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Dz June 27, 1980 L

Mr. Jack Hickman

Division 4412

Sandia Laboratories
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87185

Dear Mr. Hickman:

Enclosed, herewith, is one copy each of the Arkansas Nuclear One - Unit No. 1
FSAR, Technical Specifications, and LER 1isting for your use in the Interim
Reliability Evaluation Program (IREP). Other information will be forwarded
as we receive it from Arkansas Power & Light Company (AP&L).

AP&L has informad us that the AP&L contact assigned to this study is
Mr. William Craddock (phone (501) 371-4132).

Sincerely,

Robert W. Reid, Chief

Operating Reactors Branch #4

Division of Licensing
{nclosure: As stated
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Office of lluclear Rerulatory Research /?. oy /d/é
U. S, Nuclear Regulatory Com=iszsion E? :7C’I’J
Washington, D. C. 20555 . o | ER .

Attn: Dr. Robert lernero, Director
Prc.abilistic Analysis Staff

Off{ze of Nuzlear Peactor Regulation
U. S. lizclear Remilatory Commission
Washiagten, D. C. 20555

Attn: Dr. Harcld R. Denton. Director
Subject: Calvert Cliffs lNuclear Power Plant

Unis %o. 1, Docket No. 50-317 »
Interim Feliability Zvaluation Prosranm

Reference: !NC letter dated 5/23/80 from D. GC. Eisemhut
to IREP Participants, sa=e subject.

Centlemen:

The refercnced letter {nfor=ed us of the NRC's intenticn %o
condust an -nterim Felfability Evaluation Program cn a c¢ross-gsection of
operatinrz plints as the seccnd phase of a three-phase effort to develo?
and {zmplement protabilistic technigues for cverall assesszent ¢f risk ¢
the sublic health and safety from core damage accidents. The letter
sonfirred earlier indications froz NRC that Calvert Cliffs Unit dJdo. 1
wvould be asked to participate i{n the progra=a.

A meeting wvas held on June 12, 1930 by your Staffs with the
proscective licensee particivants to discuss the concept and objectives
of the Program. We agree vholeheartedly with the concert of using proba-
h4¢listiec techniques for risk assessment and of applying those results %o the
regulatery process, both durirg the ldesign reviev phase of plant li ensing
and during the overaticnal phase v‘.h due regard to appropriate value-
{rpace assessments. We firaly believe that all parties concerned - the
public, the licensees, and the regulators - can benefit from such an approach
that {s vell-planned and “as the cocperative partizipaticn of doth the
licensees and the NRC, Hevever, ve have several bdasic concerns wvith the
Irterim Rellabilicy Zvaluation Progras as {t wvas cutlined ia our June 12,
1630 meetingz with me=bers of your Staffs. These concerns are snunerated
below,
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2.

3.

Schedule. The proposed schedule for the progjraz seems o be
unrealistically compressed. It may be possidle to ~onduct an
evaluation of’a cpecific plant in six zonths assuming the method-
ology is clearly understood by all parties and has been develcped
and tested. To attempt %o develop a methodology concurrent

vith obtaining meaningful results ard to 4o so with the full
participation of licensee reprcsentatives, vho are basically
unfamiliar wvith the detailed program objectives and the possible
types of methodology, is overly azbitious. Assuming completion
of the program in this case, ve are concerned that it vould de

at the expense of licensee understanding and participatiom, axd
that the results may be inconclusive and arbifucus because of tize
restrictions {mposed on program developzent.

Methodology. The actual methods vhich vill he used to initiate
the program might apparently be Arawm from experience at Crystal
River or they might come from other scurces. While ve are act
yet experts in risk assesszent techniques, ve do recognize that
there are =any vays to approach the tadk. It was indicated at
our meetinz that a "cookbook", wnich includes the basic metholology
and assumptions upon which the entire program depends, would de
developed as the progranm progressed, keepink about a month ahead
of the actual program. The scheuule, we vere told, does not
allov tize for licensee {nput into tae development of the "cock-
book”. We do not believe the results of the program will be
peaningful vithout significant licensee participation in develop-
ment of assurptions and methodology.

