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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 84 UN21 pay
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

- BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

GEORGIA POWER CO. Docket Nos. 50-424
et al. 50-425
Lo (L)

(Vogtle Electric Generating Plant,
Units 1 and 2)

NRC STAFF SUPPLEMENTAL
RESPONSE TO CPG/GANE CONTENTIONS

At the prehearing conference in Augusta on May 30, 1984, the Staff
was granted permission to supplement its response to CPG/GANE Contentions 10
and 11. See Tr. 7)-7f, 64-85, [he Scaff Herein viles 1t supplemental
response to those contentiors. In addition, the Staff wishes to inform
the Board and parties of a recently-issued Conmission Policy Statement

relevant to CPG Contention 3. See Tr. 10-12.

CPG 3

CPG Contention 3 raises the issue of the financial qualifications of
the Appiicants to operate the Vogtle facility. At the prehearing con-
ference, its was suggested that consideration of this contention be de-
ferred pending the expected issuance of a Policy Statement by the Commission,
Tr. 10-12. On June 7, 1984, the Commission issued its Statement of Policy
on financial qualifications (a copy of which is attached) which concludes
(Statement at P, 4):
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Accordingly, the March 31, 1982 rule [prohibiting litigation

of financial qualification issues] will continue in effect
until finalization of the Commission's response to the Court's
remand. The Commission directs its Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel and Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board to
proceed accordingly.

The Commission has made it clear that it belicves its rule eliminating
financial review requirements (See 10 C.F.R. § 50.33(f)(1)) is still in

effect. Consequently, CPG Contention 3 must be dismissed.

CPG/GANE 10

CPG/GANE Contention 10 raises the issue of environmental quali-
fication of equipment. In its response of May 14, 1984 to CPG and GANE
contentions, the Staff opposed this contention as excessively broad. In
its response of May 7, 1984 to these contentions, the Applicants (Response
at pp. 66-72) subdivided Contention 10 into 11 narrower subcontentions;
at the prehearing conference, the Intervenors both agreed to have the
contention subdivided in accordance with the Applicant's response
(Tr. 78). The Staff takes the following positions on the individual

subcontentions:

10.1 Integrated Dose v. Dose Rate

This subcontention alleges that Applicants' testing methods are
inadequate because the Applicants only use high levels of radiation or
integrated dose. Intervenors cite research performed at Sandia Laboratory
for the proposition that many materials, including polymers found in
cable insulation and jackets, seals, rings and gaskets at Vogtle may

experience greater damage from lower dose rates. The Staff does not
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object to the admission of this subcontention provided that it is limited

to the polymers identified by the intervenors.

10.2 Sxpergjsm

The second identified subcontention deals with another Sandia study
examining the effects of synergism. Intervenors state that this Sandia
study examined the combined effects of radiation, heat, and (in some
experiments) oxygen, concentration and determined that "the greatest
amount of degradation was found upon exposure to heat followed by ex-
posure to radiation." Intervenors further allege that the results of
this report have not been applied to the testing performed and referenced
by the Applicants. The Staff does not object to the admission of this

subcontention.

10.3 Cable in Multiconductor Configurations

Again, Intervenors cite a Sandia study for the proposition that in
tests of EPR cable material, multiconductor configurations performed
"substantially worse" then single conductor configurations and that
qualification testing emplying only single conductors may not be repre-
sentative of multiconductor performance. Intervenors further allege that
the results of this report have not been applied to Applicants' testing

program. The Staff does not object to the admission of this subcontention.

10.4 Terminal Blocks

Once more, Intcrvenors direct us to information from Sandia con-

cerning the testing of terminal blocks and allege that Applicants have
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failed to consider this information. The Staff does not object to the

admission of this subcontention.

10.5 Soiénoid Valves

This subcontention challenges the qualification of solenoid valves
used at Vogtle. The contention is based on tests performed by ASCO and
Franklin Research Center and an NRC Board Notification issuance. The

Staff does not object to the admission of this subcontention.

10.6 Limitorque Motor Operators

In this subcontention, Intervenors challenge the qualification of 43
motor operators manufacturers by Limitorque. The Staff does not object

to the admission of this subcontention.

10.7 Hydrogen Recombiners

This contention contains two allegations. First, it is alleged that
hydrogen recombiners manufactured by Rockwell International contain a
number of defective parts. In its response (at p. 69), Applicants point
out that Vogtle's hydrogen recombiner was manufactured by Westinghouse
and not by Rockwell. This being the case, defects in recombiners manu-
factured by Rockwell are irrelevant to Vogtle and this portion of the
subcontention should be dismissed.

