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A 1 UNITED ST ATES OF AMERICA
'v NUCLEAR REGULATORY CCMMISSICN

2

3 BRIEFING ON BOARD NOTIFICATION 82-118A - T!I SEISMICC CAPABILIIY OF THE AUXILIARY FEEDWATER SYSTEM
4

5 PUBLIC MEETING

6

Muclear Requiatory Commission
7 Room 1130

1717 H Street, N. W.
8 Washington, D. C.

9 Frid.ay, December 17, 1982

10
- The Commissior. convened, pursuant to notice, at - -

11

1405 p.m.
12

13 COMMISSIONERS PRESENTS

14 NUNZIO PALLADING, Chairman of the Commission-

VICTOR OILINSKY, Commissioner
15 JOHN AHEARNE, Commissioner

THOMAS ROBERTS, Commissioner
16 JAMES ASSELSTINE, Commissioner

17 STAFF AND PRESENTERS SEATED AT COM ISSION TABLE:
.

18 S. CHILX
M. MALSCF i

19 J. ZERSE i

E. CHRISTENBURY l
20 D. EISENFUT

H. DENTON
21 R. MATTSON

22 AUDIENCE SPEAKERS
|

|

23 G. LAINAS !
F. MIRAGLIA '

24 0. HOLAMAN |
P. CLARK '

25 * * *
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- This is an ' unofficial' transcript of a meeting of ~ the United States --
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. Nuclear Regulatory Coranission held on Decemb"er-17. 1982 in the~
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'

j, 2

2

.

|- (;) 1 zzsc:InIass |

. 2 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: The meeting will please

3 come to orier.O
'

4 We are meeting today with the staff to hear a

| -5. discussion about a recent Board notification for the
6 Three Nila Island Unit I restart procaeding.

i7 The subject of this notification is the |,

I
8 seismic capability of the f acility 's emergency -f eed wate r

,

9 system. The notification contains the results~of a --

- 10. Lawrence Livermore Laboratory evalua tion which ~ concludes :

11 that the system is not likely to withstand the safe -
!

12 shutdown earthquake. The staff states, however, that

13 its testimony in the TMI-1 hearing record is not changed
O
V 14 by this information. -

15 We have asked the staff to appear before us

16 today to elaborate on the information in the Board

17 notification. I am advised that the information
18 discussed today in the transcript of this meeting should
19 be served on the parties for any written comments they
20 vish to submit to the Commission. At the end of the

21 discussion we should decide on a timetable we wish to
22 establish for this purpose.

23 Do any of my fellow Commissioners have any
-

24 opening remarks taey would like to make?

I 25 (No response.)

..

ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY,INC.
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(]) 1 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: If not, I will turn the

2 meeting over to Mr. De n ton .

3 MR. DENTON: This-particular issue of seismic()
4 qualifications of auxiliary feedvater systems has been

5 one between the staff and all PWR owners for several

8 years. We came to the conclusion several years back

7 that auxiliary feedwater systems needed to be upgraded

8 both with regard to reliability and with regard to

9 seismic design.

10 We met with the ACRS several times and sent
11 out a letter to all PWRs requiring tha t' they upgrade

12 their systems. We got answers back in. We have hired

13 Livermore to do a review and this has been going on at
(~'\
N ' 14 TMI and at the other operating PWRs since that time.-

15 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Did we specify how we

16 vanted that system upgraded, or was this just a general

17 exhortation to improve the auxiliary feedva ter systems?

18 MR. DEiTON: Darrell can get the letter, but

19 basically we asked them how close do you come to having

20 safety grade equipment that can fulfill the safety

21 function, and everyone wrote back in describing how

22 close they were to meeting the requirements for today's

23 OL plant. we have very specific requirements for new
.

24 OLs in this area, and you remember the Commission voted
.

25 to trea t this plant as an OR plant. So in this area it;

ALDERSoN REPCRTiNG COMPANY,INC,

( 400 VIR INIA AVjk RW.o WC@HR6fif@l RRFFMG#@TLPPM%M



< - -

. 's

4

/]} 1 has been treated the same way as the other operating

2 reactors.

3 COMEISSIONER AREARNE: Is there an outstanding
O

4 requirement for operating reactors' aux feed systems?

5 NR. EISENHUT: I wouldn't say that they be

6 seismically qualified. The outstanding action is one of

7 out generic multi-plant actions and it is that they do

8 an evaluation to see how close their plant compares to a

9 full safety grade aux feed. That is an outstanding

10 action on 46 plants.

11 COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs That is definite to do

12 an analysis, but there is no regulation tha t says the

13 system must be seismically qualified?

14 NR. EISEFHUT That is corre ct.- It is a

15 little bit more furry because the letter asked for them

16 to identify any proposed upgrades. k' hen I say 46 plants

17 are outstandinc, I think we have completed the review on

18 something like 22 or 24 Roughly half of those have

19 determined that they are seismically qualified. Of the

20 others, some have identified upgrades and some have

21 not. But there is no requirement that they upgrade. It

22 was going to be at the end of this program and the
;

23 ccapletion of the evaluations.

24 COMMISSION ER GILINSKY4 So you have really

25 done no more than draw their attention to the importance

..
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(])- 1 of this system and asked them for analysis and

2 information.

. 3 XR. DENTON: In 22 of the 40-odd cases under

4- review, about half of the cases that have been under

- 5 review, the licensee has proposed changes that .we -

6 consider fully satisfy the need to show tha t this system

7 is seismically cue.lified.

8 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Wait. Now when you say

9 the "need to show" --- - -

- 10 MR. DENTON: That have committed to make the
-

11 changes necessary to comply. -
-

12 COMMISSIOhER AHEARNE: To comply with what? -

13 MR. DENTON: To show that his system can

O'is 14 -adequately function during a safe shuttowi earthquake.

15 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: In other words, that it

16 is seismically qualified.

17 MR. DENTON: That it is seismically qualified
i

18 for the parts that need to work for saf e ty purposes.
.

.

19 Now with regard to TMI specifically, after we received

20 this latest version of the Livermore report, we se::st

21 that to GPU asking them to respond to the concerns that

22 Livermore had identified in reviewing their submittal

23 and asked them to respond by December 20th.

24 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let's see, respond to

25 wha t now?

_

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC.
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(} 1 MR. DENTON: We sent them the Livermore -

'

2 letter ---

-- -3 - COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: How did Livermore get() _

-

4 there?

- - .5 MR. DENTON: They did the review. We had a

6 consultant review the answers f rom all the PWRs.
7 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: And one of then was

,

8 from TMI?- -

- 9 - MR. DENTON: One of them was from TMI. The -

10- consultant then began to work through the answers and - -

- 11 : questions as a normal contractor in technical assistance

12 -to see whether the plants had actually demonstrated that

13 they had s plant that could f unction d uring a sa f e

(I 14 shutdown earthquake and this kind of thing.

15 Nov with regard to TMI, we sent our

16 consultant's repott to tha GPU, as we have to all other

17 plants when we get an individual review done, and we
.

18 asked CPU to respond by the 20th of December on whether

19 or not they agreed with the analysis.

20 COMMISSIONEP GILINSKY: Of this year? i

1
21 MR. DENTON: Yes, of this year, and, if not,

22 what were they going to do to upgrade their system.

23 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You say you sent the
.

24 report. Is it this technical evaluation report? Is

25 that what we are talking about?

4

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,
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(- 1 MR. DENTON: Yes, that is the one. There have

2 been a lot of questions and answers, and let me get to

3 the bottom line. I understand the company's reply thatO
'

4 comes in on the 20th says that they intend to upgrade

5 the system to demonstrate the capability that we

6 originally asked for by the first refueling.

7 CONMISSIONER AHEARNE: Can I get back to my

8 question again. You say you asked for.

9 3R. DENTON: Yes.

10 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: My understand from what '

11 Darrell said, and correct me if I am wrong, is that they

12 were asked to do an analysis and that we have no

13 requirement.

7
s 14 MR. EISENHUTs I want to amplify that answer

15 and that is what I have been trying to interject. If

16 you look at the February letter of 1991, it is a little

17 bit of a gray rone. It asks for two things -- well

18 really three things.

19 It says the NRC is requesting they conduct a

20 valkdown of nonseismically qualified portions to

21 identif y any ccrrectable deficiencies.

22 3econdly, that letter said that f o r p'l an t s

23 with AFW systems that are not seismically qualifiv

24 either in whole oc in part, our plan involves increasing

25 the seismic resiste.nce.

ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY,INC,
'

_. ,
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({}| 1 Finally, on the next page, the operable part,

2 is that for plants with aux feed systems that are not

3 seismically qualified we consider that ,ction should be- a

-4 taken soon to ensure a reasonable' level of earthquake

5 resistance. ~

6 COMMISSIONER AHEARNEa But you never defined

7 what reasonable level'is.

8 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYa Basically you were

9 exhorting them to improve their system. -
-

-

'

10 MR. EISENHUTa But it is more than just an ~

11 evaluation.

12 MR. DENTONa We were jawboning them and the '

13 jawboning is working in the great majority. With regard
~T(liA 14 to THI, our letter on November 16th to them sai~d ---

15 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs November 16th of?

