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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY' COMMISSION
'89 OCT 23 P3 :50

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARD
''Before Administrative Judges:

G. Paul Bollwerk, Chairman
Alan S. Rosenthali Howard A. Wilber

)
In the Matter of ) Docket Nos. 50-443-OL

) 50-444-OL
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY )
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, EI AL. ) |

)
(Seabrock Station, Units 1 and 2) ) October 20, 1989

)

MOTION FOR EXPEDITED APPEAL

The Massachusetts Attorney General hereby moves for
expedited appeal of LBP-89-28.

|1/

The Mass AG requests this Board to order that this appeal be
expedited on the following briefing schedule: Mass AG will file
its brief by October 27, 1989; Applicants and Staff will file
their briefs by November 3.

In support of this motion, Intervenors' state that

consideration of this appeal on an expedited basis is

appropriate, on grounds of public policy, since the Licensing

1/ Mass AG was served with a copy of this decision October 16,
1989. Between October 16 and October 20, Mass AG has been
engaged in preparing and filing a motion to amend motions for
admission of contentions on the September 27, 1989 onsite
exercise, a motion and memorandum for summary disposition on
these contentions, and a motion for reconsideration to this
Board concerning the certified question to the Commission
arising out of the appeal on the New Hampshire plans for
Seabrook Station. The present motion has been filed as soon as
possible under these circumstances.
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iBoard improperly burdened Intervenors' hearing rights conferred
|

under 5189a of'the Atomic Energy Act by applying the reopen the
]

record standard,2/ as grounds to reject Intervenors' low
power testing contentions. In these circumstances, the Court

of Appeals has stated it would "Dresume bad faith on the cart

of the Commission and act accordinaly". San Luis Obispo |

Mothers For Peace v. NRC, 751 F.2d 1287, 1317 (D.C. Cir.

1984). (Emphasis Supplied). A prompt resolution of this

appeal.therefore is appropriate.1/
.

THE CONTENTIONS

Following events during low power testing at Seabrook

Station on June 22, 1989, Intervenors filed contentions

alleging, inter alia, that Applicants' plant operators and
management personnel are not adequately trained or qualified, '

and lack adequate managerial and administrative procedures and

controls, to properly operate the facility, at any level of
power.

As acknowledged by New Hampshire Yankee President Edward A.

Brown to NRC:

2/ 10 CFR C2.734

L 2/ By conference call on October 19, 1989, the Licensing Board
advised the parties of its intent to issue the PID on emergency
planning for Massachusetts communities by November 10, 1989.

; The Board also indicated that Intervenors remaining onsite
L exerciso contentions, presently pending, would be ruled upon
i soon thereafter.
i

I

l

|
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During'the Natural circulation Test the.,

operating crew failed to follow: procedures and
did not trip the reactor when the pressurizer-

level ~ decreased below the 17% manual trip
criterion of Startup Test Procedure, 1-ST-22,,~

Natural Circulation Test. Operations and Startup iTest management personnel who.where contacted '

during'the test by NRC inspectors regarding the '

17% reactor trip criterion did not take the
:appropriate actions in response to the-

inspectors' statements. Additionally, certain
actions taken by NHY management personnel,

*

involved in the post-trip review,'and'certain
statements made in subsequent discussions with
the NRC, were inappropriate and did not reflect
NHY policy.

New Hampshire Yankee recognizes the severity of
the procedure non-compliance and has evaluated
the circumstances and conditions surrounding the
event. Additionally, NHY recognizos the
seriousness of the statements made anG the
impressions conveyed to the NRC during the 1800
conference call on June 22nd. Corrective action
will be-completed prior to NHY conducting
additional major integrated plant testing and

. prior to commencing the power escalation testing
program.A/

As a consequence of these failings, NRC suspended t

Applicants' low power operating license. That suspension

remains in effect.EI

A/ Letter of Edward A. Brown, NHY President to William T.
Russel, NRC (July 12, 1989), Exhibit 1, pp. 2-6, Attached.

5/ Vp asked if it would be acceptable to re-establish
reactor criticality and then to hold in the standby
mode.

NRC (Wiggins) responded no and VP-NP/NRC agreement was
reached that reactor restart would be deferred pending
NRC concurrence with the restart CAL response. New
Hampshire Yankee Response To Confirmatory Action -

Letter 89-11, Attachment to Enclosure 4, p. 11.

