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PROCEEDINGS

MR. KERR: The meeting will come to order.

This is 1 meeting of the Advisory Committee
on Reactor Safeguards, the Subcommittee on the Limerick
Generating Station.

My name is William Kerr and I am Subcommittee
Chairman. The other ACRS Members present are Mr. Ebersole,
Mr. Michelson and Mr. Moeller. As consultants we also
have Mr. Bender, Mr. Davis, Mr. Garcia, Mr. Maxwell and
Mr. Pomeroy and, in addition, two ACRS Fellows, Mr. Seth
and Ms. Wainer, are in attendance.

The meeting is being conducted in (...rdance
with provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act and
and the Government in the Sunshine Act. Mr. Richard Savio
is the Designated Federal Employee.

The rules for participation in today's meeting
have been announced as part of the notice of the meeting
published in the Federal Register of Monday, September 19th,
1983.

A transcript of the meeting is being kept and
it will be available as stated in the Federal Register notice.
I request that each speaker :dentify himself or herself
and use a microphone. We have received no written statements
from members of the public, nor have we received requests

for time to make statements from members of the public.
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We will proceed with the meeting, and I ask
any members of the subcommittee or consultants if they
have any particular requests or comments to make before
we get into the formal presentation?

(No response.)

MR. KERR: I see none. I will therefore call
upon Mr. Robert Martin of the NRC Staff to begin the
NRC presentation.

Mr. Martin.

MR. MARTIN: Good afte. ._.., ladies and gentlemen.

I am Bob Martin, the NRC Licensing Project Manager for the
Limerick Peview in the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation.

We have additionzl members of our staff here
with us today, Mr. Tom Novak, my Assistant Director, our
Instrumentation and Systems Reviewer, Marty Virgilic, and
John Sears in the emergency planning area.

We will be joined by other members of the staff
throughout the meeting as the appropriate subjects in the
area come up.

With respect to the first item on the agenda,

I would like to go through a brief discussion of the
chronology of our review.

(Slide.)

The application was tendered March 1981. Shortly

thereafter the acceptance review was completed and the
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application was docketed. The draft environmental statement,
and I jumped a little bit there between those two dates,

a lot happened between those two dates, but the draft
environmental statement has recently been published in June,
Part 1 of that statement. Part 2 of that statement is

to come in the near future.

Recently in August 1983 we finished work on our
safety evaluation report and published it. The remairing
outstanding items in our safety evaluation report, confirma-
tory items and so forth, will be the subject of my later
presentation.

Finally, here we are today arrived at the ACRS
meeting.

(Slide.)

That is a description of where we have been up
to ncw. A general projection of where we are going from
now 1s going from this meeting into the full committee

meeting. Then from tnere this winter and early spring of

next year into the Atomic Safety and Lic:nsing Board hearings

and on to a projected decision date for issuance of the
licease.
One thing I will note about the date that is
up there is that the projection of this date recognizes
a certain amount of uncertainty. The uncertainty is based

on assessing the potential number and scope of the issues
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to be addressed in the hearing process.

(Slide.)

Please stop me if you have questions or otherwise
I will proceed.

(No response.)

I thought I would put on a synopsis of those
conclusions that appeared in our SER recently issued. These
are our essential conclusions that upon the resolution
of the issues identified in the SER, we will be able to
conclude that the application for a license complies with
the NRC requirements, reasonable assurance that the facility
‘onstruction will be completed and the plant will be
operated in conformance with the requirements. There will
reasonable assurance that activities authorized by the OL
can be conducted incompliance with the regulations and
without endangering public health and safety. We will find
that the applicant is technically qualified and that the
issuance of the license will not be inimical to common
defense and security.

That concludes my remarks on the first item on
the agenda with respect to where we are at this time in
the review.

Are there any questions?

MR. KERR: Are there guestions?

Mr. Moeller.
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MR. MOELLER: The date that you put up there
for the decision was March or something of '85.

MR. MARTIN: March 1985, yes.

MR. MOELLER: I believe I have heard a statement
that the applicant .(uought they might be ready to load
the fuel in Unit 1 by the Fall of '84. Are these dates
compatible, or could you comment on that?

MR. MARTIN: The applicant's currently announced
date for completion of construction is August of '84. Yes,
that is correct. The date of March '85 is the ASLB Panel's
estimation of how long it could take the proceedings given
their number and their complexity to come to a conclusion.

We are at this point very active in defining
with the various parties and with the Hearing Board these
issues and there is much to be done in the near future
before a clear picture really evolves which can be related
and interpreted into a schedule.

MR. KERR: Cther questions?

(No response.)

MR. KERR: Please proceed.

(Slide.)

MR. MARTIN: 1In response to the next item for
a comparison of the Limerick and the site with similar
plants and sites reviewed by the NRC staff, I will note

that there are various places in the safety evaluation




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

report where comparisons have been made. Of course, the

general comparison in the front of the report compares it
with three other reactors, it presents a number of parameters
applicable primarily to the NSSS.
A more detailed review of the thermohydraulic
characteristics of the Limerick core compared to Hatch 2
is found in Table 4-2 of the SER, and a comparison in general
of the containment type used in this reactor to others is
found in SER Table 6-1. We find in general that the NSSS
is fairly similar to others cf the same general design
reactor. It is very similar to Susquehanna and of course
a comparison with Hatch 2 reveals that it is very close
in relative parameter values to Hatch 2 with the exception
of the core power level, for example. The Limerick contain-
ment has been described to be very similar to that of
Susquehanna.
Are there any questions on the plant comparison?
MR. KERR: Mr. Martin, you have compared the
plant I presume in terms of the power plant itself and
its containment and it occurs to me that there are other
parts of this consideration that have some influence on
safety. Other parts of the NRC staff have talked about
this location as being one that has the potential for
higher r.sk and you say nothing about that in your comparison

It also seems to me that in looking for those things that
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might bear on safety that ones looks at the operational
capability of an organization. You haven't said anything
about that in your comparison. Perhaps these things are
going to be treated later on in the staff presentation,
but it seems to me that it would be appropriate to nct
necessarily make comparisons, but at least have comments
on those items.

MR. MARTIN: Well, my next slide was to be a
comparison. The first one was a comparison of plant related
characteristics and the next one is a qualitative comparison
of the chief site related characteristics.

MR. KERR: Go on to the next slide.

(Slide.)

In comparing qualitatively the five areas listed
here, the meterology, industrial and transportation hazards
and so forth, the meterology we have found that the Limerick
site is consistent with other nearby sites. We did not
find anything that in general required an appraisal of being
unique or different from other sites in this part of the
country which have been recently reviewed.

Industrial and transportation hazards, while
there are a number of them in connection with the Limerick
site, we have reviewed these and we have given substantial
attention to these and we have found that the plant has

been designed to accommodate the effects of these. These
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are discussed in some detail in our safety cvaluation report
Section 2 and includes the petroleum products pipeline,
the consideration of the effects of explosions of several
types of pipelines in the vicinity of the site, the nearby
quarry with respect to the effects of explosives in that
guarry on the site and on the plant itself. We have
considered the existence of a nearby airport and what that
would mean as far as aircraft hazards to the plant. We
have cnsidered the existence of potential toxic chemicals
principally from a plant located just across the river.
We have looked at the control room with respect to its
ability to detect and isolate in response to those chemicals.
We have looked at the potential for explosives being conveyed
on the nearby railroad and have reviewed the epplicant's
justification that were that to occur safety related
structures, their function would not be affected.
MR. MICHELSON: Do you intend later on during
the presentations to cover more fully the railroad question?
MR. MARTIN: Not in particular, no.
MR. MICHELSON: I had some difficulty reading
the SER because it seemed to refer to a section. The reader
was referred to it but there was no discussion when I
went back to the section that was referred to. On page
2-6 you say that the details of the NRC staff evaluation

of blast and pressure on structures are in Section 3.8.1
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of this report. I went to 3.8.1 and I found no real
discussion of it. So is that reference incorrect that
is made here or what?

MR. MARTIN: I think the statement that we make
in 3.8.1 that the containment has been designed to withstand
the design basis accident loads, it includes a consideration
of that railroad car explosions, but I grant it is not
stated explicitly as such, yes.

MR. MICHELSON: I have difficulty believing
that is what I would call details.

MR. MARTIN: I can understand your point.

MR. MICHELSON: So sometime during this period
I would like to discuss a little bit the railroad explsion,
particularly as it relates to cooling tower failures and
this sort of thing and the effect of the co>ling tower
failures,

MR. MARTIN: Okay. I would note that in our
evaluation of the applicant's analysis of this we found
that the diesel generator building turned out to be the
limiting building in this regard.

MR. MICHELSON: It was never clear. Did you
ever loock at the cooling towers?

MR. MARTIN: I do not recall that they were
looked at.

MR. MICHELSON: Sometime we need to pursue it.
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So leave a little time before the end of the meeting.

MR. MAPRTIN: COkay.

MR. MOELLER: In terms, Mr. Martin, of the toxic
chemicals, the report stated that the Hooker Chemical Company
I believe dealt with some 20 different chemicals that might
be released and become airborne, one of which was phosgene
as I recall, or that might be produced by certain accidents
at the plant.

To what extent did you review this? Did you
look at all the possible chemicals that perhaps might become
airborne in terms of whether the applicant is proposing
to have monitors on the air intakes for the control room?

MR. MARTIN: We looked at a range of chemicals.
The ones discussed in the safety evaluation report tend
to be the ones that surfaced as being the most important.

We did not focus just on phosgene.

MR. MOELLER: You looked at all that you con-
sidered to be important?

MR. MARTIN: Yes.

MR. MOELLER: And they have guarded against these
or they have detectors for them?

MR. MARTIN: To the best of my knowledge, yes.

MR. MOELLER: Now for the control room, as I
recall, they will have two air intakes. So that supposedly

in an accident where there are releases from the plant itself
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if the one intake becomes countaminated they can switch
over to the otnher one. Was there any evaluation of the
two air intakés to see whether they are best located to
avoid both being contaminated say from a release from the
Hooker Chemical Company, or is this not even possible?

MR. MARTIN: That would seem like a reasonable
thing for us to do. 1 cannot answer that I know for a
fact thau it was done.

Mk. MOELLER: Could someone tell us later whether
it was done?

MR. MARTIN: We will look into that, yes.

MR. -MOELLER: On the meteorology which you have
already covered, vca point out that the applicant has
dnderestimated atmospheric dispersions conditions. What
#id vou find wrong o< what was it they were doing?

MR. MARTIN: There are several technical issues

which are discussed within the metedrology section. 1In

-
“

looking at the applicant's estimation of meteorological
parauet?r; for determining the design basis accident doses,
we' custOmarily make our independent calculations and base
our findiigs on thuse in any event We usually look at

the applicants and at least acknowledge that he did it, that
he made a calculation, but the numbers which appear in the

SER are based on our own independent evaluation.

MR. MOEI.LLER: You found his to be nonconservative,
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Oor not as conservative as yours.

MR. MARTIN: That is true.
MR. MOELLER: What was it that he did that

you didn't like?

MR. MARTIN: I don't believe I have the

specific information on that.

MR. MOELLER: Of course certainly I wouldn't
expect you to have the answers to all these questions,
but maybe when “he applicant covers that particular aspect 1
if they could review the area of disagreement and why
they disagreed, that would be helpful.

MR. MICHELSON: One further guestion on the
railroad. 1Is there is going to be a discussion at any
time on the type of freight that could be reasonably
anticipated?

MR. MARTIN: I had planned no further discussion
on that, no.

MR. MICHELSON: I could only find the one thing
listed in the SER and that was the 56 tons of TNT I
beli~ve it was. Can this be put on in a little more
substantive basis maybe for the main committee meeting ---

MR. MARTIN: Certainly we will look at it.

MR. MOELLER: =--- which will give us a little

more detail. What do we expect to be carted by the site,

because this is a little bit unusual site from the standpoint|
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of having sich a heavily used railroad at its doorstep.

MR. MARTIN: Of course the evaluation appearing
in the safety evaluation report is that of the information
appearing in the FSAR which is much more extensive and much

more lengthy.

MR. KERR: Mr. Michelson, did you particularly
want the staff to discuss this, or do you just want the
information? I mean it is just possible that the applicant
has some information.

MR. MICHELSON: I really wanted the information
and then whether it leads to a discussion depends on what
the information 1is.

MR. KERR: Are there other questions?

Mr. Ebersole.

MR. EBERSOLE: Mr. Martin, I understand that
early on there was a consideration for several reasons
here that this plant a3opt a method of containment venting
as an approach to core cooling and that that has been
subsequently cancelled and you don't contemplate that now.

I would just like to ask you the question at
this time, was that process looked at by the staff and
discouraged by the staff, or do you have any comment to
make on why it did not continue to be considered?

MR. MARTIN: I understand that that did take

place gquite some time ago. I have no knowledge of whether
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it was discouraged or encouraged by the staff.

MR. EBERSOLE: You have not been a party to
evaluation >f that per se, have you?

MR. MARTIN: I was not in particular.

MR. EBERSOLE: Thank you. We will pursue it
then at another time.

MR. MARTIN: Okay.

MR. KERR: Other questions?

(No response.)

MR. KERR: Continue, please, Mr. Martin.

MR. MARTIN: Going on with the geography and
demography considerations, the most noteable item there
is that the population density surrounding the site is
relatively high when compared to other sites.

The geology and seismology aspects comparing
the Limerick site to others, we find that a gqualitative
judgment is that it is comparable to other sides in the
eastern U. S. that have been licensed in recent years.
found n¢ unusual features noting, nowever, the recent
attention paid to the New Brunswick earthquake which we
have discusscd at some length in the SER. The New Bruns
earthquake concern of course is generic to other sites 1
the New England Piedmont tectonic province.

This issue I believe appears later on the age

With respect to the hydrologic characteristic

We
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of the site, it is most noteable in that it is relatively

free from flooding hazards. We consider it to be a dry
site with respect to its potential for flooding.

Do you have any further questions on this?

