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LICENSEE'S COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO
THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL

BOARD'S MEMORANDUM AND ORDER OF
NOVEMBER 23, 1982 (ALAB-703)

In a Memorandum and Order dated November 23, 1982 (ALAB-703),

the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board conducting a sua

sponte review of the Licensing Board's initial decision-1/
<

in

this special proceeding summarized its conclusions on all

but one of the items on which the Appeal Board had sought
~

2/
-

- additional information. Among the subjects addressed by

the Appeal Board are the effect of thermal stress on high

pressure injection nozzles and the number of HPI initiation

cycles permitted for each nozzle at Rancho Seco.

The Appeal Board concludes that its original concern has

been assuaged, and that " . . even if there is some increase.

in HPI actuations due to the modifications originally ordered j

by the Commission in this proceeding, it is unlikely to result

i

1/ Sacramento Municipal Utility District (Rancho Seco Nuclear
Generating Station), LBP-81-12, 13 N.R.C. 557 (1981). |

1

| 2/ See ALAB-655, 14 N.R.C. 799 (1981). Review is continuing
'

of proposed improvements to the Auxiliary Feedwater System.
| ;
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in diminished effectiveness of the HPI nozzles." ALAB-703,

slip op, at 12. The Appeal Board is now concerned, however,

about the adequacy of Licensee's inspection program for HPI

nozzles C and D.-3/The Appeal Board expressed its tentative

conclusion ". . that a radiographic inspection of these.

.

nozzles should be performed at each refueling outage in the
i

future, until they have been replaced or modified in the same

manner as nozzles A and B." Id. at 13-14. The Appeal Board

provided Licensee with the opportunity to explain why a

license condition incorperating these additional examinations

in its inservice inspection program is not warranted. Id. at 14.

Licensee's comments are attached in the form of an affidavit

by Mr. Robert A. Dieterich, December 13, 1982, which proposes

an alternative to the Appeal Board's suggested inspection

program. In his previous affidavit on this subject, Mr.

Dieterich explained why corrective actions were not undertaken

with respect to HPI nozzles C and D, for which no indicationI

of degradation in the nozzle, safe-end or thermal sleeve were

observed. Mr. Dieterich also reported that

! (A]n ongoing evaluation and inspection. . .

program is being defined. This activity will'

3/ The Rancho Seco plant was shut down in March of this year
for an inspection of its four HPI nozzles, following the dis-

,

covery of cracking in the HPI makeup nozzles at Crystal Riverl

and Oconee. The inspection revealed some cracking and a
missing thermal sleeve with respect to the normal makeup
nozzle (nozzle A), and some indications of thermal sleeve
degradation of nozzle B. New thermal sleeves and safe ends
subsequently were installed on nozzles A and B prior to re-

*

turning the plant to operation. See Board Notification t

BN-82-37, and Affidavit of Robert A. Dieterich, April 21, !
'

1982.
i
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continue to evaluate the causes of the current
problem to determine if further changes in design
or operation are necessary. Also, requirements
for more frequent inspection of the nozzles may
be determined.

Affidavit of Robert A. Dieterich, April 21, 1982, at 5.

Subsequently, Licensee committed to a radicaraphic examination

of nozzles C and D at the next refueling outage.-4/

While the ongoing evaluation program and effort to

define an inspection program have not been completed, Licensee

has agreed and proposes to perform a radiographic examination

of these nozzles: (a) at the next refueling outage (presently

scheduled to begin in January, 1983); (b) at the third refueling

outage thereafter; and (c) at every fifth refueling outage

after (b). See Affidavit of Robert A. Dieterich, December 13,

1982. This augmented inspection program substantially exceeds

the current requirements of the in-service inspection program

(i.e., inspections once every ten years). Mr. Dieterich's

affidavit also explains the burden on Licensee of more frequent

inspections.

Licensee therefore requests that the Appeal Board modify

its tentative conclusion and endorse the alternative inspection

program proposed by Licensee.

i

I Respectfully submitted,

SHAW, PITTMAN, POTTS & TROWBRIDGE

% ,

Thomas A. Baxter, P.C.
Counsel for Licensee
1800 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 822-1090

4/ See letter from SMUD to NRC, July 2, 1982, at 3; letter from
Licensee's counsel to Appeal Board, August 16, 1982, at 2;
Dieterich Affidavit, December 13, 1982.i
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA*

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

.

