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3 NEMORANDUM FOR: Carlyle Michelson, Director, Office for Analyses C.
and Evaluation of Operational Data %.!

h ' . ' .e
L FROM: H. R. Denton, Director, Office of *

4 Nuclear Reactor Regulation

) SUBJECT: JA50ARY..19 1981. f.EMORN U y,[drMid0iEGF3 ;
i MF.RgPPtmEWB4CEh .M'--

~

,;_ ..-

* This is in reply to your preliminary memorandum in whie.h you listed a ./*

number of failures of internal appurtenances that have occurred inLLWR
piping systems. Our past evaluation of this issue came to the conclusion
that, were we to develop addi.tional NRR requirements, an information

,

collecting phase was necessary to ascertain what level of design _

'

'

consideration was being used throughout the industry. The enclosure is_
,

c

a draft of what we believed was necessary in early 1980. V G er Cunable d
.at.that time to justify pro'ceeding because'of our judgement'of the p

~

limited safety sign,incancelof' the issue.Z ; - .
~

'

*

'The Safety Piogram Evaluation Branch of. DST is developing a methodology
j to be used to prioritize new safety issues, and, based. on the prioriti-
j zation, to make recommendations regarding allocation of NRR resources to
; develop and implement new requirements. These requirements would be -appli-
! cable to license application reviews and to plants already having an Operating -

License, as appropriate. Details of this methodology are currently being'

developed. However, it is clear that the methodology will involve the .

.following two key elements: .

- .

? & S

j. 1. The safety benefit achieved by developing and implementing a . ./j new requirement,and 7,.

2. The cost of developing 'and implementing new requirements. [ i

Cost includes both staff cost (manpower resources and
; contractor cost) and the cost to the industry.

'"
-

In order for ui t:r evaluata ~ans
..-. . . . . . .

and determine whether'it merits'pi foritie the' concern you have identified
.

' -

3 the' allocation of NRR resoyrces, relative
] to other safety concerns, we need the following preliminary information
] from AE00:'
5
5 1. Safety Benefit - What safety problems exist? The probability

i of occurrence of these problems should be ' estimated and the-'

ly\consequences to the public should be described. Consequencesi

preferable should be stated in terms of quantity of potential
etive releasess ,,,

[''
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2. Proposed New Requirements The proposed or potential new NRR
i

requirements that would reduce the probability of occurrence' and/
' or the conse'quences of the safety problems identified in Item 1

should be pescribed. The cost to industry of implementing these.

requirements should be estimated, if possible. (NRR will estimate
the staff resources needed to develop fully the requirements and -
to assure that they are implemented.)

We appreciate your efforts toward identification of potential safety problems
through your studies of operating experienes and hope they can be profitably
factored into our priorization of new issues. )

'
/

9dehd aemed4
R.It.Bsetos

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

.
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[ ME!10RANDUM FOR: Carlyle Michelscn, Director .

s Office for Analysis 6dqva-ht:itted coperational Data.

D

j FRO:i:'" . Thomas E. Murley, Director
*

; Division of Safety Technology
j; Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
j . . / ..

g '
JANUARY 19, 1981, HEMORANDUM ON DEGRADATION OFSUBJECT:
INTERNAL APPURTENANCES IN t.WR ./o

I
$ Ve received your preliminary memorandum referred to above in which you
| listed a number of failures of internal appurtenances that have occurred

in LWR piping systems. We are interssted in the results of ymr final "

| report, particularly, to determine /if additional NRR requirements are
necessary based on safety significance. Our past findings have been that the ..

