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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the matter of:

Docket No., 50-289
(Restart)

METROPOLITAN EDISCN COMPANY

(Three Mile Island Unit 1)

O e P g B #v 0 e X

25 North Court Street,
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania

Monday, June 29, 1981
Evidentiary hearing in the above-entitled
matter was resumed, pursuant to adjournment, at 9332 a.m.
BEFCRE:

IVAN W. SMITH, E=sq., Chairman,
Atomic Safety and lLicensing PRoard

DR. WALTER H. JORDAN, Member
DR. LINDA W. LITTLE, Member
RAlso present on behalf of the Board:

LAWRENCE BRENNEE, Esq.
legal 2dvisor to the 3Bcard

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE,, SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



21,862

1 APPEARANCES:

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

24

25

On behalf of the Licensee, Metropolitan Edison
Company:

DELISSA A. RIDGWAY, Esqg.

THOMAS A. BAXTER, Esqg.
Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge,
1800 M Street, N.W.,
WNashington, D. C.

On behalf of th: Ccocmmonwealth of Pennsylvania:

ROBERT ADLER, Esg.

MICHELE STRAUBE, Esg.
Assistant Attorney General,
505 Executive House,
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania

WILLIAM DORNSIFE,

Nuclear Enaineer

On behalf of Union of Concerned Scientistss:

ROBERT D. POLLARD, Esqg.
Harmon £ Weiss,
1725 I Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C.

STEVEN C. SHOLLY,
3N4 South Market Street,
Mechanicsville, Pennsylvania

Cn behalf .f Anti-Nuclear Grcup
Representing York:

GAIL BRADFORD

On behalf of Three Mile Island Alert:
LOUISE BRADFCRD

On behalf of the Pegulatory Staff:
JAMES TOURTELLOTTE, FEsq.

JANES CUTCHIN, Esge.
Office of Executive lLegal Director,

United States Nuclear Regulatory Tommission,

Washington, D. C.
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1 PROCEEDTINGS

- (9232 a.m.)
3 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Good morning.

4 Dr. Little has missed a flight connection. We

S will go under the quorum rule until she arrives, which will
6 be later this morning.

7 Is there any preliminary business?

8 MR. BAXTER: I have two preliminary matters with
9 respect tc the schedule for proposed findings of fact and
10 the plan design procedure issues. At my request, the

11 parties, the NRC staff, the Commonwealth and UCS have agreed
12 to defer reply findings on UCS contention 4, ccnnection of
13 pressurizer heaters to diesel, from the current scheduled
14 July 13 until the second round of replies are due on July
1527. That is to accommodate some personal problems on

16 Licensee's counsel tean.

17 The second schedule matter is the Board's

18 memorandum and order for June 9 scheduling this hearing

19 session directed the parties *o confer about a proposed

20 findings schedule for PFoard questions on UCS 12, which we
21 are going to hear from the staff on today. And Licensee,
22 the staff, Commonvealth and UCS have agreed to submit

23 proposed findings on July 13 and replies on July 27 «

24 CHAIRMAN SMITH: What is the date on UCT 4?

25 MR. BAXTER: The date was July 13.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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1 CHAIRMAN SMITH: And now it will be?

2 MR. BAXTER: The 27th.

3 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Okay. Anything else?

4 MR. BAXTER: No, sir.

5 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Any other preliminary business?
6 (No response.)

7 We have a few items. I think it would be better

8 to take them up at the end of the session on this

9 contentione.

10 Are we ready?

1 MR. CUTCHIN: Yes, sir. I would like the record
12 to reflect that I served by hand this morning on the Eoard
13 members and the parties who had not previously been given
14 copies a copy of ¥r. lLaGrange's professional gualifications
15and a June 12 letter, which you should find in front of

16 you.

17 CHAIRMAN SMITH: What was your reference to a June
18 12 letter?

19 MR. CUTCHIN: There is a June 12 letter fronm

20 Licencee to the Office of Nuclear Peactor Regulation,

21 attention Mr. Stolz. The two documents were laid dcwn in
22 front of you tocgether. If you cannot readily locate it, I
23 can provide ancther copye.

24 Mr. Chairman, the staff has brought today

25 witnesses at the request of UCS to resporu to gquestionc on

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, iNT,

400 VIRGINIA AVE , SW.. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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! Board question UCS 12. Dr. Rosztoczy has previously been
2 sworn. I would call also Mr. Robert G. LaGrange, who has
3 not yet been sworn.

4 Whereupon,

5 ROBERT G. LaGRANGE,

6 called as a witness by counsel for the Regulatory Staff ,
7 having first been duly sworn by the Chairman, was examined
8 and testified as follows:

9 Whereupon,

10 ZOLTAN R. RCSZTOCZY,

11 called as a wvitness by counsel for the Regulatory Staff,
12 having previously been duly sworn by the Chairman, wvas

13 ex2mined and testified as follows:

14 DIRECT EXAMINATION
15 BY MR. CUTCHIN:
16 Q Gentlemen, do you have before you a document

17 bearing the cagption of this proceeding and entitled "NFC

18 Staff Supplemental Testimony of Zoltan R. Rousztoczy Relative
19 to Envircnmental Qualification of Equiprent Important to

20 Safety (UCS Contention 12)," which consists of seven

21 numbered pages?

22 A (WITNESS ROSZTOC.Y) Yes, ve do.

23 Q Was that testimony prepared by you or under your
24 supervision?

25 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes, it was.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRCINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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1 Q Did you participate .n the preparation of the

2 testimony also, Mr. LaGrange?

3 B (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes, I did.

4 Q Are there any corrections that you wish to make to
5 this testimony, either of you?

6 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) No, we have no corrections at
7 this time.

8 Q Is the testimony as filed with the Board and the

9 parties, then, true and correct to the best of your

10 knowledge and belief?

11 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes, it is.

12 Q And do you both adopt it as your prefiled

13 testimony in this proceeding?

14 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes, vwe do.

15 Q Mr. LaGrange?

16 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes, I do.

17 Q Mr. LaGrange, did you alsc prepare a document

18 l1abeled "Professional Qualifications cof Robert G. LaGrange,"
19 consisting of one page?

20 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes, I did.

21 Q Is it a true anéd correct statement of your

22 professional qualifications?

23 A (NITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes, it is.

24 MR. CUTCHIN: ¥r. Chairman, I would ask that the

25 document , consisting of seven pages of supplemental

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. NC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW , WASHINGTON, D C. 201 24 (202) 554-2345
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1! testimony on UCS 12, plus the one-page professicnal
2gqualifications of Robert G. LaGrange be received into

3 evidence and bound intc the transcript at this pcint as if
4r ad.

5 I would note here parenthetically that a cocpy of
6 Dr. Rosztoczy's professional gqualifications was bound into
7 the record with his previous appearance on November 26the.

8 CHAIRMAN SMITH: How about the attachments tc the

9testimony?

10 MR. CUTCHEIN: I will approach them separately,
11 sir.
12 CHAIRMAN SMITH: If there are no cobjecticns, the

13 testimony is received and bound intn the transcripc, and the
14 professional qualifications of Nr. LaGrange.

15 (The docurents referred to, the statement of
16 Nessrs. LaGrange and Roztoczy and Mr. LaGrange's

17 professional qualifications, together with the four

18 attachments described below, fcllows)
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICEMSING BOARD

In the matter of

Docket No. 50-289

METROPOLITAN EDISON CGMPANY,
ET. AL.

(Three Mile Island Nuclear
Station Unit 1)

NRC STAFF SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF ZOLTAN R. ROSZTOCZY
RELATIVE TO ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIF[CATIUN
OF EQUIPMCNT IMPORTANT TO SAFETY

(UCS CONTENTION 12)

UCS Contention 12 states in pertinent part that “TMI-1 should not be
permitted to resume operation until all safety-related equipment has
been demonstrated to be qualified to operate as required by GDC 4. The
criteria for determininy qualification should be those set forth in
Regulatory Guide 1.89 or equivalent.” GDC 4 requires that structures,
systems, and components important to safety be designed to accommodate
the effects of and be compatible with the environmental conditions
associated with normal operation anrd postulated accidents. For the
purposes of this proceeding the equipment and environmental conditions
of interest are those associated with accidents having a nexus te the
™I-2 accident. Thus, the equipmenrt required to safely shutdown the
reactor following a loss of feedwater and small break loss of coolant
accident must be qualified to perform their safety functions when
subjected to the environmental conditions to which they would be exposed

during the period in which those safety functions must be performed.
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As indicated in my previous testimony following Tr. 6927-A, the
criteria against which the electrical equipment will be evaluated
and the methods to be used to qualify the equipment are set forth
in the DOR Guidelines and NUREG-0588. The Commission has stated
that these documents form the requirements which licensees and
applicants must meet in order to satisfy the legal requirement

of GDC 4.

By letter dated May 1, 1981, the NRC requested information concerning
the qualification of electrical equipment required to mitigate the
consequences of a small break loss of coolant accident (SBLOCA). The
licensee provided their response in an attachment to a May 18, 1981
letter, and references qua]ificatioé infcrmation previously submitted

by letter dated January 30, 1981, In response to staff questions, the

licensee provided supplemental information by letter dated June 5, 1981.

The licensee's submittal identifies all Cl:ss IE electrical items, located
in a SBLOCA harsh environment, that are required to bring the plant to a
safe shutdown. An analysis was performed to define the mcst severe environ-
mental conditions, i.e., temperat.re, pressure, humidity, chemical spray,
submergence, and racdiation leveis, that the equipment located hoth inside
and outside containment could be subjected to. The analysis considered

a range of break sizes concurrent with a loss of offsite pow.-, loss of



o %

main feedwater, and a worst case single failure, i.e., the loss of
one emergency diesel generator. The environmental conditions defined
as a result of this analysis were then used to evaluate the qualifi-

cation of the required electrical equipment.

The staff has completed its review of the licensee's January 30, May 18,

and June 5, 1981, submittals. This review involved an evaluation 0° the

Tist of equipment identified as required to mitigate the consequence: of

the SBLOCA, the environmental (service) conditions specified for the

equipment, and the qualification information provided for each piece of

of equipment. The qualification information reviewed was data extracted

from referenced documentation which contain detailed information concerning

the qualification of the equipmént. The staff is in the process of reviewing
the supporting documentation referenced by the 11cense§ and other qualification

information that may be applicable to equipment installed at TMI-1.

As a result of its review, the staff agrees that the licensee has
fdentified all the equipment, located in a harsh environment, required

to safely shutdown the reactor in the event of a loss of feedwater/SBLOCA.

In its review of the environmental conditions specified for the equipment,
the staff performed their own analyses and calculations to assess the
adequacy of the licensee's specified environmental conditions. The staff
determined that, with the exception of the radiation levels in the

Auxiliary Building, the most severe environmental conditions that could
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result from this postulated event have been specified by the licensee.
The staff determined that a reasonable estimate of the radiation doses
in the Decay Heat Pump Rooms of the Auxiliary Building, normal plus
accident, following a postulated SBLOCA would be greater than specified
by the licensee. Therefore, in its review of the qualification infor-
mation provided by the licensee for the electrical equipment, the staff

used its own estimate of the radiation doses in the Auxiliary Building.

Using its own, higher estimate for the radiation doses in the Auxiliary
Buil~é~, togepher with the other environmental conditions specified by
the licensee, the staff reviewed the environmental qualification infor-
mation submitted by the licensee. As a result of this review, the
staff has determined that all the identified electrical equipment,
located in the harsh environment, have been demonstrated to be capable
of performing their intended functions following a loss of feed-
water/SBLOCA event, with the following exceptions. Two models of
Conax Connectors have not been demonstrated to be qualified, two
Limitorque motor cperators that may become submerged have not been
quali“ od for submergence; several ftems of equipment use materials
that have calculated qualified lives of six years or less and, irn

some cases, the aging evaluations are still ongoing; the test

report referenced by the licensee to demonstrate qualification of
Foxboro pressure transmitters indicates that three of eight of the
tested tran:mitters failed during the radiation test and further,

the model ti:sted is not the same model used at TMI-1; recent testing
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on Limitorque operators with Reliance motors have resulted in
failures of the motors under more severe environmental conditions
than expected for the event being analyzed at TMI-1 and the appli-
cability of these tests to the valves and for the environmental

conditions expected for TMI-1 have not been evaluated.

For the two unqualified models of “onax Connectors, the licensee
has committed to replace these with a qualified model prior

to restart.

For the two motor operators, the licensee has provided justification
acceptable to the staff for interim operation, which demonstrates
that these motor operators will be capable of performing their
containnent isolation functions following this postulated event. -
The licensee states that these valves will close prior to becoming
submerged and that there is sufficient time for the operators to
verify this by examination of the position indicator lights, as
required by emergency procedures. As soon as the valves close,

the valve motors are de-energized. Further, if the limit switches
are shorted out by subsequent submergence, the control circuit

fuse shouid blow. However, this results in a loss of the already
verified valve position indicator lights. The contactors which
energize the actuator motors are 'ocated in a motor control center
which is not subject to submergence and, therefore, submergence will

nat cause a change in valve position. The licensee also states
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that submergence of any of the electrical components in the motor

. operators will not affect any other electrical system because of

the isolation provided by the motor control center.

The staff recommends that as a condition of restart that the licensee

comnit to the following or, if not, that the Comiission require the

licensee to:

1.

2.

4.

5.

Replace materials with a qualified life of 1.5 years prior to

restart.

Prior to criticality, put in a place a maintenance and replacement
program that will asure all materials with a qualified life of

less than 40 years will be replaced when needed.

Consider aging of the materials during the periods prior t6 instal-
lation, during plant'operation. and during the periods the plant is not
operating in establishing the material replacement schedules.

Complete the aging evaluations for the equipment still to be evaluated
prior to exceeding 5% power operation and factor the results into the

replacement program, if required.

For the Foxboro pressure transmitters, reevaluate the referenced test
report to justify the acceptance of the test results for demonstrating
Foxboro pressure transmitters are qualified for the specified radiation
levels. The failures occurred during a test to radiation levels several

thousand times greater than the radiation levels expected as a result of
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a loss of feedwater/SBLOCA event. Also, provide justification
for applying the test results to the transmitter mode] installed
in TMI-1 and provide the results of the above evaluation and
justification to the NRC for review prior to exceeding 5% power

operation.

Evaluate the information made available to them prior to criti-
cality, concerning the recent testing on Limitorque motor
operators, and aetermine whether the results of that testing are
applicable to the operators in TMI-1 for the event being analyzed.
Prior to exceeding 5% power operation, provide tie results of this

evaluation to the NRC for review.

Based on the results of its review, the commitments made by

the licensee; and the recommended conditicns of restart, as dis-
cussed aboy , the staff concludes that the equipment necessary

to cope with a loss of feedwater/SBLOCA event will have been
demonstrated, prior to exceeding 5% power operation, to be capable
of performing their safety functions when subjected to the environ-
mental conditions to which they would be exposed during the period

when their functions must be performed, should this event occur.
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PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS
OF
ROBERT G. LaGRANGE

I am a Senior Mechanical Engineer in the Equipment Qualification Branch,
Division of Engineering, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, United

States Nuclear Regulatory Commission. My duties and responsibilities
involve the review and evaluation of the structural integrity, operability,
and functional capability of safety-related mechanical and electrical
equipment, mechanical components, and their supports under all normal,
abnormal, and accident environmental conditions and in the event of

seismic occurrences and other pertinent dynamic loads including the
formulation of regulations and safety criteria. I am also responsible

for managing and coordinating various outside technical assistance

programs and consulting activities related to the equipment qualification
aspects of nuclear plants. Prior to my present appointment in the Equipment
Qualification Branch, I was an Applied Mechanics Engineer in the Engineering
Brarch, Division of Operating Reactors. My duties and responsibilities
included the review, analysis and eva'uation of structural and mechanical

aspects of safety issues related io reactor facilities licensed for power

operation.

I have a B.S. degree in Mechanical Engineering from the University of
Maryland (1372) and have done graduaie work at both the University of

Maryland and George Washington University.

Prior to my joining the NRC, I was associated witn .. " ..ter Corporation
as a Group Leader in the piping stress analysi, yroup., My duties and
responsibilities included performing and supervising stress analyses of

nuclear power plant piping, and related activities, with emphasis on seismic

analysis.
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1 MR. CUTCHIN: Mr. Chairman, I would also like to
2ask, I think the attachments that were filed, with the one

3 exception of the thick pages, would better be bcund into the
4 transcript. So I would not choose to label them as

5 exhibits, but I will now identify them for the record.

6 Attached to the prefiled testimony was a letter

7 dated May 1st from Mr. John Stolz of the NRC staff to Mr.

8 Henry Hukill of Metropeclitan Edison, the subject being

9 "TMI-1 Restart Environmental Qualification." That consists
10 of a one-page document.

1" BY MR. CUTCHIN: (Resuming)

12 Q Are you familiar with that document, Cr. Rosztoczy
13 and Mr. lLaGrange?

14 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes.

15 Q And doces that document reflect the request made of
16 Met Ed with respect to demonstration of qualification of

17 equipment to the small break LOCA?

18 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes, it did.

19 Q There is also attached to your prefiled testimony
20 a document dated May 18th, consisting of three pages plus a
21 component list notes pages and numerous pages labeled

22 "component list,” 17 in number. That letter is identified
23as L1L-161 and was written by Mr. Henry D. Hukill to the

24 Office of Nuclear Reactof Regulaticn,. attention Mr. John

25 Stolz.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE . SW_, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345




21,869

1 Does that letter consist of the information
2 initially reviewed by the staff to determine if the
3 components list identified was qualified to withstand the

4 environment associated with a small break LOCA?

5 ‘A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes, it is.
6 BY MR. CUTCHIN: (Resuming)
7 Q Also attached to your original prefiled testimony

8 vas a letter dated June S5th, denoted as L1L-176 from Mr.
9H.D. Hukill to the Office of Nuclear Reactor Pegulation,

10 attention Mr. Stolz. Attacned to that were two pages of

11 questions and answvers.

12 Were those questions and answers -- were the

13 ansvwers in response to gquestions posed by the staff in

14 connection with a small break qualification review?

15 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) VYes, they vere.

16 MR. CUTCHEIN: There's one additional letter, dated
17 June 12, 1981, identified as L1L-180, from Mr. Hukill to the
18 office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, attention John Stolz,
19 and it includes one additional page of guestions and

20 answers. Were those additional questions and answvers also
21 referred to in your review of the gqualification of eguipment
22 for the small break LOCA environment?

23 2 (WNITNESS LaGRANGE) No.

24

25

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE,, S W WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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1 Q Can you identify the purpose of the additional

2 questions and ansvers, then?

3 : (WITNESS LA GRANGE) We had asked those guestions
4 of the licensee in order to clarify some points pricr to
Swriting the testimory. However, we did not receive them

6 prior to filing the testimony.

7 Q But you did, indeed, did you not, have the

8 information and this confirmed informaticn you had

9 previously received?

10 R (WITNESS LA GRANGE) Some of it,

1" MR. CUTCHIN: Mr. Chairman, I would ask that these
12 documents that have been identified be bound, be received

13 into evidence and bound into the transcript at this peoint.

14 CHAIRMAN SMITH: We don't have the letter of June
18 1d.
16 MR. CUTCHIN: I can supply vou wich additional

17 copies, sir. That is the letter to which I referred Jjust
18 before the witnesses took the stand.

19 (Pause.)

20 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Yes, we have it. Okay, so you
21 want to bind them into the transcript. And what will be

22 their status as far as evidence is concerned?

23 MR. CUTCHIN: I ask that they be received into

24 evidence. They are the information that the staff used. I

25 will identify one additional document which prevides the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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1 details of the list in the May 18 letter, but T will

2 identify that as an exhibit and in their totality these

3 documents will comprise the information that the staff

4 referred to in its review of the gualification of eguipment
5 to the small break LOCA environment.

6 CHAIRMAN SNITH: I see no problem with your

7 approach. These documents will be regarded as evidence and
8 available for proposed findings. They don't seem to fall

9 into the categery of being exhibits or as testimony.

10 MR. CUTCHIN: They are not testimeny. They could
11 have been labeled exhibits, but I thought, because cf their
12 small bulk, it would perhaps be more efficient.

13 CHAIRMAN SMITH: We will receive them into the

14 transcript as if they wvere exhibits. This, I think, is a
15 totally newv category of evidence.

16 MR. CUTCHIN: There was one additional document
17 wvhich was served on the Board and the parties and it was

18 about one inch thick and each sheet in the package was

19 labeled a "system component evaluation work sheet." Those
20 sheets are the references identified in the attachment to
21 the May 18 letter that was just received in evidence.

22 I do not, Mr. Chairman, have the latest staff

23 exhibit number, but I would like to have this package

24 identified as a staff exhibit. I understand that Exhibit

25 Number 16, Staff Exhibit Number 16 is the appropriate

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASH'NGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

exhibit number.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: I can neither confirm or deny
tha*, My exhibit boock is not with us.

MR. CUTCHIN: My co-counsel advises me that 16 is
the appropriate number. I would ask that it be marked at
this time as Staff Exhibit 16.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: But it is not yet being offered?
All right. I didn't call for objections to binding in the

three letters of attachments to the transcripts. Are there

objections?
MR. POLLARD: No objections, Mr. Chairman. I wezs
just inquiring how do we refer to these in findings. it

they don't have exhibit numbers it will be just a document
following testimony?

CHAIRMAN SMITH: It will just be attachments
following the first page of the testimony. They should be
bound in, Mr. Reporter, immediately following the written
testimony, so you should refer to them as attachments to the
testimony. But they have the evidentiary status of exhibits.

(The document referred to was
marked Staff Exhibit No. 15
for identification.)

MR. CUTCHIN: The witnesses are available for
cross examination, Mr. Chairman.

(Pauce.)

ALDERSON REPORTINZ: COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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1 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Mr. Pollard?

2 MR. POLLARD: I have a number of exhibits to

3 distribute, first, before we begin.

4 (Pause.)

5 CHAIRMAN SMITH: We have the SER but we don't have
6 the cover letter. That's right, that was off the record.

7 MR. POLLARD: We can go through and explain.

8 I have distributed to the Board and to the

9 reporter copies of IEE Bulletin 7901B and the three

10 supplements. I would ask that that be marked for

11 identification as UCS Exhibit -- I am not sure the next

12 number =-- I believe it is 36.

13 MR. BAXTER: Excuse me, ¥r. Pollard, we already
14 have an identification of UCS Exhibit 36 as the fecretary's
15 paper on pressurized thermal shock. I think the next one
16 would be 37.

17 MR. POLLARD: So IEE Bulletin 7901E would be

18 marked for identification as UCS Exhibit 37.

19

20 (The document referred to was
21 marked UCS Exhibit No. 37

22 for identification.)

25 I next distributed to the Board and to the parties

24 and three copies to the reporter of a document which on the

25 cover page is listed "Master List, Three Mile Island Unit 1,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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1 Docket Number 50-289, Class IE Electrical Equipment Reguired
2 to Function under Postulated Accident Conditions.”

3 This document consists of a copy of the master

4 l1ists which wvere included in the Licensee's submittal of

§ January 30, 1981, in response to IELE Bulletin 7901B., I

6 would ask that this %e marked for identificaticn as UCS

7 Exhibit 38.

8 (The document referred tc was
9 marked UCS Exhibit No. 38

10 for identification.)

1 MR. POLLARD: I next distributed to the Rcard and

12 to all psrties, with three copies to the reporter, a

13 docume. ¢ that consists of 84 pages, which was primarily the
14 system component evaluation wvork sheets which were selected
15 from the Licensee's submittal of Jaunary 30, 1981, in

16 response to ILE Bulletin 7901B.

17 For the convenience of the parties I have, in the
18 corner, hand-numbered the pages running 1 through 84. When
19 I use this during cross examination I will identify first
20 the sheet within the actual submittal and then give you the
21 page of the UCS exhibit number. I would ask that this

22 document of 84 pages of evaluation work sheets be marked for
23 identification as UCS Exhibit 39.

24 (The document referred tc was

25 marked UCS Exhibit Nec. 39
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1 for identification.)
2 (Pause.)
3 MR. POLLARD: And I have given to the regporter

4 three copies, and to the Board one copy, of a letter dated
"5 March 24, 1981, to Mr. Henry D. Hukill, Vice President and
6 Director of TMI-1, from John F. Stolz of the NRC staff. The
7 subject is environmental qualification of safety-related
8 electrical equipment. Attached to the March 24, 1987,
9 letter is a safety evaluaticn report by the Office of
10 Nuclear Reacto. Regulation for Three Mile Island Unit .
11 entitled "Environmental Qualification of Safety-related
12 Electrical Equipment.”™
13 I would ask that this be marked for identification
14 as UCS Exhibit u0.
15 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Why shouldn't this be a staff
16 exhibit, as all of the other TMI 1 restart SERs are?
17 MR. CUTCHIN: This is in no w2y related to the
18 subject matter within the proceeding ir the staff's view,
199 Mr. Chairman, and that is the primary reason why we put in
20 these other documents as comprising the basis for our
21 review.
22 That SER is addressed to the totality of the
23 equipment that has to be gualified for withstanding any set
24 of accident conditions and, as was discussed here on April

25 21, the staff has limited its review in this hearing to
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! environmental qualification of that list of equipment

2 necessary to cope with a small break LOCA following or

3 accompanied by a loss of main feedvater to the environment
4 to which it would bLe exposed in that event.

5 CHAIRMAN SMITH: How does it happen that the staff
6is issuing a safety evaluation report on Unit 1?

7 MR. CUTCHINs It is in connection with the

8 directives given the staff in the Commission's corder of May
923, 1980, to do a . view of the environmental qualifica*ion
10 of all plants.

1 MR. BAXTER: Mr Chairman, I note that the staff
12 is issuing such safety evaluation reports with respect to
13 all operating reactors.

14 CHAIRMAN SMITH: You want this marked as UCS

15 Exhibit 40?

16 ME. POLLARD: Yes, I would like it marked for

17 identification, Mr. Chairman.

18 (The docvment referred to was
19 marked UCS Exhibit No. 40

20 for identification.)

21 DR. JORDANs: Will this be discussed in more detail
22 later =-- what it covers and why it is not -- it does discuss

23 small break LOCAs and the radiation involved with a small
24 break LOCA and so forth. And are you saying that is all

25 nutside of the scope?
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1 ¥R. CUTCHIN: No, sir. It may wvell be that the

2 information that the staff reviewed and addressed in this

3 more narrowly defined approach that was outlined to the

4 Board on April 21 does indeed duplicate information that may
5 be included in that March 24 document, but for the purposes
6of this proceeding we thought it was more efficient to put
7in the documents that we have just put into the reccrd as

8 being the totality of the information that the staff used to
9do its review in this proceeding rather than including a lot
10 of other material that we would view as being outside the

11 scope of this proceeding.

12 DR. JORDAN: But I notice it does identify

13 deficiencies, for example, and it is not a guestion of

14 vhether those deficiencies existed as of that date.

15 MR. CUTCHIN: It depends on what accident one is
16 qualifying the instrumentation and equipment to withstand.
17 It may well be that a piece of equipment would be viewed to
18 be, for lack of a better word, not demonstrated tc be

19 qualified to withstand the large break LOCA environment but
20 may well have been demonstrated at present to be able to

21 withstand the small break LOCAR envircnmint.

22 DR. JORDANs All right, I understand a little

23 better now.

24 MR. CUTCHINs The March 24 document would be the

25 review to the larger envelcpe. if you will.
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! DR. JORDAN: All right,

2 CROSS EXAMINATION

3 BY MR. POLLAXDs

4 Q Mr. LaGrange, on your statement of professional

Squalificatiyns can you tell me what role you have played in
6 the review of the environmental gqualifications of the Class
7 1-E electrical equipment for Three Mile Island Unit 1

8 restart?

9 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes. T revieved the

10 qualification information that was submitted by the Licensee
11 as shown on the system compcnent evaluation wvork sheets, and
121 compared that infomation against the environmental

12 conditions that the equipment might see during the accident
14 to determine wvhether or not it wculd be -~ that it would
15qualify for these conditions.

18 - And you say in your professional qualifications

17 that you are responsible for managing and coordinating

18 various outside technical assistance programs and consulting
19 activities related to the equipment gualification aspects cf
20 nuclear plants. Can you describe for me some of the tasks
21 that you are managing and coordinating with respect to the
22 qualification of electrical equipment?

23 A (WITNESS LaGRANCE) I have none at presente.

24 C Prior to leing assigned to the review of the

26 environmental gqualification of the electrical egquipment £for
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1 Three Mile Island Unit 1 did you participate in any
2activities involving a reviev of environmental qualitication

30f electrical equipment?

4 A (WITNESS LaGRANGF® Yes.
5 Q Can you describe for me, pliase, what you did?
6 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) For seven other operating

7units I also did the same environmental qualification review.
8 C With what training did you have, do you feel, that
9 equips you to do such reviews?

10 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I have no specific tralning

11 relative to environmental qualification reviewvs.

12 Q Did yeu participate in the development cf any

13 standards related to environmental qualification of

14 electrical equipment?

15 A No, T d4id not.

16 C Would it be correct, then, to say, sort of, that
17 this is on-the-job training; that prior to being told to

18 evaluate the environmental qualification of electrical

19 equipment you had no training to prepare you for doing that?
20 B (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I would say that that is

21 true. However, the job that I have been assigned, comparing
22 information submitted by the licensee against envitonmertal
23 conditions specified with that equipment, in my opinion I

24 don't think extensive training is required in that area.

25
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1 ¢ With respect to your testimony for today, have

2 you, the staff, completed the review of Met Ed's response to
3 IEE Bulletin 79-01B and its three supplements?

4 2 (WITNESS LaGRANGF) Yes. I am sorry. I have to
Squnlify that. Supplement 3 regquired some information on

6 ¢~1d shutdown concerning eguipment to achieve cold shutdown,
7and TMI-related egquipment has to be installed, and that

8 reviev has not been completed.

9 Q Is that the only exception wvhere you have not

10 completed your review of the responses to Bulletin 79-01B
11and its supplements?

12 A (WITHESS LaGRANGE) As far as I know, ;es.

13 9 In the environmental gqualifications safety

14 evaluation report --

15 A (WITNESS RCSZTOCZY) Mr. Pollard, may I add to the
16 previous question? In addition to the part which has been
17 delayed by supplement 3 to the bulletin, tﬁere are also some
18 other ongoing works, and those are so identified in our SER,
19 the one that you have marked as Exhibit No. 40, I believe.
20 (Pause.)

21 Q The March 24 SER asks the Licensee to provide the
22 information identified in sections 3 and 4 of the safety

23 evaluation to you within 90 days. Has the Licensee done

24 that?

25 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) It is 90 days frcem the
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1 receipt of the SER, and that 90 days I believe will be up

2 =~me time this wveek, As far as I know, we have not yet
ceived a response to ~hat SER,

4 Q And do you plan to issue the SER supplement pricr

5 to restart, the environmental qualification SER supplement?

6 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) We expect to issue it.

7 Whether it will be before restart I am not sure. This

8 reviev is being done for a.l operating plants as one overall

9 wvork, and wvhether it w.ll be completed prior to the restart

10T am not sure.

1 C So do I understand you correctly, then, that for

12all of the open items i1an the March 24, 1981, safety

13 evaiuation on environmental qualification, you believe the

14 plant is safe erough to restart without resolving those

1S5items?

16 MR. CUTCHIN: Mr. Chairman, objection here. I au

17 going to object on the basis of the relevance of that answver

18 to the issues in this proceeding. There has been no showing

19 that that question is limited to the gualification with

20 respect to loss of main feedwater followed by a small break

21 LOCA, and I would like the gquestion so limited.

22 (Pause.)

23 MR. POLLARD: The contention we are addressing,

24 Mr. Chairman, states in part that TMNI-1 should not be

25 permitted to resume operation until all safety-related
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! equipment has been demonstrated to be qualified to operate

2 as required by general design criteria 4. When Mr,

3 Rosztoczy testified lust November -- I believe that is at TR
4 follovwing 6927A -~ he referred us to the safety evaluation

5§ report which would be published following the review of the
6 Licensee's submittals in response to IALE Bulletin 79-01B.

7 At that time there was no such limit to the scope
8 of the staff's review as to what evidence they vere going to
9 produce with respect to this contention.

10 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Do you think that is a waiver?

1 MR. POLLARD: It seems to me relevant to this

12 contention whether or not the equipment at Three Mile Island
13Upit 1 is in fact qualified in accordance with the

14 requirements of GDC-4. I do not see why it must be limited,
15 as Mr. Cutchin suggests, to the small break LOCRA.

16 MR. CUTCHIN: Might I address that further, lr.

17 Chairman, because there have lLeen intervening events between
18 the November 26th testimcny cf Mr. Rosztoczy, the important
19 one being the abandonment by UCS of that contention. T

20 believe -- I don't have it in front of me, but in early

21 Necember the record could reflect that, or early January it
22 may have been. But it was after ¥r. Rosztoczy had testified
23 previously.

24 And so the Board in effect adopted portions of

25 that abandoned contention and, as the staff indicated here
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1 in April, that its intention wvas tc address qualification of
2 equipment only to the extent of that equipment that was

3 necessary to cope with a loss of main feedwvater accompanied
4 by a small break LOCA., And at that point the contention wvas
5 the Board's contention or the Board's guestion and no longer
6 the broad UCS contentione.

7 MR. BAXTER: Mr. Chairman, I'm sorry to correct

8 counsel for the staff, but T believe chat UCS did abandon

9 this contention in the suamer of 1980, before the proceeding
10 started. It wvas in July of 1980. They had asked at that

11 point that the Board tike up this issue, along with UCS 6

12 and UCS 8, vhich the Board did.

13 But I don't think that is controlling. There are
14 some cther events, though, that do influence the scope of

15 the issue in my view. One is the fact that on October 24,
16 1980, the Commission issued an order imposing technical

17 specification modifications to this license, and along the
18 same time frame they issued such orders with respect to

19 other operating reactors, imposing the requirement that the
20 Commission's May 1980 order issued in response to UCS's

21 petition, i.e. that equipment be qualified to NURFEG-0S588 or
22 the DOR guidelines by July 30, 1982 or June 30, 1982, be a
23 condition of this license, aad that License2e be required

24 also to maintain documentation.

25 So T think to a certain extent that the Commission
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1 »as taken over this issue since it was first accepted as a
2 contentioa by the Board in Decewber 1979, and then

3 subsequently apandoned by UCS in the summer of 19”0, but

4 taken on as a Board question. So T think it is highly

5 appropriate for the staff now to try and construe the issue
6 as they have with respect to events that have an immeilate
7 nexus to the accident., Otherwise, I think we would be

8 jumping in and attempting to do the generic review that the
9 Commission obviously hzs under way as a separate proceeding
10 to this one.

1 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, vwe were not prepared for
12 this type of objection. Most of our files are now back in
13 Bethesda. We're going to have to rely entirely upon the

14 parties to provide the infcrmation we need to rule.

15 Do I understand your comments, Mr. Cutchin, t at
16 yoa would not be objecting had the contention no* been

17 vithdrawn?

18 MR. CUTCHIN: No. I think, ¥r. Chairman, it is
19 more a matter of what is within the scope of this

20 proceeding. T had misremembered when the abandcnment took
21 place, but I don't think, abandonment or no, it really makes
22 any significant difference to the scope of the issue tc be
23 heard here. And that is gualification or demonstrated

24 qualification to withstand environments associated with

25 clear and close analogues to the TMI-2 accident.
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i And the Board has said time and time again that is
2 loss of main feedwater, accompanied or no by a small “reak

3 LOCA, and that is the limitation.

4 CHAIRMAN SMITHs: And then when the Board adopted

5 the contention, did wve narrowvw it specifically?