MR. KERR: I see none. Continue.

(Slide.)

MR. MARTIN: I will now into the next agenda
item being a summary of the principal review issues, to
include a summary of the opens and their likely resolution,
an summary of dissenting NRC staff opinions and a summary
of the safety issues which the staff believes were or will
be the most different to resolve.

First, let me say I have no knowledge of any
NRC staff dissenting opinions with the information in our
SER that we have recently published.

Since publication of the SER, with its 24 open
issues, we have clearly resolved 8 of those issues bringing
us down to 16. We anticipate resolution in the near future
meaning a month to two months of several others.

The ones that we have resolved are items, and
since you have your handouts, I will just go through these
very quickly. instrument line vibration monitcring program,
No. 5; No. 8, airborne particulate radioactive monitoring
system; No. 9, second isolation valve for the hydrogen

recombiners -- and I see I will have to use another slide

here.
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our systems ar-: set up, we would have a flow switch. 1If
we start losin¢g flow, if we get about 80 percent of system
flow, it automatically transfers to the standby unit. The
main purpose for pressure drop would be to enable the
operator to see if his filters are being contaminated and
then to manually take that action.

MR. MOELLER: Okay, so you look at the flow rate.

MR. ATKINSON: Yes.

MR. MOELLER: Okay. Well, I guess though the
Delta P would tell you that degree to which the building
would be becoming flooded up, but I can also understand that
the flow rate would be useful.

MR. ATKINSON: Yes, and normally our systems
aren't operated only in the accident mcocde. W do have an
alarm on the total pressure drop coming up in the control
room when we exceed about eight to nine inches.

MR. MOELLER: All right. Thank you.

MR. KERR: Are there other guestions?

MR. MOELLER: I guess I have one on No. 16 or
it is related to it, at least in the discussion of the
effects of the hydrogen explosion on the off-gas system.

There is a discussion in the SER that tells
what will be the major sources of airborne releases from
this plant. This is on page 11-7 of the SER, and I didn't

even see the steam jet air rejector listed. Am I missing




22
something at this plant? Could the applicant tell me, don't
you anticipate that one of the majaor sources of airborne
releases of radiocactive gases will be through the steam
jet air re‘ectors?

MR. HELWIG: Yes, sir. Our steam jet air rejectors
discharge through some charcoal filters.

MR. MOELLER: But as a source prior to the
charcoal filters, you certainly expect them to be a major
source?

MR. HELWIG: The table you are referring to is?

MR. MOELLER: Well, I was reading on page 11-7
of the SER and there is no mention. On page 11-7 it is
talking about the off-gas system and it tells somewhere --
oh, here. 1If you got to the next to the last paragraph,

"The major source of gaseous rad waste in the normal plant

operation will be the cff-gas from the main condensers."

Well, does that mean the steam jet air rejector, or 1is
that simply another word?

MR. HELWIG: The steam jet air rejectors discharge
through our high gaseous rad waste system. They are
not bypassed.

MR. MOELLER: And they are the off-gas from the
main condensers?

MR. EELWIG: That is correct.

MR. MOELLER: Okay, thank you. That straightens
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a Q process as specified by Apperdix B? 1Is that the
intent?

MR.MARTIN: For those things that are important
to safety, the etfects of local intense precipitation were
included in our review and based on the design as presently |
described, we reached certain conclusions.

MR. KERR: What about cutting grass on the side?

(Laughter.)

MR.MARTIN: I don't believe we had a problem
with that.

MR. KERR: It seems to me that that might get
into the drainage system to interfere with the water flow.

Then also, PE Company states that emergency
lighting systems are not Q listed because they perform no
safety function. I was curious as to why emergency lighting
systems don't perform a safety funcuion. Maybe I don't
understand what emergency lighting systems are, but somebody
from PE Company explain to me why?

MR. BOYER: Yes, Ward Sproat can answer that in,
qguestion, sir.

MR. SPROAT: My name is Ward Sproat. I am the
Electrical Prcject Engineer for Philadelphia Electric on
the Limerick Station. Our position is and has been that
the lightina systems in and of themselves are not active

safety systems, and that is what that response states.
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MR. KERF: It says it doesn't perform a safety

function.

MR. SPROAT: 1t does not perform a nuclear safety ?
function. It may perform a personnel safety function, but
not a nuclear safety function. E

MR. KERR: I can understand why you might want to !
keep it off the Q list. I guess I would want to keep anythin#
off the Q list I could also, but it certainly seems to me
a bit farfetched to say that it doesn't perform a safety
function, but that is probably a small point.

MR. SPROAT: Well, we have designed the emergency
lighting system in the plant in the control roc.. ~epecially
with several features and redundancy such that they are
essentially treated almost as a nuclear safety system, but
we haven't gone through a complete environmental qualificatior
and seismic qualification program for them.

MR. KERR: Okay.

MR. EBERSOLE: May I pursue this a little bit?

I just want to follow that up a little bit. To say that
the lighting is not a safty function is in a way just
saying that the operators are not safety elements of the
plant concept, and then that goes next to the concept that
operators could operate in the blind.

J.et me put 1t this way. 1Is it a fact that you

provide emergency lighting which ensures that the operators,
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if they are identified as elements of the safety functions,
can in fact look at the necessary equipment they are supposed
to operate and cperate, and therefore lighting is a safety
function?

MR. SPROAT: The operators can perform their
function in the control room. What their function in the
contrcl room is varies depending on the accident or
operating scenario. Under a design basis accident, as you
know, the operators do not have any functions to perform
for the first ten minutes in the control room and everything
occurs automatically.

During that time there is enocugh redundancy in
our emegency lighting s, /stem and we do have the capability
of hand-held battery powered lights that after that first
ten minutes, if there is ¢ me operator action required,
they could perform that with the hand-held 1. hts if all of
the other redundant emergency lighting system failed.

MR. EBERSOLE: So you are saying the operators
are competent with flashlights. Thank you.

MR. KERR: Also, Mr. Martin, as I think the last
paragraph in the Swencer letter to Mr. Bower, and I am
sorry but I can't see a date, but I find that the Philadelphia
Electric Company response to RAI-26.57, whatever that is,
1s not in conformance with Regulatory Position C-3 and C-4

of Regulatory Guide 1.29, and I will read it.
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The last sentence says "The staff position is that
these requirements." Now the staff position in the past
has been that regqgulatory guides are not requirements. Have
they become requirements recently?

MR. MARTIN: No, they have not.

MR. KERR: Then I guess I don't understand this
language.

MR. MARTIN: That is an unfortunate choice of words.
The regulatory guides themselves are not requirements. They
are guidance for our review.

MR. KERR: So PE Company can probably ignore that
paragraph.

MR. MARTIN: They can understand requirements to
mean guidance versus ignoring.

MR. KERR: Are we plahing games here? I mean
are they requirements or not?

MR. MARTIN: They are a reference point from
which we start in the review. They are not explicit
requirements which are non-negotiable per se.

MR. KERR: Okay. So this is still in the process
of negotiation?

MR. MARTIN: Yes.

MR. MICHELSON: I do not see on the open item
list any reference to fire protection. Is it maybe

disguised in a little different way or is fire protection
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fully resolved?

MR. MARTIN: We have two items on the list related
to fire protection. They are numbers 14 and 15, 14 being
the three~hour fire rated barriers for structural steel and
15 being electrical cable and cable tray protection.

MR. MICHELSON: On Item 15 is there any particular
area that you are looking at or in general?

MR. MARTIN: The concern is for areas where there a
concentrations of cables such as six cable trays in close
proximity to each other and whether such situations should
be protected by or should be enunciated by line type heat
detectors or protected by sprinkler systems.

MR. MICHELSON: Will there be any discussion of
fire nrotection in the next two days?

MR. MARTIN: Not beyond my discussion of what the
open issue constitutes, which I was going to get into later
on.

MR. MICHELSON: You are going to discuss that issue
a little later on?

MR. MARTIN: When I went through the open issues
themselves.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, I will ask my guestion then.

MR. MARTIN: Okay.

MR. BOYER: I might add, we can add a little bit

and prcvide some answers to questions that might have been

|

|
|
|
|
|
|
g
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|
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raised this morning if you would like.

MR. EBERSOLE: Bill, may I ask a gquestion?

MR. KERR: Yes, sir.

MR. EBERSOLE: Mr. Martin, I see that there has
been added to the plant an auxiliary shutdown panel I
presume in response to Appendix R and other requirements.

However, it has been buried in the plant rather deeply in

the area of relay cabinets, cables et cetera, and it

i
|
presents at this time a tremendous challenge toward further !
|
|

obtaining of isolation of that room as well as the incoming
and outgoing circuitry from it to meke it a truely functional
shutdown system.

What is the staff status in examining this concept
and the presumed hope of making it effective in its present
iocation?

MR. MARTIN: I would like to call on Mr. Virgilio
possibly for a comment on that.

MR. VIRGILIO: Marty Virgilio, Instrumentation
and Control Systems Branch. In Chapter 7 of our SER
we discuss the relay shutdown system and we talk about
a conditional finding of acceptability based on their
demonstration of the capability to shut the plant down
safely using the remote shutdown system. It is a confirmatory
item.

MR. EBERSOLE: Shutting it down safely is one
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thing, but shutting it down with extreme damage on the
outboard side of what I think is as yet not installed,
a three-hour fire rating, is something else again.

Do you include in shutting it down the thesis
that the surrounding spaces are in open conflagration?

MR. VIRGILIO: Sir, the panel which I am
discussing is the remote shutdown panel provided to satisfy
the requirements of GDC-19

MR. EBERSOLE: We are both talking about the
same thing.

MR. VIRGILIO: For the instrumentation and control
in GDC-19 we look at remote shutdown independing of
damage in the control room. We don't postulate damage in
the control room. The provisions for fire protection in
Appendix R are somewhat different, and I am ncot prepared
to speak on that issue.

MR. EBERSOLE: 1I guess that answer leaves me

totally confused.







For a fire in the auxiliary equipment room we

will depend on that remote shutdown panel to safely shut

down the plant. How we are able to do that is that the circuits

in the cables from the systems or the components of those
systems that are out in the plant, those cables come directly
to the remote shutdown panel first. Wherever those cables
pass through the auxiliary equipment room, they will be
encapsulated within a three-hour fire barrier.

At that point where those cables then leave that
panel and go back to the control room, they are isolated
from the control room cables at the remote shutdown panel.
So that for a fire, given that we wipe out thc¢ entire egipmeat
room, we could still achieve a chold shutdown from the remote
shutdown panel without any difference to wikat happens in
the aux equipment room.

MR.EBERSOLE: So, you have fire-protected cablings
that traverse the relay room.

MR. SPOAT: That is correct.

MR. EBERSOLE: And you will tell us about the
heat balance you will get obtaining in a fire, I guess.

MR. SPROAT: Well, we have not done heat balance.
What we have done is, the material which we have selected
to use to encapsulate those raceways has been tested 1in
accordance with the NRC and industry criteria which is the

ASTME-119 three-hour fire test. We have shown that using




meh 3

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

8 ® 8 B

33

material that we have selected, that the temperatures inside
the barrier remain below a certain target temperature which
is below the rated temperature of the cable.

MR. EBERSOLE: Is this true even though there is
no heat sink inside the raceway?

MR. SPROAT: The encapsulation acts as the heat
sink. It is a semi-ceramic material which actually gives
off gases or a liquid during the fire and actually acts
to cool the cables inside the envelope.

MR. EBERSGLE: Thank you.

MR. MOELLER: On that remote shutdown panel, what
is the air supply? 1 am assuming a case in which the main
control room is uninhabitable due to, say, airborne contami=-
nation. Is the remote panel provided with an emergency
air system?

MR. SPROAT: I would like to defer to Mr. Bob
Atkinson from our Mechanical Engineering Division.

MR. ATKINSON: This 1s Bob Atkinson.

The auximiary equipment room is fed off its
own equipment HVAC system. We do not have any provisions
for radiation protection on that airconditioning system.

MR. MOELLER: OK, then if you had a circumstance
in which the air in the control room was contaminated and
unaccep ‘able, that it might even be radiocactive material

or one of these chemicals that we are talking about, the
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1 presumption would be that the same airborne contamination 5
2 would probably be present in the area of the remote shutdown E
3 panel; am I correct?
4 MR. ATKINSON: Yes, that would be correct.
5 MR. MOELLER: Has the staff looked at that and
6 you found it acceptable? '
7 MR. MARTIN: I don't have the answer to that.
8 MR. MOELLER: Could you perhaps, between now and
9 the full committee meeting get us that information? |
10 MR. MARTIN: We can. i
1 MR. MOELLER: Thank you. 1
s
12 MR. ATKINSON: Sir, one further ting on that question%
13 We do have air packs in the control room and if we ran into
14 | that situation, the operators would have to put them away. i
15 i MR. MOELLER: Then you have them in the remote é
16 control panel, too? i
17 MR. ATKINSON: I am not sure of that. Maybe !
18 someone has the answer to that.
19 MR. MOELLER: I don't believe that you do, and ;
20 that would worry me. 5
21 MR. MICHELSON: Could you remark just briefly, i
22 also on how you remove the heat from the control and fror i
23 the remote control room in the event of a fire some: here |
24 in between? !
25 MR. KERR: Do you understand the question? E
|
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MR. ATKINSON: No.

MR. KERR: Good,

MR. MICHELSON:

You have to environmentally control

35

Could you repeat the question?

I don't understand it either.

the atmosphere in the control room at all times and be

capable of controlling it in the remote control room if

you need to use it.

in the event that there is a fire somewhere in the building

that might engulf the equipment that perhaps you are counting

on?

MR. ATKINSON: Correct.

MR. MICHELSON:

MR. SPROAT: OK,

Now, how do you cool both of these

if you had the fire up in the

equipment room or ACAC system for the control room -- ik

is a separate system, they are not related at all. There

are no inter-ties.

We have three outer fire barriers between

the floors and we would not anticipate any problems with

that.

room, the

auxiliary

system.

