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1 Dear Mr. 1ieberman:
-

This letter and its attachments provide the response of
Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD) to the NRC's Demand for
Information (EA 94-177), transmitted by letter from
Mr. James L. Milhoan, Deputy Executive Director for Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, Regional Operations and Research, dated November 10,
1994. The Demand for Information pertains to a report of an
investigation conducted by the NRC's Office of Investigations (OI) ,
Region IV, concerning revisions to the reactor pressure vessel7

(RPV) disassembly procedures implemented on March 9, 1993 during
the refueling outage at Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS).

Based on a review of OI's report, the NRC indicates that
the Demr.nd for Information is being issued to obtain information

; related to apparent violations of 10 C.F.R. S 50.9 and Technical
j Specification (TS) 3.7.C.1.d. In the Demand for Information, the
*

NRC expresses concerns with the functioning of the Station
Operations Rey!ew Committee (SORC) and actions of the former CNSi;

its Manager At this stage, NPPD's focus is on the future.:

evertheless,M. we take the charges reflected in the Demand for
Information very seriously, and have conducted a careful and' ,

thorough review of this matter. A summary of our response to the jDemand for Information is provided below. Our detailed response to !

the Demand for Information is provi in the Attachment (assupplemented by a number of Exhibits) g d

U Since Mr. Milhoan's letter indicates that the NRC will delay '
i

placing the Demand for Information and NPPD's response in the
Public Document Room, NPPD requests that this letter and the jk
enclosed response be treated at this time as exempt from I

idisclosure under 10 C.F.R. S 2.790. In accordance with the
,

NRC's request, NPPD has prepared this response in a for t
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P
Sr -ev of NPPD's Response

j
is. |

|f ~| \Position On Careless Disrecard Issues {
<nm m1 |

NPPD does not believe that the facts support a finding of '

" careless disregard" of requirements on the part of CNS managers
and supervisors. NPPD therefore does not believe that enforcement
action is appropriate in this case, either against NPPD itself or
the individuals involved. The NRC's Enforcement Policy, 10 C.F.R.
Part 2, Appendix C, Section VIII, states that enforcement actions
involving individuals are "significant personnel actions, which
will be closely controlled and judiciously applied." This case
does not, in our view, involve misconduct that would warrant the
significant step of enforcement action directed against any
particular individual. Such action could effectively destroy the
nuclear careers of individuals based on subjective interpretation
of a single isolated action.

explained @ the response, NPPD does not believe that
the former its Manager Ior SORC members at the time acted withcareless di regard for A quirements. On the contrary, our review
indicates that they considered the applicable requirements and
safety considerations and reached a judgment, in good faith, that
the changes in procedures were consistent with those requirements

|and safety considerations. Specifically, in adopting changes to
the vessel isassembly rocedures on March 9,1993, it appears that i
the forme Site Manage and SORC members considered the following: '

The relevant requirements of TS 3.7.C.1.d, which requires*

secondary containment integrity to be maintained during-

movement of " loads which could potentially damage
irradiated fuel . ". . .

Relevant provisions of NUREG-0612, which provides NRC*

standards on the control of heavy loads including--

requirements to control movement of the reactor vessel
head and upper internals, in accordance with NPPD's
approved NUREG-0612 programs and design features.

The 1988 NRC memorandum by then Project Manager William*

O. Long, interpreting TS 3.7.C.1.d at the time to provide

can eventually be placed in the NRC Public Document Room --
i.e., NPPD has highlighted or bracketed for redaction the
names and other identifying information that could constitute
an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.

:
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that the secondary containment integrity test need not be
conducted until immediately prior to moving irradiated

j fuel (i.e., after RPV disassembly).
!'

- A record of telecon with General Electric, which provided'e

| clarification of the underlying concern of PRC'88-11~ .

j NPPD's response to PRC 88-11 was the basis for originally
adopting the stringent procedural- controls that were
deleted by the March 9, 1993 revisions.

- On the basis . of these considerations, the former(siteManager)and SORC (unanimously) concluded that the procTdure
revisioK to allow lifting of the vessel head prior _to verifying
-secondary containment ~ integrity was consistent with TS 3.7.C.1.d.
They reas,oned that since lifting of the vessel head was adequately
' controlled'by NPPD's actions in response to the requirements of
NUREG-0612 (use of'a single-failure-proof reactor building crane
and lifting device, safe load paths, etc.), and was not the focus
of PRC 88-11, the vessel head did not constitute a load that "could
potentially ' damage irradiated fuel" within the meaning of TS
3.7.C.1.d. n addition sever NPPD mana rs at the time,
including th site unmage and the ORC Chairma believed that the
procedure ch go would r uce sh down risk ce it would allow
the refueling cavity to be flooded up, as opposed to keeping the
plant in a reduced inventory condition with high decay heat.

As detailed in the Attachment, where the record in this
case indicates that NPPD officials acted reasonably and in good
faith in an attempt to determine whether the procedure revisions
were consistent with TS 3.7.C.1.d, the NRC would be justified inconcluding that their conduct does not amount to careless

-

disregard. Careless disregard indicates that it did not matter to
the alleged violator what his/her obligations were under the law.
It does not include a situation, as we have here, where licensee
personnel have considered relevant requirements and reasonably
believe that their actions are in compliance. Nor does it include,
in NRC's words, "[v)iolations caused by simple error, misjudgment,
miscalculation, ignorance, or confusion on the part of the
individual." 56 Fed. Reg. 40664, 40676-677 (August 15, 1991).
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Position On Apparent Violations
|

Ts 2.7.c.1.d
,

CNS TS 3.7.C requires secondary containment integrity to- |be' maintained during shutdown unless several conditions are met. !

One of these conditions,_TS 3.7.C.1.d,_is the following: :

\
'No irradiated fuel is being handled in the

'

secondary containment and no loads which could !

potentially damage irradiated fuel are being
moved in tho' secondary containment. I

{In addition, the Bases for TS 3.7.C state that secondary
'

3
- containment-is required "during refueling, and during movement of

; loads which could potentially. damage irradiated fuel."

NPPD does not believe that it violated TS 3.7.C.1.d whens

i. it instituted the procedure changes on March 9, 1993, permitting
| RPVdisassemblypriortocompletggthetestforverificationof
2 secondary - containment integrity. Because of NPPD pontrols on
! lif ting - of heavy loads established pursuant to NRC guidance in

NUREG-0612 (including single-failure-proof lifting devices), thee

! RPV head and upper internals were not considered to be loads that
[ could potegtially damage : radiated fuel within the meaning of TS

3.7.C.1.d NUREG-0612 governs movement of heavy loads
;

--

explicitly including the RPV' head and upper internals. NPPD has
applied TS - 3.7.C.1.d to require secondary containment integrity;

'

wher. movement of irradiated fuel is to begin (i.e., following RPV
.

disassembly). The language of TS 3.7.C.1.d quoted above was not
!-- ' intended by NPPD to preclude RPV disassembly, but rather to address
;

! # NPPD's past practice at CNS has been to verify secondary
containment integrity prior to disassembly, if possible. This

; was attempted during the March 1993 outage, but a successful
; test of secondary containment integrity could not be

accomplished in time. The leak test conducted at
approximately .10:40 p.m. on March 8, 1993 registered -0.22
inches water. gauge.(the acceptance criterion is -0.25 wg).;

I # A subsequent General Electric load-drop analysis'of a vessel
: head, dryer and separator drop concluded that "no damage to
i .the fuel is predicted since the component geometry precludes
: damage to the fuel." 333 " Structural Analysis of the CooperI' Reactor' Pressure Vessel Head, Shroud Head / Steam Separator

'

'

Assembly, and Steam' Dryer Assembly Drop Conditions," General !|^ Electric Nuclear Energy, GE-NE-523-65-0593 (May 1993). !
V |,

, I

i'
|

J
| .
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I
.;

smaller loads carried over the spent fuel pool or the RPV after the i
head was removed. -

y
. i

NPPD's interpretation of TS 3.7.C.1.d is consistent with -;
prior NRC Staff positions. In 1988, the NRC Project Manager for
CNS reviewed this matter and stated in a docketed memorandum
interpreting the surveillance requirements associated with TS j
3.7.C.1.d that CNS need not perform the secondary containment '

integrfuel."gtytestuntil"immediatelypriortohandlingofirradiatedNRC Inspection Report 50-298/88-07, dated May 11, 1988,
also documented this conclusion (at p. 9)., noting that "[ijt was |
agreed that the test to demonstrate secondary containment need only i

be performed prior to fuel movement." !
i

It is true that these conclusions were reached prior to i

the addition in 1991 of the language prohibiting the pvement of )" loads which could potentially damage irradiated fuel." However, i

as noted above, NPPD did not intend this language to address the i

RPV disassembly process already adequately addressed by NUREG-
controls (approved by NRC) , but rather to restrict movement of
smaller loads that might fall into the spent fuel pool or RPV after
the head is removed. While NPPD recognizes that the language of TS
3.7.C.1.d called for an interpretation whenever specific loads were
moved, NPPD does not believe that TS 3.7.C.1.d was violated in this
instance.

IOC.F.R.
'

E 50.9
<

;

With respect to the alleged violation of requirements ;
contained in 20 C.F.R. S 50.9, NPPD concurs that the Procedure 9

Change Notice'(PCN) form revieived by SORC on March 9, 1993 should !
-

have been complete and accurate in all material respects, but
contained some potentially confusing information concerning TS
Amendment 147 and, arguably, TS Amendment 150. However, NPPD i

firmly believes that any inaccuracies or errors on. the PCN form |

were inadvertent. When viewed in eir entirety, th PCN i

statements indicate that the former agineering Manage in
preparing the form for SORC, endeavore o disclose the re vant
information to SORC's decision, including NUREG-0612, PRC 88-11, i
NRC Inspection Report 50-298/88-07, as well as TS Amendments 147 j
and 150 (for reference purposes). In addition, NPPD's review i

.

NRC memorandum to CNS Docket File from William O. Long,
Project Manager, dated March 28, 1988.

!

Amendment Number 147 to Facility Operating License Number DPR- !46, dated October 10, 1991 (effective October 30, 1991).

_ _ _ - - _____ -
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:

indicates that inaccuracies on the form regarding TS Amendments 147
; and 150 were essentially harmless and did not adversely affect

SORC's deliberations, because SORC focussed on the actual language
'

of TS 3.7.C.1.d.
.

Accordingly, NPPD respectfully suggests that the NRC
would be justified in applying a rule of reason in assessing the
inaccuracies in the PCN form and should conclude that the
inaccuracies do not constitute a violation of 10 C.F.R. S 50.9.

MPPD Actions In ResDonse To Lessons Learned

The events addressed in the Demand for Information
occurred some 21 months ago. Since that time, NPPD has made a
number of signif ant management changes at CNS, including the4

addition of a ne site anager, Plant Manager, Fagineering Manager
and Operations Manag Furthermore, as the NRC is well aware,
NPPD has implemented comprehensive Performance Improvement Plan

)as well as other significant initiatives designed to bring about ;
,

sustained improvement in overall performance at CNS. l

Under NPPD's Performance Improvement Plan and related
initiatives, a number of actions have been and will be taken to !

enhance the independent oversight ability and processes of SORC. '

NPPD's actions, which will be detailed more fully in a forthcoming
reply to the Regional Administrator's letter of August 25, 1994,
are summarized in this response. Among the changes are the
following:

: \

'

The c mposition of SORC has changed with the addition of- *
> the new Plant Manager (SORC Chairman), the new

Engineering Mana r (Vice Chairman) and the new
operations Manager. ;,

1

The new SORC Chairman has established new standards and |
e

exp tations for SOR eetings, with a broadened focus on I

the nuclear safety aspects of the issues presented. The
Safety Review and Audit Board has also been challenged
with the responsibility of ensuring that the SORC
performance is maintained at a high level, e.g., through>

monitoring SORC meetings and reviewing meeting minutes.
* A U ;RC Administrator has been appointed to improve

meeting coordination and conduct, as well as the quality
and completeness of SORC records.

The keeping of SORC meeting minutes has been enhanced.*

_ _ _ _ _ - . . _ _ _ _
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A Nuclear Safety Training course has been provided toe

SORC members and alternates.

On November 3,1994, the governing procedure for the SORC*

(Procedure 0.3) was revised to provide more flexibility
and more accurately describe the SORC activities.

NPPD believes that these changes and the other actions
underway as part of its SORC Effectiveness Improvement Plan will ,

serve to provide a strong and independent SORC for future operation
,

'

of CNS.
,

In addition, it should be noted that NPPD has proposed '
,

changes to the CNS Technical Specifications which, among other,

things, would effectively replace the current condition (TS |

3.7.C.1.d, regarding movement of loads which could potentially l<

damage irradiated fuel) with the applicable provisions of the,

| Standard Technical Specifications (agg NPPD Proposed Change No.
106, dated August 31, 1993). NPPD also plans to review procedures

j prior to the next refueling outage to establish appropriate
practices for the future.;

1

Si are y yours,

W, .

'
R. Horn

1 -President, Nuclear
i

er

4

4

4

i
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i RRSPONSE OF NEBRASRA PUBLIC POWER DISTRICT
'

TO NRC DEMAND FOR INFORMATION|

< '

I. INTRODUCTION

Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD) hereby responds to the
NRC's Demand for Information dated November 10, 1994. Section II

; of-the response summarizes the events during that 1993 refueling !! outage relating to the changes to the reactor pressure vessel (RPV)
, disassembly procedures which are the subject of ' the Demand for
! Information. In addition, Section -II summarizes the development of
| the requirements applicable to movement of loads inside secondary
j containment at Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS). Section III below
i provides NPPD's detailed response to the requests contained 'in

.Section III of the Demand for Information. ,

.

J

[ The central issue in this matter is whether the procedure +

changes were made without regard to TS 3.7.C.1.d. The Synopsis of
the Office of Investigations' Report states that "CNS issued new

i, procedures that deleted the secondary containment requirements
without regard to the requirements set forth in the tech. specs."1

: In this connection, the Demand for Information at p. 1 states that
| "[t]he RPV head and upper internals are loads that have the
i potential to damage irradiated fuel if dropped." As explained
j below, NPPD respectfully disagrees with the NRC's conclusions. The

facts indicate that Station Operations Review . Committee (SORC)-

members specifically considered the requirements of TS 3.7.C.1.d
; and concluded in good faith that the RPV head and upper internals
i Mara nel loads of concern under TS 3.7.C.1.d. It is reasonable i

that SORC interpreted TS 3.7.C.1.d on March 9, 1993 as not having-

i imposed additional, more restrictive requirements on the movement
j of RPV disassembly loads. SORC review of NUREG-0632 indicated that'

these loads were considered and concluded that NPPD had already
[ resolved related concerns identified by the NRC in NUREG-0612.
<

1 *

} II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND
'

t >
'. On March 8 and 9, 1993, during the refueling outage at CNS,
j NPPD implemented procedure changes permitting CNS personnel to
i proceed with RPV pisassembly, including lifting the hPV head and

upper internals, prior to verifying secondary containment,

; integrity. The focus of the NRC Demand for Information is whether
the procedure changes permitting the lifting of those loads.

j constituted a violation of CNS Technical Specification ("TS")3.7.C.1.d, which requires secondary containment integrity to be'

j maintained when moving loads inside containment that could.

i

i

! M For purposes of this response, the term " upper internals"
! refers to-the steam dryer and shroud / head steam separator'

assembly..