16 MR. DENTONa Of '82. It said the TER

17 indicates there are identified defiencies for which you

18 have not committed to perform appropriate

19 sodifirations. While our February 10th, 1981 letter did
,

20 not explicitly request AFW system modifications, it did

21 explicitly express our intent to increase the seismic

22 resistance where necessary to ultimately provide
i

23 reasonable assurance that the system will function after '

|
24 the occurrence of earthquskes up to and including the )

I
25 SSE.

|
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{}} 1 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Is it not correct that

2 wha t you are almost explicitly saying is that they are

3-) required to have a seismically qualified aux feed system?
.s

4 MR. DENTON: We are certainly pushing them on

5 tha t hard, yes. ~

6 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs Well certainly you are

7 saying that we wanted them to.

8 MR. DENTON: We have succeeded in a number of

__ 9 cases. GPU is in the audience today and can tell you

- 10- what they will probably reply to our request-to them. _.

11 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: The point I was trying

12 to understand is whether or not we have a regulation

13 that requires it. I am not disagreeing with the concept
's ;

'

14 .that the system ought to be seismically qualified. I

15 had just never seen that we had gone through the debate

16 and reachai that conclusion for a regulation and I

17 didn't know that it was a regulation.
;

18 MR. DENTON: Well it really isn 't a
{

f19 regulation. It was a couple of years ago that I think
i

20 ve came to perceive auxilia ry f eedwater systems as very
|

21 important.

22 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes, I recall that as

:
23 you went through and you saw how unreliable many were. i

|

24 MR. DENTON: So we went down both the

25 reliability upgrading path and the seismic upgrading

I

ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY,INC,i
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,{- path and we had a number of meetings in the 1980 time1

- - 2 frame and ?mbarked on this program to upgrade them.

- 3 COM5ISSIONER AHEARNE: Is it correct to say()'
4 that this is not a situation where you have found a

5 licensee not complying with the regulation?

6 MR. DENTON: That is correct.

7 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Instead, it is a

8 -situation where the staff has strongly urged something

- -9 to be done and originally your consultant had reached

10 the conclusion that it was not being done.

11 MR. DENTON: W; didn't require that these

12 systems be safety grade before I guess about tne'1975 --

13 tir.e frame, and the staff came to a different decision
em
12' 14 and consciously de:idad we would require something

15 better in the future but we wouldn't automatically

16 impose it on all the ones in the past, and then we

17 learned more after TMI.

18 Roger.

19 MR. FATTSON: It was really sort of an

20 indirect lesson from TMI. In 1976 when the Standard

21 Review Plan first came out the staff's requirement for 1

22 the emergency feedwater system to be an engineering

23 safety feature was first written down and, as Harold

24 said, it was a forward fit type of decision because tha t

'

25 is what was done with the Standard Review Plan.

,

._
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1 After THI, we have kind of gotten our hands

.

2 around the specific lessons from TMI, and you will

- 3 remember the five-plant seismic shutdown before THI.
O

4: Scratching our heads we kind of put those two things
- -

. 5 together and said there may be some emergency'feedwater -

6 systems that aren't fully seismically qualified and are

7 there such plants and, if so, what should we do about

8 them.

9. The Division of Safety Technology did a study

. - - - - 10 - and finished it in 1980 saying at the time they felt -

11 there were eight or nine plants that might be in that

- 12_ . category and asked the Division of Licensing, Darrell's
13 people, to begin a program to look a t those old plants

O
s.> 14 because a number of them fell outside of the SEP program

15 where this kind of thing is automatically picked up for
i

16 the very oldest plants.

17 When Darrell's people got it they said are you

18 sure it is only eight or nine plants? It looked to us

19 like since this requirement wasn't issued until 1975 it

20 could be more plants than that. Then as they thought

21 about it, they talked to the ACRS and wrote a generic

22 letter to all PWR licen' sees, u6 in total, and that is

23 the number that have come back now with TERs from

24 Liver mo re , a skin; them to look and to walk down their

25 systems and do the things that Darrell has described.

v
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r~% -1 So that was the genesis of the program, to make sure
-

2 that there wasn't a seismic problem with the older

3 plants, and older plants meaning all P'a*Rs in operation.,
!

4 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYa Now what was GPU's

-5 response to the February '81 letter which I presume

6 Livermore was checking?

7 MR. EISE3HUI: There were a number of answers.

8 Gus Lainas can speak to that.

9 XR. LAINAS: There were a number of responses,

-10 and I count six cesponses since the February. le tter wa s -
~

11 sent out providing additional clarifying information.-

12 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY Was there any

13 commitment on their part to upgrade the system?

( 14 MR. LAINAS: Yes, there were commitments at

15 that time where they had identified some deficiencies

16 and were making modifications.

17 MR. MAIISON: I believe they have already made

18 some modifications.

19 MR. LAINAS: And they have made some

20 mod ifica tio n s.

21 CHAIBMAN PALLADINO: When you say "they" who

22 are you talking about?

23 MR. LAINAS: Ihe licensee.

24 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: All licensees?

25 dR. LAINAS: No, we are only talking about TMI.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,
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1 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY. Did they commit to{}
-

- 2 having a saf ety grade system or something less than.

3 that? Can you characterire it?,

I
-'

4 XR. LA1SAS: Well, they felt a good part of

5 the system was safety grade at the time. It was already

- 6 seismically qualified and adequate at the time.

7 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Now is Livermore

8 discovering that that is in fact not correct, or are

- 9 they identifying the parts about which there was no

10 commitment?

- - - 11 MR. LAINAS I would try to characterire that

- - 12- as perhaps a need f or additional clarification or an -

13 -information type of a situation with Livermore because

I
- 14 in discussions we have had with the licensee very

15 recently they now understand what some of the concerns

16 were for Livermore and have taken appropriate actions.

17 COMMISSIGNER GILINSKY: '4h at does that mean?

18 MR. L A IN A S . Well, as an example, there was

19 some question, and that was indicated in the forwarding

20 letter that went to them, as to the adequacy of the

21 valkdown. One of the requirements of the February 10th

22 letter, or one of the recommendations at th e time was

23 for the licensees to do the walkdown of the nonseismic

24 portions of the aux feed system and make improvements

| 25 that were obvious at the time, and many licensees have
,

1 |
|
1
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/f} 1 done that. -

-- 2 One of the issues that Livermore had was the
3 extent of the walkdown that the licensee had done.,

4 Since last letter that we sent to Hukill, at.*he time

- 5 there was clarification provided as to what'we meant by ~

6 the boundary of the auxiliary feedvater syste n and the

7 licensee is doing walkdowns.

8 UOMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Livermore says based

9 on submitted information we conclude that presently Lthe

-

10 -AFW system is not likely to withstand an SSE. Now that -

'

. 11 doesn't seem to have anything to do with walkdowns.

-12 - MR. LAINAS: No, tha t is true. - Another aspect

13 of the thing was it was noted by Livermore that some
m

'

- 14 parts of the system were located in a non-seismic_

15 turbine building. Their question was how can you assure

16 operation of the auxiliary feedwater system if at least

17 components of it were located in that particular

18 structure. We understand that the licensee is
19 evaluating this and really doesn't consider these parts

20 of the system to be necessary for the aux feed system to

21 function.

22 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYa Let me ask you this.
.

23 Is Livermore addressing the part of the problem that the

24 licensee addressed and are they in ef fect disag reeing

25 with the way that was handled, or are they addressing

.

ALDERSoN REPoRUNG COMPANY,INC,

400 VIRGINtA AVE., S.W WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202D 024645_



, ,m AM

N

. .

15

'\

'

#- O, I the parts about which there was no commitment and simply
''-

,:
2 were aside? s'. ' ' ' ~ ~ ~ . ~. .

-

,
t.

3 MR. EISENHUTa The former I think, and it'wasO -

" .
4 simply that Livermore evaluating thegriginal '^ j -

.5 .information on the plant. In fact, in November we' cant '

N
- 6 that technical evaluation report to the lichnsee and '

'

7 asked the licensee to reply, and the lice'nsee in fact, '

8 .we understand from discussions, his reply which is due ,
..

- 9 Monday is containing a commitment to upgr'ade:those.
:

10- portions where Livermore found deficiencies.' -Livermore

11 was not evaluating whether or not they bad already - -

12 accomplished the deficiencies. - -I- -

13 -

MB. DENTONs I4 it not my sense that this -

O .,

in these" areas. It -is
.

8,

. 14. . licensee has been recalcitrant
15 that Liversorc' ha s been Moing this review 'on all' the

g- _.

16 plants and some of them are quite easy for L;.vermore to
.,

17 find seismically qualified. N

18 In this particular case the main arcument (
'

19 appears to be what parts of the system are essential
~

20 from a safety standpoint and are there parts of the

21 system that are not seismically qualified that don't

22 have to be, and the licensee and Livermore have' argued
'

3,

23 those points over.