Similarly, if you had the fire in the aux equipment

control room should be habitable.

MR. MICHELSON:

control room?

MR. SPROAT: It

MR. MICHELSON:

MR. SPROAT: No.

Well, how are you cooling the

is the recirculation of the HVAC

All self-contained

in the room?

|
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MR. KERR: What is it you want him to tell vou
because he answered ycur question whichwas, no, they have
not estimated it. You would like for them to calculate that?

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, I think they have to.

MR. KERR: What is it you want calculated?

MR. MICHELSON: It is simply, if you lose the
entire chiller system for any reason, what temperatures do
you reach in the control room and in thc auxiliary control
room for the case of using just outside air as the cooling
medium?

MR. SPROAT: Yes, sir; we will do it.

MR. EBERSOLE: Do you intend to positively
pressurize the auxiliary control room?

MR. SPROAT: The control room is normally
pressurized to an eighth of an inch water gauge.

MR. EBERSOLE: The auxiliary shutdown room.

MR. SPROAT: The auxiliary shutdown room is
controlled approximately =-- I am not sure what the set point
is but it is a little bit less than in the control room.

We always try to keep the control room pressurized. So,
it is a cascading-type thing. The control room is most
important, the the auxiliary equipment room, and then the
surrounding areas.

MR. EBERSOLE: The auxiliary equipment room?

MR. SPROAT: Yes.
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forth for us to complete our review.

Number 4 likewise involves the provision of what is
apparently the last bit of documentation necessary for the
staff to reach its conclusion on the feedwater isoiation
check valves.

Number 18, the Applicant has very recently provided

!
some information regarding his meeting the five-man requiremenk

for size of the ISEG with the combination of people from
several other organizations, and we have that under review.
The potential for that is falrly good to be resolved in the
near future.

Number 24, while the containment emergency sump
reliability of course is an unresolved safety issue, we have
looked at the Limerick design in connection with our learing
of their using some materials other than metal-jacketed
insulation. We requested some additional information from
them regarding what they are using, the potential for it
as a result of pipe breaks to form debris, the potential to
use depression pool strainers and so forth. That review is
going forward reasonably well. I would anticipate its
resolution within the next month or so.

I1f there are no comments on those, then I will
go into the category of those that are open.

MR. MICHELSON: Before you do that, I did not see

on the agenda any place where you would discuss further, for

|
i
|
|
l
l

|
|
|

|
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for instance, the resolution of a pipe break outside the

containment. So, I guess I will have to ask the question I
have now and maybe you can provide the answer later.

The plant has a somewhat urique design in that the
essential pump rooms and turbine rooms at the bottom of the
reactor building all have bulkhead doors. 1In other words,
they are rather tightly-sealed rooms. When can we hear a
little bit about how these rooms are vented for the unusual
cases of, let's say, a steamline break inside the room, or
that sort of thing? 1Is that going to be covered later?

MR. MARTIN: I had not planned on doing so, no.
How they are vented?

MR. KERR: Do you understand the question, Mr.
Martin?

MR. MARTIN: I am not sure I do.

MR. MICHELSON: OK, very simply, if you break a
pipe inside of a box it will blow the box apart unless there
is a vent valve somewhere to let the pressure you. How is
this done for these corner rooms, how are they vented so
that you don't blow them apart, either with hydrostatic
pressure or with steam pressure?

MR. MARTIN: I appreciate your elaborating on it,
I can't answer it today. We will have to get some more

answers.

MR. MICHELSON: I am sure the anplicant looked at
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5 4 it. In particular, since we don't have a lot of time,
. 2 just address it for the case of the RXI and HPSI turbines !
3 since steam generally is a little bit more of a problen. E
. 4 | MR.POLYHAR: My name is Steve Polyhar with Bechtel. i
5 .The HPSI and RXI compartments the the potential for steamline g
1 6 breaks, and there are pancls in the ceiling of the compartment4
7 which would lift with blow if you get a line break. The %
b 8 | steam would be vented through a valve gallery at a higher ?
9 | elevation and would ¢liimately be vented through a panel, i
10 a large paanel in the wall -- {
1 MR. MICHELSON: After the steam leaves the room !
|
12 up thruigh the panel in the ceiling, I guess, that opens,
‘ 13 where does the steam go through in the balance of the
14 i reactor building before it is finally vented?
15 i MR. POLYHAR: It goes vertially in a chamber, |
16 a valve -- area around the drywell.
17 MR. MICHELSON: 1Is it also bulkheaded so that it |

18 does not srart geing outdoors, or that sort of thing at that
19 point?
20 MR. POLYHAR: That is right. In fact, it goes

21 || througa-the same compartmert where the steam lines go down

td the turbines. So, if there is a line"break either in
*he pump department cr in the valve area, it would went

thirough the same blow-out.

&8 8 8 B

MR. MICHELSON: Does this vent all the way up to the |










10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

& 8 8 B

MR. PLOYHAR: In most cases, I believe, the

compartments would be vented through a grating to a higher

| elevation.

MR. KERR: Let me suggest, if you are nct sure,
that you look.

MR. EBERSOLE: Mr. Chairman, before this expert

gets away, apparently you have given more thought than others

to the ratter of steam vents. Let me just get a point of

clarification.

I take it this is based on the thesis that in time
you will close the steam pipe, execute valve rlosures; or
is it based on the thesis that your valves because of the
absence of any real testing at emergency close, that they
may stay open? What is the rationale?

MR. KERR: Do you understand the gquestion?

MR. PLOYHAR: I am not sure I do.

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, do you count on maintenance,
that is failure of the valves to close in designing these
steam vents, or do you simply base this on a time to
discharge at which you will get a closure?

MR. PLOYHAR: The vent would, if tne valve failed
to close, if both valves failed to close, the vent would
maintain the pressure.

MR. EBERSOLE: And the structure would stand the

differential, would it?
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MR. PLOYHAR: I believe so. I would have to verify
that.

MR. EBERSOLE: That is the most pessimistic view,
of course.

Now, let me ask you this, are these spaces isolated
in the context that the steam will not feed into areas
containing general purpose electrical appartus which will
proceed to condense and short out all ove r the plant?

MR. PLOYHAR: The path from the compartments would
not go into general access areas where other electronic
or electrical equipment is locatad.

MR. EBERSOLE: You have isolated these areas
which are subject to these pressured steam inputs so that they
do not include sensitive electrical apparatus; is that what
you are telling me?

MR. PLOYHAR: I don't know whether I could claim
that that is true in all cases.

MR. EBERSOLE: Can anybody?

MR. ATKINSON: I think I can clarify that. Bob
Atkinson again.

In the areas where we postulate the breaks we
looked at the airconditioning ducts which could be a pathway
to other areas of the plant. Any place that we have a
ductwork penetrating that wall, we have provided steam

flooding dampers. What these basically do is, they sense a
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it appears to meet the criteria for upgraded meteorological
measurements as part of the emergency response capability.
The upgrading must be completed in accordance with the

schedule of 3A2 of Supplement 1, 20737.

The staff has conducted a post-implementation review '

of that upgrading and the incorporation of current meteoro-
logical information into a real time atmosphere dispersion

model for dose assessments will also be considered as part

of the upgraded capability.

As indicated in the SER, we reviewed the information
on metereology provided with respect to the desiqgn basis
accident consideration, and we have concluded that those
issues have drawn to a close.

But with respect to the meteoronlogy as it realtes
to the operational meteorological program, our review has
concluded to this point that sufficient basis has not been
provided for showing that an acceptable percentage of data
recovery can be expected from the program.

We discussed this at length with the applicant. The
applicant identified a program to collect that data, to
demonstrate the acceptable percentage of data retention. The
program is scheduled to begin the 15th of October. We plan
to review, relative to that program, in February when we
participate in the emergency planning implementation appraisal,

we plan to review the procedures for data taking which the
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applicant will use. We are planning to review the training
of the maintenance personnel involved, and perhaps also to
take a look at the data taken through February.

We will loock at the data taken through a six-month
period from October 15, which puts it at about April 15, to
see whether the program is on track to meeting the require=~
ments which we feel it must meet. At that time, we would
make decisions, we would consider whether a decision was
needed to either agree that the program is on track or other
decisions need to be made relative to the licensing of the
plant.

It is possible that we would look at it again at
a nine-month interval if we thought we needed to.

MR. MICHELSON: On the question of emergency
preparecness, are you making any particular or requiring any
particular plans in the unlikely event that you should
experience a major railroad disaster at this site, and what
does the site now do?

MR. MARTIN: I don't have that information. John
Sears, are you aware of that?

MR, SEARS: No, sir; we have not considered that.

MR. MICHELSON: 1Is that the sort of thing you would
normally include =-- and keeping in mind the very close
proximity of that disaster to the site.

MR. SEARS: We start with emergency plarning, with
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per square inch on the strutures. It is not clear what happen#
in the cooling tower and so forth.

MR. MARTIN: As I stated, in the SER we did review ]
«uat and found as far as the impact or safety-rclated concernsi
for the plant's operation it is acceptable. We did not ;
I
Arrive at a conclusion that damage to safety-related aspects |
of the plant would result particularly in anything relating

to degraded core.

MR MICHELSON: I am sure that is words, these

are the words that are written. You have to postulate loss
of off-site power, chis sort of thing. That this disaster

is going on right next to the switch yard, there is debris

flying in every direction, It is highly unlikely that you
will have even have on-site power.

FR. KERR: Maybe Mr. Martin understands what you
are asking. I am sorry, I don't understand what it is you are
suggesting that staff do.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, the first suggestion =-- that
was somewhat earlier -- was, where is the discussion of the
kinds of railroad events that we are real’y postulating the
the true consequential effects of the railroad incicent.

Now I am asking, is there any emergency plan to
accomodate a combined railroad incident plus a nuclear problem.

MR. SEARS: Sir, I can address that. The operating

staff who is on duty are so sufficient to do the immediate
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MR. MCELLER: And then there will be a supplement
te the SER?

MR. MARTIN: There would be, yes.

The supplement would add to what we have said in
133 of the SER, which at this point in time, 133 provides
a plan for the future activities in this area.

MR. KERR: One of the rules of operating in front
of this committee is that you never pause, otherwise you get
a lot of questions.

{Laughter)

MR. MARTIN: Moving right along, then.

(Laughter)

MR. MARTIN: The next one being the effects of
Tornado Missiles on the ultimate hezat sink. The ultimate
heat sink, as you saw during your tour this morning, is not
protected from postulated Tornado Missiles. We gquestioned
the applicant on this. In response, the applicant has
presented information which is based on a probabilistic

approach, the probability of having a tornado, the probabilit

| of having a missile with sufficient energy to do an unaccepta

amount of damage, and so forth and so on.

The quantificaticon of the probabilistic argument
has not been sufficient to answer all of our concerns in this
area. We have met with them and discussed it extensively.

We have put our position in a letter to them. They are
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currently doing some studies. They plan to meet with us

fairly soon for a mid-study review to see where we are, discus

where we are. I understand the results of their work is
supposed to be available sometime in the November-December
time frame.

MR. KERR: 1Is it possible in principle that the
probabilistic argument could be acceptable to the staff?

MR. MARTIN: It is in principle, yes. It follows
guidance of the standard review plan, of the basic review
approach .

MR. KERR: I was trying to imagine how one would
protect against tornado-generated missiles and I suppose
one can put a roof on it. But then I decided that wculd not
work very well. So, maybe we do not need to pursue this.
This would be rather difficult.

MR. MARTIN: Yes. I will move on, then, to

equipment.

Basically, therc¢ ar¢ five sub-topics within this
area. Qualification of the ABS accumulators, this is as per
TMI Action Plan 2, page 228. The staff has recently produced
a letter to the applicant on that.

The qualification of the purge and vent valves,

the basic qualification requirements on that subject were

transmittaed to the applicant some time ago. They have recently

S~ —

Area No. 6, seismic, dynamic and environmental qualification o

|







meh 25

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

8 8 8 B

83

qualification of accumulators and that caucht my attention.
What are you talking about, environmental qualifications
accumulators. They are just pressure tanks, are they not?

MR. MARTIN: The ADS accumulators, ves.

MR. EBERSOLE: So, what is the question about
environmental capability?

MR. MARTIN: The question is the information re-
gquired to reach a conclusion that 2k328 has been acceptable
to the county court.

MR. EBERSOLE: What's that?

MR. SEARS: The qualification of ADS accumulators,
a TMI-2 requirement.

MR. EBERSOLE: In an environmental context?

MR. KERR: I have a whole list.

MR. EBERSOLE: I mean, is there an environmental
problem with these accunulators?

MR, NOVAK: Tom Novak from the staff. Let me
correct that cne point. There has been some experience
recently with rusting and things oi the inside of the
accumulators due to this corrosion. So, if you want to
take it in that =--

MR. EBERSOLE: This corrosion =-- that's OK.

MR. NOVAK: I would just pose that as one potential

reason why we are interested.

MR. EBERSOLE: While you are on the topic, the
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real environmental problem is qualification of the ADS valve,
whether it can tolerate the hostile conditions and keep those
valves propped open.

- understand this plant ha:z %'z -olenoid valves,
two solenoid cores per valve and the intent, of course, is
when you need these valves open you get them to open.

Could you explain to me how those two solenoids
work,are they in garallel, do they work as separate systems
or what?

MR. KERR: Do you want the staff to explain that
specifically or do you just want to understand how it works?

MR. EBERSOLE: I want to understand how you =--

MR. KERR: Let me suggest that the applicant
has someone.

MR. HELWIG: David Helwigq.

First I will address that issue and then I would
like to go back to one environmental qualification of the
accumulators, if I might.

We use parallel solenoids.

MR. EBERSOLE: They are parallel solencids.

MR. HELWIG: Yes, sir.

MR. EBERSOLE: And each is connected to, then,
the same AC system?

MR. HELWIG: No, sir, one is DC and one is AC.

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, then they can't be parallel.
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Are you there talking about mechanically parallel?

MR. HELWIG: Yes, sir.