:
_ _ _ _ _. _ _ _ _ . . .- . -
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potentially damage irradiated fuel. " The relevant Technical. . .

Specification provisions are attached as Exhibit A.

Sa - rv of Events Durina the 1993 Outace.

The refueling outage at CNS began on March 6, 1993. On March
8, 1993, the CNA Maintenance crew was preparing to begin reactor
pressure vessel disassenbly. Section 7.4 of Maintenance Procedure
7.4.4 (Revision 19) required verification of secondary containment
integrity as a prerequisite to commencing vessel disassembly. The
secondary containment leak test had not been satisfactorily
completed as of that time. A secondary containment leak test
conducted at approximately 10:40 p.m. on March 8, 1993 registered
at -0.22 inches water gauge. The acceptance criterion for a
successful test is -0.25 in. water gauge under Technical
Specification 4.7.C.,

The delay in vessel disassembly prompted NPPD management to
review procedural requirements. Until 1991, there had not been a
procedural requirement to verify secondary containment integrity
prior to vessel disassembly. This requirement had been added to
procedures in 1991 in connection with NPPD's response to a
notification from General Electric in Potentially Reportable
Condition ("PRC") 88-11. Prior to the 1991 procedure changes, it
had been NPPD's practice to establish secondary containment
integrity, if possible, prior to vessel disassembly, although this !

,

was not a specific procedural requirement. As a result, in past
outages, vessel disassembly was allowed to proceed even if the
secondary containment leak test had not yet been successfully
completed.

'
On March 8, CNS implemented a temporary procedure change to

move the requirement for secondary containment verification from,

the prerequisite section to a later stage in the disassembly
i procedure (i.e., at

after detensioning) .pe point when the head is ready to be liftedThis change permitted the Maintenance crew
to perform the steps of the disassembly procedure (includinga

detensioning) up to the point of removing the RPV head. The
temporary procedure change still did not permit the Maintenance
crew to lift the head without verification of secondary containment
integrity.

On March 9, 1993 the reactor was in shutdown status with
)reduced inventory, partial Emergency Core Cooling System

vailability and high decay heat. NPPD managers, including the
80RC Chairman believed that having the plant in this condition
resented an ncreased degree of shutdown risk due to the high

decay heat level, and that the refueling cavity should be flooded

# Temporary Procedure Change Notice dated March 8, 1993
(attached as Exhibit B)..

-2 - !,
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|=Ito establish full inventory as soon as possible. The ite Managergat that time, who was unaware that the RPV hea had beer

detensioned, also believed that proceeding to flood up the cavity.

was in the best interest of safety. Flooding the refueling cavity
required completion of vessel disassembly. Before the cavity can;

'

be flooded, the main steam lines must be plugged, which requires
j removal of the upper internals. NPPD therefore decided to review

ithe basis for the 1991 procedure revisions and, if appropriate, I

implement a procedure change that would permit Maintenance to
proceed with vessel disassembly prior to cuccessful completion of
secondary containment testing.

During the morning and earl afternoon of March 9, 1993,(Jim
Flaherty, the Engineering Manag supervised a review of the ifsue
and originated a Procedure nge Notice ('PCN") (Exhibit C 1

hereto). Based on Engineering's review of the basis for the
requirement, the PCN proposed to eliminate the requirement in CNS's
vessel disassembly procedure (Maintenance Procedures 7.4.4) to !verify secondary containment integrity prior to lifting the RPV

lhead. (Similar changes were initiated to Maintenance Procedures
4.5 and 7.4.6 whi govern removal of the upper internals.) The.

agineering Manager presented materials to SORC, which has
esponsibility for f nal approval of pro dure changes, to a ist

SORC in its review. According to the agineering Manage and
various SORC members, the following docu tation was availab to
SORC (an official record of the documents reviewed by SORC does not3

; exist):
* TS 3.7.C.1.d;,

i

* NUREG-0612 (1980), providing NRC guidance on control of
heavy loads, including the RPV head, dryer and separator,
along with documentation of NPPD's response to NUREG-,

0612;
1

| * NRC Memorandum from Mr. William O. Long to CNS's Docket' File, dated March 28, 1988;,,

* General Electric PRC 88-11 (1988), which noted concerns
with the potential for dropping certain loads onto
irradiated fuel;

* a record of a telephone conference on March 9, 1993
between General Electric's onsite representative at CNS
and the appropriate persons at General Electric's of fices.

in San Jose concerning the scope of PRC 88-11, indicating
thatgRC 88-11 applied only to those loads under 750
lbs., and that heavier loads are addressed in NUREG-
0612.

U The RPV head weighs over 80 tons.

-3 -
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'

$ The[Bagineering _ Manager's . handwritten justification for the

'

; procutlure change on page 2 f the PCN referenced some of the above
doc nts-as we as .other related documentation (see Exhibit C)-and Flahert recalls presenting those documents at the SJRC

,

.
'

1mee g'on Marc 9, 1993. (A description of- these materials is ;contained in Section II.B of this response.)
|
[ SORC met twice on March 9, 1993 to consider the procedure
j changes. The first part of the meeting convened at 1515 hours (see
i Exhibit D -- the' SORC meeting minutes), and by various accounts
i lasted in excess of one hour. Those present at the meeting recall

,

that there was considerable discussion regarding the justification1

for- the proposed changes. In particular, SORC considered the<

j language of Technical Specification 3.7.C.1.d, which required
j secondary containment integrity to be maintained when moving loads ,i

that "could potentially damage irradiated fuel4
" Those. . . .

: present at the meeting recall that SORC's deliberations focused on
j whether movement of the RPV head would constitute movement of a
j load that "could potentially damage irradiated fuel" within the
[ meaning of that Technical Specification.
4

i Questions raised by SORC prompted some additional research to
i be conducted during the course of the meeting. At some point
j during the meeting, CNS personnel identified the 1988 memorandum

from then NRC Project Manager William O. Long to CNS's docket filee

i. which addressed whether the CNS Technical Specification
surveillance requirements in TS 4.7.C required secondary,

j containment integrity testing prior to vessel disassembly. Mr.
Long's memorandum concluded that the secondary containment leak
test need not be conducted until immediately prior to handling

; irradiated fuel (see Exhibit E) . Some SORC members recall that
[ this NRC interpretation increased their level of comfort
j- proposed change did not violate Technical Specifications. pat the-

i

Based on the information presented, SORC concluded that
i

secondary containment leak testing did not need to be successfully4

! completed prior to vessel disassembly since lifting the RPV head
| and upper internals is controlled by the CNS response to
j NUREG-0612, and thus need not have been included in the resolution
,

,

U
It should be noted that TS Amendment 147 (discussed below) did

j not revise the surveillance requirements of TS 4.7.C.1.c. or
' associated Bases. Although the amendment added language to TS,

3.7.C.1.d, it was not NPPD's intent when it applied for that' amendment to impose requirements which would be redundant to
j or in excess of the measures implemented in response to NUREG- '

| 0612 or to change the corresponding surveillance requirement.
j The NRC memorandum by Mr. Long, dated March 28, 1988, pre-

dates TS Amendment 147; however, the history of TS Amendment
F 147 does not suggest that it was meant to supersede the
[ interpretation contained in that earlier memorandum.
"
.
~
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,

of PRC 88-11. 'SORC considered the procedure changes to be s
3 consistent with l'S 3.7.C.1.d. SORC reasoned that since lifting the
j RPV head and upper internals is controlled - under NUREG-0612 !: (through the use of a single-failure-proof crane and lifting ;

devices, and safe ' load paths) , these loads do not present the -

i potential to damage irradiated fuel within the meaning of TS '

3.7.C.l.d. SORC considered that restrictions of TS 3.7.C.1.d on
*

! the movement of loads with the potential to damage irradiated fuel j
applied to small loads, such as a local power range monitor

'

i detector assembly, that were not already analyzed or controlled
,

>

| under existing requirements.
t

i SORC approved the change to Maintenance Procedure 7.4.4 during *

j the first part of the meeting on March 9, 1993.- SORC's approval
; was unanimous, with no dissenting views or abstentions. SORC
; reconvened at 1700 hours on March 9. During this second part of
j the SORC meeting, similar changes to Maintenance Procedures 7.4.5

!
4 and 7.4.6 were approved to allow removal of the upper internals

|
j prior to completion of the secondary containment leak test. '

i
j Some CNS personnel disagreed with the changes. Upon reporting ;

} to work on the ght shift on March .9, and learning of the
j procedure ange, ick Foust, the Assistant Operations Engineerfag
i supervisor expre ed di agreement with the procedure change to Mr.J
: Flaherty, s supervisor This conversation occurred in the t Ifrd'

'

| floor conference room bter the SORC mee t the t me, over[ pickng had ended. t

: Gardner, the Flant Manager and SORC Chairman ard
] part of this conversation but was not par f it. . Fous ad
i been responsible for developing NPPD's earlier resp se to PRC 88-
: 11, and apparently believed that the revisions approved by SORC
| were marginal from a standpoint of prudency, because he was unaware
j of any analysis of the consequences of dropping loads on irradiated
j fuel. It does not appear, however, that Mr. Foust was aware that

the NRC had not required a consequences analysis for loads,

! addressed in NUREG-0612 (age discu ion of NPPD's response to
| NUREG-0612 below). n addition, rent Moeller, the Senior
{ Maintenance Technicia who origin d the 1991 PCN regarding
j Maintenance Procedure .4.4, has also indicated that he disagreed
j with the procedure change.

! Following SORC approval of the procedure change, the vessel
; head was removed at approximately 00:45 hours on March 10, 1993.
| The dryer and separator were also removed on March 10, 1993. The
j secondary containment test passed on March 11, 1993.
.

' /
I 3. standards Anoliamble to Movement of Heavy Leeds at CMS

4

NPPD has reviewed the requirements and guidance relevant to
the-issues raised in the Demand for Information. The followingi

, discussion summarizes these provisions.
|

i
n -5 -
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1. MUREG-0(12
, -

In July of 1980, the NRC issued NUREG-0612, " Control of Heavy'

Loads at Nuclear Power Plants." This document specifies acceptable
measures to assure safe handling of heavy loads, which include BWR4

'

reactor vessel heads, steam dryers, and moisture separators. By
i NRC Generic Letter dated December 22, 1980, all licensees were

requested to review their existing controls to determine the extent
to which NUREG-0612 guidelines were satisfied and "to identify the
changes and modifications that would be required in order to fully-

satisfy these guidelines." NUREG-0612 guidelines appear to'

constitute the controlling NRC standards for the movement of the
,

'

RPV head and upper internals at CNS.

NUREG-0612 specified various acceptable alternatives, such as
using a single-gilure-proof handling system, analyzing the effects :

of a load drop, or using procedures and interlock controls. For
BWRs, NUREG-0612 (at pages 5-6 to 5-7) recommended either (1) that |
the reactor building crane be single-failure-proof gr (2) the
effect of heavy load drops (including vessel head and upper
internals) be analyzed to show that the effects would be within
specified criteria. In NUREG-0612 (at page 5-17) , the Staff stated
thatj

upon completion of modifications, required. . .,

analyses, and changes to procedures to satisfy the
. guidelines of Section 5.1, adequate measures will be'

established to: (1) Reduce the potential for accidental
dropping of heavy loads; (2) Reduce the potential for a'

heavy load to impact on spent fuel or safe shutdown
equipment, should a drop occur.

!
} . !

NPPD responded to NUREG-0612 in a series of correspondence
from 1981 to 1983. NPPD implemented N
failure-proof reactor building crane. PEG-0612 by use of a mingle-'

Accordingly, a heavy load
drop analysis was not required to be performed under Section 5.1.4

'

of NUREG-0612.,,

N NUREG-0612 (at pages 3-14 to 3-15) noted that six plants
surveyed at that time had analyzed the consequences of reactor
vessel internals or reactor head drop in terms of potential
damage to the vessel or fuel in the core.

F Egg Exhibit F (NPPD responses to NUREG-0612 dated October 9,
1981, May 14, 1982, December 3, 1982, July 25, 1983, and
September 16, 1983). Following a technical review by Franklin
Research Center and issuance of a Technical Evaluation Report

'

(May 26, 1983), the NRC accepted NPPD's implementation of
NUREG-0612 guidelines in a Safety Evaluation Report dated !

October 31, 1983.

-6 -
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: 2. Prior * Intersretation of Technical specifications*

; m.

| In the past, NPPD has disassembled the RPV prior to verifying
,

i secondary containment integrity by testing.. If possible, testing' ;was sometimes successfully completed prior . to disassembly. If
~

; testing could not be successfully completed, RPV disassembly would
j not be further delayed.
| i

\ Disassembly of .the reactor vessel before completion of
, - secondary containment leak testing became an issue at CNS during ,

the 1988 refueling outage. On March 7, 1988, NPPD wanted to move
'

-

forward with detensioning the RPV head, but wind conditionsj

not permit the secondary containment test to be conducted.yould; At |! the time, the Senior Resident Inspector questioned NPPD's intent to
|| lift the RPV head prior to completing secondary containment leak *

testing (see Inspection Report 50-298/88-07, dated May 11, 1988, at j
{ p. 9 (excerpts included as Exhibit G)). A statement in the Bases

section of the Technical Specifications appeared to be in conflict4

|! with the surveillance requirement of Technical Specification
{ 4.7.C.1.c for secondary containment leak testing. The first of

,

! these potentially conflicting provisions -- Paragraph 4.7.C of the
{
.

{ Bases -- stated: !

: i
2 Performing these tests prior to refueling will !j demonstrate secondary containment capability iprior to the time the primary containment is

|
!

! opened for refueling.
'

i

j This statement in the Bases suggested that NPPD would have to
j establish secondary containment integrity prior to opening primary :

containment, which would precede vessel head detensioning and>

; vessel disassembly. The Technical Specifications themselves --

i specifically, surveillance Requirement 4.7.C.1.c stated--

| (emphasis added):
i

Secondary containment capability to maintain.

i 1/4 inch of water vacuum under calm wind (2-5*
I mph) conditions with a filter train flow rate
i of not more than 100% of building volume per

day, shall be demonstrated at each refueling,

i outage nrior to refueling.
'.
1

j In response to the Senior Resident Inspector's question, the
NPPD Manager of Licensing and Nuclear Safety at the time contacted

! the NRC Project Manager to discuss whether these apparently
conflicting provisions required secondary containment integrity toj'
be established prior to head detensionina or prior to actual

{- handlina of irradiated fuel. CNS's past interpretation had been
i

U - Memorandum to CNS Docket File from William O. Long, NRC
Project Manager, dated March 28,1993 (attached as Exhibit E) ,

-7 -,
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; that successful completi
to actual fuel handling.p of the test was not required until prior

i u

:Discussions were held at the time among . NPPD, the ' Senior !
i Resident Inspector, Region IV management, and the Project Manager.

