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ADJUDICATORY ISSUE

(Notatior: Vote)

For: The Commissioners
From: Martin G. Malsch
Deputy General Counsel
Subject: REVIEW OF DIRECTOR'S DENIAL OF 2,206 PETITION
(IN THE MATTER.OF CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY OF
MICHIGAN)
Facilitv: Big Rock Point Nuclear Power Plant
pPurpose: 70 inform the Commission of a Direcgor's
3 ¥ Decision under 10 CFR 2,206, which,] in our
: r opinion, 3 |

Review Time

Expires: February 13, 1981 (as extended).

Discussion: The Big Fock Point Nuclear pPower Plant had

! been shut down for ngdigications arising from
the TMI Lessons vearned reguirements., By -- -
letter dated November 4, 1979, Ms. JoAnn Bier
anéd Ms, Shirley Johnson, concerned citizens
living near the plant, requested that the
facility not be permitted to restart even
after implementation of those reguirements.
Mr. Denton responded to their reguests,
stating that the petitions were not received
refore restart of the plant, and explaining
that they would be treated under 10 CFR
2.206., Notice was published to that effect

Infarmaion in this record was celeled in the Federal Register, 44 Fed. Reg. 714853
ma::fxxhu-'vlr:milﬂlﬁﬂm.,, (Dec. 11, 1979). On Qapuary-tf 1980, petitioners
Bet ﬂpmﬂ“ “"l;‘“-'~ mormai:on supplementeq their in1tzal'reqnest, repeating
£a "'}:qu——-— _______ most of their previous claims., By letter
ViR L8 P dated March 5, 1980, Mr. Denton denie?, for
the most part, the requests insofar as they
concerned restart of the plant but indicated
that final responses were ynavailable without
CONTACT:
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(ggther evaluations in several areasJ '

Commissioner Gilinsky did request that the
ctaff more thoroughly address the issue of
repetitive malfunction of containment isolation

valves., The staff responded to the Commissioner's -

concerns in a memorandum dated April 25,
1980, [Attachment 4.]

Fvaluation of the issues raised in the petitions

has now been completed and reflects staff
satisfaction with progress made in accordance
with the TMI Action Plan., By letter dated
December 18, 1980, Mr,. Denton issued a final
denial of petitioners' reguest. The bases

for the Director's Denial were further explained

in a letter dated January 29, 1981,

™ e two reguest letters raised nine distinct
jesues concerning specific safety matters and
compliance with NRC regulations., They are

listed with Mr, Denton's response as follows:

Petition Demand: Adeguate evacuation plans.

Director's Response: Approved Emergency Plan
conforms to previocus regulations. . Reviged
~lan, submitted pursuant to regulations
;enerally effective as of November 3, 1980,
-urrently undergoing review which has been
satisfactory to this peint. There are no
special circumstances requiring immediate
action.

pPetition Demand: Accountability for diffuser
pieces in reactor vessel.

pirector's Response: All plates and bolts
were sccounted for; worn pieces replaced
during shutdown.

petition Demand: Design alteration of reactor
vessel level instrumentation.

pirector's Response: Staff concluded design
alteration of instrument adeguate (copy of
license amendment was enclosed with the
March 5, 1980, partial denial).
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4. petition Demand: Sufficient biological shield.

Director's Response: Shielding being upgraded

as result of TMI Lessons Learned, Delay in
completion is consistent with compliance
schedule approved by the Commission as indicated
in NUREG-0737, *"Clarification of TMI Action
Plan Reguirements. Current operation deemed
reasonable in light of safety evaluation and
present improvements in location of vital

areas and radiation protection therein.

5/6. petition Demand: Resolution of specific valve
malfunctions, especially regarding containment
isolation valves,

Director's Response: lLicensee undertook
corrective measures where necessary. Staff
judgment is that these malfunctions do not
indicate significant pattern of valve failures
and that plant shutdown is therefore not
reguired. Staff will continue to monitor the
operation and testing of these valves.

: Petition Demani: Ability to withstand bomber
crash.

Director's Response: Air Force no longer uses
facility area for traininhg exercises and

deems chance of crash remote, Staff satisfied
upon review of documentation, Flight patterns
recently adjustad to pass at greater distance
from plant.

8. Petition Demand: Compliance with NRC Fire
Protection reguirements.

Director's Pesponse: Licensee in process of
compliance; staff satisfied that continued

plant operation warranted by improvements to
date, will monitor progress. Revised regulations
regarding fire protection which become effective
February 17, 1981 will be applicable to this

facility.




denial).

Petition Demand: Compliance with NRC orders
after Oyster Creek loss of feedwater transient,

Director's Response: Staff satisfied with
Ticensee compIEance (copy of license amendment
was enclosed with March S5, 1980, partial

The nine issues raised involve specific areas
where the Big Rock facility required WRC
attention. In each instance, Mr. Denton was
satisfied that the licensee had adeguately
complied with NRC regulations and the TMI
Lessons Learned so that the facility could
continue to operate safely. 1In several
instances, the staff promised continued
monitoring of licensee compliance actions
({such as new shielding reguirements and valve
test issues) or completion of staff reviews
(such as the plane crash and the emarnancy
planning issues).
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Recommendation:

Martin G. Malsch
Deputy General Counsel

Attachments:

1. Reguest letters

- 4 Director's letters of denial

3 Director's Decision

4. etz ff Memorandum to Commissioner
Gilinsky

Commissiorers’ comments should be provided directly to the 0¢fice of the Secretary by c.o.b.
Friday, February 13, 1981.