6 MR. CUTCHIN: Well, the Board had originally said
7 equipment within the containment and the auxiliary building,
8and I think the scope of the proceeding is what narrowed it,
Sand I think in April when ¥r. Tourtellotte was indicating to
10 the Doard what our intention was with respect to addressing
11 this contention at the time, he again intimated that ve

12 would limit our testimony to qualification to withstand the
13 environments associated with clear and close analcgues to

14 the TMI-2 accident.

15 The Poard, if I recollect -- I don't remember the
16 page numbers, but it was on April 21st, if my memory serves
17 me correct -- indicated at the time that it would have had
18 no interest in calling wvitnesses even, perhaps, and that is
19 when they decided to leave i* up to the parties to decide if
20 they wvanted to call wvitnesses.

21 CHAIRMAN SMITH: '"'e stated on April 21st, on page
22 19,487, that vhatever evidence is presented on this issue

23 worl? have to bz consistent with the standard used

24 throughout the area, and that is there must be a close nexus

25 to the accident.
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1 DR. JORDAN: Could you give us a little bit more
2in the vay of examples of qualifications that are not

3 included therefore because, in your opinion, they are

4 oatside the scope?

5 MR. CUTCHIN: Well, it may be better, Dr. Jordan
6 -- I will make an attempt, but then it may be better tc ask
7 the vitnesses. But it is my understanding that the

8 harshness of the pressure and temperature envircnment over
9 some periods of time, at leas®, and the harshness of the

10 radiation environment to which certain of this equipment

11 would be exposed is dependent on the basic accident that it
12 is being qualified to withstand.

13 For instance, if ycu took the full-blown large

14 break LOCA with the attendant core damage that might accrue
1§ to the extent of the 50.46 limits, there may be a harsher
16 environment with respect to radiation, temperature and

17 pressure.

18 DR. JORNDAN: I see. Could I ask =-- and perhaps
19 you will want to refer then to your w!l nesses =-- if the

20 small break LOCA environment does not include the full

21 release of gaseous fission products, 100 percent of the

22 xenons, kryptons, 50 percent of the iodines, does it not

23 include the flooding that occurred at TMI?

24 I don't see it wouldn't be a harsher environment

26 if there is a full break LOCA so far as radiation is
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! concerned or flooding is concerned; is that correct?

2 MR. CUTCHIN: Well, it may be correct, Plr.

3 Jordan. But we can confirm this with the witnesses with

4 respect to the flooding that would eventually cccur. But
Swith respect to the radiation, the radiation that was

6 revieved for here was that associated with one percent

7 failed fuel. That is clearly spelled out in the testimony.
8 Because if you have a small break LOCR the temperature of

9 the cladding never gces above on the order of 1100 degrees,
10 so you wvould never get the release cf the radioactive

11 products that you would, say, with the large break LOCA.

12 PR. JORDAN: Now I am completely and utter.y

13 puzzled.

14 MR. CUTCHIN: Maybe we better go to the witnesses,
1§ sir. PBut I don't see them ccntradicting me yet.

16 DR. JCRDAN: I think this is perhaps a matter

17 outside of those witnesses' competence right at the moment,
18and that is why I am interested, because it was nmy

19 understanding that during the TMI-2 accident the radiaticn
20 vas greatly in excess of that which you would expect under
21 10 SJ.u46.

22 MR. CUTCHIN: As wvas the damage to the fuel.

23 DR. JORDAN: As was the damage to the fuel. And
24 are you therefore claiming at this time that there will

25 never, can never be ~-- that it was a Commission policy not
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1 to discuss the releases beyond that of 10 CFR 50.467?

2 MR. CUTCHIN: Dr. Jordan, I cannot say vhat is and
3 what isn't Commission policy with any clarity. But I gquess
4 for reference I could go bacy to the Commission's ruling oan
5 the hydrogen issue, and there indeed they said to go beyond
6 what vas required by 50.46 would take some special showings,
7 and they vere never made in this proceeding.

8 DR. JORDAN: I guess I am puzzled becaucse it seenms
9 to me that we have time and acain during this proceeding

10 discussed the radiation levels that would be expected during
11 a release of all the kryptons and xenons; that this came up,
12 for example, in the emergencr planning preparations. And I
13 just cannot remember any other places, but it seems to me

14 that we have not -- and as a matter of fact, it was -- in

15 adopting this question, I adopted it with the idea that ve
16 must address radiation gualification of equipment similar to
17 that of the TMI-2 accident.

18 And this is the first time I have heard, or at

19 least that it sunk into me, that we were now going to go

20 back to a different standard of radiation. It's entirely

21 new to me.

22 ¥R. CUTCHIN: I guess I cannot address that other
23 than to say I am sorry it vas misunderstood. But with

24 respect to the requirements for demonstration qualification,

25 T guess 211 I can =ay is the Board will have to decide

-
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1 vhether it believes that the demonctration of gualification
2 should have been to a harsher environment than what we have
3 done. And if that happens, of course, there is much more

4 vork to be done, because, as is demonstrated by the March

5 24th safety evaluation report, if this Board is going to

6 take it within this hearing to decide the full qualification
7 isssue ve are going to spend a lot more tinme.

8 DR. JORDAN: I understand. Then one more

9 question, and ve will nave to consider this, go into it.

'0 There is ro representation, either on the part of the

11 Licensze or the staff, that the equipment inside the

1]

12 containmant -- and that was the limitation we did put on, as
13 you recall.

14 MR. CUTCHIN: And the auxiliary.

15 DR. JORDAN: And the auxiliary buildings. That
16 there was no limitation on that equipment beyond that

17 required for a release of one percent. And I guess I have
18 to think hack now to a recent amendment 25 by the licensee,
19 in which they discussed the radiation levels, the shielding
20 levels, and those shielding levels on eguipment and

21 radiation levels were not based on a one percent release.
22 MR. CUTCHIN: That is correct, sir.

23 DR. JORDAN: And so therefore, I guess, why is it
24 that wve have, when it comes to meeting that particular

25 requirescnt ~f the order that the shielding be adequate to
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1 handle a TNI-2 type accidert, that the radiation levels in

« the auxiliary building and so on be based pon those

3 releases, why is it different then for the shielding than it
4is for the equipment?

5 MR. CUTCHIN: Well, there are a number cof

6 situations, Dr. Jordan, in which the staff, for defense in

7 depth considerations, insists that a Licensee demonstrate

8 backup capability. I think this may be one of those. The

9 shielding analysis is indeed based on large break LOCA

10 considerations.

1" DR. JORDAN; How about small break LOCA?

12 MR. CUTCHIN: Well, the small break LCCR would le
13 enveloped by the radiation levels associated with a large

14 break LOCA.

15 MR. POLLARD: ¥r. Chairman, may I address this

16 point some? In discussion with staff counsel, Ms. Weiss

17 learned perhaps three or fcur weeks agec from Mr. Cutchin, as
18I gnderstand it, that the staff was considering taking the
19 position on this contention that they needed to demcnstrate
20 environmental qualification just for a small break LOCA and
21 just for obtaining a safe hot shutdown condition. It was at
22 that time, or perhars even more recently, that it was

23 brought to our attention -- it was on the 21st, and I think
24 it vas at that time that the Board Chairman said, did you

25 consult with UCS. And that a arently went away when
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! someone reminded the Board that this contention had been

2 adopted by the Board, it was no longer a UCS contention.

3 So the first time we finally became aware that the
4 staff was going to take this position vas approximately last
5 week, when they now told us they were goinc Lo adopt the

6 position that they need not demonstrate sufficient

7 environmental qualification to bring Three Mile Island Unit
81 to a cold shutdown, that they need not consider the

9 environmental gualification for a main steam line break, and
10 that they need not consider the qualification for a high

11 energy line break outside containment as an issue needed tc
12 be resoclved in order to recommend restart.

13 Throughout this proceeding we have, for exanmple,
14 discussed the extent to which there was safety-related

15 equipment to bring the plant tc cold shutdown. We have

16 discussed the radiation levels that will be present cutside
17 of containment, assuming that we had core degradation. This
18 was specified in the requirements of 0737 as to what

19 radiation level should be used.

20 The staff's SER supplement number 3, issued in

21 April of 1981, at particularly page 38 and 39, where they

22 are 41iscussing the environmental gualification requirement
23 for the emergency feedwater flow transmitters, clearly is an
24 environment that gones beyond an environment that would be

26 created at that location caused by a small break loss of
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1 coolant accident.

2 It seems to me that, considering the sccpe of the
3 contention as written and adopted by the Poard, the staff

4 has made a determination as to whether or not this plant is
§ safe enough to restart, but only recently have they decided
6 that they would only examine loss of main feedwater small

7 break LOCA. It seems to me consistent with the rest of the
8 testimony in this hearing that we have to explore to what

@ extent the equipment gqgualification deficiencies were 2

10 lesson from the Three Mile Island accident. And I don't

11 *hink if you have deficient environmental gqualification in
12 terms of your safety equipment that vcu N 3ustify restart
13 without considering the equipment qualifications for other
14 accidents other than a small break LOCA.

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24
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i CHAIRMAN SMITH: Why?

2 MR. POLLARDs For example, if you are evaluating
3 the reliability of the emergency feedwater system, which we
4 vent into a great deal in assessing the adequacy of the

S defense against Contentions 1 and 2, vhere we had to either
6 rely upon emergency feedwater or high pressure injection in
7 the feed and bleed mode, now, if the equipment in the

8 emergency feedwater system is not qualified to a high energy
91line break in the auxiliary building I thirk that would

10 affect the Board's determination of whether or not the core
11 cooling systems are adequately reliable to allow restart.
12 MR. BAXTERs: Mr. Chairman, the issues that UCS

13 attempts to litigyate in this proceeding with this

14 construction of the contention are the matters that were

15 brought to the Commission in their generic remedial petition
16 vhere they requested, in addition, that plants be reguired
17 to demonstrate the environmental qualification cf

18 safety-related equipment, that the Commission, on an

19 emergency basis, suspend the operation of all nuclear power
20 plants in the ccuntry until this demonstration was made.

21 The Commission specifically has declined to do

22 that in response to that petition in the order they issued
23 in May 1980, which, to my knowledge, has not been appealed.
24 Therefore, to argue here that we have to

25 essentially complete the Commission's entire 7901B review
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! before this Board can consider staff and Licensee

2 recomaendations to restart the unit is essentially to ask

3 the Commission to reconsider what has already been ruled

4 ypon in response to UCS's filings and contentions in that
5arra.

6 I would alsoc point out the fact that elsewhere in
7 the proceedinag with respect to other issues wve have

8 discussed emergency planning. We have discussed degraded

9 cores for the purposes of inadegquate core cooling and the

10 development of procedurzl guidance to the operators without
11 considering how ve necessarily got there.

12 It is not in-onsistent with the assumptions the

13 staff makes in this testimony. It is repeated and consistent
14 practice in the Commission that for one regulatory purpose
15 one assumption is made and for another One anctker one is

16 made. We did not assume that the TMI-2 accident hagpens and
17 look at the consequences of it to -onsider the gualification
18of all equipment in the plant at this point.

19 DR. JORDAN: I guess I'm a little puzzled, “r.

20 Baxter. Are you saying that we should not take a consistent
21 attitude with respect to the reguirements that if the staff,
22 for example, in requiring that there be level

23 instrumentation because they think it has a nexus to the

24 TMNI-2 accident, in their view level information wculd te

25 valuable?
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1 If they say wvell, if ve have nothing but a small

2 break LOTA -- well, wvould the Licensee argue, for examrle,

3 since it is only a small break LOCA we are talkiny about and
4if ve have only a small break LOCA within the limits of 5046
S then cbviously there is not going to be any core damage or

6 the need for core cooling, so long 2s you stay within the

7 requirements of 5046, And, therefore, it is outside the

8 scope? Could you argue that way?

5 Are you saying that sometimes we consider

iC accidents which have a close nexus and other times we should
11 pot consider accidents? This, for example, and now ve're
12talking about eguipmen. gualifications and radiation levels,
12 then we abandon the idea of clcse nexus because it was

4 obviously much higher radiaticn levels than we are talking
15 about under the 5046 levels.

16 MR. BAXTERs I don't associate the concept of

17 nexus to the accident with carrying fcrvard for the purposes
180f all regulatory consideraticns and analyses the status of
19 the core at TMI-2 after the damage was done. No, sir.

20 And I don't find that inconsistent with your

21 considering whether you might wvant to, as a prudent measure,
22 recommend additioral instrumentation, for inadequate core

23 cooling, to ceonsider and postulate non-mechanistically what
24 a degraded :ore and other situations might look like, that

25 might be helpful to the operator as opposed to going back to

ALDERSON REPORT ™ COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



21,896

! your regulatory loss of cooclant accident analysis under

2 5046, Appendix K, for looking at hov equipment will
3vithstand that kind of environment -- the small break LOCA

4 environment.

5 DR. JORDAN: All right. One of the lessons --

6 certainly one of the lessons learned from the TMI-2 acciient
7was that the equipment was not adequate and there have been,
8 particularly inside the containment. Now tell me vhere we

9 stand legally or the regulatory position with resgect to

10 0737, obviously does address, I helieve -~ does not 0727

11 itself address the radiation levels inside of containment
12and the requirements and the need for equipment

13 qualification?

14 MR. CUTCHIN: D=, Jordan, I think one of the

15 problems here may b2 that the short-t2rm versus the

16 long-term considerations, again. And, with respect to the
17 example that you used with respect to level transmitters for
18 the short-term or for restart, there are -- is only needed
19 to be a showing of reasonable progress toward demonstrating
20 qualification or providing equipment that was qualified to
21 that level.

22 So I think that may be part of the prcblem and

23 there are lots of inconsistencies on the surface or

24 apparently inconsistencies in the way we approach these

25 things.
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‘ 1 DR. JORDAN3 Let's go to 0737. Could we do that
2 for a moment? It might h=2lp vs.
‘ 3 MR, CUTCHIN: I don't believe I have my copy here.
4 DR. JORDAN: I have my copyY. Do you remember wvhat
§ secticn it is that discusses equipment qualific.cions?
6 MR. CUTCHIN: Roman II, capital B, 3, I
7 understand, sir.
8 DR. JORDAN: No, that is post-accident sampling
9 capability.
10 MR. CUTCHIN: Then my information was wvrong, sir.
1 MR. POLLARD: It is II, B, 2, Design of Plant
12 Snielding and Environmental Qualification of Equipment for
13 Space Systems which may be used in Post-Accident Operations.
‘ 14 DR. JCRDAN: Okay. Yes, precisely.
15 Are you saying that this -- and I have not taken
16 the time %» read it, of course -- are you saying that 0737
17 applies to operating reactors but that the dates required
18 are specified and that those dates are beyond restart and,
19 therefore, it becomes a long-term item, as we have
20 considered in some other instances?
21 MR. CUTCHIN: I am told, Dr. Jordan, that is one

22 0f the items that was addressed in the separate package of

23 SERs.
‘ 24 (Paure.)
25 MR. CUTCHIN: I am told that it is not one of the
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1 ones that vas addressed as having to show reasonable

2 progress tovard during our review in the package of 0737

3 items that ve culled out as being outside the order.

4 It is also addressed, I am told, Dr. Jzcdan, in

5§ Supplement number 3 to NUREG-0680, which was Staff Exhibit

6 number 14 on page 11 of Table B-2, and the comment there, in
7 connection with this item, Plant Shielding, is that

8 equipment qualification of safety-related electrical

9 equipment was not identified in the order.

10 The Licensee's response to this item will be

11 evaluated during staff review of NUREG-0737 responses, which
i2puts it in the category of other operating reactorse.

13 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Does the Comamonwealth have a

i4 position?

15 One final thing. Would you address or respond to

16 the comments about the Commission's ruling on hydrogen

17 certification and what guidance we may take from that, if

18 any?

19 DR. JORDAN: May I just point out, wvhile he is

20 thinking about that, that, of course, 0737 does consider 100
21 percent ~f the core equilibrium noble gas releases and 25

22 percent of the hydrogen, which is, as I say, exactly what I

23 had remembered it to be. Fo I think all we are talking

24 about now is whether this is an 0737 item that is outside

25 the scope of this hearing.
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1 MR. POLLARD: Mr. Chairman, I don't know what the
2 connection is with the Commission's ruling on hydrogen,

3 because throughout this proceeding wve have been looking at

4 other of the lessons-learned requirements, which clearly

£ presumed that there had been some core damage with respect

6 to the radiation levels for developing the shielding design
7 outside of containment.

8 So I don't know how to address, other than it

9 seems like it was an isolated ruling of the Commission as to
10 just whether that particular requirement with respect to

11 hydrogen would be vaived or not.

12 DR. JORDAN: Just one further question hefore we
13do take a break.

14 I am looking now at item 2.1.6.D of the lessons

15 learned report which has to do with the design review cf

16 plant shielding and spaces for post-accident operations, so
17 this is certainly one of the short-term lessons learned

18 items.

19 Nowv I will turn for the first time to the table of
202.1.6.b, complete design reviev is a category A item and the
21 modifications, however, are of category B items. And, are
22 you saying that the design review has been completed under
23 the requirements of 2.1.6.b for releases?

24 MR. CUTCHIN: I am told that is correct, Dr.

25 Jordane.
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2 Are the releases those of 0737?

3 MR. CUTCHIN: The ones that are specified in 0737.
4 DR. JORDANs All right, then, you see I'nm

5 completely puzzled, because that is 100 percent of the

6 natural gases.

7 MR. CUTCHIN: And that is correct. That is what
8 vas used for the plant shielding design review. It wvas

9 reviewed against those numbers.

10 DR. JORDAN: I see, so the shielding review was
11 done in terms of the 100 percent releases, but the
12gualificstion reviews vere not?

13 ME. CUTCHIN: The qualification reviews ultimately
14 will e, in looking towvard the 6/30/82 requirement that was
15 1aid on by the Commission's May 23, 1980 order, but for

16 purposes of this proceeding and for restart and to put THI
17in the same category, if you will, as vther operating

18 reactors, which, I believe, the Commission indicated should
19 be done unless the record indicated there was a basis for
204doing something different, the staff chose to do the reviev
21 for purposes of this limited scope, the modified way or the
22 narrover way. ‘

23 DR. JORDAN: I nov understand better, I believe,
24 the staff position. Is that essentially the Licensee's

25 position too?
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1 MR. BAXTER: We agree with the staff's position.
2 CHAIRMAN SMITH: 1Is there anything further?
3 DR. JORDAN: We'll need to take a little break

< here and go and discuss this item. 1Is there anything

S further?

8 MR. POLLARDs All plants are being reviewved

7 againsc 7901B, and among those requirements are the

8 requirements to consider high energy line bresaks inside and
9 outside containment and to consider large break LOCAs. And
10 the gquestion, remember, which engendered all of this

11 discussion vas I simply asked the vitnesses, for all of tahe
12 ocpen items in the environmental gqualification SERs, is your
13 position these need not be resolved prior to restart.

14 CHAIRMAN SMITH: We'll take a fifteen-minute

i85 recess.

6 (A brief recess was taken.)

17 CHAIRMAN SMITH: The Board is not prepared to make
18a ruling. The major problem is that I don't understand the
19 issue. It is possible that some arguments have been made
20 that include extraneous arguments which I am trying to force
21 into the issue, but I can't. So I am gcing to ask for a

22 cresh start and summarize your positions again for us.

23 But I just simply am not able to help Dr. Jordan
24 in making a ruling, because I don't understand the issue.

25 To me it seemed to be a rather simply one that fell within
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1 the consistent rulings that wve made a to the close nexus to
2 the accident. Put I've heard so many additional comments I
3 am just concerned that I am missing something. So start

4 again.

5 What is the question that is being objected to? I
6 think it is important that ve take time to resolve this

7 because I think it will affect the entire cross examination,
8 so wvhat is the question? Whatever the question was, phrase
9it again so that we knowv exactly whatr it is.

10 Well, withdrav the guestion and make it now. Bear
11 in mind that ve are going to start afresh. Here is the

12 question back to us. Do { understand you correctly that for
13 all of the open items in the March 24, '81, safety

14 evaluation of environmental gualification -- on

15 envircnmental qualification -- you believe the plant is safe
16 enough tr restart without resolving those items? Now does

17 the gquestion frame the issue correctly that wve are to rule

18 on?

19 MR. POLLARD: I don't believe so.

20 CHAIRMAN SMITH: 1t's not a short-term-long-term
21 issue -- a short-term or a long-term issue?

22 MR. POLLARD: I didn't understand your last

23 comment.
24 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, we can take this that the

25 objecticon is reing to be related to -- I mean, this

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,

40C “IRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



21,903

1 question, the way the cuestion is phrased, it could ke that
2 you are talking about short-term-long-term allocations.

3 MR. POLLARD: Let me ccnvey my understanding of

4 the issue which the staff has tried to bring up earlier in

5 today's cross examination.

€ CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, first, is this gquestion

7 focused enough for your purposes? Are you satisfied with
8this question?

9 ¥R. POLLARD: I am satisfied with the question fer
10 vhere T was in my cross examination plan. I don't think it
11 is adequate for the discussion that subsequently followed.
12 CHAIRMAN SMITHs All right.

13 MR. POLLARD: I think the stzff used this as a vay
14 to bdring up the dispute earlv.

15 ¥y understanding of the dispute between UCS and

16 the staff is, as I understand their position -- and perhaps
17 ve car do better by cross examining the witnesses on their
18 testimony -- they believe that this contention can be

19 adequately responded to by demonstrating solely that there
20is enough equipment environmental.y gualified to cope with a
21 loss of main feedwater small break LOCAR and bring the plant
22 to a safe hot shutdown.

23 What T was launching into on my cross examination
24 vas to determine on what basis the staff believes that Three

25 Mile Island Unit 1 is safe enough to restart without
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! considering the environmental qualificaticn of equipment

2 needed to take the plant to a cold shutdown in the event of
3 loss of main feedvater small break LOCA and wvhether or not a
4 lesscn learned from the accider . was that the envircnmental
Squalification is deficiency and, therefore, also to justify
6a restart, vhether the staff has evxamined the envircnmental
Tgqualification of the equipment needed to cope with a large

8 break LOCA, a main steam lin2 break inside containment, o a
9 high energy line break oi:side containuent and take the

10 plant to a safe cold shutdown.

1 CHAIRMAN SMITH: You're talking tco fast.
12 MR. POLLARD: I'm sorry.
13 Is that correct, Mac, or can you phrase it better

14 -~ the dispute.

15 MR. CUTCHIN: It is a scope question, in my view,
16 Mr . Chairman.

17 CHAIRMAN SMITHiH: Okay. I couldn’'t pick up the

18 last minute or so of your comments. I think wve're out of
16 shape.

20 MRE. POLLARDs Whether or not to say the plant is
21 safe enough to restart should the staff evaluate the

22 environmental qualification of equipment needed to cope with
23a main steam line break or a high energy line break outside
24 containment, in both cases be able to take the plant tc a

25 cold shutdown using environmentally-qualified equipment?
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1 DR. JORDAN: Yes, I do understand what ycu are

2 asking and I think in some ways that was a simpler

3 question. Perhaps I vas the one that brought it up because
471 felt it vas broader issue. And T brought jt up because

S even in the case of a small break accident, which we had at
6 THI-2, the radiation levels w«ve very much higher than those
7 that are assumed in 5486 and 5484,

8 And then I said, further, is it necessary in view,
91 would postulate, that in viewv of TMI-2 small break

10 accident wvhere there were these large radiation levels, that
11 provision should be made for coping with them. Well, it

12 seems to me that the answer -- the reply -- has been yes,

12 “he Commission has indeed made provision for coping with

14 these levels because the TMI lessons learned, when it talked
15§ abouvt shielding, it required an analysis which involved 1C0
16 percent of the fission product release. And that analysis
17 had to be done by a certain date and, in fact, the Licensee
18 in his last amendment has made such shielding calculations
19 on the basis of a release of 100 percent of the fission

20 productse.

21 And then I said, well, if he has to make the

22 shielding calculation, why doesn't he have to make the

23 environmental calculations or gqualifications? As a matter
24 of fact, I think he has to do more than make the shielding

25 calculatioans. He has to show how the operator can cope with
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1 these levels in the auxiliary building, even though those

2 are -- the levels are very high, and I believe there are

3 going to be equipment changes made which will allow the

4 operator to do these operations remotely and not reyuired to
5 go in. So that, I believe, there is no question "Hut what

6 this is wel . within the scope.

7 But now, then, my understanding is that yes, the

8 shielding calcu.itions will be required as a matter ot

9 restart because it exists as part of the requirement in

10 0578, However, the equipment gualifications -- the

11 environmenta qualifications for the equipment that must

12 stand this radiation is not required for restart. It is in
13 0737. It is one of the items that is a long-term item. The
14 equipment gualifications will be done, but it will not be

15 done for restart.

16 Now I do not believe and I suspect the argument

17 would be ve do not have to consider it in this hearing

18 because it is not one of the mandatory issues. It is only
19an 0737 issue and not a NUREG-0678 issae. And, therefore,
20 you do not have to demonstrate that there is progress --

21 adequate progress -- because it is not one of the mandatory
22 issues.

23 Now it was a UCS gquestion that was adopted in this
24 heariny because of its close nexus and no one, I think, is

25 questioning that at all. The PBoard adopted it und the Board
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1 adopted it with the idea that, as T stated a little while

2 ago, that the radiation levels were so high that =-- during
dthe TMNI-2 accident -- that therefore it is c¢»vious the

4 provision must be made. I don't think there‘s any gquestion
5 but what everybody agrees that provision must be made for

6 these very high levels.

7 The Commiscsion will require all plants to make

8 prcvision for environmental gualificaticn of these high

9 levels, but they are not gcing to do it by September or

10 whenever one projects fur restart.

11 Now whe“her that =-- is my summary an accurate

12 reflection of the status? And now I would invite the

13 Chairman to ask you questions on the basis of my summary.

14 First of all, have I erred in the summary?

15 MR. CUTCHIN: That summary arpears to the staff to
16 be a corruct statement.

17 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Part of my problem -- only a part
18 of my problem is that when there is a crossing over to the
19 short-term-long-term considerations in this case, the

20 short-term-long-term considerations in 0737, which are not
21 within the scope of th.i. hearing, without an identification
22 0f the various categories we should be discussing.

23 Dr. Jordan just discussed what the Commission is
24 going to require in the long term. I don't knowv if he means

25 that that is included in the scope ¢of the hearing. You
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1 didn't mean that?

2 DR. JORDAN: I didn't mean that. I believe that

3 there are many items that are in 0737 that are long-term

4 items that have been agreed to that are not within the scope
5 0of the hearing, and I presume it is the staff's and

6 Licensee's position that this is one of them and that when I
7 adopted the gquestion -- well, we didn't have 0737 at that

8 tinme.

3 So that obviously, therefore, the situation has

10 changed since the Board adopted the guestion, as a matter cof
11 fact.

12 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Mr. Pollard, is there anything in
13 the Yarch 24, 1981, SER which is beyond the scope of this

14 proceeding?

15 ( Pause.)

6 MR. POLLARD: I don't know how to answer your

17 question, Mr. Chairman.

18 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, you'd better because

1s othervise your question fails on your own statement. I mean
20 the gquestion which is the issue.

21 Your question, I think, makes the assumption that
22 all of the open iters in the March 24 SER are within the

23 scope of this proceeding, otherwise the guestion would be

24 obhjectionable for irrelevancy if nothing else.

25 MR. POLLARD: It seems to me the main gquestion UCS
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' has raised in this proceeding, including this contention, is
2 vhether the short-term lessons learned are sufficient to
3allov restart. So the gquestion as to is there anything in

4 the SER outside the scope ur tne aearing, what I tried to

5 start questioning on wvas vhether those open items in the SER
6 have to be resolved before restart and, if not, why not.

7 Now if the answer to that is they think the answver
8 is it is a legal guestion that they need not resolve thenm,

9 then I guess that is the answver to the guestion.

10 CHAIRMAN SMNITH: Well, what if we should find in
11 the SER a description of a problem with no relaticnship to
12 the accident which would indicate to the Commission and to
13 the stoff that that plant should not be allowed until that
14 problem is resolved? Would we have jurisdiction to hear
15it? I would say no, even though the literal ansver to the
16 question that you are posing is are the short-term items

17 sufficient to assure the health and safety of the public we
18 further modify that question as to tests of sufficiency

19 within the context of the hearing in all the rulings wve've
20 been making ever since wve began making rulings, coming close
21 to twe years nowe.

22 MR. POLLARD: Well, ¥r. Chairman, it depenus, I

23 suppose, how you want to determine what the lessons learned
24 is. If the TMI-2 accident, whic: happened to be a small

26 break LOCA, demonstrated that the equipment in Three Nile
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1 Island Unit 1 did not meet the requirements of general

2 design critericn 4, I don't know how, on a technical basis,
3 you could exclude considering whether those instruments

4 wvould also fail for a steam line break.

5 In other words, are we to allow Three Mile Island
6 Unit 1 to restart by ruling it outside the scope of this

7 hearing that the equipment does not meet general design

8 criterion 4 for scme »>ther accident other than a small break
9 LOCA?

10 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Can you point to any parallel

11 issues that the Board has had when we have ruled the way

12 that you are asking us to rule?

13 (Pause.)

14 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Would you note, please, that Dr.

15 Little has joined the Board?

16 (Dr. Little joined the Board at 11:18 a.m.)
17 (Pause.)
18 CHAIRMAN SMITH: We'll perhaps give you another

19 opportunity to come back to that point. It seems tc me,

20 just looking through this SER -- ‘he problem may very vell
21 be that I just don't understand your point. But looking

22 through this, for example, I see ~-- just an example of where
231 opened up to page 5 where there is a section there under
24 aging. While although they stated it does not require an

25 aging qualification it requires quite a f-+ actions that
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1 have to be taken under the consideration of aging.

2 As far as I know there is no relationship to aging
3 or =nvironmental effects of aging. I mean, the effects of

4 aging -- the relationship between aging of equipment and

5 environmental qualification as it relates to the accident.

6 MR. POLLARD: But in fact that item you have

7 picked is addressed in today's testimony. In fact, they are
8 proposing a condition on restart dealing with aging.

9 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Ckay, then, I want to know why

10 they incluce that in their direct testimony.

1 MR. POLLARD: Well, I think we can establish

12 through the witnesses that in fact aging is directly related
13 to environmental qualification. What you want to know is,
14 even if you limit the scope to small break LOCAs, can the

15 equipment that is 40 years old withstand the small break

16 LOCA environment as well as a piece of equipment that is

17 £ive years o0ld?

18 CHAIRMAN SMITHs Why do we went to know that? Why
19do we want to know that ia this hearing? We are not talking
20 about 40-year-old equipment in this hearing. Or are we? I
2t mean, I don't know.

22 I mean if they put it in the direct testimony tliey
23 mast have a reason for it but I need some explanation on why
24 it is.

25 DR. JORDAN: May I ask one question? I notice,
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! for example, in the 7901B supplement number 3, which vas

2 issued on October 24, 1980, requires gualification

3 information for equipment needed to achieve and maintain a

4 hot, safe shutdown condition, must be submitted not later

5 than November 1, 1980. And so be the gualification -- the

6 information for equipment required to achieve and maintain a
7 cold shutdown condition must be submitted not later than

8 February 1, 1981.

9 Now are these dates that have slipped and are no
10 long:r current?

1 MR, CUTCHEIN: I'm not sure of the answer to the

12 second question, Dr. Jordan. The submittal of information
13 to demonstrate capability to go to a hot shutdown following
14 the small break LOCA was indeed submitted and reviewed Dby

15 the staff in connection with their preparation of testimony
16 in response to this Board question.

17 DR. JORDAN: All right.

18 MR. CUTCHIN: Whether the other information has

19 been submitted and reviewed I am uncertain to say. The

20 vitnesses may be able to answer that. I don't know.

21 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Can anyone else be helpful?

22 Would you like to summar.ze nowW your objection? What is the
23 central roint? What is the basi~< reason in just summary

24 identification tha+t you would have us sustain the objection?

25 KR. CUTCHIN: It is the staff's position, MNr.
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1 Chairman, that the demonstration of gqualification of

2 equipment in this proceeding should be limited to

3 gualification to withstand accident situations having a

4 clear and close analog to the TMI-2 accident.

5 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Which is a small break LOCA and
6 loss of main feedwater.

7 MR. CUTCHIN: A loss of main feedvater accomgpanied
8 by a small break LOCA.

9 DR. JORDAN: But accompanied with large amounts of
10 radiation.

11 MR. CUTCHINs No, sir.

12 DR. JORDAN: That, you say, is outside the scope
13 0of this hearing? And that is the reason?

14 MR. CUTCHIN: Because I think that is what the

15 wvhole %zcring is ultimately about ~- if this Board and the
16 Commission don't agree that the prevention of a recurrence
17 0f the TMI-2-type situation has been demonstrated to be

18 possible.

19 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, can you give us a little
20 bit more than that? 1Is it because of 5046 that we cannot
21 consider the radiation levels that actually existed in the
22 accident, or is that your plain ordinary argument that wve
23 cannot receive evidence because we have to make an

24 assumption that the accident won't happen again and that is

25 wvhat we are up here to find out.
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¥e have rejected that argument from the very
beginning of the hearing.

MR. CUTCHIN: Well, I think, Mr. Chairman, that we
have come up with a scenario, and that scenario being the
small break LOCA and the accompanying envircnment and for
the small break LOCA that is a design basis event. You will

not get those high radiation levels associated with it.
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1 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, why not just come up with
2 the scenario of the accident?

3 MR. CUTCEIN: Of which accident, Mr. Chairman?

4 CHAIRMAN SMITHs Well, yo. know, there's a very

5 well-known accident in this vicinity.

6 MR. CUTCHINs That is correct.

7 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Why can't we use the very

8 accident that happened as the test for admissibility, I

9 mean, of the environmental qualification, the very accident
10 and the very consequences of that accident, other than your
11 argument that the accident is not going to happen again,
12which that is what we are here to decide, not to pre-decide,
13 not tc decide before we receive the evidence.

14 MR. CUTCHIN: The staff has reviewed this

15 qualification of equipment against a loss of main feedwater
16 accompanied by a design basis small break LOCA, and the
17radiation levels associated with TMI-2 wvere well beyond

18 those which would be associated with a design basis small
19 break LOCA.

20 Now, there is no guestion that ultimately TMI will
21 have to demonstrate qualification of equipment to all of

22 these things which Mr. Pollard seeks to raise.

23 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Why do they not have to

24 demonstrate environmental qualification for the radiation

25 1evels which wvere observed in the accident?
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1 MR. CUTCHIN: 1In our view, it is beyond the design
2 basis associated with a small break LOCA.

3 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Is that the only reasoa, then,

4 that you are offering for your objection?

5 MR. CUTCHIN: That is my understanding of the

6 ccaff's position and that is a technical position. And so

T i{ the witnesses disagree I would ask them to comment.

8 CHAIRMAN SMITH: You are not pointing to any

9 regulation?

10 MR. CUTCHIN: I am not pointing to any

11 regulation.

12 CHAIRMAN SNITH: Do you have any more comments,

13 Nr. Baxter?

14 MR. BAXTER: The only clarification or addition 7
15 vanted to make to Dr. Jordan's summary is I think it is not
16 just a difference between NUREG-0578 and NUREG-0737, blecause
17 of my remarks earlier about the Commission's generic 01-79F
18 program as being complementary to the staff's taking on the
19 scope of this hearing. The 79-01B program goes beycnd the
20 0737 item we have been discussing. That is not all embodied
21 here. So we're not just talking about 0578 versus 0737. I
22 think we're talking about a completely different Commission
23 program, generic and outside of this proceeding, which I

24 think complements, is not the Jsasis solely but it

25 complements the interpretation the staff has given to the
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1 issue.