As documented in NRC Inspection Report 88-07 (at page 9), "[i]t was ;
'

agreed that the test to demonstrate secondary containment need only -

; be performed prior to fuel movement." In a docketed memorandum, ij the NRC Projggt Manager indicated that so long as the requirements
!4 of TS 3 . 7 . C'' were met, CNS was not required to perform the i

f surveillance test until immediately prior to handling of irradiated
|fuel, although he observed that "prud

performed prior to lifting the head."ge would suggest that it be |: NPPD committed to revise !

| the Bases to delete the potentially misleading statement in ;

Paragraph 4.7.C indicating that the secondary containment test was !
,

to be performed prior to opening primary containment. NPPD {submitted an amendment request to this effect on July 19, 1991, and :
3

?- the NRC approved the change as License Amendment No. 150 on !"

-November 22, 1991.
ifi '

1 73. PRC 88-11 and the 1991 Procedure Chamae
) ;= =

On October 17, 1988, General Electric issued a Potentially,

2 Reportable Condition letter noting that standard Technicali Specifications would not restrict movement of certain loads ov
the core or spent fuel pool during cold shutdown or refueling.g
According to General Electric, dropping such loads onto irradiated4

i fuel could result in an unanalyzed event. Specifically, PRC 88-11 |

,

j stated:
,

; i

If containment integrity does not exist and
, the SGTS is not operable GE's assessment has
i indicated that dropping an object which !possesses the same (and potentially even less); '

! kinetic energy as that evaluated for the Fuell
Handling Accident onto irradiated fuel could.

,
,.

#
Exhibit E at 2.

.

.

U
In 1988, Technical Specification 3.7.C required CNS to suspend

i irradiated fuel handling operations in the secondaryj containment and all' core alterations and activities which
could reduce the shutdown margin when secondary containment-

could not be maintained.,

# ' Exhibit E at 2. ~

,

[
D Letter from David J. Brager, General Electric Nuclear Services

Manager, to Mr. G.R. Horn entitled "PRC 88-11 Mode 4 Technical,

Specification System Inoperability," dated October 17, 1988,

j (attached as Exhibit H.)
;

~8 -,
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result in calculated radiological consequences
in excess of t reported in the SafetyAnalysis Report.gse.

PRC 88-11 noted that "the NRC has evaluated a similar concern in
NUREG-0612 (Control of Heavy Loads at Nuclear Power Plants) and
arrived at specific recommendations relative to plant TS and planthardware and procedure modifications." Other th'an the above
statement, PRC 88-11 does not contain a description of the specific
loads that it is intended to cover.

*

Several CNS personnel participated in responding to PRC 88-11
ick Foust, the Assistant operations Engineering Supervisor
repared a samorandum to Paul Ballinger, the Operations Engineering 3
upervisor]f recommendingg hanges to CNS procedures to ad ress the* concerns o PRC 88-11 In hat memorandum, the Assistantoperations Engineering Superviso uggested that CNS revise several

procedures, including the vesse disassembly procedures (7.4.xx
series), to require Control Room verification of secondarycontainment integrity prior to movement of loads over irradiated
fuel.<

1
1

As part of NPPD's response to PRC 88-11, CNS initiated a,

procedure change on September 7, 1990 to alter Procedure 7.4.4 to
require verification g secondary containment integrity prior to
vessel disassembly. Following technical review andconcurrence, which occurred over a total of 10 months, the
procedure change was approved mid-operating cycle by SORC on July

|

,

18, 1991.

Some CNS management personnel have indicated that the 1991 '

PCN was approved as a very conservative measure. They further
noted that there was not a good understanding from GE on the intent
and coverage of PRC 88-11. They observed that it was nevertheless
approved since it allowed closure of PRC 88-11 which had been
pending almost three years.

c. / %4. 1991 Amendment of TS 3.7.C
!

= s
. Prior to October 30, 1991, TS 3.7.C required CNS to maintain

{'

secondary containment integrity during all modes of plant operation
unless specified conditions were met. TS 3.7.C.1.d contained one

PRC 88-11, Attachment 1 at 1.

#
Ega Memorandum from R.W. Foust to P.L. Ballinger, " Response to
GE PRC 88-11," (December 7, 1988 (attached as Exhibit I).

* Ett September 7, 1990 Procedure Change Notice for Revision 19
to Procedure 7.4.4 (Reactor Pressure vessel Head Removal)(attached as Exhibit J).

-9 -
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of those conditions: " irradiated fuel is not being handled in,

'

secondary containment." In 1991, as part of proposed TS changes
T regarding the reactor building isolation ventilation radiation
4 . monitoring system, NPPD requested. a change to TS 3.7.C.1.d to

{
. address concerns associated with moving loads that could damage

|1 irradiated fuel. This change was recommended by the Safety Review
and Audit Board ("SRAB") during their review of the proposed
Technical Specification amendment. The intent was to address
relatively small loads such as local power range monitor detector |

;

i assemblies (a concern prompted.in part by PRC 88-11), when moved
|ove the spent fuel pool The J

*

CNS Radiological Namager,or over the vessel after disassembly.also recalls that NPPD was con g ned with |
<

; loa moved during sperf: fuel pool clean-up projects. A fuel |
, . pool clean-up project would necessitate movement of contaminated

;
! equipment and materials (e.g., used control blades) out of the
; pool. Shipment casks would also have to be used in the pool as j

'

part of the clean-up project. (A fuel pool clean up project was I
4

conducted at CNS in the early 1980s and in 1992.) i
;

In reviewing tho' proposed change to. the Technical '

; Specifications, CNS considered whether specific loads of concern
; could be specified, e.g. 150 pounds or greater. However, it was !

,

: decided not to attempt to quantify the particular size of the load
i of concern. Instead, a more general prohibition against moving any
{ loads with the potential to damage irradiated fuel was selected as

|

,

j the conservative course.
I

'

NPPD internally initiated a License Change Request on April 5,'

1991. The amendment request was submitted on July 18, 1991. The
ultimately appvedNRC the change as Amendment 147, effective

|; October 30, 1991. Amendment 147 added a condition to the !language of Technical Specification 3.7.C.1.d requiring secondary !
4

; containment integrity to be maintained unless (underscored material
-

added by TS Amendment 147):
'

.

! No irradiated fuel is being handled in the
.

i secondary containment UgLno loads which could
notentially dammaa irrad,tated fuel are beina,

moved in the secondary containment.
!

In approving the amendment, the NRC Staff Safety Evaluation stated'

,

that this aspect of TS Amendment 147 " ensures that mitigativo,

: systems are available during Amendment activities which introduce !
| the potential for damage to irradiated fuel and provides an !
2

i

i i

i * .

A spent fuel shipment project also took place at CNS from
approximately 1983 to 1987. i,

# i

Amendment 147 also addressed six other license change requests
| from NPPD. ,

'
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! improvementactivities."ger the existing TS which addressed only fuel handling
|

f %
F III. SPECIFIC RESPONSE TO SECTION III'

| OF D" N FOR Twyn m TION
j L M
i~ In accordance with Section III of the NRC's Demand for
i. Information, the following section of this response first addresses
j the all no of car oss disregard by members of SORC and the
| former CNS site Manager This discussion responds to the specific
j findings y esented in e enumerated paragraphs of Section II of I

i

; the Demand for Information. Thereafter NPPD's response addresses
j the alleged violation of 10 C.F.R. $ 50.9. Finally, NPPD explains ]why enforcement action should not be taken against NPPD or ;
4

; particular individuals for an alleged violation of TS 3.7.C.1.d, '

: .and why the NRC should have confidence in the functioning of the ;
4 CNS SORC. |I

f y
i

I A 111eaed Careless Disrecard by SORC Ma=hers
N. N,

! 1. Justification for SORC's Decision ~

;
.

'
NPPD does not believe that it violated TS 3.7.C.1.d in l

i implementing changes to the vessel disassembly procedures on March !
! 9, 1993. Even if the NRC concludes that a violation did occur, the |j' actions of SORC did not amount to " careless disregard" for the i

!- requirements of the Technical Specifications. As explained belo |I the individual members of SORC (as well as the former Site Manage |
} considered relevant Technical Specification r quirements and ma
i a reasoned judgment, in good faith, that the plant's actions
[ complied with the letter and intent of the requirements. Thus,

their actions cannot legally constitute " careless disregard."
|

;

a

i Under the NRC's Enforcement Policy, " careless disregard" is a
,

i component of " willful" misconduct. The term embraces conduct
j beyond mere " negligence." 10 C.F.R. Part 2, Appendix C., Section !

,

J IV.C. A willful violation does not exist where a licensee believes :
j that its actions are in compliance with relevant requirements and '

i has a reasoned justification for those actions. ESA, B A , In the ,Matter of Wranaler Laboratories. Larson Laboratories et al., LBP- |
i, 89-39, 30 NRC 746 (1989). The record in this case indicates that ;

NPPD officials acted reasonably and in good faith in an attempt to |
)

( determine whether the procedure revisions ware consistent with TS
3.7.C.1.d. Under such circumstances, the NRC is justified in,i ,

,

1 i.
| E .

" Safety Evaluation by the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation f) Related to Amendment No.147 to Facility Operating License No. !

DIR-46, Nebraska Public Power District Cooper Nuclear
Station," Docket No. 50-298, dated October 10, 1991 (attached,.

,

| as Exhibit K). *

,
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concluding that their conduct does not amount to careless
disregard. Careless disregard indicates that the alleged violator
did not care what its obligations were under the law. Has TransWorld Airlines. Inc. v. Thurston, 469 U.S.111 (1985) . It does 70t
include a situation where licensee personnel have considered
relevant requirements and reasonably believe that their actions are
in compliance. Nor does it include, in NRC's words, "[v)iolations
caused by simple error, misjudgment, miscalculation, ignorance, or
confusion on the part of the individual." 56 Fed. Reg. 40664,,

40676-677 (August 15, 1991).

NRC case law, in addressing willfulness and careless
disregard, indicates that a willful violation cannot result if a l
licensee has considered the NRC's requirements and reached a '

conclusion, even if that conclusion is incorrect (which NPPD does
not concede in connection with its interpretation of TS 3.7.C.1.d) ,
that its action is consistent with requirements. Recently, in i

Georaia Power Co. (Vogtle Electric Generating Plant Units 1 and 2;
|Hatch Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2), 37 NRC 314, 332 (1993), the |

NRC concluded that a licensee's error of interpretation involving
Technical Specifications "was not an example of a willful
violation" by licensee senior management. In that case, the
licensee had initially interpreted certain administrative controls
as acceptable to fulfill the requirements of the Technical'

Specifications, but later reversed its position.

The NRC's deliberate misconduct rule,10 C.F.R. 50.5, does not
apply to acts resulting from careless disregard. In the proposed
rule for Section 50.5 (55 Fed. Reg. 12374 (1990)), the Commission
explained the " careless disregard" standard as follows:

Careless disregard has been described as a
showing of disregard for a governing statute
or an indifference to its requirements . . .

A finding of careless disregard indicates that
the person acted with reckless indifference to
the requirement, or with disregard (or utter,

,

unconcern) of the consequences or whether
there was compliance. This recklessness
involves, at a minimum, an unconcern as to
whether a requirement was or will be violated,
or a situation in which an individual blinds

i himself or herself to the realities or whether' a violation has occurred or will occur.
| The actions of SORC in this case did not rise to such

" careless disregard" of requirements. Although the documentation
of SORC's decision was lacking in detail, the evidence indicates
that CNS personnel reviewed the basis for the 1991 procedure
revisions and concluded that the proposed changes to those
procedures would be consistent with the relevant requirements of TS
3.7.C.1.d. NPPD respectfully submits that where SORC was

-12 -
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I tttempting in good faith to interpret the appropriate purpose and
*

i scope of TS 3.7.C.1.d, and reached a reasoned conclusion that the
r procedure changes were permitted by TS 3.7.C.1.d, it would be
j inconsistent with the governing precedents and NRC policy to

,

'

; conclude that SORC or its members acted in careless disregard for
j requirements.

,

! During the morning a early afternoon of March 9, 1993, Mr.
| Flaherty and Mr. Ballinger reviewed the basis for PRC 88-11, nd
j concluded that the undo ying concern was with movement of
j relatively small-sized loads. This understanding was confirmed '

1 with- General Electric during a telephone conference on March 9
| . between the General Electric on-site representative and General

Electric personnel in San Jose who were familiar with PRC 88-11.d '

General Electric indicated that the PRC was intended to address {
.

; movemog of relatively small loads (generally less than . 750
~

! lbs.), and that the PRC was not meant to apply to loads
j controlled under NUREG-0612. This indicated to CNS personnel that !the 1991 procedural revisions were not required to cover vessel '

i disassembly as part of the response to PRC 88-11. '
1

! In addition,.CNS Engineering reviewed TS 3.7.C.1.d and '

| reasoned that the intent of the TS was to control movement of
; unanalyzed loads or loads not already adequately controlled (such
; as a beam) over the spent fuel pool or over the core. In contrast,

the lifting of the RPV head, dryer and separator had been addressed' ,

,
;

4 under NUREG-0612. This permitted a conclusion that the NUREG-0612
actions (use of a single-failure-proof crane and lifting devices.

! and safe load paths) effectively precluded the potential for the
; RPV head and upper internals to damage irradiated fuel within the
! meaning of TS 3.7.C.1.d.
i

! When SORC met on March 9, 1993 to consider the procedure
changes, SORC members reviewed the requirements of TS 3.7.C.1.d.L

SORC members at the time recall that the portion of the meeting to.

consider the proposed change to Maintenance Procedure 7.4.4 lasted''

j at least one hour, with the discussion focusing on whether lifting,,

i of the vessel head constituted movement of a load that "could
potentially damage irradiated fuel." A copy of the CNS Technical:

Specifications was available in the SORC meeting room (as is
customary), and SORC members present recall that the provisions of

j TS 3.7.C.1.d. on movement of loads that "could potentially damage
| irradiated fuel" were read and discussed during the meeting. In
j assessing whether lifting the vessel head constitutg4 such a lo
1 SORC considered the following factors presented by Mr. Flaherty
I
h Per the record of telecon, GE clarified that the intent*

of PRC 88-11 was to address concerns with loads less thu.;

i.

# ERR Exhibit C at page 2; Record of Telecon dated March 9, 1993;

(Exhibit L hereto).;.
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! or,equalf to 750 pounds, e.g. , dropping a control blade on
*

: irradiated fuel. PRC 88-11 was not intended to cover
} heavier loads that are addressed by a plant's actions in
: response to NUREG-0612.