24 It might be. good for the Commission to hear '

25 from GPU, if you would like, what they intend to' commit
, . . ,

s

' i

.i 'T
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x

\-O _ 1 to on Monday, which is one way of resolving this.
%/

. 2 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYa Is there anyone here

3 from Livermore?
\ )'

4 MR. DENTON: No.

. -5 - COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I am a little puzzled

- -6 from what you said as to what information Liverm_ze was

7 looking at. You sent a letter in February to the
\ s

8 nsee. s

-

L. F.R. DENTON ' Yes.
'

< q

_ 10 COMMISSIONER"AHEARNE4 The licensee then

11 responded with' inf ormation. -

12 MB. DENTON4 Right.,

13 COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs- Is the Livermore reports . ,

, f'
14 a revjew of that inf orm a tion ?g s

., .y

V 15 %, . M R , Deli,T ON : Plus nupplements. We have hadi
1

-

.

- 16 so'icral rounda of questions and ansvers since tha t
-

} 17 February lettar of '81 trying to clesr up this area and

18 come to some conclG"J.on on 'lt.% -

N

's 19 CO MMISSIpil?.R AR2ARNE: Could you make a rough
' s

20 est'ima te as to the ilatest state of the'information that
\21' 'livermore was examining?

,

'a
22, MR. DENTON4' I V9cid have to ask the staff.,

1
!

.3 MR. MIRAGLIA: Erank Miraglia of the staff.

- 24". The TER hus a lis.t of riderences in it, and I believe
. ~ ~ - 25 the latast referenhe'in' the letter received from GPU was>

'N N ', '" %
Ii <

(( l
..

sm.

- s

2, s\-

'.

,*
g1 .

,,

-1
-
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^ 1 September 29th of,t'982i,

#

-

2 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Wha t date?

3' COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: September 29th.~

., ,

''
4 MR. E'SENHUT: As Frank pointed out, paragraph -

.s ; . -
'

_ _
5 3 o f th e MR -:- L p .4-

,
.

_

.#t * ' ,, ,8 .,
, ,

6 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Now was Livermore ,;

7 engaged in.'these back and f orth , or was this the staff

8 engaged'in back and forth and the'n'Livermore takes that

''9 information? -

'
- " '

' #.s

. . 10 - - MR. DENTONa 'As in any technical assistance*

1,,

/ *
r,' , ,

o

11 review, Livermore sends in their qc,estions and we /
-

p
.

t.

- 12. forward them to the staff. Then we do a review of it
/

13 and forward it'to the company.
o,)

''

-

(/
_ 14 COMMISSIONEP AHEARNE: So is it fair to r

Y J

15 conclude that when Livermore says something about that
<j ,:

-

16 the present level of the seismic capability of the U '
-

,

t )
17 initiation control system is less than OPE, that is ' ,4 '<

j ?-

18 their conclusien based on information through- the end of

19 September? <

20 MR. EISENHUT: Yes. This is in fact their

21 document through September. This is not the staf f's

22 document.

23 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I understa nd tha t.

24 Similarly then it says the licensee presented no

25 justification for a couple of items and hasn't indicated

:

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,
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1 any plans to re-evelunte and/or modify the system. Tha t

2 again is up to the end of September?

3 MD. EISENHUT That is right, and then this
'

,

!
" .

4 'was formally trriasmitted on Nerember 3rd with sort of

[ 5 the que:Ptian, Mr. Licensee, wha t. a re you going to do,
g

, ,

s -
..

p 6 about this,,and that reply is due next Monday.,,
E

7 CHAIPMAN PALLADINO: Does the Commission want
- '
.

tohearfrbaGPU?s- 8
,

% ?

? O 9 COMHISSIONER AHEARNE: Sure.
=

- . - N, - .MS. 'ENTON: I think M r. Clark is here from-

; ,-

-
11 GPU._

n

@ - 12 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Any objection from any&
,

13 member of the Commission?
p'

,_ __ 14 COMMISSIONER AREARNE: No.

[ , 15 COMMISSIONER AHEA RNE: No.>
, ,

I"
16 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: All right. Then whyE

_

-

17 don 't we have Mr. Clark indicate how they plan to
=

I 18 respond to your latest request. Incidentally, was it
E
7 19 November 15th or was it November 3rd?

_

20 MR. CLARK: I believe the letter was November
b_
- 21 16th.,

=-
I

22 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: That is what I heard the-

$ 23 first time and then I heard November 3rd.
____

, 24 Phil, why don't you identify yourself for the__

k
25 record.

E
__

T
__

r
8-
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. 1 3R. CiARKa I am Philip Clark, Executive Vice
,

2 President of GPU Nuclear, the operator of THI-1.

gs - 3 We have, as the staff indicated, reviewed the

~

4 seismic qualification of our EFW system in accordance.

5 with the generic letter 81-14 and we have! submitted .six -

-- 6 or seven latters to the NEC over the last 18 or 20

'

7 months with the information.

8 Our conclusion from that review is that at -

-9 restart the EFW provides reliable decay heat removal for' -

_10 - seismic conditions, including even the highly' un-likely .

- 11 saf a shutdown earthquake, plus single f ailure.

12 CHAIRMAN PALLADIHO Plus what?.
~' '

- 13 38. CLARK. Single failure. So that it is

( .) 14 seismic plus single failure. We believe that under !

15 those conditions the EFW system does provide reliable
,

18 decay heat removal capability which is the safety

17 requirement. *

18 In addition, we have planned EFW seismic

19 upgrades and have committed to make them during the

20 first refualing which are aimed to reduce the potential

21 for spills due to seismic events or to facilitate the
,

*
[ ;

22 ability to respond to seismic events from an operator

23 standpoint.

24 We believe the recent NRC contract to .

25 Livermore IER involves a misunderstanding of our pisnt
!

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

j 400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345
l __ ^'



.

. .

20
.

.Q 1 -specific system and procedures and we therefore don't

2 agree with their conclusion. -

- - 3 In particular in a ge'neral s'ense we have three
4 EFW pumps, two electric and one steam driven. We

. -

. 5 believe that the required and desirad: reliability of EFW
~

'

6 is provided by the two electric feedsater pumps and does

7 not rely on the third steam driven pump.

8 The majority of t he questions raised by

9 Livermore have to do with the steam driven turbine pump

-10 - and some of its controls which are in the nonseismic-
---- s.

11 turbine building.

12 Our conclusion is that we did not rely and are- -

13 not relying on seismic qualificat' ion of that turbine
O
--

. 14 driven pump in order to get feedvater reliability.

15 Nonetheless, if as we pursue this issue with

16 the staff and with Livermore if need be, it is

17 deternined that additional upgrade should be made, we
18 would fully intend to make those upgrades during the

19 first refueling outage. Once they are identified so we

20 know exactly what it is, we would expect to commir to do

21 them during the first refueling outage if feasible.

22 We think the completion of the upgrades we

23 intend and any additional ones during that refueling
'

24 outage is consistent with the testimony before the ASLE

25 and the handling and timing of 0737 required upgrades of

s

ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY,INC,
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1 the emergency feedvater system.

2 Our letter on Monday will confirm what I have

3 described above. ~

' _)-

4 CHAIRIfAN PALLADIN04 Phil, you said s0mething ,
5 - about if- feasicle. Could you explain what you meant?

,

- 8 MR. CLARKs Yes. Wha t I said is that we don't
,

7 believe that additional upgrades are needed. We believe

8 that Lawrence misunderstood our system and our

-9 procedures. ,However, as we pursue resolut$1on of that

to with the staff we intend to complete any' additional -

11 upgrades during the first refueling.

12 The "if feasible" came because I don 't know -

13 what upgrade might be required. I am unable to commit
, . ,

- 14 in advance that any particular upgrade in- f act could be

15 done during the first outage. That is the only reason

18 for the hesitation. Our intent is wholehearted to

17 complete them during the first refueling outage if we

18 can.

19 CHAIRMAN PALLADIN0s That is what I wondering

20 about. Did the "if feasible" nean if it is feasible to

21 do it in the first refueling outage or did it imply some

22 condition on whether or not you were actually going.to

23 try to do it any time.

24 MR. CLAKr. When I made this statement I was
.

25 thinking timing only. Whether one could postulate a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.

._____ _ - __ - - __ _ _ -_- _-

400 VIRGINIA AVE S.W WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (2023 590-5@4@



. .

22

(]j 1 need for an upgrade which would not ever be feasible, I

2 think is highly unlikely, and that is not what we were

3 intending and I don 't really foresee that.,

''

4 CHAIRMAN PALLADIN0s All right.-
.

5 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY You spoka- about the
, ,

..

,

6 Livermore remarks on the turbine building. They also

7 pointed to other areas, piping and what they call

8 initiation and control systems.

-9 MR. CLARK I think both of those run through
.

_ 10 the turbine building. You know, it is very hard to -

11 summarize in a statement without drawings all of the

12 details.

13 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs I didn't want you to
a
' - 14 deal with it in detail, but did you disagree with their_.

15 conclusions in those categories, too?

16 MR. CLARKs We disagree with the scope ---

17 CHAIRMAN PALLADIN0s Did those relate to the

18 steam turbine ---

19 CCMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Some of it.

20 MR. CLARK: The bulk of them relate to the

21 steam turbine and I think in general ve disagree with

22 the scope of system that Livermore assumed was required

23 to reliably remove decay heat. For the ccope of system

24 ve believe that is required to accomplish that purpose

25 ve have made or committed f er the upgrades. They have

_
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] 1 expandai tha scopa that they say ought to be

- 2 considered. We believe that that expansion'is based on. .