Commission Staff Office comments, if any, should be submitted to the Commissioners NLT
February 6, 1981, with an information copy to the Office of the Secretary. If the paper
is of such 2 nature that it reouires additiona) time for analytical review and comment, the
Conmissioners and the Secretariat should be apprised of when comments may be expected.

DISTRIBUTION
Commissioners
Commicsion Starf Offices
Exec Dir for Operations
Cecretariat




- ':-,.z r
Yot

HESE




, sutlesr Zeactor lepulation
astn: NM», Dennis L, Ciemann, Crief

Uoereting Seact o-s Zranch Ke. 2

C. S. Nuzlear Regulutory Cormission
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We, the undersigned, wish to metition the NEC, in pursuant <o 2206, intervene
ie—ediztelw on Sehzlf of curselves and of Lovel ones, In ~h cex of Consumers
Fower Comsany infsiszing sta-t us &t the 210 ROCK PLOT CIZs i PUCEIR FACILITT.
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1, ¥e demand irat cur schoc. srsiems nLav
for pur children, and thet 2il citirens te informed of ancrucriate infividuzl
evacuation actions,

Z., Ye Cemard accountabilits for all cifls ser fas' ener nieces, uwhicsh if
l1efs it v the wepcior vese.e coulfd interlere with rof movenint £n2 esuid c2u

2, e demard that the integrisir cf tre RIO O srstem be assured.
L, We cemarnd that all KRC requirezent iss;e‘ to Consunmers Fower Compeny
*egar:i:r the Crster Creek oscurence be imnlemented with no prowosed changes,
technical s~ecifications o adiaistrative cct:r:l co~rezises s loved,
£, we
izl TavS it

. .

smins cesurance tiat the biclogizsal srield is sullicient to zonmtain
she event of & 1LCa.

£, e demand that rev-titive malfurnciions of vaives CV/Lsi7, CV/L09S, CV/LL7,
C7/1027 and CV/LiDS te resolved,

7, ‘e demand evidence that the BIG ROTK PUINT SUCLIAR ACUIE TACILITY could
withistan the crzsh of & B-f2 without disaster to tre surrouncing &rez, We recind
cne KA0 thet Eig Zock wes buils to withstand & crash of & 707, not & B-£2 bonber,

e Teel 4rat tre KTC has in tre mast wut tre financlal consiceraticns of
Cc:sure’s soer Commany before tre rights cf the publie, Ye &sit thit you ect
ismedigzely to mrotect tre rezlts, safetr &nc well being of the wunlic. ¥We wish
=~ be ‘rvelved in all assects of iis aracesding.

ce/ Fresicent Jizm Cgr; r, Coagressman 3cb Davis, Senstors Carl Levin, Donslé Zeigl
Goss poor 14124z Filliken, 3esater Fitch 4irin, 3lale Zeuresentitive Cherles Var
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% UNITED STATES
Y A NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
—g % WASHINGTON, D C 20858
f 4
& “.rrh £, 1820

Proeet

Ms. JoAnn Bier
204 Clinton Street
Charlevoix, Michigan 48720

Ms. Shirley J. Johns
Route #1, Box BB
Ellsworth, Michigan 48729

Dear Ms, Bier and Ms. Johns:

Your petition of Januery €, 1980 acddressed t¢ Mr. Dennis Ziemann, Chief,
Cperating Reactors Branch No. 2, reguested thet eight issues be resolved
before the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 21lowed the Big Rock Point Plant
tc ster: up. The Big Rock facility was shutdown on December 31, 1978,
for implementetion ¢f TM! Lessons lezrned reguirements.

Essentially 2ll cf the concerns icentified in your petition of January 6,
1880, are identical to those cont2ined in your petition of November &,
1879, By letter of Cecember &, 197%, | TiMformed you that we were treating
your eariier petition, uncer 10 CfR 2.208 of the Commission's repulations,
2s 2 request for an order to show > the cperating license for Big
Rock Point should not be suspended pending resolution of the seven issues
you identified. (Receipt of your request was ncticed in the Federal
Register on December 11, 1979, 44 FR 714B%). We are carefully evaluating
each of the issues you have identified to 2ssure that our reply is fully
responsive to your concerns. When our evalu2tion is complete, we will
rule on your reguest. However, our evaluation of your concerns has pro-
gressed to the extent that we can conclude there is sufficient assurance
of safety to permit the Big Rock Point facility to continue operating
pending the final disposition of the issues raised in your petition; there-
fore, there is no need for inmediate or emergency actions. Our 2ssessment
in support of this conclusion is enclosed.

The new issues identified in your petition of January 6, 1980, will be con-
solideted for consideration with those ra2ised in your earlier reguest.
Plezse be assured that ] have instructed my staff to give its highest prior-
ity to your petitions to enable me to ruie on the reguest for an order.



-2- March 5, 1580

1 apprecizte the efforts you have mace o research the pudblic record and to
bring to our attention specific metters which you feel are not aceguately

2céressed and are of concern 10 you.

' Sincerely,

Harcld R. Denton, Director
0ffice of Nuclear Regulation

Enclosure:
Safety hssessment

cc: See next page
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: : ;f' WASHINGTON, D C 20588
e . .-
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R D{C . 350 ;

Docket No. 50-155

Ms. JoAnn Bier
204 Clinton Street
Charlevoix, Michigan 48720

Ms. Shirley J. Johns
Route #1, Box €8
El1sworth, Michigan 48725

Dear Ms. Bie~ and Ms. Johns:

This letter is in response to your petitions dated November &, 1979 anc January
§, 1980 requesting that the Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation issue an
order to Consumers Power Company to delay restart of the Big Rock Point Plant
pending resclution of certain concerns considered by you to be safety issues.

