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TELEX 136-482
Writer's Direct Dial Number:

August 16, 1982
.

Mr. Dennis M. Crutchfield , Chief
Operating Reactors Branch No. 5
Division of Licensing
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Crutchfield:

Subj ec t : Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
License No. DPR-16
Docket No. 50-219
Comments on the Systematic Evaluation Program (SEP)

We are pleased that you are providing an opportunity for us to comment on
the value of the Systematic Evaluation Program. It is our opinion that based
upon the findings of the phase II SEP Program, the program should be terminated.
This is based upon the fact that the phase II program on the ten (10) oldest
operating reactors indicate:

1. While these older plants may deviate from the letter of the Standard
Review Plans (SRPs), they in almost all cases meet the Safety intent of the
SRPs.

2. Newer plants will even more closely comply with the present regulatory
requirements.

3. The myriad of other ongoing NRC programs and industry programs overlap
significantly with the SEP and will insure the continued safe operation of
the nations commercial nr.: lear reactors .

4. The SEP does divert a significant amount of utility and NRC resources
from other important programs.

5. The major objective and benefits of the SEP will have been realized by
virtue of completing Phase II.
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However, if the SEP is to continue it should be an abbreviated, shorter
duration and better managed program that would utilize the experience gained
from phase II to eliminate as many topics as possible and concentrate only on
those topics identified in phase II as significant problem areas. Also when
considering which plants might be included in any future SEP's, full
consideration should be given to the extent of regulatory reviews (such as ASLB
Hearings) which have been conducted since the original license was issued.

1. The criteria used in constructing the SEP plants generally meets and in
some cases exceeds today's requirements with few exceptions. The SEP has
revealed that the older plants have no significant safety problems.

.

2. Any future SEP efforts should be restricted to fif teen or twenty topics
which proved to be of the greatest safety significance. The majority of
topic areas investigated revealed only minor discrepancies.

3. An original objective of the program was to provide for balanced
decision making with regard to backfits. This should be strictly adhered
to during the present Phase II, as well as any subsequent programs. To
date we have been asked to commit to certain modifications and accompanying
schedules for implementation without the benefit of weighing modification
benefits against cost, schedules, radiological, and other considerations.
Such a weighting system was an originally stated objective of SEP.

4. One of the original goals of the SEP was to provide a systematic
integrated approach to assessing certain plants relative to today's
licensing criteria. However, the program required additional resources by
us and provided minimal integration with existing regulatory programs.
Also there was some duplication of efforts because previously docketed:

information had to be repackaged and resubmitted to the staff on several
oCCassions.

5. In developing SER's for particular topics, the staff has been extremely
inflexible with regard to differences between the Standard Review Plan and
existing facilities. The idea that meeting the safety intent through
reasonable alternatives has in many cases been disregarded. There also

! seemed to be a persistent attitude among the staff reviewers that they were
doing an OL review and it b felt this led to their unwillingness to accept
equivalent methods of meeting the Safety intent of the SRPs. For example,
General Design Criteria (GDC) 56 - Primary Containment Isolation specifies
certain acceptable valve configurations to assure adequate containment
isolation. Since the GDC's were issued after Oyster Creek went into
operation, it is no surprise that it does not in all cases comply with GDC
56. However in those cases where the Oyster Creek configuration dif fers
from GDC 56, we have proposed other defined bases by which these,

configurations are acceptable. The NRC reviewers of this topic have
'

consistently' requested that we agree to conform to the specific
configurations in GDC 56 rather than review the acceptability of the
alternative we have proposed .

6. There have been several significant changes in policy and redirection
that have caused the program schedule to be significantly longer than
originally planned. Now in an effort to cc=plete the program in a timely
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manner some dif ficulties have arisen. These difficulties relate to a
reluctance on the part of the staff to take the additional time necessary
to completely evaluate alternate approaches proposed by us. While we also

desire to complete the program in a timely manner, we do feel that adequate
time be given to evaluate unique circumstances associated with a particular
topic or special plant design consideration. Also the numerous personnel
changes within the staff have occassionally protracted the review process,
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two significant benefits that have resulted from SEP phase II.There are
First, the plants surveyed compare well with the safety intent of current
criteria. This should remove the persistent misconception among many groups
that the older plants are not constructed and operated as they should be. While
this is no suprise to the SEP owners or your staff it should provide added
assurance to other interested parties of the continued safety record of the
commercial nuclear utility industry. Second, phase II has shown that only a
relatively small number of topics (fifteen to twenty) might have any impact on
other plants. This is especially true since later constructed plants were
constructed in accordance with the more modern criteria.'

In the event that any comments or questions arise, please contact Mr. J.
Knubel at 201-299-2264.

Very truly yours,

ad _ sa I .

/' F6#
. Fredler.

Vice President and
Director-Oyster Creek
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cc: Ronald C. Haynes, Administrator
Region I
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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

! 631 Park Avenue
! King of Prussia, Pa. 19406

l NRC Resident Inspector

i Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station
i Forked River , N.J. 07831
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