the gquesticn has been answered
in the PSAR, aslk hia to identify the specific section., If we
azree that the PSAR adequately answers the question, it can be
incorporated into tie FSAR by reference,

2. Where the applicant feels that the question has been answered
in a licensinz review of a similar B&W reactor, ask nim to
identify the rcactcr and it can be incorporated into the FSaR
by reference. Thic is a rather common practice,

3, With resp~~t to thc remaining questions, meet with the
anplica in an effort to reach a clear understanding of
what is needed and why, Where appropriate, we could suggest
to the anpllc .t hcw best to handle his response.

If you agree with the zbove approacﬁ we will contact the applicant
and proceed accoerdingly.
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CRYSTAL RIVFR UNIT 3 = HIGHLIGHTS OF REVIEW

The Construction Permit for Crystal River Unit 3 was issued September
25, 1968. The puplic hearing was uncontested.

The FSAR was received on January 25, 1271. Shortly afterwards
Florida Power Cornroation was informally notified that our review would not
commence before mid-vear. The formal review started August 1, 1971. The
review schedule includins start date was based uoon ACRS review desire of
9-12 months prior to fuel loadine. The importance of this lead time was
demonstrated for Three Mile Island when ACRS refused to review the aoplication
because of too Puéﬁ 1cad tine before fuel loadins. This review, includine
a two month delav for their response to these qurstinsas, 1is still scheduled
to be comnleted consistont vith profected fuel 1s1dine date of September 1073,

The followine ils quoted veinhatim from tie Florida Power Corporation
letter transmittine the FSAN:

-

"Amendment No. 11 1s the Final Safety Aialvsis Pevort and is intended
to replace in its entirety the Praliminary Safetvy Analvsis Report
includinz Ame dmcits Ne. 1 throueh 10.

At the timc ti» review plan was beine nrepared the subiect of
aoplicable material was discussed. BRased on the above statement it was
~dec1dcd.that our review would be based upon the FSAR and subsequent amendments.

The above sta: men: was brought to Mr. Jocl Rodsers' attention at an

informal meetinz~ on Mo 'mbe - 30. (Rov Snap» accornanviap).

* * * £ * * * * * » * *




The FSAR is deficient in the extent of its coverare of many topics.
In todav's atmosphere of anplication quality, this FSAR is mareinally acceptable
to unacceptable. The anplicant is responsible for beinpg aware of current
safety concerns of.the staff following issuance of a ernstruction permit.
1f Florida Power Corporation had done so, and had followed the review of recent
operatinz license apnlications, they would not have been surprised by the
extent and coverage of our question list especially in lisht of the quality
of their TSAR. It is notad that this question list covers only part of our

review of the FSAR, ONuescions on material from five more chanters and the

Technical Specifications are still to be forwarded.

Two meetines hav: been held with the aoplicant since cormencine active
review of the applicacicn. Meetings were held on September 21 and
Dacambar 17, 1971, At th2se meetines items of known concern were identified

to the applicant.
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Specific Tooics

Wster Level Durinz Hurricane = Stalf hydrologists have consistently
maintained that the snaivsis reported in the FSAR is inadeguate. Ve believe
that the maximum level of water should be about 10 feet higher than reported
in the FSAR. Such a difference mav require some facility modifications. This
concern was discussed in detail with the anplicant at tha Seotember weetins
and identified as.thc mect important safety preblem for their olaat. This

was reiterated and emphasized with the anplicant at the December meetina.



Grouting - Following CP issuance the prouting orogram for Crystal
River Unit 3 was modified by Amendment No. 7 to the PSAR. Aoparently there
was no staff or consultant review of this rmodification at that time. Our
preliminary assessment indicates that the groutiae is adequate, but hecause
of the significance of this item at CP stase we believe the record should
be set straicht and completed. Asking for information relating to the
grouting procedures at this time is a lenritimate request since the FSAR is
incomplete in this respect.

Repeatine.Oucstions - As stated earlier our review is based on the FSAR
and subsequent aménd:«w s. Although the subject material may be the same nrw
as questions aéked durise 0D review, the thrust or intent of the cuestions should

be different, i.e. desirn detaills instead ¥ desien bases. Additionally,

— i ———n

the staff Safety Evaluation identified a n:unher of areas which would reaquire

post CP review. TFor Crystal River Uait 3 these include RUD vproeress, hurricane
protection, seismic and blowdown forces on reactor internals, control rod
drive mechanisms, separation of control anc safe:vy instrumentation, reactor
building fan coolers. failed fuel element (zatection, pressuvre vessel thermal
shock, quality.assurance proeram, dynamic analys’'s of structures, ecuioment,

‘and bipipg, sampling of Cadweld Solices and chanres to containment design.

Questions on these subiccts have been included in our information request.




More Lxperienced Orerating Staff - Recently, the DRL Opnerational
Safety Branch indicated that some additional staffing with reactor oparator
experience would Be reaquired of the apnlicant for about the first six menths
of oneration. This staffing was deemed necessary after reviewine the
qualifications of the apnlicant's overating statf as presented in the FSAR.
Although this staff is well educated and trained and deen in experience in
fossil nlant operation, thev are deficient in 7uclear plant experience.

In a telephone call on February 3, 1972 the aoplicant was informed

of this. We fyurzher suprested that a convenient manner of doine this would

|
i
be through Babecock and “ileox, their 5SS vender. Florida Power Cormoration
misunderstood this conversation as they anparentlv interpreted our remarks /!
to require these personnzl to be vart of their staff. This information
was transmitted in: -allv to p:ve the anplicant as much lead time as oossible
éince the next writrten .ormunication with Florida Power Corporation is scheduled
for early March.

Post CP Safetv Conca:rns - Between issuance of CP and review of the
OL aoplication, new safety concerns arise and guidance is oromulpated throueh
Regulations, pfoposed Rerulations, design criteria, seafety guides, information
ﬁuideu, ACRS letters and DRL position pavers. A continuing problem is how to
anply these new positlons to facilities under construction. It is our pesition
that questions from the staff and answers from the applicant provide a dialoque
which forms the basis for m-ling backfit determinations. 1In addition this
dialogue provides a means to suegest additional equioment, minor desien chanpges,
or changes in pronosed onera:ing procedures within reason with £he applicant,
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General Reasons for Ouestions

'Ouestiono to determine desisn details »>f compnonents and systems to

meet criteria and' design bases are anpronriate it UL review.

Nuestions associated with new safetv concerns - see above.

Some questions aimed at providing more
related concerns to provide a more complete bas

Questions and answers orovide document
current staff and general safety concerns of th
We try to anticiaa%e some potential pitfalls wh
at publiec hearincs.
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Florida Power Cornoration is actively involved in state licensing
of the large Anclote fossil plant. Within the past few weeks they have
been testifying‘at public hearings on environmeatal concerns for the
plant. During the past few months they have had to submit reasons whv
construction should not He suspended on Crystal River Unit 3 for AFC.
Tney were also involved in prevaring a three volume Environmental Renort
for this plant which wac submitted to the AFC on January 4, 1972. They
are presently involved {a the PSAR oreparation for Crvstal River Unit &.
This is schaduled for sibmission on Mav 1, 1972. All of this work is in
addition to their effort connected with the Operatine License review
of Unit 3. It is my >%;nion that Plorida Power Cornoration's liceasing

staff 1s extended <o+ bcvond their nrescat resources and tha
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the
"Crvsctal River Unit 3 Nacuest for Additioral Information involved

demands which mav inte-fere with their other licensing efforts. Their
a

complaint is probablv a reaction from frustration as much as,lesitimate,
"b

well-founded complairt.
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