2 CHAIRMAN SMITHs: Now, you said before we could

3 take some guidance from the Commission's ruling on the

4 hydrogen certification. Do you believe that is the case aad
5 why? What guidance can we take from that ruling?

6 MR. CUTCHIN: I had indicated that that was my

7 argument, Mr. Chairman..

8 CHAIRMAN SMITH: What guidance can we take from

9 that ruling?

10 MR. CUTCHIN: Because that again is not a design
11 basis scenario, and for the same reason.

12 CHAIRMAN SMITii: Is that why the Commissiocon ruled,
13 then, on hydrogen?

14 MR. CUTCHIN: I believe -- and I could stand

15 corrected -- but the hydrogen released in the TMI-2 accident
16 scenario was in greater amounts than the amount that is

17 designed for in 50.46. Now, I am looking at the witness. I
18 believe --

19 DR. JORDAN: There is no question about tha..

20 MR. CUTCHIN: And there clearly the Comm.ssion did
21 not allow in this proceeding inquiry into demonstration of
22 capability to cope with that amount of hydrogen, absent sonme
23 scenario.

24 CHAIRMAN SMITH: That is because there was a

25 regulation, S0.44, thnt said this is the amount of hydrogen
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' that you must assume would be released. And they said, for
2 r 2asons that they put forth in their opinion, that wve wvere
3 going to stick by our regulation.

4 But I just asked you if there is a regulation

5 wvhich would require us to assume lower amounts of radiation
6 than actually existed during the accident. And ycu say --
7 MR. CUTCHIN: There is no regulation to which I

8 can point that limits the amount of radiation other than tc
9 that associated with the credible accident scenarios. And
10 the staff -- and I'm going to have to call on our technical
11 witness here =-- the amount of radiation to which cor for

12 vhich eguipment must ultimately be demonstrated to be

13 qualified is higher, a higher amount than what the staff has
14 revieved qualification against for this small break LOCR.

15 And that demonstration will be made over the longer term.

16 CHATRMAN SMITH: Generically?
17 ME. CUI"HFi(N: Generically.
18 CHAIRMAN SRITH: You see, this is going to go --

19 vhen you start talking about what they're going to do

20 generically, you take me down the path. When I'm trying to
21 rule in this case, it just causes me confusion. So when you
22 do that, start talking generically, because I followed your
23 reasoning as if it was something that was going to happen

24 within the staff's responsibilities in this case.

25 But I understand nov generically, not as a result
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1 of this accident, they're going to require much greater.

2 Now I'm just worried now, right now, vhat the relation will
3 be in this accident. So you are not depending on the

4 radiation pestulations or the radiation calculations of
5$50.u467

6 MR, CUTCHIN: I guess I don't recall any 50.46
7radiation post. ations.

8 DR. JORDAN: MNr. Cutchin, I think your argument

9 for hydrogen would be the same as for radiation. Under

10 50.46 the amount of damage to fuel elements is limited to

11 one percent, and therefore the amount of radiation. Sc long
12 as we are dealing with a design basis small break LCCA, I
13don't think there's any question that we are dealing with

14 one percent of the hydrogen and one percent of the

16 radiation.

16 And therefore I think the main thing is, are wve in
17 this hearing only going to be dealing with design basis

18 accidents, and that has not been the case for many of the
19items of 0578. So I would say it hardly stands that we are

20 restricted to design basis accidents.

21 (Board conferring.)

22 CHAIRMAN SMITH: We'll take a very short break.
23 (Recess.)

24 CHAIRMAN SMITHs The Board is still having

26 difficulties making this ruling. There have been guite a
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! few problems connected with this contention. It was a very
2 bhroad contention vhen accepted by the Board. Tt was never
3 -- 1 don't believe, and I'm not sure -- it never came under
4 the requirements of greater specificity, as other

5 contentions did.

6 I guess the best thing we are going to have to do
7 is construe the contention the way we meant it to be

8 accepted, vhich was, as ir anything else, there must be a

9 close nexus to the accident. The bhases for the objections
10 by the parties are not sufficient. I +hink they could have
11 been sufficient, but I don't think they were adequately

12 argued. But it is not our business to argue for parties.
13 In the first place, the staff's position that hot
14 shutdown is good enough is an issue that is legitimately

15 1itigable. We would * i1v> argued that the main steam line
16 break and the high enc< -gy break outside containment are

17 outside the scope of the hearing, because they don't have a
18 close argument -- I mean a close relationship, to the

19 accident. But the guestion that is being objected to does
20 not get to that. That is not part of the guestion.

21 We were not satisfied with Mr. Pollard’'s

22 explanation as to why all of the SER environmental

23 qualification is relevant to this hearing. Not only were we
24 not satisfied with it, but we didn't understand it. So

25 maybe if we understood it we would accept it m» .. But just
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! frankly, I heard wvhat you said but I don't know what those

2 words mean. I just don't know what they mean in this

3 hearing.

4 Therefore, we are going to overrule the

5 cbjection. But the Board itself will not allow an endless

6 inquiry into the SER, environmental qualification of

7 equipment, unless there's a demonstration on the particular
8 questions that they are relevant to the accident.

9 Also, wve will -- during the lunch break we want to
10 read again the Commission's decision on hydrogen to see what
11 guidance that gives us. I don't recall the Commission

12 saying anything about design basis events. I don't think

13 that was the basis for it, because I don't think that wve

14 have read it the same way. PBut I will have to concede, HNr.

15 Cutchin, it has been a wrong time since I have read that

16 decision. But I might recommend it to everyone's reading

17 over the lunch break. If we all don't have copies of it, I

18 think right away we car Xerox it and distribute it, because

19 we don't have a copy of it here.

20 MR. CUTCHIN: Neither do I, unless we happen to

21 have it on micrefiche somewhere, Mr. Chairman.

22 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Would your office have it?

23 MR. BAXTER: We will check, Mr. Chairman. I don°'t
24 know for sure.

25 CHAIRMAN SMITH: So the sum of our ruliry is the
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1 objection is overruled. But don't be too heartened by that,
2 Mr. Pollard, because wve are not going to allow an

3 unrestrained examination into this issue.

4 PR. JORDANs Into accidents that do not bear a

S close nexus. But on the other hand, small break LCCA

6 accidents that have a close nexus to TMI-2, we will say go
7 ahead.

8 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Didn‘'t we rule in a similar

9 situation we would not allow an inquiry into a main steam
10 1ine break scenario?

1 MR. BAXTER: It was steam generator tube rupture,
12 Mr. Chairman.

13 CHAIRMAN SMITH: But we did allow the main stean
14 line break?

15 MR. BAXTER: Not to my knowledge. I don't think
16 we had a contention specifically intc main steam line

17 break.

18 CHAIREAN SMITH: We had guite a few guestions on
19it, okay. But that is our ruling.

20 MR. TOURTELLOTTE: Xr. Chairman, one of the things
21 I had indicated earlier in April was that we would not be
22 reviewing this matter in light of the large break LOCA or
23 main steam line break, and that we did put on the record in
24 that case. And at that time the Board agreed.

25 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, what we agreed with was
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1 that the presentation should be -- the consistent standard
2 that we have applied in this hearing, and that is there has
3 to be a reasonable nexus to the accident. We didn't, I
4don't think, comment rarticularly on the main steam line

5 break and large break LOCA.

6 However, I agree with you that if their inquiry is
7into a large break LOCA and a main steam line break and an
8 objection was made, our ruling would be there probably is no
9 reasonable nexus to the accident.

10 I just reread the transcript pages I think where
11 we heard what you had to say, and we agreed that it should
12be limited to the accident scenario.

13 MR. TOURTELLOTTE: I was merely bringing to your
14 attention the fact that I did specifically mention main

15 steam line break and large break LOCA at the time that I

16 made that argument.

17 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Okay. I understand.

18 Okay, now you may ansver. Do you know what the
1¢ question is?

20 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: Yes, would you please restate
21 the guestion?

22 CHAIRMAN SMITH: T have it written here. Perhaps
23it's the only copy.

24 Question: Do I understand vou correctly, then,

25 that for all the open items in tle March 24, 1981, sefety
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1 evaluation of environmental qualification,

you believe the

2 plant is safe enough to restart without resolving those
‘ 3items?

4 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: The March 24 SER provides a

S conclurion and the conclusion basically states that the

6 Commission established certain requirements and certain

7 deadlines for meeting these requirements. As long as those

8 requirements are being met on those deadlines, yes, it is

9 appropriate.

10 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resumi.,)

11 Q Let®'s take specifically, then, an example on page

123 of an open item. In the third paragraph on that page it

13 states: "Display instrumentation which provides information
. 14 for the reactor operators to aid in the safe handling of the

15 plant vas not specifical.y identified by the Licensee. A

16 complete list of all display instrumentation mentioned in

17 the LCCA and high energy line break emergency procedures

18 must Ye provided.”

19 Now, with respect to the emergency preccedures for

20 a small break LOCA, has the Licensee provided a list of that

21 instrumentation which is needed for the reactor operator?

22 (Pause.)

23 A (WITNESS ROSZTOC.'Y) This requirement to provide
’ 24 this list was given to the Licensee as pa. t of the larger

25 SER, the March SER, and the reply to this is due in 90

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



21,925

1 days. So I will assume that this information will be in the
2 submittal that we expect this week.

3 o] My question is, does this portion of the open item
4 have to be resclved prior to restart? That is, must Net Ed
S provide you with a list of all display instrumentation

6 mentiocned in the small break LOCA emergency procedures and
7must you determine that that equipment is either

8 environmentally gualified or its failure wil not mislead the
9 operator or adversely affect the mitigation of the

10 consequences of the accident?

1" A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes. But it must provide
12this information within 90 days of the receipt of the SER,
13 and that is definitely ahead of the startup date.

14 0 And by then the hearing will be closed. So you

15 presume -- you suggest we should leave it to the staff to

16 decide whether this eguipment is adequately qualified, is

17 that right?

18 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes.

19 0 Now, in your response attached to the testimony,
20 in the lLicensee's list of equipment, the May 18, 1981,

21 letter to Mr. Stolz, did the Licensee identify there rae

22 equipment -- excuse me -- the display instrumentation used
23 by the operator to cope with design basis Lmall break loss
24 of coolant accidents?

25 . (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I'm sorry. which letter are
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1 we talking about?

2 Q I'm sorry, I didn't understand you.

3 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) You were referring to a

4 letter. Which letter is this?

5 Q The Licensee's letter of May 18th, in response to
6 your letter of May 1st.

7 B (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Which page?

8 Q I was not referring to a specific page. Ny

9 question was, in your review of this response did you

10 determine the Licensee has identified all of the display
11 instrunmentation needed to cope with a small break loss of
12 coolant accicent?

13 MR. CUTCHIN: Mr. Chairman, I would ask for a

14 clarification on that. I think it should be limited to

16 display instrumentation located within the containment

16 building and the auxiliary building, for the purposes of the
17 scope of this proceeding.

18 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Is that agreeable?

19 MR. PCLLARD: T tried to ask Mr. Shcily what Nr.
20 Cutchin caid. I didn't catch it.

21 DR. JOPDAN: I didn't quite understand ycu. Let
22 me define. You would like to limit it to equipment inside
23 the containment or auxiliary building. But of course the
24 display equipment is inside the control room and that is

25 obviocusly included, because it has to do with equipment that
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1 is subject to the environmental gqualifications.

2 MR. CUTCHIN: To the environmental qualification

3in that portion of the building in which it appears, and

4 that is == I'11 let the witness answver, but that is ambient
5in the control roon.

6 MR. POLLARD: My question obviously intended to

7 apply to all of the equipment that is needed to make the

8 meter in the control room function. When I say an

9 instrument, I don't simply refer to the meter. I expect it
10 also to include the sensors which supply the informction to

11 the meter.

12 WITNESS ROSZTOCZYs I'm sorry, are you waitinyg for
13 me?

14 BY MR. POLLARDs (Resuming)

15 ¢ Yes.

16 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes, we have looked at the

17 May 18th submittal and we compared it relative to the small
18 break emergency procedures.

19 Q Can you show me where in the Licensee's response
20 they refer to the pressurizer level instraments?

21 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) This part of the review has
22 been performed in a different division. It was not done

23 under our supervision. 'e have the report of their

24 conclusions and they stated in that they have compared it to

25 the emergency procedures. I don't know the details, how did
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1 they perform it.

2 (Pause.)

3 Q Perhaps I misunderstood. When you were asked

4 during questions by MNr. Cuvtchin, did you not testify that

5 the May 18th letter from the licensee was a complete list of
6 all of the equipment needed to cope with a small break louss
7 of ccclant accident?

8 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Are you referring to earlier

9 testimony today?

10 C Todav.

11 B (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I don't believe such a

12 question was asked and ~ don't believe such an answer was

13 givene.

14 (Pause.)

15 MR. BAXTERs Mr. Chairman, I deon't know whether we

16 are testing the witness' knowledge of the document or trying
17 to find out if the information is there. If it is the

18 latter, I can identify it.

19 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)

20 Q If we turn to page 3 of your direct testimony

21 today, you say you have completed -- the staff has completed
22 its review of the licensee's January 30, May 18, and June 5,
23 1981, submittals. Then the next paragraph says: "As a

24 result of its review, the staff agrees that th: Licensee has

25 identified all the eguipment located in a harsh environment
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.

required to safely shut down the reactor in the event of a

2 loss of feedwater small break LOCA."

3 Now, are the pressurizer level instruments among
4 that equipment?

5 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I don't know.

€ 0 You don't know vhether the pressurizer level

7 instruments are required to cope with a small break LOCA?

8 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) This, as I indicated earlier,
9 this review has been done in a different division not under
10 ay supervision. I provided no guidance for the review and I
11 do not know what instrument did they include and which one
12 they did net include.

13 Q Mr. LaGrange, do you know?

14 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I could look through the list
15to find out. But as Zoltan said, I took input from another
16 branch, who revieved this equipment list, and they informed
17 us that all the equipment required to cope with this

18 accident had been identified, and wve continued the review

19 from that point.

20 MR. CUTCHIN: Mr. Chairman, I might note for the
21 record that back earlier in the proceeding there were issues
22 to be litigated with respect to the instrumentation and

23 instrument ranges necessary to cope vith various of these

24 accidents, and there were wvitnesses available at that tinme

25 to address what instruments and the like were necessary. 1
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will stipulate that these witnesses took a list of eguipment
2 that was provided to them and assessed whether or not that
31ist of equipment wvas indeed environmentally qualified to

4 the small break LOCA environment.

5 DR. JORDAN: Well, I think it's not clear to nme

6 vhat that 1list includes. I gather that you gentlemen rely

7 upon other branches for identifying equipment that would be
b necessary to deal with say a small break LOCA accident. You
9 did not yourselves try to identify what information wvas

10 reguired; is that correct?

1 WITNESS ROSZTCCZY: The identification was done by
12 the Licensee. The Licensee provided the list and then

13 another department reviewed this list and checked on it

14 whether they agreed with the lLicensee's identification.

15 DR. JORDAN: All :ight. That list then was

16 submitted to you; is that correct?

17 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: Yes, we received a submittal.
18 DR. JORDAN: All rigiht. Then I guess I am puzzled
19 as to why you don't know whether the pressurizer level

20 instrument was included on that list. You say you could

-

22 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: We could look through the list
23 and find out.

24 DR. JORDAN: Go ahead and do that.

25 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: Thank you.
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1 MR. CUTCHIN: To save time, if ve're not testing

2 the witness' knowvledge of the list, we might start on page
316 of 17.

4 WITNESS LaGBANGE: Yes, the level transmitters are
5 on page 16.

6 MR. POLLARD: I did not understand tha..

7 WITNESS LaGRANGE: I said the level transmitters

8 are on pae 16 of the 17-page submittal.

9 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)

10 g And do you agree with the lLicensee's statement on

11 that page that those are qualified?

12 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes.
13 Q And how did you determine that?
14 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I compared the gualificatioa

15 information submitted for those level transmitters against
16 the environmental conditions that were specified for those
17 transmitters.

18 Q If I could direct your attention to the January
19 30, 1981, submittal of the Licensee, under the category of
20 additional accident monitoring equipment, sheet 5 --

21 MR. POLLARD: For the Board's information, the

22 same information appears on page 71 of UCS Exhibit 39.

23 (Pause.)
24 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)
25 Q Does that page indicate titv have not yet
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! completed the evaluation of the qualification for chenmical
2 spray and also for aging?

3 B (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes, it does.

E C Then on what basis do you conclude that the

5 equipment is gqualified to operate in a small break LOCA

6 environment?

7 2 (WI"AESS LaGRANGE) In a small break LOCA the

8 containment spray is not actuated; therefore it need not be

9 qualified to chemical spray.

10 Q Did the spray turn on during the TMI-2 accident?
k! b (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I don't know.

12 Q Did you say you don't know?

13 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I don't know, no.

14 Q Let's assume for the moment that the spray did

15 turn on durina the TMI-2 accident. Would that change your
16 conclusion as to whether or not Three Mile Island Unit 1

17 should be allowed to restart until you have completed your
18 evaluaticn of the containment spray qualification of the

19 pressurizer level transmitters?

20 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) As Dr. Rosztoczy stated

21 earlier, the conclusions in the March 24 SER say that

22 restart should be permitted and that gualification shall be
23 demonstrated by June 30, 1982.

24 Q What criteria d4id you use to decide whether a

25 particular requirement should be met with respect to
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environmental qualification prior to restart or could wvait

2until June 30, 19827
3 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The main requirement, what wve
4 are using, is that there has to be reasonable assurance that

S5 the Licensee is going to meet the June '82 regquirement. So

6 we expect the Licensee to proceed on a timetable that is

-~

consistent with the June '82 final deadline. The 90-day

@

response vas set up keeping this in mind and that is why

9 they were limited that they had to provide the information
10 within 90 days.
1 Q Do you have any technical basis from your
12 evaluaticn of the adequacy of the instrumentaticn for saying
13it is safe enough to restart without completing the chemical
14 spray aspect of environmental gqualification for the

- pressurizer level instruments prior to restart?
16 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) We have the technical Pbases
17 wvhich are spelled cut in the SER.
18 Q And can you specifically tell me what that is?
19 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) It is the concluding part of
20 the SER, I believe the last page.
21 Specificallyl let me refer you to the very end of
22 the SER. This is I think the last sentence, starting with
23 the words, "This conclusion is based on the following,"™ and
24 then there are one, two, three items listed.

25 DR. JORDAN: That is on page 11?
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1 WITNESS ROSZTOC2Y: Yes, sir.
2 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)
3 Q Am I correct that the SFR identifies what I might

4 call three categories of deficiencies: one catagory where
5 immediate corrective action would be required; another

6 category where additional information and/or corrective

7 action is required; and another where the equipment is

8 conditionally acceptable? 1Is that correct?

9 B (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes, that is correct.

10 C Now could you please tell me what criteria you

11 used to decide whether a deficiency required immediate

12 corrective action or not?

13 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The guestion is what was the
14 criteria to decide whether immediate action was required?
15 c That's right. Your first justification, item one¢,
16 says, "There are no outstanding items which would require
17 immediate corrective action.” And what my gquestion is is,
18 vhat criteria did you use to decide whether a particular

19 outstanding item would require immediate corrective action?
20 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) If there was information

21 available which would show that the given item, the given
22 equipment, woulu not perform its function on the expected
23 environmental conditions, then we w'uld require immediate
24 action, provided there are no other means to accomplish the

25 same function.
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1 Q Let me see if I can understand your answer, that
2if you hac¢ dicumented proof from a test that the rressurizer
3 level instruments were not qualified to operate in a spray

4 environment, you would require immediate corrective action
Sand you would not allow restart under those conditions; but
6 under the current ~zondition, where you just don't know, you
7a-< willing to allow restart. Would that be a correct

8 understanding of your position?

9 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) You are using the example

10 that I believe it is basically correct. If there wvas no

11 infornation available on a given eguipment, that goes into
12 category B. That would be the second category.

13 0 All right. The second category states: "Some of
14 the items found deficient have been or are being replaced or
15§ relocated, thus improviig the facility's capability t.

16 function following a LCCR or high energy line break." My

17 question there is, does the phrase "are being replaced or

18 relocated™ mean in all instances prior to restart?

19 MR. BAXTER: As to the LOCA, is that the

20 limitation?

21 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)
22 v} Excuse me. Yes, as to the LOCRA.
23 A (WITNESS RCSZTOCZY) The statement, the basic

24 statement, is that certain changes have already been made,

25 additional changes are being made. All of these are going
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1in the direction to improve the safety of the plant,

2 Q My questicn is, though, for those items wvhere they
3 have been found deficient, are they being replaced or

4 relocated prior to restart?

5 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I am sorry, could T ask you

6 to repeat the gquestion, the early portion of the gquestion?

7 Q Item 2 states: “Some of t e items have bnen found
8 deficient.”

9 A (WITNESS TOSZTOCZY) Yes.

10 Q That is the first thought. The second thought is
11 that those have been or are being replaced or relocated. My
12 question is, for those items which have been found deficient
13 and are being replaced or relocated, is that replacement or
14 relocation required to take place prior to restart?

15 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) It is not a requirement to

16 replace or relocate all those egquipment where some

17 deficiency exists at the present time pricr +to restart. The
18 statement is that some of these will be accomplished prior
19 to restart.

20 Q But for those that are being replaced or

21 relocated, that would be prior to restart?

22 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) No. We expect that

23 additional information is ceming in which will tell us the
24 resolution of many of the items which have not yet been

25 spelled out, and my expectation would be that some of those

ALDERSCON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 vould be done before restart and some would be done after

2 restart.

3 Q And this is for equipment where you have already
4 found deficiencies?

5 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The deficiencies -- you have
6 to understand I am talking in the second category. The

7 deficiency could be that simply there is no information

8 available in scme area of the gualification. At the time

9 wvhen this was written, the Licensee was still tryir - to get
10 hold of that information.

1 There are various possibilities. One possibility
12is that they do find information which shows that that

13 equipment will function and therefore it is appropriate to
14 leave it in the plant. Another possibility is that they

15 will perform additional qualification and through this

16 additional qualification they will show that it is

17 appropriate to maintain that equipment in the plant. A&

18 third possibiliiy is that they will take some kind of

19 corrective action, which could be protection, like if the
20 problem is radiation they can put a shield around it, it

21 could be relocation -- in case of flcoding, that is normally
22 one of the corrective actions -- or it could be replacement
23 by some other eguipment.

24 We are waiting for the lLicensee's decision, how is

25 he going to resolve each of these.
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1 Q Okaye For your third basis for allowving restart

2 you talk about the harsh environmental conditions for which
3 this equipment must be gqualified result [rom low probability
4 events. Events vhich might reasonably anticipated during

5 this very limited pericd would lead to less demanding

6 service conditions for this equipment.

7 Hov low a probability is required for ycu to

8 classify this as a lowv probability event?

9 2 (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The qualification, the

10 overall gqualification has been established to limiting

11 conditions which cover all loss of coolant accidents, all

12 steam line breaks and all feed line break accidents. And

13 the testing, normally the gualification is performed against
14 these limiting values.

15 The statement here is that the fact that

16 qualification up to all of those limits, to those high

17 1imits, on each of the qualification parameters, the fact

18 that the qualification doesn't exist to all of them, that

19 doesn't necessarily mean that they will not function under a
20 more likely event.

21 The purpose of today's testimony, which is limited
22 to small breaks and to bundle fuel failure, is to showv that

23 for a more likely type of event like that one all equipment

24 vill be qualified prior to restart, prior to operation of

25 the plante.
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1 DR. JORDAN: I guess I'm a little puzzled by that
2 last statement. Hasn't that always been the case, that all
3 of that equipment had to be gqualified for the small break

4 LOCA's, the design basis accidents? Is there something

5 new?

8 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: The basic regquirement is

7 general design criteria 4. There's no change in that. It
8 is the same as it was before. We are just requiring more

9 thorough proof to show compliance with it.

10 DR. JORDAN: I see.

11 (Paucse.)

12 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)

13 Q Do I correctly understand your testimony that you

14 consider a high energy line break outside containment to be
15 such a low probability event that you think the plant can
16 resturt?

17 MR. BAXTER: Objection. I understood the

18 questioning was going to be limited to the Board's direction
19 to accidents with a close nexus to the TMI-2 accident.

20 DR. JORDAN: This is what he's going toc try to

21 £find out.

22 MR. BAXTER: He's asking about the probability of
23 high energy line breaks.

24 DR. JORDAN: No, he's not. He's asking if that

25 vas the basis for it. He was not asking necessarily the
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! probability of a high energy line break. He may have been.
2In that case I'm wrong. But on the other hand, I thought at
3 the moment that he was just asking for the criteria.

4 MR. BAXTERs The staff I thought has explained

5 that the criteria vas nexus to the accident in terms of the
6 scope of the testimony that they're presenting.

7 DR. JORDAN: No, no. It is nov clear that that is
8 no longer the case. What the situation is, that the
9criteria £ the accident has very little to doc with the

10 equipment gqualification for rectart, and I inink that is

11 wvhat he vas talking about, was the equipment qualification
12 for restart, and that wvas not basad on the TMI-2 accident.
13 That is, the harsh environment which the equipment will have
14 to meet after, in a longer term.

15 Am I correct in what I said? If not, please

16 correct me. You didn't understand?

17 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: I'm sorry, I didn't follow.

18 DR. JORDAN: Let me summarize Is it not the case
19 that restart will require qualification to the desi n basis
20 accidents, small break LOCA's and so on, that in the lou.~

21 term the qualification will have to be to a harsh

22 environment which is based upon the TMI-2 or a nexus to the
23 TMI-2? 1In other words, a higher radiation environment.

24 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: The Commission order . ~uires

25 Licensees to show full compliance with the qualification
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regquirement by June 30th, 1982. So they have un*il June 3,
2 1982, to show *nis for the design basis accidents.
3 DR. JORDANs They have until June '82 to even

4 demonstrate compliance with design basis?

5 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: That is correct.
6 PR. JORDAN: I see, and that is because it isn't
7 that there has been a change in the criteria for

environmental qualification; there has been a change in the
9 amount of work that you do in making sure that it is

10 qualified. Has there been a change in the criteria for

‘1 environmental qualifications for the design basis

12 accidents?

13 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY¢ There is no change in the

14 basic criteria.

15 DR. JORDAN: All right.

16 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: There have been some questions
17 wh2n you go into more details and clarification has been

18 provided wherever questions wvere raised.

19 DR. JORDAN: All right. But now then, they have
20 until 1982 to demonstrate that all of the equipment has met
21 the design basis criteria, so-called, presumably the

22 criteria that they have been under all the time?

23 WITNESS FOSZTOCZY: That's correct.

24 DR. JORDAN: Now then, after 1982, then they will

25 have to demonstrate -ome time or other compliance with the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA #VE., S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345




21,942

' harsh envirc ments, vith greater amounts of release of

2 radjoactivity outside the design basis accident, such as we
3 had at TMI-2; is that not correct?

4 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: The design basis requirement

5§ as far as radioactive material release is concerned is 100 '
6 percent noble gases, 5C percent halogens, and cne percent

7 solids. So that it is a very restrictive requirement.

8 DR. JORDAN: That's right. So these have alwvays

9 been the criteria, really?

10 WITNESS ROSZTOCZYs:s Yes.

11 DR. JORDAN: All right., To let everybody kncw

12 that T goofed this morning, the TMI-2 accident and the

13 releases there vere certainly no more than 100 percent of

14 the noble gases. So therefore there has been an increase in
15 the amount of release of radicactive materials. 211l that

16 has happened nowv is that we have got to go back and restudy,
17 calculate the doses for certain, and demonstrate that indeed
18 the equipment does do this. And they have until July of °*82
19 to make this demon~-“ration. Now is that correct?

20 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: That is correct.

21 DR. JORDANs All rioht. I was a little unclear

22 and I needed that clarification. Thank you.

23 Now, I don't think that got you over the cbiecticn
24 that you had to your question, and you may want to ask the

25 question again, and Mr. Baxter may want to re-object, and

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



21,943

1 that's fine. I really got off on the track of sormething

2 else.

3 CHAIRMAN SMITH: We suggest it's been so long

4 since the gquestion that you place it again and then see if
5§ there is objection. Do you recall?

6 MR. FOLLARD: 1I'll see if I can remember the

7 question.,

8 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)

9 C I believe what I asked you was¢ I- the technical
10 basis for your recommending restart the fact that yuu

11 consider a high energy line break outside containment to be
12a low probability event?

13 MR. BAXTER: I have to renewvw ny objecticn, “r.

14 Chairman.

15 CHFAIRMAN SMITHs Overruled.

16 WITNESS ROSZTOC2Y: The most limiting of all hich
17 energy line breaks, the one which was established in the

18 1imiting environmental conditions, is, yes, a very low

19 probability.

20 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)

21 C Then you say that since it is going to be a very
22 1imited period of time -- implies that you need not consider
23 this now because it i a short time betwveen now and June of
24 1982; is that correct?

25 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes, there's a certain time

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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element involved. And for this plant that would te the time

N

between restart and June °'B2. I deo't know exactly when the

w

restart is, but I believe we're talking abcut a few months.
4 Q Have any companies to your knowvledge applied to

5§ the NRC to extend that deadline to June of ‘837

8 R (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) There have been a number of

7 letters received fr~aw utilities expressing difficulties to

8 meet the June '62 deadiine. COCne of the letters was sent

9 directly to the Commissioners and T believe that letter in a
10 sens» asked for a delay. It was not to June '83, no.

1" C Do you know how long the delay was for?

12 * (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I believe they were asking

13 for an equivalent delay, at least an equivalent delay of how
14 much later than February 1:;t they received our SFEK.

15 0 Now, could the same justification numler 3 of low
16 probability be used to justify continued operation of Three
17 Mile Island Unit 1 on June 30th of 1982 if the equipment
18data is still not available?

19 A (WITNESS RCSZTOCZY) I'm sure all circumstances

20 vould have to be considered at that time if it is nct in

21 full comgliance, and I am sure that this would te one of

22 those that should be considered.

23 (Pause.)

24 Q On your direct testimony fcr today, on rage 1 near

26 the rottom, you talk about the equipment required to safely
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13

14

15

shut down the

reactor following a loss of feedwater and

sm21l break loss of coolant accident. And on page 3 you

state: "As a

result of its review, the staff agrees the

Licensee has identified all the equipment located in a harsh

environment required to safely shut down the reactor.”

In both of those cases, are you referring to hot

shutdown or cold shutdown?

A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Hot shatdown.

Q And

have you completed your review of the

equipment needed to obtain cold shutdown?

A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) No.

C And

you believe that the plant can restart without

completing that review?

A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes.

C And

during the TMI-2 accident, is it not correct

16 that the ultimate they vwere trying to achieve was cold

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

shutdeown, was

it not?

" (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Fventually, you always end ug

with a relatively cold case. But I believe i~ the TMT case

the reactor was kept at hot shutdown condition fu: quite a

while.

G Can
safety of the
Island Unit 1

thzat there is

you tell me why you believe the health and
public is adequately protected if Three Yile
is alloved tno restart without demonstrating

sufficient equipment qualified to bring the
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1 plant to a cold shut " wn?

2 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) There is a requirement on

3 cold shutdovn. They have to meet that requirement, and the
4 deadline for tnat again is June '82. So we are not saying
5§ that that one is not required. But follcwing an accident

6 the reactor can be maintained in a safe condition, even if

7it is not cooled down.

8 MR. POLLARD: MNr. Chairman, could I have the

9 witness ansver the guesticn that I asked, please.

10 CHATRMAN SMITH: I thought that that vas

11 responsive.

12 MR. POLLARD: I asked him why he thought that the
13 health and safety of the public was adeguately protected by
14 allowing the Three Mile Island plant to restart wvithout

15 demonstrating environmental gualification of the equipment

16 needed to obtain cold shutdown. And nis only answver was

17 that eventually they are goinao to require that.

18 CHAIRMAN SMITH: That wasn't his ansver. His

19 answer vas more than that. His answer was that he gave the
20 date on which it would be reguired. You may not te

21 catisfied with the ansver, but it was a reasonable response
22 in his mind and I don't think it was totally unresponsive.

23 Ask another question if it doesn't cover

24 everything.

25 BRY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)
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1 C At the time of restart, the staff does not know

2 wvhother the equ._ .4ent needed to bring the plant to cold

3 shutdown will in fact survive long enough tc achieve that;
4 is that correct?

5 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) That information has been

6 requested and the deadline for submitting information wvas
7 February 1st. The information has been received and it is
8 presently under review. Sc it is my expectation that it
9will be reviewed and will be completed prior to startup of
10 the plant.

1 C Then prior to restart all of the equipment needed
12 to ottain a cold shutdown condition will be envircnmentally
13 qualified, is that what you just said?

14 A (WITNESS ROS7TOCZY) No, I didn't say that. I

15 said that the Licensee was requested to evaluate the

16 qualification of the eguipment needed for cold shutdown and
17 provide his summary information to us by February 1st. The
18 Licensee has provided such a submittal. That submittal is
19 presently under reviewv.

20 I am not sure what was the conclusion, what was
21 the lLicensee's conclusion in there, vhether they stated that
22 everything is fully qualified. And our review, whether we
23 agreed with their conclusion, is not complete yet.

24 Q Ts it the staff's position that your review must

26 be ccmpleted prior to restart?
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2 (WITNESS RCSZTOCZY) No.

Q In other words, yocu believe the plant can restart
without you determining whether or not the equipment needed
to obtain cold shutdown is environmentally gqualified?

2 (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) That is correct. '

Q And that is independent of whit equipment that

is? 1In other words, it doesn't matter to you whether the

steam dump valves are qualified or the RHR system is

9 qualified? It docesn't matter?

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A (RITNESS ROSZTOCZY) It is independent frem which
information the Licensee elects to use for going to cold
shutdown, that is correct.

C The Pulletin 79-01F does require at least one parh
for going to cold shutdown using environmentally qualified
eqiipment; is that correct?

A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yese.

0 Can you tell me why you believe it is saie enocugh
for Three Mile Island Unit 1 to restart without the staff
making a determination that that equipment is in fact
qualificd?

A (WITNESS ROSZTI2CZY) I answered this question for
you before. Let me repeat it again.

We believe that the plant can be handled safely
without going to cold shkutdown.

Q Can you tel. me then the purpose of imposing that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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requirement in the bulletin of demonstrating environmental

L

gqualification for cold shutdown?
3 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) It provides additional

4 as urance that that option of going to cold shutdown is alsc

available, and it is the Commission's positicen that in the

6 long~-term this assurance should e provided. That is why by

~

June '82 they have to provide gualified equipment for that

8 purpose.

9 DR. JORDAN: Can I ask just one guestion? In this
10 Licensee submittal that you already have, it is pecssible

11 that they might have pointed out some equipment that wculd

12 not meet the environmental qualifications; is that correct.

13 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: That is a possibility.

14 (Pause.)

15 BY MR. POLLARDs (Resuming)

16 C For your testimony today, am I correct that you

17 evaluated the environmental qualification for the eguirment
18 needed to obtain a hot shutdown condition in the event of a
19 loss of main feedvater and a small break LOCA coincident?

20 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) That is correct.

21 Q How long did you coi sider that the equipment had
22 to operate in the accident environment? 1In other words, how
23 long must the plant remain at the hot shutdown conditicn?

24 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) For each equipment, wve

25 required cn the summary sheet, one of the pieces of
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13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

information for the given equipment is to specify the time,

hovw long that that equipment needs to function in order to
perform its intended function.

Q And Mr. lLaGrange, are you the one that actually
looked at those specific pieces of equipment to determine
that this vas met?