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARD

In the matter of )
)

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT ) Docket 50-312
)

(Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating Station) )

AFFIDAVIT OF ROBERT A. DIETERICH

City of Sacramento )
: ss

State of California )
.

ROBERT A. DIETERICH, being duly sworn according to law, deposes

and states as follows:

1. My professional qualifications are set forth in the evidentiary

record of this proceeding in my testimony, following Tr.1988. My position

with the Sacramento Municipal Utility District, however, has changed since

the hearing. I am now Supervisor of Nuclear Licensing and Environmental

Engineering in the Generation Engineering Department.

2. The information provided in SMUD's response, dated December 13,

1982, to the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board's tentative conclusion

contained in a November 23, 1982 Memorandum and Order, was prepared by me and

is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief.

AQ.
Robert A. Dieterich

me this /3g and sworn before
Subscribed

day of December, 1982.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .g.g. . .g. . . . . . . . .

/ | PATRICIA K. GEISLER :
FQTARY PUBUC CAUFORNIA .

(, .

My Commissten E s o e te 1983
'

= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = . = = = . . . . . . . =- Notary Public r
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i LICENSEE'S RESPONSE TO APPEAL BOARD
1 TENTATIVE CONCLUSION CONTAINED IN MEMORANDUM |

AND ORDER OF NOVEMBER 23, 1982
(ALAB-703) REGARDING HPI

N0ZZLE RADIOGRAPHIC EXAMINATION :
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There are several reasons why a radiographic inspection of the

two high-pressure injection nozzles (C and D), which were not modified during

the last outage at Rancho Seco, should not be required at each refueling

outage in the future. The information provided in SMUD's responses, dated

April 21, 1982, to the Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Board's questions
|

contained in an April 15, 1982 Memorandum and Order, supports a conclusion |
1that the two unaffected nozzles are acceptable for continued plant operation. I

These nozzles were inspected during the last outage and no indications of
|

degradation in the nozzle, safe-end, or thennal sleeve were observed. These ;

'

nozzles are not used for system makeup (a routine, continuous function) and

have experienced over six years of plant operation to date. In addition,

a loose or missing sleeve does not present a safety concern.

The radiographic examination of these nozzles entails the erection

of scaffolding for access to the nozzle locations, the removal of insulation

from the piping in question, and the radiographic examination itself. This

work is all within the reactor containment building and involves considerable

personnel exposure. The examination and repair accomplished during the last

outage involved over 27 person-rem of radiation exposure. During the period

that the radiographic examination is taking place, no other activites are

allowed within the containment building because of exposure considerations

from the radiographic source. This makes the examination a critical path

item during the outagd. 3

SMUD has committed to perform a radiographic examination during

| the next refueling outage, presently scheduled to begin in January, 1983, and
i

is willing to commit to additional examinations at the third refueling outage

following this, and at every fifth refueling outage thereafter. This augmented

inspection program should be adequate to detect any degradation of the two

j nozzles in question.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
hUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIOd

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING APPEAL BOARD

In the Matter of )
)

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT ) Docket No. 50-312
)

(Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating )
Station) )

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of " Licensee's Comments in

Response to the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board's

Memorandum and Order of November 23, 1982 ( ALAB-703) " and

" Affidavit of Robert A. Dieterich" were served this 14th day

of December, 1982, by hand delivery upon the parties identified

by an asterisk and by deposit in the U.S. mail, first class,

postage prepaid, to the other parties on the attached Service

List.

*

Thomas A. Baxter, P.'C.

)
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SERVICE LIST

* Alan S. Rosenthal, Esquire David S. Kaplan, Erquire
Chairman Secretary and General Counsel
Atmic Safety and Licensing Apoeal Sacramento Municipal Utility District

Board P.O. Box 15230
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory On mission Sacramento, California 95813
Washington, D.C. 20555

* Roy P. Lessy, Esquire
* Dr. John H. Buck Office of the Executive legal Director

Atmic Safety and Licensing Appeal U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cnfmission
Board Washington, D.C. 20555

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washington, D.C. 20555 Christopher Ellison, Esquire

California Energy Cmmission
* Christine N. Kohl, Esquire 1111 Howe Avenue

Atmic Safety and Licensing Appeal Sacramento, California 95825
Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comnission Lawrence Coe Lanpher, Esquire
Washington, D.C. 20555 Hill, Christopher and Phillips, P.C.

1900 M Street, N.W.
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Chairman
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