3 misunderstanding.p.

4 Now in addition despite that, we have since

- - - 5 : receiving the TER walked down the nonseismic -port' ions 'of, .

- *s. . _
6

, the system identified in the Livermore report and' harvj
7 identified a connection to that system which is not

8. . seismic. Even though we don 't believe that system is

. . 1 9 required for removal of decay heat, we are going to
1

10 remove that connection before restart. - ~- -;

11 . So we are trying to deal with what Live rm ore

. 12 raised, although we don 't believe that it is.a safety

13 issue with regard to the EFW system's ability to remove
O

14 decay heat.

15 CH AIRMAN PALLADINC Were all the seismic

16 issues by Livermore Laboratory related to the steam

17 turbine driven pump?

18 MR. CLARK: We are not quite finished with the

19 details. So let se say 90 percent of the Livermore

20 issues were related to portions of the EFW system which

21 are not required in our view to remove decay heat which

22 is the safety function. Something can be labeled part

23 of the EFW system, but you may not need it to remove

24 decay heat. That is the distinction I am trying to
s

25 portray here.

.

w'
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(~}
- 1 COMEISSIONER GILINSKYs Do you have a view o~n-

2 the significance of these systems and their need -to be -

3 u pg raded ?

O'#
4 MR. DENTONs We have a view that they do need

- 5 to be upgraded. The ACBS has concurred .in that views -

- 6 but we thought it was one that didn't have to be done -

7 immediately on all operating plants. We thought we

8 could treat it as an operating action and that is the

- 9 vay we have treated it to see if we can upgrade them in -

- 10 a few years and that is what has been underway.

- , -11 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE4 If the difference then-
- -

- 12. between the staff and GPU not one of what: should the' ~~

_ _

1 - - 13 standard be, but rather which systems must meet that
'

(^T
v 14 standard?

15 MR. DENTON: I would like to ask the person

16 doing the re view. Gary Holahan has been' supervising

17 this and can accurately characterize over the last year

18 and half or so what the differences have been.
19 MR. HJOLAHAN: I think you have characterized

20 it correctly. For the TMI case it appears that the only

21 substantive issues left are exactly what portions of the

22 system are really needed and it appears we have

23 commitments to upgrade those as soon as we have an

24 agreement on exactly what part of th system is required.

25 COMMISSIONEP AMEARNEs All right, but is it

. . . -

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,
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(]} 1 correct that you tre not yet in agreement as to which

. 2 parts of the system have to be upgraded?
.

3 MR. HOLAHAN4 That is correct. I understandOv
4..that their December 20th letter that is due to us will

-

.. - 5 - describe what portions they believe require it or- not.

6 COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs Right, but, as Mr.

7 Clark just described , there certainly is a dif ference of

8 opinion between GPU and Livermore.

9 MR. HOLAHAN: Yes.

- - -10 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE So therefore have you

11 gotten into that discussion yet? -
-

- - 12 HR. HOLAHAN: I don't believe that Livermore

13 has actively pursued the question of whether the turbine

(3
._/ 14 driven' pump was part of the system that needed it or

15 not. I think that is a relatively new issue and I

16 consider it open at the moment.

17 CHAIPMAN PALLADINC: Are you saying that
,

18 perhaps after you evaluate it that you may not require

19 that particular system to be sEinsically qualified?

20 MR. HOLAHANs That is a possibility. There

21 are other plants that do on12 have two emergency
|
;

22 feedvater pumps. However, there tre also other plants

23 which are required to have three. Se exactly which way

24 we will go on this one is still under review.

25 CHAIRMAN PALLADISO: Now did I understand
t

..
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(]} 1 correctly from GPU tha t if it is d ecided that the ~

l

2. steam-driven pump would have to be seismically qualified

3 tha t you would commit to do it?_

v
4 MR. CLARK: Yes. We would commit to make any

5 needed upgrades as this issue is resolved and~we would

- 6 intend to do them duri1c the first refueling provided

7 that is feasible. We trould expect they probably would

8 be, but we don 't know what the upgrade is.

9- COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: The other two pumps

10 are electrical, by the way? - r-- - -

__ . 11 MR. CLARK Yes, two electrically driven and

12 one steam driven. - -

13 CH AIRM AN P ALLADINO: Are these seismically

(9
- 14 qualified?

15 MR. CLARY: The electrically driven feed pump

16 system is, yes, and that is our basis f or concluding

17 that we have reliable decay heat removal.

18 I think it is our sense, as the staff person

19 said just a minute ago, that Livermore really did not

20 address how much of what is labeled emergency feedvater

21 system was required for safety purposes. That is our

22 impression. Nov ve haven't talked to them directly, but

23 ve don't see any evidence that they did consider it in

24 tha t sense and we think that is a likely cause of

25 misunderstanding.

.
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-(]) 1 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY let's see, why would
!

2 you not include all the pumps again? -- -. ,

3 MR. CLARK The purpose of the review andOV
4 deciding what modifications were to be made was to

-

- :- 5 assure that we had a reliable way to remove decay heat - -

6 under seismic conditions. We'believe that that
7 reliability is provided by th e redundant electrical

. 8 feedwater pumps and associated systems and that

. 9 therefore we have adequate reliability. - .-
-

.: _ - 10 - We also have yet another turbine driven feed
~

- 11 pump which provides som e additional reliability. In~our.

- - -
- 12 view, that need not be seismic in order to have an

~

13 adequate system.

( b. 14 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY But, let's see, why;

- 15 would you not include all the emergency feedvater pumps?
16 ER. CLARK: We did include all of them in our

17 review. We conrluded that all of them need not be
18 seismic in order to have the necessary redundance for

19 decay heat removal.

- 20 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Was that in relation

21 to some standard or instruction or guidance ?

22 MR. MATISON: Let me try that question just a

23 little bit by making it a more generic picture of what

24 PWRs have today. Remember you are treating this plant'

)25 as an opera ting reactor.

i
_
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-] 1 TMI has a th ree-pump emergency feedwater

2 system. It is an emergency feedwater system with a

3 design that has a faitly high reliability in the sense,

' ' '

._. 4 of functioninc upon demand in its sbility- to handle

5 random failures. -

-

6 -- You remamber af ter '.'3I we put in the Standard -

- 7 Beview Plan a reliability criterion for emergency

. 8 feedwater systems of ten to the minus four to ten to th e

- -- 9 minus fifth unavailability. So for just a p'ure. -.

._ -10 reliability point if view, a three-train system.~or. - -

--

-- 11- three-pump system like TMI has is a pretty good system.' -

12 Compared to other operating reactors there are.
- .

13 - by- my count nine PWRs in the United Sta tes with' two-pump
G
C

_ 14 aux feedwater systems, somewhat less reliability than

15 what you would expect f rom the TF.I system.

16 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs Wi th two diffe rent

17 kinds of pumps I would guess.

18 MR. MATISONs Those nine plants happen to

19 have, except for three of them, electric and steam. On

20 the other hand, there are three stations, four units in

21 the United States with only electric emergency f eedwater

22 systems, Turkey Poin t, Davis Bessie and Calvert Cliffs.

23 So the question of do the regulations require

24 diversity of motive power for the emergency feedwater

25 system followin7 i seismic event, the answer must be no

.
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] 1 back in history because there are plants that don't even

2 have steam-d riven emergency feedvater systems presently
.

3 in operation.
-

( )

4 COMEISSIGNER GILINSKY: Well, that is kind of

5 a logical answer.
- .

*

,

6 (Laughter.)

7' MR. MATISON: There is a checkered history of>

(

8 safety grade requirements for the.. emergency feedvater

' '
9 - system down through the yea rs. Prior to 1975 it- vas not-

10 treated as a safety grade system in licensing revievs.-- -
.

- - 11 After '75 it was treated as a safety grade syrtem f~or

12 new plants. ~

13 Today when a plant gets licensed, it not only
(O

.._J 14 gets a safety grade check, but it ge ts this

15 unavailability or reliability check. We vent even

16 beyond the safety grade test for this system and the

17 seismic check.

18 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: For new plants do you

19 need diverse measures for steam and electric?
20 MR. MATTSGNs Tha t is right.

21 MR. DENTON: And fully seismically qualified.

22 MR. MATTSON: And generally three pumps.

23 MR. CLARK: Could I comment on that for just a

24 minute. Cur review of the emergency f eed wa te r

25 reliability obviously went beyond the bulletin snd

_
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(') 1 seismic per se. We believe that having the steam as

2 well as the electrically driven feedwater pump does

3 provide a diversity and a reliability for manyi')''
4 situations, many accident conditions and many failure

5 modes. We think it adds to the reliability of our plant.

6 With regard solely to the seismic question, we

7 believe that tha reiundancy of the electric feedwater

8 pump system provides adequate reliability from the
, ,

9 seismic standpoint. We believe that it is proper and we

10 have considered those two aspects separately. ' - -

-

11 CHAIREAN PALLADINO: Do you have any questions?

12 COMMISSIONER AREARNE: Not of Mr. Clark, buf'I

13 have a question for the staff.

p)
14 Do you intend in this evaluation to talk tos_.

