237. State the name of each consulting firm,, in¥ividual -and "agenCy

who was requested by you to analyze the proposed Midland Units.
For each such consulting firm, individual and agency state what
area or problem of the proposed Midland Units it anaiyzed and
what tne results were. If in your answer you make refcrence to
other than textual (exclusive of footnote) matier in the PSAR, or refercnce
to otner than textual (exclusive of footnote) matter in your Safety Evalu-
ation, then set forth completely the text of each such reference or attadn
a copy.

The following agencies and consulting firms were requested to
analyze the proposed Midland Units:

1. Environmental Science Service Administration (ESSA)

2. U. S. Geological Survey (USGS)

3. U. S. Coast and Geodetic Survey (USC&GS)

4. U. S, Fish and Wildlife Service

5. John A. Blume and Associates, Engineers

The final reports of the agencies and the consulting firms are
attached to the Safety Evaluation as Appendices C through G. Other
reports, preliminary in nature, are among the documents covered by
Question I1I of the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board's certification
of questions tc the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board, dated

June .2, 1971,
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240.

With respect to the statemant "The consequences of these transients
will be calculated again wnen detailéd plant design information is
available to verify that these transients are within tne capabilities
of the reactor control and protection systems," at page 59 of the
Safety Evaiuation, state each fact and assumption which supports your
belief that a complete analysis of the final design insofar as transient
stability is concerned, is not an important safety factor to be con-
sidered completely prior to any recommendation approving the proposed
Midland Units, If in your answer you make reference to other than
textual (exclusive of footnote) matter in the PSAR, or reference to
other than textual (exclusive of footnote) matter in your Safety
Evaluation, then set forth completely thc text of each such reference
or attach a copy.

As stated on page 59 of the Safety Evaluation the following
plant operating transients have been analyzed by the applicant:

1. Uncompensated reactivity changes resulting from fuel depletion
and changes in fission product poison concentrations (Ref. PSAR,
Section 14.1.2.1), -

Ls Control.rod withdrawal during startup and at power (Ref. PSAR,
Sections 14.1.2.2, 14.1.2.3, Answer 13.1.1, 13.1.2),

3. Dilution of the boron concentration in the coolant (Ref. PSAR,

Section 14.1.2.4, Answer 13.1.3).

Startup of an inactive coolant loop (Ref. PSAR, Section 14.1.2.5),

. Loss of Coolant Flew (Ref. PSAR, Section 14.1.2.6),

Malpositioning of a control rod (Ref. PSAK, Section W.1.2.7),

Loss of ac electric Power (Ref. PSAR, Section 14.1.2.8),

o N o0 O

Loss of electrical load (Ref. PSAR, Section 14.1.2.8).

These analyses indicate that no fuel damage will result from
these operating transients. Each is preliminary in that the analysgs
were based upon design parameters of the facility which were available
at the time the analysis was performed. Considering that the analytical

procedures for analysis of these transients are well established and
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that the design parameters are not expected to change significantly,
we do not expect the results of the analyses of these transients wnen
based upon final design parameters to be significantly different from
those analyzed on the basis of preliminary design information.
However, a final evaluation to assess the risk to public health

and safety, taking into account any pertinent infurmation developed
since the submittal of the PSAR,will be performed at the time of our

operating license review to verify that no fuel failure will result.
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242, With respect to the statement at page 60 of the Safety Cvaluation that
“the conscquences of these accidents can be controlled by limitina the
permissible primary and secondary coolant system radicactivity
concentrations,"” state:

(a) Wnat is lowest level of passible accidental dose which is
contemplated by controlling the limiting of activity as
aforesaid;

(b) wWhat level of activity concentration will achieve the
dose set forth in (a) above; and

(c) Can such levels be lower than set forth in (b) and if so
state why, 1f 1t is true, vou do not intend to scek to impose
such Tower levels, :
State cach fact, calculation and assumption upon which vou base veur
answer, If in your answer you make reference to other thin textual
(exclusive of footnote) matter in the PSAR, or referance %o other than

textual (cxclusive of footnote) matter in your Safety Cvaluation, then
set forth completely the text of each such reference or attach a copy.

(a) Concentrations would be limited to that whicn, in the unlikely
event of coolant release, would not result in individial doses
offsite in excess of 0.5 rem external dose to the whole body

or 1.5 rem inhalation dose to the thyroid.

