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December 20, 1982

UNTTED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AU LICENSING BDARD

In the Matter of

CLEVELAND ELECTRIC ILLUMINATING
COMPANY, ET AL.

Docket No. 50-440 OL
50-441 0L

(Perry Nuclear Power Plant,
Units 1 and 2)

NRC STAFF'S ANSWER 0PPOSING OCRE'S MOTION
FOR AN ORDER REQUIRING THE STAFF TO ANSWER
OCRE'S SIXTH SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO THE STAFF

. Introduction

On November 30, 1982 Intervenor Ohio Ci:izens for Responsible
Energy (OCRE) requested that in accordance with 10 CFR 2.720(h)(2)(1{)
and 10 CFR 2,744 the Licensing Board require the NRC Staff to answer
certain interrocatories and pro-ide copies of documents asserted by OCRE

to be relevant to Issue #8.1/ The Staff oproses OCRE's motion.g/

1/ "Obio Citizens for Responsible Energy Resubmission of Sixth ‘et of
Interrogatories to Staff with the Presiding 0fficer and Moticn
Rearesting the 'residing Cfficer to Require the YRC Staff to Answer
Same” dated November 30, 1982.

2/ During a telerione conference of December 9, 1982 the Licensina
Board orally provided its "interpretations" of OCRE's
interrogatories and asked that the Staff in its reply to OCR:'s
moticn also address whether it would be appro’riate for the Board
to require the Staff to answer Lhe Board's interpretations ir lieu
of answering OCRE's interrogatories. See Memorandum dated December
10, 1982 and Staff Counsel's Notes of Telephone Confirence of
December 9, 1982 attached to a letter to the Licensing Board dat.d
December 13, 1982,
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Ii. Background
Cn September 13, 1982 OCRE filed "Ohio Citizens for Responsible

Energy Sixth Set of Interrogatories to NRC Staff." That document set
forth thirty seven interrogatories, some of which included requests for
documents, purportedly related to Issue #8 (the hydrogen control
contention), On October 29, 1982 Staff Counse! in a letter to OCRE's
Representative informed OCRE that with the exception of Interrogatory
No. 6-1 all of OCRE's interrogatories appeared to the Staff to be
directed to mat..~s beyond the scope of the only hydrogen control
contention that, according to the Appeal Board, may be litigated in this
proceeding, i.e., a contention predicated on the assumption of a TMI-2
type accident at Perry. See ALAB-675, 15 NRC 1105, 1115 (1982). Staff
Counsel in his letter also informed OCRE that even t.. answer to
Interrcqgatory No. 6-1 would be useless to OCRE because the NRC Staff

had not identified an accident scenario for BWR's that is the equivalent

of the TM1.2 accidentg/

and that the Staff would not voluntarily answer
any of the thirty-seven interrogatories. ‘e« motion of November 30,

1982 OCRE seeks to require Staff answers to a )f its interrogatories

4
and document requests, except No. 6-36.—/ on the grounds that it has

demonstrated that the answers to these interrogatories are necessary to

Interrogatory No. 6-1 reads as follows:

What does the Staff consider to be the equivalent of a TM1-2
accident at Perry? Provide the probability of its occurrence and a
thorough description of its conseauences, including fuel failure
modes, effect on containment inteqrity, and off-site doses to the
public at 2, 5, 10, and 50 miles from PNPP.

OCRE does not address in its motion Interrogatory 6-36.
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a proper decision in the proceeding and not reasonably obtainable from
any source other than the NRC Staff anc that the documents zre relevant

to Issue #8,

I11. Discussion

A. The Standards for Discovery Against the Staff

OCRE appears to recognize that interrogatories to the NRC Staff are
governed by 10 CFR 2,720(h)(2)(11) and that document requests to the Staff
are limited by 10 CFR 2.744, OCRE also appears to recognize that to require
the Staff to answer OCRE's interrogatories the Board must find that the
answers are both necessary to a proper decision in the proceeding and
not reas.nably obtainable from any other source. However, OCRE does not
appear to recognize that 10 CFR 2.744 by its own terms applies only to
situations where the NRC has not made available for inspection and
copying in the PDR a document requested by a party on the grounds that
(1) it is not relevant or (2) it is exempted from disclosure under
10 CFR 2.790 and disclosure is not necessary to a proper decision in the
proceeding or the document or the information in it is reasonably
obtainable from another source. 10 CFR 2.744 does no* apply where as
here OCRE has been advised that all of the docuwents it seeks are in the
POR, and production of documents has not been refused on the ground that

the documents are not relevant to this proceeding.éf See OCRE's Motion

5/ Until the Staff objects to producing any documents that may be
pertinent to answering specific interrogatories, the answers to
which are determined by the Board over the objections of the Staff
to be both necessary to a proper decision in this proceeding and
not reasonably available from any other source, 10 CFR 2.744 would
not appear to be applicable. However, a decision by the Board that
an answer to an interrogatory is required would appear to require
that the documents pertinent to answering that interrogatory, and
specifically called for by the interrcgatory, be produced.
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at 3, n. 2; see also note 6 infra. As to OCRE's assertion that it is a
public interest group with limited financial resources and that the
Board should give some weight to such a claim in making its discovery
rulings, the Staff would only note that the Commission has indicated
that its regulations apply to all parties. See Statement of Policy on

Conduct of Licensing Proceedings, CLI-81-8, 13 NRC 452, 454 (1981).

B. OCRE's Justifications for Specific Interrogatorie: and Document Requests

As was noted above, OCRE appears to realize tnat specific findings
are required by the Licensing Board under 10 CFR 2.720(h)(2j(ii) before
the Staff can be required by the Licensing Board to answer OCRE's
interrogateries. However, OCRE has failed completely to provide the
Board any valid bases for making the required findings. Much of the
difficulty is caused by the fact that Issue #8 was admitted in spite of
its lacking any credible accident scenario as required, and the contention
remains vague and unparticularized to the extent that it cannot meaningfully
be Titigated in its present form. See ALAB-675, 15 NRC 1105, 1115 (1982).
OCRE admits that it is presently unable tc define a TMI-2 type accident
scenario. OCRE's Motion at 4. It is crystal clear that under the
Commission's Rules of Practice OCRE is not entitled to discovery to
particularize its vague, unparticularized contention. The Rules of
Practice do not permit the filing of a vague, unparticularized contention,
followed by an endeavor to flesh it out through discovery against Applicants

or Staff. Wisconsin Electric Power Company (Point Beach Nuclear Plant,

Unit 1), ALAB-696, 16 NRC —» slip op. at 32 (October 1, 1982). However,

OCRE's asserted reasons for its claim that the answers are necessary to a
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proper decision in the record are merely that: OCRE needs the
information to define "the TMI-2 type accident scenario for Perry"
(Interrogatories Nos. 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, 6-4 to 6-25); the information
pertains to containment strength and is considered by OCRE "to be of
central importance to Issue #8" (Interrogatories Nos. 6-5, 6-12, 6-13,
6-26 and 6-30); the information pertains to the suitability and efficacy
of various hydrogen control cvstems and "may well be (emphasis added)
vital to a proper decision" (Interrogatories Nos. 6-6, 6-7, and 6-10);
the information pertains to the effectiveness and safety of using
recombiners and "becomes relevant tc (emphasis added) Issue #8"
(Interrogatories Nos. 6-8, 6-14, 6-15, 6-32 and 6-34); the information
pertains to the proposed hydrogen control rule and related research and