15 Livermore?

16 MR. EISENHUTa Oh, certainly. In fact in all

17 of these Livermore will in fact be doing the follow-up

18 review with us on this.

19 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Mr. Clark's point seems

20- to be that Livermore did not understand something about

21 their plan and their approach and obviously one of the

22 quick ways to address that is to ask livermore.

23 MR. EISENHUT: That is correct, and in fact if *

24 time had permitted we would of course had them here

25 today.

.
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1

jT) 1 CHAIRMAN PALLADIFO: Daltrell, suppose they
v

- 2 only had had the two electric drives, would Livermore |
- - 3 have cone up with any problems on the seismic?

4 MR. EISENHUT: I don't know if we have

5 reviewed any of these.

6 - MR. HOLAHAN: That is a difficult question to

7 answer. There are some other smaller problems that were

8 . identified and we have commitments to change. Whether
-- 9 - we :would ha ve - f ound it acceptable as a whole isn't clear

-- 10 -because I think if it were just a two-train system we

11 would have to look at the rest of the system, how much

. 12 redundancy in valves and whether the system -is single

- 13 - failure proof when it is only a two-pump system versus a
3
(V 14 three.

15 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: But I was asking from the

16 seismic qualification standpoint.

17 MR. HOLAHAN: It appears that with minor

18 modifications the two electric driven pumps are a

19 seismically qualified system.

20 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I thought about 80

21 percent of the plants had three pumps I gather, or more

22 than 80 percent.

23 CHAIPMAN PALLADINO: I don't mean to

24 discourage the use of the three pumps. 00c't

25 misunderstand me. I was just trying to address the

ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY,INC.
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.

O 1 seismic qualification question.
v

.
2 MR. MATTSON: Aside fron the nine plants

3 without two pumps and the three plants without diverse,
O

_ 4 .there is a generic issue in the operatinc riant working

5 its way to the CR;R ,where my division vill recommend
...

6 backfit on all of those plants. It is sort of a tidy-up
-

7 item from the Bulletins and Orders Task Force. It was
_

8 in their final reports and somehow didn't get followed

9 through on. We are following through on it now and we

to should reach the CRGR next spring. c

11 COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs And you will be

12 recommending --- -

13 MR. MATISON: Backfit of the Standard Review
O 24 21an.

15 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Of the three pumps and

16 diverse?

17 MR. MATESON: Yes.

18 CHAIEMAN rALLADINO: A re there other questions?

19 (No response.)

20 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: As I understand the

21 situation with regard to TMI, you are still considering

22 the questions involved and you are going to work with

23 Livermore to make sure that there is complete

24 understanding on what was being analyzed. There will be

25 an effort made to decide what needs to be done to TMI-1
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'') 1 and , if I understood Mr. Clark correctly, GPU after we

2 have agreed what needs to be done is rommitted to

3 upgrading the plant to meet those conditions and would
,7 g
~ *

4 intend to do that during the first refueling to the

5 extent it is possible to do that.

6 MR. DENTON: Yes, sir, that is my

7 understanding of what I have heard to date.

8 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYa I have one more

9 question. For the plants with three auxiliary feedwater

10 pumps are you now expecting them to upgrade the entire -

11 syste so that it is seismically qualified? - -

12 HR. DENTON: I think we used the words

13 "reasonabla assurance" to leave a little bit cf

14 flexibility in case you could get the reliability you

15 were looking for and the seismic resistance you were

16 looking for without necessarily making everything in the

17 system upgraded. So I think that is how we selected

18 those words " reasonable assurance" that it could

19 withstand the SSE as opposed to just a blanket

20 requirement that everything be seismically qualified.

21 MR. MATISON: When we wrote those words we

22 didn 't know for sure what the arguments would be one way

23 or another. The argument that you needn't have

24 diversity of power supply af ter the earthquake is a

25 novel argument. It is an interestinc argument and it

1.

l

|
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1(} ought to be seriously reviewed, but we haven't faced it

2 before.
|

3 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, hcw have you

O
4 interpretal'your guidance up to-now? .Have you expected

5 everyone to upgrade the entire tnree-pump sys' tem?

6 MR. EISENHUTa Whatever system they had, they

7 vore looking at the capability of how it stands up

8 aosinst the seismic resistance requirement. Th e re was

9 no differentiation, as Roger said. ~

- 10 MR. MATISON: I said reasonable assurance.

11 00MMISSIONER GILINSKY: Was that made clear to

12 the affected licensees or are there other cases in which

13 the licensee has decided to upgrade two but not-three?

() 14 MR. HOLAHANs I think the answer to that is

15 until TMI-1 it had not come up. Other people are

16 treating their systems as a whole. The two-pump plants

17 are desling with the qualification of two pumps and the

18 th ree-pum p plants are all dealing with the three-pumps.

19 No one has decided to split it as TMI suggested.

20 MR. HATTSGNs But it wouldn't be unreasonable

21 to expect that there will be other plants with steam

22 lines in the turbine building that could be similarly

'23 affected. We just may not have seen them yet, in the

24 nonqualified turbine building.

|
25 COMMISSICNER GIIINSKY: k'e ll , let's see, whtt
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1

.( } 1 does that mean, that there may be cases that we haven't

2 come upon yet?

*3 00EMISSIONER'AHEARNE: Gary seems to be

O
4 shaking his head no. -

. 5 MR. HOLAHANs If that situation ~ existed it

6 should have come up in our review and I don't recall it

7 having come up.

8 COMMISSIONER GILINSKTs I would also like to

9 know whethat the Livermore report was the first time

10 that the NRC discovered that T5I was in fact not- -

11 upgrading that steam-driven system. -

12 MR. DENTONs Since we didn 't require the

13 seismic design we knew generally that none of these

() 14 plants were fully seismically qualified if you looked at

15 them, and I think our original testimony in this case

16 said that.

17 3R. MATISON: I am not sure you are saying

18 this right. TMI hasn't said yet that they are not going

19 to upgrade it.

20 COMHISSIONER GILINSKY: No, they said they are

21 going to, but at least they weren't planning to up to

22 this point, if I understood it correctly.
!

23 CHAIEMAN PALLADIN0s There are two parts to

24 this packa;e. One is the first part that s tarted with

25 the February 10th, 1981 litter that asked for

I

I -
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(}}- information and said identify those items that are1

2 reasonably easy to correct and make a statement about

3 whether they are going to correct them. I think they
O

4 came back identifying what was not seismically

5 qualified. They showed a'few things they could. correct'

6 easily, and I think they committed a t that time and went

7 = head to correct them. There were some things that were

8 not corrected and, as a result of the Livermore studyi

9 they were further identified and cla rified. - -
-

- 10 Ihere was a follow-up letter on' November 16th - -

11 that told GPU and all the other PWR owners that ve.would
12 -like them very much to fix this up, and , if .I understand ;

13 correctly, their intended reply is the on'e that -ve just .

-

O 24 summarized. .
-

15 MR. MATTSONs That is righ t, except the

16 November 16th letter was only to GPU.

17 CHAIRMAN PALLADIN0s Only to GPU?

18 MR. MATTSON4 Yes. There have been other

19 letters to other ones.

20 COMMISSIONEP. GILINSKYa If I understand

21 correctly, and please correct me if I an wrong, all the

22 other utilities that had three pumps plan to upgrade th e

23 three-pump system.

24 MR. EISENHUT The best rack-up I think we

25 have now is, as Harold said in the b-; inning, there are

1
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53 - 1 46 plants.and 24 have been reviewed to date. Of the 22;) ,

2 I think about 12 that, Gary, you and I x'ed off as

3 saying 12 we found acceptable as they exist. Of the

4 remaining 12 something on the order of about six or

5 seven have committed to upgrades everywhere~ deficiencies

6 have been found. On the remaining plants'there are

7 cases whers they are upgrading some things, but they

8 still want to discuss other things.

- 9 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I thought Gary said

10 there was no other utility that was separating out the

11 pum ps --- -
- -

_ - 12 - MR. HOLAHAN: There was no other utility that

13 was separating out the pumps, but that doesn't mean tha t

() 14 they had already rommitted to making upgrade.

15 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I see. There are some

16 that we just don't know about?

17 MB. HOLAHAN Tha t is righ t.

18 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Bat up to this point

19 of the ones you have dealt wi th this is the only one

20 tha t has handled the pumps in this way?

21 MR. HOLAMAN: That is correct.

22 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Now we just have known

23 aloag the way that that is what they were doing. From
~~

24 the answer I just got a moment ago I gather the

25 Livermore report was not the first time we discovered

_
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(~T - 4 that. Did we more or less acquiesce in this or agree to
\J

2 it, we being the NEC7 1

3 MR. HOLAHAN4 I am not entirely clear on that

O
4 point. Hy recollection is that until recently the point

5 of not relying on the turbine driven pump was not s

6 brought up and was not part of the Livermore review.

7 MR. EISENHUTs That is certainly my '
1

8 understanding.

9 ER. MATTSON: We hadn't heard of this until
'

10 this week.