I e NPPD's response to NUREG-0612 specifically addressed
i movement of the vessel head and upper internals.
*
. e
| Although the PCN form completed byl Mr. Flahert contained
i errors (see discussion below), the handw 4tten mater als in the

" Description / Justification" section of the form reflects that1

; appropriate considerations were presented (Amt Exhibit C).
i

F . SORC members recall that, based on the information presented,
. they concluded that since lifting the RPV head and upper internals
j is adequately controlled by NUREG-0612 actions, these loads did not
- constitute a load that could potentially damage irradiated fuel
: within the meaning of TS 3.7.C.1.d. SORC also relied upon the 1988
; memorandum on the CNS docket from the then NRC Project Manager,
i which interpreted the CNS Technical Specifications to require

secondary containment integrity only when fuel handling begins. As
! noted above, this interpretation was also documented by the NRC in i
| Inspection Report 88-07 at page 9. The PCN form (on page 2) |referenced Inspection Report 88-07. The Project Manager's 1988:

| memorandum was apparently identified as a result of further
! research conducted during the course of the SORC meeting. It is
| not clear at exactly what . time this memorandum was provided to

SORC. But SORC members recall reviewing the memorandum prior to
i approving the procedure changes, and some have explained that this
! memorandum gave them additional comfort that the procedure change
{ was consistent with Technical Specification requirements.
1

l In these circumstances, it cannot be said that SORC acted with ;
i. careless disregard for requirements. The facts indicate that SORC ]considered relevant factors and the applicable CNS Technical

t
;

i specifications. While their interpretation Iay not have been the '

j most conservative reading, SORC had a good faith rationale, based
j - in part on the NRC's earlier interpretation of CNS's Technical

|

,

; Specifications, for determining that the procedure change would not |

j violate Technical Specifications.
i

; y
! 2. Roanonne to snacific Findinas Recardina SORC Actions

.

; % J
] Section II of the Demand for Information (at pages 3-5) |contains 10 enumerated paragraphs of findings related to the'

;allegation of careless disregard by SORC. NPPD responds to each ;;

paragraph in turn below.
!1 f |w

1 1. Immediately upon learning that the RPV I
;'

disassembly procedural prerequisite to '

establish secondary containment was preventing
j the removal of the RPV head, the [ senior
p .J ;

==
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f, a
7Manager of site support) apparently was of the;

view that the RPV disassembly procedural
requirements were wrong and should be deleted
even though no analysis had been performed to
support such a deletion.

,

j During the March 1993 outage, the[ Senior Magger of Site
support, Gene Mace, was serving as OutaVe Director 'for the day
shift. Upon being informed that vessel disassembly wa's delayed due

; to the fact that secondarE containment leak testing had not been
1

becauseheha]dnotunderstoodthistobea
successfully completed, (Mr. Mace expressed surprise (using
intemperate language);

requirement in the past, and
Maintenance Procedure 7.4.4. (Jid not gecall the 1991 revisions toMr. Macejagreed with the decision to'

have Engineering evaluate the issue and consider any appropriate
i revisions to procedures.
4

i It is unclear what is meant by "no analysi.s had been performed
to support such a deletion." An adequate technical evaluation,.

with review by SORC, had to be performed to justify a deletion ofI

procedural requirements. If this statement is a reference to the
. absence of a load drop analysis for .the RPV head and upper
i internals, no such analysis was required under NUREG-0612 since CNS

utilized a single-failure-proof crane to control these lifts.
e m
2. The (Engineering Manager), who also drafted '

and presented the proposed Procedure change4

Motices (PCN) at the March 9, 1993, 80RC
,

: meeting, apparently felt pressure, despite his <

j level of experience at CNs, to initiate the '

i PCMs because of outage schedular
i y considerations. J

|
The Engineering Manager, Jim Plaherty, ,has indicated that he ,

|did feel ressed by outage schedular consid erations in developing'
the procedure ' change. However, he has indicated that this pressure |did not cause him to perform a less than adequate technical
evaluation of the proposed procedure change. Some other SORC' members have expressed the view that outage schedular
considerations played some role in the plant's action. As far as

'

NPPD is aware, no SORC members believe that outage pressures were
so great as to compromise their professional judgment or otherwise,

caused an inappropriate decision to be made.
,

i
'

NPPD is nevertheless concerned that any perception was created
that outage schedular considerations were a primary reason for the
procedure changes. Schedule pressures are always present during a,

refueling outage, as at any power plant. But NPPD understands that
schedule considerations must not be allowed to override safety.

! NPPD has thus taken this concern very seriously and has
investigated whether undue schedule pressures occurred. Based on

i our review and discussions with the CNS personnel involved,

j - 15 -
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j[ including all members of SORC from that time, NPPD does not believe
that outage schedular considerations caused CNS Engineering or SORC
to' perform a less than adequate review of the proposed procedura:

| changes. .Because vessel disassembly was a critical path item and !

j CNS management wanted to get the plant in a . flooded condition,
j consideration of the procedure changes was done on a high priority !

basi the result that the changes were approved in one |day.g withj
j In the circumstances, CNS management should have been !

F more careful to communicate he technica safety reasons for the
j action and to ensure that Mr. Flaherty did not perceive any
j schedule pressures, ,

'i r
3. Two of the references that the [ Engineering< '

; Manager) documented in the change request to
i provide technical justification (TS Amendment
i 147 and 150 -- actually provided.to the SORC)
{ for the removal of the RPY head, dryer, and
4 separator without secondary containment
! integrity being established did not provide a

.I basis for the desired revision to the vessel i

f disassembly procedures. On the contrary, one
'

q of the references (TS Amendment 147) best
supports the interpretation that maintaining,

, secondary containment integrity was required
j while moving the subject loads. These
j references were apparently not read by the i' SORC reviewers. '

y
%

It is incorrect to say that TS Amendment 150 "did not providei
'

a basis for the desired revision to the vessel disassembly
; procedures." TS Amendment 150 was processed as a follow-up to the
; 1988 Long Memorandum and NRC Inspection Report 88-07, both of which
! documented the position that the secondary containment leak test
| only needed to be performed prior to actual fuel movement, not
| vessel disassembly. NPPD had committed to NRC to delete the

potentially misleading statement in the Bases section to the effect:

[ ,, that the test was to be conducted prior to opening primary
!

#j NPPD has considered the significance of the fact that the
j March 9, 1993 PCN was approved in one day, while the 1991
[ change took some 10 months to process. It should be noted
; that the earlier PCN was processed mid-cycle. During
i operation, proposed revisions to outage-related procedures are

not given high priority. Operating procedures receive the
'

greatest focus. Thus, the 10-month time frame for processing
i the 1991 PCN was not unusual. That PCN was also removed from
j routing more than once for changes, prolonging the approval
! process. In contrast, during refueling outages, proposed
i changes to outage-related procedures receive top priority. It

is not unusual for an outage-related procedure to be approved
j in one day during an outage.

i - 16 -
t

h

i

- - - . -



- - -. .- - - - - - . . . - . - - _ . . _ - -. - - . - . _ _ . - _ - ~ ~ . -

;

. . .
l

!
'

containment. TS Amendment 150 deleted this statement from the
Bases.- Thus this amendment actually supported the March 9, 1993 -

| procedure change.

.As for TS Amendment 147, this amendment added the language to ;

TS 3.7.C.1.d that is at issue here -- i.e. , the provision requiring
j' secondary containment integrity when moving loads that~ "could
| potentially damage irradiated fuel." To state that TS Amendment
; 147 did not provide - a' basis for the procedure change simply begs

the question. The issue confronting.CNS management and SORC was'

i whether lifting the RPV head and upper internals constituted moving
I loads that "could potentially damage irradiated fuel" within the

:

} meaning of the TS provision. '

s

j. With respect to whether SORC members reviewed TS Amendments
; 147 and 150, the recollections of SORC members differ on whether
: the actual amendment issuances from the NRC were available and

consulted during the SORC meeting. A few SORC members seem to
recall that they were. The fact that the PCN form referenced the
TS Amendments by number would suggest that they were available.

|
; Mr. Flaherty himself has indicated that he is unsure whether he
! provided the TS Amendment issuances to SORC, and believes that he
} may have actually provided NPPD's amendment applications to SORC,

,

as opposed to the NRC's issuances. In any event, SORC members,

: recall that the actual language of TS 3.7.C.1.d -- including the
language added by TS Amendment 147 -- was read during the SORC'

p meeting and in fact was the focus of discussions during the
j meeting. Thus the relevant Techeal Specification reauirements

were reviewed by SORC. '4

TS Amendment 147, and the accompanying SER, did not provide
,

any detailed discussion of the purpose and intent of the amendment. !

1 The Staff's SER (at page 2) explained that the new TS requirement j
} "is similar to the Standard Technical Specifications (NUREG-0123, '

j Rev. 2) which include soent fuel shionina cask handlina in addition
; to fuel handling." (Emphasis added.) This suggests that the
j purpose of the amendment was to address such activities as spent,

fuel pool cleanup, when shipping casks are moved over the spent
; fuel pool. There is no discussion in TS Amendment 147 of vessel
i disassembly. Thus, the background and purpose of TS Amendment 147
: would also seem to support the March 9, 1993 procedure changes.
'

In short, even assumina that SORC members did not read the
actual NRC issuances that were TS Amendments 147 and 150, it
appears that this would not have affected the outcome of SORC's,

review of the proposed procedure changes.<

e. ~
; ' 4. The (assistant engineering manager), who had
; been one of the primary authors of the 1991
; procedure changes that had imposed the
; prerequisite for recondary containment prior'

to RPY disassembly, told the (Engineering
{ *""

I

4 - 17 -
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|
rManager]', on March 9, 1993, with the (Plant
Manager) present, that he did not agree with

j the procedure changes approved by the 80RC !

because the movement of the RPV head, dryst,'

and separator without secondary containment !,

integrity was prohibited by TS 3.7.C.1.d. .

!

| The Assistant Engineering Manager, Rick Foust was on the '

: night sh t on Margh 9, 1993 Upon reporting to wor on the night *

proposed changes a|Td express)d disagreement to| shift on March 9, Mr. ~soust was told that SO C had approved the
| e is supervisor, Mr. :
! Flahert This conversation took place in he Third loor

conferen Room, and apparently was overhear b Mr. Gardner who
was not part of the conversation. Mr. Foust apparently bel eved,

that the changes were marginal from a standp nt of pru ncy. H '
,'

noted his involvement with the earlier changes in 1991. . Foust
>

was not a SORC member at the ti and was ot responsible for,

review of the proposed changes Flahert initialled the PCN
'

.

form for technical review by the ngineering rganization).

5. The forms associated with the PCNs stated that
; the PCNs represented a revision to the T8 and

the [ Engineering Manager) had marked the PCNs
as involving T8 changes reflected in T8
Amendments 147 and 150, but the 80RC members
apparently did not read the relevant portions;

j of TS Amendments 147 and 150 that were
represented as justifying the PCNs.

,

1 See the discussion in Section III.C of this response for a
full discussion of apparent inaccuracies in the PCN form. NPPD
does not believe it is accurate to say that "the PCNs stated that4

i the PCNs represented a revision to the TS " A box was. . . .

{ checked on the form indicating that the proposed change " involves"
; a change to Technical Specifications. The use of the verb
| " involved" made this section of the form ambiguous. (NPPD has
| since change his part ot.the PCN form.) As explained in Section
i AII.D below, Mr. Flahertygchecked this box in order to indicate
| that two ex ting TS amehdments were relevant to the proposed

change, but had no intention of indicating a : seed for a TS change
and did not enter a prospective license amendment number as calledi

i for on the PCN form.
|

] With respect to the statement that SORC members r.pparently did
i not read relevant portions of the two amendments, see the response

to Paragraph 3 above.
! # *
f I 5. The 80RC members may have allowed themselves

to be inappropriately influenced by the
presence of senior management at the 80RC,

meeting and by the 80RC members' knowledge of
i

L,

,

- 18 -
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the impact of delay in proceeding with the |
| outage work.
; 6 =

,

| NPPD presumes that "the presence of senior management at the '

: SORC meeting" is a reference to the fact that the former site
[ unmager, Mr. Meacham attended the first part of the SORC me ting
; on March 9, 1993. that ',.is not aware . the basis the NRC may have |

D
for suggesting Mr. Meacham' presence inappropriately,

) influenced any SORC adber. NPPD h s interviewed SORC members
about this suggestion, and believes the individual responses being !

,

4

j submitted by JORC members ,will confirm that they were , pot |influerped byI Mr Meachan'sj presence (some do not recall M iMeacham 'beinggIes.ent at the meeting). Infact,whenquestionekr.on |this ad hject, most members of SORC emphatically stated that they1

|

would not have allowed the presence of senior manpgement to
-

ve
affected their independent professional judgment. (Mr. Mean

'

as
indicated that he did not intend or attempt to unfluence S C's4

| decision-making.
,

I With respect to SORC members' knowledge of the impact of delay
j in proceeding with outage work, NPPD has questioned SORC members
i whether they felt any pressure not to delay in reaching a decision
i on the proposed procedure change. No SORC member has indicated
! that they felt undue pressure or that their knowledge of the impact
j of delay inappropriately influenced their judgment. They stress
i that the meeting on March 9,1993 lasted much longer than usual due

to the amount of discussion of the PCN and the need to perform
: additional research to answer questions. Most importantly, all

SORC members have indicated that they stand by their decision at
the time.;

i e *
j 7. The (80RC Chairman (the Plant Manager)] ;

'

'

approved the PCNs even though he was aware !

! that the CNS staff was not successful in
j identifying and locating a letter from General

Electric that purportedly supported the 80RC'ss
'

interpretation of T8 3.7.C.1.d. Without an.

evaluation of the potential for fuel damage
from dropping the subject loads, it was not

;reasonable to have concluded that the subject !loads did not have the potential to damage ;

irradiated fuel.
. .-

The first sentence appears to be a reference to the fact that,
when this issue arose in March 1993, some NPPD managers seemed to
recall that there had been a previous letter from General Electric
that addressed the impact of dropping the RPV head. No such letter
was ever found. It is true that at the time of the procedure
changes there was no load drop analysis for the RPV head and upper
internals. (such an analysis was obtained from General Electric in
May 1993.) Under NUREG-0612, no such analysis was required since
CNS had chosen the option of using a single-failure-proof crane and
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lifting devices. Thus the fact that a General Electric evaluation ;
; could not be located at the time of the procedure changes is
! immaterial.