"it is important for OCRE to be aware of (emphasis added)" such

information (Interrogatories Nos. 6-9 and 6-11); the information
concerns the safety and efficacy of using glow-plug igniters and
"Applicants have proposed the use of igniters at Perry" (Interrogatories
Nos. 6-16, 6-17, 6-18 and 6-24); the information concerns whether the
Perry hydrogen control systems "meet all NRC regulatory requirements"
(Interrogatories Nos. 6-19 and 6-21); the information pertains to
sources of ignition within the Perry containment and "is relevant to
(emphasis added) Issue #8" (Interrogatory No. 6-20); the information
concerns the environmental qualification of hydroocen analyzers to be
used at Perry and "the timely initiation of the analyzers may be
(emphasis added) dependent upon the environment" (Interrogatory No.
6-22); the information pertains to the hydrogen mixing system and its

effectiveness "could affect (emphasis added) later stages of the accident"




(Interrogatories Nos. 6-23, 6-31 and 6-33), the information concerns the
pressure and temperature transient experienced by the Perry containment
and "such information s necessary to a proper decision" (Interroga-
tories Nos. 6-27, 6-28 and 6-29); the information concerns whether the
manual initiation of the hydrogen control system is acceptable and "0CRE
susopects (emphasis added) that manual operation of this system may be
(emphasis added) unreliable" (Interrogatory No. 6-35); and "this is a
general interrogatory the answer to which may provide OCRE (emphasis

added) with information that is necessary to a proper decision in this
proceeding” (Interrogatory No. 6-37). In discovery against the Staff
neither a mere assertion nor even an affirmative demonstration of
relevance is sufficient to require Staff answers to interrogatories.
Only "where the informatici is necessary to a proper decision in

the case and not obtzinable elsewhere" may a Board require th Staff to

ancer interrogatories. Pennsylvania Power and Light Company

(Susquehanna Steam Electric Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-613, 12 NRC
317, 323 (1980). Moreover, the Commission's Rules of Practice state
that Staff documents only need be made available for inspection and
copying in the PDR, 1d. at 336. There is no requirement that any party
be given copies of another party's documents. Id. at 338. As recounted
above, OCRE's "demonstration" that the information (and documents)
sought in its interrogatories ‘¢ the Staff are necessary to a proper
decision amounts to nothing more thar ;imple statments that the
information is relevant and needed by OCRE and the unsupported assertion
that the information is necessary for a decision. OCRE has wholly failed
to demonstrate that answers to any of its interrogatories or document

requests are necessary to a proper decision in this proceeding.
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OCRE's reasons for its claim that the Staff is the only reasonable
source of the information are even less substantial and amoun. to no more
than bare assertions. The mere inclusion in interrogatories of phrases
such as "what does the Staff consider", "does the Staff believe", or "in
the Staff's opinion" neither makes the information sought necessary to a
proper decision in the proceeding nor makes the Staff the only reasonable
source of any necessary information on the subject matter of the contention.
Thus OCRE has not met its burden of demonstrating either that the answers
to its interrogatories and document requests are necessary to a proper
decision in this proceeding or that the Staff is the only reasonable
source of answers, even if answers are necessary to a proper decision in

the proceeding.

C. The Licensing Board's "Interpretations" of OCRE's Interrogatories

During the discussion of OCRE's motion in the telephone conference
on December 9th the Licensing Board requested that the Staff in its
reply to OCRE's motion also address whether it would be appropriate for
the Board to require the Staff to answer the Board's "interpretations"
of OCRE's interrogatories in lieu of ansﬁering the interrogatories. See
note 2, supra. TIn a Memorandum dated December 10th the Board set forth
its "interpretations" of OCRE's sixth set of interrogatories as follows:
1. What, if anything, has the staff done to develop different

scenarios about a TMI-type accident (a2 loss of coolant accident,

compounded by one or more human errors) that results in core
uncovery and hydrogen generation?

2. What, if anything, has the staff done to determine whether such
scenarios are credible?

3. Discuss whatever doubts the staff has about whether a TMI-type
accident could occur at Perry or at similar BWR reactors.



4. Provide documents and analyses that are not available in the docket
room but bear on the above questinns and cite publicly available
documents,

5. Provide the name of any staff parson who, in the course of work for
the NRC, prepared a memorandum or other written document suggesting
that there are one or more credible TMI-type accident scenarios for
Perry or for similar BWR reactors.

Rather than merely interpreting OCRE's interrogatories the Staff

believes that the Board's "interpretations" ask for both more and

different informatior. than do OCRE's interrogatories. None of OCRE's
interrogatories can reasonably be interpreted as asking the Staff to
discuss whatever doubts it has about whether a TMI-type accident could
occur at Perry or a similar BWR (Item 3 of the Board's “interpretations"),
or as asking the Staff to identify any Staff person who in the course of
work for the NRC prepared a memorandum or other written document
suggesting that there are one nr more credible TMI-type accident
scenarios for Perry or a similar BWR (Item 4 of the Board's "interpreta-
tions"). Nor can any of OCRE's interrogatories reasonably be interpreted
as asking "[w]hat, if anything, has the Staff done to develop [TMI-type
accident scenarios] that result in core uncovery and hydrogen generation"

‘Item 1 of the Board's "interpretations"), or "[wlhat, if anything, has

the Staff done to determine whether such scenarios are credible” (Item 2

of the Board's "interyretations"). OCRE asked only "[w]lhat does the

Staff consider to be the equivalent of a TM!.2 accident at Perry" and

"[wlhat does the Staff consider to be the worst-case accident in terms

of H2 generation at Perry." OCRE Interrcqatories Nos. 6-1 and 6-2. A

statement that the Staff has not identified a TMI-2 type accident for

Perry wouls be a completely responsive answer to OCRE's Interrogatories



Nos. 6-1 and 6-2. That is because any "worst-case" accident relevant to
Issue #8 would be a TMI-2 type accident. See ALAB-675, 15 NRC 1105, 1115
(1982). An entirely different response would be required by Board Items

