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237. State the name of each consulting firm,. in'dividual .(nd TgenEy'
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 analyzed and
what the results were. If in your answer you make reference to
other than textual (exclusive of footnote) matter in the PSAR, or reference
to otner than textual (exclusive of footnote) matter in your Safety Evalu-
ation, then set forth completely the text of each such reference or attaca
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 II of the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board's certification

of questions to the Atomic Safety and Licer, sing Appeal Board, dated

June .'2,1971.

.
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240'. With respect to the statement "The consequences of these transients
will be calculated again when detail 6d plant design information is
available to verify that these transients are within the capabilities
of the reactor control and protection systems," at page 59 of the
Safety Evaluation, 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 the 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),
.

2. 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).

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

'5. Loss of Coolant Flcw (Ref. PSAR, Section 14.1.2.6),

6. Malpositioning of a control rod (Ref. PSAR, Section 14.1.2.7),
.

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

8. 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 analyses
,

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 infonnation.

However, a final evaluation to assess the risk to public health

- and safety, taking into account any pertinent information developed

since the submittal of the PSAR,will be performed at t.he 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 Evaluation that
"the consequences of these accidents can be controlled by limitino the
permissible primary and secondary coolant sys. tem radioactivity
concentrations," state:

(a) What is lwest level of possible accidental dose which is
contemplated by controlling the limiting of activity as
aforesaid; -

(b) What 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, if it is true, you do not intend to seek to impose
such lower levels. .

State each fact, calculation and assumption uoon which :/ou base your
answer. If in your enswer you make reference to other than textual
(exclusive of footnote) matter in tbo PSAR, or reference to other than
textual (exclusive of footnote) matter in your Safety Evaluation, then
set forth completely the text of each such reference or attach a copy.

(a) Concentrations would be limited to that which, in the unlikely

event of coolant release, would not result in individual doses

offsite in excess of 0.5 rum 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/E uCi/cc !

|

for total activity and 0.017 uCi/cc for iodine - 131. (See

Attachment 1). The secondary coolant concentrations would be

adequately limited by the primary coolant limits.

(c) Although lower limits can be achieved, we consider the above limits

to be sufficiently low, in view of the los probability for the

occurntnce of the accidents under the assumed conditions.

|
|

|

|

i
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The calculated limits represent concentr~ation levels less. thin't'htse

estimated by the applicant for 1% failed fuel.
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ATTACllMENT 1,-

?
. .

Primary Coolant Limits to Limit Consequences o.f Steam Generator Tube Mupture

A. Total ActivIry Limit

.

Cp= 2 D*P
Ef*V * X/Q * ai a2 *"3-

p

Where C = primary coolant concentration in uCi/ce.p

2 = dosimetric geometry factor
.

D = whole body dose criterion = 0.5 ' rem-
.

P = density of air in gm/m3

E = average energy of radiations from the nuclides in the

coolant in Mev/ dis

f = 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= meccorological diffusion factor between point of release

and the site boundary = 6.7 x 10-4 sec/m3

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

a2= conversion factor = 1.6 x 10-6 erg /Mev

a3= conversion factor = 10-2 gm-rem / erg

B. Iodine Activity Limit

Cp= D

B = X/Q * DCF 1.5 pfV -

p

Where
.

Cp = Iodine 131 concentration in primary coolant in uCi/cc
.

D = thyroid dose criterion = 1.5 rem
,

f, V , N/Q = defined as above for whole body calculationp

.
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' 3B = standard breathing rate 3.47 x 10-4 in m /sec

DCF~= dose conversion factor for I-131,1.48 X 106 in rem /Ci-

.,

.

1.5 =' factor to account for the contributions of I-J 32 - 135

p = fract. ion, of iodines in coolant assumed to escape to the at.mor.phere = 1

.
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247. With respect to your analysis of the Dow emercency plan, which you
refer to at page 70 of the Staff Safety Evaluation, describe in datail
each fact, calculation and assumotion by which you conclude that the i

dose that might be received by an employee standino one mile from 1

the reactor durinq 35-minute and one-hour periods folla.<ina a desien i
basis LOCA would he, respectively, 55 rem to the thyroid and 75 rem i
to the thyroid. If in

(exclusive of footnote) your answer you make reference to other than textualmatter in the PSAR, or reference to other than
textual'(exclusive of footnote) matter in your Safety Evaluation, then
set forth completely the text of each such reference or attach a copy.
[to the extent that infor
calculation of the dose].pation is sought as to the basis of the