11 ME. EISENHUT In fact, this whole issue has

12 been evolving very recently. There was an initial draft ~
13 from Livermore where we had the same kind of questions

Ox/ 14 that Phil Clark brought up. We are not sure exactly of

15 some of ute details and it evolved into a Livermore
16 d ra f t , a Livermore document called "The Technical

17 Evaluation Report" which we sent to GPU partly for the

18 interactive effect and is the basis of this correct?
19 We have not heard the arguments presented that

20 Mr. Clark here mentioned a f ew minutes ago until thir

21 week. In fact, that is because there is some continuing

22 dialogue.

23 MR. PATTSON: I would help if you understood

24 how this review works when you are using a co nt r a cto r .

25 It is a little bit complicated for you looking down to
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1 see the two of us.() ,

2 (Lauchter.)
.

3 3g. MATTSON: Darrell manages a contract

O 4 through this staff at Livermore for some of the !
|-

15 nulti-plant OR actions. The contractor in the contract !

6 gets guidance on how to review the licensee's

7 submittals. They review the stuff _ submitted by the

I
8 licensee, they ask questions and those things are 1

.

9 transmitted back to a project manager in the . Division of
'

,

10 Licensing.
-

11 Finally they reach a point of a draft

12 technical evaluation report, a draft final product from

13 the laboratory. Darrell's people send that te the
n
(_. . 14 utility and say this is what we think we understand

15 about your plant. If it is right, tell us what you are

16 going to do to fix it and if you want to add any

17 additional information at this time, or if it is wrong

18 tell us where we have misunderstood your plant.

19 That is the stage we were at with GPU on

20 Novem ber 16 th. Once we got that response Darrell'c

21 people send it back to Livermore and they finish the

22 TER. They send it back into Darrell's people and then

*
23 he sends it over to my division and we write a safety

24 evaluation report based on the input of the contract.

25 The reason my division writes the safety
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-1{) evaluation report is to make sure it is consistent with

2 what we are doing on new plants, that they haven't set
i

3 new policy or the differences that have had between Ols

O 4 and ors, for example, are the way the Standard Peviev -

5 Plan and the official guidance of the agency has said -

- -

6 those differences should be.

7 We write an SER, send it back over to Darrell

8 and then the Division of Licensing formally issues an

9 SER. So up to this point we really haven't been -

- 10 involved as a technical review staff to give any. signals -

- 11 to GPU on how this review is going. It has-been pretty

12 .much between Livermore and GPU to sort out how the plant
- 13 compares to what we were trying to require of the -

( 14 operating plants and get the facts down straight and we

15 vill make the decisions on what is acceptable given the

16 generic letter th a t was sent out in early 1981

17 MR. EISENHUT: That is th'e distinction between
18 the technical evaluation report, which is the

19 terminology we use for a laboratory technical assist'ance

20 product which becomes a saf ety evaluation by the time
.

21 the NRC adopts it as its own document. In a way to save

22 resources ve let this process work itself out hopefully

23 resolving itself as much as possible. Then if there are

24 many major disputes, the management would sit down and

25 decide on the issue. It just hasn't cotten there in

|
,

ALDER 5oN REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

400 VIRGINTA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
- - _ . . __

. - - - -



_

l

o e

41
,

!

l

!
1 this case.(}
2 MR. DENTON: I would like to turn to another

3 iscue on Board notifiestions if we are complete with

O -

4 thir '
.

. 5 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Let me just see if I
-

6 can understand. The Livermore document that~we have

7 tha t went out to the Board, that is their final
.

8 document; is that correct?

9 MR. DENTON: I wouldn ' t say it is final. We

10 keep them involved. We will get another answer in from

11 GPU.

12. COMMISSIONER AHEARNF: No, I am saying th ei r'

13 final document.

O) 14 MR. EISENHUT: It is their best technicals.

15 advice based on the information they have.

16 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Well Frank Miraglia's

17 memo says final technical evaluation report.

18 MR. MATISON: Subject to new information

19 coming back from the licensee.

20 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes. I was just trying

21 to get at that I think somebody described that we get a

22 draft report and send it to the licensee.

23 ER. EISENHUT: No.

24 MR. MATISON: I know what I meant by using I

25 dra f t.
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1 MR. EISENHUT: Yes, I know what you meant.,

2 MR. MATTSOM I meant draf t in the sense that

O
..

3 the licensee says Dear Livarmore, you have misunderstood
'

4 m y plan t. It is really the following. Then we would
5 send it back to Livermore to see hou that would make
e them change their review.

7 MR. EISENHUTa But we do get a draf t TER which

8 ve iterate ourselves.

9 - COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: But this document is,

- . -10 the same that Frank has called final, the same one you

11 called draft? -

- 12 MR. HATISON: The same one I just called a

13 draft in the sense I just explained.

O i4 COMMISSIONtR AHEARNE. Then that is het on

15 the 16th was sent out to the licensee?
16 MR. MATISON: Yes, standard operating

17 p ro ced ure .

18 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Did you have more?

19 MR. DENTON: Yes. I did want to mention Board

20 notifications because in looking at this case I had an

21 opportunity to go back and look at how we had handled

22 this Board notification. What I found was that we sent
23 the original report th a t came in to the Appeal Board on

24 November 19th I believe. We did not send it the

25 Commission at that time.
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(}} Then'Darrell asked Roger and Dick Vollmer to1

2 do an evaluation of it and then that later was sent down
3 to you as Board Notification 118AL

()
4 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs Let's see, when 'vou

5 send something to the Boards we do not automatic' ally ge t -

,.
6 a copy? t *

\t .

7 MR. DENION: That is what I w' anted to get 4,

8 into. Our practice has been that we send Board

- 9 notifications to the appropriate Board. In this-case
~

- _ 10 when we do have a Board notification issue, the issue

11 comes up within the staff where are we litigating this

12 issue. Well, we are litigating feedwater issues and
)

'

"13 -auxiliary f eedwater and we are providing testimon'y and

() 14 affidavits and this kind of thing to the Appeal' Board.

15 So I asked the staff to go back and look at

16 the Board notifications in TdI during the past year.

17 What you find then is in this table before you. I

18 wanted you to focus"on" thi.c sud perhaps prov'ide som e

19 additional guidance. 1
,

20 Of these 14 notifications in - 1982, nine of
\ r

21 them went to the Atomic Safety and Licensino Appeal !

22 Board only. Ncv tha t is because the standard pra ctice

i
23 for the past few years has been that you inform.the

,

24 Boa rd of Board notifications where you. are actually

25 litigating that irsue, whether that is the first Peard,

ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY. INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON. D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345



~'N.
^

%

. . . Q ;. % '
,

gg
,d 9,A t<\ '

) ji ;. I
'

~

|]
~

' 3- 1 the 7ppeal Board or the Commission. So if issues are

2 before the Conaission we no tify you as the sitting Board.y,

13 So in this case where you have undertaken an
O '

t\ 4 immediately effectiveness review it has cotten somewhat
3 ! O

C N \. 5 fuzzier. ~4e did notify you of some of the issues you
'

n a g

'\ 6 will notica in this case but not all. So I raise it as.-

- -

7 a question of how to draw the line, if one should be
\ 8'l rsvn, in your immediately effectiveness reviews becausei.

9 I don 't think we have done anything different in TMI

cf0 't.han we have done in other proceedinoc.
'

i

11 COHNISSIONER GILINSKYa Wculdn't it be
'

\3
4't simplier just to send a copy'to the Commission and a -

s

13 copy to the AppealBoardor$1 censing Board if that case
C,:

*

v 14 is before them or whether that spe=ific issue is before

15 them or not?
.

'

16 MR. DENTON: Thai. migh t be the simplest answer
i

17 and I do have Ed Christenbury here today to maybe
X

(
. *

18 describe this, practice, or we could change it if you
19 like.

20 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Is there any

21 difficulty with that?

22 CHAIBMAN PALLADINO: Ihere may be, yes.

23 tR. CHRISTENBURY: Commissioner, the Board
i

4- 24 , no tifica t{yn process , as you are probably f aniliar with,
i3

25 has evolved over a period of time.T '' e reassessed it a*,

$

1

|

|
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1 couple of years ago, the concern being expressed;

2 primarily by the Appeal Board, but others, that they

3 were being innundated with more than they needed to know.
O

4 If they had a narrow issue before them, or say

5 on a sua sponte review they are simply reviewing two -

6 issues, they indicated they did not want to be innudeted

7 with matters that vera unrelated to any issues on appeal
8 or any issues that they were looking at.

- - 9 So about two years ago a procedure was -

10 - developed with input from the Commission' which revised -- -

11 the procedures so that, as Harold indicated , the Board

12 notifications are sent to the Board that'is considering - - -

- 13 the matter on the merits and they relate I can't say
13' _' 14 exclusively to the issues in the proceeding because the

-

15 policy statement that NRR put out says that, for

16 example, in OL proceedings they will relate to matters

17 that may be material or relevant to issues in the

18 proceeding or issaes that could raise a new issue. In

19 amendment proceedings' the Board no tification relates

20 only to those issues in the proceeding.

21 CO3MISSIONEE AHEARNE: k* ell , Ed, as I recall,

22 the Boards said y e s ', they are being innundated, but the

23 conclusion wasn't don't send us things. As I recall,

24 their conclusion said staff, why don't you review those

!25 documents, do an extract and tell us what is important

|
|

s .-

|
|
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1 about it.()
2 MR. CHRISTENBUPT: Well, it was certainly as

3 you indicate. 'They did ask for us not to send them just
'

4 the questions but to give them the colutions as well.