Nevertheless, the Staff claims that Applicants have
" voluntarily ceased operations".

-3-
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Subsequently, Intervenors filed contentions and requested,
"3 .in substance, a hearing on these issues, and on the adequacy of

. Applicants' corrective actions, " prior to NHY conducting
1

additional major; integrated plant testing and prior to
commencing the power escalation testing program". Egg Exhibit

1, p. 2, 6.5/

The Licensing Board rejected all low power testing,

contentions and denied Intervenors' request for hearing.

Portions of these contentions were rejected solely for failure
to meet the Commission's reopen the record standard.

LBP-89-28, pp. 24-25, discussed Infra,

-

PUBLIC POLICY REOUIRES EXPEDITED REVIEW OF THIS APPEALa

Although the Licensing Board found that portions of

Intervenors contentions " meet the threshold test for alleging
' fundamental flaws' as required by ALAB-903", LBP-89-28 p. 24,

and were timely filed, Id. at 27, the Licensing Board rejected
these contentions for failure to meet the Commission's reopen
the record standard. Id. at 25-44; 10 CFR 52.734.2/

1

5/ Following receipt of Applicants' CAL Response, on July 21, |
1989, Intervenors filed their first contention on the above
described issues. Upon later receipt of the NRC Augmented

i

Inspection Team Report on these events, Intervenors filed on !August 28, 1989 added bases and further contentions alleging, iinter alia, defects in maintenance and quality control and I

potential design defects in certain steam dump valves.
|

2/ The Board never reaches a definitive conclusion as to
whether Intervenors met the late filed contention standard,;

with respect to the contention filed July 21, 1989. 10 CFR|

52.714. The Board found the contention timely filed, LBP-89-28
p. 27, yet also indicates factor lii (development of a sound
record) and v (broadening of issues / delay) apparently weighed
against admission. Id. at 44-45. Therefore, the sole ground'

supporting the Board's rejection of at least portions of
| Intervenors' contentions is the failure to meet the reopen the
! record standard. 10 CFR 62.734.

- . - _
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The Licensing Board therefore acted in disregard of the

mandate of the DC Circuit Court ~of Appeals that application of
: the' reopen the record standard to burden, and bar, Intervenors'

rights conferred under $189a to a hearing on issues material to
c

licensing violates the Atomic Energy Act and would be presumed i
.

to be " bad faith on the part of the Commission". San Luis

ob'isco Mothers For Peace v. NRC, 751 F.2d 1287, 1317 (DC Cir.

1984).

The Licensing Board did not dispute Intervonors' assertion
that "the issues proferred in the contention are material and !

relevant to the grart of a full-power license".

The Massachusetts Attorney General argues that, since
the commission by regulation requires adequate
operator training, management, procedures and
performance before a full power operating license can
issue, there is an absolute hearing right granted to
intervenors on these matters under MCS and Mothers for
Peace. (See Mothers for Peace, supra 751 F.2d at 1309
citing 10 CFR 5950.57 (a)(2)(3) and (4). The argument
is augmented by the claim that since the NRC has *

" suspended" further plant operations at ADE level
until there is a full examination and corrective
action the NRC has operationally demonstrated that the
issues oroffered in the contention are material and
relevant to the arant of a full-cower license, citing .

'

MCE, supra, 735 F.2d at 1443.

Applicants respond that, even assumina that thera is
an absolute richt to seek a hearina on such matters,
it must be exercised at the time the original notice
for an operating license hearing issues. That time
has long since passed. Now the contention is both '

late filed, and being filed in a proceeding where the
evidentiary record is closed. (Citations ommitted).Therefore, according to Applicants, MCS, does not
relieve the Massachusetts Attorney General of his
burden to satisfy the criteria of 10 C.F.R. S 2.734
for reopening an evidentiary record. For the reasons
set out below, we arrive at the same conclusion.
LBP-89-28, pp. 13-14.