,

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 speed

of 6.7 x 10'4 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 is 1.7. Thus, the doses are:

a. For 35 minutes:

270 x 2.3 x 35 x 3.1 = 50
6T Tf6 TJ

b. For 1 hour:

270 x 2.3 x 1 x 3.1 = 65
0 Y O ,

*
The 35 minute and one hour dose calculatiors have been modified to 50 rem
and 65 rem, respectively. See Tr.1675

.
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255. Describe in detail cach " Improved means for prompt detection of fuel
clad tailure" which you say in the Staff Evaluation is under develop-
ment uithin the industry. What percentage of leaking fuel rods can
the presently considered process radiation monitor detect? What
increase in coolant activity, as the system is presently designed, can
occur without being detected. If in your answer you make reference
1.0 other than textual (exclusive of footnote) mctter in youc
Safety F. valuation, then set forth completely the text of each such 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 delayed neutrons

emitted by several fission products following beta decay.

2. A differential-gamma monitor which separates fission product gamma

radiation from normal activation product gamma radiation on the

basis of energy.
,

3. An off-gas system monitor based en the beta detection of gase; s

fission products stripped from a sampic 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 based 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 monitor without energy discrimination.

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

listed above.

As indicated on page 7-34 of the PSAR, a study is being conductcd

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

. -

.
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isotopes released upon fuel failure to permit determination of the
'

required sensitivity of the detector. As indicated on page 19 of the
.

Safety Evaluation, we will require that the applicant provide a system

having detection sensitivity equivalent to that of the best equipment

available to detect promptly the gross failure of a fuel elca:ent at the

time of the operating license review. .

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

carinot respond to the inquiries on the detectable fraction of leaking
.

fuel or the ir. crease in coolant activity which could occur without

detection.

REFEREtiCES:

(1) A Process Radiation Monitoring System for Large PWR's,

C.11. Meijer and 3. liekkala, Paper presented at the American

riuclear Society Power Reactor Systems and Components Meeting,

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 (PROPRIETARY)

i
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265. What are each 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 Evaluation. Also state what steps you and Appli-
cant are taking or proposing.to take to resolve each such uncertainty
and what relationship, if any, the non-resolution of eacn such
uncertainty has to tne safety of 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 tilan textual
(exclusive of- footnote) matter in your Safety Evaluation, then set
forth completely the text of each such reference or attach a copy.

Items which cause possible uncertainties in the calculation of

peak containment pressure are of two general types: (1) those resulting

from the use cf preliminary rather than final design information, e.g.,

contain.nent free volume and the surface area available for heat ~ trans-

fer, and (2) those resulting from limitations of the physical and

mathematical models used in the analysis. Uncertainties resulting

from the former will be eliminated when detailed design 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

in the determination of peak conditions, such as energy in steam
.

.

generators and energy from metal-water and other chemical reactions -

that may result from degraded emergency core co9 ling functioning,

(2) the limited experience and experimental data availcble for defining

accident phenomena and containment responses, and

(3) .the conservatism of the calculational modal and input parameters,

l''. .n n {k. |': sn!
c/ '/c u A. Murph v[
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284. Describe in detail your evaluation and analysis, stating each fact,
calculation, and assumption thereof, of the probability and .

consequences of "these types of events" as stat.ed at page 45 of the
Safety Evaluation which will provide the basis for further review of
the proposed d.esign of tr.e systems regarding their ability to tenainate
or limit the consequences of such events. If in your answer you
make reference to other than textual (exclusive of footnote)
matter in the PSAR, er reference to other than text.ual (exclusive
of footnote) matter in your Safety Evaluation, then set forth
completely the text of each such reference or attuch a copy.

We presume the Interrogatory refers to the probability and con-

sequences of "these types of events" a.i stated on page 48 of the Safety

Evaluation. The phrase "these type of events" does not appear on

page 45.

Our evaluation and analysis of the probability and consequences

of failure to scram in the event of anticipated transients has not

yet been performed. We have identified the additional information

we require to permit us to.perfona this evaluation and have requested

this information from the vendor of the nuclear steam supply system,

The Babcock & Wilcox Company, in the attached letter dated December 14,

1970. As noted in the Safety Evaluation, our evaluation, when

complete, will provide the basis for further riview 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 applidant to make such changes in the final design,

if any, as may be found nec'essary as a result of this further review.