As stated in our letter dated December 4, 1878, the petitions were not received
before restart of the plant. Conseguently, the petitions have bDeen lrezlecC 2s
@ request for an order to show cause why Facility Operating License No. DPR-6
for the Big Rock Point Plant should not be suspended pencing resolution of the
issues you raised.

By letter dated March 5, 1980 we issued 2 Safety Assessment relating to these
concerns and concluded that there was sufficient 2ssurance of safety 1o per-
mit the plant to continue coerating, pending fingl disposition of the issues
rziced. Based on the evaluztion contained in the Sefety Assessment we advised
you that there was no need for emergency actions. By letter dated April 14,
1980, the Acting Secretary of the Commission issued 2 statement related to the
Commission's review of our March 5, 1980 Assessment. That statement indicated
gha%gghe Commission was taking no action with respect to my decision of March
" 0.

Your petitions have been considered under ihe provisions of 10 CFR Section 2.206
of the Commission's regulations. This office has determined, for reasons set
forth in the enclosed “Director's Decision Under 10 CFR 2.206," not to issue an
order to show cause why Facility Operating License DPR-6 for Consumers Power
Comany's Big Rock Point Plant should not be suspended.
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s, Eier and Ms. Johns -2 -

A cooy of the decision is being ¢iled with the Secretary for furtner Commission
reviey in accordance with 10 CFR Section 2.206(c). As provided in 10 CFR 2.206
{¢), the decision will constitute the final action of the Commission twenty
days 2fter the date of issuance of the decision unless the Commission, on its
own motion, institutes & review of the gecision within that time.

2 cony of the Notice of Issuance of the Director's Decision, which is being
¢iled with the Office of Federa) Register for publication, is alsc enclosec.

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

E~closyres:
1. Director's Decision
2. Notice of lssuance
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-.,.o‘ January 29, 1981

Docke: No. 50-155
LS05-+1-01-045

‘is. JoAnn Bier
204 Clinton Street
“harlevoix, Michigar 45720

"s. Shirley J. Johns
"ayte #1, Bux 88
Z11sworth, Michigan 4987298

Cear Mg, Bier & Ms. Johns:

“n December 18, 1980, ! issued a decision (DD-80-34) under 10 CFR 2.206
.hich denied your petition requesting the fssuance of an order to show
“ause why the operating license for Consumers Power Company's Big Rock
"2int Plant should not be suspenderd. 1 have determined that it would be
copropriate to amplify the bases for my decision. Therefore, 1 am enclos-
‘ng revised pages with the modifications.

: copy of this letter and the modifications will be filed with the Secretary
¢’ the Commission.

st @A

Harold R. Derzon, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Tnclosures:

1. Replacement pages for
Director's Decision

. Modifications for DD-80-34

. Director's Decision dated
12/18/80 with new pages

¢- w/enclosures:
Sze next page



12 w/enclosures:

“». Paul A, Perry, Secretary
Lonsumers Power Lompany

212 West Michigan Avenue
vackson, Michigan 48201

«-0¢ L. Bacon, Esquire
_onsumers Power Company
272 West Michigan Avenue
cackson, Michigan 4&5201

.2s5eph Gallo, Esquire
csham, Lincoln 8 Beale
"20 Connecticut Avenue
r.oom 325

reshington, D. C. 20036

Fater . Steketee, Esquire
.3 Peoples Builaing
crend Rapids, Michigan &¥350:

~ian S. Rosenthal, £sq., Lhairman
t-omic Safety & Licensing Appeal Board
v. S. Nuclear Reguliatory Commission
w2shington, D. C. 20255

¥-. John O'Neill, 11
route 2, Box &4
bzple City, Michigan 45684

{~arievoix Puplic Library
“J7 Clinton Street
{=arlevoix, Michigan

C-2irman

County Board of Supervisors
(n2rlevoix County
Crierleveix, Michigan 48720

{*fice of the Governor (2)
foom 1 - Capitol Building
Lansing, Michigan 48913

{-rector, Criteriz and
Standards Division

{(“<ice of Radiation Programs
‘ANR-8ED)

L. S. Environmental Protectior
-~gency

kzsnington, D. C. 204860

U. S. Environmenta) Protection
Agency

federal Activities Branch

Region ¥ Office

ATTK: EIS COORDINATOR

230 Soutn Dearporn Street

Chicage, 11linois 60604.

Herpert Grossman, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. Oscar H. Paris

Atomic Safety anc Licensing Board
U. S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
masnington, D. L. 20855

Mr. Frecerick J. Shon

Atomic Safety anc Licensing Board
U. S. Nutlear Regulatory Comission
washington, D. C. 20555

Big Rock Point Nuclear Power Plant
ATTN: w¥r. (. J. Hartman

Pilant Superintendent
Charleveix, Michigan 45720

christa-¥arie
Route 2, 2ox 106C
Charleveix, Michigan 49720

William J. Scanlon, Esquire
2034 Pauline Boulevard
Ann Ardbor, Michigan &B103

Resigent Inspector

Big Rock Point Plant

c/o U.S. KRC

RR ¢3, Box 600

Charlevoix, Michigan 48720

Mr. Jim E. Milis
Route 2, sox 10BC
Cnarlevoix, Michigan 48720

Thomas S. Moore

Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Boarg
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555



ts w/enclosures:

{=. John H. Buck

Awomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board
L+« S. Nutlear Regulatory Comission
ne¢shington, C. C. 20555