,

*

NPPD disagrees with the statement that.without a load drop
. analysis, it was not reasonable to have concluded that the subject

,

{ loads did not have the potential to damage fuel. By adequately
. controlling the lifting and movement of the RPV head and upper

internals through use of a single-failure-proof reactor building
) crane and lifting devices, NPPD was.not required under NUREG-0612

to evaluate the effects of dropping these loads. Through the,

) NUREG-0612 actions, the probability of dropping the RPV head and |

,

upper internals onto irradiated fuel is sufficiently reduced that '

this scenario need not be considered. CNS managers and SORC thus.

concluded that it was unnecessary to assume a drop of the RPV head;

and upper internals in assessing whether these loads had the,

potential to damage irradiated fuel under TS 3.7.C.1.d.1

, ,

| ' ) 3. The 80RC approved the PCNs to the RPV '

disassembly procedures (Maintenance Procedures
; 7.4.4, 7.4.5, and 7.4.6) to delete the
j requirement to establish secondary containment
; integrity while moving the RPV head, dryer,

and separator., |

n'
p

! This statement is accurate. SORC did approve the PCNs as |
j noted.
;

i |f. On March 10, 1993, during a refueling outage,
%

9 I

[ the RPV head, dryer, and separator were moved
; over irradiated fuel without secondary
! containment integrity being maintained in
i apparent violation of Ts 3.7.C.1.d.L'

'

; The RPV head and upper internals were lifted from the RPV on
j March 10, 1993. The lifting and movement of these components was
: controlled by applicable procedures, which were consistent with.

{ NUREG-0612, including consideration of safe load paths.

| 10. Some of the 80Rc members interviewed by the
|

| NRC subsequently told the NRC investigator, j
: after reading copies of TS Amendments 147 and '

: 150 provided by the investigator, that on the
i basis of the documented references (T8

Amendments 147 and 150) which had been,

j provided in support of the PCNs to the 80RC on
|

! March 9, 1993, they should not have approved
i the PCNs or should have required analysis or
j research before approving them. |

de,

; SORC members have-acknowledged, after reading TS Amendments
j 147 and 150, that the way the two amendments were described on the

j - 20 -
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l 'PCN form was not ' accurate, at least with respect to the TS
Amendment 147. As explained in Section III.C of this response, the !

j PCN stated that " Tech Spec changes . 147 & 150 removed the !'

requirements to demonstrate Secondary containment capability prior. !j to the time the Primary containment is opened for refueling." If |one puts aside the fact that the Bases are not technically part of i
,

; the " requirements" of Technical Specifications, this sentence was
{an accurate description of TS Amendment 150. TS Amendment 147, on; the other hand, added the requirements to TS 3.7.c.1.d on movement

of loads with the potential to damage fuel. As explained above,
;

! NPPD does not believe that SORC was misled by this erroneous !j reference, since SORC members reviewed the very language of TS |3.7.C.1.d that was added by TS Amendment 147.
;

i

f3.
en .

j~ 111 aced emeeless Disr==ard by For==e [ Site Manager)
i

Involvement of Former [ Site Manaaer] q !
*

; 1.
i ,

d

The Demand for Informatio (at pages 7-8) alleges that the.

former site Manager, Mr. Meacham acted with careless disregard in '

hat he failed to ensure that S C was correctly apprised of the
impact of TS Amendments 147 and 150 and TS 3.7.C.1 As explained.

ibelow, NPPD does not believe that i Meach failed in any '

.

responsibility he may have had to ensu: that SORC as cognizant of
relevant requirements, or that his actions otherwise constituteda

j careless disregard.

!
1993(.HewasnotameMr. Meacham was the most senior NPPD manager on site in March

I r of SORC Lt the time of the Marl % 9, 1993
| procedure change. As itsManager}hewasnaturallyawareofthe
| situation with the lant i.e., that outage activities,--

j specifically vessel disassembly, had been delayed due to the
j inability to obtain a successful secondary contain nt leak test.
j In reviewing the situation at the time, Mr. Meacham considered it..

- appropriate yo evaluate wh procedures had been c anged in 1991
! (when he wasJhairman of SORC to require verification of secondaryc.

[ containment Integrity as a prerequisite to lifting the head. Since=

he ' knew that this had not been a specific requirogent during'

previous refueling outages, he agreed with having the gngineering
Managejreviewthebasisforthe1991procedurechange.

safety considerations (Trom the sta)ndpoint of shutdown risk.In this regard, Mr. Meacham was primarily concerned with
The

| plant was in a shutdown mode and beginning preparations for
: refueling, with reduced water inventory in the vessel, high core
; decay heat level, primary containment defeated, and only part of

he Emergency > consideredCore Cooling system available due to other testing.
1

Meacham that this- is a relatively high risk.

ondition fdr a BWR during shutdown, since a loss of shutdown'

| cooling could cause boiling within a very short time. The
refueling cavity could not be flooded up until after disassembly ofo

:,'
'
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tthe upper RPV internals. . Meacham' chief concern was to get (3

1 he plant to a condition are the ref ling cavity was flooded.
i o recalls discussing these considerations at the time !

;
.

'

i P , Vice esident-Muclear, and Rick Gardner, the Plant |
. Mama t . Gar and other members of SORC have confirmed that |j shutd n sk consi erations were part of the reasoning behind the ;
: procedure changes on March 9,1993. On this basis, NPPD management ;

j - made the decision to initiate changes to the Maintenance Procedures '

to proceed-with vessel disassembly, so that the cavity could be ;i flooded up and the reactor brought into a more safe condition. :
: Proceeding . with vessel disassembly, after reviewing the !I aforementioned documentation, was considered by NPPD management to

,i be preferable from a safety perspective to remaining in an || unflooded condition with high decay heat until a successful
|

j secondary containment leak test could be completed. ;

i Although not a SORC member,' Mr Meacham] attended the first) session of the SORC meeting on PNrc.h 9, 1975, durin which the !

.

j change to Maintenance Procedure 7.4.4 was approved. Mr. Meacham]
'

i did not attend the second part of the meeting.) He i icates thaC
he did so in order to be sure he understood and was satisfied with

| the basis for the proposed change to procedures. He remembers |
! participating in the discussion only to. the extent of asking ;

| questions to explope the - tech ical and regulatory basis for the '

! procedure change. j Mr. Meacham indicates that he did not advocate ,

j any particular poslion with respect to the proposed change. As
! far as NPPD is aware, no member of SORC wgo was present at that .

j
influencedthemember'sindep(endentjudgmentregardingthemeritsmeeting has indicated that Mr. Meacham'g presence in any way I

j

; of the hange. NPPD is also unaware of any evidence that Mr.
j Meacham by his statements or actions during the meeting, attemp ed
| to inf ence the outcome of SORC's review or applied any pressure
j to SORC members to achieve a particular result. In act, some of
; theSORCmembersdonotevenrecallthat{Mr.Meachamattendedthe: meeting.
4

!. With respect to the echraical basis for the change t
{ Maintenance Procedure 7.4.4, Mr. Henchas recalls that @ . Flaherty
i provided NUREG-0612 to S C for re iew, and dfFcussed thd"
i clarification received from General Electric as to the intent of
| PRC 88-11. This information was significant from Mr. Meachan's

perspective. PRC 88-11 ha been the basis for the procedure change'

implemented in 1991, which . Meacham approved as SORC Chairmanlat
the time. .J

,

! At the SORC meeting, #Mr. Meachanhecalls thatIMr. Flaherthand|- tile other SORC members c5hcluded thKt since the .tPV head lifY is
j adequately addressed by NUREG-0612, the underlying concern of PRC
; 80-11 would not apply. He agreed with this assessment and
- considered that dropping the RPV head was not a credible scenario

due to the use of a single-failure-proof crane and lifting devices.
{ Inthisconnection,{Mr.Meach recalls that SORC discussed the
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language of TS 3.7.C.1.d and concluded that TS 3.7.C.1.d did not
prohibit the procedure change since movement of the RPV head was
adequately controlled by NUREG-0612 and thus did not present the
potential to damage irradiated fuel.

l
'

Mr. Meacham] recalls that SORC considered the record of telecon
'

with eneral Electric, which he viewed as confirming his and SORC's
understanding the relationship between NUREG-0612 and PRC 88-11. ;

In addition, Mr. Meacham remembers that SORC considered the j
Technical Spec ficat docketed by NRC Project |Manager William Long. g i terpretation

t ~
2. Response to Specific Findings

Regarding Former (site Manager);,

1. The CNS [ site Manager), who was the [SORC
| Chairman) in 1991, had precided over the
'

meeting that added the requirement to the
i

vessel disassembly procedures to establish.

secondary containment integrity prior to
. moving the RPV head, dryer, and separator.
; Therefore, he know or should.have known that
! TS Amendment 147 added the requirement to
| maintain secondary containment integrity while

moving loads in the secondary containment
which could potentially damage irradiated
fuel. -

Mr. Meacham, the former CNS Site Manager was aware that TS
Amen ment 147 had added this requirement. During the portion of1

the SORC meeting on March 9, 1993 attended byLMr. Meacham, the
6 .o,

#
i Mr. Meach did not attend the second portion of the SORC

meeting on arch 9, 1993, when the changes to permit lifting
of the yer and separator were approved.

the meeting [Mr.
It was,

Meacham' understanding from the portion ofi he
attended hat vessel disassembly would proceed as in recent

i outages. Beginning in 1988, the practice at CNS had been to
lift the head and dryer, but to leave the separator in until
after successful secondary containment testing was completed.4

This was considered to be a prudent precaution against ,,the
unlikely ovent of some object falling into the RPV. Mr.
Meach was surprised to learn the next day (March 10) lat
the se rator had also been removed along with the RPV head
nd dryer. He expressed ispleasure regarding this to the

(PlantManager(Mr.Gardner;howeverhedidnotbelievethat!

he actions presented a te nical or safety problem, alth gh
it was ot necessarily the most prudent action to take. Mr.
Gardner was unaware of the past practice of leaving the
separa r in, since he had not been involved in discussions

Iduring 1988 when this practice was established. |
*

|
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discussion focused on the language of TS 3.7.C.1.D that was added !
by TS Amendment 147.<

'
, '

i,2 . Notwithstanding the CNS [ Site Manager's),

attendance at the March 9, 1993, SOMC meeting
at which the PCNs, including the annotations
that the PCNs involved a change to the Ts and |,

that TS Amendments 147 and 150 were documented |4

' in Section 5 of the PCNs, were discussed, the |
d CNS site Manager told the NRC investigator

that he did not-observe the PCN notations
'

; about TS Amendments 147 and 150. g |

1993(asanobser]ver.Mr. Meacham attended a portion of the SORC meeting on March 9,He was not a member of SORC at that time. He
. also was not responsible for a technical review of the PCN and did |

not initial or sign the PCN (Aga Exhibit C). Because he was
! neither a member of SORC nor a technical reviewer, his review of

.

1 the PCN form would not have been required. j
.

With respect to the indication in Secti 5 of the fCN that aTechnical Specification change was involved, Mr. Meacham has noted,

| that this indication was obviously in error ince SORC bould have
insisted on having an approved Technical Specificatign revision |

4

before considering the procedure change. Nevertheless,
i

|

j has indicated that he would not have signed the form, si, Mr. Meacham]nce he felf
|

it had been improperly completed.

! #. The CN8 [ site Manager) was the most senior3
3- NPPD manager onsite in March 1993, and he had i

,

'
nany years of operations experience at CNS.

! On the basis of his knowledge and experience,
; which included his direct involvement with T8 |
| Amendment 147, he should have, in his |
i oversight role at the March 9, 1993, 80RC
| meeting, ensured that the SORC members either
( reviewed or discussed the relationship amongo

! T8 Amendment 147, T8 Amendment 150, and TS
' 3.7.C.1.d.

,
.

! As explained above, SORC's discussions at the March 9, 1993 i
i meeting focused on the applicable provisions of S 3. 7. C.1.d, which

hadbeenaddedbyTSAmendment147.{Mr.Meachamhadoeeninvolved
i with TS Amendment 147 and recalls discussion at the meeting on TS
' 3.7.C.l.d.
,

With respect to TS Amendment 147, Mr. Meachambecalls that the:

Technical Specification change was priBarily to ad'c ress the reactor
i

! building vent radiation moni, tors, whicp are utilized in fuel
! handling accident scenarios. Mr. Meacham recalls that SRAB wanted

to include worda in the Tecthical Spectiications on movement of,

loads carried over the spent fuel pool or loads (such as a beam)
!
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i moved over the core after the RPV head was off. He does not
believe that tpa words w added to TS 3.7.C.1.d to address vessel

'

disassembly. iMr. Meacham as indicated that he had no objection to.

' adding this csange in th amendment application since the provision ;
was conservative in his view.

I
|

| f =
C. 111eaed Yiolation of 10 C.F.R. E 50.9 (

1 4 i

The NRC Demand for Information dated November 10, 1994, at i
j pages 6, 9 and 10, alleges that a violation of 10 C.F.R. S 50.9

'

] occurred as a result of inaccurate information documented on the
Procedure Change Notice form reviewed by SORC on March 9, 1993.i

NPPD concurs that the information should have been complete and .

accurate in all material respects, but was partially in error and
'

;

i potentially confusing. After careful review of the events, NPPD
j has concluded that: the errors essentially were harmless and the
i- errors do not appear to constitute material inaccuracies.

Accordingly, NPPD respectfully suggests that the NRC would be
! ' justified in applying a rule of reason in assessing the

,

~

inaccuracies contained in the Procedure Change Notice, and should
: conclude that the inaccuracies do not constitute a violation of 10 |

| C.F.R. S 50.9.

| In any event, NPPD does not believe that the inaccuracies |

involved any deliberate actions involving an intent to mislead SORC
.

'

or any actions that could reasonably be characterized as involving
i careless disregard.

/ 7
. I 1. uwelanation of PCN Form Inaccuracies
| L ,

| The NRC is evidently concerned with inaccuracies contained in
he March 9, 1993 Procedure Change Notice (PCN) form. These

; include: (1) the indication that the procedure revisions involve
; a change to the Technical Specifications (Section 5) and (2) the
i following statement (Section 8(6)):
(

Tech. Spec. changes 147 & 150 removed the !

! requirements to demonstrate Secondary
i Containment capability prior to the time the
i Primary Containment is opened for refueling.
} AsforPCNSection5,theauthorofthePCN[JimFlaherty)did

not intend to indicate that the procedure revisio Ts were proh' 'ted
,

i by existing Technical Specifications such that a change to the !
' Technical Specifications was necessary. That he had no such intent
'

is illustrated by the references to TS Amendments 147 and 150 in;

lieu of his recording a License Ame ment Numbeq in the space
provided in Section 5. In this case, Mr. Flaherty)hasexplained
that his intention was to identify o SORC memaers that his

'

; research had identified prior changes to the Technical
Specifications that appeared to be generally applicable as !

-25-
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' references for the procedures. There appears to be little question
that SORC members understood this to be the case. (Because of !difficulties with Section 5 of the PCN form as illustrated by this !event and in the past, NPPD has revised the PCN form t.o eliminate

ithe possibility for any ambiguities of this nature, by providing ifor.a clear indication on the form that the procedure revisions i_

either must be accompanied by or need not be accompanied by a ;
change to the Technical Specifications.) !