-5 But if you recall, in the North Anna decision by the

6 Appeal Board, in fact there they asked us, they said -

7 what was the relevancy of the Board notification we sent

8 to the issues they had before them. So tha t was -

9 somewhat of the genesis of the process. - ' -

_- - -10 COMMISSIONEF AHEARNE: And now'as I recall,

- 11 the direction was that you people had point ed out - -

-

- 12 correctly that you can't take all the staff : time that is

~ 13 required to do a detailed analysis of each of these and

O 14 still make the timeliness requirement.ss

15 MR. EISENHUTa There is certainly a tradeoff.

16 It is a big tradeoff.

17 CHAIPMAN PALLADINO: Ed, is there any problem

18 in the notifications that are sent to the Board also
19 being sant to the Commission? Is there some ex parte

20 problem?

21 MR. CHRISTENBURY: No. It could be handled

22 any way the Commission wants,.

23 CHAIPMAN PALLADISO No, I was thinking from

24 the legal standpoint is there any problem?

25 MR. CHRISTENBUPY: No, sir. I think there is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,
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1 something to consider. Really the only time the

2 Commission would be reviewing the matter would be say in

3 m typicsl operating license proceeding where you are

O
4 doing your immediate effectiveness review. There is a

5 30-day window there where the Commission i's reviewing

6 that.

7 COMMISSI3NER GILINSKY: Well, except everthing

8 is before us at all tines and we can step in at any time.

9 MR. CHRISTENBURY: That is certainly correct.

10 COMMISSIONER AREARNE: We read everything that ' ' ' '

11 comes up, all of us ---

12 ( L a'ug h t e r . )

13 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Why don't we let Ed

14 finish._

15 MR. CHRISTENBURY: What I was starting to say

16 was except for that 30-day window where you are

17 considering on immediate effectiveness, the Commission

18 would not consider a case unless someone petitions for

19 review and the Commission determines that it presents a

20 novel question of law, fact or policy and you would

21 accept it for review. Otherwise, the Appeal Board's

22 decision woulc be the ---

23 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Tha t is all very true,
.

24 but I think you ough +, to le t the Commission decide that.

25 MR. CHRISTENBURY: Certainly wha tever the

-
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() Commission desires can be accomplished.1

2 CHAIPMAN PALLADINO: I wouldn 't rush into tha t

3 because I am not sure that we want to decide on every
''; 4 issue of whether or not we want to ecnsider it or do

g- S something about it.
.

L; 6 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: The choice is whether iE

7 you have'the piece of paper.

- 8 CHAIRMAN PALLADIEC: Well I wonder if we are

9 not getting a little f arther afield from the purpose ofg

g 10 this meeting because I think we are touching on a
_

..

t 11 generic problem. I don 't mean that it is unimportant.
=c

12 I think it is very important, but I don't believe we_

P 13 have d he necessary background to treat it in

{ () 14 depth.

15 I was interested in how can you tell from this

n 16 table what was sent to the Commission and what was not?
17 MR. DENION.: That is why I brought it up, Mr.

_

18 Chairman.
.

Eh 19 COMMISSIONER GILINSKI Well, I think we do
e
*

20 need to decide whether we want copies of thesem

ir
- 21 notifications or not.
r
i 22 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: We are not prepared to doa

23 that today.
.

[ 24 MR. DENTON: I wanted to be sure you knew
e
; 25 which ones you didn't get in this case since this has
C
-
_

E ''

Y
-
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1

{)
raised this issue, and it is column labeled

2 " Applicability" that shows who it went to. So on the

3 first ' item on the table it wen t to the Atomic Saf ety and

O 4 Licensing Board because at that time the cheating issues

5 were still before the lower Board. So that is'why that

6 notification was served on just the lower Board.

7 Then you move up to the second item on the

-

8 list and you notice it was served on all BCW Boards, if

9 the re w e re a ny , plus the Atomic Safety and Licensing

10 Appeal Board for TMI. So where we served'it on the.-

11 Commission you will find the Commission listed then

12 under the " Applicability" column. -

-

13 The raason for providing this is to give you'a
() 14 full background on what Board notifications have

15 occurred in 1982 and you can see the ones that you

16 received and the ones that you didn't.

17 CHAIBMAN PALLADINO: Now, let's see, I found

18 the accident precursoc report.

19 MR. DENTON: That was served on the Appeal

20 Boa rd in the case of TMI-1 and served on the Commission
i 21 in the case of Susquehanna and Diablo Canyon. You did

22 receive some of these because you were sitting on other

23 cases.

24 CHAIRMAN PALLADIN04 The next one I see is

25 semi-scale test and that was Diablo Canyon and Summer.

T
J
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(]} 1 MR. DENTON: Once again, that was served on

2 the Appeal Board since they have this issue under

3 jurisdiction and then served on the Commission because

O
4 you were looking at several other r. lated cases.

5 COMMISSIONER AHEARNEa These are only TFI-1

6 Board notifications.

7 MR. DENTON: Yes, this is only the TMI-1 Board

8 notification. I think in total we have served 118 items -

9 over the last year on all Boards. - -

-
- 10 ; CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Now on the TMI-1 I see

- 11 .the one on seismic capability of the auxiliary feedvater

12 system. - -

- 13 MR. DENTON: Well, when it first came in we

Oss 14 ser ved it on the Appesi Board. -
-

#

15 CHAIRFAN PALLADINO: I understand. I an just

16 trying to see which ones have you served on the

17 Commission relative to TMI-1.

18 COMMISSICNER AHEARNE: These are all TMI-1.

19 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I am sorry, but I don't

20 understand yet.

21 CO MMISSION ER GILINSKY: Well, no, this is for

22 the Commission and this is for the Commission.

23 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: But it wasn't for the

( 24 Commission on TMI-1.

25 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Yes.

.

,
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{) CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: That is what I am1

- 2 asking. I was first told that, for example, on the

l
3 accident precursor report, I said now the Commission got

'

O
~4 that, and you said no, we cot it only on Susquehanna and

5 Diablo Canyon.

6 MR. DENTON: That is correct.

7 MR. MATTSON: Somebody vot it on TMI-1 though.

8 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, wait a minute, but

9 did the Commission get the accident precursor report for

1C THI-1?

- 11 MR. DENTON4 We didn't send you one labeled

12 TMI-1. We sent you reports labeled Susquehanna and

13 Diablo Canyon.

() 14 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: The only ones I see here

15 tha t relate to TMI-1, and I was trying to' find them, is

16 first the seismic capability of auxiliary f eedwater

17 systems, ACES Etherington on PWR flow blockage ---

18 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Did you miss semiscale

19 test?

20 CHAIEMAN PALLADINO: Semiscsle. I did not

21 interpret that we got it for TMI-1.

22 MR. DENTON: We have become sensitive as you

23 have cotten to the last days of this decision that while
.

l24 the ordinary practice was to serve it on the Peard, the,

|

25 things we have talked to you about we thought you would

...

.
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- p. 1 be interested in. So we have started sending you more
's

,

1

2 of these just to keep you informed on ther. That is why '

.

3 on the second page you have gotten almost all of the

"
4 items, whereas not on the first.

5 CHAIRMAN PALLADIFO: Harold, my question is
~

1

6 very simple and I am not saying it is right or wrong,

7 but which-ones of these were we served as relating to

8 TMI-1? It is not obvious from reading this.

9 MR. DENTON : Unless it says Commission with

10 ' nothing in parentheses, or Commission with TMI in

11 parentheses, you were not served that.

12 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYa There are about four
~ ~

13 of them.

O
C 14 MR. DENTON So you were served- the last five

15 of these-items formally on TMI.

16 COMMISSIGNER AEEARNE: I understand when you

17 send it to the Board it makes a difference and you put

18 in pa renth e ses "pla n t" because there are different
=

19 Boards and you want to make sure it gets to the right

20 Board.

21 MR. EISENHUT: Let me explain the nomenclature

22 here. It is a tracking system to know what is where at

23 what point in time.

'

24 COMMISSIONEE AHEARNE: No, I understand that.
|
|

25 MR. EISENHUT: For exampleg,. hen I sent the ;
*

,

j

ALCERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

400 VIRGINTA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
*

.. __ _ . _ . . _ .



.

. , . .

53

'], 1 precursor study to the Commission on Susquehanna and

2 Diablo Canyon in the heading I knew it was there and it

3 would be pointless for me to send it back ---

O
4 COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs That is th e precursor.

5 HR. EISENHUT: That is it. There is no other

6 one.

7 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: That is right. So it

8 is the single precursor.

9 3R. DENTON: So you have it even though we

10 didn't label it IMI-1. -

11 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: When I get something that

12 says Summer I think of it as Summer. So if~1t has

13 broader applications it certainly would be nice for you
A

> 14 to identify them. Some are obvious and some are not.

15 CCEMISSIONER AREARNE: That is true.

16 MR. DENTON. We have tried to do that and it

17 may not be serving the Commission's interest. The

18 policy has been that we serve it on whichever Board the

19 issue is pending under adjudication and we served it on

20 all the other parties to the proceeding. That is why I .