. Davig P, Hoffman
“stlear Licensing Administrator
consumers Power Company
'335 W, Parnall Road
vickson, Michigan 45201
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DD-80-34
ENCLOSURE 3

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
Harold R. Denton, Director

Ir the Matter of ;
CC'SUMERS POWER COMPANY ) Docket No. 50-155
(£13 Rock Point Plant) ) % (10 C.F.R. 2.206)

DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 C.F.R. 2.206

By petitions dated Kovember &, 1979, and January €, 1380, Ms. JoAnn Bier
ari Ms. Shirley J. Johns requested that the Nuciear Regulatory Commission's
(-2 or the Commission) Director of Nuclear Faactor Regulation issue an order
tc Consumers Power Company {the licensee) to delay startup of the Big Rock
Pcint Plant pending resolution of eight items considered by them to be safety
.i::ues. Six of the seven issues identified in the November &, 15875 reguest
we~2 repeated, with clarifications, in the reguest of January 6, 1980. An
e :nth issue was 2dded in the January 6, 1980 submittal. Notice of receipt of

th: November 4,'1979 petition was published in the feceral Register on December 11,

1675 (44 FR 71489).

The petitions were not received by the Commission prior to restart of the
Bi: Rock Plant. Consequently, the petitions have been treated as requests for an
orzer to show cause why Facility Operating License No. DPR-6 for the Big Rock
Pc'nt Plant should not be suspended pending resolution of the issues r2ised.
A creliminary safety assessment of the issues raised in the petitions was issued
or March 5, 1980, Based on that assessment I concluded that sufficient assurance
of safety existed to permit the Big Rock facility to continue cperating pending
fi-2] disposition of the issues raised in the petitions.

Evaluation of the issues raised in the petitiocns has now been completed. Based

or 2nalysis of each of the issues raised which is set forth below, I have
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gezermined that the operating license for the Big Rock facility should not
be suspended. The analyses for Items 2, 3, 5, ang ¢ ©f ‘the November &, 1978
pe.ition and Item & of the January 6, 1980 petition are unchanged from those

cc-zained in the March 5, 1980 Safety Assessment.

DISCUSSION — o
Iszue: "1. We demand that our school systems have workahle, safe evacuation

plans for our children and that all private citizens be informed
of appropriate individual evacuation actions.*

Re:ponse: The Big Rock Point Emergency Plan currently approved
by the NRC requires notification of a number of government
organizations inclucding the local sheriffs, Michigan
State Police and the Michigan State Department of Hezlth
in the event of 2 serious emergency. Local and State
officials woulc be responsible for notification of

loca) school systems and evacuztion, if needed.

New emergency planning regulations were published

in the Feceral Register on August 19, 1980 (45 FR 55402).

These new regulations (copy attached) became effective
on November 3, 1980 and are generally to be implemented
by April 1, 1881 by licensees of operating plants.
Section II A, B, and C of the revised Appendix £

states:



*As a minimum, the following items shall be
described:

A. Onsite and offsite organizations for
coping with emergencies and the means for
notificaticn, in the event of an emergency,
of persons assigned to the emergency organi- i
zations. s

B. Contacts end arrengements made and
documented with local, State, and Federa)
governmental agencies with responsidility
for coping with emergencies, including
identification of the principal agencies.

. Protective mezsures to be tzken within
the site boundary and within each £P7 to
protect health and safety in the even: of
&n accident; procedures by which these
measures are to bde carried out (e.g., in the
cese of an evacuztion, who authorizes the
evacuztion, how the public is %o be notified
enc instructes, how the evacudtion 1s to be
carried out); ard the expected response of
offsite agencies in the eveni of ar emersency.’

L}

The 8ig Rock Point Plant’s Emergency Plan is deing evaluazed
ageinst these reguirements.

On September 5, 1930, we reguested (onsume~s Power (ocmpany %0
begi, implementation of their June §, 196D version of the Big Rock
Point Emergency Plan, 2lthough we have not yet completed our review.
This request was based on our finding that this version provides an
improvement over the previous plan, 2ffords 2 greater margin for
protection of public health and safety, and does not decrease the
effectiveness of emergency preparedness. C(Consumers Power Company

has recently informed us that they expect to implement the June 9,

1880 version of the Emergency Plan by Decenber 31, 1980,
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Based on: (1) the existence of an approved Emergency Plan
which conforms to our current regulations, and (2) the results so |
far of our review of the dra’t revision of the plan, we have not
identified any deficiencies in emergency planning which are so
significant as to require suspensigf of the ocperating license.

We demand accountability for 211 diffuser pieces, which if left
within the reactor vessel could interfere with ro¢ movement and
cause flow blockage 2s in the partial meltdown 2t the Fermi |
Plant in Detroit.”

On April 20, 1879, cduring shutdown concitions, Big Rock Point
personnel detected 2 vibration-type noise in the lower pressure
vesse)! when the N2. 1 recirculation pump was in service. Because
of an unrelzted prodlem {2 leak in & contro) rod drive housing)
the reactor core was cefueled and vesse! internals removes. Sut-
secuent inspection revealec that the Ko. ) recirculation inlet :
baffle plate was loose from its mounting brackets on the vessel
w2ll. The recirculation inlet beffle pl2tes were not co;lesely
effective, and in 1963 2 new skirt baffle was installed on the
core support plate and completely encircled all the support tubes.