1 and 2. Moreover, if the Staff had identified for Perry any credible

TMI-2 type LOCA with dose consequences in excess of 10 CFR Part 100 guideline
values the Staff could not have concluded as it ¢id in Section 15.3.1 of

the Perry SER (NUREG-0887) "that Perry is adequately designed to mitigate

the offsite consequences arising from a LGCA.” ee 10 CFR 100.11, n. 1.
Finally OCRE asked only that the Staff proiu.e¢ crtain analyses and

studies, "[1]ist a1 documents relied upon ‘- swering [ Interrogatories

Nos. 6-1 through 6-36], and 1ist all persers onsible for the

answers, along with their professional . « i rons." OCRE
Interrogatories Nos. 6-3, 6-13, 6-20, 6-21, . 1d 6-37. None of
OCRE's interrogatories, including Interroga’c.y '~ =37, can reasonably
be interpreted as asking the Staff to prov. ¢ * of "documents

and analyses that are not in the docket room o . bea, n "®szrd Ttems 1,

2 and 3] and cite publicly available documents” (Item 5 o+ the Foa . 's

"interpretations").

6/ The Commission's Rules of Practice provide only that final NRC
records and documents (with exceptions not pertinent in the present
situation) will be made available (i.e., produced) for inspection
and copying in the NRC Public Document Room. 10 CFR 2.790;
Pennsylvania Power and Light Company (Susquehanna Steam Electric
Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-613, 12 NRC 317, 329 and 336-337 (1980).
10 CFR 2.744 applies only where a document has not been made
available for inspection and copying and thus does not apely in the
present situation. Moreover, OCRE has been provided copies of
numerous documents on the subject of hydrogen control in response
to its many FOIA requests. See, for example, the correspondence
related to OCRE's FOIA requests dated December 22, 1981; March 17,
1982; and November 4, 1982 (attached). In the Staff's view OCRE
has had made available to it under the Commission's FOIA rules more
hydrogen-related information than it would have been entitled to
have had produced under the Commission's discovery rules,
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To require the Staff to answer these Board interrogatories at the
discovery stage of the proceeding the Board must have some basis for
believing the existence of a serious hydrogen generation and control
safety problem at Perry that warrants its sua sponte replacement of

OCRE's interrogatories with those framed by the Board, and the Board

must make an appropriate affirmative finding.l/ As the Commission has

made very clear, the mere admission of a contention to a proceeding does
not justify a Board to assume that a serious safety problem exists or
otherwise relieve it of itc obligation to make ar affirmative finding
that such a problem exists prior to exercising its sua sponte authority

over the contention. Texas Utilities Generating Cempany (Comanche Peak

Steam Electric Station, Units 1 and 2), CLI-81-36, 14 NRC 1111, 1114

(1981). Until a Board has complied with currently applicable procedures

for exercising its sua sponte powers, it would be inappropriate for that
Board to broaden either an intervenor's interrogatories or the contention

to which the interrogatories are asserted to be relevant. In takir~

this position the Staff is mindful of the Licensing Board's view, recently
expressed in its ruling compelling Applicants to respond to several Board
questions on Issue #6, that the Board "cannut simply sit back 1ike an umpire."
Memorandum and Order dated November 8, 1982. However, the Staff does

not believe that the authority cited by the Board in support of its view

Board questions necessary to assure a complete record on an issue
that has survived summary disposition procedures may be appropriate.
See Scenic Hudson Preservation Conference v. Federal Power
Commission, 354 F.2d 608, 620 (2d Cir. 1965). However, the
necessity of such questions cannot reasonably be determined until
the Board has reviewed the evidence presented by the parties on

that issue.
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Justifies the Board's involving itself as it has in "interpreting"
OCRE's discovery requests or in the altering of contentions prior to

making the affirmative finding required by the Comanche Peak case.

CLI-81-36, supra. That portion of the Vermont Yankee case cited by the

Licensing Board in support of its position simply says that if a Board
has reasonable grounds for believing that a serious safety problem
exists it has a responsibility under the Atomic Energy Act to resolve
that problem on the record, even in an operating license proceeding in
which the issue was not raised by the parties but has to be raised by
the Board sua sponte, and regardless of whether the documents that gave
rise to the Board's belief that a serious safety problem exists are in

the record of the proceeding. Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation

(Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station), ALAB-124, 6 AEC 358, 362 (1973).
There is no direct conflict between the Commission's views in

Comanche Peak and the Appeal Board's views of a Board's sua sponte

obligations as expressed in Vermont Yankee, so long as a Board follows

the procedures currently obtaining for invoking its sua sponte
authority. There is, however, a direct conflict where a Board shapes
the issues in an operating license proceeding by broadening a contention
or by expanding a party's discovery requests on a contention without
following prescribed procedures for invoking its sua sponte authority.

Thus, in the present circumstances it would not be appropriate for
the Licensing Board to require the Staff to respond to the Board's

interrogatories.
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IV. Conclusion
For all of the reasons discussed above OCRE's motion should be
denied, and the Staff should not be required either to provide answers
or documents in respunse to OCRE's interrogatories and document requests
or to respond to the Licensing Board's "interpretations" of those
interrogatories and document requests.
Respectfully submitted,

James M. Cutchin IV
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 20th day of December, 1982
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Director, Ofivice of sdrministration LREEDOM OF INFOILSATION
LS. luclear hegulatory Comnission ACT REQUEST

whendngton, D.C. 20555 FOIA'P/‘J/Q
he: FXiDOM OF INFORMATION ACT REQUEST C:E>
&y 1)-29-8/

Fursuant to tne Preecdom of Inforrietion Act, 5 U.S.C. Section
» &5 anended, and tnhe provisions of 10 C”h Part 9, the under-

ed nereby reguests tne following items:

Dear sir/Ms.,

tn O

(]
52
1

1. uny stuaics or documents concerning the susceptibility
of ooiling water reactor Precsure vessels to the pres-
surized tsermal shock pPacnomnenon identified in FPyss.

2. Courission decision of June 29, 1981, CLI-B81-7, ? NKC ?,
(exact citation unknown), Duke Power Ccnpany (William
2. _eCuire Mucleer Station, Units 1 &nd 2).