A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes, I did.

Q Can you tell me which accident profile you used
for determining the small break LOCA accident environment?
L) (WITNESS LaGRANGE) The accident profile was
supplied with the May 18th letter. The accident profile on
containment is given in note 7 on that page of notes. The
accident profile in the auxiliary building was the radiation

levels from the recirc fluids.
CHAIRMAN SMITH: What kind of fluid? Ycur
statement, what type of fluid did you say?

WITNESS LaGRANGF: The fluid recirculating in the

pipes.
CHAIRMAN SMITH: Recirculating.
BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)
C This is a specification of the maximum pressure,

temperzture and humidity. What I am interected in is the
time frame of those parameters.
A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) The staff did some independent

calculations toc determine how long these temperatures and
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1 pressures would exist.

2 Q And vhat vere the results of these calculations?
3 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I don't .elieve I have those
4 with me.

5 Q Well, for example, if you were going to evaluate

6 the adequacy of a piece of equipment that is needed to cope
7 with a small-break LOCA, how long did you assume that the

8 temperature lasted?

9 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) T used the profile supplied
10 and made my evaluation based on that.

1" C That is my difficulty, Mr. LaGrange. Which

12 profile? 1Is it the profile that came in with the Licensee’'s
13 submittal of January 30tn?

14 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) No.

15 C In other words, ve just don't have the prcfile

16 here today. Is that what you're sayinqg?

17 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) TI'11 have to lock through my
18 papers, if you'll give me a minute.

19 CHATRMAN SMITH: Would you object to having your
20 cross-examination interrupted for lunch, or do you want to
21 pursue this point?

22 ¥R. POLLARD: The only thing -- that's fine. The
23o0only thing, if I could at least ask him tc give me the

24 profile refore we go to lunch, it would be helpful.

25 CHAIRYAN SMITH: Okay.
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MR. CUTCHIMs Mr. Chairman, if it would speed
thiags up, we have here at the table a copy of the profile
that we believe he used. TIf he could confirm that that is
the c2se, then ve could prcvide Mr, Pollard a copy of that.

"R. POLLARD: We don't need to stay on the record
to dec this.

CHAIRMAN SMITHs Mr. Pollard does not object to
that apprcach. You might have the ansver on the record,
however. Do you want the answer on the record?

MR. POLLARD: We can do it after lunch?

CHAIRMAN SMITHs All right, let's take a break
until 20 to 2:00, a quarter to 2:00.

s, Ridgway has a copy of the Commission's order
on hydrogen for the parties.

We'll break.

(Whereupon, at 12339 p.m., the hearing wvas

re~essed, to reconvene at 1345 p.m. the same day.)
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1 AFTERNOON SESSION
2 ("52 pl.o)
3 CHAIRMAN SMNITH: Mr. Pollard -- wvhen we adjourned

4 there vas a question and the ansver was not yet on the

S5 cecord.

6 MR. POLLARD: T have received a copy cf a graph

7 plotting temperature and pressure versus time, which I am

8 told is the profile that the staff used for the Three Mile
9 Island Unit 1 containment building in evaluating the

10 environmental qualificaticn of the equipment for 2 small

11 breawk LOCA.

12 You're right, it is not on the record. I don't
13 know what to do with it, I guess.

14 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, you're either going to have
15 to get a stipulation that it is accegptable or get the

16 witnesses to say or or something, if you want to refer to it
17 in the findings. COr, since there is no dispute, Yr.

18 Cutchin, why don't you reduce what you've provided to Mr.
19 Pollard to an evidentiary basis.

20 MR, CUTCHIN: We have no problem with having this
21 bound into the record as evidence of the profile that was
22 used, if that is the purpose toc which he wants to put it.
23 It is indeed factually true that that is a profile, the

24 profile against which the equipment was assessed.

25 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, I think we'd really better
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1do it directly. Dces the witness say that is the case?
2 WITNESS LaGRANGE: Yes. This is the profile I
3 used, yes.

4 CHAIRMAN SNITHs All right, sir. If that's your
5 ¢cestimony, let's bind it into the transcript right at this
6 point.

7 (The document referred to follows:)

8

3

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1 MR. BAXTER: Could I ask one clarification, Mr.

2 Chairman? In my copy at least, the wvords at the bottom of
3 the page are cut off. Is that "time in houvrs”™?

a WITNESS LaGRANGE: Yes.

5 MR. CUTCHIN: We will so mark a copy and provide
6it to the reporter and to the Bocard if the Board would like

7 copies as vell.

8 CHATRMAN SMITH: You will mark a copy, d4id ycu
9 say?
10 MR. CUTCHIN: We will mark a copy so that it reads

11 clearly at the bottom that it is time in hours, and HMNr.
12 Jacobs will go run a few copies, and wve'll provide the

13 reporter one and the Board copies as well, and the nther
14 parties vho have nct yet received it.

15 MR. POLLARD: I'm going to ask some questions on
16it. You still don‘'t have a copy?

17 CHAIRMAN SMITH: He's making a couple of copies
18 nov.

19 Whereupon,

20 ZOLTAN ROSZTOCZY

21 ROBERT G. LaGRANGE

22 the witnesses on the stand at the time of recess, recuned
23 the stand and, having been previously duly sworn, vere

24 examined and testified further as follows:

25 CROSS-EXAMINATION

ALDERSON REFODRTING COMPANY, INC,
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21,956

1 BY MR. POLLARD:

2 Q As you point out, in the Licensee's submittal,

3 note 7, he specifies the reactor building envircnment peak

4 prossure of 30 pounds and 245 degrees Fahrenheit. But the

5 parameters you used are less severe than that, isn't that

6 correct, that the peak pressure is 25.9 pounds and the peak
7 temperature 237 degrees?

8 A (¥ NESS LaGRANGE) T actually reviewved against

9 the lLicensee's higher numbers. But it doesn't make any

10 difference, really. There is no eguipment that was so close
11 it would have made a difference.

12 0 Now as far as your evaluation goes, what was the
13 maximum amount of time you considered that the equipment has
14 to withstand this environment?

15 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) It varied depending upon each
16 piece of equipment. Some eqguipment operates in the first

17 minute, some eguipment has to be able to perform longer than
18that.

19 C Let me ask the gquestion a different way. When

20 4ces the accident end, the small break loss of coolant

21 accident?

22 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I believe we consider it to

23 end when the temperature reaches the original temperature

24 inside containment.

25 C And how long is that?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 A (WITHESS LaGRANGE) Well, according to this graph
2 here, it is about 20.5 hours.

3 Q So i€ you have the plant in a2 hot shutdown

4 condition, after 20.5 hours then it is all right if the

5 equipment fails, is that basically your answer?

6 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) No, that is not true.

7 Q For hov long must *he equigment continue to te

8 cperable?

9 A (WITNESS LaCRANGE) It varies depending on each
10 piece of equipment. There is no generic time limit on any
11 of the egquipment. Some of the egquipment may be able to

12 perform its function and then fail such that it will not

13 affect itself or the function it has performed or the

14 function of any other equipment.

15 Q Well, for the long-term continued decay heat,

16 removal of decay heat, what components are being used?

17 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I couldn't say. The scope of
18 my review is to lock at the infcrmaticn presented and

19 compare that against the environmental conditions. I did
20 not distinguish between what components were ne2ded to

21 perform what function.

22 Q When you calculated these profiles, how many €fan
23 coolers were running?

24 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) This calculation was performed

25 by another branch. T didn‘'t perform these calculations.

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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1 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: If it is any helgp, Mr.

2 Pollard, the calculation presumes a single failure as far as
3 the calculated conditions are concerned.

4 c So with one single failure, how many fan coolers

5 do we have?

6 - (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I don't know, but I believe

7 the single failure was that one diesel didn't start.

8 Q So neither of the witnesses, if T understand your
9 testimony, prepared this profile. So you don't know what

10 assumptions vere made in calculating these pressures and

11 temperatures?

12 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) As I mentioned, the basic

13 assumption was a loss of ccolant accident, a small loss of
14 coolant accident, with one additional single failure. Now
16 just exactly for this calculaticn what was that single

16 failure I am not sure. But I believe it was that one diesel
17 doesn 't start. So any equipment that is attache’' tc that

18 diesel or gets its power from that diesel was assumed not to
19 operate in the calculation.

20 Q ¥r. lLaGrange, when you said it didn't make any

21 difference wvhether you used your profiles or the lTicensee's
22 as specified in note 7, isn't it correct that with your

23 profile the containment spray would not come on, but with

24 theirs it would?

25 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I didn't look at the submittal

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 to determine wvhether or not it came on or not. The May 18th
2 suybmittal said that the containment spray would not actuate,
3and T didn't try to make a determinaticn as to whether or

4 not it would.

5 Q o you just assumed it would not actuate?

6 A (NITKESS LaGRANGE) In my review I assumed it

7 vould not unless someone else, another branch in NEC, told

8 me that it would.

39 Q Did you ask anyone else on the NRC staff whether
10 or not yod should assume containment spray comes on, or did
11 y~u simply accept the licensee's statement that it would not
12 come on?

3 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I talked to one of the people
14 involved in preparing the temperature profile, the

15 temperature and pressure profiles, to ask them what kind of
16 margin ve had relative to that 30 psi. And as you can see,
17 his calculations shoved about 26 psig. And there was really
18 no further discussion as to the margin that was built into
19 there.,

20 But I just pointed out that the Licensee

21 calculated about 30 psig and the containment spray was to

22 operate a nund there. And I asked him, you know, what fat
23 vas in that calculation. And he said, well, we came up with

74 26. 1 said, okay, maybe there is a little margin in the

25 pressure calculatione.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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21,960

1 Q Do you know what pressure the containment spray

2 actuates at?

3 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I am not sure, but I thought
4it vas about 30 psig. I don't know.

5 Q Did you evaluate the adequacy of the profiles that

6 vere submitted with the Licensee's January 30th submittal?

7 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I did not personally, no.
8 ¢ Did you, Mr. Rosztoczyr
Rl A (WITNESS RCSZTOCZY) Yes, we have checked those

10 profiles against certain guidelines.

1 Q Against certain what?

12 2 (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Certain guidelines.

13 e Certain guidelines.

14 Is it acceptable in calculating those profiles for

15 the staff to assume that all of the emergency building fan
16 coolers work -- the containment building emergency fan

17 coolers, I'm sorry.

18 A (WITNESS ROSZTCCZY) As I mentioned earlier, a

19 single failure has to be assumed in the calculaticns.

20 C But the profile, if you take a lock, for example,
21 at accident profile two submitted with the Licensee's

22 January 30th response to the Bulletin 76-018B, it makes the
23 assumption that three reactc. building air coolers are

24 operable. With a single failure of a diesel generator, that

25 is not possible, is it?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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. 1 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) All possible profiles have to
2 be evaluated. So should it be the case that a prefile which
‘ 3 does not include a single failure is limiting in scme sense,
4 then that profile still has to be considered.
5 Q Have you done this evaluation for Three Mile
6 Island Unit 1?
7 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes, we have done an
8 evaluation from that and the conclusion cf that evaluation
9 is given in the SER. The conclusion, I believe, is that wve
10 are not pleased with the temperature calculations. We
11 require either further justifications on the temperature
12 calculations or changing them to higher values.
13 Q And what ab. 't for the pressure?
. 14 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The <essure I believe was
15 acceptable.
16 Q With three fan coolers operable?
17 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The pressure calculations
18 have been reviewed as part of the normal licensing of the
19 plant, because it is always part of the containment design
20 calculations, and as long as they have looked at the prcper
21 spectrum of pressure curves then that is acceptable, which
22 could include in it, among others, a calculation which has
23 three fan coolers.
. 24 Q These are the pr- »s which I understand the

25 Licensee used in his r € - to 79-01B; is that correct?

ALDERSON REPORTING COM &NY, INC,
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1 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes.

2 e Have you evaluated those profiles to determine

3 whether they are an adequate basis for f¢.iluating

4 environmental gqualification?

5 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I think Dr. Rosztoczy just

6 mentioned ve do not agree with the temperature.

7 Q I'm asking about the pressure now. I'm sorry.

8 This is profile number two, which plots pressure versus

9 temperature. Yy guestion is basically, why does the staff
10 consider this profile accerptable, if in fact it does, when
11 the profile is based upon the operation of three fan

12 coolers?

13 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The staff considers those

14 acceptable, those profiles, togeth - with the other profiles
15in the SER in this plaint.

16 Q Acceptable for the environmerta.! qualification

17 review?

18 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes.

19 (o) Even though the Licensee specifically references
20 this profile as the one that it is using to judge

21 environmental gualification?

22 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I'm not sure the Licensee ics
23 referexcing only that profile.

24 C It is the only reference 1 see on any of the work

25 sheets for equipment inside the containment building. Can

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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. 1 you direct me to some reference to some other profile for
2 pressure inside the reactor building?

‘ 3 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes, I'm sure there are a
4 number of profiles given in the FSAR.

5 Q I'm talking about the environmental gqualification

6 sul. .ttal in response to 79-01B.

7 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Let us check just minute,
8 please.

9 (Pause.)

10 A Could you give us the page reference for the

11 profile

12 Q I'm sorry, I can*t. It simply was included with

13 the January 30th submittal. It is a page labeled "Accident
' 14 Profile 2, TMI-1." It is reactor building pressure versus
15time for the design basis accident with continuous steanm
16 release with three reactor building air coolers. There's a
17 figure. It says Figure 14-66, if that helps.
18 (Pause.)
19 A (NITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Mr. Pollard, we are not sure
20if this is the only profile referenced in the report or
21 vhether there are others. It is possible. One would have
22 to look through all of the summary sheets and see if there
23 are any others.
‘ 24 MR. POLLARD: Mr. Chairman, I would just bring out

25 to you, this is one of tie problems T don't know how to get

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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1 around, vhen I'm not allowed to put the entire January 30th
2 submittal on the record. It is very difficult to prove that
3 something is missing. I can prove what is there, but the
4 vitnesses think there might be some other profile
eference. Nocw I have never been able to find such a

profile.
7 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, you couldn't prove it by
8 putting it all in the record anywvay. You would have to come
9 up with I don't knov how many conformed copies, and then the
10 Commissioners would have to look at those conformed corpies
11 and then go through all of them to arrive at the conclusion
12 that you would like for them to arrive at, that a page is
13 missing.
4 The witness I think can do that much Letter.
15 You're talking about the foot-high stack of documents.
16 MR. POLLARD: Well, it's not quite that bad.
17 CHAIRMAN SMITH: I would approach with a
18 stipulation first, I think would be the most efficient and
19 reliable way. As a matter of fact, the Board will help you
20 along that line. If you assert that there is scmething
21 missing, ve will require the adversary parties to concede
22 that that is the case or to point out where it is, if it is
23 done timely. But I think it can be worked out.
24 MR. FOLLARDs The stipulation I guess I'm lookingo

25 for is in the January 30th submittal. For all of the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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equipment located inside of the reactor building, the only

N

profile referenced in the January 30th submittal is in fact
3 this profile 2, which is based upon the operation of three

4 2ir coolers.

5 CHAIRMAN SNITH: What was his answer to it?
6 MR. POLLARDs They say they don't know.

7 WITNESS LaGRANGE: No, for equipment inside
8 profile 2 is the only --

9 MR. POLLARD: That is the only pressure versus

10 time profile referenced in the submittal?

1 WITNESS LaGRANGE: That's right.

12 (Pause.)

13 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)

14 (o) Would you agree with me in general, if a fan

15 cooler was not operating, tho pressure could in fact go

16 higher than shown when the fan ccoler is cperating?

17 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I assume that is possible.

18 DR. JORDAN: Let me ask one guestion. £Lc you kncw
19 how many fan coolers there are and how many are connected to
20 each diesel?

21 WITNESS ROSZTGCZY: No, I do not know. You have
22 to understand that these calculations were part of the

23 normal design calculations for the plant when the plant was
24 designed, and they were reviewed at that stage. It was

25 stipulated for the purpose of this review that the pressure

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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calculations had been correctly performed and had been

reviewed by the NRC staff as part of the licensing
complement.

DE. JORDAN: Would you believe, then, that this
temperature profile would include the failure of cne
diesel?

WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: We are talking about the
pressure profile?

DR. JORDAN: The pressure profile.

WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: No, I do not know if that
specific one includes the failure of one diesel.

DR. JORDAN: All right.

WITNESS ROSZTOCZYs Eut I would assume that there
is in the SER, the safety evaluation rerort of the plant, a
profile which does account for the failure of one diesel.

DR. JORDAN: But you are not sure that it would be
the same as this pressure profile?

WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: That is correct.

DR. JORDAN: All right.

3Y MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)

Q On page 11 of the March 24 safety evaluation
report, directing your attention to the first full raragrargh
on that page, which states that:

"The staff issued to the Licensee secticns 3 and 4

of this report and requested, under the provisions of 10 CFE

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 50.54(f), that the Licensee review the deficiencies

2 enumerated and the ramifications thercof to determine

3 wvhether safe operation of the facility would be impacted in
4 consideration of the deficiencies. The Licensee has

5 completed a preliminary review of the identified

6 deficiencies and has determined that, after due

7 consideration of the deficiencies and their ramifications,
8 continued safe operation would not be adversely affected."
9 MY question is, 4id either of you perform the

10 review necesssary to write this paragraph of the SER?

1 b (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) What was the question again?
12 Q Did either of you review the Licensee's submittal
13 which is duscussed in this paragrapgh of the SER?

14 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The Licensee provided a

1§ letter reply to our issued so-called FER, and it is

16 basically a short letter which states that they had reviewved
17 the safety of the plant and they arrived at this

18 conclusicn.

19 (Pause.)

20 Q Is this the letter you are referring to, Cr.

21 Rosztoczy?

22 A (WITNESS RCSZTOCZY) VYes, I believe this is the
23 letter.
24 ¥R. POLLARD: Mr. Chairman, I would like to have

25 this letter dated March 12, 1981, from the Licensee to the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 NRC on the subject of envircnmental gualification of
2 safety-related electrical egquipment marked for

3 ijdentification as UCS Exhibit No. u41.

4 (The document referred to was
5 marked UCS Exhibit ¥a, 41

6 for identification.)

7 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)

8 Q Now, compar...g this letter with the safety

9 evaluation report, the safety evaluation report says the

10 Licensee completed a preliminary review. Can you show me
11 anyvhere in this letter where the licensee says they have
12 only done a preliminary review, or dcoces the letter indicate
13 that they have completed their review?

14 R (NITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I believe you are correct in
15 pointing out that the Licensee did not use the word

16 "preliminary”™ in its letter.

17 Q And it did not state that they reviewed the
18ramifications of the deficiencies, did they?

19 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I believe if you read the

20 letter the intent is there.

21 Q I see, brt it's not stated in the letter?

22 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) That paragraph, the paragrarh
23 you are gquoting, is not a quotation from the letter. It is
24 a general paragraph included in the SER of seven different

25 plants, and expresses the basic meaning of the letter.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 c Now, the Licensee concludes --

2 CHAIRMAN SKITH: Excuse me. Doctor, would you

3 slow down just a little bit in the answers. Your voice is
4 fading off at the end and dropping out of our hearing range

S5 over here.

6 WITNESS ROSZTOCZYs Certainly.
7 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)
8 Q The lLicensee's conclusion that there is adeguate

9 assurance that TMI-1 will cperate safely following

10 authorization for restart was based on what they referred to
11 as the planned activities under way for restart of THI-1.

12 Can you tell me what the Licensee was referring to in the

13 phrase "the planned activities under way for the restart of
14 THNI-1"?

15 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The Licensee has indicated in
16 his submittal that he is going to replace some equipment

17 prior to restart, and I assume that is what he is referring
18 to.

19 C So without a specific list of wvhat the licensee

20 considered as planned activities, you have no way of

21 determining whether their plans changed, have ycu?

22 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The Licensee's submittal

23 indicated wvhat their plans were.

24 C Which submittal indicated what their plans were?

25 3 (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The January 30th submittal.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 Q Was that in the cover letter or the master list or
2 the work sheets?
3 A (WITHESS LaGRANGE) Typicaily, it was a statement

4 on the component work sheets.

5 C On the component wvork sheets, is that what you
6 said?

7 2 (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yeah.

8 o If you'll notice in the appendices to the SER,

9 some of the equipment has a designation that it will be

10 replaced.

1 (Pause.)

12 C If we can turn now, I will be using your direct
13 testimeny for today, all right. Now, I mean, on page 3 of
14 your direct testimony, the first full paragraph, you say:
15 "The staff has completed its review of the Licensee's

16 January 30th, May 18th and June S5th, 1981, submittals.”

17 Can you tell me specifically what this review

18 consisted of? When you say "the gqualification information
19 revieved was data extracted from referenced documentation
20 which contained detailed information concerning the

21 qualification of eguipment,” do I understand this testimony
22 to be that in order to prepare this testimony you locked

23 simply at the work sheets that wvere submitted in the January

24 30th submittal; is that correct?

25 (WITNESS LaGRANGE) That is correct. The majority

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY _ INC,
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1 of our testimony is based on the information prcvided on the
2 vork sheets.

3 Q And that you did not review the supporting

4 documentation referenced on those work sheets; is that

5 correct?

6 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Some of the supporting

7 documentation has been reviewed, and further back in the

8 testimony you will ncte there is scome discussion ©n some

9 pressure transmitters, that we asked the Licensee to commit
10 to examining the applicability of that test report. Eut the
11 majority of the raferenced documentation, wve are still

12 continuing that review and it has not been completed yet.

13 Q In preparing your testimony on your evaluaticn of
14 the safet of TMI-1 to restart, did you examine the licensee
15 event reports or, as they used to be called, the abnormal

16 occurrence reports for Three Mile Island Unit 17

17 A (NITNESS LaGRANGE) The on¢s that were referenced
18in the submittal, yes.

19 Q Just those two LER's that Jere referenced in the
20 submittal?

21 ) (WITNESS LaGRANGE) That's right.

22 c You made no independent review of previcus

23 abnormal occurrences wher2 eguipment on the master list had
24 failed in the past at TMI-1; is tuat correct?

25 A (WITNCSS LaGRANGE) I did not, no.
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1 C Did you review the Licensee's response to previous
2 TEE bulletins other than 79-01B?

3 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) For Three Mile Island, I think
4 1 reviewed the response to 79-14, which was some piping

5 as-built problems. And I can't really recall any more

6 responses on IEE bulletins on TMI.

7 Q Am I correct, Mr. LaGrange -- let me back up a

8 minute -- that you have played a role in supplying to the

9 Commission the bimonthly progress reports on the review in
10 accordance with 79-01B?

1 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes.

12 Q Have you, in your review of Three Mile Island Unit
13 1, examined the equipa~nt noted as deficient in those

14 reports to see if it exists in Three Mile Island Unit 1?7

15 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) No, I have rot.

16 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) It may be appropriate to

17 state here that such a review is under way. What we have

18 done, we took the individual submittals and reviewed the

19 submittals and issued the SER's. Nov ve are in the second
20 phzse of the review and we are looking at individual

21 equipment types, and then we are checking it across the

22 board with the rcomputerized data system that we daveloped

23 from the original submittals, whether these equipment types
24 have bLeen properly handled in each case.

25 That review is presently under way, as we
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1 indicated in the SER.

2 Q But T am correct, am I, that you are offering

3 testimony today that it is your view that Three Mile Island
4 Unit 1 is safe enough to restart, and you have not attached
5as a condition to that conclusion your ‘need to go back and
¢ look at these reviews of the equipment that has previously
7 been found deficient in other plants?

8 A (NITNESS ROSZTOCZY) You are correct in ithat we

S ire not requiring completion of this review before restart.

10 But review is going on and it goes on on a time schedule

11 consistent with the final date.

12 C Now, in performing your review and examining your
13 work sheets, did you make your judgments in accordance with
14 the requirements as stated in IEE Bulletin /9-01B as to

15 vhether or not the submittal was sufficient?

16 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes.

17 Q Am I correct that IE£E Bulletin 79-01B srecifies
18 that you may not simply use the word "analysis"™ in

19 describing the metnod of gualification; is that correct?

20 A (WITNES™ LaGRANGE) I think you're referring to
21 DOR guidelines. I'm not sure CiB specifically says that.
22 But the use of analysis was examined during the review.

23 fTause.)

24 Q I'm reading from attachment 3 to If£F PBulletin

26 79-018, page 203. Under "qualification method™ i says:
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"i{dentify the method of gualification. To describe the

qualification method, use words such as 'simultaneous test,'

‘compariscn test,' sequential test,' and/or ‘'engineering

mathematical analyses.' Words such as 'tests' and/or

‘analyses’

when used alone do not adequately identify the

qualification method."™

A

Q

Does that help refresh your memory?
(WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes.

Now wher you examined the work sheets, 4id you

10 verify that the Licensee had in fact identified the

"

12

13

14

gqualification methed without using simply the word

"analysis"?
A (WITNTESS LaGRANGE) Y- s, I did.
Q If you would lock then, please, at the section of

15 the lLicensee's January 30th submittal entitled "additional

16 accident monitoring equipment, sheet 8." For the Board,

17 that is page 72 in UCS*® Exhibit 39.

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A

Q

(Pauce.)
(WITNESS LaGRANGE) I have it.

Do you see in there where it says the

gqualification for containment spray was analysis?

A

C

<

(WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes.
Was that acceptable under the bulletin?
(WITNESS LaGRA.LGE) Noe.

V¥hat action have you taken tc correct that?
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1 B (WITNESS LaGRANGE) That was noted as a deficiency
2 and the licensee was suppocsed to respond to that in the

3 90-day response.

4 Q It was noted as a deficiency where?

5 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) In one of the aprendices to

6 the SER.

7 (Pause.)

8 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) It is appendix page E-7.

9 Q Did you say B as in "boy"?

" A (RITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes.

1 (Pause.)

12 C And on the same page of IEE Bulletin 79-01B, where

13it says "outstanding items," the last sentence reads:

14 "Identify in the notes section on page 1 of this attachrment
15 the actions planred for determining qualification and the
16 schedule for completing these actions.”

17 Now, in evaluating the Licensee's submit... did
18 you verify that in all cases where there was an open item
19 that the schedule for completing these actions was given?
20 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) No. In many cases the

21 schedule was not given.

22 Q And was that noted as a deficiency also?
23 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Well, no, because in response
24 -- in the 90-day response chey were to provide that

25 information,
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1 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I'm sorry, it has been noted
2 as a deficiency in the SER, in the general part of the SER,
3 not in the appendix.

4 Q In general, am I correct that as far as the backup
5 documentation to qualification a simple vendor certification
6 that a specification has been met is not adequate? Is that
7 correct?

8 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) A simple certification alone
9 withcut any cothers, so-called, would not be enough.

10 Q If we take a look at the reactor building

11 isolation, sheet 27, which is page 49 in UCS Exhibit 39.

12 (Pause.)

13 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) That was sheet 27?7

14 o) Yes, sheet 27 under reactor building isclaticn.
15 ? (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I have that.

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1 c That is a solenoid valve CAV-139; is that

2 correct?

3 A (RITNESS LaGRANGE) That is correct.

4 Q Now, the documentation referenced for

5§ qualification for operating time, temperature, pressﬁre and
6 humidity are twec documents, cne a record of the ccnversation
7 betveen EDS and ASCO dated 8-13-80 and ASCO catalcgue. Now,
8 do you consider that an adequate documentation reference?

9 B (WITNESS LaGRANGF) First of all, you'll note the
10 specificatior of the environment. This equipment only has
11 to operate in an ambient environment, except for the
12radiation gqualification, and there may very well be sone

13 information in this ASCO catalogue which shows that this has
14 been qualified for radiation.

15 But we reserve the right to judge that. When we
16 take a look at this reference to documentation, we may

17 indeed £find it is not adegquate.

18 C Under the ceolumn labeled "qualificaticn methed,”
19it is blank. Would that indicate that no tests have been

20 done?

21 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) They are saying that the unit
22 has an explosion-proof and waterticht enclosure. Therefore
23 there was no testing done.

24 o} And you consider that an adequate basis for

25 qualification?
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1 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) At this point, until we take a
2 more detailed look at the component, yes.

3 Q Well, this component is listed among those that

4 are required to cope with a small break loss of coolant

5 accident, isn't it?

6 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I would have to

7 cross-reference the list. I don't know.

8 Q We did this with the lunch hour, so maybe I can

9 help you find it.

10 (Pause.)

1 Q It's on page 8 of 17, the first top item.

12 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Ckay, I have it.

13 C Your testimony today was that the plant was safe

14 enough to restart and that the equipment needed tc cope with
15 a small treak loss of coolarc accident was qualified; 1s

16 that correct?

17 B (WITNESS LaGRANGE) That is correct.
18 C And the Licensee says it is gqualifi=d --
19 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) One second, please. I think

20 the testimony really indicated this was based on a2 review of
21 the summary sheets and the review of the backup

22 documentation. The type of documentation referenced on the
23 summary sheets is still ongoing.

24 Q Well, is basically your evaluation just looking to

25 see whether the Licensee said it was gualified? TIsn't that
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1 what your review amounted to?

2 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Not entirely, no. There were
3 several instances where we disagreed with the Licensee's

4 qualification claims.

5 C Well, let's see for this particular ccmpcnent,

6 which is the demineralized water isolation valve. It is

7 part of the eguipment needed for reactor building

8 isolation. Now, what review did you do to determine whether
9 or not this equipment is qualified for a small break LCCR
10 other than simply looking to see if the Licensee said it

11 was?

12 2 (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Okay. Given that the

13 component is located in the auxiliary building, the only

14 harsh environment it was to see during this accident was

15 radiation. So I took the 1.8 times 10-“ rad and went back

16 to the evaluation work sheet and saw that the gqualification

17 wvas abcve that value.

18 Q You saw that the Licensce said it was?
19 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) VYes.
20 Q You have not looked at the record of conversation

21 or the ASCO catalogue?

22 B (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Well, if you notice, the

23 radiation qualification was actually done by materials

24 search, and I did take a look at those attached sheets which

25 1isted the different materials and the radiation levels to
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! vhich they can perform their functions up to.

2 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE, Mr. Pollard, to help you along
3 these lines, our requirement was that the Licensee has to

4 perform a reviev and provide 2 summary sheet in terms of the
S outcome of his review. Furthermore, he has to collect

6 together, arrange and maintain in a central file all the

7 qualifications information that he based his review on.

8 There was a deadliane set fcr establishiny the central

9 files.

10 So the referenced information on the one that you
11 are mentioning there has not been submitted to us. We have
12 never asked for it. It is maintained in the Licensee's

13 cerntral file. It is our intent to inspect the central files
14 through the normal NRC inspection process.

15 Q Would you agree, then, at least for the stage that
16 review is in now, all that you have dcne is simply looked to
17 see whether the Licensee said it is gualified? That is the
18 extent of your evaluation, is that not correct?

19 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The main purpose of our

20 reviev is simply to check whether the licensee has performed
21 the required reviewe. It was never our intent to review

22 every plant and every riece of equipment. You have to

23 understand the number of equipment involved here. When it
24 is grovzed inte egquipment types, we are talking alout a fewu

25 hundred equipment types on each plant. And when you
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! multiply that with the number of plents, we are in the

2 10,000 range.

3 It vas never our intent to repeat or durlicate the
4 Licensee's effort. Our intent is simply to check whether

5 the licensee has done the work and whether the Licensee has
6 done a responsible job.

7 b (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I think our review went a

8 little further than what you have suggested. If we had

9 depended solely on what the Licensee told us, we would only
10 have looked at the outstanding items column here. And we

11 did review all the numbers on here, and in many cases elicit
12 outstanding items where they indicated there were none.

13 Q Perhaps -- let me use this as an example. The

14 cable connectors which are still listed as unqualified, and
15 then it is claimed they are going to be replaced prior to

16 restart, this would be in the category of the ccmmen

17 systems, sheets 9, 10, and 11, which is pages 82, 83 and 84
18 of UCS Exhibit 69.

19 iow, do either of you recall Bulletin 77-05 and

20 77-05A, which specifically requested identificaticn of cable
21 connectors which must operate in the accident environment?
22 x (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I do not.

23 ] (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I am aware there was such a
24 bulletin, yes.

25 0 And do I understand this was not one of the
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1 bulletins where you went back and loocked at the Licensee's

2 earlier response?

3 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) TiLat is correcte.
4 (Pause.)
5 MR. POLLARD: Mr. Chairmar, I have distributed to

6 the Board and the parties, and we will give the third copy
7 to the reporter, two letters, one dated December 8th, 1977,
8 from Mr. Herbein, Vice President of Met Ed, to Mr. Grier of
9 the NRC, responding to Bulletin 77-05; and another letter,

10 dated December 15th, 1977, frem Mr. Herbein, Vice Fresident
11 of Met Ed, to the NR(C, responding to ILE Bulletin 77-0SA.

12 I'd like to have these marked for identification

13as UCS Exhibits 42 and 43 respectively.

14 (The documents referred to
15 vere marked UCS Exhibit Nos.
16 42 and 43 for

17 identification.)

18 (Pause.)

19 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming

20 e Have you had a chance to read the letters?

21 A (NITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Partially.

22 Q Partially. Well, perhaps for the purpose of my

23 questioning we can focus on the first paraaraph of the
24 Licensee's December 15th, 1977, letter where they say in

26 response to IEE Pulletin 77-05A:
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1 "Met Ed expanded its review of the TMI csafety

2 systems to include all connectors which are required to

3 function to mitigate an accident where the accident itself

4 could adversely affect the ability of the system tc perfornm
5§ its safety fuaction." :

6 And then it goes on to indicate that the cnly such
7 connectors are those in the control rod drive mechanisms and
8 for the neutron detectors. We now see in response to

9 Bulletin 79-01E that there re in fact many other connectors
10 vhich are not gqualified.

1 And my qguestion is to you: How do you know that
12 now Met £d has ider.ified all the connectors that must

13 operate in a small break LOCA environment?

14 B (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The only assurance that ve

15 have is we have requested them to review this. We requested
16 them to provide information in summary form, the fii=t time
17 they have been required tc provide kind of detailed

18 information on each equipment type and review all equipment
19 types in the system in that manner.

20 We have received this and our insrpectors have

21 conducted an inspection at Three Mile Tsland where they

22 selected some systems cr subsystems for inspection and then
23 they reported and they report what they found. In general,
24 they found that ther: vas agreement between what they found

25 in the plant and what has been shown in appropriate
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2 C Is it your testimony that no inspection was done

3 follovwing the response to Bulletin 77-05 and 77-0SA?

4 A (WITNESS RCSZTOCZY) I wouldn't know that, nc.

5 Q So you don't know whether the situation now is any
6 different than it was vhen the Licensee responded to the

7 earlier bulletins?

8 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes, but what I do know is

9 that the Licensee has since conducted a detailed review of
10 all the safety-related equipment, identified them and

11 reviewed the qualification on each of them. Now, whether it

1

12 vas the result of this gqgualification review, what they @ uve
13 done recently, or it was the result of some other steps in
14 between where they identified other connectors, that I

15 wouldn't know.

16 Sut they have a complete account at the present
17 time and right now we have no reason to believe that it is
18 not complete as far as connectors are concerned.

19 Q Do you know whether the staff has i.stituted any
20 enforcement proceedings against the lLicensee for supplying
21 false information in response to Bulletin 77-05R?

22 ¥R. BAXTER: Objection, Kr. Chairman. There has
23 been no clear linkage drawn, I don't bhelieve, between UCS
24 Exhibtits 42 ard 43, which request information with respect

25 to failures of pin and socket type electrical connectors,
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1 with the Conax connectors which are the subject of the

2 staff's testimony.