The old baffle plates hac been left in place and over the years the
three hold-down bolts were worn through 21lowing the beffle plate

« vibrate 2geinst the new skirt baffle. The safety conseguences
Jf this failure were minima] since the plates are designed such
that they cannot enter the core or constitute a flow blockage.
During the 1979 outage, new diffuser plates were installed using

larger hold down bolts anc positive nut locking devices.
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T:sue: “3

Fizoonse:

A1l the bolt encds and nuts from the old plates were accounted
for and the reactor vesse! was cle2ned and inspected to assure thas :

there were no other loose materials thet could affect rescter

.-

cperations.

He demand that Consumers Power Company systematically and absolutely
meke the necessary design 2lterations in the reactor level vessel
instrument system LEREDS & LSRED® which initistes reactor scram,
containment isolation and core spray actuations.”

By Licensee tvent Report 78-22 submitted to the NRC to letter
of September 22, 187¢%, the licensee reported & potential ceficiency
in the water leve'l instrumer aticn used for reactor scram and initis-

tion of engineered safetly fectures. CPlo modified the instrunien-
tation and suhmitted 2n evaluation of the acceptadbility of the
modificatien to us by letters of October 23 and October 31, 1876,

8y Amendment No. 31 dated November 2, 1279 (copy 2ttached to our
March S, 1280 Assessment) we approved revised license Technical
Specifications for the modified instruments. The Safety Evaluation
accompanying that amendment addresses the acceptability of changes

to the Technical Specifications and the acceptability of the modifi-
cation made to the water level instruments. Js explained in that
document, we have concluded that the design alterations are acceptadle

and that no further actions are necessary.
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lrsue: "8, We demend that the biological shield be made sufficient to
contain deadly gamma rays in the event of loss-of-coolant
accident (LOCA), arez residents would be protected and plant
personnel would be able to perform necessary functions to
bring the plant under cuntrol.”

R:sponse: One of the Lessons Learned from the TMI-2 accident s that
radiation fields resuiting from cggtained radiation sources after
an accident may make it difficult to effectively perform accident
recovery operations or may impair safety equipment. As a result,
by letter of October 30, 1579 we 2sked nuclear power plant
Ticensees to perform 2 design review of plant shielding by
vanuary 1, 1980 and to implenent necded changes by January 1, 1881.
Corsumers Power Conpany submitted the design review by letter
of December 27, 187% and identifiec areas of the plant which
would need acditional shielding protection if NRC design criteria
were to be met.

By letter dated February 22, 1980 and supplements dated
April 2, May 6, August 25 and September 2, 1980, Consumers Power
Company requested 2 delay in implementing the plant shielding
requirement until the completion of an ongoing risk assessment of
the plant. Consumers Power Company has estimeted that this risk
assessment will be completed by April 1881.

On September §, 1980 in a letter to 211 licensees, we provided
clarification of the TMI Action Plant requirements including
modifications to the implementation schedules for certain items
These proposed changes included 2 delay in the scheduled implementation of
post accident shielding unti) January 1, 1982, This schedule for
the implementation of post accident shielding was subsequently
approved by the Commission as indicated in NUREG-0737, “Qlarification

of TMI Action Plan Requirements.” By letter dated October 14, 1880,



the staff responded to the licensee's request for
this delay. Because the implementation date for these

requirements has been delayed until January 1, 1982 for all
1icensees, as discussed above, we concluded that no additional
delay specifically for the Big Rock facility is needed at _

this time.

As required by the staff, the licensee has completed a review of
vital areas in which personnel occupancy may be 1imited by radiation
during post-accident operations. Our safety evaluation of the imple-
mentetion of "(ategory A" Lessons Learned reguirements was issuved on
May 2, 1980 and stated that the control room, the interim Technical
Support Center and the Operational Support (enter are sufficiently
shieldec that they would remain accessible for continuous occupancy.
The vital areas in which personnel occupancy may be limited are the
backup emergency diesel, baékup cooling water supply hose to the core
spray heat excnang;;’and the eﬁergency diesel general fuel supply. The
licensee initiated work to implement changes for these three items,
end two of them, the relocation of the backup emergency diesel and the
modification to the emergency diesel general fuel supply, should be
completed shortly. With respect to the third item, the licensee began
implementation of the modifications but has recently informed us that
preliminary results from the probabilistic risk assessment being con-
ducted for the Big Rock Point plant could affect the need for tne
modification to the backup cooling water supply hose to tore spray
heat exhanger. Accordingly, they indicated that work on this third item
has been stopped. Because of the delay in the implementation of
additional shielding requirements until January 1, 1982, as discussed

above, the licensee had additional time to further assess this modification.



The NRC design criteria assume a very severe accident with
@ very large radiation source term and assume that stringent
1imits on radiation exposure to personnel would be met.

Because of the staff safety evaluation which concluded
that the control room, the interim ;;chnical Support Center and
the Operational Support Center would remain accessible under
post accident conditions, and the steps already taken to pro-
tect two of the three remaining . vital areas of concern, it is
our judgment that a deferral of implementation of additionai
shielding protection reguirements until 1882 will not result
in exposure of plant persornel to significant risk from 2 loss-
of-coolant accicdent Jr a greater risk t0 the public than previccsiy’
evaluated, if such an accident should occur. However, we will
require more immedizte actions if further review indicates they
are warrantec.

We deman¢ that repetitive malfunction of their containment isolation
valves CV/4096, CV/4057 be resolved.”

He demand that the repetitive malfunctions of valves CV/4027, CV/4117,
CV/4105, ¥/7050 be resolved.”