Timisg. There {s, as you knov, a greetl deal of activisty nov
taking place at all operating plants in response to the lesscas
learned at T™I=2., This activity includes such things as =ajor
modifications %o auxiliary feedvater gystems, changes L0 ezirgzeacy
pover systems, control room changes (nuzan factors engineerinzg),
operator training upgrades, the procurecent of plant-specific
simulators %o improve cperator response, and the like, These
factors and others can and will have a major {mpact on systex

and operator response, and their impact on the results of the
IREP must be just as great, assumizg all of these changes are
Yeing made to enhance overall salety. In some cases, NRC has

not had the manpover necessary to reviev design changes bdeing
made, and {t wvould seem appropriaste to delay the start of the
IREP until all of the T™I-related modifications are at least
revieved so that final designs can be factored {nto the IRZP data
base,

Licensee Particiration., We are concerned that the party coming
out of the IREP at the end vith the least total contridbution and
the least understanding will te the licensee., The verve wvith
vhich the WRC's Probabilistic Aialysis Staff has descrided the
conduct of the progran has us concerned that they may charge offt
and leave us draggzing along behind iz the dust. To this end,
li{censees may vant to have an ocutside consultant provide guldance
and/or review services,.




Messrs. Bernsro & Denton -3 - June 25, 1980

Requlntory Ratcheting. The close {nvolvezent of the NRC's

licensing Staff {n the IREP maxes {t clear to us that the
possidbility exists of shor’ notice changes to licensing require-
ments. FEven thoupgh the IRFP has been descriled as a "research
prograa”, ve all knov that, as time goes on, the results of this
research vill become more and more concrete as a foundation for
licensing changes., The snirit of cooperative research and
learning vith vhich the program is corducted will likely be
renlaced by repulation based on the resultinz numbers, which in
fact may have little real basis because the assumptions and
methocology wvere arbitrarily chosen by the Staff. Further down
the road, assurmntions and agreements =ade in the early stares of
this "research” may vell be forgotten as NRC personnel changes
oscur, Aas they frequently do.

For all of these reasons, ve do not believe sither the Staff or

the licensees involved will benefit significantly from the IREP as it is
nov planned; the program may in fact result in nepative effects. We
strongly recoxmend the following changes:

1,

3.

Provile for licensee input into the methedolegy and assumptioss
to be used. This includes tizme for substantive pcer reviev asi
corment of the Crystal River study, and licensee review and
comment of the "cookbook", with formal resclitios of all concerns
and cocrments prior to beginning the program. To this end, it Ay
be beneficial %o have a zeeting cnce the final version of the
groundrules {s drafted %o ensure that all of the participants
have & basic knovledge of and sgreement on the zethods to be
utilized. L

Cne of the NRC's admitied main cbjectives cf “he program is %2
meet the (arbitrary) schedule. This constraint should be grestly
deexphasized, and the program tied izstead <5 reascrable develop~
rent and irplementation of a meaning®il prosrazm. We feel strongly
that a Spring 1981 completion date is unattalnable with any
zeaningful results, and that the prograas should allov for a Fall
1581 completion date or later {f the need for such an expansicn
of the schedule {s indicated,.