*
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DEC 141970

11r. John !!. Mac;tillan

Babcoch & Uilcox Ccnpany-

P. O. Box 1260
5061 Fort Avenuc
Lynchbur::, Virginia- 24505

Dent !r. .'!ac:'illant

Darf nq the pact tvn years, each of the nuclent stcar. cupply systen
dent:'ncrs han perforned come investif.ations of tl.c c.ubject of
anticipated tran ticats withcut scra 1 (N(..'5) . These invectientions
vero perfonicd in response to concerna that have been rafned

re,~,arding the ponsibility of cuch occurrcucca and the capability
of nuclear facilitica to cope with the.i if they were to occur.
The ecveral invcati ation ccaplcted to dato have not beent
perfornied on a consistent Lasin.

r
Uc need addit.ional information, developed on n consistent bacic,
to aid in our "further asseucacnt of .thic problem and in reachina. ',

-

a conclusion ac to whether protection anainst ATIS need be
concidered as a decinn basis requircacut for nuclear facilitics.
Uc requeat that you provide tiie results of an invectigntion of'

ATUS conducted in accordance with the '',uidelineu listed in the
cnclo-ure to this letter. ' itts niner c :ception.:, tl.c quidulinco..

listed arc identical to thoso discusced with your representatives
earlier this year. -

Wo conoider the need for the resultc of the requested invectinations
to be of relatively high priority. In vicv of your prior vork on

.

this cubject, uc belicvc that it can be co: plcted in a tir:cly
If you desire to discuss thin r:stter further, plencecanner.

- contact R. C. DcYoung, Assistant Director for Prcosurized Unter
Reactoro, Division of Reactor Licencina.

1

s l

Sincerely,

*

Crictnat s; nd by
Fater A. Llorris

Pet.cr A. ?*orria, Director
Division of Reactor Licenaine

J
s

*
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GUIDELINES FOR INVESTIGATION OF ATWS

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

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

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

(c) Loss of feedwater

(1) f ailure of 1 pump or feedwater system valve

(ii) f ailure of all pumps or feedwater system valves

(d) Loss of primary flow (coast down)

(1) loss of 1 pump
r

(ii) loss of all pwnps *

'

(e) Total loss of power f raa off site sources (assume
simultaneous loss of power from the nuclear unit, and that
power is available from the diesels, but that control rods,

do not move regardless of loss of pouer). ,

!

(f) Inactive loop startup - unless precluded by interlocks -
'

designed t6 IEEE-279 protection system criteria.

(g) Rod withdrawal at zero power.

(h) Rod withdrawal at full power.
.

1
(1) Opening of the largest single valve in the priaary system !

a combination of valves that could open as the result !
of a single fault (depressurization) .

.

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

(k) Boron dilution.
.

(1) Loss-of-coolant resulting from a break in a small pipe
(lar,e,est instrument or sampling line).

(m) Other transient,s of the sa=e order of probability.

. -
. .
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(2) 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 information should be presented to
indicate the conditions within this full rance for which
additional measures are required to preclude or reduce the
consequences of the occurrence. If such measures are proposed,
it should be demonstrated that they can be ef fective over the
required range.

(3) As an aid to understanding the probability of each occurrence,
a discussion should be provided of the sequence of events
and failures that must be experienced for each postulated
transient as well as a justification for the limits selected
for the occurrence (e.g. , upper limits used f or number of
rods withdrawn either simultaneously or sequentially in
the reactivity transients).

(4) 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 cines 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 j
system.

,
|

(5) Assumed initial conditions and system parameters (e.g. , power
level, flow, pressure, power distribution, feedback coefficients) |

need be no more striny,cnt than those normally anticipated for j
'

the reactor state under consideration.
I

(6) The course of each transient should be evaluated assuming '

.