Repetitive malfunctions have occurred in several conmtainment
isolation valves. Valve CV/4097 is 2 butterfly valve in the supply
1ine of the containment ventiliation system. The valve is 2 replace-
ment valve installed in April 1974. Excessive leakage through this
valve was reported March 31, 1975, June 5, 1875, May 3, 1976, July 2,
1976, February 1, 1978, September 12, 1978 and February 1, 1978. Our
records indicate that with the possible exception of one test, the

leak rate through the line during accident conditions would have been
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acceptably limited by ancther operable insolation valve (CV/4086)
in the same line. In one imstance (LER RO-17-76 datec July 2,
1876) our reacily available records co not indicate whether the
leak rate through the Jine would have been 2cceptadly low. In

each case, the licensee took ¢corrective action to bring the lez2k-
age back to within acceptable limits and 2fter repetitive failures
the licensee initiated 2 review with the vendor to bring about long
term improvements. We will continue to monitor the test results

on CV/40S7 to cesermine if acditional corrective 2ctions 2re needec.
Qur records do not indicate repetitive failures of vaive CV/&08¢.

MO/7050 is 2 main steam isolation valve. A feilure of this vaive
10 close was reported April S, 1873. The licensee ordered 2 new type
of valve packing 2s 2 long term corrective 2ction. We will glio conm-
tinue to monitor the test results on this vaive to 2ssure trét tne
corrective action taken is sufficient.

Cv/4027 is an autometic isolation valve in the rescior and fuel
pit orzin line. Le2k2ge in excess of technicel specificazion limits for
this line was reported by Licensee fvent Reports (LERs) cated Junme 10,
1675, and September 27, 1978. In each instarce, Velve CV/4117, which
is redundant to Valve CV/4027, was operable &nd would have prevenied
excessive lezkage through the 1ine. The valve seats cof CV/4027 have
been machined 10 reduce the le2k rate and the licensee has committed
to installation of new valve seats. A recent LER datec Ociober 17,
1260 reported through seat le2kage in excess of technical specifi-
cations limits. Backup valve CV/4117 has been cisablec in the closes
condition until repairs can be made.

We have no record of f2ilures on valve CV/4117. This valve was
identified in several Licensee Event Reports noted above 2s the valve

which provided reduncincy 20 2 valve with excessive leakage.
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CV/&10% is an 2ir operated isplation v2lve on the ceminera)ized
water line inside containment. Our records do not indicate 2 reseti-
tive failure of this valve.

Based on our review of these valve malfunctions and the
corrective actions taken by the licensee, it is our judgment that
these events did not significantly affect the health and safety of
the public. It is our further judgment that these valve malfunc-
tions do not indicate & significant pattern of valve failures.
Therefore, we conclude that these valve malfunctions do not
require shutting down the 3ig Rock Point Plant,

We demand evidence that the BRWNPF could withstand the crash of ¢ B-52
Bomber without disastier 1o surrounding environmen:.” it

The concern with cverflight ¢f the Big Rock facility by aircraf:
began in 1863, when the Air Force installed an aircraft tracking stetion
et Beyshore, Michigan, which is Joacted dpproximately Five miTed wis-
the Big Rock Point Plant. Following this installetion, the 2~ “cree
began training the tracking station perscnnel in the detectior ¢
sgpproaching aircraft. Concurrently, the Air Force was irein~: ine
flight crews in 2vpiding detection by the radar stasion.

In the deginning it eppeared that the Rir Force was using <he
Big Rock Point Plant 2s 2 flight target, since there were many close
overflights. Consumers Power (ompany man2gement complained to zhe
tomic Energy Commission (AZC) regarding this matter, and 2n a5-ee-
ment was re2ched with the Air Force at that time to discontinue the
d¢irect Tow level overflights. Low level overflights in the near
vicinity of the plant continued until 1570 when the Big Rock Point

Plant insurer raised the insurance rates because of these trzining
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flights in the near vicinity of the plant. At that time, the [snsumers
Pover President, James H. Campbel), contacted Congressman Gerals Ford,
requesting that these trzining flights in the near vicinity of *he

8ig Rock Point Plant be ciscomtinuBd. At zbout this sad; time, in
January of 1971, a flight crashed into the Little Traverse Bey 2opro-

‘m2tely two miles from shore and about two miles from the plant, As
2 result of these events the Air Force established 2 training

corridor which misses the Big iock Plant by three miles. Air
Force charts were 21so markes to show thae cverflights of the
8ig Rock Point Plant were “0ff-Limits" and 2N trezining flighss
were to be confined to the corridor. From that time yns<® July
1278 no low leve) overflights have been chse-ves by plant personnel.
In July 1972 2 low leve)l overflight wes observed and 2 complaint
was registered by Consumers Power Compeny menagement. The Air
Force statec that restriciicns on overflignis wouled 2152 be
acded to the flight checklisss.

ke revieves the risk 2ssociated with eircrafs near Bis 2¢e:
Point in the Systematic Evalustion Program. At the recues: ¢
the NRC staf?f, the Rir Force undertook 2 $tuCy to updete &
earlier an2lysis of the risk of 2 military 2ircraf: on training
route 1P 600/60) crashing into the plant. The study w2s dased ¢n
recorded cat2 on flight freguency, navigation errar, ant crash
rate. The Air Force calculated that the prodability of 2 crash 2t
the plant (represented by 2 square target zrea 3.25 miles on 2 side)
w2s approximately 10’8 per year. The staff has reviewed the Rir

Force analysis and is in essential agreement with the methodology



: *8.