(b) The primary coolant would have concentration limits of 22/F uCi/ce
for total activity and C.017 uCi/cc for fodine - 131, (See
Attachment 1), The secondary coolant concentrations would be
adequately limited by the primary coolant 1imits.

(¢) Although lower 1imits can be achieved, we consider the above limits
to be sufficiently Tow, in view 0f the low probability for the

occurrence of the accidents under the assumed corditions,



The calculated limits represent concentration levels less. thdn"those

estimated by the applicant for 1% failed fuel.
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ATTACHMENT 1

Primary Coolant Limits to Limit Consequences of Stcam Generator Tube Rupture

A. Total Activiry Limit

Cp = 2:D°P
. !-f'Vp-x/Q-al'az'.:U
Where (‘.p = primary conlant concentration in uCi/cc.
2 = dosimetric geometry factor
D = whol2 body dose criterion = 0.5 rem

P = density of air in gm/m3

m)
i

average energy of radiations from the nuclides in the

coolant in Mev/dis

L
u

fraction of coolant assumed lost through the steam

generator tube rupture before it is isolated = 0.5

Vp = total primary coolant volume = 334 m3

x/Q= meteorological diffusion factor between point of rclease
and the site boundary = 6.7 x 10~% sec/m3

aj= physical constant = 3.7 x 1010 dis/sec/Ci

ay= conversion factor = 1.6 x 10~6 erg/Mev

a3= conversion factor = 102 gm-rem/erg

B. Jodine Activity Limit

CP = D
£ Vp *B >+ x/Q*DCF * 1.5 + p

Where
Cp = Jodine 131 concentration in primary coolant in uCi/cc
D = thyroid dose criterion = 1.5 rem

£, Vp, %/Q = defined as above for whole body calculation



B = standard breathing ratc 3.47 x 104 in m3/sec

" DCF = dose conversion factor for I-131,1.48 X 10° in rem /Ci

1.5 = fuctor to account for the contributions of 1-132 = 135

fraction of iodines in coclant assumcd to cscape to the atmosphere = |1



247, With respect to your analysis of the Dow emereency plan, which you
refer to at pace 70 of the Staff Safety Evaluation, describe in datai)
each fact, calculation and assumotion by which you conclude that the
dose that might Le received by an emnioyee standina one mile from
the reactor durinn 25-minute and one-hour p2riods follovina a dosien
basis LOCA would be, respactively, 55 rem to the thvroid and 75 rem
to the thyroid. If in your answer you make referance to othor than textua)

(exclusive of footnote) matter in the PSAR, or reference to otner than
textual {exclusive of footnote) matter in your Safety Evaluation, then
set forth compictely the text of each such reference or attach a cooy.
[to the extent that inforpation is sought as to the basis of the
calculation of the dose].

The dose to an individual at one mile from the reactor is calculated
as follows:
The dose at 2 hours at the exclusion distance (500 m) was 270 rem,

based on a X/Q for Pasquill Type F stability and a 1 m/s wind sneed
of 6.7 x 10°% and a spray reduction factor of 3.1.

At one mile, the X/Q for Pasquill Type F stability and a 1 m/s wind
speed is 2.3x10'4. The spray reduction factor for one hour is 2.2
and for 35 minutes ‘s 1,7, Thus, the doses are:

a. For 35 minutes:

270 x 2.3 x 35 x 3.1 =50
6.7 Y20 T.7

b. For 1 hour:

270 x 2.3 x 1 x 3.1 =85

* The 35 minute and one hour dose calculatioms have been modified to 50 rem
and G5 rem, respectively, See Tr. 1675,
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255. Describe in detail each “Improved means for proupt detection ot fuel
clad 14ilure” which you say in the Staff Lvaluation is unuer dcvelop-
ment w: .hin the industry. What percentage of lcaking fuel rods can
the presently considered process radiation monitor detect?  What
increase in coolant activity, as the systcm is prasently designed, can
occur without being detectad. If in your answer you meke reference
Lo olther than textual (exclusive of footuote) mativr in your
Safety bvaluation, then set forth completely the Leat of cach suchi re-
ference or attach a copy.

Industry is investigating the following types of failed fuel
element detection systems:
1. A delayed neutron monitor based on detection of dclayed neutrons
emitted by scveral fission products following beta decay.
2. A differential-gamma monitor whici separates fission product gamma
radiation from normal activation product gamma radiation on the

basis of energy.