3 Mr. Pollard is assuming that the bulletin, the

4 scope of the bulletin, is identical to the scope of the

5 testimony on connectors tkat are being discussed, and T

6 don't believe it has been established. I don't think it's -
7 true.

8 MR. POLLARD: That is not the case, Mr. Chairman.
9 Bulletin 77-05 dealt with pin and socket type connectorse.

10 Bulletin 77-05R expanded it to include all types of

11 connectors, and that is why I phrased the question for false

12 information in response to Bulletin 77-05A.

13 (Pause.)

14 MR. BAXTER: I withdraw the objection.

15 CHAIRMAN SMITHs You may answver.

16 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: May I have the guestion again,

17 please.

18 MR. POLLARD: It may not come out the same way,

19 but I°'l11 just repeat it.

20 BY MR. PCLLARD: (Resuming)

21 Q Do you knov if the staff has taken any action to
22 institute enforcement action acainst the lLicensee for having
23 provided false information in response to Bulletin 77-03A?
24 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I was not involved in the

26 77-05 PRulletin reviews and . have no knowledge whether
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1 anything of that sort has been done.

2 Q Do you think in the case of cable connectors,

3 vhere the staff in 1777 had asked the Licensee to identify

4 those connectors which were necessary for operation and then
5§in 1979 asked again and this time we find more connectors

6 that need to operate, and in fact we find out that they are
7 not qualified, would those circumstances cause you to want

8 tc do an additional depth review with resrect to catle

9 connectors or not?

10 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I have to answvwer the questicn
11 with some assumptions, because I don't have knowledge of the
12 requirement in the example and exactly what was required in
13 *'77. Put if your assumption that these connectors did fall
14 under in the '77 bulletin and they were not included in the
15 response at that time, if that assumption is correct, and if
16 they were found later, then that wouild be an indication that
17 the init’al review had not been performed to the depth as

18 normally one would expect.

19 Q So what basis do you have for knowing today, for
20 your testimony, that the connectors that are going to tre

21 used for replacements are in fact gualified?

22 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I don't believe that Licensee
23 has identified yet what connectors it's going to use for

24 replacement. FEFut before the replacement connectcrs are put

25 into the plant, the gqualification has tc be reviewed by the
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! Licensee and it has to be placed in the central file, in the
2 Licensee's central file on gualification.

3 (Pavse.)

4 B (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I'm sorry, I have to correct
5 my statement. They did provide information on what they are
6 going to use for replacement.

7 Q My question is, how do you know then those are

8 qualified??

9 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) They are required o

10 establish the gualification of those connectors prior to

11 placing them in the plant and maintain the qualification

12 information in the central file.

13 C So for thcse replacement connectors, do you rlan
14 to do anyihing more than review the equivalent of the work
15 sheet, or are you going to loock at the backup documentation
16 for them?

17 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) It is expected that they will
18 be handled through inspection of the central files. Fo

19 there will be kind of pericdic inspections of the central

20 files and some items going to be inspected. It will not bhe
21 100 percent inspection.

22 (Pause.)

23 c On your testimony on page 4, near the lottom of

24 the peye, ve had just been discussing the Conax connectors,

25 and then you go on to discuss two Limitorque motor operators
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1 that may become submerged and have not been gqualified for

2 submergence. Are those Limitorque operators referred to

3 there makeup valves 2R and 2B?

4 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) MOA 2A and 2B, yes.

5 Q Now, on page 5 you discuss the justification for

6 these two motor operators that the Licensee has provided,

7 which demonstrates that tha motor operators will be capable
8 of performing their containment isclation functions

9 following this postulated event.

10 Did you verify that the emergency procedures

11 require the operator to check that these valves are clcsed?
12 A (RITNESS LaGRANGE) \No.

13 [0 If the emergency procedures did not require that
14 the operator check that the valves be closed, would that

15 change your evaluation of the justification for restart with
16 ungualified valves?

17 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) It certainly would have some
18 influence on it, yes.

19 Q But you didn‘'t think it was necessary to check the
20 emergency procedures?

21 A (WITNESS 1 CSZTOCZY) We do not have the emergency
22 procedures. They were not regquired to submit the emergency
23 procedures together with this. And again, emergency

24 procedures are being inspected through other procedures. It

25 was not part of this review.
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1 Q All right. Llet me go to the aspect of the

2 Licensee's justification that once these valves are closed
3it is implied that they will not have toc be opened again; is
4 that cocrect?

5 A (WITNESS LaGPRANGE) If they do have to be cpened

6 again for any reason, it takes the shift supervisor to make
7 that determination, and he apparently has procedures he has
8 to follow to make that determination.

9 Q That is correct, though, that the valve rotors are

10 going to become submerged?

1 A (WNITNESS LaGRANGE) They couid become submerged,
12 yes.
13 Q And that your basis for saying this is

14 nevertheless acceptable must be an implicit assumption that
15 they don't have to be reopened after they've been submerged;
16 is that correct?

17 A (WITNESS LaGFANGE) That is correct.

18 Q Suppose I were to tell you that the emergency

19 procedures specified under certain conditions that these

20 valves should be reopened. Would that change your

21 evaluation?

22 A (NITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes.

23 (Pause.)

24 MR. POLLARD: Mr. Chairman, I'm sorry for the
25 delay. I am just trying to figure out how to -- T don't
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1 have extra copies of Licensee's --

2 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Are you following up now =--

3 ¥R%. PPLLARDs On this question of the makeup

4 valves, why the staff thinks the justification prcvided Dby

5 the licensee is acceptable.

6 DR« JORDAN: Do you hav" copies of the procedures
7 there?
8 MR. POLLARD: But I have only one and Mr. Cutchin

9 informs me the staff doesn't have their copies here.

10 CHAIFMAN ! \ITHs ©Well, give one to the witness and
11 see if he agrees that the procedure is as you say it is, and
12 then have the other one to be circulated among covisel. And

13if we need more vwe'll get more.

14 MR. BAXTER:s Which exhibits?

15 MR. POLLARD: Two exhibits, 48 and S1.

16 CHAIRMAN SMITH: You just have a sincle copy?

17 MR. POLLARD: I only have my copy.

18 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Just give it to the witness and

19 ve'll pause and ascertain whether the procedure ic as you
20 state, if v= have to.

21 (Pause.)

22 MR. CUTCHIN: These exhibi.s are already in

23 evidence, ¥r. Chairman, and they will probably speak rather
24 rlainly for themselves.

25 CHAIEMAN SMITH: It would e helpful if it were
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1 right here.

2 MR. CUTCHIN: It will help for the record, but if

3it is a matter of reference all he need do is cite back to

4

5

~

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

those exhibits.

(Pause.) :

CHAIRMAN SMITH: We'll take our mid-afternoon

break of 15 minutes.

(Recess.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 {202) 554-2345



21,992

1 ¥R. POLLARDs The discussion Mr. Sholly and I had
2 was whether or not we should ¢g» through this on the record
3or just do it in proposed findings. So I will just put on
4 the record what I see in the emergency procedures and then
5§1f vwe have any questions for the witnesses to respond to
6we'll see.

7 CHAIRMAN SMITH: I think for readability when wve
8 are reading the record maybe if you'll point tc the part of
9 the exhibits that you rely on and use your own Jjudgment.

10 I'm just thinking about readability.

1 MR. POLLARDs That is why I thought I wonuld

12 summarize vhat I think the emergency procedure show.

13 Licensee Exhibit 48, which is 1202-6B, Loss of

14 Reactor Coolant, Reactor Pressure, Small Break LOCA, Causing
15 Automatic High Pressure Injection, at page 16 there is a

16 table number 1 of indications the operator should check

17 follovwing initiation of HPI. And it lists makeup valve 2}
18 and m=2keup valve 2A. Tt is an obvious typing errecr. 1T

19 assume it probably should be makup valve 2B, since they aie
20 opposite sides of the indication panel.

21 Then, when you turn to table 2 of the same

22 procedure, ¢u page 16, it lists, on the righthand side under
23items L and M, makeup valv#s 2R and 2B. fo we have an

724 inconsistency. It appears on Table 1 the valves are

25 identified as being on the left side of the status light
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1! panel and on the right side, whereas on table 2 they are

2 both on the right side.

3 The procedure that I was going to use on the

4 requiring operation of makeup valves 2A and 2B during an

S5 accident, after they might be submerged is lLicensee Exhibit

6 51, which is 1202-39, Inadequate Core Cooling (No LCC2).

7 And the discussion we had at the witness table during the

8 break was vhether or not using this procedure the valves

9 would be submerged.

10 And I think I'm going to lLave to study it some

11 more myself, since the procedure itself cdoes call for

12 opening of the PORV and controlling pressure that way, which
13 I assume would eventually lead to some water in the

14 containment building.

15 BEut the specific place where it refers to use of
16 tiilese valves would be on pages 4 and 5, where the cperators
17 are instructed to throttle HPI and to establish letdown flow
18 to gain reactor coolant system pressure flow. And the

19 makeup valves 2A and 2B are the letdown cooler isolation

20 valves locat=2d inside containment.

21 CHAIRMAN SNITH: So they have to be cren.

22 DR. JORDANs A* least they have to be cpen for the
24 procedure.

24 MR . POLLARD: They have to be open for that

25 procedure 1202-39., I have to admit at this point it is not
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! clear in my mind vhether or not following this prccedure

2 vould lead to the valves being submerged, and T would Jjust
3 admit that after having that pointed ocut to me I cannot

4 proceed along this line of questioning. I'll just have to
§ study it and do what I can in findings.

6 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Mr. Baxter?

7 MR. BAXTER: We are engaging a little bit in

8 proposed oral findings, I guess. I cannot respond to all
9ir. Pollard's comments. I note that both of the procedures
10 that are being discussed, at least the attachment to

11 Licensee's Exhibit 48 and all of Licensee Exhibit 51, are
12 iot limited to small break loss of coolant accidents that
13 are indeed in inadequate core cooling procedure for events
14 beyond the design basis.

15 MR. POLLARD: That reminds me of another guestion,
16 Mr. Baxter's explanation.

17 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)

18 c In deciding whether or not Three Mile Island Unit
19 1 should be allowed to restart, did you evaluate the

20 environmental gqualification of the instrumentation added to
21 detect inadeguate core cooling?

22 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) One of the reguirerments that
23 we have is that new instrumentation or new eguipment has to
24 be installed in the plant because of the lessons learned

25 from Three Mile Island, must meet the appropriate
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1 environmental qualification requirements. As part cf the

2 February 1 submittal, the Licensees vere required to provide
3 gqualification information on those eguipment which have

4 already been installed at that time.

5 Equipment which will be installed after February 1
6 of 1980, the qualification has to be established prior to

7 installation of that equipment.

8 c Well, perhaps we could take an example cf this,

9 vhich is wiiere I was going next anyway. Does the PCRV block
10 valve have to be qualified for restart?

1 * (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The PORV valve is not a new
12 equipment. I thought your question was relatinag to new

13 equipment which has to be installed.

14 0 Well, perhaps it was more generally related t»

15 lessons learned, wvhether or it wvas new equipment or old

16 equipment.

17 (Pause.)

18 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I am not sure if the POCRV

16 block valve is on the list, but identification had to be

20 made of those equipment they need to safely handle the

21 plant, and if it was on the list then yes, it is required.
22 Q When you say the 1i{:t are you referring to the

23 Licensee's May 18 letter?

24 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The Licensee's January 30

25 submittal.
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1 Q The PORV is clearly on the Januvary 30 submittal, I
2 think I can establish that. But my question was, for

3 restart?

4 i (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) No, I --

5 Q Licensee's May 18 letter provided the list of

6 equipment that wvas required for restart.

7 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Correct.

8 C And have you evaluated the May 18 letter and the

9 1ist attached to it to make sure that all equipment

10 necessary to cope with a small break loss of coolant

11 accident has been included on that list?

12 A (WRITNESS ROSZTOCZY) This is what we discussed

13 earlier and we told you that this evaluation has leen done
14 but it was done in a different division and wve just have the
15 final statement that they agree with the data that was

16 provided. Now if you want to check we can checkh whether the
17 block valve is on that list.

18 Q I can do that outside the hearing, but T just want
19 to make sure that when you say the list you are referring to
20 the list in the Licensee's May 18 letter.

21 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) That is correct.

22 c So it 1 the staff position that equipment not on
23 that list does not need to be gualified prior to restart?

24 A (WITNESS ROSZTCCZY) That is correct. The

25 equipment which is not on that list must be qualified by
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1 June '82. Should restart come after June ‘82 then obvionsly
2it has to be gualified.

3 o So it would futile for me to keep asking more

4 questions about whether a particular piece of equipment is

S5 qualified because someone else looked at that?

8 A (WITNESS ROSZ2TOCZY) I'm sorry, I didn't follow
7 thate.
8 c what I asked you -- I asked you does the PORV

9 block valve have to be qualified prior to restart, and you
10 said if it wvas on the list it does. Tf it's not it doesn’'t.
11 i (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) That's correct.

12 Q So that if I asked you about the saturation meter
13 or the emergency feedwvater flow indicators or the positior
14 indicators for the PORV and the safety valves, all you are
15 going to tell me is if it's on the list, yes, and if it's

16 not on the list, no.

17 A (WITYESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes, that is part of it. The
18 other part of it is what 1 told ycu earlier, that if it is a
19 nev equipment, something new that is being put into the

20 plant, i1f it was put into the plant prior to February 1,

21 1380, then it should be part of the February 71 submittal and
22 vill be evaluated through the review of that submittal.

23 If it is being put in after February 1 then the

24 qualification has to be established before it is installed

25 in the plant.
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1 Q Well, we have -- I think we have on the record

2 that the saturation meter has to be installed prior to

3 restart. Well, let us assume that it does.

B DR. JORDAN: Let's assume it does.

5 CHAIRMAN SMITH: It is endlessly on the record,

6 over and over again.

7 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)

8 ) Then you have reviewed the gqualifications, then,

9 for the inputs to the saturation meter, is that correct?

10 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) No, that is not correct. The
11 requirement is that prior to being installed it has tc be

12 properly qualified for the environment that it has to

13 function in. And the information to establish this

14 qualification has to be placed in the central files. The

15 only way ve would check on this is to inspect the central

16 files.

17 Q Let's take a look at the work sheet on additional
18 accident monitoring egquipment -- sheets 8 to 15. An example
19 of that is at page 72 of UCS Exhibit 39.

20 (Pause,)

21 c Now on page 16 or 17 of licensee's May 18 list it
22 1ists RC-5-A-TE-1 all the way through RC-5-B-TE-4, which are
23 all listed as reactor coolant inlet temperature RTLs and the
24 Licensee says these are gqualified.

25 ¥y question to you is, looking at the work sheet,
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1 let's take, for example, work sheet B8, it identifies the

2 function as for calculation of TSAT and it identifies the

3 service as reactor inlet temperature. Do you believe that

4 information is accurate?

5 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I didn't really review that

6 information for its accuracy.

7 Q Well the Bulletin required the Licensee to

8 identify the function and the service, right, but you did

9 not consider that informaton in deciding whether or not this
10 submittal was sufficient?

1 : (WITNESS LaGRANGE) No, I looked at the

12 qualification information. I can make a determination as to
13 vhather or not it appears to be qualified regardless of what
14 its function and service is.

15 ¢ Would it concern you that the TSAT meter does not

16 in fact receive input for the reactor inlet temperature?

17 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Not if all the other

18 information on here is correct. I can still make that

19 determination as to whether it is or is not gualified.

20 Q Well, let's suppose the TSAT meter receives its

21 input from reactor outlet temperature. Wouldn't that affect
22 your determination of whether this list of equipment is

23 adequate to justify restart?

24 A (NITNESS LaGRANGE) I don't know. I did not

25 review that list and I do not know what --
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1 Q Someone -~ the staff is so huge you never have t° -
2richt vitness on the stand.

3 DR. JORDAN: I think it has been established that
4 these people did not decide what goes on the list and that
5 is another place.

6 BY MR. FOLLARD: (Resuming)

7 Q Do you know what -- well, I suppose there's no

8 point in asking. You don't know what instrument supplies

9 the pressure input to the TSAT meter, then, do you?

10 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I don't know.

11 Q Do you know whether the TSAT meter and its inputs
12 have to be qualified for restart?

13 A (NITNESS LaGRANGE) If it's listed here cn the May
14 18 submittal T assume it does.

15 Q Did you in the ccurse of your review for your

16 testimony look at the extent of environmental gqualification
17 for the in-core thermocouples?

18 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Could you repeat that?

19 Q Did you loo' at the extent of environmental

20 qualification of the in-core thermocouples?

21 i (WITNESS LaGRANGE) If they are listed in the May
22 18 submittals.

23 Q Did you review the adequacy of the Licensee's

24 calculation of the flood level in containment followina the

25 small break loss of coolant accident?
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1 B (WITNESS LaGRANGE) No.
2 e You simply assumed that the flood level they
3stated vas, in fact, the flood level?
4 A (WITNESS LaGRANCE) Yes.
5 Q Did you look at the margin between the stated
8 flood level and the location of the equipment?
7 A (WITNESS LaGRANGF) 1In most cases no. I either
8 have an indication of above flood level or below flood level.
9 0 Would you find it acceptable for restart, assuming
10 a piece of equipment is on the May 18, for it to be located
11 1.38 inches zbove the calculated flood level?
12 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I don't believe we're addina
13 any margin onto the calculated flood level, so I would have
14 found that acceptable, yes.
15 Q Am I correct that the calculated “lood level
16 originally vas five feet, nin2 and three-quarters inches and
17 the Licensee now claims he has recalculated it to 5.66 feet
18 or five feet, 7.92 inches?
19 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Yes.
20 Q Do you think that three sicnificant figures is a
21 reasonable wvay to specify flood level Do you think you can
22 determine flood level that accurately?
23 A (WITNESS J.aGRANGE) Well, I assume there are
24 probably a lot of conservatisms in the calculation of that

25 flood level, but I would find it hard to believe that yvou
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1 can get it right down to three digits.
2 Q Were you aware that the flood level during the
3 TNI-2 accident was something like eight or nine feet?
4 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE, Yes, I have hea d that, yes.
5 Q And you noverth:less think that less than six feet
6 is adequate for Three Mile Island Unit 1?
7 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I really did not review the
8 flood level, how they calculated it.
9 Q But nevertheless you conclude the plant is safe
10 enough to restart?
1 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I concluded, based on the
12 levels specified, that the only two items of equipment that
13 may he submerged were the two motor operators. And I took a
14 look at those for submergence.
15 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Mr. Pcllar in this case the
16 assumption is that it is safety restart provided the flood
17 level would be maintained below the specified value.
18 Q That was going to lead to my next series of
19 questions. Do you think, then, it would be appropriate to
20 have a licensing condition in this Becard decisicn that the
21 emergency procedures shall specify that under no
22 circumstances should the ccntainment level be allcwed to
23 exceed 5.94 feet or 5.66 feet, whatever the case may be?
24 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I'm not sure that is exactly

25 the best way, but something of that sort I think would be
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| appropriate.
2 C Well, you see, the thing that concerns me, Mr.
3 Rosztoczy, is during the TMI-2 accident there is testimony
4 on this record that the operators decided not to go into
§ their recirculation mode and, as best I can understand the
6 Licensee's submittals to date, if they have calculated this
7 flcod level on the assumption that as soon as there is
8 enough water, or shortly thereafter, to provide net positive
9 suction into the pumps that they will go into recirc.
10 What my concerr is, that if we have another
11 accident similar to TMI-2 «nd the operators decide for some
12reason that it is not safe or they choose not toc gec¢ into
13 recirculation, the flood level is going to be substantially
14 higher than 5.66 feet and wve have some equipment Jlich is
15 not gualified for submergence that is not very far above the
16 calculated flood level.
17 And so what I am trying to probe, and perhaps I
18 have the wvrong vitnesses again, is how you accounted fcr
19 this problem, which occurred during the TKI-2 accident, in
20 your evaluation of TMI-1 in order to conclude that this
21 plant is safe enough to restart.
22 A (WITNESS RCSZTOCZY) I think I answered that. We
23 took the culculated flood level. We based our evaluation on
24 that flood level, and specified in our SER that our

26 conclusions are depandent on maintaining this flood level
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1 and the actual flood level for every plant has been put into
2 the SER that ycu could not find in SERs befcre.
3 And it remains to some other means, which is
4 bayond my responsibility, to assure that that flood level
5 would not be exceeded.
6 Q Well, am I correct, then, thut as far as your
7 testimony goes that if the flcod level vere to exceed
8 vhatever the Licensee has specified you are unable to say
9 wvhether or not the plant is safe enough to resume operation?
10 A (VITNESS ROSZTOCZY) That is correct.
1 c Sow with respect to this flood level I noted in
12 the environmental gualification safety evaluation repcrt at
13 page 5 that originally the Licersee failed to identify that
14 makeup valves 2A and 2B wvere below the flood level. Can you
15 tell me of any action the staff toock other than simply
16 telling Met Ed to look again after you discovered that the
17 valves wvere in fact below the flood level and had not been
18 reported to be so by Met Ed?
19 I mean, did you just simply tell them tc go back
20 an? look again, or did you do anything else?
21 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) We identified in our SEP that
22 those are above and we required them to address it and take
23 corrective action. Have we taken any other steps? I am not
24 avare of any other steps.

25 Q Okay, decay heat valves DHV-1 and DHV-2 are listed
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1on licensee's May 18 submittal at page six of 17. So as far
2as your evaluation is concerned, decay heat valves 1 and 2
3 are required to be environmentally qualified prior to
4 restart, am I correct?

5 A ' (WITNESS LaGRANGE) That is correct.

6 Q Now did you or did anyone on the staff attempt to
7 verify what other eguipment might be necessary in crder for
8 decay heat valves 1 and 2 to be operable in the post-LOCA

9 environment?

10 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) No. I just have to say once
11 again that review was not done by us.

12 Q I know, but you're here as the staff witness, so
i3 the question I'm asking is, do you know whether anyone on
14 the staff has done any evaluation to determine whether this
15 May 18 list of equipment is complete? That is, is there no
16 other egquipment that is required to be envircnmentally

17 qualified in order to put the plant into safe shutdown

18 condition following a small break LOCA?

19 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The ansver is yes. The

20 Division of System Integration has done that review.

21 Q And they have concluded that this list ics adequate?
22 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes.

23 < Okay.

24 (Pause.)

25 Q 1f you could turn, please, tc the decay heat
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! removal work sheets. It is on sheet 3 and sheet 4, I'm
2 sorry that is or the lLicensee's January 30 submittal.
3 B (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Okay, ve have ~--
4 Q If you give me a moment, J have to find the page
S reference in my exhibits. That is page 41 on UCS Exhibit
639. It covers decay heat valve.
7 Once again, if I look into the service, on the
8 left, under equipment description it says service, decay
9 heat removal pump A discharge valve. Did you attempt to
1C verify whether or not this is the decay heat removal pump
11 discharge valve?
12 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) No.
13 Q Okay, just to save time, let me have you assume
14 that this is in fact a valve inside containment on the
15§ suctiocn line for the decay heoat pumps which is used for the
16 normal decay heat removal path. In the restart regort,
17 Licensee's Exhibit 1, that is “igure 302-640. And on
18 restart figure 302-640, next to decay heat valve 1 there is
19 an indication which says this valve is interlocked with
20 RC-3A pressure switch 2 and decay heat valve 2 is
21 interlocked to RC-3A PS S.
22 Now perhaps you will recall, Dr. E¢sztoczy that on
23 suction valves the staff requires them to be interlocked and
24 they can't open if reactor coolant pressure is tco high, is

25 that correct?
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1 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) 1It's possible.
2 0 Well, we worked together on this and I can't even

3 get you to agjree.

4 DR. JORDAN: We all know that is the case.
5 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)
[} Q My concern is I see nowhere in the Licensee's May

7 18 submittal or the January 30 submittal the fact that these
8 pressure s;witches must be qualified. Now if decay heat

9 valves 1 and 2 are required to be operable for your

10 testimony and recommending to this Board to allow Three Nile
11 Island to restart, and these pressure svwitches must be

12 operable in order for those valves to be opened, then is it
13 not fair to conclude that you are not yet in a pesition to
14 cetermine whether or not Three Mile Island Unit 1 should be
15alloved to restart?

16 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) If your assumptions are

17 correct then you have a concern there and what we can do is
18 bring ycur concern to the attention of those who have done
19 the systems review.

20 Q Well, you see the difficulty is -- well, would T
21 be correct, then, and perhaps you can help me write my

22 findings, that if these pressure svitches are in fact

23 interlocked with these valves and those pressure switches

24 are not on the Licensee's list c* May 18, that then the

25 plant should not be allowed to restart until you have

ALDERSON SEPORTING COMPANY. INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



22,008
1 determined the environmental gnalification of those pressure
2 switches?
3 A (NITNESS ROSZTOCZY) If the Licensee's May 18
4 submittal is incorrect in some respect like, for example, it
5is not complete, it didn't include some pressure switches
6 that it should have included, then yes, it would be our
7 position that the Licensee should correct this and shculd
8 provide the appropriate information for those items which
9are on the list.
10 Q I'm sorry if I keep asking the same guestion, but
11 I forget sometimes. Neither of you two made an attempt to
12determine whether the May 12 list was complete, that is,
13 that it included all of the equipment which had to be
14 environmentally qualified to achieve safe shutdown following
15a small break LOCA?
16 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) That is correct. That review
17 wvas done in another department.
18 C But there was somecne on the staff whose

19 responsibility that was?

20 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Tnat is correct.

21 C So it is not just the Licensee's error.

22 b (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) That is correct.

23 DR. JORDAN: Mr. Pollard, while you are at that

24 figure, refresh my memory. Those two valves normally closed

25 valve and require operator action after the pressure is
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! reduced. Those valves must be ovpened.
2 MR. POLLARD: That is correct. These are valves,
3 the section valves on the RHR system which are interlocked
4 so that they cannot be opened if the reactor coolant system
S pressure is too high. And I don't know if it is true for
6 Three Mile Island Unit 1, but the staff position was that
7 the interlock should alsc close the valves if they are open
8 and reactor ccolant system pressure starts to increase above
9 the limit.
10 DR. JORDAN: Ar~ they manually operated valves?
1 MR. POLLARD: They are manually controlled
12 valves. The operator would have to take steps to cpen the
13 valves and the interlock is there to prevent him frcm
14 opening them if the pressure is too high.
15 DR. JORDAN: Good. That helps. Thank you.
16 MR. POLLARD: What my concern is, if the pressure
17 systems fail he may never be able to open the valves.
18 DR. JORDAN: I understand your concern. It was
19 just an aside.
20 MR. CUTCHIN: Mr. Chairman, I would note again for
21 the record that the vitnesses have said that they revieved
22 for the capability to take the plant to safe shutdown being
23 defined as hot shutdown. And these valves, I believe, are

24 used to take the plant to cold.

25 MR. POLLARD: I believe the witnesses have also
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1 testified that the May 18 list by the Licensee is supposed

2 to include only that equipment necessary to cope with a
3small break LOCA and I keep getting that ansver from these

4 vitnesses. If it is on the list it has to be gualified. If
5§it is not on the list it doesn't have to be gqualified.

6 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Your last gquestion and answver

7 poses a premise for the witnesses that there is an error

8 beth by the Licensee and by ¢“he component of the staff which

9 revieved it.

10 MR. POLLARD: Yes.

1" CHAIRMAN SMITH: And they seemed to accept that

12 premise in their answver, is that your understanding?

13 MR. POLLARD: That was my understandinge.
14 CH?IRMAN SMITHs Is that your understanding?
15 MR. POLLARD: The witness gqualified it by assuming

16 all of the things I stated were true, that in fact these are
17 the pressure svwitches, that in fact they must operate in

18 order for the valves tc operate. I think ne gualified it tc
19 that extent,

20 MR, TUICHIN: So the record reflects, Yr.

21 Chairman, that if there was an error it is an error

22 involving both the Licensee .nd the staff.

23 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Thank you.
24 BY XR. POLLARD: {Resuming)
28 Q The master list for the decay heat removal systenm,
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1at page 202, identifies a junction box inside containment,

2 junction box J-21, is that correct?

3 B (WITYESS LaGRANGE) I'm sorry, Mr. Pollard, where
4is that?
5 Q I'm sorrye. Perhaps I went backwards. I'm on the

6 master list for the decay heat removal cystem which consists
7 0f tvo sheets. On sheet one there is a junction box J-20

8 located in the primary containment and sheet 2 is a Jjunction
9 box J-21 located inside primary containment.

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1 CHAIRMAN SMITHs: Could you give us the exhibit
2 nuuber?
3 MR. POLLARD: I don't think I have it in my

4 exhibit, Mr. Chairman. This is one of the sheets from the
§ Licensee's January 30th submittal. I'm just trying to

6 establish orally vhat is in that page. It may be in my

7 Exhibit 39.

8 CHAIRMAN SMITHs Well, if it is not intended to
9 be, okay. I just thought that ve vere referring to an

10 exhibit.

1" (Pause.)

12 DR. JORDAN: Have you found the list?

13 WITNESS LaGRANGE: Oh, yes, I have.

14 BY MR. POLLARDs (Resuming)

15 Q As far as I can determine, there is no vork sheet

16 for those junction boxes. Can you describe for me what a

17 Junction box is?

18 B (WITNESS LaGRANGE) No.

19 Q And on other master lists, I can give ycu an
2o0erxample if you wish, but do you recall seeing identification
21 of components called terminal boxes?

22 (Pause.)

23 Q You can find that an example on emergency

24 feedvater master list, sheet 3 of 3. There are several

26 terminal boxes listed.
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1 L] (WITNESS LaGPANGE) Okay.

2 Q By the vay, that is page 13 of UCS Exhibit 39,
3 Can you tell me wvhat a terminal box is?

4 L (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Not in great detail, no.

5 Q On the Licensee's May 18th submittal, I see I

6 cannot find any indication of either a component called the
7 Junction box or the terminal box.

8 MR. CUTCHIN: That may be, Mr. Chairman, because
9on his page 13 they are listed as cutside containment. Does
10 that mean they are in the aux building? I think we should
11 establish vhere they are.

12 MR. POLLARD: Mr. Cutchin, I don't know whether

13 You have any objections or not. PFut other comgponents on the
14 Licensee's May 18th list, some are inside the reactor

15 building and some are in the auxiliary building.

16 MR. CUTCHIN: My only point, Mr. Chairman, is from
17 Exhibit 13 alone and anything that has been said so far,

18 there has been no establishment as to their location other
19 than outside primary containment. I think unless it can be
20 shown either through the mouths of these vitnesses or by

21 other evidence that they are in the auxiliary building, wve
22 are spending a lot of time here developing a record that is
23 rather useless.

24 (Pause.)

25 MR. POLLARD: 1I°'ll1l move on, then, for the time
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1 being. I asisume from the Board's silence I must do

2 scmething.

3 CHAIRMAN SHITH: VWell, there's no objection.

4 There's nothing for us to rule on.

5 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)

6 c So as I understand you, Nr. LaGrange, you den't
7 knov or cannot describe what a junction box is and what a
8 terminal box is, and to the best of your recollection you
9 have reviewed no information on the environmental

10 qualification of those ccmponents; is that correct?

1" A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Unless a terminal box is the
12 same as a terminal block.

13 C Okay. On the Licensee's letter of May 18th, on
14 page 17 of 17, they do list terminal blocks.

15 CHAIRMAN SMITHs Terminal blocks?

16 MR. POLLARD: It says "terminal block being

17 located in the auxiliary building™ and that refers us back
18 to the 79-01B submittal, volume 1A, common, sheet 2,

19 BY ME. POLLARD: (Resuming)

20 Q Ncw, from your review of this wvork sheet, have you
21 decided that you agree with the Licensee that terminal

22 blocks have been adequately qualified?

23 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) For the small break LOCR,
24 YeS.
25 Q Could you tell me, please, what a compariscan test
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1 is?

2 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) A comparison test wvas a
31listing of the differen’” materials that make up the terminal
4 block, and they compared the radiation and thermal aging

5§ qualification information available from various sources for
6 that material to determine what they would be gqualified

7 for.

J Q Now, in your review of the qualification of these
9 terminal blocks, did you have occasion to look at the type
10 of enclosure that the terminal blocks are installed in?

1" A (WITNESS LaGRRNGE) No.

12 Q And this wvork sheet does indicate that the

13 terminal blocks are inside containment, does it not?

14 A (WITNESS LaGRAXGE) Yes.

15 Q Do you think whether or Yot a terminal block is in
16 enclosure will affect wvhether or not it is adequately

17 qualified?

18 2 (WITNESS LaGPRENGE) I think it would depend on the
19 details of the enclosure.

20 Q Can you describe for me an acceptable enclos re?
21 B (WITNESS LaGRANGE) It would depend again on what
22 parameter you were trying to claim qualification for because
230f the enclosure. If you have a wvatertight enclosure,

24 obvicusly you may be qualified for submergence. If you have

25 a thick enough enclosure, perhaps you codald qualify for
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1 radiation. Containment sray, chemical spray; if it wvas a

2 vatertight enclosure, you may be able to gqualify or exempt

3 the gqualification for containment or chemical spray.

4 Q To your knovwledge has the NRC done any research to
5§ determine vhat size of an opening in an enclosure is an

6 acceptable opening?

7 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) VNot to my knowledge, no.
8 (Pause.)
9 MR. POLLARD: Mr. Chairman, I have distridbuted to

10 the Board and the parties, and also loaned a copy to the
11 vitnesses, of a report numbered NUREG/CR-1682, entitled

12 "Electrical Insulators in a Reactor Accident Envircnment,"”
13 wvhich vas printed in January of 1981, prepared by Sandia
14 National Laboratories for the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

15§ Commission. Now I ask that this be marked for

16 identification as UCS Exhibit 44,

17 (The document referred to was
18 marked UCS Exhibit No. 44

19 for identification.)

20 BEY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)

21 Q Have either of you seen this report before?

22 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I haven't.

23 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I haven't, either.

24 Q In your capacity, Mr. lLaCrange, of overseeing

25 technical assistance contracts for equipment qualification,
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how doc you go aLnut sharing with your other colleagues on
the staff the results of the research that NRC is doing?

A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) My technical assistance
contracts are not research-related. Mine are more casework
review being done for specific plants, in which case the
technical contractor is assisting me to perform our review
for input to the safety evaluation report. I have never
been involved ir something that would result in scmething
like this document here, that would have toc be shared with
other eople.

A (WITXESS ROSZTOCZY) I'm not sure that guesticn is
relevant to this report, in the sense that this is not a
technical assistance contract. What we are talking here,
this is one of ‘he research contracts. And the way
informa‘ on is being disseminated in our organization is
that reports like this are available to our people. We
receive copies of it.

I didn't say that I didn't receive a copy. It is
very likely that I vas on a distribution list and I have
received a copy cf this report. And they are routed to the
individuals who are handling these type of previews. They
read it as part of the normal daily routine, their normal
duties, and then they feed it intoc our normal work. This is
one way how it is being done.

Another way how it is being done is that
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1 periodically wve meet with the contractor who has performed
2 the test or who had provided the repurt and we ask them to
3 present the result to us, and <e try to have always a number
4 of people there from the ecuipment qualification area, who
5§ then listen to t 2 presentations and thus learn about these
6 details.

7 In addition to this, the research part of our

8 organization, when < e significant information has been

9 gathered or came out of that research contractor, then they
10 vrite what's called a research informaticn letter. And then
11 this research information letter is sent to the other

12 divisions to have them -- and they review and their
13understanding of the information that was gathered.

14 Q Mr. LaGrange, were you the one who reviewed the
15 Licensee 's data on environmental gualification of the

16 tercinal blocks or did someone else do it?

17 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) No, I reviewed that

18 information.