3. SLCY-80-107 "Proposed Interin dydrogcen Control Reguire-
ments for Small Containments"

4. SECY-80-1074 "idditional Infoermation Ke: Proposed Interim
dydrogern: Control Reguirements"
S. Sk

ct
O

CY-E1-245 "Interim inmendment to 10 CFR Part 50 Helated

ayGrogen Control and Certain Degreded Core Considerations"

6. WUKLG-0772 "Technical Bases for Estimating Fission Product
Senavior During Light-¥ater RHeactor accidents" Narch 1981

7. JUREG-04285 ", Transportetion Security Fersonnel Training
wenual"  (latest edition)
eo QE U‘:-&':.'é\_)g. Scpt. 4, 1980’ and SSCY‘EQ"‘IO?C, NOV- 7’ 19800

Fropesed rulemaking on aTis.
2 "ad Lrunen Tec:mical Position CSz2€-2, "Control of Com-
vustible .&s Concentrations ir Contuircent Followin; & LOCA"™

10,  .lnlZ/Can-0913 "Generation of 3 dro . en Durin; tne Mirst
/ : : ¢ gy,
Taree Gours of the Tharec Mile Island acvident Cet. 1379
11. UrF3/C:.-1561 "The Benavior of aydre_er Zuring accidents
ir Lignt Veter Rezctors" (et. 1080
12. URES/C:-1575 "iydrogen-Mixing in 2 Clesed Contaiiment
Compartment Zased on & Cne-Di<cnsionzl fodel? Serc. 1920

13. any éocu~ents concirning the use of in-core taermocouples
ir Zlae, perticularly irn -7=/6 rcscticrs.
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v e reguister asks thst fees for the sisrch and nroduction
of tiie srove deewients be “tlved, in accordunce with 10 C~R 9,141,
for t.e following reasons:

1. This information will be disseninated to the géneral
public through newsletters, press relcasces, and other
media;  the "public" benefiting taercby includes but is
not limited to tae populatio~ of ‘orteast Ohio.

2. 3y the dvailability of ti3 inforsation the public will
veé betier infurmed on nuc. .ar safety issucs and tris
will therefore cnhance tne qQuality of putlic debate on
tneése icsues. Public devate on these matters crueiel

to puolic nealtn and safety and tise Quality of the envircn-

ment 1s isperative.

v« Tals information will be used in & proceeding currently
before toe Atomic Safety and Licensing Board: In the
atter of Clevelsand Flectric I1lwsainating Co., et el,,
Ferry luclecar Poacy Plant, Units 1 ana 2, Docket idos.
£0-440/441. Upon this requester's review and analysis

of the requested docwnents, they will be used by Iinter-
venors in this case; tnese intervenors will thereoy be
cetter eble to brotect their ncalth, safety, and environ-
nental Interests (and those of the gercral public) in
tnle proceeding.

4. Thls rcguester €xpects no finencial benefit from the
se of tlicse documents.

S« The firancizl rcsources of this recuester are limited;
tous, the payment of fees incurred herein would result
in an undue tardship. |

-7ese factors clcarly indicate that furnishing the documer<s
Pecucested nerein will oenefit the general public, andé tlerefore
tae welver of any snd all fees for searcn and production is
auvropricte.

» - ™ . - - ] .~ .~
Thenk you for oi~ .smlistanze.

wal CLely,

v e i
;—‘t"l("\ = . "-‘\i‘{
Susen L. Hiatt

s h e
—e s L L0 Ha.

wtn.or, (= 44060



Januvary 7, 1982

iMs. Susan L. Hiatt
8275 Nunson Road Il RESPONSE REFER
lientor, OH 44060 TO FOIA-21-516

Dear Ms. Hiatt:

This 1s in response to your letter dated December 22, 1981, in vhich you
requested, pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act, 13 categories of
documents relating to nuclear power plants.

In Item 3 of your letter, you indicate that the requested documents will

be used in the Perry proceeding. It 1s our understanding that you also
are a menber of the Ohio Citizens for Responsible Energy (OCRE) as {s

Mr. Robert Alexander. Mr. Alexander submitted a request dated November 26,
1981, which is similar to your December 22 letter. Therefore, for your
fnformation, we are enclosing a copy of a letter from Mr. Wi1liam 9. .
Dircks to Mr. Alexander, dated January 5, 1982, stating the decision of:
the NRC to respond to requests for documents relevant to current {ssues
and contentions granted during the hearing process,

Accordingly, awerequest-that Yo #1so™inditate—how each-of ~the: 13 catesor ety
«T docTments"you raqiesied relate tg tbi'!fbhfe'pﬂgﬁsf‘a'&mtﬂﬁw
CIRrrioproceedingY RIsSs,please Specify. the contention aurber and the. -3
Caie of the AN S order atcepting’ those Toulentions.as this. will: sifpIify 3
cessing.of your request,::~

As provided in 10 CFR 9.14(b)(5) aourTeqliest Wil mot be furthery
cprocessed-unti 1" YOUTSGree £6 beak-the-appiicab) ereproductigncosts_ormy

ciiave submi tted-the above Information=="Aften the documents have been
provided, wou-wi llmm:zlppmpmgﬁﬂﬁ‘s:@iﬂﬁmmmm

If you have any questions, please telephone Mr. John C. Carr, Chief,
FOI/PA Branch on (301) 492-8133,

DISTRIBUTION

DRR Rdg Sincerely,

DRR Subj -
DJDonoghue Lo=04) 1M Fovond
JMaynard

ECShomaker J. M. Felton, Director
JCCarr Division of Rules and Records
gm‘s 0ffice of Administration

Enclosure: As stated

S . , —

’ orfice) ..A.D"": R

iy “(7?}2:

Isuf, }C‘C:rr: ....... SIFElton
oney| 017782 | 01/ 782 OV 482
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January 5, 1982
/ -
lir. Robert Alexander
OCRE Interim Representative lii RESPOLSE REFCR
2030 Portsmouth Street #2 TO FOIA-81-A-19
Houston, TX 77098 (FOIA-81-436)

Dear Mr. Alexander: 9

This 1s in response to your letter of November 26, 1981 in which you
2ppealed, on behalf of the Ohio Citizens for Responsible Energy (OCRE),
Mr. Felton's letter of November 20, 1981 denying your fee waiver request,

Acting on your appeal, 1 have carefully reviewed the record in this case?
and have concluded that the {nitfal denfal of your fee waiver request
should be reversed as 1t applies to documents required to participate in’*,
WRC 1icensing proceedings. Your request for waiver of fees is, therefore,
granted in part and denfed in part, for the following reasons,