Ioperation of all available systems until che 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 containment
pressure within design limits) either with the usually available ,

systems or with system (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 th'at all reactor syste:n state onditions (e.g. , fuel
tc:speratures, pressures)rcached during the transients that

exceed normal design id=its do not jeopardize the integrity
of-the system to assure that the transient does not become
compounded (e.g. , pressures are not high 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 r.itigating the consequences
of the transient by additional design featurcs.
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289. With respect to the Applicant's gaseous release rates 'as set forth.
^

at page $2 of the Safety Evaluation, what will be the maximum
concentration at anytime (and not averaged over any period) of
radionuclides at the site boundary. Describe in detail cach fact,

calculation and assumption upon which you base your answer. 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 the text of each such reference or attach a
copy. -

oThe average release rate for Xenon 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

microcuries/cc. Since meteorological conditions are more or less

randomly distributed in tir.ic, only a probabilistic statement about the

instantaneous concentration at the site boundary can be made. 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 the realistic case of a continuous plume

with a finite sampling time considerably less than the plume release

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 nateurciogical

data for the site and that the facility did operate at the releate

rate of 42.5 millicuries per second of Xenon 133,we calculate that

instantaneous concentrations at a point chosen at random on the site
-

<

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

I
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average concentration) 5% of the time.3/ The probability that any

particular point would experience a concent. ration in excess of 2.5 x 10-5

uCi/cc is approximately one chance in 50.2_/ The concentrations of

Krypton 85 and Krypton 88 would be proportionally lower than the

Xenon 133 concentration. Ultimately, dose is the important consider-

ation, and concentration, averaged over both time and space, determines

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

probability that the wind direction will vary away from the selected

point, and the contentration will approach the annual average value at the

point of highest concentration on the boundary.

If
The maximum point concentration at anytime at a distance R, from a
continuous source, Q, is given by the following equation:

QX =

upoy az

3Where X = Concentration (Ci/m )
Q = Release rate (Ci/sec) |

oy = Horizontal standard deviation of Caussian plume (m)
oz= vertical standard deviation of Gaussian plume (m)

Wind speed (m/sec)9 =

and "z are functions of the atmospheric stabilityThe values of a
and the distance # rom the source. The above estimate is based on havingf

Type F stability and a 1 meter per second speed wind speed.

2/ The plume width can be taken approximately as 2ay; the site .

' circumference is 2:R. The probability is then o /n R. For Type F- y
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 operating license review, we will

iequire the applicant to comply with all requircaents of 10 CFR Parts

- 20 and 50 regarding effluent releases then in effect.

.
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303. Explain in detail your statement, " Babcock & Wilcox Company will have
day to day responsibility for the nuclear steam supply system," which
appears at page 72 of the Safety Evaluation. Include within your
answer how such " day to day responsibility" affects applicant's
overall responsibility for the design and construction of the
proposed Midland Units including quality assurance responsibility as
as set forth in Appendix B to Part 50 of AEC regulations. 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 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 Supply System. This program

covers the independent audit of quality control prograus during

design, procurement, fabrication, and testing. Final responsibility

for the quality assurance program rests with the applicant, which will

exercise this responsibility by reviewing each 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 Babcock & 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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304. Explainindetailyourstatement,"B'&?UJill'#also$u*dit'.The*~ .

'

quality assurance programs of its suppliers as appropriate." 8

which appears at page 73 of the DRL Safety Evaluation. Define e
" appropriate" as it is used, including each 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 completely the text of
each such reference or attach a copy.

/excep,t insofar as it asks for "each standard and
cri teria,"/

As indicated on page 18-12d and IB-12e of the PSAR, Babcock

& Wilcox performs pre-awards audit and post-award inservice

auditing and product surveillance of supplier manufacturing

programs.to assure compliance with written procedures previously

approved. The degree and frequency of surveillance and auditing

is-determined by the safety significance e" the component and

the past performance of the supplier.
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beyond which would require a review or evaluation of such . r w.. 'i*i,. ' ['''6*'What limits are or will be imposed,apon DdtatN#2ns-itm ep4.fht . .
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I f . ** .' , " ' . ' ' . .expansion upon ,he safety of the proposed Midlahd. Units.(exclo-in your answer ytu make reference to other than textu.a1 . ~ , .i*

* ''

sive of factnote) matter in the PSAR, or reference to"other,than c

textual (exclusive of footnote) matter in your Safety Evaluation. *

* . ~then set forth completely 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 warrant removal of persons from within

the exclusion area. We will require the applicant to inform

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

'

that portion of the. exclusion area involving Dow| Chemical -

Company property' occurs. . In other re'spects, no specific restricti.ons:
, .

-
' '

_

. c ,

.

will be placed upon the Dow Chemical Company. However,.the
,

applicant will be required to review and evaluate and inform
~

the Commission ofrany. modification at'the'Dow Chemical plant
,

which could crea.t'e an unreviewed safety question. Thus, if any
..

'

.
- - -

,

,
,

change'at Dow affects the ability to 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 affect the -

nuclear plant.
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