(%2

3. An off-gas system monitor based on the beta detection of gase

fission products stripped from a sample stream.

4. An ion-exchange gamma monitor based on sorption of fission products
on ion exchange resins and gamma energy discrimination,

5. A Cerenkov monitor system bascd on detection of high energy beta
particles from selected fission products.

6. A gamma monitor for detection of gross gamma activity and of selected
isotopic activity by gamma energy discrimination.

7. A gross gamma moniéor without energy discrimination.

Developmental efforts are proceeding primarily on items 1, 6 and 7

listed above.
As indicated on page 7-34 of tne PSAR, a study is being conductcd

by Babcock & Wilcox to determine the source strengths of the various



isotopes released upon fuel failure to permit detcrmination of the
required sensitivity of the detectorl As indiceted on page 19 of the
Safety Cvaluation, we will reguire thatl the applicant provide o system
having detection sensitivity equivalent to that of the best equipment
available to detect promptly the gross failure of a fuel elexent at the
time of the operating license review.

Since the sensitivity of the monitor has not yet been choscn, we

cannot respond to the inquirics on the detectasle fraction of lcaking
fuel or the increase in coolant activiiy whicn could occur without

detection.

REFCRENCES:
(1) A Process Radiation Monitoring Systcm for Large PWR's,
C. H. Meijer and 3. llckkala, Paper presented at the Aucrican
Nuclear Society Power Recactor Systems and Components Heeting,
Williamsburg, Virginia, September 1-3, 1970 (copy attached).
(2) WCAP-7614-L, Topical Report-Safety Related Research and
Development for Westinghouse Pressurized Water Reactors -

Program Summaries - Fall 1970 (PROPRILTARY)

/ / L /)

Cowe ol D0 e
“ Y,
& oseph A. .-.ur.pn_yv




265. What are cach of the “uncertainties”. in the calculated peak in the
containment structure during a LOCA as you so state at page 23 of
the Staff Safety Cvaluation. Also state what steps you and Appli-
cant are taking or proposing to take to rcsgivg €acn such unceriainty
and what relationship, if any, the non-resuiutiovn of cacn such
uncertainty nas to tne safety of tne proposed “idland Units. If in
your ansuer you make reference to other tnan testual (zxclusive of
footnote) matter in the PSAR, or reference to other then textual
(exclusive of footnote) matter in your Saftety Eva1datann,_tnen set
forth completely the text of each sucn reference or attacn a copy.
Items which cause possible uncertainties in tne calculation of
peak containment pressure are of two gencral types: (1) those rosulting
from the use - preliminary rather than final desig. information, e.g9.,
containnent free volume and the surface arca available for heat trans-
fer, and (2) those resulting from limitations of the pnysical and
mathematical models used in the analysis. Uncertainties resulting
fron the former will be eliminated when deteiled desiqn information
is available. With the respect to the latter, in accordance with
Criterion 50 of the Cencral Design Criteria, Appendix A to 10 CFR 50,
we require the containment to be designed with sufficient margin to
reflect
1) the effects of potential energy sources which have not been included
4
in the determination of peak conditions, such as energy in steam
generators and energy from metal-water and other chemical reacticns

that may result from degradcd emergency core conling functicning,
(2) the limited expcrience and experimental data avail ble for cefining
accident phenomena and containment responses, and

(3) the conservatism of the calculational modzl and input paramcters.
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284,

Describe in detail your evaluation and analysis, stating each fact,
calculation, and assumption thercof, of the probetiility and '
consequences of “tnese types of events" as staled at page 45 of the
Safety Evaluaticn which will provide the busis for furtlicr revicw of
the proposed design of the systems revardine tucir ability to terminate
or limit the consequences of such events. If in your answer you

make reference to other tnan textual (exclusive of footnote) _

matter in the PLA\R, cor reference to other than toiiual (exclusive

of footnote) matter in your Safety Evaluation, tnca set forth
compiet2iy the text of each such refercnce or atiuch a copy.

We presume the Interrogatory refers to the probability and con-
sequences of "tnese types of events' o stated on page 48 of the Safety
Evaluation. The phrase “these type of cvents" dous not appear on
page 45.