.
(]
1

"

Response:
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erployec and the finding thet a military aircraft crash 22 the plant
is an extremely remote event. Furthermore, in the course of this
review, the staff was informed by the Air Force that permission

hac been reguestec from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAR)

to adjust route 1% 600/60) so that in effes: it would benlocatet

2t 2 greater distenze from the plant. Tag staff wes sutsecuently
informed that the regquest ha¢ been 2pproved and the Air Force

hes published the new route. The adjusted route will pass
approximately 12 miles west of ihe plant. We conclude that the
risk to plant safety of militery aircraft on route IR 600/601 in
its present conficuration meets the acceptance criteria of section

2.2.3 of the NRC Stendarc Review Plan for rew plants and is therefore
acceptadle.
We cemand that minimum requirements as estadlished by the Nuclear

Regulatory Commission for the Fire Protection Systiem be met.”

By License Amendment No. i?. dated March 6, 1978, No. 25,
deéed April &, 187¢, and No. 32 cated March 27, 1980, we issuec
Ticense conditions to assure that an acceptable level of fire
protection is achieved at the Big Rock Point Plant. Amendments
Ko. 17 and No. 25 added limiting conditions of operation and
surveillance requirements to assure that existing fire protection
equipment is operable and to require that modifications be made on
2 time schedule specified in Amendment No. 25 to further enhance
fire protection at the plant. The staff safety evaluations
associated with these amendments summarize our considerations in
imposing these limiting conditions. Amendment No. 32 increased the
number of fire brigade members from three to five. 1t is our

jucgement that sufficient measures have been taken to permit
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continued plant operation prior to full impiementation of all
igentified improvements identified in License Amendment %No. 25.

In addition, the Commission published on November 19, 1580 (45 FR 76602),
& revised Section 10 CFR 50.48 and 2 new Appendix R to 10 CFR 50 regarding fire
protection features of nuclear power plants. The revised Section $0.48 and
Appencix R will become effective Fetruary 17, 1881. A copy of this Federal
Recister Notice is enclosed. Appendix R and Section 10 CFR 50.48 contain
provisions and implementation dates appliceble %o the Big Rock Point Plant.

Tis‘petition of Kovember &, 1879 included one concern not repezted in the petetion
0 January 6, 198D. That item (concern number 4) is adcressec below.

icsue: "4, We demand that 211 MR requirements issued t0 Consumers Power
Company regarding the Oyster Creek occurence [sic) be implerented
with no proposed Changes, technicea) specifications or acministrative
cortrol compromises allowed.”
Pespor - e: Following & loss of feedwater event at Cyster Creex Nuclear
Generating station on May 2, 1879, we determinesd that Big Rock
Point was susceptible to 2 similar problem anc would regquire &
cherge in the technical specifications appenced to the license
pricr to startup from the 1972 outage. Our evaluation indicates
thet two accitiona] technica) specifications were dppropricte
for Big Rock Point and these technical specifications were
issuec October 30, 1979 prior to plant startup. Amendment No. 30,
which changed the technical specifications and 2 copy of the
associated NRC Staff Eveluation was included with our Assessmen:
dated March 5, 1980. It 1is our judgement that the changes mace
ere appropriate for Big Rock Point and do not constitute any

conpromise of safety.
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Based on the forgoing discussion and the provisions of 10 CFR §2.206, 1 d

t:ve determined that there i3 no 2deguate basis for the issuance of an order

to show cause why Facility Operating License No. DPR-6 for the Big Rock'?o1ni
Jant should not be suspended. The requests of Ms. JoAnn Bier and Ms. Shirley

Johns 2re, therefore, denied.

A copy of this decision will be placed in the Commission's Public Document
Foom at 1717 H Street, N. ¥. hashingion, D. C. 20353 anc the Local Public
[ :cument Room for the £ig Rock Flant, Toceted at the Cherievoix Public Library,
*37 Clinton Street, Charlevoix, Wichigan 45720. A copy of this decision will
¢i150 be filec with the Secretary for further Commissicn réview in accorcance
with 10 CFR 2.206{c) of the Cornmission's regulations.

ks proviéed in 10 CFR 2.20€(c) of the Commission's regulations, this
cz-igsion will constitute the final action of the Commission twenty (20) ceys
ser <he gate of issuance, unless the Commission, on its own motionm,

<~ctitutes 2 review of this decision within that time,

Haroic enton,
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

r:+ed 2t Bethesde, Meryland

‘.nis/fdday ofpo»-&-v/?f‘

Foteachment:
“aderz)] Register Notice
gezec August 19, 1980
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

HAROLD R. DENTON, DIRECTOR ,
In the Matter of )
) Docket No. 50-15%
CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY ) (¢. Bier and S. Johns)
(Big Rock Point Plant) ;

]SSUANCE OF DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206

On December 11, 1978, notice was published in the Federal Register

‘44 FR 71482) that by petition dated November &, 1975, Ms. JoAnn Bier
and Ms. Shirley Johns, had requested that an order be issued to delay
restart of the Big Rock Point Plant Unit 1. Seven 2lleged safety
questions identified in the petition were resolved. Six of the sever
issues identified in November &4, 1875, request were repeated with
clarifications, in a request of Januery 6, 1580. Moreover, the eighth
sefety issue was added in the latter submittal. The petitions were
not received by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) be-
fore restart of the facility. Consequently, the petitions have been
treated as a request for an order to show cause why Facility Operating
License No. DPR-6 issued to Consumers Power Company for the Big Rock
Point Plant should not be suspended pending resolution of the issues
raised.

The Commission's Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation has treated
these requests as requests for action under 10 CFR 2.206. Upon review
of records pertinent to the issues raised by Ms. Bier and Ms. Johns, the

Director has determined that the requests do not provide an adeguate basis |
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to issue an order to show cause why License No. DPR-6 for the Big
Rock Point Plant should not be suspended. Accordingly, the requests
have been denied.