MR. EBERSOLE: And you require both of those to
be energized for the function?

MR. HELWIG: No, sir, any one of them.

MR. EBERSOLE: Oh, either the AC or the DC solenoid
will kick the valve open?

MR. HELWIG: That's correct, they are three-way
solenoids located in parallel --

MP. EBERSOLE: Are they maintaining position once
they are pulsed?

MR. KERR: We will accept "I don't know but I
will find out" as an answer.

MR. HELWIG: They are maintained, they have to be
maintained.

MR. EBERSOLE: They have to be. So, you have to
maintain these hot, whatever source of electric power you are
using, in the presence of the hostile condition.

MR. HELWIG: Yes, sir.

MR. EBERSOLE: So, they have to then survive over
the entire duration of the hostile condition, et cetera, to
remain open.

There are no other ways to open the vessel other
than these valves, which are safety grade; am I correct?

MR. HELWIG: Well, I don't think that would be
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quite literally true. I think the main steam valve certainly

would =--

MR. EBERSOLE: 8ut they are prohibited under
emergency conditions.

MR. FELWIG: Under certain emergency conditions.

MR. EBERSOLE: Besides, will they open when there
is a differential across them?

MR. KERR: Why don't you say, "We'll stipulate
that. What is your next guestion?"

(Laughter)

MR. EBEPSOLE: Le+ me tell you what I heard. These

valves are the only way to keep the vessel open. They are
operated by either of two DC sources, but both of those or
either one of those has to be maintained, the potential has
to be contained while it is kept open.

MR. KERR: Now, wait a minute, I heard one AC and
one DC.

MR. EBERSOLE: OK, but either electric source.
Either one or the other has to be maintained rot.

MR. HELWIG: Yes.

MR. KERR: What is the question?

MR. EBERSOLE: I was just confirming tnat.

MR. HELWIG: Let me correct my electrical engineeri

counterpart who has corrected me. We have air both DC and

air on separate channels.

|

|

|
ng
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MR. EBERSOLE: And “‘hey are both DC. Thank you.

MR. HELWIG: They do have to be maintained.

MR. EBERSOLE: Thank you.

MR. MARTIN: Let me move on to inadequate core
cooling.

MR. MOELLER: Mr. Martin, could 1 ask one quick
question on emergency preparedness?

Will the current effort of the NRC staff to re-

evaluate the source term, will that be completed and will it

be possible for you tc factor that into the emergency
preparedness for this plant?

MR. MAKTIN: Mr. Cantor, can you speak to that?

MR. MOEZLLER: In other words, what are your
anticipations?

MR. CANTOR: We do not anticipate at the present
t‘me that there will be any results forthcoming from the
accident source term investigation, that all impacts are

emergency preparedness requirements in the context of

Limerick.

MR. MOELLER: Ané the second questionis, General
Electric, of course, is doing research on the cleanup of
fission products anticipated by the scrubbing of the
suppression pool. Do you anticipate any impact from that

research prior to reaching your conclusions on emergency

preparedness?
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MR. CANTOR: No, sir; we do not.

MR. MOELLER: Thank you.

MR. KERR: Mr. Davis?

MR. DAVIS: Mr. Martin, may I ask a question on
the seismic qualification area?

Appendix E of your SER, and particularlv on page A-2
the statement is made that it is the NRC staff position that
facilities should be designed to witkstand the recurrence of
an earthquake the size of the 1886 earthquake in the vicinit:
of Charleston.

Is this now the design requirement for all plants
in the east? That is what this statement impliec.

Could you clarify that for me?

MR. MARTIN: I would offer that the staff in support
of that issue planned to be in attendance tomorrow. I am not
familiar with the complexities of the issue.

MR. DAVIS: Thank you.

MR. MARTIN: I know the statement is written,
particularly as it relates to Limerick there in Appendix E.

MR. DAVIS: All right, thank you,

MR. KERR:; Plase, continue.

MR. MARTIN: Our SER noted where we were at this
point in time in roviewing the two BWR Owners Group reports
on this subject and indicated three areas that should be

accounted for. The first area being that the applicant should
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consider the BWR Owners Group recommendations for upgrading
the water level instrumentation to reduce the errors caused
by high drywell temperature.

The second issue was with respect to determining

if operator action is needed to mitigate the consequences of

a break in a referenced leg in a sinagle failure in a protectioh

channel. That issue is discussed further in Section 722 of
the SER.

The third item was that the applicant should
identify the type of water level indication equipment used
for Limerick. The concern there was with respect to whether
or not mechanical level indication equipment is u: »d.

The applicant responded in a letter dated August
23. He reswonded indicating with respect to Item 3,
mechanical level indication was not used.

With respect to Item 1, they provided their
justification as to why their present water level instru-
mentation is sufficient in the Limerick plant.

As far as 1 can say at this point, we have that
report, we have it under review. We will be working on it
in conjunction with our review of the BWR Owners Group
report. As far as an estimation of the time this issue will
be resolved, I think that will be early next year.

MR. KERR: Is this sort of question likely to be

resolved in a plant by plant basis rather than a generic

|

|
1

|










sy3,sy2

10

il

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

® ¥ 8 B

64

MR. SPROAT: I believe so, 1'll give it a try.

In my presentacion later this evening, I'm going to be giving
guite a lot of details on the electrical distribution s stem.

MR. KERR: We can defer that then, if you wish.
Unless you can answer it in 30 seconds.

MR. SPROAT: We have four electrical divisions,
both AC and DC, complete separate. As far as HPCI is
concerned, that's powered mainly from DC division 2. RCIC
is powered mainly from DC Division 1.

MR. FEERSOLE: What about the semi-automatic release?

MR. SPROAT: The two ADS channels are divisions
1 and 2.

MR. EBERSOLE: The same divisions?

MR. SPROAT: Same divisions, but you only need one

:out of two divisions to actuate an ADS valve.

MR. EBERSOLE: But if I lose one DC system, I lost
50 percent of these; I lose one or the other.

MR. SP-OAT: No. You would still have complete
control over all your ADS valves, but youwuld lose RCIC,
but you would still have HPCI.

MR. EBERSOLE: I see, thank you.

MR. KERR: Please continue, Mr. Martin.

MR. MARTIN: I will move on to manual initiation
of the safety systems, Itam 1 on the agenda.

(Slide.)
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Basicaily, the applicant has stated that the

individual subsystems of “he ECCS were nnt designed to

!
|

satisfy the single failure criterion, and that the ECCS

I
function will be met with any one of the subsystems inoperable,

The staff recognizes that interlock logic failure in just one
|
of several failures can be postulated to defeat the successful
I
operation of the containment spray, or single trains of

containment spray, RHR or LPCI. |

However, it is our position that the remote manual

contrcl should be provided at the component level, independent

of interlocks.

The position in the SER has been communicated to |

the Applicant, there have been extersive discussions on it:.

We're currently awaiting a documented response from them

justifying the present design.

Our requirement is -- our position is that we will

require that they propose plant modifications that would |

provile interlocks for remote manual cperation at the

component level for the containment spray, contrainment

spray/RHR and LPCI injection valve.

MR. EBERSOLE: Do I understand that you found that ‘

the interlocks invalidated the single failure criterion thesis?

MR. MARTIN: 1It's a question of whether you need --

remote maru~l control should be provided at the individual

component level.
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MR. EBERSOLE: But without remote manual control,
did you find that the interlock system defeated the single
failure criterion? That is, they were subject to single
failure?

MR. VIRGILIO: What we found is that the ECCS on
the -- this design of BWRs -- is considered a network. And
single failures within portions of the network might cause
you to have rely on another portion of the network. What the i
staff is working with the Applicant now on is that we have
regulatory guidance that says where you have a safety system
you automatic initiation circuits and your manual initiation
circuits share the minimum number of common components.

what we have found is that there are interlocks
on certain valves that need to operate in order .c have either
manual or automatic system operability. Now, that may cause
you loss of one of these interlocks and may cau:se you to have
to rely on another safety system.

MR. KERR: 1Is your answer to Mr. Ebersole yes or nof?

MR. VIRGILIO: The answer is yes, there are single
failures within individual portions of the FCCS network, but
it isn't -- a single failure would not preclude the operationi
of the ECCS system.

MR. EBERSOLE: 1I've been concerned about interlock

potential to create single failure potential for a long time

on a generic basis. 1Is this unique to this plant?
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MR. VIRGILIO: No, sir, it's not unique to this
plant. We have rev.ewed Lhis on a number of plants, and
certain modifications l.ave been proposed on other dockets.

MR. EBERSOLE: Are you invoking the operator going
and actually breaking the interlock at the component?

MR, VIRGILIO: No, sir. What we're proposing is
that separate interlocks be provided; possibly sensing other
parameters. There are certain interlocks that serve as a
safety function; for example, at high pressure/low pressure
system interfaces.

MR. EBERSOLE: 1Is there a document that you can
identify that discusses this matter, both on the specific
ard general context?

MR. VIRGILIO: It is included in our Safety
Evaluation Report, Section 7.

MR. EBERSOLE: Section 7, thank you.

SPFAKZ: Dr. Kerr, I think we can add something
to this discussion. Mr. Edwards?

MR. EDWARDS: My name is Gary Edwards. 1 believe
in answer to your question, the system stillmeets the single
failure criterion with sharing these interlocks. That's our
position. That's why believe that even though -- we even
believe we meet the intent of the Reg Guide that's been
specified. I think it's 1.68. So we believe that we neet

the single failure criterion.
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cables that are simply wrapped with some sort of a fire-

rated == |
MR. REED: To tell you the truth, we took those |
|

cables out of our heat load because they're wrapped and protected

and should unite.

MR. EBERSOLE: What I'm asking is, did you have j
any trouble =-- did you completely encapsulate a cable run in
insulating material? !

MR. REED: Our test results indicate that we will
not have a derating problem, if that's your guestion. ;

MR. EBFRSOLE: Thank you. i

|

MR. KERR: Please continue, Mr. Martin. g

MR. MARTIN: The 15th item on electrical cable i
and cable tray protection; we discussed that to some degree i
before. The staff's emphasis is on anywhere from numbers such
as 6 or more cable trays that are in close proximity to each

other, then a combinition of automatic sprinklers or line

type detectors should be employed. The Applicant informs us
they are loing a study at the present time to define the ,
occurrences of groups of trays in close proximity to each
cther, and their basis for providing or not providing such |
indication or protec:ion. The App.icant anticipates chat

their response to the staff will be consistent with their

schedule for Item 14.

|
|
MR. MICHELSON: 1Is this a good time now to ask '









significant with respect to our findings, or safety-related

findinge, when we reviewed the present design of the plant,

and we feel they should be controlled during the operation
phase of{ the plant.

I'd mocve on to the control room design review, i
TMI Task Action Plan 1.D.l1. The Applicant submitted a program%
plan outline? to us sometime before the SER reported the
results of our review of that in the Safety Evalution Report.
Subsequently, the Applicant upgraded that with a program plan
dated August 31. We are revi2wing that program plan and we

will make a decision as to whether or not an in-progress audit

is neceded of what they are doing.

i
|
i
i
t
:
i
|
l
|

We anticipate our making a decision by the 1lst of
November. The Applicant plans to submit a summary report in
response to the issue early April. If a pre-implementation
audit is needed, that decisinn will be made by mid-April.

We anticipate a staif SER in late May to early

MR. MOELLER: As usual, that task action plan on
the control room design is primarily a review of the human

factors aspect; is it not?

MR. MARTIN: Yes, it is. As I understand it,

yes, it is.

i
5
MR. MOELLER: The staff is currently initiating a i

study of habitab.lity questions for control rooms, and I would

E
|
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presume that if they find anything of concern they would
make it known to you, or it would be factored into the
consideration for this pilant. I'm just making a statement.

MR. XERR: That's not a question, that's an
assumption.

MR. MARTIN: I have highlighted some of the steps
that would be significant in the emergency planning review
on a slide. These are consistent with ithings that were
discussed in our SER section on emergency planning. I won'%
go into those any further.

I have also highlighted the open TMI items which,
although they are reflected in other issues we have
discussed, this collects the open TMI items in one place.

MR. MOELLER: On the =2mergency planning, when
roughly will the first exercise of tests be conducted?

MR. MARTIN: Mr. Sears?

MR. KERR: Did you hear the question?

MR. SEARS: I heard the question. I'd appreciate
the Applicant giving the answer, since they have to schedule
it

SPEAKER: We had a date in late February which
we're in the process now of changing to July 25th. FEZMA
and the counties have agreed to that.

MR. MARTIN: I will not go into the confirmatory

items, I will not gyo into them indivicdually except to note
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MR. MARTIN: I'm not sure I can respond to the
specific details of that. I am aware that we have reviewed
this filters with respeci: to the guidance contained in
Regulatory Guide 1.52. This was a very active item of the
review back during the summer. We had numerous discussions,
meetings and so forth with the Applicant, a lot of which was
directed toward their basis for effectiveness of the filters
considering different moisture levels.

MR. HELWIG: If I might clarify for the Applicant,
under such a situation, our standby gas treatment system would not be

handling the ventilation.

MR. MICHELSON: I thought the Safety Review said |
that that is how you would evac.iatethe air from the refueling
floor, is through the standby gas treatment. Isn't that
correct?

MR. HELWIG: Our secondary containment, when the
reactor is in operation our secondary containment does not
include the refueling floor.

MR. MICHELSON: Yes, but during the time when you
have to revert -o boiling the pool, are you going to evacuate
the floor now through standby gas treatment, or through normal
ventilation?

MR. HELWIG: It would not get the standby gas

treatment.

MR. MICHELSON: It would not? The Safety Evaluatiop
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coolant fire supplies -- predominant or safety grade or
what? Why did you have to claim it?

MR. MARTIN: I'm not sure I can answer you at this
time.

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, why did you invoke boiling?
Wha. drove you tc that?

MR. XKERR: To whom is the question addressed?

The Applicant?

MR. EBERSOLE: 1I'll ask the Applicant.