,

p level of safety signifiaance relative to other issues was not high enough to
3 warrant any cc::mitment of resources. Hokever, these have been based cn engineer .
s ing judgmnt as to the consequences of such events; and, if the final resul.ts
j of ycur case study provide sufficient information, there may be a rational
i basis for changing our asses:: cent of this issue. Our past evaluaticn came
J to the ccnclusion that, weie we to develop additional NRR requirements, an
? information collecting ' phase was necessary to ascertain what level of design* '

consideration was being/Lsed throughout the industry. The enclosure is a
draft of what we believed was necessary in early 1980. We were unable at
that time to justify b'roceeding because of our judgment of the safety .

significance cf the Assue.
~

; /
'

y The Safety Program Evaluation Branch of DST is developing a methodology *

1 which is expected to be used throughcut NkR to prioritize issues not yet.
being addressed and new concerns, and, based on the pricritization, to make.

r recc::mendaticns'regarding allocation of NRR resources to develop and pro-
i mulgate new requirements. These require:ents would be applicable to license
i application reviews and to plants already having an Operating License, as

appropriate. Details of this methodology are currently being developed.
L However, it is clear that the methodology will involve the following two

key elements:

1. The safety benefit achieved by developing and implementing a
; , new requirement, and'
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q 2. The cost of developing and implementing new requirements,
Cost includes both staff cost (manpower escurces and ccntractorw

! cost) and the cost to the industry. '

I
,

i In order to determine if the concern you have, identified merits the.

1 allocation of NRR resources,, relative to other safety concerns, we would
j need the following preliminary information:' ~

| 1. Safetybenefit_-Whatsafetyproblemsexist? The probability
s of occurrences of these problems should be estimated and the
'

consequences to the public should be described. Consequences
,

s preferably should be stated /in terms of quantity of radioactive
releases. /

i /
H 2. Procosed New Reauirements - The proposed or potential new NRR

requirements tnat woulo reduce the probability of occurrences and/
or the consequences of the safety problems identified in Item 1

) should be described./' The cost to industry of icplementing these.
requirements shculd' be estimated, if possible. (NRR will estimate

'

the. staff resources needed to develop fully the requirements anda

: to assure that they are implemented.)

| Another piece of the puzz/le in evaluating where resources should be allocated
1 '

i to gain the greatest improvement in public health and safety is estimating the
' potential risk reduction which could result from new requirements. The

1 information. in item 1 above would be needed for this assessme,nt also. .

j
.

Wesuggestthatite/' would be helpful if you directed your study toward
.

defining what safety prob 'ms do exist so that we can properly address the
I concern. We would be happy to arr age a discussion beilr,<een appropriate

. members of your/ staff and the members of the OST staff to describe our beeds
in more details'., ,

J
/

We appreciate /your efforts toward' identification of potential safety problems
i through your/ studies of operating experience and hope they can be profitably

factored into our prioritization of new issues.
<

.

I

Thcnas E. Marley, Director,

Division of Safety Technology
i
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MEMORANDUM FOR: D. F. Ross, Acting Director .

-

.

Division of Project Management
. ,

'

D. G. Eisenhut, Acting Director -

Division of Operating Reactors -

FROM: R. J. Mattson, Director . -

... .-
Division of Systems Safety

SUBJECT: GENERIC LETTER ON INTERNAL APPURTENANCES IN PRIMARY AND
SECONCARY PIPING SYSTEMS .

..

As a result of an ACRS consultant report from C. Michelsen on internal

appurtenances and subsequent meetings within DSS and with DOR, we are
*

reconnending that a generic letter be issued to obtain information regarding' .
..

i
-

internal appurtenances at all plants under review. Enclosure 1.(Sullivanto
!

I Knight memo, Jan,. 10,1980) provides' * ackground on this subject and the . u
,

reasons for the generic letter approach... .The infonnation to be reques.ted
*

~ We are allo recomending that DOR consider ]is contained in Enclosure 2.
< .

-

; issuing such a request for infomiation from all operating plants. DSS will

take the lead in organizing a DSS / DOR team to evaluate these responses and

.recoim:end appropriate follow-up action. -

-
.

-
-

,

~

~

'

R. J. Mattson, Director .

Division of Systms Safety
,

.

Enclosure:
- As stated

cc w/ enc 1: *-See next page
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