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Nuclear Support Services Jg ::: :t
414 Nicollet Mall - 8th Floor wl:m:
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RE: MONTICELLD WUCLEAR GEWERATING PLANT UNIT 1

The purpose of this letter 1s to advise you that, as & result of our
continuing review of tnformation related to the hark ] Contatmment
Program, the NRC staff nas revised fts previously expressed pos tion
regarding the acceptance criteria for removal (or reduction below

1,0 psid) of required drywell-wetwell differential pressure controls.

Our current position s described 1n Enclosure } and should be considered
prior to any request for sutherization to remove or reduce differential
pressure control requirenents,

In addition, as discussed at the February 4, 1977 meeting between the
NAC staff and representatives of the Mark 1 Owners Group, we have
reassessed our position regarding utilfzation of the test data from
the NRC-sponsored 1/5th scale testing program currently in progress
at Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, Our current position {s described
fn Enclosure 2 and {s provided for your information,

If you have any questions regarding this fnformation we would be pleased
to aiscuss them with vou,

Sincerely,
F105220292 770519 t:/
gDR ADOCK © 263 Don K, Davis, Acting Chief
PDR Operating Reactors Branch 2
Division of Operating Reactors
Enclosures:

I, Acceptance Criteria for Renoval
or Reguction of Drywe)l-Wetwell
Differentia) Pressure Controls

2. MApplication of Data from the

ence Livermore Laboratory
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ce w/enclosures:

werald Charnoff, Csquire

Shaw, Pittman, Potts and
Trowbridoe

1800 M Street, N, W,

‘Jlanguﬂ. D, Co 20030

Arthur Rengquist, [squire
Vice President « Law
Northern States Fower Company
414 Kicollet Mald
Minneapolis, Minnesota H540)

vowara J, Yooel, Esauire
Legal Counsel

2150 Dean Parkvay
Minneapolis, “innesota 55416

Mr. Kenneth Dzusan

fnvironnental Flanning Consultant
Office of City vlanner

Grace Puilding

421 webasha Stree*.

St., Paul, Minnesota 55102

Sandvs S, Gardebring

Executive Dircctor

Minnesnta Pollution Control Agency
1936 4. County noad B2

Roseville, Minnesota 55113

Anthony 2. Rofsman, Esquire
Rofsran, Kessler and Zashdan

1025 15th Strect, Ny We, Sth Floor
Washington, D, C, 20005

The trvironmental Conservation Library
Minneanolis Public Library

300 taicollet Mald

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401
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ENCLOSURE )

ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA FOR THE REMOVAL OR REDUCTION OF
DRYWELL - WETWELL DIFFERENTIAL PRESSURE CONTROLS

The loading criteria for the Short Term Program's (STP) plant unfque
analyses utilized the base case downward loads taken from the 1/12 scale
phase 11 (December) test series. This was found acceptable primarily
because the Phase 1] tests represented a larger data base for the base
case (no differential pressure) condition and because there was reason
to believe that the downward l1oad anomaly observed in the Phase 111
(January) test results was caused by facility configurational problems.
paditional consigeration was given to the load sensitivity curves for
differential pressure control (2P); which were developed using Phase 111
test data. The aP load sensitivity curves account for a fraction of

the downward load anomaly, depending on the magnitude of the differential
pressure,

In meetings with the Mark | Owners Group durtnY February 2-3, 1977, some
preliminary results from the 1/12 scale Phase IV tests were presented.
The purpose of this test series was to investigate the cause of the
downward load anomaly observed in the Phase 111 tests. The preliminary
results of the Phase 1V tests, while showing an influence of the natural
frequency of the test facility, tend to confirm the higher magnitude of
the downward loads observed during the Phase 11] tests,

Therefore, for those plants whose licensees propose to operate without
differential pressure controls, we w1l} chuire that the licensee
determine the effect of a 33% increase!!) in the downward load, and
subsequently demonstrate a 1imiting stress ratio of less than 0.5
(factor of safety greater than two) for the critical structural element,
consistent with the STP requirements for “most probable lcad“. In
making this evaluation, we will fird acceptable the assumption of a
linear relationship between the  wnward load and the stress ratio.
Further, for those plants whose licensees propose to reduce the magnitude
of the differential pressure, because of the normalization of the Phase
111 data to the Phase 11 downward load, operation of 4P control below
1.0 psid will not be allowed.

This position has been developed to allow the removal of the differential
pressure control requirements with an adequate margin of safety to permit
the continued investigation and resolution of the downward load anoma\{.
Once the downward load anomaly has been resolved, we will appprooriately
revise‘the criteria for the removal or reduction in differential pressure
controls,

TV WEDE 20989 P (Addendum 2), Loads and their Application for Torus
Support System Evaluation, page 106,