MR. HELWIG: At the Limerick plant the design 1is
such that our fuel pool cooling system is not ASME Section 3
safety grade. Our immediate heat sink for the fuel pool
heat exchange is also not safety grade.

MR. EBERSOLE: All right. If you would invoke
that, once you take the 1id off and let's say you're in a big
hurry, does the boiling of the pool now include boiling in
the open vessel? Would the core, which is shut down five
days before or two days or whatever it takes to get the lid
off?

MR. HELWIG: No, sir. ‘he vessel itself is
certainly cooled by the emergency core cooling system.

MR. EBERSOLE: So you do have conditions of
opreration where the vessel is coupled to the pool, correct?

MR. HELWIG: During refueling outages, that would

be correct. Under that situation, our emergency RHR system




10

11

20

LYy 4













tp3,sy23

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

R ® 8B B

independent evaluations are coming up with no problems and !
they are successful and we can verify it, we're going to cut }
back out inspection efforct.

(Slide.) l

The next one 1'd like to cover is the inspection
history. The initial inspection with Limeric, in essence, was
a meeting to discuss quality assurance before the start of :
construction in 1970. Two points have to be made here. :
This was in the very early days of guality assurance/quality 1
control, and yet, Philadelphia Electric Company was thinking
about the issue at the time, and there was a structured program
put into place and it was reviewec by the region staff at
that time. And as Appendir B came into being, Philadelphia
Electric was able to make sure their program complied.

The construction activities that were monitored

and are still being monitor=d are listed. Today, we've got

149 inspections, or really 150 inspecticns, that have been

|
|

conducted now. The inspections, as I say, are conducted through
a variety of means, both individual inspectors from the regionL
resident inspectors and team iispectiuns.

We've spent aoproximately 7800 hours at Limerick,
and we have listed Shoreham and Susquehanna as two of the

|

l

|

plants for comparison. Yes, sir? ‘
MR. BENDER: What is the average inspection time |

|
E
|

for a typical boiling water reactor? That shows a range of
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see the inspection hours for the last three years are averagin@
between 1500 and 1800 hours on that t.mneframe, vhich is a
fairly large amount of hours.
MR. BENDER: That's enough answer. I don't think
you need to go any further.

MR. STAROSTECKI: The point is simply to show that

SALP and the number of hours we've covered there, to give you

|
|
g
|
!
|
|
|
|
the hours, in our view, are hich. Later on we'll address i
I
some perspective. 1
(Slide.) E
The enforcement record is simply that we looked ati
it tc see can we learn anything from it. Notices of viola-
tions are issued for every item of ron-compliance, the
Applicant responds to that and the staff then goes on and
monitors the corrective action. The numbers in and of
themselves indicate that by comparison with Shoreham and
Susquehanna, Limerick ie not unusual in either direction.
We've never had any escalated enforcement acticns, or any
kind of civil penalty at Limerick. That's another data point.
(Slide.)
The more important question in my mind is what
do we in Region I Jo to satisfy ourselves that what's
happening at Limerick is acceptable to us. One of the first
things we've done is in late 1982, we developed 2 regional

i
construction team effort. We, in essence, said the plant has
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been under construction so long, we didn't know the
distribution of inspection hours, so we pulled together a
combination of specialist/insp=ctors, resident inspectors
and management staff from the office and dedicated them for
about a month to look solely at Limerick.

There's an awful lot of synergistic effects that
are gotten from this kind of team effert, and we simply said
let's lock at some key critical components and find out
what's going on. So in that short timeframe, we've gotten
520 hours, and that really indicatas that you really had a
concentrated effort from dedicated people to look at what 1
would call a window in time of the activities of this plant.

The strengths and weaknesses that we've listed
we've tried to extract and summarize from the inspection
report itself. Inspection reports are voluminous; we can
make them available if you wish. We have some more words in
the narrative of our briefing paper as to what we're trying
to convey.

The weaknesses listed were drafted and corrected,
so they're not problems today.

(Slide.)

In addition to that, in March of 1982, we moved
our van to the site, and this viewgraph lists the type of
examinations we do. Now, this is an effort by the NRC

regional inspectors plus contractors where we actually obtain
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1 non-conformances and reviewing them for applicability and ?
. 2 reportability. They've got committees established to look ,
1
3 | at them onsite whicl: include Bechtel as their constructor, ;
|
4 and then they are furthermore reviewed in the corporate office:
5 by their QA organization. E
6 So this kind of process gives us confidence that
7 they have a viable working syste They have had 92 that have?
8 been resolved and 10 are under investigation, and that gives ;
9 rise to 102 construction deficiency reports. Of those 102, ?
10 41 are considared reportable. %
11 In the briefing paper that we have prepared for
!
12 you, we have given three examples to demonstrate how the I
. 13 } process works, and the three examples include a problem that f
|
14 i occurred several years ago, a recent problem and a prcblem |
15 that was different than the other two that we give for variety%
16 solely as an example of why this process is workable and is, i
17 in fact, working.
18 MR. MOELLER: On the 102, would all 10 that are |
{
19 under investigation be reportable to NRC? I mean, cculd I
20 use that as an indication?
21 MR. STAROSTECKI: No. They've got 10U under

investigation and we don't know whether they are reportable
or nct. They have to go through the review chain before

they are determined to be reportable.

8 ¥ 8 R

MR. MOELLER: And what constitutes a reportable
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item? 1Is it one that is considered significant, or is it

trivial? 92r what are the criteria?

MR. STAROSTECKI: It is a significance aspect of
it, and T can get into some =--

MR. MOELLER: No. That's one of the primary
| things, then, how significant is it.

MR. STAROSTECKI: Yes, sir.

I MR. MOELLER: And, I guess, how much it relates

| storage tank, and therefore, it wasn't a safety function. And

to the health and safety, or could relate to that.

MR. STAROSTECKI: Yes.

MR. EBERSOLE: I was just going to give an
example. Suppose that you go on the roof, Mr. Starostecki,
and you saw a big tank up there and it was the domestic water
!
| i1t didn't need to be QA'd in the usual context. Would you be
| the one that would pick up the fact that in a seismic event

1t would roll of its foundation and go down through the

i1
| several {loors and call for something to be s mething to be

done about that?

MR. KERR: Please answer that vyes.

(Laughter.)

MR. STAROSTECKI: I would qualify something in
front of that yes, because the process would have failed if

we had to rely on it. But yes, in fact, we in the recion do

look for items that may have been previously missed, and do,
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: in fact, raise them as issues to NRR and say we have concerns; |
. : please resolve these, and you let us know how they come out. ‘

: MR. EBERSOLE: I only use that as one example of -—E
|

4 MR. STAROSTECKI: I can give you more. |

. MR. EBERSOLE: I'm sure.
|

¢ (Laughter.) f

’ MR. STAROSTECKI: I'll go on.

8 Allegations -- think these are important items f

) to address, and the fact that we do get allegations on this é

10 plant and they do occur especially during construction.

u Allegations come from various sources, obviously people at

12 the plant site, the general public. We get them through

. 13 | letters, telephone, personal contact individually, I'll

" | sometimes get a call from somebody telling me they have a

15 problem.

16 We review these to assess safety significance g

17 ” and credibility, and these are not reviewed to assess !

18 l credibility and safety significance to dismiss them, but i

19 ‘ to identify whether we need to take prompt action. So

2 the regional management review is taking place to say, do

2 we need to immediately get somebody to resolve the issue.

2 Then we have the r eview process where either the
\

3 Region I inspectors conduct the technical review =-- we have |

2‘ asked NRC headquarters offices to do technical reviews for g

% us. Sometimes we'll get allegations involved with single- :
|
|
i
|
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failure criteria nct being properly applied on various
systems. So NRR would, in fact, become involved.

All of these are documented in one fashion or
another, either through reports or letters. We've had 16
allegations total on record at Limerick. All of them have
been investicated. We have not found any to have had an
adverse effect on safety. I expect that we'll continue to

get allegations that we will resolve.

The point to note here is that the 16 is :ver the

period of interest, which is 13 years, and that's not many

allegations during that time period.
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The SALP process as it is conducted in Region 1
is used primarily for us to help us allocate resources and
we have used inputs and do use inputs from everybody who
is associated with the utility, an inspection prcgram
or licensing projram. So various inspectors and various
headquarter staff provide inputs.

Three SALP reports have been prepared to date
for Limerick. The initial one was 1980 and you can see
the time period it covered. 1171 inspection hours indicates
the total regional effort during that period of interest.

The Category 3 that was assigned in the quality
assurance - --

MR. KERR: 1Is the 1171 hours about the time that
the SALP inspection, or whatever you call it, normally
takes?

MR. STAROSTECKI: The 1171 hours referred to the
inspection hours that were conducted during these time
intervals and that is a fairly low number, but you consider
that was 1980. The 1171 doesn't reflect the hours to
prepare the SALP. The 1171 refers to the ispection hours
that were done during the time period of interest.

MR. BENDER: That is in the 7800, or I think it
was, that you gave us earlier?

MR. STAROSTECKI: Yes, sir. These numbers should

give you a much better perspective of what has been happening
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within the last three years.

Now the Tategory 3 in the gquality assurance
quality control area resulted in additional meetings and
corrective action on the part of the licensee, and it
wasn't necessarily the licensee. It was more the sub-
contractor's effort at that t.me, and we can address it
in more detail if you wish. It has since been corrected.

The 1981 SALP again covered the period of July
1980 through June 30th of '81. The inspection hours again
are indicated. Those again are the inspection hours that
were committed durinc¢ that time period of interest.

(Slide.)

The more recent SALP we conducted because it had ha
a six month delay or what we would call a gap, and it covered
the entire calendar year. Rather than artificially continue
the SALPs with an overlap or a little bit here or a little
bit there, we had priorities in the regional office that
required an awful lot of inspector effort cutside this
particular plant and we wanted to get a much better appre-
ciation for what was really happening at Limerick.

We in fact d.d devote 1800 hours at Limerick,
and I would expect the same, if not more, to be devoted
to Limerick this year and in the years until they do load
fuel.

(Slide.)
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In 1984, or really next year's SALP, we will
also be devoting more areas to look at. We have only
looked at eight areas under the construction regime, but
we recognize that foundation preparation is done that we
no longer will evaluate it and we will starting looking at
those activities that involve preparation for operation,
the surveillance testing and the maintenance. So we will
start adding categories to examine.

Yes.

*

MR. BENDER: The team that looks at the pre-

operational testing, is that the same team that has been
doing the inspection or is that a different group?
MR. STAROSTECKI: We have got a team of regional
specialists that routinely look at pre-op testing at all
plants under construction. Those people that are looking
at Shoreham for last year will be looking at Limerick.

In addition, we will also have a resident inspector
devoted to solely lookirg at that area at Limerick and he
has been there since September. That is Mr. Wiggins.

A third team type effort that we will initiate
1s during this pre-opdrational testing stage we wi'l also
get additional inspectors to form a team from other sites

and other branches in the regional office to supplement and

give us another perspective on really what has been going

on in terms of pre-operational testing and the readiness




for fuel load. I hate to give a drawn out answer, but
that is in fact what we do.

MR. BENDER: Thank you.

MR. MOELLER: On the resident inspector, is he
there primarily out of the region? He is not there out
of headquarters?

MR. STAROSTECKI: No, the resident inspector
is out of the region. He reports to the regional office
and we communicate with him every day.

(Slide.)

In an overview sense, what have we found at
Limerick? We found that PECo has an aggiessive management
that does pay attention to NRC concerns and the way we
identify concerns and the way those concerns are corrected.

They have got an improving QA/QC program and
they are increasing the amount of QA/QC manpower. That
is an important item to us as they start turhing over
systems to the operations staff and as they start doing
more preoperational testing and start-up testing. They
have had a good recognition of paying management attention
to the quality of the plant.

They had an evident management review. It is
not just being delegated to some third party, and they

have site and corporate management involved jip the decision

making. Again, thisis the area where the construction

deficiency reporting is very important to us.
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Records are generally complete, well maintained

and readily available.

expertise on the site in the last 15 months and I would

expect to see more as the plant nears fuel load.

The conclusion I have is straichtforward. What

they have done to date is very acceptable. We are going

to continue to spend more man-hours to confirm that what

they have got in place continues to work as they near

fuel load.

resident inspectors and I would expect the hours this coming

We are going to have as of last month two

year and until fuel load to average on the order of 2000

to 3000 inspection hours per year.

May I ask a couple of quick guestions. Could

you comment on the way in which the PE Company and the

architect/engineer contract organization quality assurance

activities fit together, and, secondly, could you say, or

do you have any feeling for what the build-up rate ought

to be in terms of QA since it seems to need to grow as the

operator takes over operation of the plant?

Do

MR.

is how do we

MR.

pleased with

for how fast

you understand those two questions?
STAROSTECKI: The latter question I understand
determine the build-up rate.
BENDER: Yes, because you said you were
it and I thought maybe you had some feeling

it ought to be what types of things are needed.

There has been increased engineering
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MR. STAROSTECKI: I will let our resident

inspector give you some numbers, but basically they

have recognized the need for more QA/QC effort. They have

increased their budget for it and have been staffing up.

They haven't been staffing up as fast as we would maybe like,i
but the exact numbers I don't have at my finger tips right
now. I can get them for you if you would like 1n terms \
of the number of QA/QC inspectors they have got.

MR. BENDER: 1I don't personally need them, but
it seems to me that it would be a piece of information
that would be useful for evaluation purposes to know whether
there is some kind of standard for build-up, what capability
is needed and at what rate so that you could make some
judyment as to whether an applicant is doing the job in the
way he should be doing it.

MR. STAROSTECKI: There obviously is not a standard
and we exercise that really as a judgment call based on
the manpower loading that the utilities present to us as
to what they are doing in terms of staffing on site. Our
next question is all right, what aie you doing in terms
of QA staffing and inspector staffing on your part.

Wher you see how that is being done among various
plants, you have some reasonable basis for judging it based

on successes at some plants and failures at others.