-5-

_ _. . __ _ . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . .__ _- ._



pA7 v,

,

,

L

r

! t
'

The' Licensing Board therefore does not dispute thei
!

r.

materiality of the issues raised by contention to full power
operation.- Indeed, by constructively suspending Applicants'

tlicense to operate, based upon events during low power testing,
j

,

L 'the NRC staff has made resolution of these issues material to
full power licensing.E/

L Nevertheless, the Licensing Board' proceeded, over

Intervenors' objections, to subject the contentions to the
i

reopen the record standard as a " reasonable procedural rule". !:

LBP-89-28, p. 15; 10 CFR 52.734. This violates the directive i

of the DC Circuit Court of Appeals.
|

We believe the denial of the request to reopen was
proper in light of the Commission's high standards for
reopening. Precisely because of the stringency of
those criteria, however, we cannot conclude that the
occortunity to seek reocenina was an adeauate
substitute for the hearina cuaranteed cetitioners as a

,

matter of richt under section 189(a). In order to (obtain reopening, petitioners were required to show !that they possesed new evidence which was timely; |
;

material, in the sense that it would have resulted in I
a different outcome had it been known earlier; and 1

| safety-significant. None of these three criteria {applies to requests for a hearing under section
;

189(a). Under the latter provision parties need only |
p show that their " interest may be affected" by a |
' proceeding to bring about one of eight specified types|

of Commission action. At most, carties must show that j

R/ The suspension of Applicant's low power license remains in keffect. Intervenors understand that the Staff has scheduled -

further testing and evaluation of Applicants' plant personnel
for December, 1989, in view of their failed performance during
low power testing. By opposing Intervenors contentions, the
Staff thereby seeks, improperly, to "have it both ways", i.e.

L test the Applicants qualifications for an operating license,
yet insulate these issues from public scrutiny. See Public
Service Co. of New Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2)
ALAB-920, NRC (August 21, 1989) sl. op. 28-29. LBP-89-28
pp. 13-14.

.
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a carticular issue is " material" in order to crevent
its exclusion from a hearina under section 189(alt jthis much our decision in Union of Concerngd

qScientists v. Nuclear Reculatory Commission.
establishes. But the material issue recuirement !

,

imolicit in section 189(a) is sianificantly different I

from the material evidence recuirement of the j
Commission's recoenina criteria. In most cases, as '

here, the latter requirement will impose a
substantially more onerous burden on parties than the

u

former. Our holding today that consideration of a
|request to reopen the record does not satisfy the
'
|requirements of section 189(a) should preclude such

Commission error in the future. In the unlikelv event
.the Commission receats its mistake, this court woqld
nave no choice but to cresume bad faith on the eart of
the Commission and act accordinalv. Mothers For
Peace, 751, F.2d at 1316-1317 (emphasis supplied).

!
These circumstances warrant expedited review by this Board, 1

since the Licensing Board is plainly " steering what is bound to

be a collision course with governing legal principles." . Egg
Tennessee Vallev AuthUrity (Clinch River Breeder Re' actor
Plant) , ALAB-3 3 0, 3 NRC 613, 617.E!

In addition, assuming, as Intervenors assert, that they
will prevail on their right to a hearing on the low power
--

2/- The Licensing Board's application of the reopen the record
standard appears to violate this own Board's position on the
prohibitions announced in the EqE decision. Egg UCS v. NRC,
735 F.2d 1437 (D.C. Cir. 1984). "The Court (in Msg) also
rejected the Commission's argument that a party's hearing

,

rights were protected because a party could always seek to
reopen the record if the exercise identified fundamental
defects in the emergency plans." Public Service Co. of New
Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2) ALAB-918 (June 20,
1989) sl. op. 13 N.21.

-7-
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.. . contentions, it is in the interest of all parties to avoid i

further delay in conducting that hearing, which must occur in
,".

advance of issuance of a full power license.
,

r

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, '

r. JAMES M. SHANNON
'

,' ATTORNEY GENERAL-

t .. s.
, , . , ,,

., e - m - - >

BY: 1 '* ''
-

~~

..

MATTHEW T. BROOK
Assistant Attorney General '

Nuclear Safety Unit
One Ashburton Place i
Boston, MA 02108

|
(617) 727-2200

:

j ._
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July 12, 1989,

c

!
'

L ',,

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region I

r

475 Allendale Road
King of Prussia, PA 19406 '

Attention: Mr. William T. Russell

References a) Facility Operating License NPF-67. Docket No. 50-443

b) USNRC Confirmatory Action Letter (CAL) 89-11 dated June 23,
1989. W. T. Russell to E. A. Brown

Subject: New Hampshire Yankee Performance During and Following the Natural ''

Circulation Test

' Dear Mr.' Russell:
,

y

This letter.is in response to the USNRC Confirmatory Action Letter
dated June 23, 1989. New Hampshire Yankee-(NHY) provides in this letter a
detailed ~ chronology of exactly what occurred before, during and after the
June 22, 1989, reactor trip, an analysis of management actions and
communications during this period and a compilation of corrective actions

..
already taken or that will be taken by NHY.