Schedule pericdic check points i{a the program which provide
specific and armple time for reviev of the project to that poiat,
and allov for cornsideration of ncssidle changes in direetion, score
or method as a result of reviev of the experience of other IREIP
plants and of other studies proceeding concurrently, such as the
RSAC study of Oconee.
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We are certain that you share our desire to make the Interin
Reliability Evaluation Program as zeaningful and beneficial as possible
+0 all concerned. To this end, ve request the opportunity to discuss the
resolution of these concerns pricr to finalizing our plans for participaticn
ee: J. A. Biddison, Esquire

in the Progran.
Very truly Z-m. Ei
) 5
G. F. Trovbridge, Esquire

Messrs. E. L. Coaner, Jr. - NRC
Cr. M. L. Roush, U of MD
D. K. Davis - TERA
G. D. Bastcon - Northeast Uti
W. T. Craddock - AP&L
A. Paulston - TVA
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Docket No. 50-259

Mr. Hugh G. Parris

Manager of Power

Tennessee Valley Authority
SQCA Chestnut Street, Tower II
Chattancoga, Tennessee 37401

Dear Mr. Parris:
SUSJECT: INTERIM RELIABILITY EVALUATION PROGRAM

The numerous studies of the licensing process that have been performed

in the aftermath of the TMI-2 accident have made strong recommendations
to employ probabilistic techniques as an adjunct to the safety evaluation
process, because they afford a systematic procedure for examining a plant
and a means for identifying the more important contributors to safety
that cdeserve our attention.

As a result, the TMI Action Plan (NUREG-0660, to be published), developed
by the NRC, includes a Reliability Engineering and Risk Assessment task
that culminates in the evaluation of all operating reactors. The initial
phase of this task s the Interim Reliability Evaluation Prqgram (IREP)
performed by NRC to develop standardized procedures that can be used

to evaluate all plants. The first step in the program was the evaluation
of Crystal River Unit 3, which is nearing completion. The seccnd step

fs the evaluation of six operating plants simultaneously to further refine
procedures. These six plants are I[ndian Point 3, Zion 1, Calvert Cliffs

I, 3rowns Ferry 1, Millstone 1, and Arkansas 1. Your facility was selected
to participate in this next round of study because it is part of a cross-
saction of operating plants and the experience you gain from this inter-
action would be beneficial for esvaluating the remainder of your nuclear
plants in the final phase of this program.

The [REP studies will help to identify those accident sequences wnich
deminate the contribution to public health and safety risks which originate
from core damage accicdents. These studies should provide insignts frem

2 risk assessment perspective regarding vulnerabilities which may exist

in procedurses, testing schemes, and basic plant design. While these
insights are imoertant to NRC tc preperly perform our functions, we regard

Duge of #44644p3Ge



Mr. Hugh G. Parris o MAY 23 1380

them as equally important to plant owners. [f operational problems which
could occur are recognized tc be potential precursors of serious accidents
(@.g., an additional fault, either human or hardware caused, that could
lead to significant core damage), corrective action may be taken to reduce
the likelihood of plant damage or of substantial offsite radiological
releases. Similarly, if single point vulnerabilities or a high likelihood
of common mode failures are identified, the utility can evaluate and

take action to minimize their significance.

[n this step of the program the six nuclear power plants will be analyzed,
in parallel, by six teams of analysts composed of c£ix to eight analysts

per team. Analysts will be drawn from the Prodabilistic Analysis Staff

of the Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research, the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, National Laboratories, and consulting engineering firms acting
as subcontractors to the National Laboratories. We estimate approximately
six months will be required to prepare draft final reports on these
analyses.

One of the lessons learned from the Crystal River study is that the owner-
utility should be intimately involved throughout the effort to: (1)
facilitate the acquisition of plant design and operational data by analysts,
and (2) understand the details of the analysis and communicate progress

and results to the utility management on a routine basis. For this reascn,
we invite you to assign an engineer, knowledgeable about operaticnal
details of the plant, to participate as an active member of the team

of analysts studying your facility. We antizipate that three of the
analytical teams will be located in Bethesda, Maryland, two in Albuquergue,
New Mexico, and one in [daho Falls, Idaho. We estimate that this will
require a six-menth full-time assignment with the analytical team during
which this analyst will serve as liaison between the team of analysts

and the utility, as well as participate in the risk assessment analyses
being performed. Incidently, Nuclear Safety Analyscis Center (NSAC) fis
performing a pilot reliability study on the Oconee plants and up to three
Ouke Power personnel will participate full time in that effort.