In your letter you state that "OCRE agrees that the compelling reason
test 1s proper", but you disagree that OCRE did not meet the test,
Section 9.]4a(95 of NRC's regulations provides:

The KRC will not wafve the reproduction costs for
documents located o made available in the NRC Public -
Document Room or a local public document room in the
absence of a compelling reason to do S0,

The statement of considerations published in the Federa) Register at the
time the fee waiver provisions were adopted 1n March 1979 (copy enclosed)
states:

Under the circumstances when access to records can be
provided to a requester at a PDR or LPDR, to also wafve
reproduction costs would result in a private benefit only

to the requester. This practice has now been incorporated
into the regulations by adding a sentence to £9.10(a) of the
effective rule that provides that copfes of documents disclosed
in response to FOIA requests will normally be placed in the
NRC PDR or local PDR, and by providing in %9,14a(g) that the
HRC will not waive reproduction costs for documents located
fn the PDR or LPDR fn the ahsence of a compelling reason to
do so. A "compelling reason" could be, for example, {f

the requester were both indigent and required the docurents
for intervention in an NRC Ticensing proceeding,
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You state 1n your letter that OCRE "could casily acquire (cepy) those
Cocuments found at the Perry LPDR®, but that reproduction feos <liould be
vaived for records not located at the Perry LPDR and vhich cre located
only at the Public Document Room in Hashington, D.C. A1l docuronts
relating to the Perry plant are located in the Perry LPDR, The records
you have requested, and which are not located at the Perry LPDR, relate
primarily to other nuclear power plants, The issue then is whether
these documents are required for intervention in an KRC 1censing proceeding,
If they are required, and 1f the requester 1s indfgent, NRC requlations
provide that reproduction fees may be waived. However, the only reasonable
method by which the KRC can know if the documents are required 1s 1f
they relate to some contentfon in a 11censing proceeding which has been
acczpted by the 1fcensing board, To say, as you suggest in Ytem 1 of
your letter, that fees should be wafved 1f 1t will help OCRE frame a
contention to be offered to the board would be unmanageable since,
concefvably, all of the documents located in the Public Document Room
could, in some manner, help OCRE frame a contention, even though that
contention may not be at all relevant to the Perry procceding, Thus,
while KRC agrees that the fssue of relevance is not germane to a roquest
for records under the Freedom of Information Act, 1t 1s germane 1n
deciding whether the NRC should wafve reproduction fees.

In ftem 2 of your letter, and in your letter of October 26, 1981, you
argue that the NRC should waive fees because OCRE is a "bootstrap”
operation consisting primarily of college students with 1imited resources.
ARs noted above, indigency, or the fnability to pay, is only one-half of
the test, However, in view of OCRE's assert{ons concerning 1ts financial
status, NRC agrees to waive 75 percent of the reproduction costs of any
documents which are relevant to a contention which has been admitted by
the licensing board 1n the Perry proceeding. Precedent for this action-
has been established for another group of intervenors, similar to yours,
fn the Allens Creek proceeding,

Finally, you assert that the NRC should be estopped from charging fees
because the NRC dfd not charge fees on your FOIA requests dated September 5
®and 28, 1981. The NRC has a very 1iberal fee policy, and sceks to
accommodate requesters to the extent 1t can. 1In this regard, the NRC
has not charged fees on any of your five previous requests, or the three
requests made by Jeff Alexander on behalf of OCRE, regardless of the
fact that there was no show!ng of relevance of the documents to the
proceeding, Estoppel, however, fmplies relfance on NRC's actions to the
detriment of the requester, Here there is no detriment, and OCRE 1s 1n
no vorse positfon than 1t otherwise would have beea had NRC charged
reproductfon fees from the beginning, Rather, the fssue is stmpiy the
extent to which public funds should be used for essentially private
benefit,

. e W, o T V'.‘.f" e
I T ':‘__'-._.v-;_ -.-.. _...',_-‘- s .
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Mr. Robert Alexander -3-

4 -

In view of my decisfon on this matter, OCRE should, in any future requesy”
that 1t may make, indicate how the requested documents are relevant W
contentions accepted in the Perry proceeding. For case of reference,
OCRE should specify in 1ts letter the contentfon number and the date of
the Board's order accepting the contention, In the interim, as requested
by your letter, the FOIA Branch {s assembling the docurments you requested,
and will forward them to you shortly. If you wish, you may also make

the above showing for any documents 1isted in your October 26 lctter,

end NRC will fssue you a credit or a refund covering the cost of any
docunents found to be relevant to the Perry proceeding.

This 1s a final agency action, As set forth in the Freedom of Information
hct (5 U.S.C, 552(a)(4)(B)), Judicial review of this decisiou is available
fn a district court of the United States in efther the district in vhich
you re:ide. have your principal place of business, or in the District of
Columbia,

I

Sincerely,

-

(Signed) William ). Dircks

b

- William J, Dircks
Exec.iive Director for Operations

R

Enclosure: As stated
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cenunyy 13, 1252

vy J.1. Pelton, Director

Uivision of iales and necerds
ffice of adainistration

U.&. ‘lueleur hepulatory Commission
wheiingten, D.C. 20855

;es POIa-£1-8516

e =Y ¥
-'tu: s ®

O‘J

elton:

Taie is ir resporse to your letter dsted Jenuary 7, 13282,
‘v ssien you explairea the Commiscion's decisgion regarding the
reprosuction of docwments. s~ccordingly, 1 neve indlcsted belew
~oa eech Oof the 13 cetegories of documents 1 reguested in my
Toceper 22, 1281 letter relate to tine Ferry procceding:

iter £, on AT4S, relates to Issue #6, ai~itted by the
Special Frenearing Conferénce lremorendum and Order
édeted July 28, 1°€1, pp. 74-76.

Item 6, NUniG-0772, is rilated to Issue ¥1, on emergency
planning, adritted by the Specinl Preheuring Conference
"emeréndum end Order dated July 28, 19€1, pp. 17-C€.
Tiis contention includes the use cf potessium icdice
es & tidyroid blocking azent. Part of the issue &t stuke
mere is wncther radioiodine, us & rcsult of its tchwvicer
éuring & reccior accident, will or »ill not pose &
danger to the public. This issue wus addressed during
+he ™I-1 restert ncarings, Docket .jo. 50-289; NUKLG-
0772 sas mentioned at pp. 18,351-1€,35Z2 of the transcripts
(..pril 2, 1361).of taat procecdirg.