New Hampshire Yankee has conducted an Evant Evaluation, an Operational
Issues Evaluation and a Management Effectiveness Analysis addressing *

? different aspects of the performance of Natural Circulation Test as well as
; the subsequent post-trip review and evaluation of the event. The reports

documenting these three distinct and separate evaluations are provided in
Enclosures 2 through 4 respectively. Additionally, NHY Executive Management
has independently reviewed the above evaluations, the conduct of the Natural
Circulation Test, the post-trip review and the management actions subsequent
to:the event. The conclusions of NEY Executive Management and the major
corrective actions taken or planned are provided below. The recommendations
provided in Enclosures 2 through 4 have been evaluated and incorporated, as

i appropriate, into the short term and longer term corrective actions that
have been or will be taken by NHY. A corrective action plan with a schedule
for completion of all corrective actions is provided in Enclosure 1.

I On June 22, 1989, a manual reactor trip of Seabrook Station Unit 1
;

L was initiated during the Natural Circulation Test. At no time during the
L transient were any technical specification parameters or design limits
? exceeded nor was there any danger to public health and safety, to the safety
!: of plant personnel or to plant equipment.
'

|

New Hampshire Yankee Division of Public Service of New Hampshire
P.O. Box 700 Seabrook, NH 03874 * Telephone (603) 474 9521

. . ._ _. . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ - . . _ . _ . . _ . _ _ _ . - _ _ _.-_ _-_. __ _



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

c-

i
"

|

u .-

United States Nuclear' Regulatory Commission July 12. 1989
Attention: Mr. William T. Russell Page 2

,

During the Natural Circulation Test the operating crew failed to follow
procedures and did not trip the reactor when the pressurizer level decreased ,

below the-172 manual trip criterion of Startup Test Procedure. 1-ST-22
Natural-Circulation Test. Operations and Startup Test management personnel
who where contacted during the test by NRC inspectors regarding the 172
reactor trip criterion did not take the appropriate actions in response to
the inspectors * statements. Additionally, certain actions taken by NHY
management personnel involved in the post-trip review, and certain ,

statements made in subsequent discussions with the NRC were inappropriate
>

and did not reflect NHY policy.

CONCLUSIONS

The unplanned plant cooldown that occurred during the Natural
Circulation Test was caused by the failure of a steam dump valve (MS-PV-30ll) ,

positioner on the non-nuclear side of the plant. The valve opened when the
screw which fastens the valve position fsedback linkage to the positioner
loosened, allowing the linkage to discenneet. The steam dump valve was the
subject of maintenance work completed prior to the Natural Circulation Test.
The work request renmined open however, because the follow-up post-maintenance
testing had not been completed. The valve should have had this testing
completed and accepted prior to the Natural Circulation Test.

.

The plant cooldown was subsequently terminated by closing the steam
dump velve and the transient was terminated by the manual reactor trip.
Throughout this plant transient, all systems and equipment operated as would
be expected with the exception of the steam dump valve. A' Licensee Event
Report of the reactor trip will be submitted by July 24, 1989.

The Unit Shift Supervisor (USS) failed to comply with the Natural
Circulation Test Procedure. 1-ST-22, by not immediately manually tripping
the reactor when the pressurizer level decreased below the test's 172 manual
trip criterion. The failure to strictly adhere to the Startup Test
Procedure was an unacceptable deviation from NEY operating policy.

The Unit Shif t Supervisor did not manually trip the reactor because he
misinterpreted the 172 pressurizer level value to be test termination

s

guidance, which was more conservative than the 52 pressurizer level safety
injection requirement provided in Station procedures. The pre-test briefing
given to the crew performing the Natural Circulation Test was not effective.
The required ir. formation was presented to the crew bat obviously the
requirement to perform a manual reactor trip at 172 pressurizer level was
not fully understood.

The three NHY personnel in the Control Room, with wnom the NRC
personnel discussed the requirement to trip the reactor at the 172 pres-
surizer level, did not respond in an effective manner. The first two NHY
personnel contacted by the NRC did not specifically recommend that the USS
trip the reactor in accordance with the test procedure requirement. The
third individual contacted was about to recommend that the USS trip the
reactor when the reactor was tripped.

