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22a. On November 20, Licensee, the NRC Staff and the
State of Oregon filed proposed findings and conclusions of law
on 1ll items except the seismic qualification of safety-related
equipment in the Complex based on the STARDYNE flcor response
spectra. On November 22 and 24, Licensee submitted further
information on floor response spectra in reply to NRC Staff
questions (Licensee Exhs. 21 and 22). With this additional
information, the Staff submitted its prefiled written testimeny
on seismic qualification of safety~related equipment on

November 25, 1978 (Herring III, NRC Staff Exh. 9). The Board

informed the parties by telegram of December 4 that any addi-

tional proposed findings or conclusions or responses thereto,
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oral or written, should be submitted by the conclusicon ¢f the
December 1l hearing session and that the Board planned to issue

a partial initial decision on interim operation by December 20-22
On December 6, Licensee then filed its supplementary proposed
€indings and conclusicons on this limited remaining issue based

on the record to date and the prefiled testimony for the December

11 hearing session.

22b. Hearings on seismic gqualification of safsty-related

equipment resumed on December 11, 1279, Licensee presented
Messrs. Anderson and White for limited additional direct testi-

mony and cross-examination by the parties (Tr. 2405-251l). The
NRC Staff presented Mr. Herring as a witness (Tr. 2532-8l).

The State of Oregon indicated that it had no further testimony,
but that the materials submitted to date had been reviewed by
neir consultant, Dr. Laursen, who was satisfied with the ans-

wers and materials submitted by Licensee on this subject, includ=-
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ing both previous testimony and supplementary materials (Tr.
2416-17). The Board accepted the limited apprearance statements
£ the Trojan Decommissioning Alliance and of individual members
of the Columbia Environmental Council and a letter dated
December 6, 1978 from Mr. Rokert Pollard, a former NRC employee,
stating he wished to submit a written limited appearance state-
ment on December 1l (Board Exh. 2; Tr. 2397, 2328, 2509). The

Board indicated that opportunity would be given the parties to

provide oral statements of proposed findings and conclusions




and concluding arguments; and that written findings and con-
clusions received by the Board prior to Tuesday, December 19,
would also be considered by the Board (Tr. 2527-23). The
Board denied a motion by the Consolidated Intervenors for
consideration of need for power (Tr. 2572).

22c. On December 12, the Board provided all parties the
opportunity to present concluding arguments. The State of
Oregon affirmed the position stated in its proposed findings
that the shear walls can withstand an SSE and stated that,
based on the Bechtel testimony, it was satisfied that the
equipment could also withstani the SSE. Thus, it concluded that

£he Plant can safely oparate as-bulls 2urisg the interinm nevied
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(Tr. 2585-86, 2643-44). The Consolidated Intervenors and CSP
presented concluding statements dealing principally with matters
which are dealt with in Section VI, "Position of Intervenors,"
infra (Tr. 2586-607). The representative of CEC declined to pre-
sent a closing statement (Tr. 2613). The NRC Staff, which had
filed extensive proposed findings and ccnclusions on November 20,
responded briefly to statements of the intervenors by describing
the NRC Staff's detailed review of information supplied by the
Licensee and its inspection of Licensee's implementation of
commitments and by pointing out why reexamination of the origi-

nal seismic gqualification of the equipment and seismic siting

of the Plant was outside the scope of this proceeding



(Tr.2613-23). Counsel also distributed the "VRC Staff's addi-
tional Proposed Findings on the Matter of Interim Operation

of the Trojan Facility Prior to Modifications to the Control
Building®” and provided some corractions to its previcus pro-
posed findings (Tr. 2623-25). Licensee noted that Section VI
of its proposed findings addressed the bulk of the matters
raised by the intervenors and additionally responded to CSP's
allegation that use of the SRSS method is inappropriate and

to Consolidated Intervenors' argument that they had been
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diced by the schedule of the nroceeding (Tr., 2637-42). Licensee
also presented a brief argument oprosing a CEC motion for an
order to require preparation of an environmental impact state-
ment (Tr. 2635-36), and the motion was denied by the Board
(Tr. 2644-47).
22d. In its additional pronosed findings (at pages 8-9),
the NRC Staff prorosed the following additional license condi=-
tion:
"(3) Operation of the Trojan Facility pursuant to
this amendment may commence only after comple-
tion of additions and modifications of pirpe
supports and pipe restraints necessary to
assure that piping systems within the Centrol,
Auxiliary and Fuel Building complex required

for safe shutdown and to maintain offsite doses



from accidents to within the guidelines of
10 CFR Part 100 are qualified to withstand
earthquakes up to and including the 0.25g

SSE."