4, 5, 9, 10, 11, and 12 relate to & contention
er. kydrocen controli which hes just ricently beern sub-
nitted to tne >oerd.

(]
!
2
o
n
N
-
(&)
-

Itens 1, 7, «nd 13 40 not relutc to any contentiors accepted
¢ precently unded consideration 2y the Soard.

= nacrstand tuet tac NISC aas aprced to walve 75% of the
reeronuction costs for any A0Cuments Telcvunt to L contention
Rissa A by tne SLE AN tae Peryy case (Items 6 and 8). I £1ls0
Grices stand tnat tne rnormal reproduction COsts &rc t.ose ernumcieted
tn 10 UPg 2.14(). For tie remairing itoss, 1 would like to
receive an estimate cf the cocsts ir.velved so Luut 1 may better
zeeess my «bility to puy. I must nuve an cciimate before 1 cun
epree to texr the wonlicible COSTS. Taznk you for your sssistance.

Sircerely,

' ‘ s:sen L. 2datt
4' '.n( . H52758 ur.zor ..
] ,‘. ’J ! ./ - erntor, .4 ‘:.'\\50



Ms. Susan L. Hiatt
8275 Munson Road IN RESPONSE REFER
ventor, OH 44060 T0 FOIA-81-516

Dear Ms, Hiatt:

This is in response to your letters dated December 22, 1981, and January
13, 1982, in which you requested pursuant to the Freedom of Information
Act, 13 different categories of documents which you listed in your
letter, .

The documents 1isted on Appendix A were found to be responsive to your
request, These documents are enc)osed,

teproduction. costs .for-an »docﬁ~entsﬁhe?ﬁ?hﬁtgijggcﬁnféﬁlibn;Eahi;téd'ﬂy
Sy Lhe Atonic - aTaty andil4censing-80an®. Charoes for the documents
relatir. to items 6 and 8 of your request reflect this decision and you
are be .y charged accordingly. Excluding RUREG-0772, (Item 8) you are
being charged in full for the remaining NUREG documents which you
requested,

€és you are- aware; the-dec iﬁs_iong{,gghg*,f__mm.ssjqr!,‘_is_"to_‘wajvq;js%ﬂuf thee

Two NRC Regulatory Guides were found to be responsive to your request.
There is a set fee of $1.50 by the NRC for each of these Reaulatory
Guides,

Finally, as specified in 10 CFR 9.14(b), the charge for reproducing the
32

remaining pages at five cents ($0.05) per page 1s $16.45, As agreed
to in your telephone conversation of February 10, 1982, with Nina Toms
of ry staff, you #i11 bear the charges for the documents being sent to
you. The total charge for your request is $42.79. You will be billed
by our Division of Accounting for this arount.

Should you have any questions regarding your request, please contact
Hs. Toms at (301)492-8133,

7 Y ;
[his review and aggragation of an additional document subject to your
request has not yet been completed. When this review is completed, you
will be notified of our determination.

DISTRIBUTION Sincerely,

DRR Rdg " NLToms

DRR Subj PDR

DJDonoghue

JM 1y ,'w}rd

ECShomaker J. M. Felton, Director

JCCarr Division of Rules and Records
Office of Adninistration
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10.
1.

12.

13.

14.

**

{
( Re. FD1A-81-516

Appendix A

Letter to Joseph H. White from S. H. Hanauer,
January 21, 1982 (2 pages)

Extracted page from "Preliminary Task Action Plan -
Pressurized Thermal Shock (PTS) (TASK-49)" (1 page)

CLI-81-15, T4NRC 1 (1981) June 29, 1981 (13 pages)

SECY-80-107, "Proposed Interim Hydrogen Control
Requirements for Smal) Containments™ (40 pages)

SECY-80-170A, "Additional Information Re: Proposed
Interim Hydrogen Control Requirements" (41 pages)

SECY-81-245, "Interim Amendments to 10 CFR Part 50
Related to Hydrogen Control and Certain Degraded
Core Considerations" (105 pages)

NUREG-0772* - "Technical Bases for Estimating Fission
Project Behavior During LWR Accidents”

NUREG-0465 - “Transportation Security Personnel
Training Manual®

SECY-80-409* - "Proposed Rulemaking to Amend 10 CFR
Part 50 Concerning Anticipated Transients Without
Scram (ATWS) Events

Branch Technical Position CSB 6-2 (15 pages)
Reg. “uide 1.7, "Control of Combustible Gas
Concentrations in Containment Following & Loss-
of-Coolant Accident"**

NUREG/CR-0913, “"Generation of Hydroaen During
the First Three Hours of the Three Mile Island
Accident"

NUREG/CR-1561, "The Behavior of Hydrogen During
Accidents in Light Water Reactors, Auagust 1980"

NUREG/CR-1575, "Hydrogen Mixing in a Closed Containment
Compartment Based on a One-Dimensional Model with
Connective Effects,” June 1980

Relates to an ASLB Contention; charged 25% of cost

NRC charge for all Reg. Guides is $1.50

-

Amount

$0.10

.05
.65

.00

.05

.25
.00

.50

.34
79

.50

.00

.50

.00



15,

16.

17.

18.

(

i Re. FOlA-B1-516

Appendix A
(Continued) A-ount

Letter from C. L. Wheeler to W. Johnston, April 6,
1981 (11 pages) $0.55

Reg. Guide 1.97, "Instrumentation for Light-Water

Cooled Nuclear Power Plants to Access Plant and Environs
Conditions During and Following an Accident," December

980 1.50

Thermal Analysis of In-Core Thermocouples in Boiling
Water Reactors by S. Levy, November 1981 (35 pages) 1,75

General Electric Evaluation of the Need for BWR Core
Thermocouples, November 16, 1981 (37 pages) 1.85



March 23, 1982

Hs. Susan L. Hiatt
6275 Munson Road IN RESPONSE REFER
llentor, OH 44060 TO FOIA-81-516

Cear Ms, lliatt:

This is in further response to your letters dated December 22, 1981, and
January 13, 1982, in which you requested pursuant to the Freedom of
Information Act, 13 different categories of documents which you listed
in your letter,

The review of an additional document, which is subject to your request,
has been conpleted. The enclosed document is 1isted below:

SECY-81-582 - “TMI Action Plan I1.F,2 (NUREG-0737); Additional
Instrunentation for Detection of Inadequate Core Cooling,"
October 7, 1981,

As specified in 10 CFR 9.14(b;. the charge for reproducing the enclosed
29 pages at five cents ($0.05) per page 1s $1.45, You are being charoed
in full for this document as it is not relevant to a contention adnitted
by the Atomic Safety and Licensino Board in the Perry proceedinas.