Copies of the Director's decision are available for inspection
in the Commission's Public Document Room, 1717 K Street, N. W. Washington,
D. €., 20555 and at the Local Public Document Room for Big Rock
Poini, Jocated 2t the Charlevoix Public Library, 107 C'inton Street,
Charievoix, Michigan 48720. A copy of this decision will also be
filed with the Secretary for the Commission's review in accordance
with 10 CFR 2.206(c) of the Commission's regulations.

As provided in 10 CFR 2.206(c), the decision will co stitute the
final action of the Cormission twenty (20) days after the date of
issuance, unless the Commission, on its own motion, institutes a review

of the decision within that time.

Harold R. Denton, Direcsor
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this pEC 18 1380
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Commissioner Gilinsky

THRU: William J. Dircks (S\gned ™

Acting Executive Director for Operations

FROM: Harold R. Denton, Director

CIl1IR)
o

nffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

ECT: coMeISSIONER GILINSKY'S REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
REGARDING SECY-A-B0-38 REVIEW OF DIRECTOR'S PARTIAL DENIAL
(MATTZR OF CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY OF MICHIGAN)

We have provided below the responses to three guestions regarding the Big Rock
Point Plant listed in the March 28, 1580 memorandum from S. J. Chilk to
L. Bickwit, Jr.:

1.

*What is the justificetion for permitting Big Rock Point to
continuously purc« the containment?

The containment building for Big Rock Point Plant wes designed and
constructed on the basis that the containment would be continuously
ventilated. This design was described in the Preliminary Hazards
Summary Report and in the Fina] Hazards Summary Report and was
reviewed by the staff prior to issuance of 2 construction permit
and operating license.

Continuous purging of containment was reviewed 2gain during our
consideration of the generic issuve of containment purging. On
November 29, 1978, we issued 2 generic letter which requested that
power reactor licensees terminate contzinment purging during normal
operation or provide specific justification of the acceptability of
such purging. By letter dated December 26, 1878, Consumers Power
Company summérized the need for continuous ventilation as follows:

*Big Rock Point is designed to continuously ventilate the
reactor containment building. Plant design utilizes con-
+inuous ventilation to provide contamination control for
access to operating equipment and cooling to maint2in
critical equipment operable. During warm weather, the
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2.

continuous ventilation is essential to maintain the
containment temperature within the limits descridbed
in the Final Hazards Summary Report for large bresk
accident initia) conditions. During winter months,
inlet air must be heated to maintain cont2inment
terperature sbove the lower limit considered in the
Final Hazards Summary Report.”

By letter dated October 23, 1979, we requested Consumers Power Company
to conform to our Interim Position for Containment Purge and Vent Valve

Operability. By Tetter dated Decemoer 17, 1979, Consumers Power Company

stated thet they had taken actions to achieve full compliance with the
interim position and provided 2 detailed tabulation and description of
actions requiring containment entry. The list of actions included
monitoring operation of equipment, obtzining samples for chemical and
radivactive 2nalysis, performing meintenance, maintaining consumable
items at prescribed levels, changing recorded charts and performing
required Technical Specificaticon surveillance tests.

“To what extent do the malfunctions draw inte question the
ability to isclate the contzinment on demand?”

Repetitive malfunctions of each of the redundant isolation valves

for a containment penetration would draw into question the ability
to ispolate containment on demand. The seriousness of the problem

would depend on the magnitude of the leakage past the valves. One
instance, 25 noted in our response to issue number €, may have

resulted in unacceptable containment leak rates. That instance
Involved valve CV/80%7 which had repetitive melfunctions and its ~
redundant v2lve CV/409€.

-

As discussed in our response to question 3, it appears the problem
of repetitive malfunctions has been resolved. However, as stated

in our reply to the petiticners, we intend te continue to monitor
the test results of the isolation valves to determine if additional
corrective actions are needed. In addition, several ongoing programs
will enhance our capebility to 2ssess the containment iscolation
capability. The Systematic Evaluation Program will include 2 review
of the containment isolation system. The licensee has proposed to
perform an overzl]l plant risk assessment this year. This risk
assessment is likely to improve our capability to evaluate the
significance of me1functions 2t the Big Rock Point Plant. Third,

we now have staff dediceted to the review of cperational problems
and we are in & better position to identify and correct repetitive

problems.
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3.

cc:

“Why has the repetitive nature of the leakage not been
corrected over 3 five-year period?"

Based on our records it appears that the repetitive nature of the
leakage has been corrected. In accordance with the Technical
Specifications for the Big Rock Point Plant, the licensee has been
performing local leak rate tests of containment supply and exhaust
ventilation valves (including CV/40%96 and CV,4087) &t least once
every six months and has been performing local leak rate tests

of valves CV/4027 and MD/7050 at least once every twelve months.
These test frequencies are more stringent than reguired by 10 CFR
Part 50 Appendix J which requires tests at each refueling shutdown
but at intervals no greater than 2 years. Our records indicate
there have been no reported instances of excessive leakage since
those reported in the reply to the petition.

With respect to the ventilation supply valve CV/4087, the licensee
performed 2 modificetion in early 1979 to improve the seal arrangement.
The modification consisted of machining the valve disc and installing

2 new type rubber seat and retaining ring which eliminate the design
feature that wes causing the leakage. It 1s our understanding that

the valve has been subjected to two routine local lezk rate tests since
the modification, each of which was successful.

(3 0=+ Tones g &?\\\‘

EC

Harold R. Denton, Director
Dffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Chairmen Ahezrne
Commissioner Kennedy
Commissicner Hendrie
Commissioner Bradford
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