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Supporting Statement for Mark I Containment Program and
NUREG-0661, “Mark I Containment Long Term Program”

1. JUSTIFICATION

Eggd for the Information Collection

The first generation of General Electric (GE) BWR nuclear steam supply
systems are housed in a containment structure designated as the Mark

I containment system. The original design of the Mark I containment
system considered postulated accident loads previously associated with
containment design. However, since the establishment of the original
design criteria additional loading conditions have been identified.

These additional loads result from the dynamic effects of drywell air

and steam being rapidly forced into the suppression pool (Torus) during

a postulated LOCA and from suppression pool response to safety-relief
valve (SRV) operation generally associated with plant tramsient operation
conditions. As 2 result of letters o the utilities from the NRC in
April 1975 requesting that the owners quantify the hydrodymamic loads

and assess the effects of these loads on the Mark I containment structure,
the affected utilities formed an "ad *~c" Mark I Owners Group with

GE the Lead technical organization. The Owners Group divided this task
into a short term (STP) and long term program (LTP).

The objectives of the STP were to verify that each Mark I containment
system would maintain its integrity and functional capability when
subjected to the most probable loads induced by a postulated design-basis
LOCA, and to verify that lice-sed Mark I BWR facilities could continue

to operate safely, without endangering the health and cafety of the
public, while a methodical, comprehensive LTP was being conducted.

The staff in the "Mark I Containment Short-Term Program Safety Evaluation
Report, " NUREG-0408 concluded that sufficient margin of safety had

been demonstrated to assure the functional performance of the contain-
ment system and, therefore, any undue risk to the health and safety

of the public was precluded. Subsequently, the staff granted the operating
Mark 1 facilities exemptions relating to the structural factor of safety
requirements of 10 CFR 50.55(a).

The objectives of the LTP were to establish design-basis {conservative)
loads that are appropriate for the anticipated life of eact Mark I

BWR facility (40 years), and to restore the originally inte~ded design-
safety margins for each Mark I containment system. The principle thrust
of this program has been the development of generic methods for the
definition of suppression pool hydrodynamic loading events and the
associated structural assessment techniques for the Mark 1 configuration.
The generic analysis techniques are intended to be used to perform



a plant-unique analysis (PUA) for each Mark I facility. The staff

in the "Mark I Containment Long-Term Program Safety Evaluation Report,”
NUREG-0661 concluded that the load definition procedures wtilized by

the BWR Owner Group, as modified by the staff's requirememts, provide
conservative estimates of these loading conditions, and that the structural
acceptance criteria are consistent with the requirements of the applicable
codes and standards.

For the staff to assess the acceptability of these modifications, the
licensees and applicants have committed to submitting these PUA for

audit review. Since the licensees and applicants are takimg some exceptions
to the criteria contained in NUREG-0661, additional information will

be required by the staff in order to ensure the acceptability of the
deviations from the criteria. In addition, there are isswes associated
with the Mark I containments that were discovered too late for inclusion
in NUREG-0661 and, therefore, were not addressed. Since the licensees

and applicants were involved in the development of the acceptance criteria
for NUREG-0661, they are aware of these issues and have been working

on their resolution. The licensees and applicants will have to provide
information regarding the resolution of these issues to the NRC for
completion of our review.

Practical Utility of the Information Collection

The information requested will be reported to the NRC. Without this
additional information the NRC cannot assess the acceptability of the
plant modifications to restore the originally intended margin of safety
and an unacceptable resolution could exist, thereby potentially endangering
the public health and safety. There is no source for the required
information other than the licensees and applicants. Since most of

the information to be requested is for a post-implementation review
which is being performed by NRC contractors, it is the NRC's intent

to provide this information to the contractors as soon as it is received
so they can complete their evaluation of each licensee's or applicant's
submittal in a timely manner once they have started.

The information provided will be docketed so a permanent record will
be maintained by NRC. Therefore, once NRC has reviewed and approved
their responses there is no further requirement for the licensees or
applicants to maintain this information for NRC review.
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Duplication with Other Collections of Information

This information is not available except through the licensees and
applicants.

Consultations Outside the NRC

The NRC is utilizing two contractors Brookhaven National Laboratory
(BNL) and Franklin Research Center (FRC) to evaluate the licensees

and applicants PUA. They will also generate the requests for additional
information and review the responses. Since these contractors were
involved in the development of the acceptance criteria contained in
MUREG-0661 they are well qualified to review the PUA's. Some of the
concerns associated with the Mark I containments that have evolved
after the issuance of NUREG-0661 will be reviewed by the staff and

the remainder by the contractors. The NRC also consulted with the

Mark I Owners Group.

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE INFORMATION COLLECTION

Number and Type of Respondents

These reporting requirements will affect fourteen operating power reactor
licensees and two applicants for operating licenses.

Reasonableness of the Schedule for Collecting Information

The licensees and applicants will be submitting their PUA through December
1983, The licensees and apolicants in a June 1981 status summary report
provided realistic dates by which they could provide the PUA's. The

NRC, except for renegotiated dates with two licensees, accepted the

dates provided by the licensees and applicants. The schedule for responses
to NRC and contractors questions pertaining to the PUA and other associated
jssues that evolve will be negotiated with the licensees and applicants.

Method of Collecting the Information

The information to be received from the licensees and applicants pertaining
to the PUA is very voluminous (hundreds of pages). Since this information
is to be reviewed by contractors, and in some instances consultants to the
contractor, it is impractical to review this material other than at the
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contractors' offices.. In addition s{n&e the licensees are under Orders
to make these plant modifications, the information they are providing
has to be docketed. For the same reasons, any followup information
on the PUA or other associated issues is to be provided in the manner
as stated.

Adequacy of Description of the Information

NUREG-0661 "Mark I Containment Long-Term Program " adequately provides
the criteria for the modifications made and the bases for the information
to be provided. For the issues not addressed in NUREG-0661, detailed
quidance will be provided in writing by the NRC, which will adequately
identify the information required.

Record Retention Period

It is anticipated that the review of each PUA will take approximately
two months and review of the total Mark I program will be completed
within the next two years. Records only have to be retained by the
licensees and applicants until the NRC has completed its review of
the Mark I Program and associated issues, and provided an approval
letter. However, the licensees and applicants will probably retain
the material as reference documents. : B

Reporting Period

Only one report (PUA) or response to associated issues need be provided.
1f the submittal is found unacceptable by the NRC, licensees and applicants
will have to provide additional information.

Copies Required to be Submitted

A total of 20 copies of the PUA report have to be submitted by each
licensee for simultaneous review by the NRC and its contractors to
ensure that reviews are completed on schedule.

3. ESTIMATE OF BURDEN

Estimated Hours Required to Respond to Collection

It is estimated that each of the licensees and applicants will spend
1000 person-hours in completing the PUA report (one time requirement)
and an additional 2000 person-hours (total) in providing follow up

information on the PUA and associated Mark I issues. Total Licensee
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ar app1{caht person-hour; will be 48,000 (16 x 3000). On an annual
basis it will be approximately 16,000 person-hours (48,000/3)

Source of Burden Data and Method for Estimating Burden

Source of burden data and method for estimating was obtained from a
licensee and the Mark I Owners Group.

4. ESTIMATE OF COST TO FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

It is estimated that the NRC's burden to assess the responses to the
PUA and associated issues will be 1000 staff-hours for a total cost
of $40,000 annually. The estimated contractor cost is $500,000 over
a two year period. Therefore, the total cost to the government on
an eiwnual basis will be approximately $290,000.



