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MEMORANDUM FOR: Comn.issionec 'oberts .

FROM: William J. Dirck... Executive Director for Operations

SUBJECT: RESOURCES FOR CRBR REVIEW
.

Your memoraredum of 16 February asks how many additional people would be
required for the CRBR review if the Commission were to grant the exemption.
Our best estimate is that no additional people would need to be assigned
to the CRBR review although it is possible, as explained below, that
some additional staff resources (1-2 manyears) and technical assistance
(< $50,000) might be expended.

Should the CRBR exemption be granted no additional safety issues would
have to be resolved which would not have to be eventually resolved fcr the

- construction permit. However, those issues related to the propssed LWA-2
construction would have to be resolved at an earlier time than if a more-

.

traditional licensing sequence were fo116w'ed. This would probably mean
that some relatively small amount of staff and technical assistance
resources would have to be expended earlier for an LWA-2 sequence than for
the normal sequence. The shift in the time of resolution is not likely to
require greater integrated resource expenditure for an LWA-2 sequence than ,

a normal sequence.

Possible exceptions t'o this are issues which might be resolved for an LWA-2
on the basis of the feasibility of adding design features to prevent or .
mitigate certain accident conditions: features which would normally neither
be proposed nor reviewed if more time were available for resolution of the
issue at hand. For example, given sufficient tirr.e it'may be possible for
the staff to conclude that ore disruptive ucidentscan be accommodated.without
recourse to restraining devices for the primary system. To accomplish a*

resolution consistent with .the projected LWA-2 licensing schedule, howeve,r,
it might be necessary for us to expend some resources in evaluating the
practicality of adding such restraints luter should they prove ultimately to
be needed. It would be necessary in this case to demonstrate that the LWA-2
construction would not preclude adding such restraints.

It is unlikely such evaluations would require more personnel assignments to
the CRBR review but might involve more time on the part of currently assigned
reviewers. Added review costs, however, could largely be met by increased
cont otor i.eGrAcaL assistance.

W ]g-
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Comissioner Robe'rts -2-

Thus, we believe that the CRBR exenption would not require significant
-additional staff resources, and would entail no reassignments of staff

currently working on other NRR projects. Technical assistance would be
used for any special evaluations that might be needed.

ggrd)yliRmIII3I

I
William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations _
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555EC ,
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February 19, 1982'

CFFICE OF THE
,

r:OMMISSIONER

.

MEMORANDUM FOR: William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations

Harold R. Denton, Director -

Nuclear Reactor Regulation )

FROM: Commissioner Roberts

SUBJECT: PUBLIC SERVICES COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA LETTER
OF FEBRUARY 16, 1982, TO HAROLD R. DENTON |

I would appreciate having your written views on tiiis letter. ''

(
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fwMr. Harold R. Denton
Director, Office ~of Muclear Reactor ]b ()4

"

Regulation y Dj ,/ '| d
,

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission L 'y i

_ fWashington, D. C. 20555 /
'

Dear Mr. Denton:

Re. In the matter of Black Fox Station Units 1
and 2; Docket Nos. STN50-556 and STN50-557-

Public Service Company of Oklahoma, Associated Electric Cooperative,
Inc., and Western Farmers Electric Cooperative, co-applicants for
Construction Permits in the subject docket, are announcing.today
the -cancellation of the Black Fox Station. This letter follows a
verbal notification to your office today by.our Washington, counsel.

'

I feel it is incumbent upon this company, as project manager, to-
. &,- explain at some length the reason for our actions. In essence, the
SY 'actinn &nkan is necessitated bv a continuinq climate of political

~

and ra-nin+nvy uncertaintv at the federal level, The project has
regrettably become economically unattractive due to the sharp in-
crease in project costs brought about by the almost three-year
licensing moratorium imposed by the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission.
-

The Black vnv owners have always believed themselves to be c' aught
in a unique time warp, i.e., that of having instituted work under
a Thi taa wnv> an*hnri vnH nn and havine the safety haarinc racnvel
complete crior to the evente n* % vaa Mile Island. No other pending
construction permit applicant was in that situation.