We request that the team of analysts be permitted to spend approximately
five days at the plant, observing equipment, examining plant documentation,
and discussing plant operation and maintenance with operators, maintenance
technicians, and engineers. Various plant information, outlined in the
enclosed list, will also be necessary at the cutset as well as pericdic
contacts to verify our understanding of details of plant operation cr
design. We estimate this may require an additicnal one to two man-mgnths
of utility effort at your engineering headquarters and at the site.
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We believe analyses of this type will be valuable in identifying "weak
links" in plant safety. The recently completed reliability studies of
auxiliary feedwater systems (NUREG-0611 and NUREG-0635) identified several
cases where the system was susceptible to a total loss of AC power. As
a result of a similar analysis sponsorad by Florida Power Corporation, modi-
fications to eliminate an AC dependency in the operation of the turbine
driven auxiliary feedwater pump were in progress when the Crystal River
tudy was initiated. We also anticipate that potential procedural modifi-
cations and administrative actions will be identified which may reduce the
potential for human errors.

Obvicusly, the effort involved is large and will require a significant

effort both by NRC and the utilities. However, development of risk per-
spectives in these plants will permit a more logical assessment cof priorities
for safety improvements, if any are to be required, and will enhance the
establishment of a standardized analytical approach to future analyses of
other plants.

As a first step in this program, we request a meeting with you and your staff
and representatives from the other five utilities on Wednesday, June 4, 1980,
at 10:00 am at our Bethesda office (Room P-300) to discuss the program and
its potential impact on your facility and to obtain your active participation
in this effort. The NRC Project Managzr for your facility will be our point
of contact for additional information.

Sincerely,
\‘ nQ .

Division of Cicensing

Enclosure:
List of Information

cc w/enclosure:
See next page



Mr. Hugh G. Parris

cc:

H. S. Sanger, Jr., Esquire
General Counsel

Tennessee Valley Authority
400 Commerce Avenue

E 118 33¢C

Knoxville, Tennessee 37902

Mr. Ron Rogers

Tennessee Valley Authority
400 Chestnut Street, Tower II
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37401

Mr. H. N. Culver

24%A HBD

400 Commerce Avenue
Tennessee Valley Autherity
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902

Robert F. Sullivan

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
P. 0. Box 1863

Decatur, Alabama 35602

Athens Public Library
South and Forrest
Athens, Alabama 35611

MAY 23 1980




Enclosure 1

INFORMATION NEEDS FOR IREP STUDY

An up-to-date FSAR
Current Technical Specifications

A PLID index, electric power one-line diagrams, and a complete sat of PLID’s
and conirol circuit drawings for systews to acconplish the following functions:

a. Emergency core cooling

b. Containment overpressure protection (e.g., sprays, fan ccolers, ete.)
c. Post-accident radicactivity removal (e.g., NaOH addition, etc.)

4. Cont:inment heat removal (e.g., component cocoling, service water, etc.)
e. Reactivity control (e.g., scram system, boren addition, CVCS, etc.)

f. Secondary heat removal (e.g., condenser, auxiliary feedwater, main
feedwater, condensate, main steam, etc.)

g. Reactor ccolant system overpressure proteétion (e.g., PORVs, SRVs, etc.)

h. Supporting systems for the above (e.g., HVAC, instrument air, lubrication,
0C power, cooling, etc.)

A plant procedures index, if available, and 2 complete sat of emergency and
operating procedures.

.

A tabular compilation of plant-specific LERs.

Proposed modifications to the plants which are in progress or have been
cormmitted to by the licensee.

An index of available system descriptions.
vanuals used in operator or senior cperator training.
estimate of the minimum ECC and containment ESF systems which can

n
ealistically presvent core melting for a range of break sizes or
containment failure.
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