Licensee indicated that it had no objection to the inclusion
of this condition in the license amendment (Tr. 2641). Such
condition is included in the Order set forth below.

22e. The limited appearance statement by Mr. Pollard was
received from Washnington, D. C. and distributed. (Tr. 2649,

2634). The statement was read into the record (Tr. 26533-90).

Zxercising its discretion, the Board requested Licensee and

the NRC Staff to provide exrert witnesses to r nd to a series

of questions which the Board viewed as raised by ihe statement
and as appropriate for further inquiry (Tr. 2716-20, 2723-29,
2736, 2742-44). These questions related to seismic qualifi-
cation of equipment and other matters.

22£. On December 13, Licensee preseated a panel consist-
ing of Dr. William H. White and Messrs. Richard C. Anderson,
John L. Frewing, Theodore E. Bushnell, Kenneth M. Cooke and
R. E. Shippley to testify concerning the detailed criteria,
methods and procedures utilized in qualifying safety-related

equipment, systems, piping and components to the new floor

response spectra derived from STARDYNE analysis (Tr. 27523-2854).



Without waiving any arguments as to relevance or the proper
jurisdiction of the Board, Licensee also provided testimony
by Messrs. Frewing and Cooke in response to Board questions
regarding fire protection equipment at the Plant and by Mr.
Bart D. Withers regarding the impact of spurious signals dur-
ing Plant maintenance activities upon the functioning of Plant
safety-related equipment (Tr. 2956-69, 2870=73). On
December 14, without waiving any argument as to relevance
or jurisdiction the NRC Staff presented a panel consisting
of Messrs. Kenneth Herring, Charles Trammell, Vincent Noonan,
denry Georce and D. McDonald to address the foregoing questions
as well as additional questions relating to amproval methods
for equipment, guidelines for review of specific electrical
equipment and unresolved safety issues relating to seismic
capability (Tr. 2886-994).

223. The evidentiary record on the issus of interim

operation was officially closed on December 14, 1978 (Tr. 2924).

* * %

82h. At the hearing session following receipt of Mr. Pollard's
limited appearance statement of December 1l at the request of the
Board, Licensee presented extensive testimony by a group of experts
from Licensee and Bechtel who had been directly involved in the
determination that the safety-related aquipment, piping and cable

trays in the Complex as built satisfy the widened floor



response spectra, They identified all such equipment, piping
and cable trays (Licensee Exh. 9D, Tables 3b=-l1 and 23b=2;
Licensee Exh. 23); explained the functions performed by the
safety-related systems; described the specific methods used
in the evaluation of equipment piping and cable travs; and
stated the bases for their unanimous conclusion that all such
components and systems would safely withstand earthquakes up
to and including the 0.25g SSE. The Board questioned these
experts thoroughly concerning the evaluations they had per-
formed, including the standards they had applied and the
methods they had employed. The testimony made clear that the
standard:z amplcoyed reflacted the period of time when the
Plant was constructad and the requirements of the FSAR, and
thus were not identical to the standards that would be em=-
ployed in design of a new plant today. However, the Board
notes with particular interest that the standards that were
employed did not differ significantly from current standards,
and found very persuasive the uncontroverted testimony of the
experts in each of the relevant disciplines as to the seismic
capability of the equipment, piping and cable trays. (Tr.
2753-2830). Such testimony buttressed the findings that we have
expressed in paragraph 82g.

82i. In response to another Board question arising from

Mr, Pollard's limited appearance statement, Licensee's witnesses
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testified convincingly that safety-related equipment would
not be adversely affected by the fact that fire protection
equipment is not seismically designed as safety-related
equipment. They also expressed their judgment on the fire
protection equipment's inherent ability to withstand a seismic
event because of the specific components and materials involved.
Finally, they described the approved additional conservatisms
to be added to the Plant as a result of recent NRC Staff reviaws,
We conclude that fire protaction equipment iz fully accepcable
for interim operation of the Plant, (Tr. 2857-09).