PSO, as project manager, has been more than responsive to the events
at Three Mile Island. On" ="'' - M'm W " "*4 t a' y n# naw
rec ui raman+_s and have found us pro-acting as a demonstration of our.
commitment to do that which was required to place the Black Fox
licensing back on track. You know we led the industry in these
responses, and were instrumental in forming and leading a Near-Term
Construction Permit working group to interact with your staff in
establishing the licensing basis for the pending applications.

~. '@ JavnaH&7 '
*

CENTRAL AND SOUTH WEST SYSTEM.

* Pubhc gno hwestern Electric Power West Tegas Uthesgcm3 g*o f*nd Light_ _____ _!~:sa_ @Sennee Com;:any of Oktanornaentral ewer out
wor: wsw M"t * v **'!* %"ow
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Mr. Harold R. Denton, Director February 16, 1982 !
'

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation Page 2 !
r

l

i

During this effort, you met personally with executives and representa-
tives of this. company many times to assure us your good will and !

* ultimate licensability of our project. |
t

Notwithstanding our efforts, we cannot help but feel we were ignored i

through 1979, toyed with during 1980,.and disappointed in 1981. !

|Daspite your assurances to the contrary, we have found no real com- [
mitment to progress or licensing stability following the events-at |

Three Mile Island or the several investigations. |
:
c

To be absolutelv #-=av onblic se*vi ca cnmeanv. as proiect manaaer,
and all three companies. as owners , have no confidence in the process; ory [

reason- [,that it will allow completion of the units as planned on any
ably foreseeable schedule or operation of the units on a reliable [

basis throughout their expected lifetime. r

I must here repeat the thrust of the argument set.forth in our
response to the proposed licensing rules published on October 2,- ;

1980, and March 23, 1981. That is, if there were a safety. problem t

Iassociated with the changes therein mandated for. plants under con-
- struction, your Agency would have immediately' revoked their Construc- |

.9 tion Permits, and some of those units are identical to Black Fox in (

0;t( vintage and design. This having not been done, the Agency, by halting |

progress at Black Fox, has exhibited a bias ' born of political percep- !

tion, not of technical necessitude.

ikndeed,theultimateironyisthatonlytodaydothepost-TMIrules
|for the pending Construction Permit applications become effective,

with the " lessons learned" being substantially.the same as were |
[identified by your office in the fall of 1979. -

- . <

The effects of inflation on project costs during this period have |
been staggering; moreover, tha oromise of future hacVfi&&ing requiva- !

mantn can n-lu me=- +ha+ 'ka cne* nf &ha nrniact will cnneinna *o f

6scalata me nnma nnknnwn and uncontrollabia ra+a. The extensive f
~

delays in setting the requirements for granting nuclear Construction [
Permits have narrowed the nuclear economic advantage over coal-fired !

alternatives to the vanishing point. When you combine this with the
financing difficulties associated with the absolute magnitude of the ;

investment as now estimated, and the political, regulatory, and i

economic uncertainty that attend nuclear power; termination of the e

project becomes a necessity born of prudent management. The corporate -

risks of doing otherwise are simply untenable to all of the companies
involved in this venture.

.

' * ~m ,

Of ).
;'

!*

*

.
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Mr. Harold E. Denton, Director February 16, 1982
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation Page 3 ---

V
!

Wo intend to preserve the site for construction of future power i

generation projects, hence most of the activity pursued on the site
'

.itself under the Limited Work Authorization will be convertible to
| alternatively fired generating facilities. The timing for these

ifacilities is uncertain, but will undoubtedly have to commence
within the foreseeable future to replace the capacity which was
being relied upon from the Elack Fox facility.

.

I have, at this date, directed counsel for the co-applicants to
seek withdrawal of the application from the Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board, as provided in 10CFR, Section 2.107. Your staff
should continue to direct any questions to Dr. John C. Zink, our

[
Manager of Licensing.