Second, Intervenors allege that various transducers failed environ-
mental qualificaiton testing because of an inability to withstand radiation
doses and that the Vogtle FSAR does not indicate that the testing of

Westinghouse recombiners includes radiation testing. The Staff does not
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object to the admission of a subcontention stating that the transducers
used in the Vogtle hydrogen recombiner have not been adequately demon-

strated to withstand the effects of radiation.

10.8 Qualification Against Fire

In this subcontention, Intervenors assert that Applicants have not
satisfied 10 C.F.R § 50.48 because they have failed to show that necessary
equipment can withstand the fire environment. The Commission's fire
protection requirements are set forth in Criterion 3 to Appendix A to
10 C.F.R. Part 50 and 10 C.F.R. § 50.48(a); guidance in meeting these
requirements is set out in Branch Technical Position BTP APCSB 9.5-1 and
its Appendix A. These requirements contain a number of measures designed
to ensure that the plant can be safely shut down in the event of a fire.
Criterior. 3 requires that structures, systems and components be designed
and located to minimize the probability and effect of fires; that non-
combustible and heat resistant materials be used whenever practial; that
appropriate fire detection and fighting systems be provided; and that such
systems be designed such that their rupture or inadvertant operation
does not significantly impair the safety capability of the plant.

Section 50.58(a) requires that a fire protection plan be developed to
satisfy Criterion 3. This plan must include various information, in-
cluding a description of the overall fire protection program and a
description of the specific features necessary to implement the program.

The Intervenors do not allege any specific noncompliances with the

requirements set out in either Criterion 3 or Section 50.58(a}. Instead,

Intervenors appear to assert that these requirements include a demonstration
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that safety equipment can withstand the effects of a fire. The regulations
require that it be demonstrated that the plant can be safely shut down in
the event of a fire; the regulations do not require that all equipment be
capablévpf surviving such a fire. This subcontention is without regulatory

basis; it should be dismissed.

10.9 Seismic Qualifications

In this subcontention, Intervenors challenge the seismic qualification
of equipment at Vogtle. As basis, Intervenors cite an NRC summary of
unresolved safety issues for the proposition that environmental quali-
fication methods have undergone "significant change." However, there is
no attempt to relate this information to the Vogtle facility. This sub-

contention should be dismissed.

10.10 Shortcomings in Qualification Methodologies

In this subcontention, Intervenors cite a Sandia report that raised
various questions concerning qualification methodologies. These questions
are said to raise "fundamental doubts" concerning the Applicants' ability
to properly qualify equipment.

This subcontention suffers from the same vagueness and broadness as
the original Contention 10. Intervenors could have, upon proper basis,
challenged either specific qualification methodologies used for Vogtle
or the actual qualification of specific pieces of equipment at the plant.

This subcontention does neither; in essence, it does nothing more than

express a generalized doubt that not all equipment can be properly
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qualified. This subcontention does not present any issues that can be

litigated; it should be rejected.

10.11 Aecident Parameters

In this subcontention, Intervenors assert that Applicants have not
accurately defined the parameters of an accident and have underestimated
the period of time safety-related equipment will be required to operate.
As to the definition of accident parameters, Intervenors make no mention
of the parameters used for Vogtle and why they believe the specific
parameters are inadequate. That portion of the subcontention should
therefore be dismissed. As to the time duration for which equipment will
have to operate, Intervenors do not even identify the time period selected
for Vogtle, much less provide any basis to believe that this time period
(whatever it may be) is inadequate. This portion of the subcontention

should also be dismissed.

CPG/GANE 11

This contention alleges defects in the Vogtle steam generator
system. The Staff originally opposed this contention as lacking any
specific connection with the Vogtle facility. At the prehearing conference,
an attempt was made to establish such a connection. Specifically, a CPG
representative (Mr. Deutsch) cited portions of Section 5.4.2 of the Vogtle
FSAR for the proposition that localized stress corrosion and tube wall
thinning has occurred at rates significantly greater than general cor-
rosion rates. Tr. 81. The FSAR goes on to say, however, that adoption

of an all volatile treatment (AVT) control program will minimize both



oy

corrosion and tube wall thinning. FSAR, p. 5.4.2-9 (a copy of this page
is attached). Mr. Deutsch mentioned the AVT program, but he did not
appear to be challenging the effectiveness of this program. See

Tr. 81;52: Thus while mentioning that stress corrosion and tube well
thinning have occurred elsewhere, Intervenors have provided no basis to
believe (nor have they even alleged) that the AVT program will not
eliminate this problem for Vogtle. This contention still lacks basis and
should be dismised.