82j. In response to a final Board guestion based on the
Pollard statement, the Plant Superintendent satisfied the
Board that the operating preocedures at the Plint preclude the
loss of control system capability under maintenance or test
conditions of the type that occurred at the Zion Plant (Tr.2376=
78).

82k. In response to the Board's questions, witnesses for
the NRC Staff presented extensive testimony concerning a number
of very broad subjects, including the standards that were used
to assure the seismic capability of the electrical and mechanical
equipment at Trojan; the approval methods employed by the Staff
both in its review of analyses and tests of general applicability

and in its review of specific equipment at Trojan; issues re-

lated to the seismic capability of safety-related equipment



within the Complex; and the NRC Staff's general program for

review of fire-protection equipment and its specific review

of such equipment at Trojan. They also testified with respect
to a number of more limited guestions asked by the Board on
the basis of the Pollard statement (Tr, 2886-994). Not only
did their testimony provide a substantial additional basis

for a number of the findings made by the Board in this decisicn
(see, e.g., paragraphs 82h, 82i and 82j, supra), but it also
provided the Board with a more thorouch understanding of the
manner in which the various disciplines within the NRC Staff
achieve generic and plant-specific reviews of the safety of
nuclear plant construction and operation. As examples of the
broad range of information and expert judgements which the NRC
Staff contributed to the Board's deliberations, we would note
the fol.owing testimony by these witnesses:

1) The only Westinchouse topical report referenced in the
Pollard statement which relates to seismic gqualification, WCAP-
7821, is acceptable. (Tr. 2947, 2951, 2955, 2978).

2) The electrical relays questic.ied by Mr. Pollard when
he was employed by the AEC were replaced by seismically quali-
fied relays (Tr. 2902). Open items referenced in Mr. Pollard's
April 1974 draft SER, Section 8.3.2, were resolved by the NRC
Staff on the basis of FSAR amendments pricor to issuance of the

SER in October 1974 (Tr. 2904-07).



3) Issﬁﬁnce of IEEE Standard 344-1975 did not invali-
date equipment gqualified to the similar 1971 standard, and in
certain cases the 1971 standard results in more conservative
qualifications (Tr. 2898). The specific instances where the
1975 standard is more conservative do not raise concerns
about the adequacy of the seismic qualification of equipment
at the Plant (Tr. 2901-02, 2940-41).

4) There is little like.ihood that a seismic event will
initiate a fire at the Plant and, even if should such a conse-
gquence cccur, there is reasonable assurance that the eixisting
fire protection system would protect the public health and safety.
(Tr. 2910-12, 2915, 2921). Modifications to that svstem which
the Licensee has proposed and is in the process of implementing
are not necessary to that conclusion, but rather will add addi-
tional margins of conservatism (Tr. 2991-92).

5) The witnesses know of no unresolved safety issues,
whether generic or plant-specific, which have any bearing on
the safety of interim operation of the Plant (Tr. 2925, 29327,
2930-32).

6) The safety-related equipment within the Control-
Auxiliary-Fuel Building Complex at the Plant is properly and
adequately seismically qualified such that it will safely
withstand earthquakes up to and including the Safe Shutdown

Earthcuake for Trojan (Tr. 2%29).



7) Procedur:5 at the Plant have been, and continue to

be, adequate to prevent the occurrence of an event similar to
one which occurred at the Zion facility (Tr. 2924).

On the basis of the foregoing testimony, the Beard is impressed
with the thoroughness of the NRC Staff's review of the matters
that the Board identified from the Pollard statement.

321. The Board has reviewed thorouchly all of the guestions
and allegations raised in Mr. Pollard's statement and its en-
closures, We recognized that the statement was not =vegantoed
as testimony and had no evidentiary value in this proceeding,
but we took great pains to assure ourselves that we had identi=-
fied all matters raised therein which warranted inquiry on our
part. Moreover, to assure ourselves that we had given serious
considerations te u.. such matters, we extended the evidentiary
hearings for two days after closing arquments had been made.

We obtained extensive testimony by expert witnesses for both
the Licensee and the NRC Staff, and provided great latitude

to intervenors in cross-examnining these witnesses as to their
responses to soard questions and other matters encompassed by
the Pollard statement. All relevant matters were addressed

and resolved to the Board's complete satisfaction, and the
Board is additionally satisfied that no other matters mentioned
in the s*atement raise any question as to the safety of opera-
tion of the Plant nor warrant any further consideration in con-

nection with interim operation.