Our evaluation and analysis of the probability and conscguences
of failure to scram in the event of anticipated transients nas not
yet been performed. We have identificd the additional information
we require to permit us to perforim this evaluation and have requested
this inforuation from the vendor of the nuclear stcam supply system,
The Babcock & Wilcox Company, in the attached letter dated December 14,
1970. As noted in the Safety Evaluation, our cvaluation, when
complete, will provide the basis for further raview of the design of
plant systems regarding their ability to terminate or limit the
consequences of failure to scram in the event of anticipated transients.
We will require the applicant to make such changes in the final design,

if any, as may be found necessary as a result of this further review.
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DEC 14 1970

Mr. John ils Jaciillan
Babcocl & Vilcax Ccmpany
P. O. Boz 12060

50C1 Fort Avenue
Lynclbur;, Virginia 24505

Dear !ir. Mac!‘dllan:

Daring the pact tve years, each of the nuclear steam surply systen
desi-ners has perforacd sose investications of tloe subjcet of
anticipated transicats vithout seran (M005). Ticne {nvestirations
were perfomicd in response to conecerns that have been raisod
resjarding the ponsibility of cuch oscurrences andé tie capnbility
of nuclear facilitics to cove with then 1 tlhey wvere to occur.
The veveral f{uvestisnations cennlcted to date have not Leen
perfon.cd on 2 consistent Lasis,

4
We nced additional inforration, develoned on a cotraistent Lacis,
to aid in our {urtlher assewsnent of this probles and in reaching
a conclusion as to vhether pretection a~ainst ATS necd be
consnldered as a desi~n basis requirc:ent for nucloar facilities,
lic request tust you provide tie results of an iwvectination of
ATUS conducted in accordance with the suidelines listed {n the
cuclosure to ti:ds letter, Litu riner Cicvptavina, Lhe cuidelince
listed are ddentical to those discusced with your representatives
earlicr this year, ‘

We conoider the need for the results of the requested investi~rations
to Le of relatively tih sriocity. In vicw of your prioer work on
this subject, we belicve that it ean be cornleted io a tirely
canner. If you desire to discuss this ratter further, pleasec
contact R. C. LeYouns, Assistant Dircctor for lrcssurized \ater
Reactors, Division of Reactor Licencins.

A}

Sincecrely,

Original §i7ns¢ by
Pefer A, Woreis

Peter A, ‘orris, Dircctor
Division of lcactor Liccnaine



DEC 14 1970

GUIDELINES FOR INVESTIGATINN OF ATWS

(1) The study should include the following postulated occurrences:

(a) Loss of load (turbine trip along with or caused by
condenser luss, i.e., no steaa dump).

(b) Load increase (opening of largest secondary valve,
e.g8., bypass valve),

(c) Loss of feedwater
(1) failure of 1 punp of feedwater system valve
(11) failure of all pumps or feedwater system valves

(d) Loss of primary f'ow (coast down)
(1) loss of 1 pump
(i11) loss of all pumps

(e) Total loss.of powver from offsite sources (assume
eimultaneous loss of power from the nuclear unit, and that
power is available from the diesels, but that contrel rods

do not move regarcless of loss of power),

(f) Inactive loop startup - unless precluded bv interlocks
designed to IEEE-279 protection system criteria.

() Rod withdrawal at zero power,

(h) Rod withdrawal at full power,

(1) Opening of the largest single valve in the primary system
" a combinatfon of valves that could open as the result

of a single fault (depressurization),

(3) Control rod maloperation (dropped rod, stuck rod, operator
error in use of part-length rod).

(k) Boron dilution.

(1) Loss-of~-coolant resultiag from a break in a small pipe
(largest instrument or sampling line).

(m) Other transients of the same order of probability,



(2)

)

)

(5)

(6)

-l e DEC 14 1970

Each category of occurrence should be examined over the full
range of possible initial power and flow conditions and over
the range of pcssible magnitude and rate of the initiating
occurrence, Sufficient infomation should be presented to
indicate the conditions within this full ranze for which
additional measures are required to preclude or reduce the
consequences of the occurrence, If such measures are oroposed,
it should be demonstrated that they can be effective over the
required range.

As an aid to understanding the probabilitv of each occurrence,
a discussion should be provided of the sequence of events

and failures that must be experienced for each postulated
transicent as well as a justification for the limits selected
for the occurrence (e.g., upper limits used for nunber of

rods withdrawn either simultanecusly or sequentially in

the reactivity transients).