MR. BENDER: What I am asking you is why don't
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you make the comparison so that it is understood a little

bettter?

MR. BOYER: I might add that that rate or number

of build-up would vary with the number of construction
workers at the site and what the ongoing activity is. So
in making a comparison between one site and another you
would have to be careful to also lock at the construction

activity.

MR. KERR: Does that response answer your question?

MR. BENDER: Well, I wondered if you would

respond to the other question. What is the relationship

belween the applicant's inspection force and the architect/

engineer constructor's inspection force?

MR. KERR: Do you understand the question,
Mr. Starostecki?

MR. STAROSTECKI: I understa. the question.
Do you want our regional perspective of the issue?

MR. BENDER: Yes.

MR. STAROSTECKI: Let me get Suresh Chaudhagy.
He is the resident inspector for construction and let
him give you his firsthand observation since he is there
2very day.

MR. CHAUDHAGY. I am Suresh Chaudhagy. I am
Senior Construction Resident Inspector at Limerick. The

way that the QA/QC works at Limerick is the licensee has

l
|
i
|
|
|
|
|
!
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an overall quality assurance audit function under which the

architect/engineer, Bechtel had its own QA program and they |

also have a quality control 1inspection progra..

Currently I believe there is a manpower of
about 230 plus or minus a few people in the QA/QC program
of the architect/engineer who do the first level of
guality verification and non-conformance identification
of all the primary inspection. Their work is monitored
by the architect/engineer QA/QC evaluation which is under
a private QA engineer of Bechtel and they conduct the
audit and try to keep tabs on the problematic aspects
of their commitment and the QA program is being fulfilled
for Bechtel and for Philadelphia Electric.

The third leve. is Philadelphia Electric's own
QA evaluation which in my person view verifies control
over the operations of the architect/engineer's QA/QC
evaluation. Presently Philadelphia Electric has 16 QA
engineers assigned off-site which is about three or four
more than they had last year. The reason in my perception
1s because the plant is nearing completion and they have
more pressures to close the open items than before and
they need to put more attention on all the items which have
been left open for years and there is smaller work taking
more attention from other people.

€o they have increased their manpower. Currently
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Bechiel has about eight QA engineers who are .engaged in

overal. surveillance. So that is the effort that is being
put into the QA/QC.

MR. BENDER: Thank you.

MR. KERR: I thought early on you said something
about 230.

MR. CHAUDHAGY: It is 230 people are the qualty
control engineers and inspectors employed by Bechtel for
direction inspection and verification.

MR. KERR: Okay. Thank you.

Mr. Ebersole.

MR. EBERSOLE: Mr. Starostecki, in touring the

. 13 plant I noticed something I would just like to ask you about
14 as a generic sample. All plants have various modifications
15 | put on them as they go along. This happened to be a
16 spreading room that I was in and they put in a tremendous
1 manifolding system for sprinkler heads. It had obvirusly
18 been added after the original design had been completed.
19 We looked that and then we looked at a few drains
% that we could find. Who is it that says when this room,
s and it had been gas protected, whenit is closed up tight
2 and it is subject to manual initiation of the water system,
3 how does one be sure that the room is not completely filled
. » up with water the the floor collapses and all sorts of
25

horrible things happen? Are you the party that looks at
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at the compatibility of the drains to the sprinkers?

MR. STAROSTECKI: We would raise that issue and
elevate it for resolution to NRR for consistency of approach.
MR. EBERSOLE: But you would raise it =---

MR. STAROSTECKI: I would raise it and identify
it. For example, if the resident inspector raised it and
says I have a concern with flooding in that room because
there are drains and they are plugged because of the confine-
ment requirements for the agas.

MR. EBERSOLE: With debris from thefire.

MR. STAROSTECKI: Yes, with debris from the fire
and the resident can raise that on that issue or any other
issue when the resident is due. That then is surfaced within
the region for resolution with out specialists who apply
the consistency throughout the region. If he is satisfied
that, yes, this needs further evaluation, then another
inspector from the region will come out and look at it. 1If
we are not satisfied, then we go to headquarters and get
NRR assistance and get a resolution and say we have done
this and the licensee says this, and we think this ought
to be done and we request your direction.

MR. EBERSOLE: So you follow this matter up.

I would like to ask the licensee, you have a

process in place I guess that also looks at this even before

he does. Am I assured of that?
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MR. KERR: Do you understand the guestion that
Mr. Ebersole is raising?

MR. BOYER: Yes.

MR. EBERSOLE: It is a system interaction problem.
I heard the answer yes. That is all I need to know.

MR. KERR: Other guestions?

(No response.)

MR. KERR: Mr. Starostecki, I personally found
your presentation to be really tnorough and quite informativeL
It also occurs to me, however, that the operation of this
plant is some time in the future and that an ope.ating
plant may have mcre opportunities for presenting risks
than one that is under construction.

I am curious as to what the region's evaluation
is of Philadelphia Electric Company's ability to operate
a plant safely on the basis of wha* they have observed
in operating Peach Bottom plants? I note, for example,
in a new release from headquarters dated April 5th, 1983,
and I don't have a later new release to find out what
happened to this, but the NRC staff proposed to fine the
PE Company $140,000 for about four different items of
compliance that were serious ernough that the fines were
proposed.

Now they went on to say that there were no

safety items involved in here, but that these violations
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demonstrate the need for improvements in the control of

operational activities at Peach Bottom, and there are
severai of these.

Now my question is does this mean that PE Company
really has difficulty operating these two plants, or is it
to be expected that an operating company will get a fine
like this every now and then just to sort of keep them
honest or how do I interpret the PE Company's capability
as a plant operator in the light of this rather recent
experience?

MR. STAROSTECKI: Well, first of all, the enforcemen
policy sets a fairly high standard for escalated enforcement.
For example, violations of limiting conditions of operation
have to be considered for civil penalties. So on the one
hand I immediately don't want to say that there is an
immediate health and safety threat when we have a civil
penalty.

It means that there is some trend developing or
there are some serious matters taken coolectively that we
are very distrubed about because it indicates potential
problems, potential problems such as the degree of involvement
of corporate versus site in the area of let's say health
physics. Somebody has got to produce an ALARA program and
somebody has to implement it if the two aren't talking togethe

and some occurrences result where somebody gets exposed

i ;
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unnecessarily, that creates a concern and we say that is

a potential civil penalty.

I think you have to look at it in a little bit
broadher perspective, and let me say the Philadelphia
Electric Company has been Opr rating Peach Bottom very
acceptably.

The Philadelphia Electric Company, however,

also has been

resources from Peach Bottom to staff Limerick. The NSSS's
are the same, and I think that is a very smart thing to

be thinking about years in advance. But you have gotten

key people in the operating area from Peach Bottom who are

now trying to help the Limerick Station prepare

for its

operations.

Doing that is going to be a pertubation on Peach
Bottom, and our inspections felt that maybe some of that

was having an adverse effect. 1In fact, we did find some

violations that in our judgment warranted civil penalties.
MR. KERR: I still don't know whether you are

tellirng me that PE Company is really an extraordinarily

good cperator and quite competent and that even so they

can expect to get fines, or whether you are telling me

that they have been in the past fairly good but they slipped

up recently because they were trying to do too much. I am

trying to understand what sort of judgment. This is an

unusual situation.

through a period of time diverting operational

r
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We have looked at a lot of cumpanies that have
gone on line with their plants for the first time. PE
Company is not in that category. It has been in this
business a long time, and I therefore think we ought to
able to learn something from their previous record about
their capability to operate this plant.

In light of the fact that questions have been
raised about this plant, its siting and other things,
it seems to me it is fairly crucial that we have some
confidence that they either will or are likely to be handle
this. You people are closest to this and I am curious
about what you think.

MR. STAROSTECKI: Let me, first of all, give some
perspective on the civil penalty. We don't give civil
penalties out randomly. The civil penalty the Peach Bottom
facility received in April was the first one they had received
since they started operation, and I think that is important
to note.

The reason I did explain what I was trying to convey
was the fact that there was a drain in my mind of resources
away from Peach Bottom to Limerick. That combined with the
status of the physical plant at Peach Bottom with the
violations that we had caused us to recommend a civil penalty
that was in fact imposed.

So I would say yes, Peach Bottom 1s a good operator,

l
|

|
|

|

|
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and they have had to face the issue of how do they staff
up for Limerick. They haven't completely drained Peach
Dottom, but yet what they have done at Peach Bottom causes
me some concern, but it is not unacceptable to what has
happened so far.

MR. KERR: 1In your view are they overextended
at present?

MR. STAROSTECKI: In my personal judgment, they
are not overextended, no. I recognize that they have to
staff up for Limerick. I also recognize that have a
simulator. I also recognize they have a lot of experienced
people at Limerick.

My concern, quite frankly, is more towards Peach
Bottom because that is where the risk is. I am happy
with what corrective actions they are taking at Peach
Bottom and they have taken the right steps at Peach Bottom.

Now I would have to go back five or six years
and talk to a lot of people five or six years agjo who maybe
have differing views of Peach Bottom before they started
staffing up Limerick, and I am not prepared to discuss that.

MR. KERR: I am much more interested in the way
things are now, but I see something here happened in April
of '83 which would appear possibly to reflect on the
corporation's capability. I don't know how much it reflects
because I still don't guite know how to interpret these

fines.
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MR, STAROSTECKI: That was not one individual
fine. There were a series of areas that we were concerned
with.

MR. KERR: I agree. There were four different
ones.

MR. STAROSTECKI: The combination of those
areas was our way of indicating that there is a trend
dweveloping that wararnted more corporate attention to
resolve them before they became unmanageable.

In particular the one that sticks out in my mind,
for example, is the one related to health physics and the
problems that the Peach Bottom site was having with
health physicists. We recognize that there is a need
for strong corporate tie with the stations because it was
corporate policy that set out how the work was to be done,
and it was lacking in our mind and that interface I think
since then has been improving.

MR. KERR: Are there other questions or comments?

MR. MOELLER: Well, in his bottom line on the

final paye he says that he believes Philadelphia Electric

Company and its contractors and subcontractors are committed

to and capable of building a quality nuclear plant. I guess

I would have been happier if it said not just that they
were capable of, but he was confident that they would build

a quality nuclear plant.
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How many nuclear plants are in Region 1? How
many units.

MR. STAROSTECKI: We have got 23 operating plarts,
9 under construction, plus Three Mile Island 2.

MR. MOELLER: And how many utilities are involved?

MR. MOELLER: On the order of 11 or 12.

MR. MOELLER: And where roughly would you place
Philadelphia Electric?

(Laughter.)

MR. MOELLER: Well, are they in the upper 50
percent or the bottom 50 percent? That would help it.

MR. STAROSTECKI: Can I divide it 25/50/25?

MR. MOELLER: Yes, that would be fine.

MR. STAROSTECKI: I would say in the middle 50.

MR. MOELLER: Okay, thank you.

MR. KERR: Mr. Bender.

MR. BENDER: 1Is there anybody in the upper 25?2

(Laughter.)

MR. STAROSTECKI: Yes. Region 1 has been in
fact criticized by several people for being lenient because
we do have some people in the upper 25.

MR. KERR: Other questions or comments?

(No response.)

MR. KERR: Thank you, Mr. Sarostecki.

MR. STAROSTECKI: Thank you.
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MR. KERR: This bring us into any comments from
the applicant at this point? Mr. Boyer or whoever.

MR. LOGUE: As the applicant's licensing engineer
responsible for maintaining schedules for this license,
I would like to also maintain schedules for the ACRS
meeting.

Most of what I would be saying in this time frame

has been said by our answers to your several guestions.

We have been working extremely closely with the NRC licensing

people. We are in contact with them daily either in person
or by phone. I am quite pleased that within the past six
months we have reduced the copen items in the SER down

from something like 115 to the 24 that you have in the SER
now.

As you were told this afternoon by Mr. Martin,
they are now down to 16 open items, and it is our goal to
reduce that down to zero as soon as we can.

We and the NRC have no argument about the open
items that are lacking.

MR. KERR: Thank you, Mr. Logue.

Are there questions?

Mr. Moeller.

MR. MOELLER: I had one going back to something
we were talking about earlier, and that is the capability

of the off-gas treatment system and its capability relative
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to the quality, the temperature and the moisture content

of the incoming air to be treated. Of course, the off-gas

system has a pre-heater recombiner after condenser hold-up

pipe cooler condenser guard bed and so forth before the
charcoal it absorbers.

Is the off-gas system at Limerick capable of
taking steam in at 212 degrees and removing the moisture
adequately enough so that the charcoal itself can remain
efficient?

MR. KERR: Do you understand the gquestion?

MR. HELWIG: Yes, sir.

MR. KERR: Does it matter about the amount of
steam or are you Jjust saying steam?

MR. MOELLER: Well, in his answer he can tell
me 1f there is a limit.

MR. HELWIG: As a matter of fact, leading our

steam generic efforts is a steam rise. We have a non-

condensing second stage steam generic effort which provides

motive “force and dilution so we don't handle the moisture
again in the off-gas system. So as such it is designed
at its inlet to handle a steam and air mixture.
MR. MOELLER: Thank you, that is very helpful.
MR. KERR: Other questions?

(No response.)

MR. KERR: I declare a recess until 5 o'clock.
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MR. KERR: The next item on the agenda is a
presentation by the applicant. I see Mr. Boyer ready
to lead off.

MR. BOYER: I am Vincent S. Boyer, Senior Vice
President for Nuclear Power for the Philadelphia Electric
Company.

In my introduction I will give just a brief overvie
of the site and some relative statistics pertinent to it
and then tell you a little bit about our organization and
then introduce the speakers who will talk on the individual
technical issues.

(Slide.)

The site, as you are aware, the site is located
on the Schuylkill River near Pottstown, 1.7 miles from
Pottstown. The slide here shows the Pennsylvania/ New Jersey
area. The Philadelphia Electiric Company territory
encompasses about 2340 square miles, roughly around about
like this, including an area in the southern part of
Pennsylvania which includes the Peach Bottom plant, the
two boiling water reactors which are operating there and
have been since 1974 on the Susquehanna River.