19 C And you did not receive a research information

20 letter on this report?

21 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) I haven't seen it, no.

22 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Again, let's clarify that

23 statement. What Mr. LaGrange has done, he has performed a
24 Teview for a given submittal on a given plant. And that

25 review across the board covers all eguipment types and it
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1 covers only the sunmary sheets and the informaticn provided
2 on the summary sheets. It does not cover the backup

3 information, the referenced information tihat established the
4 gr.alificatioan.

5 As I mentioned to you earlier, the testing

6 reports, the backup reports, are be.ng revieved s parately.
7 When vwe cond=ct those reviews, those are done more along

8 equipment types as opposed to individual plants. The

9 cutcome of those reviews for a given equipment tyre is

10 summarized in 2 summary sheet that is fed into the

11 computer. We have a computer assist him.

12 And wve have an ongoing program, a program we just
13 started after we finished these SER's, to cross-reference
14 these and see if a certain type of equipment, like terminal
15 blocks, have been properly qualified and have been properly
16 identified in the various plant submittals.

17 Now, this part of the review is done by different
18 people, and among those are some who are specifically

190 keeping information on a certain e~uipment type. If you are
20 interested in terminal blocks, for example, we have a

21 gentleman working for us at the Franklin Research Institute
22 wvho is following information on those, and we will be

23 turning toward him whenever we have a question about

24 terminal blocks.

25 Q Well, what I am trying to get at is to understand
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1 how you could prepare testimony saying Three Mile Island

2 Unit 1 is safe enough to restart without knowing whether or
3 not the terminal blocks locacted inside containment, which

4 are used in various systems needed even for just safe

5§ shutdown or hot shutdown following a small break LOCA -~

6 wvhen I have a report published in January 1981 which states,
7 if you just look at the abstract: Terminal blocis are

8 probably the weakest links in a reactor's electrical systen,
9 and cencern about their presence in a safety-related

10 circumstance is fully justified.

1 On page 14 ot the report --

12 MR. CUTCHINs Mr. Chairman, is he going to pose a
13 question on this or is this an effort to get material into
14 the record that can be arguably cited as evidence? Eecause
151if so, I object to these readings because there's no way to
16 establish the truth of the matters stated within this

17 dccument.

18 MR. POLLARD: What I was going to do was read

19 selected segments from the report and ask the vitnesses in
20 view ~f such statements, do they think that they need to

21 reassess the environmental qualification of the terminal

22 blccks for Three Mile Island Unit 1.

23 CHAIRMAN SFMITH: What are you going to do abcut
24 the problem that Mr. Cutchin referred to? You're not, I

don': think, going to --
25
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1 (Pause.)

2 CHAIRMAN SMITH: You're going to end up with his

3 question -- your question and his answer, but your guestion
4 will not be citable, will not be a basis for findings.

5 MR. POLLARD: Well, first of all, I think if I can
6 demonstrate to these wvitnesses that these kinds of

7 statements -- they might at least raise reasonable doubts in

8 these vitnesses' minds that they ought to go back and look

9 at that.
10 CHAIRMAN SMITH: You can try that.
11 MR. POLLARD: The second thing I am going to do,

12at the end when I move to have my exhibits introduced into
13 evidence, if there is an objection as to we can't establish
14 the truth of this, we have a stipulation in the past that ve
15 used for other exhibits that this is not to be for the truch
16 of the matter, but for the fact that such a rerpcrt was

17 written and received by the agency.

18 And I will cite it in my findings as evidence that
19 the staff's evaluation has not been adequate since these

20 vitnesses say they are not familiar with the report. They
21 don't know -- they are the ones that looked at the

22 qualification of the terminal blocks. They are ready to

23 allow this plant to restart .- the face of a lengthy

24 research report which I think I can demonstrate shows that

25 the probability of failure of terminal blocks inside
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1 containment is relatively high.

2 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, you won't be able to use

3 the report.

4 MR. BAXTER: Mr. Chairman, excuse me. As Nr. |
5§ Pollard said, the report goes to terminal blocks inside

6 containment. The terminal block, at least the one wve

7 referred to on page 17 of 17 in Licensee's Kay submittal, is
8 in the auxiliary building.

9 MR. FOLLARD: And it references me back to this

10 work sheet, where the work sheet says it is inside

11 containment.

12 We also have the problem, which I tried to

13 straighten out but couldn't, when we have listed separately
14 on the master list junction Loxes, terminal boxes, and the:
15a work sheet on terminal blocks, and I tried to get the

16 witness to tell me what was a junction box and terminal box,
17and he can't. So I am somewhat at a loss as to why we have
18 different terminology in the same submittal.

19 MR. CUTCHINg Which is my very point, ¥r.
20Chairman. It has very little evidentiary value.

21 CHAIRMAN SMITH: And what he hopes -- well, let's
22 proceed. Let's take it a question at a time. I understand
23 what your approach is going to be, and you have been warned
24 that your questions themselves will not be citable as

25 evidence of the statemen.s made in those guestions. Fut 4
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1t understand where you're going and what your approach is, and
2 you hope to end up by demonstrating that whether the
3 statements in the Sandia report are true or not, the failure
4 of the witnesses to inquire into such a matter is an

5§ indication of inadequate analysis and review. Is that your

6 point?

7 MR. POLLARD: Yes, sir.

- CHAIRMAN SMITH:s Let's see what happens.

9 MR. BAXTER: Mr. Chairman, I don't mean to cut

100ff, but I am advised that the work sheet ¥r. Pollard refers
11 to is in error and that there are no terminal box and safety
12 circuits in the TMI-1 containment building any more. So I'm
13 just concernei that ve're wasting an awful lot of time about
14 a report that really does not apply.

15 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Would that make a difference in
16 your inguiry?

17 DR. JORDAN: This puzzles me a little bit, because
18 I notice that the report specifically reference the TMI-2,
19 the weepholes and so on of the terminal blocks. This is

20 Appendix A I was looking at.

21 MR. BAXTER: Well, we've done a lot of wcrk since
22 the accident, Dr. Jordan.

23 MR. POLLARD: I've also tried to establish on the

24 record that Licensee's submittals have been in error in the

25 past, and the staff has not looked. So the Licensee may le
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1 in error in saying the terminal blocks are inside there.
2 MR. BAXTER: We have absclutely no evidence that

3 they are, either.

4 CHAIRMAN SMiTH: We have some evidence that they
5 aree.
6 MR. BAXTER: The work sheet I am advised is in

7 error. But the evidence that we have and the staff's

8 testimony says that it is in the auxiliary building.

9 MR. POLLARD: That was the Licensee's submittal.
10 MR. BAXTER: That's right, but that's the only

11 thing in evidence right now.

12 CHAIRMAN SNITHs All right. They are in the

13 auxiliary building. They are in the auxiliary building.

14 Assuming that is the case, what does that do to your

15 position?

16 MR. POLLARD: I don't think it does anything to my
17 position if I succeed in getting my Exhibit 39 introduced,
18 because there are other terminal boxes lccated inside

19 containment on master lists.

20 CHAIEMAN SMITH: Okay, it's back to you.

21 MR. POLLARD: I didn't mean 39. It might be 38,
22 the master list. I'm sorry.

23 ¥r. Chairman, aaybe I don't have to go throuvsn and
24 ask the witnesses questions. Perhaps I cculd ncv cffer intc

25 evidence UCS Exhibit No. 44 and see what's coiig to happen.
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1 DR. JORDAN: But do you have already in evidence
2 from your exhibits thus far -- do you believe you have in

3 evidence that there are terminal blocks important to safety
4 incside the containment building?

5 MR. POLLARD: Not until I intrcduce the other '

¢ exhibits into evidence.,

7 DR. JORDAN: That is where you're going?
8 MR. POLLARD: Eventually, yes, sir.
9 CHAIRMAN SMITHs The other exhibits that you've

10 already identified?

11 MR. POLLARD: Yes, sir.

12 CHAIRMAN SMITH: I see no shortcut to it. You

13 mignt as well begin, whichever way you wish.

14 ¥R. POLLARD: Well, did I have an objection that
15 vas sustained that I cannot read these sentences?

16 CHAIRMAN SMITH; No, we said that you can read

17 sentences and base gquestions on them. But the sentences you
18 read in the form of questions will not be available to you,
19 or at least they will not be available to the Board for

20 findings.

21 Then you will offer the exhibit, I guess, and then
22 somebody is going to ohject. And then we will find ocut

23 vhether the, object t> the exhibit on the Lasis that we

24 can't cross-examine the authors on the merits of your

25 statements, and you will say, why, I offer it for the fact
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1 that the report was made, and ve're going from there. I can

2 Just see -- I think I can see the whole afternocon ahead of
3us. So you might as well get on your waye.

4 MR. POLLARD: I expect the same thing to happen as
5 happened with UCS 18, which is the letter from Dr. Hanauer

6 talking about what he learned from the accident, where we

7 introduced that not for the truth of the matter but for the
8 fact that it was vritten and it said this.

9 CHAIRMAN SMITHs Have you gentlemen read this

10 report that he's referring to?

11 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: No.
12 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Were you aware of its existence?
13 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: We are aware of the progranm

14 that generated the information and we are avare that there
15 are topical reports written on the program, period. I have
16 not read this specific report. Yet I am avare that such

17 reports are being issued.

16 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Are you aware that they -ay that
19 terminal blocks are a big problem?

20 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: We are aware that terminal

21 blocks have bzen a problem for a long time. It has been

22 considered years ahead of 79-01E Bulletin, what we are

23 discussing here. And it has been reviewed. At that time
24 the finding was that there vere many terminal block types

25 vhere were unacceptable for in-containment use and there
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1 were alsc a good number of them which were acceptable. So

2 those which were unacceptable had to be replaced or removed
3 from the plants, and as far as I know those have been

4 accomplished.

5 CHAIRMAN SMITH: So you don't believe you can just
6 classify terminal blocks as a category of problems or

7 non-problems? It has to be analyzed?

B WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: I don't believe this report is
gnevw in th: sense of it brinc¢ing attention to terminal

10 blocks. The a+tention that terminal Llocks have received

11 initiated the program, an NRC prograi to provide additional
12 informatior on terminal blecks. They are just reporting on
13 the informa<ion that they gathered.

14 Whether it has any application relative to TMI-1
15as it stands today I do not knowe. I think that depends on
16 that one item which was brought up earlier and whether that
17 item is inside containment or outside. If it is cutside,

18 then it is possible that the report has no relevance to

19 THI.

20 MR. POLLARD: No relevance prior to June 30th,

21 19827

22 WITNESS RUSZTOCZY: No. If the TNMI-1 as it stands

23 today has no safety-related terminal blocks inside

24 containment, then the report probably has no relevance to

as ite
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1 BY MR. POLLRARD: (Resuming)
2 Q To restart. But eventually aren't you going to
3 1lcok at the high energy line break outside containment and

4 then it would be relevant, wouldn't it?

5 A (WITNESS RCOSZTOCZY) That is correct.

6 Q That's all I was asking.

7 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Yes, that's correct.

8 (Pause.)

9 CHAIRMAN SMITH: So what is your plan now?

10 MR. POLLARD: I will just continue the way I was

11 going, I guess.

12 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)

13 c On page 15 of the report, under conclusions and
14 recommendations, it says: "One of the main conclusions is
15 that in a typical small steam break accident, insulatcrs do
16 not cause problems if they are clean and protected by a

17 tight box having at worst a small wveephole.”

18 In other sections of the report it identifies a
19 small weephole as being 6 millimeters or less in diameter.
20 On page 17 there's a restatement of what was in the

21 abstract, in the last paragraphs

22 “Terminal blocks are apparently the weakest link
23 0f the electrical system inside a reactor containment

24 building. The concern for their use in safety-related

25 circuits is absolutely justified. While details could only
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1 be ascertained by a circuit analysis, pre-accident

2 replacement of the blocks in safety-related circuits at

3 Three Mile Island doubtless prevented some circuit

4 breakdowns and therefore made the accident less severe."”

5 In another section of the report -- I can find it
6 if you wish -~ the report states that for the design basis
7 LOCA about 14 percent of the protected terminals are

g expected to break down within the first ten minu*es. The

9 Sandia data also suggests that in the face of a design basis
10 LOCA up to 30 percent of the unprotected terminals would

11 experience electrical breakdowns.

12 Now, if these statements were true --

13 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Now wait. You just said in

14 another section of the report, but did you give that page
15 number in the report?

16 MR. POLLARDs No.

17 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Is there any reason why you

1@ vouldn't do that?

19 MR. POLLARD: Just to save time, if I can't get

20 the report into evidence.

21 CHAIRMAN SMITH: We have not ruled that.
22 MR. POLLARD: I will find those pages for you.
23 CHAIRMAN SMITHs Well, if it is not important to

24 Yyour plan, okay. But -- if you don't need it, why take the

25 time on it,
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1 BY MR. POLLARD: (Resuming)

2 Q If the statements I read to you were true, would

3 that cause you to go back and reassess the environmental

4 qualification of the terminal blocks for Three #iln Island?
5 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) The statements vere kind of

6 ungqualified statements, in that they didn't differentiate

7 betveen different type of terminal blocks. My understanding
8 is that some of the terminal blocks were defe~tive and they
9 vere inappropriately installed, but there were others which
10 are appropriate. So to put all of them together and kind cof
11 make it 30 percent or 40 percent statistics is not a

12 productive approach.

13 If +4e would learn from any source that the

14 terminal blocks which are still in the plants and which will
15 remain in the plants after June '82 do not measure up to the
16 qualification standards, then yes, we would have a very

17 serious concerne.

18 C Well, on page 16 of the report it states tchat:

19 "Our investigation finds no clear difference in behavior fer
20 different terminal block mocdels.”™ So that at least for the
21 objection you raise, the report also deals with that.

22 I guess what concerns me is the staff is spending
23 money doing these research contracts, you are here

24 testifying that Three Mile Island Unit 1 is safe enouah to

25 restart, and here seems to be a rather detailed study done
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by one of your contractors which says terminal blocks are
one of the weakest links. And it is not a report that
you've heard about.

You appear not tc want, now that I brought it to
your attention, to go back and reassess, and I am’ having
difficulty understanding whye.

A (WITNESS ROSZTCCZY) Please don't misunderstand
the statements that we have made. We are very avare of the
program. This is a relatively recent report and there were
some questions about whether we had this report. But we are
avare of the program, we are aware of all of the information
that is coming in. These are an important program, and as a
result of these programs and some other similar programs and
other information a good portion of the terminal blccks has
already been removed from the plants.

So this is not something that has been taken
lioshtly. It is not something that produced no results. It
produced some very important results in the plants and those
results improved the safety of the plants.

But this review, the review of the terminal
blocks, was really done a number of years ago. And whatever
the cutcome was for a given plant and whatever the
determination was, that is what the plant had to live with,
Because this has been done, it has been done relatively

recently, meaning a few years ago; therefore, we don't
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1 expect to see many problems with the terminal blocks in the
2 present, the ongoing review.

3 Nevertheless, through this cross-checking approach
4 that I mentioned earlier we are going to check who has

5§ terminal blocks still in the plant and whether those

6 terminal blocks are properly qualified for the location

7 wvhere they are employed.

8 (Pause.)

9 Q Now, at page 6 of your testimony and cortinuiag, I
10 guess, on page 7, you recommend as a condition of restart

‘1 that Licensee commit to certain things, or if not that the
12 Commission require the Licensee to do them. The first

13 question I have is¢ Suppose the Licensee dces commit to do
14 the following things; do yocu think that that mitigates the
15 need tc have a conditicn specified in this for decision? 1In
16 other words, how could you enforce a Licensee commitment?

17 A (WITNESS KOSZTOCZY) I believe those two are egqual
18 in standing. If the Licensee is committed to do certain

19 things prior to restart and vwe agree to the restart based on
20 those commitments, it accomplishes think than if ve reguire

21 it as a licensing condition.

22 CHAIRMAN SMITH: You're falling in a legal bind
23 here.
24 MR. POLLARD: I just wanted to bring it up once

25 more, because we talked about this, about commitments and
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1 whether the staff's evaluation was based on commitments, and
21 just wvanted to point that out with that one guestion.

3 This witness seems to think they are eguivalent.

4 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Mre you aware that in earlier

5§ stages of the hearing ve asked the staff about that

6 problem?

7 MR. POLLARD: Yes, and that was when ¥s. Weiss was
8 here and I believe I read the transcripts of that pecrtion.
9 So it's just the one guestion, Mr. Chairman, just to point
10 it out, and I am moving on.

1 BY MR. POLLARDs (Resuming)

12 Q %~w, condition number cone you said, the

13 replacement, deals with a gqualified life of 1.5 years prior
14 to restart. How did you decide on 1.5 years, since this

15 plant vas originally licensed in 1974; isn't that correct?
16 B (NITNESS o0SZTOCZY) 1In the licensing submittal,
17 there have been certain gualification times which have been
18 mentioned and there has been some menticon with 1.5. FSo we
19 simply said all of those. This was the shortest mentioned,
20 so we said all of those which had been identified as 1.5

21 automatically need to be replaced, because obviously by now
22 the plant is beyond the 1.5 years.

23 Q It*s close to being beyond six cr seven years,

24 isn't it?

25 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) That is I b-.lieve one of the
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1 follov-up points.

2 Q Which one?
3 B (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Number two.
4 A (WITNESS LaGRANGF) Number two and three,

5actually.

6 Q I guess maybe I'm not making myself clear. It

7 appears to me that the time that restart is now envisioned,
8 there will be equipment whose qualified life is less than

9 six or seven years. And my only question is why in

10 recommendation one dcesn't it say at least the six years and
11 to replace material with a qualified life of six years or

12 less prior to restart?

13 A (WITNESS LaGRANGE) Because it is not clear to us
14 -=- and wve haven't done any evaluation %o determine -- what
15 assumptions vere used in calculating that six-year qualified
16 Life. This plant has been down now for some time and I

17 don 't know what the temperatures are, where this mat*erial

18 is, and if the thermal acing evaluaticns were based on

19 higher temperatures than seen right now you may be able to
20 extend that six years to seven, eight, nine years. I don't
21 know.

22 So we put in that item 3. And also, “hat the

23 aging of the materials during this period should also be

24 considered, and if it turns out that they have to be

25 replaced prior to restart then they should be replaced prior

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



22,0358

—

to restart.

2 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) Mr. Pollard, we understand

3 your concern and we share your concern. The purpose of

4 puttiny items 2 and 3 there is exactly that, to take care of
5 these items.

6 Q But item 3 just says "consider."™

7 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) What item 3 brings attention
8 to is that you cannot simply take the number of years that
9 the plant has operated and compare that to the qualified

10 life, because the equipment ages even when the plant is not
11 operating. So we are bringing it to the Licensee's

12 attention that when they establish the appropriate

13 replacement schedule they have to account for those years
14 also vhen the plant was not operating.

15 At the same time we acknowledge that -- and I am
16 sure you are acknowledging the same also -- tlat they might
17 age with a differ~nt rate during the time when the plant is
18 down, depending on the temperature conditions or radiation
19 conditions. So it is not a cne to one exchange. It has to
20 be accounted for in an appropriate manner, and that is the
21 intent of items 2 and 3.

22 Q Well, did you determine how long Three Mile Island
23 Unit 1 had operated at power?

24 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I don't know the exact

25 number, but I assume the Licensee knows it exactly.
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1 Q Well, it would seem to me that it must be longer

2 than one and a half years?

3 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) That is correct. That is why
4 item one is straightforward. If something was qualified

5§ only -- my recollection is -- and Bob can correct me on

6 this, but my recollection is that there were some itenms

7 wvhich vere gualified for one and a half years and there wvere
8 some items which wvere gualified for six years, and then

9 items which go beyond six years. And there were no or very
10 little in between one and a half or six.

11 So the conclusion is all of those which were

12 qualified only for one and a half need to be replaced prior
13 to restart; those which were qualified for six years have to
14 be locked at carefully, whether their six-year equivalent

15 1life has already been exceeded or would be exceeded prior to
16 the next time when conveniently you can replace it,

17 something like the next refueling.

18 And if the answer is yes, then that has to be

19 replaced also prior to restart. If the answver is no

20 because, let's say, the item ages -- or the aging when the
21 plant is not operating is minimal for a given item and it

22 still has enough life left to operate until the next

23 refueling, then it can stay until the next refueling.

24 (Pause.)

25 Q Item 4 of your staff proposal is to require the
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1 Licensee to complete the aging evaluations for the equipment
2still to be evaluata2d prior to exceeding five percent power
3 operation Is there any doubt on the staff that the staff

4 ought to review the results of that before exceeding five

5 percent? :

6 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) It is left to us to decide to
7 what extent do we wish to review that. This comes back to

8 the same problem that I think we discussed a few times

9 today. There is just no way ve could review every piece of
10 equipment in the plant. So the only thing that we are doing
11 is an inspection or auditing type of checking con the
12utilities.

13 The requirement is that they have to complete it,
14 they have to document it, and they have to keep it at the

15 appropriate place in the central files. It would be left to
16 us to decide whether we want to have, for example, an

17 inspection prior to restart. Obviously, there would be an
18 inspection some time in _he future. Would the first

19 inspecticn take place before restart cr after restart; that
20 has not be2n decided.

21 DR. LITTLE: Just a moment. When you were saying
22 "us” do you mean you and ¥r. LaGrange or "us" to be the
23staff.

24 WITNESS ROSZTOCZY: Us the staff, and I am using

25 it especially in this area, I am using it in a broad sense,
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1 because inspections are being done by the Inspection and

2 Enforcement part of NRC as opposed to NRR, that we

3 represent.
4

5

10
1
12
13
14
15
16

17

™

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

(Pause.)
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' 1 Q Mr. Rosztoczy, vhen you were here and testifying
2 in November you told us then that your evaluation of Three
‘ 3 ¥ile Island would be based upon the response to Bulletin ‘
479-01-B. And nowv we learn that your evaluation is going to ‘
5 be based on simply that required to cope with the loss of
é main feedwater, small-line-break LOCA. Was this position |
7 first suggested to you by the Licensee?
8 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) I am sorry, the statement
9 that you introduced the guestion with is not correct. 1
10 have stated in November that we are going to review the
11 Licensee's November 1st submittal and evalute it and wvrite
12 an SER on that. We have done just exactly that. And that
13one is the SER which was issued in March. So everything
14 that 1 have said wve will be doing we have done, and that was
16 issued in March.
16 In addition to that, tfor Three Mile Island, ve
17 also requested additional information on the small break.
18 The additional information was provided more recently. The
19 submittal discussed here, the May 18th submittal, we have
20 evaiuated this also, and wve placed some additional
21 t2auirement on TMI-1, in terms of the restart, saying that
22 the small-break items must be completed prior to restart.
23 So, if anything, the requirement for Three Mile Island 1 are
. 24 somevhat more stringent than for the other plants. |

25 e Well, you did not send out the request for this
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1 more stringent information, as you call it, until May 1 of

2 1981; is that correct?

3 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) That is correct.

4 C When did you decide? My original guestion was:

5 Is this a position the Licensee suggested to you?

6 A (WITNESS ROSZTOCZY) No, I am not aware of any

7 suggestion from the Licensee. It was basically initiated by
8 the discussions which went on here as part of this hearing,
9 some part of some other testimony on limiting the testimony
10 to small breaks. It was the outcome of that discussion and
11 that evaluation as some part of some other testimonies. You
12 quoted earlier, I think, the pages or the transcript parts
13 vhich address those. I am not sure exactly when it took

14 place.

15 But following those discussions then we decided to
16 prepare an additional testimony on small breaks, and that is
17 vhat ve have provided today.

18 MR. POLLARD: Mr. Chairman, I would like to at

19 this time like to move to have my exhibits accepted into

20 evidence. Since I anticipate some objection, should I go

21 one by one, or shall I just name them all at once and catch
22all the objections at once?

23 CHAIRMAN SMITH: I am sure we can do it gquickly.
24 We will start with 37. Are there any objections to UCE 377

25 (No response.)
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1 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Are there any objections to UCS
2 38?

3 MR. BAXTER: One moment, Mr. Chairman, please.

4 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Would the parties like to have a

1

§ short breal to review their positicn on the exhibits?
5 MR. BAXTERs At least part of the UCS Exhibit 38
7 includes material that was filed for cold shutdown, which
8 is, therefore, at least beyond the scope of the direct

9 examination that these wvitnesses were given today. And we

10 vould object.

11 CHAIRMAN SMITH: That is 38?7
12 MR. BAXTER: Yes. I have no objection to 37.
13 MR. CUTCHIN: Nor dces the Staff have any

14 objection to 37, sir. But with respect to 38, the Staff
15 would also object to any equipment listings beyond the score
16 of the direc* vestimony.

17 ¥R. POLLARD: M¥r. Chairman, perhaps I

18 misvnderstood the Board's earlier ruling was that although
19 ve could be limited to accidents with a close nexus to the
20 TMI-2 accident, I thought you went on to say that would

21 include cold shutdown.

22 MR. BAXTER: I do not recall any such rulingc.

23 CHAIRMAN SMITH: No. What we ruled is that

24 wvhether environmental gqualification of equipment for hcot

25 shutdewn compared to cold shutdown, it is an issue which is
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1 lecitimately within the scope of the hearing and can be

2 argued as to sufficiency. Now, we have never ruled about

3 the scope of examination. And this is what is before us nov.
4 MR. POLLARD: I did ask the wvitnesses whether or

5 not they had done an evaluation of the environment and

6 evaluation of equipment to go into cold shutdown, and they

7 said no, they have not.

8 What I am trying to introduc now is the Licensee’s
9 submittal which lists the equipment which they believe is

10 necessary in order to achieve cold shutdown.

11 MR. BAXTER: One of the problems, Nr. Chairman, we
12 vere not presented with this exhi*’t before this afternoon.
13 The January 30 submittal is a very lengthy one. Even if I
14 accepted the purpose of “-. Pollard's offer, I have not had
15 the opportunity to review it and compare it agalinst what we
16 filed.

17 Are you going to agree that it is a characteristic
18 or favor representation of what we filed on cold shutdown?
19 CHAIRMAN SM:TH: So how should that aspect of the
20 problem be handled?

21 ME. POLLARD: Mr. Chairman, all T have tried to do
22 is -- the Licensee provided UCS with a copy of its January
23 30 submittal. Since it was not available in the public

24 document room, for UCS Exhibit 38 I simply Xeroxed every

25 single page I had that was labeled "Master List," and I
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segregated them to a master list which is identified versus
the master list for cold shutdown.

Now, I am certainly willing to have the Licensee
go back and verify whether or not there are additional pages
which I either did not receive or inadvertently were not
copied as a part of this exhibit. I do nct have any problenm
with giving them some time to verify that this is a complete
list.

CHAIRMAN SMITHs So there are two bases. Let us
address the first one. The first one is that ve ruled that
it would be in the scop: of the hearing touv address the
adequacy of hot shutdown compared to cold shutdown. We also
then ruled that you mav contend with these witnesses the
reasons why they are content with hot shutdown rather than
cold shutdown. And you dAid. And you did not seem tc be
satisfied with that.

Now, had these prnposed exhibits or the proposed
pages on the exhibit support your position that cold
shutdown is the correct standard for short term.

MR. POLLARD: They have the licensee's
determination of what equipment is needed to achieve cold
shutdown.

CHAIRMAN SMITHs All right.

MR. POLLARD: And I believe with that information

25 on the record, you will be able to show that this equipment
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1is not gqualified. So all I am using this for is for the

2 purpose of establishing that the Licensee agrees at least

3 that this piece of equipment is necessary in order to (ake
4 TMI-1 to cold shutdown.

5 MR. BA.TERs That is not true. That is not trua,
6 ¥Mr. Chairman. What we are responding to is a bulletin

7 request that we provide information of cone path to cold

8 shutdown, one path to cold shutdown.

9 DR. JORDAN: One what?

10 MR. BAXTER: Path, p-a-t-h.

11 DR. JORDANs All right.

12 MR. BAXTER: So the filing does not represent

13 Licenzee's opinion as to what equipment is necessary to get
14 to cold =hutdown.

15 ZHAIRMAN SMITHs That is correct. That is in your
16 exhibite=.

17 ¥R. POLLARD: I do not understand the difference
18 betwveen what is necess..y by listing the euipment that

19 compromises the path that is used to get tc cold shutdown,
20 how that is different than what is necessary to get to cold

21 shutdowne.

22 MR. BAXT®R; I ar sorry. It is the difference
23 betveen identifying a path to cold shutdown versus =-- and
24 this is equipment that is necessary to get to ccld

25 shutdown. I cannot get it any better than that.
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1 MR. POLLARD: Excuse me. A path which is

2 environmentally qualified, and this is the equipment which
3he identified as to what would be environmentally gualified
4 to get to cold shutdown. There may be other paths, but it
5§ iz not envirormentally qualified.

6 CHAIRMAN SNITH: Or there may be other

7 environmentally qualified paths that they elected nct to

8 produce in response to the inguiry.

R MR. POLLARDs That may be.

10 CHAIRMAN SMITH: But we do not know. But we do
11 know that as far as this record is concerned there is cmne
12 and only one pat! demonstrated, and that is the one that is
13 attached to Exhibit 38, and you would like to be able to

14 have a record which will support conditions imposed by the
15 Board requiring that at least that pathway ble

16 environmentally qualified.

17 MR. POLLARD: Yes, sir.

18 CHAIRMAN SMITH: And I think that is a legitimate
19 aspiration. XNcw, the question is how dces he go about it.
201 do not really believe that he has accomplished much by way
21 0f these particular documents in his cross examination of
22 this panel. That is the route by which they could have come
23 in, the cold shutdown pathway.

24 MR. POLLARD: 211 I could get out of these

25 witnesses is that they have not evaluated the cold shutdown
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1 pathvay. I do not know r.w much further I could gc.

2 CHAIRMAN SMITHs Right. So how cun we or should
3 ve accommodate Mr. Pollard in his objective, and, if so, how
4 can ve?

5 MR. BAXTERs Given Mr. Pollard's representation

6 that he has ~eproduced everything that we put in our master
7 1ist, I do not object to the admission, but I agree with

38 your chservation, Mr. Chairman, that the fact that we

9 provided a list in response to a request for one dces not
10 establish at all that cold shudtdown should be the required
11 endpoint that we need to gqualify equipment to go there.

12 CHAIRMAN SMITH: He wvants this solely for remedy,
13 s0 he will have an evidentiary basis to recommend a finding
14 by the Board, a remedy, relief.

15 MR. CUTCHIN: But, Mr. Chairman, he has done very
16 little, if anything, tocday to demonstrate that in order for
17 the plant to ke safe you have to show how to get it to cold
18 shutdown. And that was the latitude I thought the Board
19alloved earlier today.

20 An additional problem is this is a master list of
21 all equipment to be qualified, and not in my viewv == at

22 least I have .ot been told that yet -- that it represents
23 that master list of eqguipment that is necesary to go either
24 to hot or to cold following a small-break LOCA. I am s

25 it includes that, but I am not sure that it is limited Jjus-
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1 to that.

2 And that was the subject of the Staff's direct

3 testimony and is the purpose vhich the Staff thought wis

4 served by identifying, by having the Licensee identify in

5§ that May 18 letter, the systems list of eguipment ‘and for

6 culling out those pages from the Licensee's January 30

7 submittal which provided the details referred to in the

8 17-page attachment to the May 18th letter and that comprised
9 the totality cf the staff's direct testimony on the systems
10 and egquipment. And I think ve are creating coniusion, if

11 nothing else.

12 CHAIRMAN SFITH: How do you intent to ezrablish on
13 the record that hot shutdown is insufficient?

14 MR. POLLARDs Dc you mean how am I going to argue
15 on my findings?

16 CHAIRMAN SNITHs Yes. There does seem to be a

17 missing lirk. I undzcstand what your objective is, and it
18is an appropr ‘*e one. But the only thing you have had so
19 far today from these people is that they reguire only hot

20 shutdown and you ask them the reason, and they say, "Vell,
21 cold shutdown will follow in a short period of time," and

22 that is it. PBu* you have not, as far as I can see today or
23 any other time in thkis hearing, oftered evidence through

24 cross examination or affirmatively that the cor ‘ect standard

25 should be cold shutdown.
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1 DR. JORDAN: We have had a fair amount of

2 testimony with respect *o Board Question 6 as to how the

3 Licensee will achieve cold shutdown. In fact, one of the

4 particular items I vas after was how would they achieve cold
5§ shutdown, for example, if they were using only the

6 feed-and-bleed mode. I have assumed here -- and perhaps

7 again I have made a mistake today -- I have assumed when the
8 Staff asked for the equipment required for cold shutdown and
9 environmental qualifications for that that they meant that
10 the Licensee should be prepared to take thc plant to cold

11 shutdown but this wvas --

12 MR. BAXTER: That is not our view.
13 MR. CUTCHIN: That is not our view, Dr. Jordan.
14 But the point is it may be safec to go to hot

15 shutdown for some period of time and that ideally later one
16 must eventually carry the plant to cold shutdown. But there
17 has been no demonstration that I am aware of or that T

s recollect that hot shutdown is an unsafe situation and show
19 that it is then necessary from the standpoint of safety to
20 demonstrate the ability to go to cold shutdown in a short

2¢ peiiod of time using fully qualified equipment. It may be
22 that there is plenty of time to repair, maintain, or

23 what*rsver, before one goes to cold.

24 DR. JORDAN;: There has been, of course,

725 discussions about this. And as you say, the only gquestion
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1is hov long. You do not have to go tc cold shutdown

2 instantly, but you do have to prepare to go to cold

3 shutdown; you cannot stay indefinitely in hot shutdown. And
4 so you do have to have equipment for going to cold shutdown.
5 Now, Mr. Pollard did quiz these witnesses «s to

6 hov long the equipment that was qualified €for hot shutdown

7 vas prepared to stay, was prepared to operate. And wve did

g not get a number ocut, whether it wvas one month or one year

9 or five years, from these witnesses. And so there is no use
10 of continuing with that.

1 But we 2all do know that you have tn go to cold

12 shutdovn. And I guess I am a little startled if anyone is
13claiming that you do not have to or that you do not have to
14 use gulified equipment fo. doing it.

15 ¥MR. CUTCHINs: No, sir, we are not. The only thing
16 is that it has not yet been demonstrated on this reccrd, in
17 my view, that a long-term, however long, remaining at hot

18 shutdovwn is an unsafe condition. And I guess that we are

19 getting nowvhere on this.

20 CHAIRMAN SNMITH: Well, let me ask another

21 question. Will the Staff be taking the positicn in this

22 hearing that as one of the long-term necessary actions that
23 the Licensee demonstrate the ability to gu to cold shutdown
24 using environmentally qualified equipment?

25 MR. CUTCHIN: That is a requirement of 79-01-B,
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1 that the Licensee demonstrate one pathwvay.

2 CHAIRMAN SNITH: I understand.

3 MR. CUTCHIN: But I guess I am not able to say

4 vhat our position in this hearing is going to be with

5 respect to 79-01-B.

8 CHAIRMAN SHMITH: Well, soon you are going to be

7 asked to reporte.

8 MR. CUTCHIN: I understand. But the Staff in its
9 testimony so far has taken the position by his direct

10 testimony that demonstration of a capability to go hot

11 shutdown is sufficient for restart.

12 CHAIRMAN SMITH: For short-term restart. Are you
13 going to leave the Board dangling as to whether it is a

14 necessary and sufficient lcng-term action? Will ve ever

15 know what the Staff believes as far as the order to this

16 Board in this hearing.

17 MR. CUTCEIN: I think by omission if we do not

18 take the position that it is a necessary long-ternm

19 r2quirement, one can conclude that it is not viewved to be
20 for purposes of the hearing. There are a number of things
21 that the Staff is going to require of lLicensee after this
22 hearing is over, perhaps, that have not been litigated in
23 this hearing. And I think it goes back again to the

24 question of on what long-term items must the Poard under its

25 charge make a finding of reascnable progress. And I view

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



22,051

1 that v be a very limited list. I am not sure if the Board
2 agrees with me. But I view it to be those with respect to
3 vhich the Commission has at some time or other issued

4+ immediately effective orders.