Respectfully submitted,

Lottt F N

Robert G. Perlis
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 20tn day of June, 1984
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KUCLEAR REGULATCRY CCMMISSION

110 CFR Parx<s 2 anéd 50)

FIKANCIRAL QURLIFICRTIONS
STATZMENT CT7 POLICY

AGENC{; U.S. Nuclear Rogulatory Commission
ACTION® Pclicy Statement
cUM“ERY: In response toO t+he icsuvance of the mancdate cf the

U.s. Court of 2zpez2ls for the D.C. Circuit in New Enclend

Cezlition on Ruclear ®ollution v. KRC, 727 F.2¢ 1127 (D.C.

Cir. 19284), the Nuclear Feculatory Ccomission issues 2

-

cezzze-ent of pelicy clarifving Its respcnse 1o the Ccurt's

v

CR

."

“3THETR INTORLTION CONTACT: Czrolie F. Fecan, Oifice
cf tne General Counsel, U.S. Nuclezar FRegulatory Cc-mission,

washincten, D.C. 20555; phone (202) 634-14892.

SUPPLEIMENTARY INFORMATION: On Februvary 7, 1984; the U.S.
Court of Appezls for the District of Columbia Circui;
granted 2 petition for review by the New Englznd Coalition
on Nuclear Pollution (NECK?) which chzllenged the
Cemmiseicn's MNarxch 31, 1962 rul: eliminazting cese-by~-case

financial cuazlification review recuirements for- electric

vtilities. lew Enclané Cozlition on Kucleer Poliuvtion v.

KRC, 727 F.28 1127 (D.C. Cir. 18584). The Ccrrt founc ihat

the rule was not adecuately supporteé by its zccompanying

o e 8 sk =S



- W o gp— v v—

-~

g=aterent of basis ané purpose enc

but Eié noct explicitly vaczte the rule.

In response to this deciesion, the Comrission initiated a2 Dpew

firencial gualification rulemaking

25

0

n finzncial guelification reviews

£9 Ted. Reg. 13044 (1¢84). One of

tion

e

to clarify its pos
for electric utilities.

the points focusec vpon

in the Court's cecieion was the Cotmicsion's c-servaticn in

+mat vtilities encountering f£inmanci

past €uzing ccnesructicon heve cresen tc abencéon O

O

+he Stztement cf Consicderations for the March 21, 1882 rule

2l ¢ifficuvlties in the

osIpOnE

.'J

precjects rather than cut corners oI czfetv. Trhe Courz

velievesd that sueh acticns by scme u+ilizies GO not

cuerentee that 211 financially troubleé utilities woulé

£011ow the same coOuIse. The revised precpcsed rule would

eliminate financieal review only at the coperating license

stage. The quazstion of reasonable assurarnce of adeguate

‘construction funding can be an issue only 2t the v s "

construction permit stage. Thus, the Comnnicscion's current

rulerzking is responsive to the Court's ccncern by

reintzining the financial gualifications review for

construction permit epplicants.

The Court was 21s0 +roubled by what it perceived to be an

inconeistency between elimination of the review only for

electric vtilities and the Ccmmission's ctserveticn that.. .
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inzncial cuzlifications revizws are unnecessary because it
£inés no link between £inancizl gualifications anc safety. '
‘This ocbservation is not relieé on in the new proposeé rule.

P

Ins+ead,

the rule is prenxs:d cr. the assumption that, at the

-
-

operzting license level, reculated utilities will be 2ble to

cover the costs of cperation tnrough the retemaking process.

In +he interim, the Court's mancéate has jesced@. The mancate

corntzined no guidance other than thet furnisheé in the

eion hLes ccncluceé that +he

m
b ]

Coe-z'e crinion. The Commi
igeuance of <we ranczte coes not have the effect of

-cestoring the praviocus regulaticn erder which financiel

th

cuelificetion review was reguired a2s 2 prereguisite Zor &
-ezctor construction permit or cperating license. In

ecaenéing the rule to the Cor—ission without explicitly -~

—

veceting the rule, the Court cited williams v. Washincton

vet-ooolitan Area Trensit Commission, 415 F. 26_922 (p.C. . ...