The assumption should be made that all other systems, including
control systems, react normally unless prohibited as a normal
consequence of the transient., (However, no rods should be
assumed to move inward at any time either by scram or drive
action,) The study should define the systems that are assumed
to function (and not to function) at all times during the
course of the transient. It would be helpful if the analyses
would clearly identify the systems that are assumed to function
in limiting the consequences of the event and the magnitude of
the beneficial effect produced by the operation of each such
systen, '

Assumed initial conditions and system parameters (e.g., power
level, flow, pressure, power distribution, feedbzck coefficients)
need be no more strinzjent than those normally anticipated for
the reactor state under consideration,

The course of each transient should be evaluated assuming
operation of all available systems until _he transient has

been shown to have been terminated successfully (defined

as essent‘ally zero power with the reactor in a coolable
geometry with normal cooling in operation and the contaimment
pressure within design limits) either with the usually available
systems or with systen(s) especially devised for use with this
class of occurrence, or until it has been shown that the ultimate
conclusion of the transient would result in an accident whose
radiological consequences would be worse than the guidelines

of 10 CFR Part 100, For acceptable conclusions it should be
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justified that all reactor svstem state conditions (e.g., fuel
temperatures, pressures)reached durinz the transients that
exceed normal design limits do not jeopardize the inteprity

of the system to assure that the transient does not hecoma
compounded (e.g., pressures are not hish enough to increase
significantly the probability of a loss=of=-coolant accident),
Where acceptable conclusions are not reached, it would be
useful to explore the feasibility of mitisating the consequences
of the transient by additional design features.,
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289.

With respect to the Applicant's gaseous relcase rates as set forth

at page 52 of the Safety Cvaluation, what will be the maximum
concentration at anytime (and not averaged over any period) of
radionuclides at the site boundary. Doscribe in detail cach fact,
calculation and assumption upon which you basc your answer. If

in your answer you make rciorence to other than toxtual (exclusive

of footnote) matter in tnc PSAR, or reference to other than

textual (exclusive of footnote) matter in your Sofety Evaluation, then
set fortn completely the text of each such refercnce or attach 4

copy. -

The average release rate for Xcaon 133 givcn on page 52 of the
Staff Safety Evaluation is estimated by the applicant to result in
an annual average concentration at the site boundary of 2.5 x 10-7
micirocuries/cc. Since meteorological conditions are more or less
randomly distributed in tino, only a probabilistic statement about the
instantaneous concentration at the site boundary can be wadc. For a
continuous source, turbulent eddies of practically all sizes can
affect the diffusing plume (e.g., in emission over infinite time with
an infinitely long time of sampling,all possible eddy sizes would
be effective). However, for tne realistic case of a continuous plume
with a finite sanpling time considerably less than the pluime rclease

time, the fraction of the turbulence “"seen" at the sampler is a strong
function of sampling time.

As stated in the safety evaluation on page 53, on-site meteorologic
data are not yet available. However, assuming average n teui2iogical
data for the site and that the facility did operate at tie releca e
rate of 42.5 millicuries per second of Xenon 133, we calculate that

‘nstantaneous concentrations at a point chosen at random on the site

boundary could exceed 2.5 x 10-5 wuCi/cc (100 times the annual



o =

average concentration) 5% of the time.'/  The probability that any

|
particular point would cxperience a conceriiration in cxcess of 2.5 x 109
uCi/cc is aﬁproximateiy one chance in 50.2/  The concentrations of
(rypton 85 and Krypton 83 would be proportionzliy lower than the

Xenon 133 concentration. Ultimately, dosc is the important consider-
ation, and cencentration, averaged over both time and space, dectermines

the dose received. The longer the averaqing period, the greater the

probability that the wind direction will vary awy Trom the salected

paint of highest concentration on the boundary.

The maximum point concentration at anytime at a distance R, from a

|
\
|
point, and the concentration will approach the annual average valuge at thw
|
|
!

- » ' i ] - . ‘
continuous source, Q, is given by the foliowing equation:

X = 0

‘nuoy gz |

Where X Concentration (Ci/m3)
Q = Release rate (Ci/sec)

oy = Horizontal standard deviation of Caussian plume (m)
oz Vertical standard deviation of Gaussian plume (m) j
¥ = Wind speed (m/sec)

The values of o, and o, are functions of the atmospheric stability
and the distance’ from tne source. The above estimate is based on having
Type F stability and a 1 meter per second spced wind speed.