. . -. . - . . _ - . - . _ - - - . . - - - - . - - - . _ _ . _ . --- - . . - _ .
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United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission July 12, 1989
Attention: Mr. William T. Russell Page 3 4

,

Management personnel from the Operations chain of command were in the
Control Room during the Natural Circulation Test to observe the plant
response during natural circulation. They were not aware of the specific
pressurizer level reactor trip test requirement and therefore, did not offer
direction to the operating crew when the pressurizar level decreased below

'

172 and the reactor had not been tripped per the test procedure criterion.

The Shift Technical Advisor (STA) was acting as an additional member of
the operating crew during the performance of the Natural Circulation Test.

i

The shift staffing arrangement would not have delayed his assuming the |functions of the STA. if such action had been required. However, the |manning of the STA position will be re. evaluated to ensure that there are no
|potential conflicts to prevent STAS from assuming their duties.
|
|

The four hour verbal report made to the NRC per 10 CFR 50.72 was not |

precisely worded, and contained inaccurate information and consequently. I

contributed to the miscommunication between NHY and the NRC. While there |
was no intent to mislead the NRC, the communication inaccurately reported I'While performing low-power physics testing. Startup Test Procedure 1-ST-22. |

Rev. #2 (Natural Circ) Tavg had reduced to below 541'F. pressurizer pressure
at 2340 psig and pressurizer water level less than 172. These were manual
trip criteria per procedure. . MS-P3011 stuck open causing initial cooldown.'

JThe information provided in che four hour report should have conveyed the
following:

The Natural Circulation Test was not part of low-power physics*

testing.

The pressurizer level had been less than 172 which was a*

manual reactor trip criterion per the test procedure, but
had been recovered to 212 at the time of the manual reactor
trip.

The pressurizer pressure had not reached the manual trip*

criterion of 2340 psig. The manual reactor trip was
initiated at 2310 psig with pressurizer pressure increasing.

The reactor coolant temperature as indicated by Tavg had*

been less than 541'F for approximately five minutes when
the manual reactor trip was initiated. The criterion in the -

procedure is to restore Tavg to greater than 541*F within 15
minutes or be in Hot $tandby within thw next 15 minutes.

- . - - - , - - _ . . . . . . - - _ - - . - _ _ , . . . . . - . . . . . - . . _ - , -
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. United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission July 12, 1989
L Attention: Mr. William Y. Russell<

Page 4

.t

Subsequent to the reactor trip..New Hampshire Yankee management took '

action to initiate a review of the Natural Circulation Procedure and thepolicies on procedure' compliance. However, NNY management personnel who
'

participated in the 1800 conference call with NRC Region I on June 22nd had
not completed their analysis of the event and therefore did not yet have
sufficient information to completely discuss the procedural non-compliance iproblem and the proposed corrective actions. In addition to being unable at
that time to discuss specific details on the procedural inadequacies and the
corrective actions:

NHY management did not effectively communicate to the NRC.

their recognition of the seriousness of tha procedure
noncompliance and the actions planned to prevent recurrence.

Statements made by some NHY personnel, which supported the actions.

taken or not taken by the operating crew, were inappropriate and did
not represent the NHY procedure compliance policy.

Statements made by some NNY personnel, which indicated NHY.

was considering restarting the reactor prior to the
completion and evaluation of a total event analysis, were -

inappropriate and dfd not accurately represent NHY policy
and the understanding of the NNY President.

MAJOR CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

on June 22nd, following the reactor trip, the Vice President - Nuclear
Production directed the Station Manager to ensure that all operating ,

'

personnel were aware of the NHY policy on procedure compliance. The
Operations Manager met with each shift crew and reviewed the policy. This
action w.as completed on June 29, 1989, when the relief crew returned to
duty.

New Hampshire Yankee Executive Management ordered the plant cooled down
to MODE 5 and postponed a maintenance related turbine-generator torsional
test. The turbine-generator test requires the plant to be at operating
temperature and pressure, and was scheduled to be completed after the low
power testing program concluded. These actions were taken to allow the
appropriate evaluations to be performed and to ensure that all required
corrective actions are completed prior to reinitiating any major integrated
plant testing. The cooldown was completed at 1254 on June 28, 1989.