5 ‘MR. BAXTER: NMr. Chairman, I have a letter from

€ the Staff to all operating plant licensees and applicants

7 and C? ho’ders which I was going to distribute as part of my
8 cross examination wt’<h I think contains their positiecn on
9 cold shutdown versus hot shutdown for environmental

10 qualification of equpiment. If it would help the Board, I
11 vill hand it out now.

12 CHAIRMAN SMITHs I do not know if it will help us.
13 While he is doing that, what is your cross

14 examination look like now?

15 MR. PCLLARD: That was why I was trying to move
16 these into evidence. I have more or less given up on my

17 cross-examination plan.

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1 MR. ADLERs Mr. Chairman, if it should help for

2 planning I should note that Mr. Pollard has covered the
3 Commonvealth's plan, so ve have no more cross examination.
4 CHAIRMAN SMITHs I think that the problem

5 presented by this discussion is a complicated one. I don't

6 think that ve have evidence in this hearing that I am awvare

7 0f that would enable this Poard to impose a long-term

8 condition for "cold shutdown”™ -- I don't knowv whether ws do

9 or not, but I'm not avare of it -- in view of the problem

10 that ve discussed about the meaning of necessary to protect

11 the public health and safety or to provide reasonable

12 assurances that the public health and safety will be

13 protected.

14 I mean we have had a long debate about what those

15 standards are in this proceeding. Nevertheless I have sonme

16 intuition that the evidentiary record ought to contain a

17 pathway that the Licensee will depend upon for cold shutdown
1gand if it comes out in the overall findings and decision

19 that it is irrelevant, then so be it. But I just, for

20 reasons 1 cannot really articulate, I just really believe

21 that that should be in the evidentiary record and it may not
22 be useful to us as a decision at all.

23 MR. CUTCHIN: Well, can ve estab.ish, then, that

24 by admitting this to evidence it will be admitted for that

25 purpose alone?
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1 CHAIRMAN SMITHs It certainly is not admitted for
2 the purpose that we must have *tnat pathway. But it seems to
3me if the Licensee would like to have in this record the

4 fact that they have indeed identified a cold pathway -- I

5§ mean a pathway for cold shutdown. Of course it goes both

6 vays. You can't rely on it either.

7 Go ahead, Mr. Baxter.

8 MR. BAXTER: I was just going to remind you that T
9 vithdrew my objection at the same time I endorsed ycur

10 assessment that I wvasn't sure how much worth it was going to

11 be.
12 CHAIRMAN SMITH: I'm sorry. Yes.
13 MR. CUTCHIN: And I'm willing to modify mine that

14 if it is being admitted for the purpose of demonstrating

16 that there are items of equipment needed to go cold shutdcwn
16 that are not on the list to go hot shutdown and that they
17 are purported to be listed within this document I will

18 withdraw one objection to it.

19 I still have an objectiun with respect to whether
20 or not this master list includes items of equipment

21 necessary to go to hot shutdown following accidents other
22 than a small break LOCA, are included. And that, I think,
23 would confuse the record.

24 CHAIRMAN SMITH: RAll right, what are we going to

25 do about that?
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1 DR. JORDANs We could invite the staff to go

2 through the list and pull them out.

3 MR. CUTCHIN: I think that is not a very good

4 suggestion, Dr. Jordan, because if we could agree -- maybe

5 ve don't have a disagreement. I don't know what MNr.

6 Pollard's position is, but if we could agree that it is

7 being admitted solely for the purpcse of addressing the cold
8 shutdown situation I will withdraw an objection.

9 MR. POLLARD: It is not being admitted sclely for
10 cold shutdown. But, of course, the bulk of it in fact is

11 the master list is for hot shutdown.

12 MR. CUTCHIN: But for the whole panoply of

13 accidents, not just for th2 small break LOCA. That is my

14 problen.

15 MR. POLLARD: If I can continue, Mr. Chairman, wve
16 have also had testimony today from these witnesses that the
17 May 18 licensing letter contains a list of equipment which
18 is necessary for hot shutdown from a small break LCCA. Do I
19don't see what the problem is.

20 Their position is quite clear as to what they

21 think is needed. I think between the restart report and the
22 piping and instrumentation diagrams and the analysis in the
23 restart report I will be able to demonstrate in findings

24 that that list of May 18 is not adequate even to obtain a

25 hot shutdown condition for a small break LOCA.
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1 Now I have to have something in the record that I
2 can cite. I would have preferred to put the Licensee's

3 entire Janury 30 submittal on the record, but the Board had
4 already indicated that was too big. I never understood that,
5 given the size of the licensee's restart ruport, which is an
6 exhibit, but I accepted it.

7 So what I had tried to do =--

8 CHAIRMAN SMITHs Well, you should be very

9 fortunate that we accepted it otherwise. If you had

10 depended upon that you would have had a very difficult time
11 addressing this issue in proposed findings. You don't think
12 for one minute this Board is going to independently --

13 MR. POLLARD: I was not arguing against accepting
14 the restart report. I was just trying to understand why the
15 Board did not want me to offer the whole lLicensee submittal.
16 CHAIRMAN SMITH: And I am telling you you should
17 be grateful we aid not accept it and allow you to rest on

18 that, because this Board would never go through th# hundreds
19 and hundreds of pages in that document.

20 MR. POLLARD: That is exactly why I prepared the
21 exhibits for today. I made one exhibit out of the master

22 lists d I made another exhibit out of a few paces from

23 vork sheets so that we would not have to offer, once again,
24 the whole Licensee submittal.

25 CHAITMAN SMITH: All rignt, don't we have them by
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1 cross-check on the May 18 letter with the master list, UCS

2 Exhibit 38 with respect to hot shutdown, the purpose and the
3 scope of the uve of UCS 387

a MR. POLLARD: We have a piece of evidence as to

5§ what the staff thinks is necessary, but we do not have yet

6 any argument as to vhether more is necessary, and that is

7 why I wvanted the master list put in.

8 CHAIRMAN SMITH: I see. So you want the master
9list in because elsewhere in the record you are going to

10 argue chat other components perhaps not even mentioned today
L i

12 MR. POLLARD: That is correct. I gave one example
13 of this pressure switch on the RHR suction valves as an

14 example of why I thought there was a piece of equipment that
15 clearly, based upon the staff's testimony, clearly is neefed
16 even to obtain safe shutdown from a small break LOCA and it
17 is not on the Licensee's May 18 list.

18 I would like to be able to argue that other

19 equipment --

20 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Okay. Some reasonable

21 accommodation to Mr. Pollard's objectives will be required.
22 Otherwise I think we could have a very, very long hearing on
23 that.

24 MR. CUTCHIN: T will withdraw the objection in

25 toto, ¥r. Chairman.
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1 CHAIRMAN SMITHs All right, so vwe are accepting
2 into evidence UCS 38. Do you have any objections to the
31limitations which were discussed betveen ¥r. Baxter and me
4 on how this relates to the cold shutdown?

5 MR. POLLARD: I didn't think I did at the time,
6 Mr. Chairman. I can at this moment I don't really recall
7 the discussion but I was listening to it and T didn't have
g8 any obJjection.

3 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Perhaps it would be appropriate
10 for you to summarize what you understand to be the

11 limitation on the pertion relating to cold shutdown.

12 MR. BAXTER: My expression was a limitation on the
13use I thought could be made of it effectively, ¥r. Chairman,
14 that is, that it did not go necessarily to whether or not
15 cold shutdown should be the objicti++, and, secondly, that
16 it did not address or represent the Licensee positicn that
17 this equipment was necessary to 3>t to cold shutdown, but
18 rather was a response to an informational request from the
13 suaff that we identify or provide information for one

20 pathvay to cold shutdown.

21 CHAIRMAN SMITH: All right. M¥r. Pollard nodded
22 agreement that that would le the reach cf the use of that
23 exhibit. Okay. 39?7

24 (The document previously

25 marked UCS Exhibit 38 for
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identification was received in

2 evidence.)

. 3 MR. BAXTER: I would aspreciate from ¥Er. Pollard,

4 Mr. Chairman, a description of the selection of the 84 pages

5 of system component evaluation work sheets out of the

6 lengthy January 30 submittal. I know we had R4 pages, but
7 we've never had a representation as to the selection of them
8 or vhat wvas left out and why and wvhat vas included and why.

9 MR. POLLARD: Before I try to wacwer the guestion,

10 let me make sure I understand it. Do you wvwant me to go

11 through each page and tell you why I selected each page?

12 CHAIRMAN SMITH: I would hope not.
13 MR. BAXTER: I would hope that there's some
. 14 grander s:heme and plan than on a page-by-page.
15 CHAIRMAN SMITH: As I have heard you ask so often,

16 ¥r . Pollard, what standards did you apply in selecting these
17 pages?
18 MR. POLLARD: I tried, when I went through the
19 Licensee's January 30 submittal, I compared that submittal
20 vith the requirements of IELE Bulletin 7901F and its
21 supplements. I also was considering the staff's March 24,
22 1981, safety evaluation report on environmental
23 qualification.

’ 24 And, for example, if we take an example on the

25 first sheet on my Exhitit 39, you will recall I asked these
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1 witnesses as to how did they decide whether a particular

2 deficiency needed to be immediately corrected or could be

3 postponed and be corrected. I also recall that the

4 Commission's decision of May 23, 1980, said that when they
5 found a piece of unqualified equirment corrective action had
6 to be taken, that you couldn't just automatically wait until
7 June 30 of 1982.

8 So this first one I chose is to illustrate the

9 importance of these pressure switches which are the listed
10 deficiencies in the safety evaluation report that they are
11 not qgualified for the main steam line rupture detection.

i2 Excuse me, that they are used tc detect main steam line

13 rupture and isclate feedwater.

14 ¥R. BAXTER: MNr. Baxter, I really wvasn't looking
15 for an expression of the argument “r. Pollard would make

16 from all this once he got it into evidence. What I am

17 hearing is that they were all sort of good things for his
18 purposes.

19 MR. POLLARDs That's right.

20 MR. BAXTER: As opposed to what I was hoping it
21 might be, the work sheets from all of the equipments listed
22 in the attachment to the staff testimony, for example,

23 something that's rather an cbjective basis for a large

24 submittal,

25 I would have to object to the selection on a
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1 personal interest basis of some work sheets out of a very

2 lengthy submittal made in response to the 7901E progranm,

3 vhich goes beyond the testimony that these witnesses talked
4 about, including the cross examination.

5 CHAIRMAN SMITHs You would have objecied to the

6 entire -- to receiving the entire report?

7 MR. BAXTER: Yes, I would.

8 MR. POLLARD: Mr. Chairman, I don't Xnow == I'm

9 sure the License> would prefer to have control over UCS

10 exhibits. There's no doubt in my mind. I picked examples
11 of where I thought I could illustrate deficiencies in the

12 staff's review, both with respect to how the information was
13 provided, with respect to failure to comply with the

14 requirements of the Bulletin, with respect to the naumber of
15 times the Licensee has referenced telephone conversations,
16 the purchase catalogues of various manufacturers, where

17 their evaluation of the aging cf different materials differs
18 substantially from the appendix attacned to the ILE

19 Bulletin, where they have made mistakes in identifying the
20 function of a component or the service of a component.

21 MR. BAXTER: What Mr. Pcllard is failing to

22 appreciate, I think, it is not a failure -- it is not a

23 matter of me controlling his exhibits and him not being able
24 to express his interest here. We are talking about him

26 «T;+03 to get in exhibits through other vitnesses, rot
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1 offering testimony that has been available for some time for
2 us to study and cross examine on.

3 The witnesses are not sponsors of this evidence.

4 It is just 84 pages that we vere all handed this afte.noon

5 at the hearing. And I grant that there are 84 pages, but

6 there has been very little examination con the totality and I
7 don't see any basis for puttinc them into evidence.

- CHAIRMAN SHMITH: Your own description of the use
9of ther doesn't help you very much because the justification
10 for putting this in as an exhibit now is their use in cross
11 examination of these witnesses anc a demonstration that the
12 vitnessas' testimony is somehow inconsistent with the pages
13 from the exhibit.

14 So I think your problem there is the ctimeliness of
15 this submission. Now what would you have to say about
16that? I think as far as cross examination alone, as T

17 understand your purposes, except for certain selected pages,
18 that you have not established the need for these exhibits.
19 MR. POLLARD: Mi. Chairman, if that is going to be
20 the nature of the objection then I will begin to question

21 these witnesses on these important -- can I give ycu an

22 example?

23 They have said they have evaluaied a path to get
24 to safe hot shutdown for a small break LOCA. I have

26 included in here sheets which deronstrate the Licensee
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1 itself has not yet determined whether some -~ those

2 components are gqualified. If the whole problem in getting
3 this exhibit introduced is that I have not asked these

4 vitnesses a question on every page we can certainly do

§ thate But I know that that would run over until tomorrow.
6 I am having some difficulty understanding, to be
7 honest with you, wvhat the objection is. This is a submittal
8 by the Licensee in response to Bulletin 7901BE. Then the

9 staff has come in with testimony saying they are only going
10 to look at a portion of the information which the Licensee
11 submitted.

12 I am coming before you and saying I also would

13 like to look at a portion of the information the Licensee
14 submitted, and to argue from these examples. As T explained
15 to you on the phone I tried to minimize the number of

16 sheets. Where I had ten components that were identical I
17only put one sheet in this exhibit, because the deficiency
18 is the same on all of the same components.

19 Now I don't know how I can argue in my findings
20 that the staff's evaluation of environmental cualification
21is insufficient to support restart without being able to

22 have on the record more information which the Licensee

23 submitted to the staff which the staff chose not to consider.

24

25
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1 CHAIRMAN SMITH: So this is both partialiy

2 information germane to the cross examination 2«nd partially
3in rebuttal to the Staff's testimony?

4 MR. POLLARD: That is right.

5 CHAIRMAN SMITH: So we have to neasure timeliness
6 from that milestone.

7 MR. BAXTER: ¥r. Chairman, T am not being

8 facetitious when I say that no would ever argue that it is
9 easy to make a rase on cross examination. But I do not

10 think that should detract from our wvanting confrontation and
11 timely opportunity to confrotn the ev' :nce hat is being
12 offered.

13 CHAIREAN SMITH: Do you agree that the problem is
14 timeliness?

15 MR. BAXTER: That is certainly a big problenm,

16 Yes. I have not had the opportunity to even comb through
17 all B84 pages let alone even talk to anyone about thenm.

18 MR. POLLARD: Mr. Chairman, if I had not offered
19 an exhibit, I would have been allowed, would I not, to have
20 cross examined these witnesses on the Licensee's January 30

21 submittal; is that correct?

22 CHAIRMAN SMITH: It world seem to me that it would
23 be.

24 MR. POLLARD: Ti+fg? would be no timeliness -~

25 MR. BAXTER: There might be relevance arguments.
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MR. POLLARD: There certainly véuld not be
timeliness arguments. I could ask a gquestion as long as it
vas in the scope of the hearing on any page submitted in
that Januvary 30 submittal. I mean both Licensee and the
Staff have had this since January. I did not even get it
until last month -- or, rather, this month.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, that does not go to
timeliness.

MR. POLLARD: Well, my point being, suppose I did
not offer the exhibit, we would not have a timelieness
argument because I could hase guestioned on any page. Now
that I have offered this, the actual pages which I
gquestioned on, vwe are having a timeliness airgument.

CHAIRMAN SNHITHs You are not having a timeliness
arcument on those pages that you have examined the wvitnesses
on. You are having a timeliness argument problem, if any --
and I do not know =-- in coming up with this as a part of
your affirmative case-in-chief. That would be a big p.oblem,

Now, my inquiry is: Since you have identified as
rebuttal information, what should be the milestone on which
we measure timeliness? You do not have any timeliness
problem so far as cross examinacion of witnesses on these
papers, and you did on some of them. Now we are addressing
the others.

T agree that you could probably have sclved the
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.

problem, at least to the extent that you wanted to, by

2 taking each one and examining them, and if it is relevant,

3 probably succeed. And we appreciate your effort to cut it
4 short.
5 Now, vhen did you first decide that you wanted

6 these papers in evidente? When ynu received the

7 supplemental testimony?

8 MR. POLLARC: Perhaps Mr. Baxter cin help refresh
9 my memory. Did I get the Junuary 30 submittal from you

10 before or after I got the Staff's testimony?

1 MR. BAXTER: I cannot recall. I gave it to you as
12soon as I heard you weis in need of it.

13 CHAIRMAN SKEITH:s Well, these particular pages, you
14 anticipated the need for he January submittal in advance of
15 the Staff's testimony. You talked about it along time ago.
16 And 1 am talking about these particular pages. When uid you
17 identify these pages?

18 MR. POLLARD: After we got the Staff's testimony.
19 CHATIEMAN SMITH: And now you are offering them to
o¢, the extent that you did not use them as cross examination,

21 you are offering them in rebuttal to the Staff's testimony?
22 Otherwise, I do not think you have any basis to offer them.
23 MR. POLLARD: Well, if you say that is the only

24 basis -~

25 CHAIRMAN SMITHs I cannot identify any.
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1 MR. POLLARD: I intend to use them in cur

2 findings, discussing the adequacy and the weight that ought
3 to be accorded to the Staff's testimony today.

4 CHAIRMAN SMITH: I wvould say that the timeliness
5§ to be measured with respect to your use of this exhibit as
6 rebuttal evidence has to go from a reasonable time from

7 having received th« Staff's testimony and heard from thenm

8 vith a recognition that you need these exhibits for your

9 rebuttal case. We do not know what that is. When was this
10 testimony?

1 MR. BAXTER: June 16.

12 CHAIRMAN SMITH: This is timely. No, that does
13not -- if it is indeed legitimate rebuttal documents -- ve
14 have not read them either, I do not know what this ctuff

15 is. I only read the few that he pointed ou% to us.

16 MR. BAXTER: Even 24 hours or 48 hours would make
17a big, big difference than 30 minutes or 40 minutes that we
18 had <‘oday.

19 CHAIRMAN SMITHs I think to that we have gone over
20 the first part of it. Now, I think it is timely.

21 Now, the question is it is your opportunity now to
22 address the documents, and you have not had any occasion.
23 MR. BAXTER: That is correct.

24 MR. CUTCHINs Mr. Chairman, if ve are viewving

25 these as to the matter of an affirmative case, and this
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1 Intervenor has abandoned this Contention =--

2 CHAIRMAN SMITH:s Not affirmative.

3 MR. CUTCHIN: I keep hearing you use th-t word.

4 CHAIRMAN SMITH: I said forget affirmative. He is
5 out of time on affirmative. But he is possibly in time -~ I

6 think he is -~ on rebuttal.

7 I think the best wz; to approach this is to allow
8 the parties adverse to Mr. lollard's position to review this
9 exhibit and to come back in with objections as to wvhether it
10 is appropriate rebuttal. And if there are some other

11 problems tht are involved with i1 *hat you seem to

12 conservatively vant to check, but I think that you should

13 have a time before this exhibit is in the record forever.

14 MR. BAXTER: One nther problem, that maybe I am

15 missing something, but I would think that rebuttal c¢vidence
16 vould require some kind of witness.

17 CHAIRMAN SMITHs Not necessarily. This is an

18 exhibit from your corporate filzs. And I do not think so.
19 You may want surrebuttal, T do not know. But this is your

20 document.

21 MR. BAXTER: It is selections from my document,

22 Yes.

23 CHAIRMAN SMITH: You cannot put the whole thing in.
24 MR. BAXTER: And the only explanation we got on

25 the selection process were they were pages UCS would like to
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use in its prepared findings.

-

2 CHAIRMA” SMITHs That is right.
3 (Pause.,)
4 CHAIRMAN SMITH:s We are going to receive it. We

§ are going to receive it with the observation that yocu have

6 not had the opportunity to address the significance of it.

7 MR. BAXTERs And no opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to
8 ascertain what use is going to be made of it. Normally, at
9 least, if you have a witness you can try and find out what
10 the heck the argument is.

1 MR. CUTCHIN: And he has clearly, Mr. Chairman,

12 gone bevond making his case on cross, because you nhave, I

13 understood, said you have no problem with respect to those
14 pages he used on cross examination, and now he i:c putting on
15 -- and maybe I am wrong -- but if it is viewed as rebuttal
16 or vhatever, it has the nature of an affirmative case, and
17 he does not have a contention on which he can put in that

18 kind cf evidence.

19 CHAIRMAN SMITH: NMr. Pollard was ewll on his way
20 0of listing the many reasons why he vanted to use these

21 documents, and he was interrupted. He vas requested to come

wp with a "grand scheme,”™ as you called it. I suppose he

-~

2%
2+ could have identified, he could have done this, if he had

v4 anticipated properly . he could have put the various reasons

25 he wants to use it and idencify the documents that fit into
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1 that reason.

2 He is holding a very significant threat over our

3 heads; and that is, go through these documents wi'h these

4 vitnesses and he will accomplish much of vhat he vants, or
5§ he can go on and on and on and take up each document and

6 explain why it is being offered into evidence.

7 And T think you are entitled to that. Fut there

8 certainly has to be a more efficient vay to handle this, and
9 nobody seems to be eager to sclve our problem. We could

10 perhaps require ¥r. Pollard to forthwith -- he is going to
11 be done, perhaps, this evening -- to submit to the parties a
12 listing of these exhibits, pages, and the purpose for which
13 he Jdepends upcn them for rebuttal and what they indicate to
14 him.

15 I agree that proposed findings is tco late to

16 learn wvhat use he is going tc make of the 84 pages.

17 MR. BAAZTER: The only reason I interrupted, Yr.

18 Chairman, is it gives me much more detail than I wvanted. If
19 he said ve selected those pages which we thought included

20 some documentation is inadeqguate a.d those are the only ones
21 ve picked. But that is all I wvas looking for. €Sc at least
2> there would be some understanding of why it was there or it
73 represented one particular accident or it represented cne

24 particular kind of defect.

25 CHAIRMAN SMITHs Dr. Little pointed out alsoc we
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cannot wvait until proposed findings to find out what there
is abocut each cne of these doruments. There are any
categories of information on 2ach one of them which you
think supports your positior on rebuttal and the significant
item on the page. “ven though this is much smaller than t =
original document, it still has the potential for the
mischief that we identified before, and that is, we receive
-=- there are only 84 pages here, but there is an awfu! lot
of information. It is like a roadmap contains a single page
but it can tell you an awful lot.

There is a lot of information here, and the same
prohlem exists so that you cannot offer into evidence a
large bulk of information, then selectively go through it
vithout notice to the parties, the reports, the parts that
you are going to rely cn in your psoposed finding. And I
see that you are prepared to do this, even on cross
examination or by taking each one up. And I do not sense a
sandbagging effort here, but you are going to have to
address it in some manner that the parties know the purpose
for which these exhibits are accepted.

MR. CUTCHIN: Could I suggest a possille
alternative for exploring them here?

CHAIRMAN SMITH: Yes, please.

MR. CUTCHINs It is not clear tc me also, because

I have not had the opportunity to go thorugh this list of
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1 sheets, but the Staff, before these vitnesses come ~ff, will
2 offer also Staff Exhibit 16 into evidence, vhich includes
3all of those vorksheets that vere referenced by the Licensee
4 in his May 18 letter.

5 Is there any wvay -- or maybe Mr. Pollard could

6 tell us nov -- are any, are many, are none of these sheets

7 duplicative of what is in Staff Exhibit 16? I Jjust do not

8 knove

9 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, some have to be.

10 MR. POLLARD: Some are duplicates.

1 MR. CUTCHIN: Could ‘e have a feel of the bulk?

12 Could we know those that are you going to look to? Becarse
131 do not think I am going to have any problem getting my

14 exhibit into evidence.

15 CHAIRMAN SMITH: You hope, I assume, Mr. Pollard,

16 to conclude this evening and n.t be here tomorrow?

17 MR. POLLARD: That is correct.

18 CHAIRMAN SMITH: And the same wvay with everybody,
19 I think.

20 MR, CUTCHIN: W>: are prepared to stay as long 3s

21 necessary, Mr. Chairman.

22 MR. POLLARD: Is there perhaps some alternative
23 vhere the Board is going to be sitting the rest of this

24 veek, is it?

25 CHAIRMAY Z .TH: And next wveek.
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1 DR. JORDAN: I presume there would be time for the
2 Licensee to ask guestions tomorrow morning and others that
3 you would not necessarily have to stay for that. I might

4 have questions tomorrow morning, but I was not necessarily
5 assuming that ve had to finish everything tonigh+.

5 MR. POLLARD: The other problem wvas I prepared

7 this exhibit before the Board rulings which occurred today,
8 essentially saying you are not going to hear in this

9 proceeding, for example, environmental qualification of

10 equipment outside containment 2xcept as it relates to

11 radiation.

12 So there is some gquestion in my mind now -- and
13 perhaps I should pursue further with these wvitnesses -- what
14 equipment is in fac. usad to go hot shutdown, because many
15 of the pages I have included in my proposed exhibit deal

16 vith equipment that is used or utilized by emergency

17 feedwater or to remove heat from the steam generators; for
18 example, the atmospheric dump valves are not gualified.

19 Excuse me, one of the sheetc here pertains tc the
20 atmospheric dump valves, which shows the Licensee has not
21 yet accumulated information to show whether those are

22 qualified. All of the steam suprly valves for the

23 turbine-driv-n feedwvater pump are in a similar situation.
24 I suppose whether or not we are going to be able

25 to use some of the pages in this particular exhidbit depends
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1 upon whether or not we prevail on the issue of whether or

2 not just lcoking at hot shutdown for small-break LOCA is

3 necessary and sufficient to allow restart. That is a

4 separate problem.

5 So what I am sort of trying to conclude here is is
6 there any way tha* the Board could help me en ‘ision how I

7 could go back and consult with Ms. Weiss on the sheets to be
8 included in this exhibit, then give it to the Licensee and

9 see if they have any objection, or the Staff, knowing that
10 vhat I am aiming for is to develop an exhibit which conforms
11 with the Board's rulings from which I can argue that the

12 Staff's evaluation for restart is inadequate.

13 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, this is what we would have
14 recommended to the parties., that you go back and negotiat:»
15 and discuss and see if you cannot work out, in view of what
16 ve had to say. But since you will have to depend ugon the
17 Board ultimately to rule, this may be your last chance

18 unless you are preparad to come back upr in the event of a

19 failure, or it is always a possibility, I suppose, that for
20 this extremely limited argument -- ard it would be an

21 argument that we could convene in Eethesda and resclve it

22 there if we had to -- no part of hearing has been except

23 here, 1 would like to keer that record intact. But we would
24 Not bring everybody back up for the rule.

25 We could also rule on papec:s. But then there is
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1 the problem that involves the timing and the need to get

2 this record closed ard proposed findings going.

3 Maybe we are just borrowing trouble. Why don't

4 you just see if you cannot work out with the parties an

5 acc~ptabl~ basis to have this evidence put in, bearing in

6 mind cur rulings cencerning the appropriateness of rebuttal
7 and the c¢ross examination and the timeliness which ve
gruled? I mean you are not timely for an affirmative case;

9 you are timely for a rebuttal. You do not have to argue but
10 the relevance of pages *that were correctly identified or

11 discussed in cross examination.

12 Now, with those rulings, would that be helpful for
13 you to come up with something?

14 MR. POLLARDs Yes. I would accert that

15 opportunity to go back and try to work it cut with the

16 parties. My concern is how much time do ve have and how and
17 vhen shall we get back to the Eoard. Can we do this by a

18 conference call? PBecause I know i am not going toc be able
19 to do this by mysels without consulting with Ms., Weiss.

20 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, do you have a suggestion?
21 We are going to be busy up here through Wednesday this week,
22 and then we are going to start again Tuesday.

23 MR. POLLARD: So Thursday you will be in

24 Washington?

25 CHAIRMAN SYMITH: Thursday we will be scattered.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 We will be back here a week from Tuesday, but we will not be
2 availadble as a Board until Tuesday. Dr. Little will be in

3 Washington. I wiil not be available until Tuesday.

4 MR. POLLARD: Why don't I consult with M¥s. Weiss

5§ first thing in the morning and we can get back, perhaps with
6 a phone call to Mr. Brenner and if your other assistant is

7 still around. We could get back to you tomorrow on how we

8 suggest to proceed.

9 CHAIRMAN SMITH: If you wish.
10 Mr. Baxter.
1 MR. BAXTER: "hat is fine with me, Mr. Chairmane.

121 am just still trying to grasp the concept of rebuttal here
13 vhere there is no direct by UCE.

14 I make inqguirys Would it be an appropriate

15 element in the discussion among the parties to consider
1gafter we have ¥r. Pollard's discussion of the use that will
17 be made of this document, because that will sort of be

18 direct, as far as I can see, for the first time by him.

19 CHAIRMAN SMITH: That is a very narrow view of

20 rebuttal. No matter what the parties have done in the past,
21 they are bound by the evidentiary record, and they are

72 reflected by it.

23 MR. BAXTER: I am just not familiar with rebuttal
24 on the basis of cross examination alone. *~ut the guestion I

25 was going to get to ultimately was whether as the proponent
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1 or, as ve are often reminded, the party with the burden of
2 proof, ve would have the opportunity for surrebuctal?

3 CHAIRMAN SMITHs I agree. If you demonstrate the
4 need for it. I just wonder if these papers are really going
5 to te worth what wve are going through on it. PBut since ve
6 do not know, since we ha~ - not read them, we do not know.

7 We will just have to wait and see.

8 Why don't you, after we adjourn this evening or

9 vhenever, try to work out something that satisfies their

10 objections and then get back tc the Board?

11 MR. POLLARD: I am going to have to do that

12 tomorrow, because I am quite clear I have to consult with
13 ¥s. Weiss. I have not the slightest idea of what most of
14 this discussion has been about.

15 CHAIRMAN SMITH: All right, now, are ready for UCS
16 Exhibit 40; that is, the SER? Are there any objections on
17 that one?

18 MR. CUTCHIN: Mr. Chairman, I guess I am going tc
19 have to be the one to rise to the occasion again. I object
2n to it as being, in some respects, recundant of what is

21 included in the direct testimony and much broader in scope
72 and, therefore, arguably irrelevant to the issue that is
23within the scope of this proceeding. Again, I vill create

24 confusion.

25 CHAIRMAN SMITHs It is broader in scope, as is
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1t NUREG-0737, wvwhich is a Staff document, and it would be

2 virtually impossible to keep that out, I don't think.

3

10

1"

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

18

20

22

23

24

25

MR. CUTCHIN: I 4o not believe 0737 is in evidence.
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1 CHAIRMAN SMITHs That it is cited all over the

2 place by the staff.

3 DR. JORDAN: There is scme citing about 0737. I'm
4 a bit worried about how =-- does that mean we have to take

5§ out all of those cites?

6 MR. CUTCHINs: We have extracted major portions of
7 that for testimony, but I'm unavare of its having been put
8 into evidence, nor has 0578, for that matter. But that

9 really has nothing to do here. My objection is it is a

10 staff SER and the staff has narroved its review to what it
11 perceives to be the scope of this proceeding and has offerei
12 direct evidence on this subject, and I think it'll be

13 confusing.

14 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Confusing isn't the test.

15 #R. CUTCEIN: It is redundant and it is well

16 beyond the scope of the proceeding.

17 DR. JORDAN: But there is much in it that is the
i@ pasis, it seems to me, for the staff's testimony, that I

19 find out really for the first time some of the reasons why
20 staff said the things they did. Without this I wculd have
21 had a real problenm.

22 CHAIRMAN SMITH: I think Dr. Jordan has resclved
23 that dispute, so your objection is overruled. It is, of

24 course, received in evidence solely to demonstrate that

25 there is such a document. Put it is not received in
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1 evidence -- we don't by receiving it in evidence, we do not
2 thereby conclude that the items set forth in the SER wvere

3 wvithin the scope of this proceeding. Our rulings will be

4 the traditional way we've made thenm,

5 All right, how about the hext one. 41, the Sandia
6 Laboratory.

7 MR. POLLARD: That was the Licensee's letter of

g8 March 12, 1981, from Mr. Hukill to Novak responding to the

¢ staff's request to review the deiiciencies and conclude

10 vhether or not the plant is safe enouch to restart.

1 MR. CUTCHIN: No objection from the staff.

12 YRe BAXTE?: No cbjection.

13 MR. POLLARD: 42 is the December 8, 1977 --

14 CHAIRMAN SMITHs 41 is received.

15 (The document referred tc,
16 previously marked for identi-
17 fication as UCS Exhibit No.
18 41, was received in

19 evidence.)

20 MR. POLLARD: I should wait for that.

21 42 is the December 8, 1977, letter, Met Ed's

22 response to Bulletin 77-5.
23 MR. BAXTER: I would not object to either of UCS
24 Exhibits 42 and 43, which are licensee's responses to IEE

25 Bulletins 77-05 and 77-05A, if UCS would stipulate to the
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1 receipt, as soon as we can obtain copies, of the I&LE

2 Bulletings themselves to which the letters are responding.
3 MR. POLLARDs They want to offer the bulletins

4 into evidence?

5 CHAIRMAN SMITH: The letters respond to a bulletin
6 and they want the full context of the letter, the

7 bulletins.

8 MR. BAXTER: We will provide them as soon as we

9 get thenm.

10 DR. JORDAN: As soon as you get them?
1 MR. BAXTER: Obtain a copy.
12 MR. POLLARD: I have no objection to that

13 proceeding.

14 CHAIRMAN SMITH: All right, so we receive 42 and

15 43 received.

16 (The documents referred to,

17 previously marked for

18 identification as UCS Exhibit
19 Nos. 42 and 43, vere received
20 in evidence.)

21 MR. POLLARD: 44 was the Sandia report.

22 MR. BAXTER: I object to .hat on the basic grounds

23 0f no opportunity to confront the evidence that's being
24 offered, Mr. Chairman, both in terms of content, relevance,

o5 and timeliness of the receipt of the document.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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MR. CUTCHIN: The staff would have a similar
objection to its being received for the truth of the matters
asserted therein.

MR. POLLARDs First as to timeliness, I have been
trying for -- since at least June 20th, when I knew of the
existence of this document, to jet it. It is not available
in the Washington public document room. I obtained my first
copy of this report Fridany afternoon, last Friday, whatever
the date of last Friday was. So I could not have produced
it any sooner, becaure I made the copies before I left the
office on Friday and I took them home with me to bring them
here today.

Second of all, we discussed earlier, and I hope
the Board can assist me, I am offering it into evidence not
for whether or not the statements in it are true, but for
the £ ct that the report was in fact sent to the NRC staff
and it says the things it says, whether or not they are
trueo.

MR. BAXTER: I find that a very unworkalkle
distinction to be made, Mr. Chairman. I understand we
sometimes receive ACRS letters just for the purpose that
they were written. But to say this entire lengthy report 1is
only going to stand for the fact that these words were said,
I think the Board is going to have a territly difficult time

sorting out the use that is made of them in proposed
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1 £findings.

2 CHAIRMAN SKITHs I think that if we would

3 stipulate that the sections read by Mr. Pollard to the

4 witnesses vere indeed from a Sandia report, which indeed wvas
5 issued and contracted for by the NRC, we will accomplish his
6 purposese.

7 MR. BAXTER: Yes, we probably would. The problem
8 is that I haven't had the opportunity to review it and ask

9 the witnesses to read all the good statements that

10 undoubtedly are in here somewhere. And that is where

11 timeliness comes in.