We are located 21 miles northwest of the
Philadelphia boundary with the basic population of the
Philadelphia City line between 25 and 35 miles away.

Pottstown lies at the intersection of two main

{

{
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highways, Route 100 running east and west and the Philadelphi

King of Prussia/Pottstown/Reading Highway, Route 422 and
the new bypasses or superhighways that have been created
along with that.

(Slide.)

This slide gives the population distribution for
1970 and for 1980. You will recall that the plant was
conceived in the late 1960s, 1969, and the projections were
then forthcoming after the 1970 population. By the time
made our preliminary safety analysis report, we had the
1970 data.

The projections for that time for 1980 are shown

on the bottom of the slide, and you will note that tney

were increasing from the 1970 level of 163,000 up to 180,000.

However the actual 1980 data did not show that increase
and actually showed a decrease. Su that the #56,000 was
the latest census data.

Thus, the area has not grown as projected and

this is typical of the entire area due to the movement of

some industries and people to the Sunbelt part of our country.

The 1980 population was actually 13 percent less

than projected at the time of the construction permit stage.

(Slide.)

The next slide shows some of the Limerick design

features which recognize the population situation and location

|
|
i/
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of Limerick. Limerick was located in the northwestern

part ofour territory, Philadelphia Electric Company's
territory from the standpoint of reliability. We have
Peach Bottcm to the south and our Keystone and Commonwealth
transmission which are mine-mouth plants. The power from
those units comes in from the south. So for an overall
system reliability, from a customer reliability standpoint,
it was of interest to us to locate a plant in the northern
part of our territory.

The Schuylkill and Delaware Rivers were examined
for sites and it was decided because of the advantageous
transmission routes which we had here at Limerick to
construct the plant here and bring water over to it rather
than to build the plant where the water was, the greater
amount of water on the Delaware River ard have problems
in getting transmission out from the plant.

(Slide.)

This slide shows improvements in plant design
over the standard BWR plant. Some of them have sincg bean
incorporated in BWR plants, but many of them are specific
to Limerick.

The stronger reactor shiedl was one item that
you people recommended at the time of your ACRS letter in
1971. Wwe have increasd the design requirements for the

main steamlines to the turbine generator to be Class 1
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We have installed loose parts and vibration
monitoring equipment, the vibration monitoring equipment
on all mamor pumps including even some of the balance of
plant pumps, the condensate and boiler feel as well as
those pumps you saw today on your tour which pertain to the

ECCS systems.

We designed a refueling floor so that we would not

move a cask over the spent fuel pits.

We have increased the structural strength of the
reactor building above the refueling floor. It is a
reinforced concrete construction so chat it would take the
impact of Leer jet and be essentially a gas type building
to hold a few inches of water pressure.

We have provided a air recirculation system and
air filtration system of some 60,000 cubic feet per second
capacity to minimize radioactive releases. In other words,
we have designed criterias that if we have an event, an
accident or a failure of a piping system that we want to
maintain the contents of the release on site.

We have changed to an ambient charcoal caseous

waste system to minimize the radioactive releases and to

avoid any potential for hydrogen explosions and to eliminate

any concerns for the handling of krypton which would have

|

been necessary with the cryogenics system “hat was originally

|
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installed.

We provided a ceiling system for all major pipes
which penetrate the primary containment so that we can
again taintain things within the primary containment and
prevent leakage to the outside in the event of an accident.
This consists of either double valves with a drain between
them or stay fill systems on piping systems that are normally
filled with water.

We have made certain changes to the ECCS systems
which will be identified by a later speaker, including
pumps of improved design for better net positive suction head.

MR. KERR: Excuse me. In what sense does No. 8
represent an improvement? I would have thought that would
be a requirement.

MR. BOYER: Well, this is over and above what
might be required on a double valve. We have made provisions
with a vent between or back into a appropriate space so
that we have additional assurance of non-leakage through
boundary valves.

MR. KERR: Okay. So it is that and the capability
Of wee

MR. BOYER: Right. The requirements would
necessitate a double valved isolation point, but we have
gone beyond that to assure that there is no leakage through

double closed valves.
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MR. KERR: Thank you.

MR. BOYER: No. 10, the diesel generators, we
have added four additional diesel generators of th- inital
designs. So we have four diesel generators per unit rather
than shared diesels.

Early in the history of boiling water reactor
operation the problem of intergranular stress corrosion
cracking came along. 2t Peach Bottom we were just going
through the construction of the reactor vessel and at some
great pressure we insisted on the safe ends being replaced
with non-sensitized safe ends. That was Peach Bottom.
Limerick doesn't have sensitized safe ends on the reactor
vessel.

We had the piping installed, the 304 steel piping
for the recirculation system. The 28-inch piping hugng
in the containment of No. 1 when some of the cracking
started occurring in the systems of other boiling water
reactors, including a four-inch bypass valve around the
main recirculating valve at Peach Bottom.

So looking at this situation we felt one thing
we did not want to have was a potential for any cracking
in this piping system at Limerick, and we decided, since
we had the time, to change the piping. So we ordered new
piping of the low carbon steel and the proper grade to be

immune to intergranular stress corrosion cracking. We took
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1 out the piping which was hung there and have essentially
. 2 trouble free systems.

3 MR. KERR: What evidence is there that cracking

4 won't occur in the 31672

5 MR. BOYER: By the EPRI tests and other industry

5 tests by General Electric. They have cycled and e:iyposed

- various materials, including the 304 and the 316 and various

8 grades of carbon to strong salt solutions and have shown

9 that the low carbon 316 is many times, hundreds of times

10 greater resistance than the piping which was in prevalent

1 use prior to this test work.

12 To my knowledge, even with the work that is still
. 13 | being done today, Bob Zong, is that correct, that there is

14 | no change from that position, i3 there?

15 | ME. ZONG: No.

16 MR. BOYER: We provided quality control inspection

17 programs to cover balance of plants and certain systems

18 which we felt were important to reliability or safe

19 | operation of the plant. We did this early. We called

20 it an R&S system to which we gave a modified gquality

21 assurance program to. We didn't necessarily go back to

22 all the certification of heats that we used in the

23 manufacture of the material, but we have applied quality

2% assurance programs to these systems to improve their
. 25 reliability.
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We are using an improved fuel design. This
includes use of the core shall concept and a battery of
fuel which is more resistant to failure, and in the ATWS
area we have installed the System 3A which has 3A pumps
with automatic controlled features.

MR. MICHELSON: Before you leave that slide,
eéxcuse me, Item No. 9 talks about providing ECCS pumps
of improved design. Could you tell me just briefly what
that consists of?

MR. BOYER: We will take a lower net positive
suction head so that we can operate with a lower aet positive
suction head. Their motor pump reduces the net positive
suction head required for the continuced operation.

MR. MICHELSON: I noted in lcoking at the pumps
themselves that they still use sealed water systems using
*he processed fluid itself and passing it through cycling
separators for cleanup.

MR. BOYER: Right. That concern that you
identified this morning will be addressed later by
Mr. Shannon.

MR. MICHELSON: Okay. I was only going to comment
that doing something about that would have been a nice

improvement, too.

MR. BENDER: With regard to the stress corrosion

cracking test work, is there a report which explains why
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the test work verifies that the long life of this 316L is
assured? You may not have it off the top of your head.

MR. BOYER: I don't have it. Boo Zong can

speak to that issue, I am sure. It is probably due to the

low carbon as well as the structure material.

MR. BENDER: Jdon't want the explanation. I would

like to know the report which explains it.

MR. KERR: Can somebody identify a topical report?

MR. BOYER: Bob Zong is moving to a microphone.

ME. ZONC: Bob Zong of Philadelphia Electric.
can't recite the number of the report at this time, but
there are numerous General Electric reports available and
several EPRI reports.

MR. BOYER: We will get you a list of those
by tomorrow morning, if you would like.

MR. BENDER: If you can just get them to me. I
don't care if it is tomorrow morning or not.

MR. BOYER: Okay.

I

i
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MR. EBERSOLE: A question before you leave that.

Mr. Boyer, in these 14 items I see a great deal of
attention toward what you call safety-grade equipment.

I thought it would be extremely profitable to look
at the interface equipment toward the thesis of reducing
challenge frequency to emergency systems.

I have recently come back from Big Rock Point. As
a case up there, they have not lost main feedwater in twenty
years. Since a shutdown costs you probably over half a
million dollars a day and every shutdown or trip is a
challenge to safety systems -- especially, especially the
scram system, 1 would have thought there would have been
in place an intensive effort to improve interphase equipment
to reduce challenge frequencies on the safety system.

A case in point would be, I don't want to see
you hit HPCI or RCIC more often than you have to, or I don't
want to see you have to avoid backlash because you can
get the condensers. I don't like to see spurious turbine
trips because of vibration meter mal-performance or whatever.

Do vou have a program in place dedicated to
reduction of challenge frequency of safety systems?

MR. BOYER: I would say that has been an on-going
thing with us all along through the entire design. We have
been looking for improvements. We have been loocking at what

problems arise at Peach Bottom, operational problems from
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any LERs or experience down there. With each of those it is
reviewed by our engineering portion to say, "Is this
applicable to Limerick and what is the bernefit, should we
incorporate this at Limerick?"

Dick, can you tell us how many probably have
been incorporated?

MR. MULFORD: My name is Dick Mulford, the |
project manager for Limerick.

Over the past several years, as Vincent said, we {
had an on-going program where we have reviewed bulletin
circulars and information notices. We have reviewed Peach
Bottom operating trends for incorporation, possible
incorporation for Limerick.

We have reviewed LERs; we have reviewed SILS,
PILS and now, most recently, SOERs, which are the INPO
Significant Operating Event Reports.

(Laughter)

MR. MULFORD: To give you a number just how many
of them were incorporated would be difficult. I do not
know, Tom Shannon is here beside me, maybe he can cite
some specific examples. I would say we have reviewed over

a thousand documents and probably about, oh, may 50 of those, |
1

just as a round number, have been addressed at Limerick

directly by changes in design.

So, with all the acronyms I think, yes, there is
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definitely.

MR. EBERSOLE: What is the shutdown frequency at
Peach Bottom, what has the experience been per year?

MR. BOYER: Well, I can say that Peach Bottom 2 and:
3 hold the record for boilding water reactcrs in this country
for capacity factors a year.

Ted, can you tell me the shutdown frequency, do
we have a number like that?

Five or six a year.

MR. EBERSOLE: Five or six a year, I don't know =--

MR. BOYER: Now, that is planned as well as =--
the trips have gotten down to be very few and far between.
Ooriginally, we did have some trips. We made changes to
certain equipment such as the water level black boxes that

were giving us trips during the testing program, and so

forth.

MR. EBERSOLE: Thank you.

MR. MOELLER: Back on an earlier slide -- and you
don't need to show it again -- but you showed us the

population has actually decreased, and that could raise
the question -- and I realize you are only showing within
ten miles, you are not showing your whole service area -- but
do you have a need for the power from Limerick right now, or
will it replace existing fossil fuel plants?

MR. BOYER: Yes. We have a need for certainly
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the output of Limerick No. 1 now. We have a retirement

program schedules for some older plants which are 40 years
old, namely Southwark, Ediston Units and Richmond Unit
which will take the capacity of Number 2 and provides for
some growth at a modest rate of, say, two percent over the

next year.

If Limerick No. 2 is not completed, we would have
to start planning very soon for some capacity in the early
1990s.

MR. MOELLER: Thank you.

MR. BOYER: The rext slide just shows the over-
sight view which you saw this morning, so I will not linger
with that any more.

The following one shows the site layout and you
principally took a tour of the site and are familiar with
that. Unless there are any questions, we would continue.

I would point out that the Technical Support
Center is at this location on the site and we will have a
safety parameter display system ind other equipment there
to handle emergencies.

The Emergency Operation Facility will be in the
Plvmouth meeting, basically.

MR. EBERFOLE: Did you deliberately oick the

transverse orientation of the turbine because of economies

in design?
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MR. BOYER: Well, this is sort of a duplicate of
Peach Bottom. When we started out with this design, we
were attempting to duplicate Peach Bottom to get, you know,
the best plant we could for the money. That is the
arrangement that we had at Peach Bottom.

The orientation of the units with the generators
in the center follows that Peach Bottom design, does place
the units where the turbine missile consideration is all
settled by the actual location of the unit and just the site
layout and the duplication of Peach Bottom was the use of
this. We did not see anything that was harmful in the
arrangement.

MR. EBERSOLE: It will bring us volatility in
turbine inspection and in equipment inspection, I guess.,

MR. BOYER: VYes. I don't know that we were aware
of that at the time.

MR. EBERSOLE: Another thing. Let me ask about the
general architecture design. I note that you have a sub-
stantial amount of equipment in secondary containment which,
over the long haul, have to have been contaminated by some
sort of an accident with some leakage, you must probably have
to go in and maintain.

What is the rationale for putting maintenance-
requiring equipment inside of secondary containment?

MR. BOYER: Can you name a couple?
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MR. EBERSOLE: Switchboards, secondary panel boards, |
things of various sorts in there that must require some
operator attention over the three-month interval following an
accident.

MR. BOYER: Certainly., in the design of equipment
you need to have, you want to shorten the cable run and
voltace drop, and what not.

MR. EBERSOLE: Well, do you have a plan in place

over the long haul, following some accident, to do in and

I have an accident, I don't want a meltdown but

I had some leakage into secondary containment. That is one

|
!
!
|
|
|
|
do things inside the secondary containment? ‘
|
|
f
|
|
i

. 13 of the classical ones.

14 | Do you have a plan of action to go into that

15 secondary containment and prosecute the business of main-

16 taining egquipment which must =--

T MR. BOYER: We would expect to do that. At Peach l

18 i Bottom now, since 1974 it has not developed any extremely

19 adverse conditions during its operation there. :

2 MR. EBERSOLE: I know. But in any case, where i

21 you have secondary containment the question always arises, i
!

snall I put equipment in there which I have to go tend to.
MR. BOYER: But if you don't put it there, you have

to put it outside that and try to get the longer pipe runs

ana face potential {for difficulties.