Black Fox Station has always been a good management decision; the
need for nuclear-fueled generation is indiscutablet it is regret-'

taole that outside, uncontrollable circumstances did not allow its
pursuit in a reasoned manner by individuals at companies committed

|

to achieving excellence in every aspect of the project.
.

I Very truly y.ours,

'

}w s/ * .

-
.

.

MEF:VLC:lh,

4

''

cc: BFS Service List ~

Office of the Commissioners, USNRC
Nunzio J. Palladino, Chairman
Victor Gilinsky
Peter A. Bradford
John F. Ahearne
Thomas M. Roberts .

- .

i
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"' " 4}William J. Dircks, ExeciNv"e DirgFROM: LBerrfor Operations

PPAS RMattson

SUBJECT: PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA LETTER CANCELL1pmer

TilEIR BLACK FOX STATION APPLICATION

This is in response to your memorandun dated February 19, 1982, requesting qy
views on the letter fron.Public Service Corpany of Oklahoma (P50) cancelling
their application for permits to construct Black Fox Station (BFS), Units 1
and 2.

Before addressing the PSD letter, some background information related to the
BFS application review may be helpful.

The PS0 application to construct the BFS was docketed on Decerter 23, 1975.
The staff's Final Environnental Statenent (FES) was issued in February 1977.
The Safety Evaluation Report and two of its supplements were issued in June
1977, September 1978 and March 1979. Following the completion of the Environ-
mental and Site Suitability Hearings, a Linited llock Authorization (LWA) was
issued in July 1978. Two arendments to the LUA, to allow additional con-
struction work to be carried out, were issued in September and Noverter of
1978. On February 23, 1979, the hearing record for the BFS application was
closed. At that tire there were no outstanding safety issues that would
have precluded issuing a construction permit for BFS provided that a favor-
able decision was received from the ASLB. The staff believes a construction
permit could have been issued in nid 1979 if the THI-2 accident had not

*

oCCu red. ,

PS0's situation was unique in that, of all the pending construction pernit
applications at the tir.e of the THI-2 accident, they were the only one with
an LUA. Indeed, the circunstances surrounding the lessons learned from
THI-2 and the development of a CP/ML Rule had a significant inpact on the
UFS application. On June 13, 1979, the ASLB issued an order which deferred
the final resolution of the application for a construction permit to await
their evaluation of any staff recomendations for DFS which would result from
its THI-2 investigations. The Board also denied the applicants' request for
referral of this decision to the ALAB. On October 4,1979, in an Interin
Staterent of Policy and Procedures, the Cornission directed the ASLB's not to
issue full adjudicatory decisions which authorize the issuance. of construc-
tion pe except af ter further order of the Comission itself,

f uD
CFFICE).......,................................................,............ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

SURNAME)...................................................................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

.....................|eqE)................................................................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

--- _ _ _ _



* ~

,
. .

t.. ...* \. ' ' . a,, . . ..
.

.., ,. .. ~. ;. .

" '

.*.

Comissioner ' Roberts -2-
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Following the decision by the Comission, in March 1981, to resume TMI-2 related
reviews for the pending construction pemit applications, the staff, by use of a
dedicated review team, has reviewed and published safety evaluation reports for
five of the pending construction pemit applications. Following that decision.
CP applicants were mquired to file their response to the proposed CP/ML rule
published on March 23, 1981. PS0 did not file the required responses until
October 1981. The staff completed its gview of that submittal by a dedicated
team and published its Safety Evaluation Report on December 31, 1981.

Thus, while the post TMI licensing " pause" certainly created some uncertainty
in the licensing process, particularly through 1979 and into 1980, we believe
the Agency responded quite promptly to the PS0 submittal in response to the
Comission's proposed CP/ML rule.

(Signe6 William!.Dirciq

William J. Dircks, Executive Director
for Operations

cc: Chairman Palladino
Commissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Bradford

'

. Commissioner Ahearne
OPE

OGC -
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