You will be billed for this document by our Division of Accounting.

This completes NRC's action on your request.

DISTRIBUTION Sincerely, . {

s e (utpmad Latyrid’ W

DRR Subj / Tolk -D"‘l"
DJDonoghue | J. M Feldiw, Livuclic
JNeynard

FCihomaker J. M. Felton, Director

JCCarr Division of Rules and Records
NLToms Office of Adninistration

PDR

Enclosure: As stated
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FCIA heguest, p., 2

for

Y

#2 81d #4 relate to Iusue #6 (see LPB-81-24, 14 XKC 175
(July 28, 1981)).

#3 relates to Issue #4 (see LPB-81-24, 14 NRC 175 (July 28, 1981)).

i#5 &nd #6 relute to Is:uec #8, admitted by a Nemorandum and Order
dated Narch 3, 1082,

#7 - since the contents of this document are unknown to this
requester, it is not known hcw the Fzed Report relates
to any contention admitted co the Perry proceeding.

It is entirely possible that portions of the Reed
Report are relevant to one or more of the contentions
admitted by the ASLB. If this is the case, the cost
of preoducing those portions of the report snould be
reduced 75%.

Tnis requester agrees to accept the residual (25%) charges
items 1-6 and the charges, as appropriate, for item 7.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Susan L. Hiatt

OCRE Interim Representative
N 8275 Munson Rd.

Nentor, OH 44060

(216) 255-3158



Ms. Susan L, Hiatt

OCRE Interim Representative

8275 Munson Road IN RESPONSE REFER
Mentor, OH 44060 T0 FOIA-82-172

Dear Ms, Hiatt:

This 1s in response to your letter dated March 17, 1982, 1n which you
requested, pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act, seven categories
of documents which you described 1n your letter,

As agreed in a telephone conversation between you and Nina Toms of my
staff, you will visit the NRC Local Public Document Room located in the
Perry Public Library, 3753 Main Street, Perry, Ohio. The records subject
to 1tem 1 of your request are contained in the applicant's Final Safety
Analysis Report (FSAR). Table 3.2-1, and sections describing the Service
Water, Emergency Service Water Heat Exchanger and the Circulation Water
Heat Exchanger should be of particular interest t> you.

The documents 1isted on Appendix A are relevant to {tems 2, 3, 4 and 5
of your request. These documents are enclosed.

As you are aware, 1t is the Cormission's decisfon to waive 75% of the
reproduction costs for documents relating to contentions admitted by the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board 1n the Perry proceedings, Therefore,
the charge for reproducing the enclosed 212 pages is $2.65. You will be
billed directly by our Division of Accounting for this amount.

A copy of the document you requested in item 6 of your letter may be
obtained by writing directly to the address 1isted below.

Energy Incorporated

P.0. Box 736

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402
Telephone: (208) 529-1000

In regard to item 7 of your request, the Commission had determined to
maki a copy of the Reed Report available to the public. A copy of that
decision and an addendum are enclosed for your information. The Genera)
Electric Company thereafter sued the NRC to enjoin disclosure of the
Report and a federal district court in an October 31, 1980 order, (copy
enclosed) barred disclosure of the Report and 1ts contents by the NRC
pending resolutfon of the various claims for them, Accordingly, the NRC
cannot provide the information you seek. In this regard, sce GTE Sylvania
Inc. v Consumers Union of the Unfted States, Inc., U.S.
63 L.Fd.72d 267(1380) [ranv anclncad) .




- .

Ms, Susan L. Hiatt . -2~

The NRC will keep you informed of the disposition of the Yawsuit and may
be able to respond fully to your request at a later date. For future
information on the availability of the Reed Report, you may contact Ms.
Carol Ann Reed at (301) 492-8133,

Sincerely,

{HA’ FeI&n Directo 1
(- ()g”p Division of Rules and Records

Office of Administration

DISTRIBUTION
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Re* FOIA-82-172

Appendix A

1. Petition for Rulemaking on ATWS,* (44 pages)
Supplement to Petition for Rulemaking on ATWS.* (7 pages)

Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.* (3 pages)

-l

Memo for Roger Mattson, from Wayne Hodges, Summary of March 29, 1981,

Meeting with General Electric on "Proposed ECCS Approach for BWR's,"

July 2, 1981.* (55 pages)

5. Memo for the Commissioners from Chairman Hendrie, “ATWS," June 9,
1981.* (31 pages)

6. Licensing Topical Report - Hydrogen Flammability and Burning
Characteristics in 8WR Containments, April 1973." (72 pages)

7. Commission's Decision on Reed Report.
8. Addendum to Reed Report.
9. Court Order, October 31, 1980.

*Relates to an ASLB Contention; charged 25% of cost.



FRELDOM OF INEORILATION
ACi. REQUFST o
Foara-g2-S¢s
'd /- 9-P2
Novesber 4, 1982

Mr. J.M. Felton, Director
Division of Rules and Recrords
Office of ‘dministration

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cavmission
Wzshington, D.C. 2055°

FREEDOM O INFORMATICN ACT RBQUEST

Dear Mr. Felton:

Pursuant to the Froadam @f Information Act, 5 USC § 552, as

anended, and the provisions of 10 CFR Part 9, the »ndersigned hereby
1eque €s the following itans:

1.
2.
cr2
¥
4.
4
Vs,
R\
6.
el
‘ |
2 7

fhe LR Hydrogen Manua!l, as described in Enclosure E to the Weekly
information Report for tive Camissioners for the week ending July 14,
1982. This document relates to Issue #8 in the Perry OL procecding;
sce 1LBP-82-15, 15 NRC 555.

Ail results of the camputer analysis of lydrogen burns in Mark III
cortainments using the HBECTR code developed by Sardia MNational Labs.,
as described in Enclosure E ¢£ the Weekly Information Report to the
Camissioners for the woek ¢ading July 14, 1982. This item relates
to Issue #8 in the Pervy proceeding.

All internal NRC memyranda tr, fraom, or concerming James M. Cuatchin, IV,
Esg. and pertaining to the Perry Nclear Power Plant OL proceeding,
Docket Nos. 50-440/441.

Any analyses performed with the MARCH code for any accident seguences
specific to the Pexrry Nuclear Power Plant, and any documents discussing
the capabilities and limitations of the MARCH cod:. This relates to
Issue #8 in the Perry proceeding.