&8 ¥ 8 R
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MR, EBERSOLE: I see. l

MR. BOYER: Moving on, the Advisory Committee on
Reactor Safeguards met between November '70 and July of '71,
aNd in August of 1971 wrote a letter recommending the *
construction permit for Limerick with some items which they |
thought should be given further attention.

These are the lists of the major items that I |
identified in going over that letter, and which have been '

accomodated in the design. Some upgrading of small piping;

the main steam line sealing situction, and we either committed
to put in the third valve or to install a sealing system.

At that time we were thinking of a water shield between the
valves. That did not materialize in the, and instead it

is a leakage control system.

The biological shield tc withstand the jet fcrces,
as I mentioned in the previous slide. Certain design
features of the ACCI pumps which will be addressed when Tom
Shannon gives his presentation.

We used non-radiocactive steam for the turbine --
seals. The recirculation pump trip because of the ATWAS
concern we have iancorporated that, including additional
Gregor, and we have incorporated Alternate 3(a) which is an
advance over what other plants are using today. That will

be discussed with you a little later.

The inerting capabilities of the containment, just aT
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we have at Peach Bottom with hydrogen recombined at the
outside, and the accelei~tion of .15 g for the seismic
design when our review had indicated a 1.2 g as being

satisfactory. '

So, this does include some review on your part

that a higher seismic design would be appropriate and that
was incorporated in the design.

MR. EBERSOLE: Mr. Boyer, although that says they !
are recommendations from ACRS, that belongs to another era,
in particular Item No. 1. ;

I hope I do not draw from that that piping below ]
two and-a-half inches diameter is not given the benefit of !
seismic =-- %

MR. BOYER: No, where appropriate.

MR. EBERSOLE: 1I see.

MR. BOYER: Instrument piping is safety graded.
But this was one of the particular things that was mentioned
in your letter.

r

Next I might digress now a little bit to talk about {

the Philadelphia Electric Company organization per se, and

to tell you a little bit more about us. You have seen some of

us today.

We have historically been a strong technical

company. This probably ensues from the fact that our manage- |
|

ment have been engineers rather than financial or legal people,

|
|
|
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At present, all the vice presidents of the company have an

engineering background except for two, and that is the legal

I
|
|
!

vice president and the corporate communications vice president)|

We have had a history of being interested in
industry activities, to participate in resolution of generic
type problems or industry problems, and on this line I have
shown some of the participation a%t the current time by our

engineering forces.

You will see, it is spread through ASME, EET,
AIF, ANF, IEEE, and various miscellaneous committees,
including EPRI. I do not think I have included all of the
EPPI advisory cpmmittees on here, particularly in the area
of fossil fuels. But these are the ones which relate to

the nuclear field.

We have been a leader in system generation, in the

utilization of the most modern types of generating equipment.

We have hydroelectric, we have pump storage, we have high
pressure and temperature fossil units, as well as of course
the pulverized coal system. We have installed SO-2 removal
systems of an innovative type on our Crombie and Eddystone
facilities which is new to the industry, and we entered

the nuclear era in 1960 with the commitment to own and

operate Peach Bottom No. 1, the high-temperature cas-filled

reactor.

This plant went in service in 1967 and operated for

|

!
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seven years. Peach Bottom 2 and 3 followed on the same
site, boiling water reactors went in service in 1974 and
Linerick followed that with operation expecied, with fuel

loading, next year.

The personnel that were developed for our Peach

Bottom No. 1 continued with the company in various capacities, |

being associated with Peach Bottom 2 and 3 and Limerick.

Many of the people that are here in the management chart

which I will show you were part of the original Peach Bottom

No. 1 team.

Our chairman, our present chairman and our former

chairman, Bob Gilks and Lee Everett, participated in the
S1W design and in the FERMI design. We had five other
engineers at FERMI in the early days of that endeavor.
Thic slide shows that we are also a participant
in the BWR Owners Group activity which is pertinent to our
nuclear field of endeavor. You can see that we have many
of our engineers involved in these activities, serving in

responsible positions on these committees to resolve issues

that are before the boiling water community today.

The next slide shows the corporate organization,

and I would say that I have drawn this one to show nuclear

responsibility. It starts with the president and chairman
at the top and then comes down to my block, which is the

senior vice president responsible for nuclear power, and

|
i
1
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then to the two blocks of the operational aspect and the
design aspect.

This chart does not include all the divisions or
sections, all the sections of the electric production

department or the engineering and research department. I

|

have excluded those that do not directly relate to the nuclear|

activities. So that this is a rather functional chart of
the line of command for responsibility in the nuclear area.

I had the overall responsibility for the nuclear
operations of Philadelphia Electric Company, both for the
operational, operating plant and for Limerick which we have
under design and construction and are discussing here today.

I think it is important that you know a little bit
about the peogple who serve in those top three blocks, namely
myself, Shield Daltroff and John Kemper.

I served in the position of vice president of
Engineering Research Department from 1968 to 1980, with
John Kemper as my manager. In 1980, the management saw fit
to designate me as the senior vice president with responsi-
bility for all our nuclear activities.

I coordinate and review the plans and programs
with and through John Kemper and Shield Daltroff, the two
vice presidents. I have no people in my department, per se,
other than a secretary. So, I use the people in the

Engineering and Electric Production Department as I feel
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1 appropriate through these vice presidents or even directly |

. 2 | with notification that I talked to somebody about some thinas 2

i

3 !' 1 would like to have done. :

4 i can do this because I have worked with these ’

5 people in both departments, having been responsible for the x

6 Engineering Department for the last twelve years until 1980, 1

7 and having served half my career in thke Electric Production ’

8 Department and having been the first superintendent of i

9 Pach Bottom No. 1. Many of the people that are in these

10 blocks I have brought into the organization at Peach Bottom ‘
11 through my encouragement and discussions with me. |
12 So, we are a very close group. John and Shields

‘ 13 and I have cffices adjacent to each other. There is hardly |
14 a morning goes by when we are not all in the office together |
15 if we are not out on other activities, that we don't get
16 together to discuss the current nuclear activities and what
17 is going on, what the problems are, and how we are working
18 to resolve them. !
19 We eat lunch together many times. A group of }

20 management at Philadelphia Electric have a table at a local

21 | restaurant and many times we are down there together, getting
22 updated with Joe Cooney and some of the others about the |
23 current status of activities at Peach Bottom or at Limerick.

24 So, we are very close. I would say we are

25 different from a leot of other companies, and so, this
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Oorganization works where it might not at other companies,

You will note that our quality assurance program
is split. There is a quality assurance programs in the
Engineering Research Department and there is one in the
Electric Production Department.

When we first discussed this type of organization,
there were concerns about whether we should integrate the
two activities into one department and a discussion as to
where it might be placed. But we decided to go ahead with
t.. *plit organization, each department being responsible
for its quality assurance program, and if it did not work,
we were going to do something to correct the situation.

We have seen no reason up to the present time to
change it.

MR. MICHELSON: May I interrupt for a moment and
maybe ask you a question on your organization chart?

I realize that these titles are not always too
indicative of what really goes on. Maybe you could tell me.
I tell you what T am looking for, and then you can tell me
where -- what I am looking for in your engineering work is

a somewhat independent review function which views the work

{
]

of a mechanical, electrical, and the other types of engineers:

from a little more of a systematic, a total systems, a

total integrated viewpoint and performs a review of what these

independent specialists are doing, and tries to integrate

;
1
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systems to an overall concept.

Where is that kind of work being done in your
Engineering Departiment?

MR. BOYER: I would say it is being done in two
places, one, within the Engineering Department itself by
having other people look at the plant designs and review
from a systems interaction standpoint or an overall inte-
gration aspect. Two, more recently in the Electric
Production Department by the designation of the Engineering
the integrated Safety Evaluation Group which we are
organizing in the Electric Production Department which
Ted Ullrich will speak to shortly.

MR. MICHELSON: Isn't it a little late, though,
to wait until you have set up an operating organization
to verify that the design that has been going on for years
anu years now is really OK? I would think ==

MR. BOYER: You are assuming that we have not been
looking at it. I am saying, that is not the case.

MR. MICHELSON: No, I am sure you have and I was
trying to determine where in ycur organization chart =-- and
I was looking at the Engineering side --

MR. BOYER: It is not a special group, but it is

the function of the section head and the chief mechanic or

|
|

engineer and his people to ensure that the review of Bechtel's

i
|
|
I
|
design and that the individual engineer who has been making thT
|
|
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review has enough supervisory review and input from other
areas, if necessary, to get the oveall desired results.

MR. MICHELSON: You apparently do this on a
discioline basis.

MR. BOYER: Yes, we do.

MR. MICHELSON: But not on a necessarily integrated

system basis.

MR. BOYER: Well, I would not say that. To cite
you an example, perhaps, maybe we could address it. But if
we are looking at a system design and its interface with
other systems or how it affects reliability, whether there
are improved ways we might do it, we just mentioned this
review of all the outstanding inputs that we can get from
industry, from manufacturers and what not and operating
experience, the engineers who are responsible for this take
this on at the direction of the supervisors in their own
area.

MR. LOGUE: If I could interrupt, Vince, this
will be discussed tomorrow morning by Mr. Mulford, our
response to your concerns about systems interaction. This
might be a place to discuss it then.

MR. MOELLER: Down in those two bottom blocks on
the independent safety engineering group, what is the
difference in LGS and DSA/DS?

MR. BOYER: That is Peach Bottom and Limerick.
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1 MR. MOELLER: And then up where you have the box i
!
|

. 2 that says the superintendent, Limerick Generating Station,
3 I presume then you could put in the superintendent foi
4 | Peach Bottom, on the same chart? .
5 MR. LOGUE: Absolutely. f
6 MR. MCELLER: I mean, this same chart applies to |

7 both, to the total.

8 MR. LOGUE: Right. That will be covered in more
9 detail by Ted tomorrow.
10 MR. KERR: Please, continue. |
11 MR. BOYER: That concludes my remarks. ;
12 MR. KERR: Are there questions?
. 12 | MR. BOYER: I might say, just to give you an
14 i example on the intergranual stress corrosion cracking |
15 r situation, the question came up about Peach Bottom No. 2,
16 ' whether we should take it off again. It had been off but
17 ', because of some results in the industry there was a concern
18 ;' whether we had accurate readings. |
19 | It was my decision to take the unit off and conduct
20 further examination, with consultation with the vice
21 | president of Electric Production.
22 So, I am involved in these things.
|
23 MR. KERR: Questions? Thank you, Mr. Boyer.
2 MR. BOYER: The next speaker, then, will be Joe I
. 25 Cooney. Joe is superintendent of the Nuclear Generation |
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fection. Joe joined the Peach Bottom No. 1 team back in the
early 1960s, and we sent him to Orstord where he graduated
from that course. He served as superintendent of the

Peach Bottom No. 1 plant and is presently a member of the

INPO industry review group for the Radiological Protection

Emergency Preparedness Division.

Joe will discuss the Limerick offsite support
activities.

MR. DALTROrF: Shields Daltroff. While Joe is
getting ready, speaking about the organization I think it
is important to speak about INPO. Let's just mention it,
he left it out of the list. We have been very active in
INPO. We take INPO very seriously as far as their comments
on our operation go. We are active.

I would just act we get a lot of interchange
with other utilities being in INPO. I think that is a very
important aspect.

MR. BOYER: We also have Ken Ullrich as a director
of INPO. So, that is an honor which we are pleased to make
his services available.

MR. KERR: Mr. Cooney, I am trying to understand.
You are starting at 5:15 according to this?

MR. COONEY: I have to check, sir. I am advised

that is correct.

MR. KERR: And will therefore be finished at si:.
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(Laughter)

MR. COONEY: With your kind indulgence, I would
like to take just a moment of your time and look back, and
maybe help some of us.

MR. KERR: You have more than that, you have 20
minutes.

MR. COONEY: To just look back for a moment and
discuss the rine that was brought up earlier.

I think it would be fair to say that Philadelphia
Electric was one of the last utilities to experience a
civil penalty. I think the civil penalty legislation was
in place about three years, and we were one of the last to
be fined.

I think it would be fair also tc say that we
were fined primarily fcr personnel errors. They were not
programmatic, they were not management-type things. Our
people do an awful lot in a year. They made procedural
errors, they forget to do certain valving in most cases.

Finally, I would like to point out =-=- and Vince

alluded to this, and this relates to the challenge frequencies

we had upwards -- I can't remember the exact number of

days but we were around up 250, 280, maybe even as high as
300 full, straight operating days at Peach Bottom last year,
and on two previous occasions we beat the world record, free

world record, for nuclear electric generation.
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So, 1 would like to believe that the management

aspect of the Beach Bottom Atomic Power Station has been

pretty good.

MR. KERR: I think you are telling me that you

just sort of got lonesome without having been fined.

(Laughter)

MR. COONEY: I thank you for that kind

observation.

(Laughter)

MR. COONEY: My purpose today is to discuss

offsite support provided by Philadelphia Electric Company's

Electric Production Department.

The Electric Production Department underwent

some reorganizational changes in anticipation cof our

operation at Limerick.

reorganizational changes as we progress.

You will see the results of these

The Electric Production Department is directed

by Mr. Daltroff who was assisted by a manager and in company

with the manager functioned as an office for directing the

activities of the Electrid Production Department.

The Electric Production Department has seven

divisions, three of which will be of primary interest to us

today. I will take a moment to point them out.

Division,

The Maintenance Division, the Quality Assurance

and the Nuclear Generation Division.

They will be
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of prima.y interest to us.

Centralized maintenance of electrical and
mechanical equipment, as well as instruments, has been with
the Pniladelphia Electric Company fcr many, many years. It
has worked well. We believe it reduces the amount of
technical and administrative effort that must be put in by
the people working at the power plant.

We think it contributes to the safety of our
operation and you will se<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>