12 And I'm not saying necessarily that ¥r. Pollard

13 has been negligent in trying to get it. That does not helrp
14 me in trying to confront the evidence that is being offered
15 today.

16 CHAIRMAN SMITH: You want toc offer the cood

17 statements in support of yocur position and Mr. Pollard wants
18 to establish a very narrow thing, and that is he wvants to

19 argue, I think =-- what is your point?

20 MR. POLLARD: My point is that when this kind of
21 report exists and these witnesses are unaware of it and they
22 come in here and testify that Three Mile Island 1 is safe

23 enough to restart, I think it reflects on the weight --

24 CHAIRMAN SMITH: The thorouchness.

25 MR. POLLARD: -- the thoroughness of the review

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



o

22,083

and therefore to what extent should this Board rely upon the
staff testimony.

MR. BAXTER: But Mr. Pollard cot to ask the
vitnesses that point, and I think he got to ask them several
times, and he showed them parts of the abstract and asked
them why they hadn't considered it. That's uifferent than
putting the whole document into evidence.

CHAIRMAN SNITH: When I said a mome..t ago that
your objections and Mr. Pollard's purposes would bhe
involved, that he was indeed reading from the Sandia report

MR. BAXTER: I'm sorry, I must have misheard yocu.
I will stipulate that he was reading from the Sandia report
and let the cross-examination stand without the whole
document.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: It was such a report, that he was
accurately reading from it?

MR. BAXTER: Yes.

CHALRMAN SKITH: Does that satisfy your problems?

MR. POLLARD: I think it doese.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: All right. With that
stip lation, then --

MR. CUTCHIN: Staff will agree to that as well,
sir.

CHAIRMAN SMITH: Rl1l right. Then let's accert the
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400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW  WASHINGTON, D.C 20024 (202) 554-2345



(—————'——ﬁ

22,084

‘ 1 stipulation then. Then wvhat is the status? Do you offer
2 the exhibit or do you want it in the rejected exhibit fil-=?
3 MR. POLLARD: I think I want it in the rejected

4 exhibit file, not withdrawn.

5 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Well, the Board sustains the

6 objection on the basis that, as far as it being a prime

7 exhibit is concerned, it simply is correct there's no

9 concerned for your purpose, that has been satisfied by the

10 stipulation.

1 (The document referred to,

12 previously marked for identi-

13 fication as UCS Exhibit No.
‘ 14 44, was marked as rejected

15 and placed in the rejected

16 exhibit file.)

17 CHAIRMAN S¥EITH: And that's it. That's your {inal

|
\
g8 opportunity to confront the authors. As far as its need is

18 exhibit. But it will be placed in the rejected exhibit
19 file, UCS Exhibit 44,
20 MR. CUTCHIN: Mr. Chairman, it has come to my |
21 attention that for the sake of completeness, since the Board
22 has received into evidence the March z., '81, SEE, there was
232 revision to appendices 2 and C of that document which was
. 24 served on the parties on April 23rd. T happen to have only

25 one copy here, but there are -- and I can cite the pagese.
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1 It consists of a changed page to B-1, B-2, B-6, B-8, and

2 includes an attachment 1, which is a letter on the Foxboro

3 Company's letterhead. I also understand there is a page C-4
4 as well, which I omitted reading here.

B I think for thé sake of completeness of the

6 record, if we are taking in the SER it should be taken in

7 including the revision pajyes 2, and they are both in the

3 record for wvhatever use can be made of them.

3 MR. POLLARD: If it will help, I have sufficient
10 copies for the reporter, if the staff wishes to make this a
11 staff exhibit. I see no need for i* one way or another. If
12 the staff wants it in as evicdence, I have no cbjection. I
13 have copies.

14 CHAIRMAN SMITH: I think it correctly should be

15 attached to your exhibits.

16 MR. POLLARDs Attached to my exhibits?

17 CHATIRMAN SMITH: Yes. Ycur exhibit would not get
18 in on its own merits, anyway. It got in because of Dr.

19 Jordan's observatione.

20 We can even make it a Board exhibit, as far as

21 that's concerned, if you prefer. If we do, it should be one
22 complete exhib. .

23 We have never given a lot of weight as tc the idea
24 of who vas actually sponsoring an exhibit. It comes up so

25 rarely. Exhibits have to depend largely on their intrinsic
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1 probative value.

2 MR. CUTCHIN: I was only interested in having the
3 record clear as to what the status of that document was.

4 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Rather than confuse the record,

5§ your UCS Exhibit No. 40 should include the amendments.

6 MR. POLLARD: So the reporter should attach to UCS
7 Exhibit 40 the letter dated apiil 23rd from Mr. Stolz to ¥r.
8 Hukill, vhose subject is revision to appendices E and C of

9 the Three Mile Island Unit 1 equipment qualification safety

10 evalnation.

11 MR. CUTCHIN: And its attachments.

12 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Yes.

13 (The documents referred to

14 vere marked as attachments to
15 UCS Exhibit No. 40 and

16 received in evidcuce.)

17 CHAIRMAN SMITH: Anything further, ¥r. Follard?
18 MR. POLLARD: I have nothing further.

19 CHAIRMAN SMITH: I suggest we adjourn for this

20 evening.

21 MR. CUTCHIN: Are we going to bring these

22 witnesses back for tomorrow?

23 DR. JORDAN: Yes, I think we should bring them
24 back. Licensee has a few guestions and I would like to =--

25 in view of what has been said today, I need to go back now.
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1t But I am sorry --
2 MR. CUTCHIN: That's no problem. I just wanted to
3 be sure wh2ther they wvere leaving, so I would introduce my

exhibit before they left.

ks

5 : CHAIRMAN SMITH: Mr. Pollard, do ycu recognize we
6 are going to continue with these witnesses? This has conme
7 up before. It's your choice if 7cu're not present.

8 MR. POLLARD: Yes, ¥r Chairman., I understand. I

9 do not plan to be here tomorrowve.

10 CHAIRMAN SKITH: Then we will adjourn until S:00
11 @QeMe
12 (Whereupon, at 5:48 p.m., the hearing was

13 recessed, to reconvene at 9300 a.m. on Tuesday, June 30,

14 1921,)

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25
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Metropolitan Edison Company
Post Office Box 480
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Writer's Direct Dial Number

May 18, 1981
LIL lel

Otfice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Attn: Mr. John F. Stolz, Chief
Opserating Reactors Branch No. 4
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Sir:

Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit 1 (TMI-1)
Operating License No. DPR-50
Docket No. 50-239
Equipment Qualification for Small Breaks

This letter is in response to your letter dated May 1, 1981 which requested
information on environmental qualification for equipment needed tc respond
to design basis small break loss ¢f coolant accidents (SB LOCA). Break
sizes between 0.0l FTZ and 0.5 FT% have been addressed comsidering a loss of
offsite power, loss of Main Feedwater, and a worst case single failure. The
adverse environmental paramete:'s associated with the worst case 58 LOCA have
also been addressed. The qualifications of the various equipment has been
referenced from our response to LE Bulletin 79-01B dated January 30, 1981

(L1l 026).
Sincerely,
+ D. Hukill
Director, TMI-1
HDH:CWS:hh
Attachment
cc: L. Barrett
H. Silver
R. Jacobs

8105229 |71, P

Metropoiitan Edison Company 1s 3@ Nember of the General Public Utihes System



Equipment Qualification
for Small Bre-k Loss of Coculant Accidents (SB LOCA)

The essential systems and components list consists of those
Zlass IE electrical items, located in a SB LOCA harsh environment
that are required to bring the plant to a safe shutdown. The
following systems, or portions thereof, from the response to IE
Bullecin 79-~01B are required:

Main Steam

Makeup and Purification

Decay Heat Removal

Reactor Building Isolation

Reactor Protection

Engineered Safeguards Actuation

Reactor Building Emergency Cooliag

Core Flood y

Nuclear Services Closed Loop Cooling
Additional Accident Monitoring Equipment

The following systems from the response to IE Bulletin 79-01B are

required but are not located in a SB LOCA harsh environment:
Emergency Feedwater
Decay Heat Closed Loop Cooling
Reactor Building Emergency L~oling River Water

The analysis has considered the worst single failure in
addition to the loss of offsite power which results in a loss of
Main Feedwater. The worst single failure is the loss of one
emergency diesel generator. This results in only one reacter

building fan coil unit being available for cooling.



The Component List Sheets z.e arranged by system. The
equipment qualification is based upon our January 30, 1981 response
to IE Bulletin 79-01B. The attached taol nakes appropriate reference to
the submission for each compoment. The building locatlon is shown for each
component including the common equipment. The only harsh environments
resulting from the small break LOCA are those in the Reactor Building
and the Auxiliary Building. The most severe small break LOCA harsh
environment is shown for each compument on the Component List Sheets.
For components located in the Auxiliary Building ‘the only harsh
environment is radiation. The remarks column provides qualification
information in addition to that previously submitted. Where there
is no comment or reference in the remarks column, the SER of March 24,
1981 indicated no dcficienc§ that would be applicable for ithose small
break LOCA's.

The evaluatioy has considered break sizes in the range from
0.01 FT2 to 0.5 FT2. The lower limit of 0.0l FT? insures that
emergency feedwater will be activated, since it is required for
breaks smaller than 0.02 FT2, The most severe credible small
break is that of the largest Reactor Coolant System brar line
with a cross-sectional area of less than 0.5 FTZ. The sleeved
14 inch diameter core flood line which has a break area of 0.44 Fr2
is the largest such line. This break results in a reactor building
peak pressure of slightly below 30 PSIG. The Reator Building Spray
System will not activate until 30 psig is reached so chemical spray
on the equipment is not comsidered. The Reactor Building pressure
and temperature resulting from this 0.44 FTz break are assumed as an

upper bound for qualification requirements for the equipment.



The calculation of the accumulated radiation dose is based on the
degree of fuel failures predicted for a 0.44 FT% break (i.e., no fuel
failures beyond those assumed in the FSAR for worst case normal
operation is predicted to occur by licensing basis SB LOCA analyses).
A methodology similar to that of Appeunaix D to NUREG 0588 was then
used to evaluate the equipment radiation exposure due to the small
break fuel failures. The 40 year integrated dose was added to the

180 day post accident dose to obtain the total dose.



Note 1 -

Note 2 -

dote

Note

Note

Note

Note

Note

SUBHERGENCE

RADIATION
DEGRADAT1ON

REFZR TO LER 80-17

RELOCAT 1ON

MODEL PL-14B2

MODEL SA-1000

RB ENVIRONMENT

1

1

FOURURO TRANSMITTER
POTENTIAL DEFICIENCIES not subject to the concern identified by NRC letter dated April 23,

COMPONENT L1ST NOTES

Valve will perform its function of contaimnment isolation prior to
becoming submerged.

DCR Guidelines Appendix C, Tavle C-1 were used in ihe evaluation
conducted. Other documentation was also reviewed where DOR Guide-
l1ines did not address specific materials or where more definitive
data was avallable elsewhere. Review was based upon 80X retention
of the appropriate property based upon the prudent engineering
judgement of the materials function. The January 30, 1981 submittal
contains supplemental pages to each Systems Component Evaluation
Worksheet where a materials evaluation was dene stating the materic
the documentation reference, and the radiation valve from that refe.
ence.

Qualification of motor brakes for certain Limiterque operators.

Equipment was relocated to an elevation above the calculated Flood Level.
New transmitters 1T-775, 776, 788 and LT-789 are being installed for
control room and remote shutdown panel indication. These Rosemount
1153D type transmitteis are unde. _oing NUREG-0588 Cat. #1 ualification
program (NRC EQ Branch participation).

Used on Rosemount narrow range RC pressure transmitters.

New electiical seal assemblies are being installed on the  ther 79-01B
listed transmitters, RTD(s). and pressure switches located inside con-
talnment. Qualification io 75 PSIG, 340°F, 100% humidity and 2 x i08R per
Conax Bulletin SA-1000/3¥35-409/1P5-325.

30 PSTG/2459F/100% humidity/S.4 x 10°R.

__ The Foxboro transmitters used at TMI-1 ave the 4-20 mA type and are

1981 or IE Circular 81-06 for 10-50mA type transmitters.
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System Make-up and Purificatlion
i —_ MO

Plant ID No.

MU-P1A
MU-P1B
ENO—PIC
MU-P2A
iﬂu-"zu
MU-P2C

!uu-raA

|
MU-P3B

MU-P3C
MU-P4A
MU-P4B
MU-P4C

MU-V-2A
MU-V-2B

{LSAYMUV-3

Description

Pump Motor

Pump Motor

Pump # tor

Punp Motor (Aux. 011)

Pumy Motor (Aux. 01i1)

Pump Motor (Aux. 0il)

Pump Motor (Main 011)

Pump Motor (Main 011)

Pump Motor (Main 011)

Pump Moter (Gear 011)

Pump Motor (Gear 01i1)

Pump Motor (Cear 011)
Let down cooler outlet

Valve Motor Operator

Letdown cooler outlet
Valve Motor Operator

Letdown cooler outlet
Valve Limit Switch

AB

AB

AB

AB

AB

AB

AB

AB

AB

AB

RB

AB

- —

COMPONENT LIST

RcfcrcACc io 14E
79-01B Submictal

Harsh
Environment

EDS Vol.

1

MU Sheet 1

2

10
11
12

13

14

15

¥ N——

x IO‘R

3.5

"

Note

Note 7

Note 1

Note 1

Note 2

Remarks

Page 2 of

17

]gualeied

Yes




System

Make-up and Purification

Plant ID No.

LSB/MUV-3

'SV/MUV-3

rm—v—lz

LU-V-IAA
LU—VI&B

|
ru-v1oA
|

|
ru—v-lbs
MU-V-16C
MU-V-16D

SV/MUV-18

.

Degcriprion

Letdown cooi.r outlet
Yalve Limit Switch

Letdown cooler outl:t
Valve Solenold Valve

\
1

|
Pump Suction
Velve Motor Operator

Pump Suction From BWST
Valve Motor Operator

Pump Suction From BWST
Valve Motor Operator

Pump discharge
"Valve Motor Operator

Pump discharge
Valve Motor Operator

Pump discharge
Valve Motor Operator

Pump discharge
Valve dotor Operator

Charglag line Isolation
valve-Solenoid Valve

I Tk ARl iy L3 Page 3 of 17
COMPONENT LIST
; Rufcréncc to 1&E Harsh l
Locacion 79-01B Submictual Environment | remarks Oualified
AR N b P e &
AB EDS Vol, 1 MU Sheet 16| 1.8 x 104R Note 2 Yes
AB " 17 " Note 2 »
AB ¥ IJ 1.8 x 10AR - "
AB " 19 1.8 x 10°R o "
AB " 200 1.° x 104R 9 .
AB " 21 1.8 x 10°R ' "
AB " 22 " - "
AB n 23‘ " - "
AB " 24 " - ”
AB " 25 " Note 2 »




System

Make-up and Purificacion

Plaut ID No.

. ca/rm-18
{Lsulnuv-la
i
ﬁSA/Muv-zn
Lsn/uuv-zo
Fvlnuv-zn
Fu—v—zs
Ls./uuv—zs
LSB/MUV-26
SV/MUV-26

HU-V-36

V=37

Description
Charging Line lsolation AB
Valve - Limit Switch
Charging Line Isolation AB
Valve - Limit Switch
Seal Isolation Valve AB
Limit Switch
Seal Isolation Valve AB
Limit Switch
Seal Isolatiomn Valve AJ
Solenoid Valve
RCP Letdown Cooler Isola- RB
¢lon Valve Motor Jperator
RCP letdown Cooler lsolatiogp AB
Valve - Limit Switch
RCP Letdown Cooler lsola- AB
tior Valve - Limit Switch
RCP Letdown Cooler lsola- AB
tion Valve - Solenoid Valvyg
Recirculation Valve Motor AB
Operator
Recirculation Valve Motor AB

Operator

Locati

——e

Qualified

Yes

vt 2 le Nl s AOE 5 Page 4 of 17
COMPONENT LIST
Reference to 14E Harsh
7501 Submiceal Environment | Remarks
EDS Vol. 1 MU Sheet 26/ 1.8 x 104R Note 2
" 2 " "
" 2 " "
" 2 " "
" 3“ " "
" 31| Note 7 -
" 32| 3.5 x 10PR | Note 2
" 33 " "
" 34 " "
" 35| 1.8 x 104R -
" : 36 " -
! AP
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System

Decay Heat Removal

‘'Plant ID No.

DH-P1A
bH-P1B

PH-V—I

;Du-v—z
Pn—v-a
PH-VﬂbA

DH-V-4B

!M—V—SA
bH—V—SB
DH-V-6A
DH-V-6B

DH-V-T7A

JH-V-78

WWST Suction Valve Motor

.

Descriptrion

Pump Motor
Pump Motor
Drop line Valve Motor Oper.
Drop line Valve Motor Oper.
Suction Valve Motor Oper.
bischarge Valve Motor Oper,
Pischarge Valve Motor Oper.
BWST Suction Valve Motor
Operator

Operator

RE Sump Pump Suction
Valve Motor Operator

RB Sumwon Pump Suction
Valve Motor Operator

MU System Discharge
Valve Motor Operator

MU System Discharge

AB

AR

AB

AB

AB

AB

AB

AB

Valve Motor Operator

. _Page 6 of 17
COMPONENT LIoT
Reference to ISE i ars
79-01B Submicttal “avironment | Remarks lified
EDS Vol. 1 DHR Sheet 1 1.8 x 10%R - Yes
" 2 ” - "
" 3| Note 7 - "
" ‘r " - "
" 5| 1.8 » 10%R "
» 6] 1.8 x IO‘R - yes(Note 3)
" 71 1.8 x 10% - »
" 8| 1.8x 10%R _ :
" 9{1.8x 10%Rr - -
" 10] 1.8 x lO“R " yes
" 11 1.8 x 10% - "
" 12| 1.8 x 10”8 - ”
" 13] 1.8 x 10%R - .




System

Reactor Building Isolation

!
Plant ID No.

LSA/AHV-1A
LSB/AHV-1A

SV/AHV-1A1
pV/AHV-1AZ
kA—v-l

FSA/CAV—Z

i
SH/CAV-2

SV/CAV-2

CA-V-3
hA—vnAA
CA-V-4B
CA-V-13
LSA/CAV-189

LSB/CAV-189

Descriprion

RB Purge Valve Limit Switch
RB PurgeValve Limit Switch

RB PurgeValveSolenotdvalve
RB Purge Valve Solenoid "
Pz Sample Valve Motor Ovper.

RCS Sample Valve Lim'tValve
RCS Sample Valve Limit Valve
RCS Sample Valve Soleaoid "

Pz Water Sample Valve
Motor Operator

SC FW l1solation Valve
Motor Operator

SG FW lsolation
Motor Operator

RCS Letdown Sample
Valve Motor Operator

Demin. Water lsolation \hlv%
Limit Switch

Demin. Water lsolation Vale
Limit Switch

AL

AB
RB

E

RB

RB

AB

AB

il & Pagg_ 7 of 17
COMPONENT LIST
Referfence to ISE Harsh -1
79-01B Submicttal Environment Remarks Qualified
EDS Vol. I EBIS Shr.1| 3.5 x 10%R Note 2 Yes
" 2 " " "
" 3 " " "
" 6 " L1 "
" 11 | Note 7 . n
" 13] 3.5 x 16% Note 2 3
" 14 " _ -
" 12 " = "
— "
o 15 Note 7
" 16 - - "
Lad 17 ” - "
" 24 " - "
" 25 | 1.8x 1008 Note 2 "
" ' 26 " " “




System Reactor Building lsolaction

Plant ID No.

SV/CAV-189

AH-V-1B

rH—V—IC

hc—v—2
|

0/1¢cv-3

33/1Cv-3
|

|
1.SB/iCcvV-3
l

WDG-V-3

SV/WDG-V4
LSA/WDG-V4
LS8 /WDu-V4
WolL-V-303

rm/um,- . 4

|

Description

Solenoid Valve
RB Purge Valve Motor Oper.
RB Purge Valve Motor Oper.

1C Closed Loop l1solation
Valve Moior Operator

1C Return lsolation
Solenoid Valve

1C Retur~ lsolation
Limit Switch

1C Return Isolation
Limit Switch

RB Vent header lsolation
Valve Motor Operator

RB Vent healer lsola. Valve
Solenoid Valve

RB
Lim
RB Vent header isola. Valve
Lim't Switch

RCS Drailn tank Outlet Isol
valve Motor Operator

RCS Drain lsolation Valves
Limit switch

V]eg.ts..h‘etac“fr Isola. Valve

locacion

Demin. Water IsolationValvg AB

AB

AB

AB

RB

Page 8 of 17
COMPONENT LIST
Reference to 18E Narsh
79-01B Submictal Environment Remarks Ouaiified
EDS Vol. 1 RBIS Sht.27] 1.8 x 10%R Note 2 -
" 2| Note 7 Note 3 "
" 6 " " "
IS Vol. 1 RBiS Sht.“T " - -
" 41 1.8 x 10k | Note 2 "
\ 42 " " "
" l.-‘i " " "
" 54 Note 7 I "
" 55 3.5 x 10%R . .
- 56 " Note 2 -
" 57 " " -
. . 58 "ote 7 - »
' 591 15 x lO‘R Note 2 "




Plant ID No.

LSB /WDL-V 304
| SV/WDL-V 304
SV/WDL-V534
LSA/WDL-V5 34

|
|
I
|

'LSB/WDL-VS534

LSA/WDL-V535
'LSB/WDL-V535

SV /WDL<V535

&e.qm.luu.dms Isolation

Description

RC Diain lsolation Valve
Limit Switch

|RC Drain lsolation Valve
‘Solenoid Valve
IRB Sump Outlet lsolatior
Solz2noid Valve

RB Sump Isolation
Limit Switchk

RB Sump lsolation
Limit Switch
RB Sump Isolation
Limit Switch

RB Sump lsolation
Limit Switch

RB Sump Isolation
Solenoid Valve

locacion

AB

AB

COMPOMVNT LIST

Reference to ISE Harsh
79-018 Submictal Environment
DS Vol. 1 RBIS She. 60 3.5 x 10%
" 61 "
" 64 | 1.8 x 104
" 62 "
KDS Vol. 1 RBI1S sm.uﬂ -
" 65 ”
" 66 "
" 67 "

Page 9 of 17
Remarks Qualified
Note 2 Yes
" "
" "
" "
" "
" "
- "




System Reactor P'rotection
f__- —— ———
| L
Plant ID No. Description
. TORT-TRr e - SRl S R L e
RC3A-PT] RC NR
| Pressure Transmitter
'
?ClA—PTZ RC NR
‘ Pressure Transmittes
RC3B-PT1 RC NR
‘ Pressure Transs'‘tter
RC3B-PT2 RC NR
Pressure Transmitter

C4A-TE2 RC Outlet Temp RID
RC4A-TES RC Outlet Temp RTD

|
Re4B-TEZ RC Outlet Temp RTD

i

FCAB—TE) RC Outlet Temp. RTD
PS-u72 R3 Pressure Switch
P5-673 RB Pressure Switch
PS-674 KB Pressure Switch
PS-675 'RB Pressure Switch

COMPONENT LIST

Page 10 of 17

i Vl 'Rc%crcncc to ISE Harsh

Locacion 79-018 Submirtal Environment Remarks
RB EDS Vol. 1a RPS Sht.l Note 7 Note 2
RB » 2 - >
RB " 3 L "
KB " 4 " "
RB " S » -
RB » 6 o -
RB " 7 " .
RB " 8 = -
AB . 13 | 3.5 x 104R Note 2
A B " l 4 " "
AB » 15 " -
AB " 16 " -

Qualified

Yes

B U —




FS—ZBb

5-287
5-289
PS-290
Fcaa-vva
tﬁjA—PTQ
KCIB P13
FT-282
PT-285

PT-288

.

COMPIMENT LIST

Descriprion

RB

RB

RC

RC

RC

RB

RB

Pressure Switch
Pressure Switch
Pressure Switch
Pressure Switch
Pressure Switch
Pressure Switch

WR Pressure Transmitter
WR Pressure Transmitter

WR Pressure Transmirter

Pressure Transmitter

Pressure Transmitter

Pressure Transmitter

b - ——— ———

AB

AB

AB

AB

RB

RB

RB

—

Sheet 11 of 37

Reference to I6E Harsh
75-01B Submictal | Environment | Remarks Oualif'ed
EDS Vol. 1A ESAS 2 | 3.5 x 104R | Note 2 Yes

" 3 " " -
" 5 " L ”
" 6 " o o
" 8 " " e
" 9 " " .
. 10 Note 7 : :
" 1 " " "
" 12 " " ’
" 1 [3.2 x 10°R . .
- " - " ”
" " " ” u
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‘S!stcn Core

Flood

Plant ID No.
CF-V-2A
i

:CS—V—ZB
|
CF-V-3A
|

KF—V-3B
LSA/CFV-19A
ﬁsu/crv—19A
LSA/CFV-198B
LSB/CFV-198
20/CFV-19A
20/CFV-198

LSA/CFV-20A

LSB/CFV-20A

CF Makeup Valve LimitSwitch

CF Makeup Valve Limitswitch
CF Makeup Valve Sol-moid WIVJ
CF Makeup Valve SolenoldValvp

CF Sample lsolation
Limit Switch

CF Sample Isolation
Limit Switch

Descripcrion
CF Sample lsolation RB
Valve Motor Operator
C¥F Sample lsolation RB
Valve Motoiv Operator
CF Vent RB
Valve Mctor Operator
CF Vent RB
Valve Motor Operator
CF Makeup Valve Limit Switch| AB
CF MakeupValve Limit3witch| 2

AB

AB

COMPONENT LIST

Reference to I&E

Harsh

79-01B Submittal Environment
EDS Vol. 1A CF Sht.3 Note 7

" 4 L
" S "
" 6 L
" 7 135 x 1PR
" ; 8 "
" 9 "
" 10 "
" l l "
" 1 2 "
" l 3 "

" " l l. "

Note 2

"

Page 13 of 17

1ified

Yes
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Page 15 of 17

COMPONENT LIST

System Nuclear Services Closed Loop Cooling

——— ————————————— T — i —"— S——— —— . T e ——— . S — e ——— A S — e - —_— ——

. Reference to 16E Harsh
Plant 1D No. Description Locacion 79-018 Submitcal Env_;onment | Remarks Qualified
i. Rl DRSNS, AR INCATIE Y kL | L
'NS-V-4 RCP Cocler Isolation AB ‘20S Vol. 1A NSCIC Sh.{ 3.5 x 1G°R - Yes
Valve Moior Operator
NS-V-15 KCP rfooler laiet Isolation AB " 5 " - o
Valve Mocor Operator
"
NS -V-32 Non-nuclear Equip.Cooler AB - 6 " .
1solation Valve Motor Oper
NS-V-135 #CP Cooler lIsolation Valve RB. - 7 Note 7 Materials list not -
Motor Opaerator yet veceived from

Limitorque for
evaluation for rad-
fation affects, how-
ever, radiation dose
for SB LOCA is not
high enough to be of
concern.




b— -

o

Plant ID No.

‘SPIA-LT2
:SPlB—LTZ
®CA-1T1
'RCL 112
RC1-LT3
RCSA-TEL

KUSA-TE2
;RCSA-TEJ
%RCSA-TE&
RCSB-TEL
RCSB-TE2
2C5B-TE3
RCSB-TE4
SP1A-LT4

SP1B-LT4

Descripcion

OTSG Level Transmitter

O1TSC Level Transmitter

Péd-Level “ransmitter

P3 Level Transmitter

P2 Level Transmitter

RC Inle: Temp. RTD

RC Inlet RTD

Temp.

RC Inlet Temp. RTD

RC Inlet RTD

Temp.

RC Inlet Temp. RTD

RC Inlet Temp. RTD

RC Inlet RTD

Temp .

RC Inlet Temp. RTD

O01SG Level Transmitter

015G Level Transmitter

RB

RB

RB

RB

RB

RB

RB

Sysivu Additlonal Acclident Monitoring Equipment

COMPONENT LIST

Page 16 of 17

““Reference to I4E | Marsh |
79-018 Submittal Environment | Remarks Qualified
EDS Vol. 1A AAME/RCS | Note 7 | Mote 4 Yes
heet 1
" 2 " L "
" s " - -
" 6 " ‘ - »
" 7 " - -
i B " - »
" g " - »
" 10 . - 4
" 11 . - -
» 12 " - "
" 13 " - i
. 14 " - "
a 15 " - i
¥ 3 " Note 4 »
" 4 " " -
e SRR | P .




g e e e — e i e

¥ 401 X §°¢
"

"

L PI9N

———— RN W—

" ¢ PI0N
" 9 pue ¢ IJoN
"
" s
" -
sax -
PatIrieny Exaemoy

L1 30 (| 8ey

z "
f "
3 "
Y "
£ “
T 199yg
‘wwo) VI ‘TOA Sa3

JUOWUOT JAUY
ysaey

TvIdtugng q410-64
q9] 01 DU oYy

LSI'T INANOIROD

av

qv /4

qy/o

yoo[g [RUFw1a

S1030aUN0)) XPUO)

arqe) [0131U0) § 19MOg
ajqen JudwWNIIsU]

*AsSy uwojIR1IAUIG *dIA

Fupqny, yupays Ieay

Uojidjaosaq

"ON a1 ueldq

juamdynby uowmo)

SERIEE

CEFEISY




810609 00O

Metropolitan Edison Company
Post Office Box 480
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Writer's Direct Dial Number

J 2 2

L1L 176

, 1981

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulatiocn
Attn: John F. Stolz, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch No.

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comais. “on
washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Sir:

Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unic 1 (TMI-1)
Operating License No. DPR-30
Docket No. 30-289
Environmental Qualificacion Questions

The attached questions and answers confirm conversations between our
raspective staff's over the past week regarding clarification of our
submittal of May 18, 1981 (L1L 161).

Sincerely,

~~ | 3 \\
s - .‘\{ \."\ ‘ :‘. \' ‘J
B 3 - —
| c— 2 ‘& -

\' [ §
LN e O ~/
\ - :
: e
& .
o —— / P
’ ”
~ & I

eve!roooman Edison Company is 2 Member of the General Puthic Utilities System



Ql.

23.

3.

Q6.

A6.

Att \chment
L1L 176

For the isolation valve identified by Note 1, what are the effects
after submergence’

There is no affect on the contactors which energize the actuator motor.
Since the contactors are located in the MCC and are not submerged they
will not cause a change in valve positiom.

If the limit switches on the actuator are shorted by submergence the
control circuit fuse should blow. This would result in a loss of
valve position indicator light. This would not be a problem because
the valve position is verified by the operator long before the loss
of the light occurs.

fhe submergence of any of the electrical components in these motor
operators will not affect aay other electrical system because of

the isclation provided by the MCC.

What is the basis for the qualification :f the motor brakes in Note 3?7
3y analysis of the materials in the motor ' rake that are affected bv

radiation. The SB LOCA could occur after .0 years of full power
cperation, and still have the brake operate satisfactorily.

At what level are the relocated 3G level transmitters referrad to
in Note 47

The bottom of the transmitters are 5'9 3/4" or more above the reactor

* building floor,

Are the cables supplying the SG level tramsmitters subject to submergence’

No. They feed from above.

what is the basis for the qualificatiom of the Comax connectors
referred to in Note 37

These connectors use the same materials as those in Note 6, therefore
they are qualified to the same environments.

Will the Conax connectors in Note 6 be used to replace those in
Yol. IA, Common, Sheets 10 and 1l of the 79-018 Submittal? If so,
when will they be installed?

Yes. These are the replacement connectors and they will be installed
prior to restart.



Pl

Q7.

Al.

Q8.

Q9.

A9.

Q10.

AlO.

Qll.

To what radiation level is the Limitorque operator for NS-V=35
qualified?

A minimum of 2 x 107 rads total integrated dose.

How was the flood level in the reactor building decreased from
5.94 fc. to 5.66 ft.?

3y using a more realistic, but still comservative model of the
steam zenerator exterior configurationm.

What dose rate was used in the reactor building to determine the
normal integrated dose? How was it obtained?

The dose rate used was 100mR/hr. It was obtained by actual plant
neasurements taken over a 4 1/2 year period.

What is the dose rate on the Decay Heat Remova! Pump for SB LOCA
conditions?

An approximation of the dose was determined by comparing the source
terms calculated in accordance with NUREG 0737 I[tem II.B.2, and
representative source tevms available in the GAISSAR Chapcter 12.
This comparison yielded a 104 difference. The corresponding NUREG
0737 dose rate calculated was reduced by the same factor of 107

for the initial post-accident rate.

The resultant initial dose rate was 4 Rad/hr to the pumps. This
rate would then decay over the next 180 days in the same fashion
as the NUREG 0737 source. At the end of 180 days the dose rate

would be 4 mR/hr.

What would be the effect of a beta dose of 2.2 x 10° rads on
equipment inside containment’

Vo effect. The electrical equipment required to bring the plant
to a safe shutdown is in conduit or metal enclosures.
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Metropolitan Edison Company
Post Off ce Box 480
Middletown, Pennsylvania 17057

Writer's Direct Dial Number

‘ June 12, 1981

L1L 180

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Attn: John F., Stolz, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch No. 4

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Sir:
Three Mile Island Nuclear Stationm, Unit 1 (TMI-1)
Operating License No. DPR-30

Docket No. 50-289
Environmental Qualification for Small Break LOCA

The purpose of this letter is to confirm information transmitted by telephone
June 5 to June 11, 1981 for clarification of our submittal dated May 18, 1981
(L1L 161).

. Siucerely,

()

Director, TMI-1
HDH:CWS: 1ma
Enclosure

cc: R. Jacobs
D. Dilanni

5330

cn
P
C .
(@)
|

(03]

Metropohitan Egison Company s 3 Member of the Gerera: Public Utilines System



Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Arswer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Enclosure
L1L 180

What radiation levels are expected in the vicinity of Valves
DH-V-4A/B and DH-V-5A/B during normal operation and during
DH System operation?

General area dose rates in the vicinity of DH-V-4A/B and
DH-V-5A/B are less than 100mr/hour* (and usually much less
than 100mr/hr) during either normal operation or DH System
operation. This is based on routine radiation surveys taken
since TMI-1 began operation.

Will GPU review the results of the Westinghovse tests on
Reliance motors used on Limitorque actuators? Will GPU
advise the NRC if thcse test results are applicable to TMI-1
and the effects, if any?

All information that GPU has reviewed to date indicates that
the Reliance motois used in TMI-1 Limitorque actuvators are
qualified as specified in our 79-01B submictal.

GPU will review and comment to the NRC nn the Westinghouse
reports after the NRC makes the reports available to GPU.

Do the failures on Foxboro transuitters, described in test
report T3-1068, affect the qualification of the TMI-1
transmitters? Are these the same type of units?

All units in this report continued to function up to 7.6 x 107 R.
This is orders of magnitude above the SB LUCA radiation for
TMI-1. The TMI-1 transmitters are of the same type as those
tested.

When will the B & W Report "Evaluation of Aging of Class IE Controls
and Insgrumentation in B & W 177FA Scope of Supply" be completed?

B & V has stated that the report should be published by July 15, 1981.
The report is being sponsored by the B & W Owners Group and its
publication is under control of B & W and the Owners Group.

Will all components that have exceeded their qualified life
expactancy be replaced before Restart? Will a program to
replace components, as needed, be in place by Restart?

Yes. The only such components identified to date are neoprene cover
seal gaskets. In addition, a procedure will be implemented by
cricticality to replace components as needed.

*100 mr/hr may be briefly exceeded for up to 24 hours following a shutdown
involving a large crud burst.