\As for Section 8(6) of the PCN form, NPPD concurs that TS '

Amendment 147 did not " remove" requirements as stated. It is
useful to briefly review TS Amendments 147 and 150 to ascertain the ;

degree of inaccuracy of the above quoted statement. !,

:

TS Amendment 150 involved the deletion of the third sentence
on p. 182, TS 4.7.C, Bases, which was a potentially confusing or !misleading statement that indicated that testing to verify ;
secondary containment integrity was required to be performed orlor
in opening of primary containment. The deletion of the statement {was recommended by Mr. William O. Long, NRC Project Manager, in a j
docketed memorandum dated March 28, 1988 (the memorandum provided '

an interpretation that the testing "need not be
just prior to handling of irradiated fuel. ") .gucted untilco

3

Since the '
. . .

" bases" are not part of the Technical Specifications, 10 C.F.R. 5 i50.36(a), and accordingly are not requirements, it may be true that !

in the most literal sense TS Amendment 150 did not " remove" any :
requirements, contrary to the Procedure Change Notice. However,
this could be considered a hypertechnical view.

It can be said that TS Amendment 147 did not " remove" any [requirements to demonstrate secondary containment capability prior ;
to the time the primary containment is opened for refueling. TS !Amendment 147, which was approved by NRC on October 10, 1991, added i

the words "and no loads which could potentially damage irradiated
fuel are moved in the secondary containment" to TS3.7.C.1.d.ging

As explained in detail in this response, NPPD's
. :

Dj The NRC Safety Evaluation for TS Amendment 150 (Exhibit 0) at
; p.1, acknowledges that the change was necessary "[t]o correct

the apparent conflict between the Paragraph 4.7.C of the Bases;

1 and 4.7.C.1.c, Surveillance Requirements" and is "(c)onsistent'

with the recommendation from the Staff dated March 28, 1988 to
i the licensee (Exhibit E)."

E
It can be seen that TS Amendment 147 did not address the

] opening of primary containment for refueling, as suggested on
the Procedure Change Notice. In retrospect, the statement at

4

| issue would have been accurate if it had included only the
reference to TS Amendment 150 (which deleted Bases informationi to eliminate confusion concerning the timing of the secondary
containment integrity test) and not the reference to TS

'
.
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application (July ~ 18, 1991) did not specify that the loads in1

:question involved the RPV disassembly loads (i.e. , RPV head, dryer, !
! separator). Neither does TS 3.7.C.1.d itself expressly state that i
; movement of loads associated with RPV disassembly (i.e., head, ;dryer, separator) is prohibited without first verifying secondary j

containment integrity.

NPPD's focus in TS Amendment 147 (aan the July 18, 1991 \application, Attachment at p. 3) was on the addition of controls to
!

<

: ensure adequate means of mitigating the effects of an accidental
;breach of an irradiated fuel barrier, rather than on precisely >

defining loads that could potentially damage irradiated fuel if !
moved in the secondary containment. Indeed, NRC's Safety
Evaluation for TS Amendment 147 did not mention RPV disassembly
loads by name_and reflected NPPD's primary motivation of ensuring '

. that mitigative systems are available during those activities* (i.e. , in addition to fuel handling activities) which introduce the
| potential for damage to irradiated fuel.
.

'

NPPD concludes that the mischaracterization of TS Amendment i'

147 on the March 9, 1993 Procedure Change Notice was inadvertent
j and not done with an intent to mislead a reviewer, and in fact, did

.
'

4 not mislead SORC reviewers.
; - 9

2. Inaccuracies Not Material;
'

4 1
.

$ As noted,(Mr. Flaherty indicated that the reference to TS {i Amendment 147 in the CN form, although an inaccurate |characterization of the amendment, was intended to inform SORC that '

TS Amendment 147 was relevant to the procedures. SORC considered
the language of TS 3.7.C.1.d, and thus its review was not adversely
affected by the mischaracterization of TS Amendment 147. SORC

! deliberated on the issue of whether RPV disassembly loads were the i
: type of loads referred to in TS 3.7.C.1.d. !

f

Accordingp , the errors do not appear to constitute material-

i

and 150 shoulc* not be viewea] characterization of TS Amendments 147
inaccuracies. I Mr. Flaherty's,

; in isolation: it is the first in a
series of statements which he added, comprising Section 8(6) of the

| PCN.
;

The second sentence "See IR 88-07 Response."e

appears immediately after the reference to TS;

Amendments 147 and 150 on the Procedure Change4

Notice. Page 9 of NRC Inspection Report 50-
| 298/88-07, dated May 11, 1988, states that:

Amendment 147 (which added qualifying language to TS,

3.7.C.1.d),
t
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It was agreed that the test to demonstrate _
secondary containment need only be performed
. prior to fuel movement. The licensee :

,

committed to reviewing TS to determine if a !

change to TS 4.7.C Bases was required.

(As noted above, NPPD completed its commitment
via TS Amendment 150.)

e The next sentence indicates that GE was
consulted and interpreted PRC_88-11 as only
addressing loads of 750 lbs. or less (i.e., inot RPV disassembly loads).

The next four sentences indicate that NUREG-e
'

0612 (in response to which NPPD hadimplemented changes approved by the NRC)addressed heavier loads of 1000 lbs. or ;greater, that NPPD had responded to NUREG-0612
|(with references given to NPPD's submittals) '

and that NUREG-0612 specifically addressed
removal of the RPV head. *

These statements, view in their e ire context in relation to the'
PCN form, indicate that Mr. Flahert endeavored to disclose to SORC

; members the results Engineeri 's research on the proposed I

,

i procedure changes, including NUREG-0612, PRC 88-11 and NRC
! Inspection Report 50-298/88-07. NPPD submits that, viewed in
; proper context, the PCN form evinces an intent to apprise SORC of
i the relevant information pertaining to the procedures and proposed 1
; revisions thereto. Even if they were not fully aware of all l

j background aspects of TS Amendments 147 and 150, it seems clear
| that SORC members were aware of the applicable requirements for

secondary containment integrity set forth in Technicali Specification 3.7.C.1.d (added by TS Amendment 147) and sought to
i properly apply them to the movement of RPV disassembly loads inside
j secondary containment.,

:

! It is important to remember that SORC approved the revisions
j - during- the March 9, 1993 meeting, following relatively lengthy

discussion on the issues. This is not a case where SORC members
+

viewed the PCN privately without the benefit of collegial
2

discussion. While the characterization of TS Amendment 147 was,

inaccurate, it appears that SORC members were aware that TS
Amendments 147 and 150 provided background information. SORC's

. focus was properly on the substantive requirements of TS 3.7.C.1.d,
! as applied to the movement of RPV disassembly loads inside
j secondary containment.

I
; For these reasons, while NPPD is mindful of the need for

completeness and accuracy in Procedure Change Notices, we do not4

|- believe that the inaccurate characterization of TS Amendment 147
i

-
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was material. NPPD submits that any potential confusion resulting,

from the reference to TS Amendment 147 was tempered as the natural )
;

' result of SORCra deliberation on March 9, 1993, when it evaluated 'l
i the. requirements of TS 3.7.C.1.d concerning mainteaant:e of I

secondary containment integrity. It is an oversimplification for
the NRC to suggest (333 DFI at p. 6) that TS Amendments 147 and 1504

' do not provide a basis for removing the procedural requirement to
| maintain secondary containment integrity while moving the RPV head,

dryer and separator. In fact, the references to TS Amendments 147i
,

: and 150, NRC Inspection Report 50-298/88-07, PRC 88-11 and NUREG- i
j 0612 on the Procedure Change Notice, provide a relatively complete !itemization of the building blocks for SORC's action on March 9,

1993.
'

I

In assessing a licensee's communication to determine
! whether-the requirements of 10 C.F.R. S 50.9(a) with respect.to
: accuracy and completeness are satisfied, the Commission has stated
! its intention to apply a' rule of reason. 52 Fed. Reg. 49,362,
'

49,366, col. 3 (December 31, 1987) (final rule). The Commission
: there noted that, where an NRC reviewer determines to seek |

! additional information to clarify his or her understanding of '

| information provided by a licensee:
;

r

| (T]his type of inquiry by the NRC does not
: necessarily mean that incomplete information

)which would violate the rule has been !

'

! submitted. I

i
j Arguably, the statement concerning TS Amendment 147

;
; " removing" requirements could influence a reviewer or the NRC in
i the conduct of its regulatory responsibilities. However, in the
| collegial. environment of the meeting on March 9, 1993, SORC was
; able to understand the pertinent requirements of TS 3.7.C.1.d. In
|- any event, it is NPPD's conclusion that TS 3.7.C.1.d, including the

language added by TS Amendment 147, should not be interpreted in:

! isolation, in a manner not consistent with its purpose or history,
to prohibit the procedure changes approved by SORC (especially when;

,

| viewed in connection with the NRC docketed memorandum dated March
| 28, 1988).

'

ti

3. Response to MRC specific Findinas On E 50.9i

..
, ,

! The Demand for Information enumerates five paragraphs on ;

i pages 6-7, each containing a specific finding concerning the
i alleged violation of 10 C.F.R. S 50.9. We address each finding in ;

turn below:
'
,

[1. The PCNs are required to be maintained by license i

,'

| conditions. . specifically, Ts 6.2.1. A.4.a requires,
! in part, that the 80RC review all proposed changes'

to maintenance procedures. Ts 6.4.1.E requiresq
a
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that records of changes to plant procedures be]1

| [retainedforatleast5 years. J !
,

- NPPD agrees with this statement.
e.

j i 2. The PCNs,' dated March 9, 1993, that pertain to
; Maintenance Procedures 7.4.4, 7.4.5, and 7.4.5,'

stated that TS Amendments 147 and 150 removed the '

] requirements to demonstrate secondary containment
. ' capability prior to the . time the primary !

,

containment is opened for refueling.%4

. NPPD agrees that the PCNs contained the statements noted in
j this finding. As explained more fully above, NPPD concurs that TS
j Amendment 147 did not " remove" requirements as stated. The ;statement on the PCNs, however, could be considered a fair4

'

{ characterization of TS Amendment 150. '

to TS Amendment 147, altt[Dugh an inacc] urate characterization of the
1 In this connection, Mr. Flaherty indicated that the reference

|*

amendment, was intended to inform SORC that TS Amendment 147 was
relevant to the procedures. SORC considered the language of TS
3.7.C.I.d, and thus its review was not adversely affected by the
mischaracterization of TS Amendment 147.

| e=* *
i 3. section 5 of these PCNs was annotated as involving l

a change to the Ts, and Ts Amendments 147 and 150
; were listed as being applicable or related to the
j Ts change.

,

i NPPD disagrees with this finding in its characterization of TS
; Amendments 147 and 150 as appearing in Section 5 of the PCNs.

| The inclusion of the reference to TS Amendments 147 and 150
l was intended "as being applicable or related to the TS change," as
|

toindicatethataTSchangewasneces(saryinconju)nctionwiththein the sense that Mr. Flaherty did not intend
the finding states,

i
,

procedure revisions.e

I e
Flaherty)hadnosuch intent is illustrated by thej Thatl Mr.

; references > to TS Amenaments 147 and 150 in lieu gi recording a
! prosnective " License Amendment Number" (which was not considered
i necessary in connection with the pyocedure chg1ges) in the space
i provided in Section 5 of the PCNs. ' Mr. Flaherty[has explained that

his intention was to indicate to SOTC members that his research had ;
: identified prior: changes to the Technical Specifications that ;

{ appeared to be relevant to the procedures. There appears to be Ilittle question that SORC members understood this to be the case.,

| I4. Ts Amendments 147 and150didnotrelaxorremove)any requirements relative to maintaining secondary,

j containment integrity while moving loads in the
!

~

e'
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secondary containment which could potentially
-

damage irradiated fuel, which was the purpose of i
: the proposed (1993) PCNs.

4 .

: To reiterate, as explained above NPPD concurs that TS -

Amendment 147 added language to TS 3.7.C.1.d and did not " remove"
i

j requirements as stated. The statement, however, could be
i considered a fair characterization of TS Amendment 150, because

;.that amendment deleted language from the Bases of the Technical
ispecifications.
|

I. TS Amendment 147, which was approved by NRC on October 10,
; 1991; added the words "and no loads which could potentially damage#

irradiated fuel are being moved in the secondary containment" to TS
|; 3.7.C.1.d. NPPD's application (July 18, 1991) did not specify that'

the loads in question involved the RPV disassembly loads (i.e. , RPV
i head, dryer, separator). Neither does TS 3.7.C.1.d itself
| expressly state that movement of loads associated with RPV

disassembly (i.e., head, dryer, separator) is prohibited without;

first verifying secondary containment integrity. Whether or not
RPV disassembly loads are addressed by TS 3.7.C.1.d (as amended byi
TS Amendment 147), was expressly considered by SORC at the March 9,

; 1993 meeting.
,

i
1 Moreover, the finding is inaccurate to the extent that it
j suggests that the purpose of the proposed (1993) PCNs was to relax
-

or remove any requirements contained in the Technical
Specifications. The purpose of the PCNs was to revise plant,

procedures, and while the PCNs reflected Mr. Flaherty's intent to
inform SORC that TS Amendments 147 and 150 were relevant to thoserevisions to plant procedures, his intent was not to state as a

j natter of fact that a TS change was-necessary.
/,

; 5. TS Amendment 147 added TS 3.7.C.1.d to require that
i secondary containment integrity be maintained while

moving loads in the secondary containment which
! ,, could potentially damage irradiated fuel.
; - #
'

More precisely, as noted above, TS Amendment 147, which was
approved by NRC on October 10, 1991, added the words "and no loads4

| which could potentially damage irradiated fuel are being moved in
i the secondary containment" to the existina TS 3.7.C.1.d.

!'

NPPD's focus in TS Amendment 147 was on the addition of I

I.
controls to ensure adequate means of mitigating the effects of an
accidental breach of an irradiated fuel barrier, rather than on
precisely defining loads that could potentially damage irradiated.

i fuel if moved in the secondary containment. NRC's Safety
1

Evaluation for TS Amendment 147 did not mention RPV disassembly '

loads by name and reflected NPPD's primary motivation of ensuring:

that mitigative systems are available during those activities
!

I
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(i.e., in addition to fuel handling activities) which introduce the
potential for damage to irradiated fuel.

! D. Explanation Of Why NRC Enforcement
Action should Not Be Taken

\ ,,s

: Section III. A.1 of the Demand for information requests an
explanation of why the NRC should not take enforcement action ford

apparent violations of 10 C.F.R. S 50.9 and TS 3.7.C.1.d, including
nforcement action to modify NPPD's license to prohibit the former2

S Site Manager and any CNS SORC Members from being involved in
|

: icensed activit s. NPPD provides an explanation on each of these
points below.4

>
,,. .