Ccir. 1968) (en banc), cert. cenied 393 U.S. 1081 (196%)._ __

williames does nOT recuire that the acency action be vacatel

- ——
- e— -

on remznd. In another citvaticn where the p.C. Circuit
’Em&ﬁéeﬁ a set of rules to an 2gency for an aceguate

.aterent of basis and purpcse, +he Court zllcweé the cold

.
rules tc stznd penéing 2¢cency sction to comply with the
Court's manézte. RoSway V. Uriseé States Deoeriment of

. — - ——— — ——

rericulture, 514 F.28 g08 (D.C. Cir. 1975). _The Commission

ig ccrmpiying with +%e Court's rmancate by regrcnt cvlgeting its

- e mm——— S -
.. - —— g — . —

o ———
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financial qual;fzcatluns rule in 2 mannerl res>oOnsive Te the
Cours's <concern. The Commission antxc‘sates tnat the new |
~ule eliminzting financial review at the ocperating license .

s.aoe ‘only will scon be in place. While there 2re no

construction permits proceedincs now in procress, there axe
ceveral cngoing cperating license proceec1ngs tc which the
new rule will apply. It wourld not apgear rse;cnable to
construe the Court's cpinion 2s recuirine that the
Cormicsion instruct its eéjudicatory panels in these
sroceelings €O becir the process cf accepting &nd liticating
£i-zncial gualificeticns contentions, & FICCESS wnich woulé
celay the 1icensinc of several plants which aze gt c©r near
ccmpletion, only to be reguireé to Gismiss +re contenticns
wher the new rule tzkes e-‘ect in the near future.
zrccoréingly, the March 21, 1982 rule will continuve in effect

| until finalization of the Commission's response to the

‘ ‘Court's remand. The Cemmission directs its Atomic Szfety

; and Licensing Boaré Panel and Atomic Safety and Licensing

rppeal Panel to proceed accordingly.

_Cemmissioner Gilinsky d¢id not participate in this decision.
Cecmmissioner psselstine's dissent from this decision ancd the

separzte views of Chairman P2lladino and Comnissioncrs Poberts

and Eernthal follow.
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SEPARKTE STATEIMENT - ™
OF CHAIRMAN PALLADINC :

-he Court of Appeals remznded the financial qualifications

-ule to.the Commission. The Commission promptly initiated
rulemaking to address the deficiencies identified by the
court. 1t then faced the guestion of what to.ﬁo sbout
firnanciz) cualifications in pending cperating license
cases. The Court's opinion did not say that the rule was
rvece+eC.” Thus, the Commictcion wee presented w’fh 2
cuestion o©f interpretetion of the Court's opinien. The
Cenmiscsion adopted the view thét the Court's opinion covld
rezscrebly be interpreted 2s not vaceting the rule fer

cperatirg license reviews.

The Commission has not sought to flout the Court or escape
its mghdate. The Commission hzs attempted to be responsive
to the Court's opinion and, at the same time, hes sought to
avoid unnecessary disruption of its licensing and
regulatory program. It interpreted the Court's opinion
with full recognition that the Court would correct its
interpretztion if the Court had intended to vacete the

rule.




. STFARATE STATEMINT OF COISSIFIER ROBERTS

1 j;ip ip the seperzie ¢+ztement of Chair-an Palledino. In
additiof. 1 would point out that, of the five contentions perceived by i ’
the Cour. to have been raised by the petitioners’ challenge, the Court
acreec ohly with the 1¢st - that the rule is not supported by its
acco:paﬁying ¢tatement of basis and purpese. zn-discussing the grounds

for its remand, the Court edé}essed only its bzsis for diszgreement with
+hat portion of the rule thet would eliminzte & financie) cuzlifications
review in connection with consideration of appiications for construction

permits. The court concluded that, in refusing to consider, in 2

vecuur, the seneral ebility of utilities to firence the construction of

new ceneretion facilities, the Cormission hec ebendoned what seemed 1o
she Cour: "the only rationz) besis enuncizted “or generally trezting

public utilities ¢ifferently for the purpese &t henc.”

The Court apparentIy did not focus on the retionality of the
Commission's basis for trezting public utilities different1y fur the
purpose of considering epplications for operating licenses. Thus. it
appears unlikely that the Court intended, or had any rezson, to vecate

that portion of the rule eliminating a financiel guelifications review

in connection with consiceraztion of applications Tor Opt eting licenses.