21 wanted to flag that because a number of these issues

22 like emergency planning we know of the Commission's

23 interest and we are discussing it or we think that you

24 are interested in it. So here of late we have started

25 serving these on you directly in the TMI preceeding. If

.

--

ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (2023 554-2345 _
. . _ ,



. . , . l

54

/{} -1. you would like to continue that, that is what we need to -

2 kno w today.

3 CHAIEFAN PALLADINO: I wonder if I might make
O

4 a comment. I think there is value in our receiving

- 5 them, but they don 't necessarily all relate to -issues_

- 6 -which concern the immediate eff ectiveness of the ISI-1
7 restart. So the issue that comes up and came up when we

8 got this one was should we investicate it or treat it or

9 expore it or be briefed by the staff on it to see

- 10 whether or not it does apply to our immediate '

11 effectiveness review. I think that is why we~ undertook

-- - 12 to look at this particular one because there.was a - - --

. . -

13 feeling that perhaps it did apply.

O'w- 14 Now if there are other issues here the
15 Commissioners feel we ought to treat the same way, I
18 think we ought to identify them pretty quickly.

17 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: It seems to me these

10 things ought to come up and it is the sort of thing that

19 Jack Zerbe's office ought to take a look at and alert
.

20 the Commissioners if they think it has application for

21 things that are before it.

2L CHAIBMAN PALLADINO: This goes on as a

23 continuing process while the merit review is going on
.

24 and we have the problem of now do we lif t the immediate

25 effectiveness of the shutdcwn order. We have to know

. _ . -
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_ (])
1 whether or not the Commissioners feel that there are
2 other issues-that ought to be treated and addressed

. i
3 before we make our immediate effectiveness decision. '

_O
4- MR. DENTONs I don 't want to complica te the

- 5 issue, but in addition to these Board notifications we -
,

6 are actually adjudicating many of these matters and we

7 are providing file testimony to some of these Boards
.

8 which may be more important than the Board notification

9 item. -

. 10 OGC is monitoring all this paper and not just - -~

11 what is filed as a Board notification but what we are
12 filing as affidavits and ---

-

13 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I think audit is
-

(7 14 probably ---..

15 (Laughter.)

16 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, I think if there is

17 no problem on our getting these things, unless the

18 Commission wants to deliberate it further, I would say

19 send them to us.

20 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Now in tha t sending it

1 21 to us are you accepting Vic's recommdation that Jack

| 22 review them all?

23 CHAIEMAN P ALL ADINO : I didn't go that far yet.

24 MR. CHRISTENBURY: Mr. Chairman, if I could

25 seek clarifica tion. Are you suggesting that for just in

. -
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j }; 1 - TMI or all Board notifcation copies should core to the
2 Commission?

.

3 CHAIR AN PALLADINO: Let me reverse myself.O
4 (Laughter.)

5 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I think this is a generic

6 item that deserves considered Commission treatrent and I
7 suggest we put it on the agenda for separate

8 consideration.

9 Any more with regard to the Board

- 10 . notifications and what we were discussing on the seismic
11 qualification of the emergency feadwater system?
12 (No response.) -

13 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well now I understand
(N

14 that we are to serve these on the parties, or rather
.

15 this document and the transcript and ask for any
16 comments. I was going to suggest that we try to

17 establish what kind of timetable we want them on. I

18 don't know if it is feasible to ask for them by the end
19 of December, but it would seem to me that timewise that.

20 ought to ba sufficient.

21 I was interested in whether or not you though t
22 that was a practical thing to do or did you have some
23 other suggestion on the timetable?

24 MR. MALSCH: I don't have any specific

25 suggestion. I think in the past when we have done

.
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1 things of this sort we have issued the transcripts andg
2 . asked for omments with a turnaround period usually in

'

3 the order of a week, ten days or two weeks. I don't
O 4 think we have any set guidelines. I think the end of

- -5 December would be consistent with past practice in other

6 cases and perhaps even the past practice in this case.

7 CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Would that be reasonable
8 as far as the Commission is concerned?
9 (Commissioners nodding affirmatively.)

to CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Now I think we have -

11 covered the intent or the purpose of this meeting, and

12 .unless there is anything else that should come before
-

13 us, I would suggest that we adjourn.
m
') 14 (Whereupon, at 2:15 p.m., the meeting

15 a d j o urn ed . )

16 * * *

17
.

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

:
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DIVISION OF LICENSING a- . t -

BOARD NOTIFICATION TRACKINO SYSTEM .<

12/17/82 ;-'
,

'DL
ORIGINATOR DATE DL AD BN

NAME/ LETTR REC'D NEMO ACTION *NO.,** **DATE**
.

SUBJECT ************ ORGNZTN*** DATE (LOGIN APPLICABILITY DATE (NAME)*** (LOOOUT) FOLLOWUP

TMI-1 RESTART R.JACOBS 01/11 03/08 ASLB/TMI-1 03/11 NOVAK 82-21 03/15 NO
(CHEATING ISSUE) -

82-65 07/09 NOB&W SMALL BREAK MATTSON 06/18 06/21 ALL.B&W i ..a 06/30 NOVAK i

'

LOCA LANL TRAC CODE & THI-1 TEDESCO SSER #1
ANALYSIS ASLAB/TMI-1

.

NRC POSITION ON FEED MATTSON, 07/01 07/06 ASLAB/TMI-1 07/20 AD/OR 82-71 07/27 NO
AND BLEED - TMI-1 THONPSON ASLAB/ RANCHO 07/30 NO

SECO

ACCIDENT SEQUENCE TEDESCO, 07/08 07/12 CPS,OLS MAINE 07/15 AD/OR, 82-75 07/21 NO
PRECURSOR PROGRAM HANAUER Y.A N K E E , AD/L, & 08/09 NO
REPORT ASL4B(TMI-1), EISENHUT 08/09- NO

ASLAB(RANCHO
SECO),

COMMISSION (SUS-
QUEHANNA &
DIABLO CANYON) ,

'

. . , , .,
-

,

INSP.RPT. 82-04, LAINAS, 08/02 08/03 ASLAB/TMI-1 08/06 AD/OR 82-83 08/13 NO
NOTICE OF VIOLATION JACOBS i . .. , ,

(INADEO VENT. SYSTEM
MAINTENANCE)

INSP.RPT. 82-07. JACOBS 08/03 08/03 ASLAB/TMI-1 08/06 AD/OR 82-84 08/17 NO
NOTICE OF VIOLATION
(TRAINING EXAMS) i.,

SENISCALE TEST MATTSON 08/30 09/08 PWRS, 09/09 AD/L 82-93 09/24 YES
ASLAB/TMI-1 AD/OR 09/14 YES
COMMISSION (FNP, e EISENHUT 09/24 YES
DIABLO CNYN, &

_

."'t OrdQOPG b %
___



. .. . . _

_

o
s R*THI-1 RESTART. HEAR- MATTSGN 10/19 10/20 PWRS, 10/21 AD/OR, 82-107 10/22 SFE 82-9S

. j

ING (SEMISCALE FEED ASLAB/TMI-1, AD/L, & 11/10 SEE 82-93~& BLEED TEST RESULTS COMMISSION (FNP, EISENHUT 11/10 SEE A2-93
DIABLO CANYON, &

_ SUMMER)
.

DL
ORIGINATOR DATE DL- AD BN

NAME/ LETTR REC'D MEMO ACTION *NO.** **DATE**
SUBJECT ************ ORGNZTN*** DATE (LOGIN APPLICABILITY DATE (NAME)*** (LOGOUT) FOLLOWUP

TMI-1 - SEISMIC LAINAS 11/10 11/10 ASLAB/THI-1 11/19 LAINAS 82-118 '11/22 NO
CAPABILITY OF AFW

THI-1 - SEISMIC MATTSON 12/03 12/06 ASLAB/TMI-1, NONE EISENHUT 82-118A 12/09 NO
CAPABILITY OF AFW COMMISSION

ACRS MEMBFR MATTSON 12/03 12/03 ALL PWR CPS-& 12/06 LAINAS 82-125 12/06 HNO .
H.ETHERINGTON ON PWR OLS, RANCHO NOVAK
FLOW BLOCKAGE SECO,

ASLAB/TMI-1, &

COMMISSION (TMI-1
& DIABLO CANYON)

SUPPLEMENT TO FRALEY 12/07 12/09 ALL PWR CPS & NONE EISENHUT 82-125A 12/09 NO
ETHERINGTON EVALUA- OLS, RANCHO

TION SECO,
,,

ASLAB/TMI- 1, . ,&
.

COMMISSION (TMI-1
& DIABLO CANYON)

i

AIRPLANE CRASH COM- L.AINAS 11/30 12/08 ASLAB/TMI-1, 'NONE EISENHUT 82-129 12/09 NO,

PUTATIONS COMMISSION (TMI-1)
I

, ,,

1 -

INSP.RPT. 82-12, MARTIN 12/03 12/15 ASLAB/TMI-1. NONE EISENHUT 82-131 12/16 NO'

|NESSEXERCISE
EMERGENCY PREPARED- COMMISSION (THI-1.) , , ,

INSPEC-
.,

,

*

i s ,

'
i,


