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Docket No. 50-321
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Docket No. 50-366
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Docket No. 50-331
Duane Arnold

Docket No. 50-219
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TO ALL BWR LICENSEES

SUBJECT: SAFETY CONCERNS ASSOCIATED WITH PIPE BREAKS IN THE
BWR SCRAM SYSTEM

Yesterday, we discussed with your representatives the NRC's Office of
Analysis and Evaluation of Operativnal Data report entitled, " Safety
Concerns Associated with Pipe Break in the BWR Scram System." The
Report describes a potential sequence of events which could result from
a break in the BWR scram discharge piping during a scram condition
concurrent with an inability to reclose the scram outlet valves.
Concerns identified include the quality of the scram discharge volume
piping, the ability to detect and isolate such a break, and potential
water and steam degradation of available ECCS equipment as a result
of the break. A number of reconsnendations were made in the report to
remedy the potential concerns.

We are presently studying these issues and recommendations to detennine
whether BWR design basis accidents should be modified and as a consequence
whether appropriate actions should be taken for operating BWR plants.
The purpose of this letter is to provide to you the AE00 report so
that you can evaluate its applicability to your plant and determine
appropriate remedial measures, and to request infonnation from you
concerning your evaluation in order to assist in determining an
appropriate course of action for the NRC.

Therefore, pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(f) please provide us in writing,
under oath or affinnation, within 45 days of your receipt of this letter,
the following infornation:

1. A generic evaluation of the applicability of the
indicated sequences of events in the report to the
BWR plant design, your estimate of the probability
of occurrence of such sequences, and the bases for
these conclusions, ,

2. A generic evaluation of the applicability of the
indicated safety concerns and findings in the
mport relative to BWR plant construction, design,
and operation and the bases for these conclusions,
and
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3. A generic evaluation of the recomendations listed
in the report discussing the degree to which the
recomendations are being or have been implemented
with bases why the recommendations should or should
not be completely implemented on BWRs.

In addition, pursuant to 50.54(f) provide the following information in
writing within 120 days of your receipt of this letter:

1. Provide an evaluation of the applicability of the
45 day generic evaluation to your plant. This
evaluation should contain plant specific
considerations related to system design, instru-
mentation, construction, operation, operator
training, and emergency procedures for your
plant.

2. In light of the AE00 report and the 45 day generic
evaluation, provide a plant specific evaluatinn of
your facility's Scram Discharge Volume System
conformance to GDC 14, GDC 35, GDC 55, 550.2(v),
50.55a (including footnote 2), and 550.46 of the
Commission's regulations. This evaluation should -
address which portions of the Scram Discharge
Volume System are considered to be part of the
reactor coolant pressure boundary, the quality
group and safety class of the Scram Discharge
Volume System, the codes and standards used for
the design, fabrication and inservice inspection
of this system, and your bases for the above
classifications or groupings.

3. Provide by analysis or reference a demonstration
that a break located anywhere in the Scram Discharge
Volume Syttem could meet the requirements of $50.46
of the Commission's regulations, taking into account
the environe ntal and flooding aspects of such a
break.
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This request for information was approved by GA0 under a blanket clearance
number R0072 which expires November 30, 1983. Comments on burden and
duplication may be directed to the U.S. General Accounting Office,
Regulatory Reports Review, Room 5106, 441 G Street, N.W., Washington,
D.C. 20548.

incerely,
..

f

v -- g
i

Darrell G. {
Licensing
lseniut i ector

Division ofv
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
As stated

cc: Service List with Enclosure
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

FROM: Carlyle Michelson, Director
Office for Analcis and Evaluation of -

|
Operational Data

SUBJECT: AE00 SAFETY CONCERNS ASSOCIATED WITH
PIPE BREAKS IN THE BWR SCRAM SYSTEM

Since our earlier investigations, prompted by the Browns Ferry 3 control rod
insertion failure on June 28, 1980, AEOD has continued to study other potential
safety concerns associated with the BWR scram system. As a result of this
further review, important additional and possibly generic issues and safety
concerns have been raised. Our concerns address the adequacy of the isolation
arrangements and operation of the ECC systems for postulated pipe breaks in the
scram discharge volume (SDV) system. Additionally, we are concerned that the
current basis for assuring mechanical integrity of important SDV system reactor
pressure boundary components may be inadequate in view of the potentially impor-
tant public health and safety risks associated with pipe breaks within this
system. Because of the specific concerns and perceived risks, we recomend that
NRR immediately begin to take steps to determine whether breaks in the scram
system are to be postulated as part of the BWR design basis. At the same time,
we would recomend that appropriate actions be quickly initiated to upgrade the
apparently inadequate SDV system mechanical integrity assurance basis which
currently exists at most operating BWRs.

| Enclosed is a copy of our report on this subject. Included in the report is an

Executive Sumary of our investigaticas, as well as detailed findings and recommen-
dations which appear in Sections 3 and 4.

Should your staff have questions or require clarification of any of the contents of
this report, the author would welcome the opportunity to attend a meeting arranged
for this purpose. If we can provide additional assistance, please contact me.

$ brte

Carlyle Michelson, Director
Office for Analysis and Evaluation

of Operational Data
,

'

Enclosure:
i As Stated

cc w/ enclosure: ,.

See Distribution @ %2 D'
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NUREG-0785*

DRAFT

SAFETY CONCERNS

ASSOCIATEn WITH PIPE BREAKS

IN THE

BWR SCRAM SYSTEM

by the

OFFICE FOR ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION

OF OPERATIONAL DATA

March 1981

.