The plume width can be taken approximately as 2o0,; the site |
circumference is 2 =R, The probabiiity is then oy/n R. For Type F (
|
|

at 500 meters, this would be 20/3.2 x 500 = 20/1600, or less than 1/50.
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The above is based on an assumed release rate estimated by the
applicant. At the time of our gperating licunsc review, we will
requirc the applicant to comply with all requircacncs of 10 CFR Parts

re

20 and 50 regarding efflucnt releases then in eflect.
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303.

Explain in detail your statement, "Babcock & Wilcox Company will have

day to day responsibiiity for the nuclear stcam supply system," which
appears at page 72 of the Safety Evaluation. Inciude within your
answer how such "day to day responsibility" affects appiicent’
overall responsibility for the dcsign and construction of the
proposed Midland Units including quaiity assurance responsibility as
as set forth in Appendix B to Part 50 of AEC reguliations. If in
your answer you make reference to other than textual (exclusive of
footnote) matter in the PSAR, or rcference Lo otuer thaen textual
(exclusive of footnote) matter in your Safety Lvaluaticn, then set
forth completely the text of each such reference or attach a copy.
The Babcock & Wilcox Company will perform the basic quality
assurance program for the Nuclear Steam Suppiy System. Tnis program
covers the independent audit of quality control programs during
design, procurement, fabrication, and testing. Final responsibility
for the quality assurance program rests with the applicant, whicn will
exercise this responsibility by reviewing cach principal contractor's
quality assurance program and by performing audits and surveillance
of the contractors to assure proper implementation of the program.
In addition, Bechtel Corporation on behalf of the applicant will
audit the quality assurance efforts of the Dabcock & Wilcox Company.
As stated on page 73 of the Safety Evaluation, we conclude that
the Midland plant quality assurance program meets the requirements
of the "Nuclear Power Plant Quality Assurance Criteria,” Appendix B,

10 CFR 50 and is acceptable.
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Explain in detail your statement, "B & W #i11¥a150Autit’ the¥
quality assurance programs of its suppliers as appropriate.”
which appears at page 73 of the DRL Safety Evaluation. ODefine
“appropriate" as it is used, including cach standard and
criteria. If in your answer you make reference to other than
textual (exclusive of footnote) matter in the PSAR, or refer-
ence to other than textual (exclusive of footnote) matter in
your Safety Evaluation, then set forth compietcly the text of
each such reference or attach a copy.

L

/except insofar as it asks for “each standard and
criterial/

As indicated on page 1B-12d and 1B-12e of the PSAR, Babcock
& Wilcox performs pre-awards audit and post-award inservice
auditing and product surveillance of supplier menufacturing
programs to assure compliance with written procedures previously
approved. The degree and frequency of surveillance and auditing
is determined by the safety significance « © the component and

the past performance of the supplier.
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325. What limits are or will be imposed opom DOW-EXpansith At . 7 P

. e* .
6% "%

.
-~ o " -

U T e
Pou WE® L]

s 8% o gn o g
beyond which would require a review or evaluation of SuChe = % 4 ~»
expansion upon .he safety of the proposec Midland Units.  If
in your answer y.u makc reference to other than textual (éxclu-
- sjve of foctnote) matter in the PSAR, or reference to other than
textual (exclusive of footnote) matter in your Safety Evaluation,
then set forth compietely the text of each such reference or ©.
attach a copy. .

A small portion of the exclusion area fails within the Dow
Chemical Company property. Consumers Power Company will exercise
the right to remove any persons from this Dow property when
conditions arise which warrani removal of persons from within
the exclusion area. We wil! require the applicant to inform

us and to evaluate the situation if any change in the status of

that portion of the exclusion area involving Dow Chemical

Company property occurs. In other respects, no specific restrictions
will be placed upon the Dow Chemical Company. However, the
applicant will be required to review and evaluate and inform

the Commission of any modification at the Dow Chemical plant

which could create an unreviewed safety question. Thus, if any
change at Dow affects the ability tu evacuate the exclusion

area, or creates an additional explosive, toxic, or other hazard

at the Midland plant, the applicant will be required to review and
evaluate the activity and if necessary modify the plant or its
operation to assure that potential accidents will not affact the

nuclear plant.
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