 SIPLRATE VIIWS OF covvISSIONER BIRNTHAL

1 believe :haE“thg Commission's action in instituting the recent rulemaking
proceecing %s”fully responsive 10 the Court's mandzte. As the Commission’s ! )
policy s.ajewent indicates, the Court's cr\t1c1sn of the Cormission's
retionale for-.he March 1852 ‘rule related solely to jssues which, even under
the pre—1982~ru1e. would be litigzble only 2t the ccnstruction permit stage of
review. Tnerefore, even if one é;sumes for the seke of argument that the
Court veceted the rule insofar as it found the Cormmission's reti&nale
irececuate, the C -~iesion took prompt action in rodifying the 1582 regulation
by preposing 2 rule which would reinstate financial oualificetions reviews for

211 corssrustion permit zpplicants.

1 heve besel ry cecision on 2 plain reaéing of the opinion of the Court,
Wherein the fourt listed the five contentions reised by the appellents, and
noted "we 2gree with the 12st [of the five contentions)." Thet js, the Court
held thet "the rule is not supported by its accompenying stziement of basis b
and purpose...” and cccordingly remanded the rule to the zgency. Given that
holding, 1 believe the Commission's action is directly and precisely
responsive to the decision of the Court. It s unfortunate that the
Cormission wes required to consider elaborate argurents and interpretations

tzsed on legs) precedent to resolve what should hzve been 2 sireightforward

metter.

1 concur in the views of the Cheirman &nd Cormissioner Roberts.




et SEPARATE VIEWS OF COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE

The Cormission's poIicy's?atement is both shortsigﬁted gnd most
1ikely i1legal., The Cormission is in effect bettirg thet the D.C.
Circuit will not now act to make 1t very clear that the Coomissien's
vren” Tinenciel qualificeticns rule hes incdeed been veceted, enc that
the Cermission must re-open 21) *hose proceedings in which the rule was
vsec to exclude finencia) cuglification contenticns. 1 choose rot to
jcin the mejority in this course begzusc 1 believe thet the fourt's
previous cecision effectively vacetes the Commission's 1882 finenciel

ouslificetions rule. Voreover, | believe thet the Commission's &pproach

risks in the long run serious disruptions and delays to pending cases.

Our Executive Legal 61roctor. our General Couﬁscl and row the
Department of Justice have all edvised the Cormission that the decision
of the D.C. Circuit did indeed vacate the Cormmission's 1882 finencial
cueiifications rule. They told us thai this means that the oi¢ rule
governs until the Cormission can substitute & valid new rule remcving
the {ssue from proceecings. The best that our lega) edviscrs could say
tbout the course being pursued by the Cormission is that the
Cormission's position is *coloreble” given the ebsence of explicit

lenguege in the Court's decision veceting the rule. They indiceted,
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however, that they wouid not advise taking this course because of the
significaﬁi Titigetion risk involved. My reading of the case law leads

me to soree with their conclusion.

AT

To deal with this situetion, the Generz) Counsel proposed an
interim policy statement which would have enzbled the boards and¢ parties
+o resolve the financia) gqualificetion fssue in individue) ceses in 2n
erpeditious rarner. There would have been some urzvoidable, short-term
deley end some inconvenierte in a few ceses. However, had the Commis~
cicn ected in & timely menner 10 edops that policy stetement vhen 1t was
preposed & month 2go, much of thet inconvenience and celey would be over

by now.

Insteed, the Cemmission hes chosen to fgnore the acdvice of 21l of
its lega) advisors and to act 2s if the 1982 rule were stil) valid. By
pursuing this course, the Cormission risks reaction by the D.C. Circuit
which would not only reject the Cormission's erronecus interprctltiou pf
the Court's previous decision but which would also set out precisely
whet the Commission must do in the case of those proceedings decided
under the invalid rule. Any flexibility in dealing with these proceed-
ings could well be lost to the Commission, ané serious delays and
disruption could resuit if the Court decides several months from now

thet @11 of these proceedings must be recpened.

Moreover, it 15 not clesr thet there exists an acequete factual

besis to support @ new rule elimirating firencia) qualification fssues
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éror 1) nutlear powerplant cpereting license proceed\ngs. For example,
ever if it is pcssﬁble to demonstrate that electric utilities receive
routine approval of funding reguests to cover the cost of operating 2
nuc1c|r powerplant--an essentic\ element in the justification for the
Ccmnassioh's new proposed firencia) quelificetion rule, this does not
neC!SSbr}Wy sssure that these funds will be vsed by the.utility for
reeting cpereting plant sefety needs. The financial di?ficu%tics facing
severe] electric utilities in reeting the cest of ongoing construction
pregrems end in providing an adequate rete of return on investrent are
wicely publicized, It is 1ikely thet in such ceses 4hese factors can
create pressures on the vtility to reallocete cperating furds to other
cerseting functions. In such circunstences, retemeking cecisions
sufficient te cover operating expenses dlone would not recessarily
previde an ecequate justificetion for exciuding finencia) ouelificetion

fssues from cperating license proceedings.