The NHY policy on procedure compliance was reviewed and revisions were
made to ensure that a misinterpretation, such as occurred during the Natural
Circulation Test, will not be repeated. The initial revision to the
Seabrook Station Management Manual was reviewed by the Station Operation
Review Committee on June 28, 1989, and approved by the Persident on July 5,
1989. On July 10, 1989, the NHY President issued a memorandum to all site

,

employees emphasizing the NNY policy on procedure adherence and the j
significance that NNY management pieces on adherence to the policy. ;

,

i
1

-_ -. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission July 12, 1989 l

Attention: Mr. William T. Russell Page 5

On June 29th, the Vice President-Nuclear Production was relieved of
his duties at Seabrook Station and he subsequently resigned from Public
Service Company of New Hampshire. He was relieved of his duties due to the
inappropriate actions that he took directly and allowed to occur following
the reactor trip. The actions primarily concern communications with the
NRC during the 1800 conference call on June 22nd as well as subsequent
incomplete communications with the President of New H6mpshire Yankee
regarding the subjects covered during that conference call. Those

. individuals who reported to the Vice President - Nuclear Production now
report temporarily to the President. Organization changes will be made in
the near future and will be provided to the NRC on or before July 28 1989.

Additional disciplinary action has been taken in the form of letters
of reprimand issued by NHY management to:

the management personnel in the Operations chain of command who were.

present in the Control Room during the test.

the personnel who were spoken to by the NRC inspectors regarding the.

172 pressurizer level trip criteria during the test, and

the operators and engineers on the shift crew involved in the test.

who had the authority or the respansibility to prevent the procedure
violation.

The Nuclear Safety Audit Review Committee has reviewed the event and
the corrective action plan and concurs with the evaluation and the proposed
corrective actions.

The Startup Test Program will be revised to require that a more comp-
rehensive pre-test briefing be provided prior to the test crew assuming the
shift. In addition, the Startup Test Program will be reviewed to determine
which tests require special classroom review and/or simulator rehearsals for
the test crews prior to the test being conducted.

The NHY policy related to procedure compliance will be further improved
to better define the conduct expected of all NHY personnel related to

I procedure compliance, and training will be provided to all NHY personnel on
j the enhancsd NHY procedure compliance policy.

The failure of steam dump valve (MS-PV-3011) will be evaluated and
corrective action will be taken to repair the valve. The open Work Request
on the steam dump valve will be completed and the Startup Test Program
procedures will be revised to preclude recurrence of a similar situation.

:t

SUMMARY

| New Hampshire Yankee personnel failed to follow procedures by not
strictly adhering to the criteria specified in the Startup Test Procedure,
Natural Circulation Test, (1-ST-22). Additionally, certain other actions
taken by NHY management were inappropriate.

|
u

l'
. - _ . _ _ ~ - . . . - - . _ . _ - . . - - _ - -_ - - , - - -_ , - - . -
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United States Nuclear Regulatory Comission July 12, 1989Attention: Mr. William T. Russell Page 6

I
There was inappropriate management action in communications with NRC

IRegion I personnel regarding recognition of the seriousness of the
iprocedure non-compliance problem, statements in support of the operating j

crew's actions and statements indicating a readiness to restart the reactor.
I

Wow Hampshire Yankee recognizes the severity of the procedure non compliance
and has evaluated the circumstances and conditions surrounding the event.
Additionally, NHY recognizes the seriousness of the statements made and the |

impressions conveyed to.the NRC during the 1800 conference call on June
r

22nd. Corrective action will be completed prior to NHY conducting
additional major integrated plant testing and prior to commencing the power
escalation testing program.

The Chief Executive Officers of the Joint Owners of Seabrook Station
recognize the seriousness of the procedure non-compliance and subsequent

The Executive Committee of the Joint Owners has had three separateevents.

meetings with NHY Executive Management to review the events, the corrective
actions proposed and the proposed responses to the NRC.

I have personally met with the senior managers in the operations chain
of connand and have clearly reinforced the responsibilities and requirements
that are intrinsic in their assigned positions. I firmly believe that the
NHY policy on procedure cont >11ance is understood and will be adhered to by
all NHY personnel.

New Hampshire Yankee recognizes the responsibility and trust that the
NRC conveyed to NHY with the issuance of an operating license. It is the
NHY mission to meet those responsibilities and NHY is conunitted to taking
the actions that are necessary to regain that trust.