Lt. Annarant violation of 10 C.F.R. E 50.9
a.,

.
As explained above, NPPD agrees that there were inaccuracies

in the PCN foca, but does not believe that the form was inaccurate
I in a " material" respect within the meaning of 10 C.F.R. S 50.9.
| The inaccuracies in the PCN do not appear to have adversely

affected the outcoue of SORC's deliberations, since SORC members
;

were cognizant of the pertinent provisions of TS 3.7.C.1.d.
Furthermore, as explained above, it is NPPD's conclusion that the.

inaccuracies in the PCN form were not made with any intent to
mislead reviewers or with careless disregard for requirements.
When viewed in its entirety, the PCN form reflects that PMr.
Flaherty ' researched the documentation relevant to the propJrsed4

i procedur0 change. Accordingly, even' if the NRC concludes that a
violation of 10 C.F.R. S 50.9 occurred because of alleged

| inaccuracies in the PCN, NPPD does not believe that the violation
'

resulted from careless disregard or that it had safety
; significance.

2. Annarant Violation of TS 3.7.C.1.d
. . m8

| In light of the Demand for Information, NPPD has reviewed the
applicable Technical Specifications to assess whether a violation; ,,

: of TS 3.7.C.1.d occurred. While it appears in hindsight that the !interpretation made during the March 1993 outage may not have been !
! the most conservative possible reading of the TS provisions, NPPD '

i does not believe that TS 3.7.C.1.d was violated, especially when
the purpose and intent of the TS provision is considered.

4

The relevant language of TS 3.7.C.1.d., which includes
language added by TS Amendment 147 in July 1991 (underscoredbelow), requires secondary containment integrity to be maintained
unless several conditions are satisfied, including:

,

No irradiated fuel is being handled in the |

secondary containment and no loads which could
notentially damaae irradiated fuel are beino
moved in the secondary containment.

4
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Documentation of the reasons for the 1991 TS change implementing
. this requirement is sparse. As noted above, the provision was
j added at the suggestion of SRAB during a meeting in 1991. The-

i amendment request itself did not explain the intent of the request '

in any detail. As noted above, the TS Amendment application, dated
j July 18, 1991, stated that although the accident analysis for a

fuel handling event is based on a postulated dropping of a fuel.

bundle onto-the core or spent fuel pool, "other scenarios exist
iwhich could potentially cause a breach of an _ irradiated fuel ;,

; barrier, specifically, accidental dropping of other loads onto
irradiated fuel." The TS Bases were revised by the request simply ;

} to repeat that secondary containment integrity is required "during
1 refueling, and during movement of loads which could potentially ,

'

damage _ irradiated fuel in the secondary containment." The,

2 amendment application does not address movement of the RPV head and
j upper internals. There was certainly no clear indication of an i

,

L intent to change the prior practices at CNS with respect to vessel {t disassembly, which had been accepted by the NRC in 1988.
< 1,- <

NPPD management involved in the 1991 TS change recall that the;

language was added to TS 3.7.C in part based on concerns noted in
! PRC 88-11, and was primarily aimed at controlling movement of

relatively small loads over the spent fuel pool or over the vesseli

'

after disassembly. The intent was to address loads of the same or |lesser size as a fuel bundle (the load analyzed for a fuel handling
! accident and addressed in PRC 88-11). While consideration was
! given to specifying a particular sized load in the Technical
! Specifications, NPPD could not establish one particular weight of

concern. In lieu of specifying a particular load weight, NPPD took,

. the conservative course of generally prohibiting movement of loads
j which "could potentially damage irradiated fuel."

In this regard, NPPD notes that the 1991 PCN was signed by the
SORC chairman on the same day that NPPD submitted the TS amendment

!
:

| request to the NRC. It might thus appear that the 1991 PCN was !
; intended to implement that portion of TS Amendment 147 which
| addressed movement of loads. However, despite the fact that PRC.

j 88-11 prompted both the PCN and part of the Technical Specification ij amendment, NPPD managers indicate that there was not a direct '

'

connection between the two.
'

:
j In finding that the change to Naintenance Procedure 7.4.4 was !
i consistent with Technical Specifications, NPPD management and SORC' -

reasoned that compliance with NUREG-0612 guidelines, which
specifically address the vessel head, dryer and separator,
effectively eliminates the potential of those loads to damage

: irradiated fuel. The purpose of NUREG-0612 was to control movement
of these heavy loads inside containment over the reactor vessel,;

the spent fuel pool and safety-related equipment. As noted above,,
'

NUREG-0612 (at page 5-6) recommended as acceptable alternatives
either a single-failure-proof design of the reactor building crane-

;

or a load drop analysis to demonstrate that the effects of dropping
- 33 -
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i heavy loads such as the vessel head and upper internals would [1 remain within specified criteria. NPPD's responses to NUREG-0612
i indicate that NPPD chose to utilize a. single-failure proof design L

. of the ' reactor building crane (in accordance with NUREG-0612'.

recommendations). Accordingly, it is reasonable to conclude that !failure during vessel head lift is not a credible scenario.
||j NPPD's interpretation appears consistent with prior Staff
.

i positions interpreting the Technical Specifications. As noted |

above, the 1988 memorandum from NRC Project Manager William O. Long:
j'

to CNS's' docket file stated that NPPD's Technical Specifications j
did not require performance of the TS 4.7.C secondary containment !surveillance test until actual handling of irradiated fuel was to jj begin. Therefore, vessel disassembly could proceed prior to ;
completing the secondary containment leak test so long as the test j'

was successfully completed " prior to refueling." NRC Inspection ji Report 88-07 also documented this interpretation. While TS ;

Amendment 147 was issued in 1991, NPPD did not intend to change its ';
j prior practices for RPV disassembly, which the NRC has accepted.
. ,

NPPD acknowledges that the language of TS 3 . 7 . C.1. d -- "no !

loads which could potentially damage irradiated fuel" -- might be .

i considered unclear in the sense that it provides a functional !j standard, as opposed to a definite quantifiable standard, for |! determining which loads are covered. A judgment must be made as to
i whether a load could potentially damage irradiated fuel. The
, language is thus susceptible to differing constructions.
! Nevertheless, NPPD's view that the language did not preclude vessel
j disassembly appears reasonable in light of the circumstances
{. outlined above, including the controls of NUREG-0612.
!

NPPD has proposed amendments to the CNS Technical
! Specifications, among other things, to conform to certain aspects '

{ of the BWR Standard Technical Specifications for secondary
| containment integrity requirements. Specifically, Proposed Change
i No. 106, dated August 31, 1993, would add two conditions that must

be met in order not to require secondary containment integrity:i .

;

!- e that no core alterations are taking place with
! irradiated fuel in the vessel, and
'

i
i * no operations with a potential for draining the

reactor vessel are taking place with irradiated
; fuel in the vessel.
'

This would effectively replace the condition regarding the movement:

of loads which could potentially damage irradiated fuel (thatcondition is not contained in Standard Technical Specifications),
i For these reasons, NPPD does not believe that enforcement
| action is warranted for a violation of TS 3.7.C.1.d.
( |

!
!

! - 34 -
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3. Enforcement Action Against !
-

For=== site unameer.

,L
l , :

'Any NRC enforcement action against the former site Manager
'

would be inappropriate. In NPPD's view, any'Buch action would. ;"

punitive and serve no purpose. Under the NRC's Enforcement Policy, |
b 10. C. F. R. Part 2, Appendix C, Section VIII, enforcement actions

.

involving individuals "are significant personnel actions, which j),

; will be. closely controlled and judiciously applied." Enforcement
j sanctions against an individual can have a damaging impact on the L

; person's reputation and career. NPPD submits that the facts of
. this case do ' not warrant the extraordinary step of enforcement
i action ~against any particular individual. Such an action could

,

i
effectively destroy the career of the individual as a result of i
subjective analysis of a single isolated action.

As explained in detail in this response, NPPD does not believe '

a violation of Technical Specifications occurred.
disagrees as to the interpretation of TS 3.7.C.1.d, Jven if the NRC ,

Mr. Meacham did
f not act with careless disregard for requirements. p . Meachanf has

,

'

! indicated that he was cognizant of the requirements of TS 3.7.8.1.d ;
I when he agreed with the March 9, 1993 change to Maintenance ;

[ Procedure 7.4.4, and reached a judgment, in good faith, that the '

: change was consistent with Technical Specifications. He has also
emphasized that he was motivated at the time by concerns with:

! shutdown risk and wanted to move the plant from a reduced inv tory
situation. Further,NPPDdoesnotbelievethat{Mr.Meachamtook<

any inappropriate actions to influence SORC's sview. In hese
; circumstances, even if the NRC disagrees technically with NPPD's
; actions or with the [nterpretation of TS 3.7.C.1.d, it cannot be

saidthat{Mr.Meacham}actedwithcarelessdisregard.;

was fMr. Meacham is no longer site Manager]lThis past summer heeassigned to a position in the Genera ffice in Columbus,,

| Mabraska assisting the Vice President
recently accepted a temporary assignment with MPPD's] General Office @ . MeachamNuclear-

j

! and does,not have ap responsibility for nuclear activities at this
profe)ss(Mr.
time Meachan has served NPPD for 11 years as a nuclear| g

nonal and has been a capable senior manager. As a result of
-

the performance problems at CNS, NPPD has imple" 'ed a number of
management changes, including the addition of a e (site Manager]

| [Mr. Meacham]was accordingly reassigned in August. 1994 to the
: -)osition in the General Office. We believe, based on his
, performance during his 11 year career with NPPD and our assessment

of his actions in connection with the subject of this enforcement!

matter, that he can continue to contribute effectively to NPPD's
i nuclear pr an. Thus, PD should not be deprived of the ability
; to utilize Mr. Meacham' considerable experience and abilities

within the nuclear organ zation should that become necessary or |

! desirablw. l
.

- 35 -
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; Accordingly, NPPD believes that any modification of its
i license such as that contemplated in the Demand for Information is
j unwarranted. NPPD understands that % . Meacha is providing apersonalresponsetotheDemandforInTornationw(hichwillexplain]
W in more detail the hardship that would be caused by any enforcement
[ action against him.
1 g ;I

4. Enforcement Action Against
| g - Individual wers of agggj' b. >

NPPD also does not believe that enforcement action is
4

j warranted against any individual SORC member. As explained in
,

I

i detail in this response, SORC members, during the meeting on March
i 9, - 1993, read and considered the pertinent requirements of TS
; 3.7.C.1.d and other relevant considerations. On the basis of the

information considered, SORC reached a judgment that the proposed!

j procedure changes were consistent with TS 3.7.C.1.d and technically
j -justified. In these circumstances, even if the NRC disagrees with

the conclusions reached or believes that SORC's actions were not,

i sufficiently conservative, it would be unfair to label SORC's
| actions as " careless disregard."
J
3 NPPD has found the performance and judgment of some of the
: individuals to be lacking, although not based on the isolated
; instance of the March 9, 1993 procedure change. NPPD has taken
! appropriate action with respect to these individuals; for example,
} by reassigning them to other positions or areas that are better
; suited for their particular strengths and weaknesses.

Nevertheless, NPPD considers that all the members of SORC in Marchi

; of 1993 are capable nuclear professionals and should be allowed to
. utilize their experience and abilities in the nuclear field. For
! example, of the senior agaggra involved in approving the Narch 9,
| 1993 procedura changes, Rick Gardner, who was Plant Manager

MarcI199[3 nager.] Be remains a member of SORC, but
!. and 80RC Chairman in has been reassigned to the
! position of Maintenano
j

withinthenuclearorg)a
is no longer Chairman. . GardStr ha oyer 20 years of experience

: - sation at CNs Mike Estes, who was Acting
j senior 3@n ger of Operations in March 79 3 , is no longer employed
j by NFPD. In addition, Jim Flaherty, the Engineering Manager in
! March 1d 93 ', who initiated the PCN, has been reassigned to the

position of Corrective Action Program Supervisor.] The need for any
| additional personnel actions is still under evaluation.
!

:
,

|
E

NPPD understands that most, if not all, of the members of SORC
! who were provided copies of the Demand for Information will be
i providing individual responses that give details on employment
|- history and other background, and explain the impact that
| enforcement action.could have. Our response, therefore, will

not address the particular situation of each individual.;

i

1 -36-
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Reassignments and other personnel actions are in and of,

' themselves significant steps that affect the lives of individuals.
We ask the NRC to consider the impact of actions already taken by

in evaluating the need for additional enforcement actionNPPD
',

against individuals. NPPD firmly believes that the serious step of
modifying its license to bar individual SORC members from
involvement in licensed activities at CNS is not warranted by the
facts of this case.

!

E. Reasons Why NRC Should Have
Confidence In the CNS 80RC

i *
Section III of the Demand for Information asks NPPD to explain

why the NRC should have confidence that the CNS SORC is p able ofadequately performing safety oversight responsibilities. NPPD's
actions to improve the effectiveness of SORC will be addressed in
more detail in NPPD's response to the Regional Administrator's
letter of August 25, 1994. A number of significant improvements
have been and are being made as part of the Performance Improvement
Plan Phase 1 Action Plan, Project 1.2, " Improve SORCEffectiveness," to enhance the effectiveness of SORC. Some of

i

I

these actions are detailed in the cover letter to which this
response is attached.

.

i
l
f

r

i

i

'

e

$

# The NRC makes the same request avposition,thefo(sitere arding the former
Manager] As explained above, in his rmer
site Manager no longer has nuclear oversight responsibilities.
In any a n , the reasons wh the NRC should have confidencethat the former site Manage could adequately carry out any
such responsibilities have en explained above.

| - 37 -
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TggycEARf'. PROC EDUR f*t'HA NCWOf0f! C gg | ATTACHMENT 1 |

~
*

I
,

>
i

;

; E Ensure existing TPCN is ng1 in atfect or has pTSTRJ PUTIONi

E been properly dispositioned. (Clearly dowip.?re destination)
2

Date: 3 N Page / of h soonsible Manaf,er (original)
/f 7 ' Origin.ttor O copy;7* #/ . Current Rev:Proc No:

Title: [E4cT4/ [#tsS2/t VESSE / @ SRG Supervisor (1 copy)

#rel /ImdW D Surveillance coordtr.ator.
;

1 O Control r.e. -
i
i

! O Other (c::s or co): ,

1 * Provide copy at discretion of SS;

i

| DESCRIPTION / JUSTIFICATION M 8* 2! M O * " * 'I
(attach marked u copy):

/ / ~7 /
i _ dul o,, A |. 2 7
;

_ _

:

.

i
-

--

: O
:

PCN required? g Y E.". Initiate PCN or record date PCN was submitted: I.d_. .

1 O No
Emergency Plan ur EPIi' change involved 7 O YES*; ho *If YES. obtain EP review. |

I (/- )' f^ ' > j- Date: i
-

'

Originator: -

|
f O r i g i n.< :.o r ' s DopC 4.ipervinnr:

^ ^ - ^ Dato'' 95
~~--

* '- --

,_, l g-./ - o.,te: 2 r434

j 1.ieensed SRO:* '
_

I
_ Da:e: -'s-6-U

| 1.1een ed :;PO. c;m.v --

--

1 i

3 3 ~ 4 _2 . - !i -C - 9 3 TP::N :u .ne:
| Effectiv.* Dat.. _

| |ExpiratunDJt* ... 4 _R _13 :---
i

.