Perheps most disturbing of all is the Commission's willingness in
tﬁis cese, ¢s well as in some other recent decisions, to take what are
at best cuestionable Tega) positions for the seke of gaining @ perceived
short-term benefit, This epproach dees everyone involved in our licens-
ing proceecings @ disservice end has several unforturate consequences.
€. h procedura) shortcuts cen yitimately be very disruptive to many
ongoing licensing proceecings if & court rejects the Cemmission's
tpproech months or years leter, when the number of effectec prccutdingt
has grown substantially, Furthermore, continually teking questicrable

leze) pesitions can eesily 17ed to 2 much more searching end eritical
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a-+itude on the part cf reviewing courts, an¢ to adverse cecisions that
car seriously re;grict agéncy flexibility in dea1ing:with future ca2ses. -
Finally, the Connﬁssion's approach simply reinforces the belief of many
that‘{ﬁjg agency will go }o.any lengths to ceny menbers of the buﬁ?ic 2
fair cﬁpdrtunity to reise issues in our licensing procesdings and to

have those issues fully and fairly litigeted.




€igned in washington, D.C. +his 7th éay of June, 1284.

For the %uclear Reculatery
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Fecenl operating experience, however, has revealed areas on
seconziary guriaces where .ocalized correosion rates were
sigr.ficartly greaier thar the leow ceneral corrosiorn rates.
BOTR LLIerTranular ETresSs CLrrosicn and tube-wall thinning were
experientet 1in localized areas, aithsugh not ,1nul:aneously at
the same lQcation or under <he same environmental condizions
(water cremistry, sludge composizicn).

The adcption ¢f the 2ll volatile treztment (AVT) control
program minimizes The possikility for recurrence of the
Tube-wa.l thinning rhenorencn. Successful AVT oreraticn
Tejulres Nalntenance c¢f low concentraticns of impur.ties, in the
§team generator wvater, this reducing the potential for :
formation ©f righly toncenctracesd solutions in low-flow ctnesg,
whith 38 the precurstr of corrosieon. By resiricticrn ¢f the
tetal elialinity in the stear generstor and proxik:izicr of
extiencel rpergticon vith free alkalinity, tke AVT proprar shculéd
S ten s B @ FRflelcastTY JOT TERN el OF ANCeTETERIG.ET

e : ' »ETPRLLTAY BREET TR D SNCeREEE levglr TY ZTeny

— oy LTEFLLDL SBF EUIVE REEN SN luErnelrele %iPims iy
::—;a:-:Lé with the A erccirinment.  is:ithermal cirrssiesn

LS TINg In RIighepurity water has showa that conmerc:ally
produced Inccnel-edC exhibiting normal microstructures -ested
&1 ncrma. encireering stress levels does nos sufier
inlergrani.ar glress COrrosion cracking in extended exposure te
nigr-temperature water These tests alsc showed <het no
Generk. Type terrosiin c:curred h series of autoc.ave tests
in reference seccrdary water with planned excursions :as

produced no corrosion attack nfter 1536 days of testing on any
as-produced Inconel-600 tube samples.

Model boiler te
gulcdelinee age
adeguate to pre
Ellerestion: cp
Aimiset.

€ reve been used to evaluate the AVT chemistry
€ in 1%74. The guidelines zppear :c be

rve tube :.teg’lt) with one significant

&TiCn With contaminant ingress must be

mnc'm

d icnal th;erz Ve Operating data are presentlv being
2 ulatec with the conversion to AVT chemistry. & .
mpy ehensive program of steam generator inspections, including )
he recommendations of Regulatory Cuide 1.83, Insc'"::
nepection of Fressurized Water Rea;ta* sear. Cenerztzr Tures,

ih the exceptions as stated in section 1.9, shculd previde |
r detection of zny degracation that might occur in =:e gteznm ;
enerator tunznq Lirmits foz secondary side water crermistry
er varicus plant operating conditions are giver irn title
0.3,5-1. A
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