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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20558

JUL 27 1883

MEMORANDUM FOR: R. W. Houston, Assiétant Director for Reactor Safety, DS!
FROM: W. R. Butler, Chief, Containment Systems Branch, DSI

SUBJECT: PROPOS=D STAFF POSITION DEALING WITH HYDROGEN CONTROL
. FOR MARK III CONTAINMENTS

We have prepared a proposed st.ff position as detailed in the enclosure, which
we would recommend as the staff's response to the BWR Mark III Hydrogen
Control Owners Group presentation anticipated for the upconing meeting of
Juiy 28, 1983.

Since most of the elements of the enclosed position are not likely to be met by
MP&L in time to support the initial full power licensing of Grand Gulf, an
additional course of action is racommended for that particular application.

The framework of our recommendation for Grand Gulf is as follows:

1. Recommend full power licensing of Grand Gulf for a pe~iod of about
a year on the foliowing basis:

a. All H2 control requirements for the DBA are satisfied;

b. A1l TMI Lessons Learned Items have been implemented thus reducing
the likelihood of degraded core accidents; and

c. The installed Hydrogen Igniter System provides some improvement
in H2 control capability for dealing with degraded core accidents.

2. Require demonstration by MP&L prior .o initial full power licensing of
Grand Gulf that dryweil temperatures during these events 4o not
cause failure of essential equipment.

3. Impuse license conditions to require timely resclution of 211 cutstanding
technical items to meet the enclosed staff position.

W. R. Butier, Chief

Containment Systems Branch
Division of Systems Integration
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Enclosure: As stated YA .C.QBY Has Been Sent to
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Contact: “C. Tinkler, CSB 27605
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- /S ems. Commonweaith Edison :
! \* One First Natonm  :a, Chicago. Illinois
\ @I‘ Agcress foory 10: Post Office Box 767 g o

N = Lhicago. lilinois 50890

January 25, 1982
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Secretary of the Commission LD RuLe ‘DR "SD
Hishingtan, o e gy o seen (eFT ez
Attention: Qocketing ang Service Sranch ‘
Subject: Proposed Rulemaking 10 CFR Paert 50 "Interim Requirements

Relatea to Hydrocen Control" (46 FR 6228l
Cecemper 23, 1981)

Dear Si:r:
Commonwealth Edison has reviewed tne subject proposec

rulemaking and offers tne attachedg comments. We appreciate naving
Seen given tne opportunity %o comment.

very truly yours, ,///;::::T\T\_
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4. Of the three analysis approaches describea in 50.44
(e)(3)(vi), the first approach is the only one that
promises to deal with issues in a way that mignt
enhance safety. The last two are far too generic to
insure an adequate representation of important
parameters for individual plants. The first approach
should be modified to allow plants, having an in-place
PRA or IREP study, to use sequences from those studies
rather than generic sequences. This will insure that
plant specific cetails are considered. It will also
allow efforts to be concentrated on the most likely
events procucing and burning significant hydrogen.

It shoulad be noted that analyses need not be restricted to
those done by means of MARCH. A variety of other tools are or will
soon be available (such as the IDCOR programs). Such an approach

will allow this work to be done more Quickly and with reduced
overall resource allocation.
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(46 FR QJQ8D February 8, 1982

Secretary of tne Commission -
J.3. Nuclear Regulatory Commissiocn 7 FEB17 P3%
dashington, D.C. 20885
~TTH: Docketing and Service Branch ofs.c o 2% SERAE

nes TG @ SER

sne: Proposed rule on interim requirements’ related to hydrogen
control, 48 Fk 62281

Cn December 23, 1981 the Commission published a proposed rule
waich would require improved hydrogen control capability for BlRs
witn Mark III containments and PWxs with ice condenser containments.
Tals attempt to require hydrogen control systems in these plants
is commendable; aowever, tihis proposal has several deficiencies
Jaicn saould pe corrected before being incorporated into the
so.xidission's regulations.

Jirst, the rule merely stutes that owners of sald plants are
Jeouired to suumit analyses of their hydrogen control systems.
o standards or acceptance criteria for evaluating these analyses
wre given. It is totally unrealistic tc demand anelyses witaout
huving any guldelines for evaluating them. Furthermore, it is
stated (p. 62¢84) that these analyses are to support the contirued
roeliance on the interim requirements of the present rule and to
aid in the long term rulemuking on degraded cores. Apparently
tne Comnission, rather than issuing standards and requiring
17 censees to meet them, is soliciting suggestions from the licensees
as to what constitute appropriate standards. The purpose of the
fi. is to regulate licensecs, not to aild them by letting then
srite tne regulations. The Lnergy Keorganization Act of 1974 was
supposed to hnave separated the oromotion and the regulatiom of
tne nuclear industry; tac provisions of tnls interim rule are
promotional in that that they are desipgned to justify the status
quo. ot
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Tals is even more apparent upon examining the time schedule
for submitting such analyses. The analysis need only be submitted
oefore operction above 5% of rated power and this analysis is
"to demonstrate that tae installed hydrogen control system.is
wicGuate o o o " (empaasis added; p. 62284, item 2). Thus, it
wn ewrs tout this analysis is merely an gxercise to justify the
~yurogen coutrol system tae licensee has already installed.
..1Ta0ugpa unalyser arce recommended for ussessing tne effectiveness
0l w«lternative systems, nc provisions are made for requiring the
1lcersee to install the most effective of tie systems enalyzed.
saould w more effective system exist, it 1is highly unlikely that
o lisensee would remove tne system already installed in fevor of
¢+ more effective alternative. The plant construction will have
vecsn coiapleted oy tae time the analyses are recquired; tae licensee
would thus have & suvstantial finunclal incentive to justify the
existing hydrogen control system in the anulysis. This analysis
should be required before tihe plant is constructed, as i. is at
tais stage when design changes can be made effectively and cost-

.3defr1cisntly.
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Not requiring analyses until the plant operation exceeds
5% of ruted power alsc has the disastrous effect of removing
this issue from the public scrutiny afforded by the licensing
process. Civen the experience at Three Mile Island, hydrogen
control should certainly be a litigable issue. Deferring the
consideration of this issue until the plant is ready for full
pcuer operation, at which time the public aearings will have
veen completed, places un added burden on citizens wishing to
adarces this concern; reopening the heurings then is difficult,
and tne petiticners would nuve to meet a much higher legal standard.
Taese analyses snould oe required und made public before the
start of licensing hearings. The provisions now proposed only
serve to innibit public participation and input.

Combustible gases pose a serious taoreat to the integrity of
« nuclear power plant and to the heulth and safety of the public.
.. 2lations concerning tae control of these gauses should be
. o.lsticated, strict, and enforceudblc. Such regulations should
-- lecust ue comparaple to the ECCS regulations, 10 CFR 850.46 und
e.pendix K of Purt 50, which list specific acceptance criteria
«nd standards for ECCS evaluation models. Until such rcgulations
arc promulgated for combustiole gas control, the Commission
s.aould enforce the present requirements, i.e., that containment
atmospnercs be inerted pursuant to 10 CFR 50.44(c).

Respectfully submitted,

Lo Wt

Susan L. Hiatt
8275 Munson Rd.
Mentor, OH 44060