Prepared by: Stuart D. Rubin
Lead Reactor

Systems Enoineer
'

b

I
.

NOTE: This report documents results of studies perfonned by
the Office for Analysis and Evaluation of Operational
Data. The findinps and recommendations contained in
this report are provided in support of other onooing
NRC activities and do not represent the position or
requirements of the responsible program offices of the
Nuclear Regulatory Comission.
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Docket No. 50-373
Docket No. 50-374 -

Commonwealth Edison Company
ATTN: tir. Cordell Reed

Vic'e President
Post Office Box 767
Chicago, IL 60690

Gentlemen:

Thank you for your letter dated February 3, 1981, informing us of the steps
you have taken to correct the noncompliance which we brought to your attention
in Inspection Report No. 50-373/80-48; 50-374/80-30 forwarded by our letter
dated January 9, 1981. We will examine these matters during a subsequent
inspection.

In your letter you requested us to reconsider (1) whether the meeting of
January 29, 1981 should be classified as an Enforcement Conferene- and (2)
the Severity Level of the noncompliance. We have reconsidered the matter
and continue to believe the Severity Level selection is correct and the
meeting was an Enforcement Conference.

The Severity Level of these violations was not increased for repeating a pre-
vious violation. It was our determination that the problems related to control
rod drive pipe suspension systems resulted from degradation of management
control systems designed to assure proper plant construction (Severity Level
IV). Although a close call, we believed it was not a Severity Level III viola-
tion, i.e. , lack of quality assurance program implementation related to a
single work activity as shown by multiple program implementation violations
that were not identified and corrected by more than one quality assurance / quality
control checkpoint relied upon to identify such violations.

The meeting is considered an Enforcement Conference because of your noncom-
pliance history related to large and small bore pipe suspension systems.
Had the new enforcement p,olicy not been in effect at the time of this
inspection, these items would have been infractions and your history would
have prompted an Enforcement Conference. Under the new policy we continue
to look at past history,'so the same conclusion was reached. Although we

took the position that the " clock started" at the time of issuance of the
revised enforcement policy with respect to counting multiple violations of
Severity Level I, II, or III items of noncompliance, it is necessary that
the history before issuance of the Policy be considered in the determination
of when to hold an Enforcement Conference.
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We willYou have stated i desire to meet with us to discuss enforcement.
contact you in the near, future to arrange such a mee. ting.

Sincerely,

James G. Keppler
Director

cc w/ltr dtd 2/3/81:

cc w/ enc 1:
J. S. Abel, Director

of Nuclear Licensing
L. J. Burke, Site

Constru_ction Superintendent
T. E. Quaka, Quality

Assurance Supervisor
R. H. HolyoA : Station

Superintendent
P. B. Stephenson

Project Manager
Central Files
Reproduction Unit NRC 20b
AEOD
Resident Inspector, RIII
PDR

Local PDR -

NSIC
TIC
Dean Hansell, Office of

Assistant Attorney General
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e Commonwestth Edison
one Fast Natensi Para CMage inwos
Accress Pecey to Post C!fice Son 167
Cnicago. Enets 60690

4 February 3, 1981

Mr. James G. Keppler, Director
Directorate of Inspection and

Enforcement Region III
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Rcad
Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

LaSalle County StationSuojact: NRC Inspection Report
50-373/80 48 and 50-374/80-30
NRC Docket Nos. 50-373/374

Dear Mr. Keppler:
inspection report transmitted oy

In response to the subjectattached are replies to tne
your letter cated January 9, 1982, The

items of noncompliance in the Notice of Violation.
attached replies include our evaluation of quality assurance programanc management control system improvements which will be implementee
apparent

~

to precluce further violations of this type.
The primary reason for tne violation was inadequate

followup of corrective' actions identified in our reply to yourThis
50-373/80-20 and 50-37a/80 13.

previous inspection reportinadequate followup occurteo cecause the LaSalle County Projectrecognize tneir responsioility toTnis
Construction Management did nottheir contractor's cesign centrol corrective actions.tro11ec
was tne only LaSalle County Construction Management confollowup

contractor witn extensive cesign anc analysis responsioility.
Design end analysis are normally Manciec by centractors contro11ecEngineering c ganization; nerefore,

Construction Management incorrectly assumed the cesign anc analysis
the LaSalle County Projectby Tnis

corrective actions woulc be followed oy Project Engineering.of responsibility for control of contractor design activities
lack
is y ' cue to this tae,cific contractor.

was not adequate to assureWe agree that our followup
timely corrective actions to deficiencies identifiec in the venco:As we statec in our meeting
cuality assurance program cy tne NRC.1981. Commonweal:n Edison hac performed an aucit

cfs,

I

on January 29, in wnien ceficiencies were icentifiec anc1980, 1980 to taketne vencor in May,a reaucit of tne vencor in Novem0er, Altncugn ourhac senecu1*C nis inacecuate response to cate.a creakco.n in oursteps to correct
fcilowup was not timely, it did not represent
guality Assurance p cgram.

:
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Your Inspection Report does not discuss the basis you usedhowever, in a

to deternine the severity level of this violation;you explained the severityWe stated in thelevel was
29., 1981,meeting on January

increased for repeating a previous violation.in our opinion the noncompliance cited
January 29, 1981 meeting that he new
should not be considered a repeat noncompliance under tduring the

enforcement policy because it was the first occurrence Therefore,

period cf applicability of the new enforcement policy.idering the

we respectfully requ'est.your reconsideration of consmeeting as an enforcement meeting and the
January 29, 1981,
appropriate reassignment of severity level.

Very truly yours,

. Son
C. Beed
Vice President

f
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