All details of spontancous hydrogen explosions occurring in the off-cas <D
systems of the following BWRs: Cooper, Browns Ferry 3, Millstone 1. ~
(These are mentioned in NUREG/CR-1561, p. 49) This relates to Issue___ -

#8 in the Perry proceeding. -l ‘e C‘—

Provide all details of all instances in which the NRC has received caplaints
or allegations fram employees of the Cleveland Electric Il1luminating Co.

or its contractors concorning a deficiency in construction or quality
assurance at the Perry plant. This relates to Issue #3 in the Perry
proceeding.

Provide all details of any instinces of harassiont or intimidation of
inspactors at the Perry plant construction site. Also any ustances in
which an enployee of CEI or any of its contractors was fired as a
result of making allecatlions of poor construction practices or other
iproprieties at the Poriy site to the NRC, nows media, or any other
persons or entity. This i1clates to Issue #3,

All internal notes, mxnwanda, or correspondence pot made avail.able
in the NRC's inspaction i1eports concerning the construction activities
at the Perniy Nuclear Dowr Plant. This relates to Tssue #£3.




LT
f"A11 details of any nonetary penalties imposed upon CEI for QA

violations at the Perry Nuclear Power Plant. This relates to Issue
§3.

-

med by the NRC concerning the nstruction
relates to Icssue #3.

he NRC to CEI (and CEI's answers to same)
{formation detailed in 10 CFR S0.54(f).

-ade with the NRC concerning the Perry site

eNCles.

ion's policy, as related in your

1-516), I request that 75% of the
all itens except #3 be waived, as
been admitted in the Perxry OL pro-

Sincerely,

o AT

Susan L. Hiatt
OCRE representative
8275 Munson R4.
Mentor, CH 44060
(222) 255-3158




Docket No. 50-43)
December 7, 1982

Ms. Susan L. Hiatt

OCRE Representative

8275 Munson Road IN RESPONSE REFER
Hentor, OH 44060 TO FOIA-82-545

Dear Ms, Hiatt:

This is in response to your letter dated Wovember 4 which was received
in our office November 9, 1982, in which you requested, pursuant to the
Freedom of Information Act, 12 categories of documents relating to the
Perry Pow.r Plant,

With respect to the LMR Hydrogen Manual, item 1 of your request, the
final draft is not yet available. This report will be available to the
public in early 1983, )

WUREG/CR-2530, Review of the Grand Gulf Hydrogen System Ionitor (which
addresses item 2 of your request), is being published in two weeks.

As discussed in a telephone conversation with Nina Toms of my staff, the
MARCH code, item 4 of your request, was not run for Perry. However, the
following reports relate to the capabilities and limitations of the
MARCH code,

1. NUREG/CR-1711 - MARCH Code User's Fanual, October 1980,

2. NUREG/CR-2285 - Interim Technical Assessment of MARCH Code,
November 198},

3.  NUREG/CR-0850, Appendix A, November 1981.

4. NUREG/CR-2672, Small Break LOCA Outside Containment at
Brouns Ferry Unit One (Appendix B - IMARCH Evaluation).

A1l of the documents referenced above may be purchased by writing directly
to the address below:

hational Technical Information Services
5285 Port Royal Road

Springfield, VA 22141

Telephone: (703) 487-4650
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Ms. Susan L, Hiatt -2-

The docuients listed on Appendix A are responsive to item S5 of your

request. As you are aware, 75 percent of the_ reproduction costs foP -
docunents relating to contentions admitted by the Board in the Perry’
proceedings are being waived. Therefore, the charge for reproducing the
enclosed 404 pages is $5.05. As mentioned in an earlier response to

you, cur Division of Accounting will bill you for this amount.

Items 8 and 10 of your request have previously been address2d in an

earlier FOIA request., You may review these records by visiting the NRC g e
Local Public Document Room located in the Perry Public Library, 3753

ain Street, Perry, Ohio, or writing to the iiRC Public Document Room,

1717 H Street, N. M., Washington, DC. You may obtain access to these

records by requesting FOIA-82-305, in the name of Hubbard.

The <éarch for items 3; 6, 7,9, 11, and 12 ‘of your request is continuin
en we have completed our search; yod will be notified of our determinat .

]
Sincerely, . ' £E

S ) 1N PN

J. M. Felton, Director
Division of Rules and Records
Of fice of Administration

Enclosures: As stated
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4/2/74

4/3/74

12/14/777

2/22/117

123/177

12/23/177

12/27/177

1/3/78

1/16/78

1/18/78

1/25/78

2/10/78

3/2/78

4/21/78

Re: FOIA-82-545

Appendix A

Memo for A. Giambusso from B. H. Grier re: Boiling Water
Reactor Off-Gas System Explosions w/enclosures (62 pages)

Memo for J. G. Davis from B. H. Grier re: Off-Gas System
Explosions in Boiling Water Reactors (1 page)

Letter to D. C. Switzer from Boyce H. Grier re: Preliminary
Notification w/attachment (6 pages)

Letter to Boyce H. Grier from D. C. Switzer re: Sequence of
Events w/attachment (11 pages)

Letter to D. C. Switzer from Boyce H. Grier re: Off-Gas System
Detonation (1 page)

Memo for Boyce H. Grier from E. C. McCabe, Jr., re: 12/16/77 ~
Public Meeting on Millstone 1 Off-Gas Explosicns (3 pages)

Letter to Boyce H. Grier from E. J. Ferland re: Licensee Event
Report w/attachment (10 pages)

Memo for R. J. Mattson from V. Stello, Jr., re: DOR Input to
Congressman Dingell Letter Response on Off-Gas Explosions
(11 pages)

Letter to D. C. Switzer from Eldon J. Brunner re: Inspection
50-245/77-33 w/attachment (36 rages)

Letter to Boyce H. Grier from E. J. Ferland re: Licensce Event
Report w/attachment (4 pages)

Memo for E. L. Jordan from B. H. Grier re: Congressional
Investigator's Report on Millstone Point I Off-Gas System
Explosions on 12/13/77 w/enclosures (28 pages)

Memo for Distribution from Boyce H. Grier re: Potential
Explosive Gas Mixture Accumulations Associated with REWR Of f-Gas
System Operations w/enclosures (35 pages)

‘lemo fer E. L. Jordan from B. H. Grier re: Analysis of
ensee Report on Millstone I Off-Gas Explosion w/enclosure

L
(3 pages)

Letter to Boyce H. Grier from D. C. Switzer re: I Bulletin
No. 78-03 (1 page)

Letter to Boyce H. Grier from E. J. Ferland re: Hydrogen
Detonation in December 1977 (2 pages)
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