New Hampshire Yankee is prepared to discuss the events associated with
the Natural Circulation Test. this evaluation and the resulting corrective
actions with the NRC Staff. Additional information such as the Station
Information Report and related data are available at Seabrook Station for
your review.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact;

| me, at (603) 474-9521.
I
l Very truly yours.

|

Edward A. Brown
President and Chief
Executive officer

1.
|

|
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONh

'89 BCT 23 P3 :50ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARDi-

Before Administrative Judges: f[['[ *

j , , .-
''p aa ,

G. Paul Bollwerk, Chairman ,

Alan S. Rosenthal
Howard A. Wilber '

)
In the Matter of ) Docket Nos. 50-443-OL

) 50-444-OL
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY )
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, EI AL. )

)
(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2) ) October 20, 1989

)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Matthew T. Brock, hereby certify that on October 20, 1989,

I made service of the enclosed NOTICE OF APPEAL and MOTION FOR
,

EXPEDITED APPEAL by Federal Express as indicated by (*) and by
first class mail to:

.

Ivan W. Smith, Chairman Kenneth A. McCollomAtomic Safety & Licensing Board 1107 W. Knapp St.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Stillwater, OK 74075
East West Towers Building
4350 East West Highway
Bethesda, MD 20814

Dr. Richard F. Cole Robert R. Pierce, Eng.
Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
East West Towers Building East West Towers Building
4350 East West Highway 4350 East West Highway
Bethesda, MD 20814 Bethesda, MD 20814
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* Docketing and Service * Thomas G. Dignan, Jr.
( U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Ropes & Gray ,

Washington, DC 205!5 One International Place
'

Boston, MA 02110

*Mitzi A. Young, Esq.- Phillip Ahrens, Esq.
Edwin J. Reis, Esq. Assistant Attorney GeneralU.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Dopartment of the Attorney GeneralOffice of the General Counsel Augusta, ME 04333
11555 Rockville Pike, 15th Floor
Rockville, MD 20852

!

!
H. Joseph Flynn, Esq. * Atomic Safety & Licensing

'

Assistant General Counsel Appeal Board
;office of General Counsel U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Federal Emergency Management Washington, DC 20555Agency
500 C Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20472

.

Robert A. Backus, Esq. Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
Backus, Meyer & Solomon U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
116 Lowell Street Washington, DC 20555P.O. Box 516
Manchester, NH 03106

Jane Doughty Dianne Curran, Esq.
Seacoast Anti-Pollution League Harmon, Curran & TowsleyFive Market Street Suite 430
Portsmouth, NH 03801 2001 S Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20008

Barbara St. Andre, Esq. Judith Mizner, Esq.
Kopelman & Paige, P.C. 79 State Street
77 Franklin Street Second Floor
Boston, MA 02110 Newburyport, MA 01950

Charles P. Graham, Esq. R. Scott Hill-Whilton, Esq.Murphy & Graham Lagoulis, Hill-Whilton & Rotondi
33 Low Street 79 State Street
Newburyport, MA 01950 Newburyport, MA 01950

Ashed N. Amirian, Esq. Senator Gordon J. Humphrey145 South Main Street U.S. Senate
P.O. Box 38 Washington, DC 20510
Bradford, MA 01835 (Attn: Tom Burack)
Senator Gordon J. Humphrey John P. Arnold, Attorney General
One Eagle Square, Suite 507 Office of the Attorney General
Concord, NR 03301 25 Capitol Street
(Attn: Herb Boynton) Concord, NH 03301
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Paul McEachern, Esq. William S. Lord
Shaines & McEachern Board of Selectmen
25 Maplewood Avenue Town Hall.- Friend Street
Portsmouth, NH 0380lP.O. Box 360 Amesbury, MA 01913

.

*G. Paul Bollwerk, Chairman * Alan S. RosenthalAtomic Safety & Licensing Atomic Safety & Licensing i
Appeal Board Appeal Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory CommissionWashington, D.C. 10555 Washingtun, D.C. 10555

*Howard A. Wilber
Atomic Safety & Licensing

Appeal Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

j. Washington, D.C. 10555
.

Respectfully submitted,

JAMES M. SHANNON
ATTORNEY GENERAL

~

q./
y!, g ,

y -ef x_ / s (,. 6-

Matthew T. Brock
Assistant Attorney General,

I

Department of the Attorney General
One Ashburton Place
Boston, MA 02108
(617) 727-2200

| Dated: October 20, 1989
1

~
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