_ . _ . . _ - - -
. - . - - - - -
. _ . . _ . . . . . .

,

; i - - -

_ . 2h. ._ _
#

4 - - . - - - - - -
' 6 '*. t *

!~ ~ " ~ ~ "
j Jr.!fr Supervi:Or-
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| PROCEDURE CHANGE NOTICE'
'

ATTACHMENT.1 j
.

' i,t 1. INITIATION'(Originator to complete Sections 1, 5, 6, 7, and 8)
s.m.s |

t
. s- r-15Procedure Number: 7.4.4 New Revision Number: 2,Q, Page: 1 of M i

Title: Reactor Pressure Vessel Head Removal
i |

| Is this 'a "NO CHANGE" to document biennial or annual review?- YES;@NO
Required Prior To: Startup; Shutdown; ] N/A; @ Other: 3-9-93,

) Procedures Requiring Concurrent Approval: None
| {'

Reference Document: TPCN 93-047 : I

[!j Originator (print): J. R. Flaherty Date: 3-9-93-
2. REVIEWS i j

Originator's Supervisor: 'N/A Date: -

3

i
j Is Procedure 2.0.1.1 evaluation required? YES; @ {'

Is procedure walkdown required? YES;
'

Responsible Supervisor: A b#=cv e -- Date:
Is approved ~PCN to be routed to Licensed erators? ] YES; }

,

i
'

Technical Te h iInit Date Init Date Init Date Init DateReview
h X SRG JS ~5 *) *)3

- ~ X ENG gJdd7 -- . fK OPS * M ,F.f.f ) < SMSS* f 30 |
#

,

|
;

x RAD )$, f-f -f} X QA- '$/"$ IN-93
"-

x xNT- Wa4 s - r v .* -

x smo A shh> -
.

i -rs clu , 7/sh3 '-
1

,, - * 'Optionel for select, procedures. 1,

;
! 3. TYPING /PROO ING

, Change Bars Required: YES; O NO :

Typist: -*J- k i4 _ Initials /Date: / M4[Tk f
Proofreader: I.o Mur # u>4sred Initials /Date: / 8-9-98
Responsible Supervisor: M Ebd #'

Initials /Date: M-- AbN,

"
4. APPROVAL .i

!

SORC Chairman: Date F 9M.

T U <

5. 10CFR50.59 APPLICABILITY REVIEW - TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS
j
.

{ Does PCN involve a change to Tech Specs? YES; O NO

If YES, submit LCR per Procedure 0.29, as necessary, and !
,

[ record License Amendment Number prior to SORC approval: N7 4 /SO
{- 'f 4

f ;

P tc j_ ;
PROCEDURE NUMBER 0.4 REVISION NUMBER 17 PAGE 22 0F 33 }

i
;
'
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, .I |" PROCEDURE CHANGE NOTICE
_ | ATTACHMENT 1

.
-)

.
.

Procedure Humber: 7.4.4
New Revision Number: _ 20 Page: 2

6.10CFR50.59 APPLICABILITY REVIEW - USAR (required for changes p_p.g addressed by aTech Spec Change; not required if all changes covered by a 10CFR50.92 Evah.9 tion)
Does proposal change procedures from description in USAR7 C UNCERTAIN; h
Does proposal involve a test or experiment not described in'

UNCERTAIN;USAR7

Could proposal affect nuclear safety in way not previously C UNCERTAIN; @ 0evaluated in USAR7

If any question UNCERTAIN, forward to Engineering for 10CFR50.59,

#Reportability Review per Attachment 2.

7. EMERGENCY PLAN REVIEW

Is change in Emergency Plan or EPIPs involved? YES; x NO
If YES, forward to Emergency Planning for 10CFR50.54(q) Evaluationi

per Attachment 3

i
8. DESCRIPTION / JUSTIFICATION (explain in detail and attach new procedure or

revision; continue on next page if necessary);

1. Added new Attachment 4 for Sirn-Off and Review Sheet,.

r

2. Added new Steo 3.1.2 for Technical Specification 3/4.21.C.3.4

3. Added new Sceo 6.1.2 for Technical Specification table 4.21.C.1 (Note 9) .
; 4 Changed Steo 6.2.7 so the reouirement for loads moved over irradiated 8u ., [.m

y
be in accordance with NUREG 0612 instead of CE PRC 88-11.

5. Minor editorial channes through the 'erocedure.,

6. Secondary containment recuirements in Section 6 and 7 have been deleted because
| Ms A .. in + iro Q L ~.J ,(, D- .LLLn

s ~ DE Cnki..J ..ML nh - L L%., 1L LW2L;

'
i L L u .'d b . D L . e CIL. s '

'ee r a n e <e. -
; * Pu pa c ,0 J nie~ LLn L at. L . D n ' kl A +

E le - SeL.L Alb 3|b3 .sha,.I PRc W-N. +b, pgN m n {v |

,

.DLa.. , i A 'I. A gsa DL , r, 's.lQ L.f . -
9 /

r Lfnl.L - t .M 9 .LIrfLw L.D. - L d L w \
L Alus a s ozin..u. ~

Ma o c c. m iin . . /. . . o A L - a M . > isr>>, sk = . L .0 ---
>

xers & ; L Q A n e N 7 M L ? 2 s I m .L G. e 0Lh.U..*.||.SbA'CN
'

JLv L.A-L I O d. )W bec.' L uu.a . x. p:1,1/b. suL 4
' ,

'

*

LL%4.I&L) . C l!~ LA -L a.9 Lt th..' bwN LLu.W '

'
,
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| PROCEDURE CHANGE NOTICE | ATTACHMENT 1 (

Procedure Number: 7. Y, Y New Revision Number: d-O Page: 3

8. DESCRIPTION / JUSTIFICATION (continued)

O Y fe.be m_ mfaY 1A<d hrev0ue /n ,3 4 as b a & |u
A nce-o un !L+,| L W .D >- L t,,a 9 . 2 R rc w .0 - . !

,

u neIbe Ev JL: A ~ J J +1.: R p ts i D s | la h - . . L .
7. ' Regen-a{.as e s rpcai 9.1-e v7 Q0

k e e.e 6 m e n e tsa.a , o ,s rt a r n va r,w .
'

,

,

Gummum

|

|

t=

,

;

;

i
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CNSS930083
ace' Mareh 11. 1993

T2 - SORC Members
FOR INTER-DISTRICT

From R. L. Cardner

'Srbject SORC Meetine S93-026. March 9. 1993 '
'

.

Attendees: R. L. Cardner, SORC Chairman
*C. M. Estes, Acting Senior Manager of Operations
*E. M. Mace, Senior Manager of Site Support
*R. Brungardt, Operations Manager
*M. F. Young, Acting Maintenance Manager,
*J. V. Sayer, Radiological Manager
*J. R. Flaherty, Engineering Manager
*C. R. Moeller, Technical Staff Manager
*P. L. Ballinger, Operations Engineering Supervisor
*H. A. Jantzen, Instrument And Control Supervisor
G. E. Smith, Quality Assurance Manager

.

* Denotes voting SORC Member

SORC convened at 1515 hours on March 9,1993. for in-committee review andr
approval of the items listed below.

1. CNS Operations Manual Procedure 7.4.4, Rev. 20. Reactor Pressure Vessel
Head Removal, was reviewed and approved.

4

2. An extension was granted to March 12, 1993, fer the Operability
2

Evaluation requested in response to SORC Meeting S93-021 for operability
Determination No. 93-018.

SORC was suspended and reconvened at 1700 hours to review and approve the
;

following additional procedures. All previous attendees were present with the-
exception of E. M. Mace.

.

3. CNS Operations Manual Procedures

7.4.5, Rev. 18 Reactor Vessel Steam Dryer Removal
,

7.4.6, Rev. 19, React ~or Vessel Steam Separator And fuel Pool Cate Removal

7 4 27, Rev. 10, Main Steam Line Plugs Installation
,

.

!
!
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' ORC Msabars
'

'
S,

". I March 11, 1993
e . :

Page 2
'

.

.

7.4.28. Rev. 11, Bellows Shield Installation

After an extensive documentation review, the CNS Proceduros licted
above were reviewed and approved.

'
.

R. L. Gardner
SORC Chairman

/sg

cc: H. G. Parris
G. R. Horn
J. M. Meacham
D. A. Whitman
R. E. Wilbur
V. L. Wolstenholm
CNS Quality Assurance

,

CNS Training
NRC Resident Inspector

.

'
.

|
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j GE Nocieer Energy

4 -

{ nm uaan m a. sue w own. M wso

i
4

i
| G-HP0-8-322 Nebraska Public Power District
4 Columbus General Office
! October 17, 1988 L. G. Kuncl/w. att. ,

i G. A. Trevors/w. att. '

4 R. E. Wilbur/w. att.
| Y. L. Wolstenholm/w. att.
!
,

i

!
; Mr. G. R. Horn
i Nuclear Operations Division Manager
I Nebraska Public Power District
! Cooper Nuclear Station
i P. O. Box 98
j Brownville, Nebraska 68321 -

| SUBJECT: PRC 88-11 MODE 4 TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION SYSTEM INOPERABILITY

f Dear Mr. Horn:

The following information (Attachment 1) is supplied as part of the GE Program i
for evaluation of Potentially Reportable Conditions in satisfaction of 10CFR l

;

! Part 21. GE has concluded that this infonnation is not a Reportable Condition '

I within the scope of GE technical infonnation. However, this conclusion is I

| valid only if there are adequate controls at Cooper Nuclear Station. l

Nebraska Pubite Power District should evaluate and confirm this conclusion as
it relates to existing or future plant equipment, conditions, procedures or'

pl ans.

I GE is notifying all BWR owners of the following information.,,

:

If GE can provide any assistance in resolving this issue please contact the
undersigned.

;

j Sincerely,
i

M
'

David J. B ager
i Nuclear Services Manager

'

; 402/496-6919

Attachment [
/r

. . ,- ._,
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ATTACHMENT 1

g INFORMATION TO BE EVALUATED

j Background

I| During GE's Technical Specifications (TS) review for the BWR Owners' Group TSj Comittee it was determined that;
..

i 1. Secondary containment leakage integrity,

{1
<

2. Operability of the Standby Gas Treatment System (SGTS), and

3. Operability of the Process Radiation Monitoring Systemg

are typically not required during Cold Shutdown (Operational Condition 4) or duringi

i| refueling (Condition 5) when irradiated fuel is not being moved. Thus, the TS
would not restrict movement of loads over the core or fuel storage pool during;

i Operational Condition 4 nor would they restrict movement of non-frradiated loads
| during Operational Condition 5. Such loads, if dropped, could result in an
; . unanalyzed event.

| Basis
t

| | If containment integrity does not exist and the SGTS is not operable GE's
.I assessment has indicated that dropping an object which pcssesses the same (and
: potentially even less) kinetic energy as that evaluated for the Fuel Handling
j Accident onto irradiated fuel could result in calculated radiological consequences

| In excess of those reported in the Safety Analysis Report (SAR)

| The NRC has evaluated a similar concern in NUREG-0612 (Control of Heavy Loads at
Nuclear Power Plants) and arrived at specific recomendations relative to plant TS;

; | and plant hardware and procedure modifications.
.

; Conclusions
i

!|I It is GE's conclusion that this condition does not represent a substantial safety
j hazard if adequate procedural or TS controls exist to preyrnt or mitigate the,.

i consequences of such an event.

'I
Because the spent fuel storage configuration, crane capacity, safety precautions,
safety features, administrative controls and procedures concerning activities,

j around the spent fuel storage pool and the reactor vessel are plant specific, it
is GE's conclusion that each utility should evaluate its plant specific config-;

| uration to determine the applicability of this event to the plant.

| Corrective Actions
,

'
The event should be evaluated under 10CFR Part 21 on a plant specific basis for;

each BWR. GE is also informing the BWR.0wners' Group of these conclusions.
| Official notification of the NRC is not planned at this time. Attachment 2

! contains potential solutions for resolution of this concern if existing plant
j protection measures are determined to be insufficient.

[i

I

.
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ATTAC MENT 2

I
Recosamendations

I
1. To determine il this event applies to a specific plant: ;,,

I Review existing plant Technical Specifications (TS) and plant !
a.

procedures to ensure adequate controls exist.
I
;

OR

i

b. Determine if mechanical or electrical stops or interlocks are in place.
'

to prevent crane movement over irradiated fuet in the event secondaryj containment integrity does not exist or SGTS is not operable.
i

,

2. If the event appifes to the plant, evaluate the event in the context of 10CFR
Part 21. The following potential corrective actions to prevent occurrence of
the event may be acceptable for resolution of this concern:

. a. Revise the plant TS or plant procedures to:
|

i (1) Prevent movement of loads heavier than a defined value over
| irradiated fuel whenever secondary containment integrity does not
! exist or the SGTS is inoperable. An analysis of plant unique loads
; could establish the deffned load value.

!
OR

j (2) Require containment integrity, radiation monitoring and SGTS oper-
| ability whenever loads above the defined value are moved over
i irradiated fuel.
!

| OR
4

|; b. Install mechanical or electrical interlocks or stops on load handling
;i equipment to prevent movement of loads heavier than the defined value
j over frradiated fuel whenever secondary containment integrity does not
. exist, SGTS is not operable and radiation monitoring capability is not
i available.
I

!

l

| -

|
,

}
{:

i

|

,

I

!

'
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FOR INTER.D18TRICr,

P. L. Ballinger*

To BUSINESS ONLY
'

! R. W. FastFrom
.

Response to CE PRC 88-11
Sub M

J ^

In PRC 88-11. CE addresses the concern that Technical Specifications of many
j BWR's do not prohibit moving loads (other than refueling and spent fuel

shipping activities) o ter irradiated fuel with secondary containment notJ

i intact or SCTS not operable. During these conditions, radioactive releases
I resulting from fuel damage would not be mitigated as analyzed for the
; applicable design basis accident (Refueling Accident). If a load of

j suf ficient weight (possibly less than a fuel bundle) were to be dropped onto
i irradiated fuel under the above conditions. radioactive releases couldCE has not determined thepotentially exceed those analyzed in the USAR.'

required size of this load.

CE Recommendation la.
1

I To determine if this event applies to a specific plants Review existing plantj Technical Specifications (TS) and plant procedures to ensure adequate controls
;

i exist.

!
Evaluation

;

1
Technical Specifications and station procedures require secondary containment

|
|

integrity and SGTS operability during reactor operation and during handling of
J irradiated fuel (T.S. 3.7.C.1). Additionally. Technical Specifications and

station procedures require the reactor building crane to be in the RESTRICTEDi
HODE during fuel cask handling (T.S. 3.10.8).

;

As suggested by CE. CNS Technical Specifications do not address secondary
containment requirements for moving loads over irradiated fuel unless
associated with refueling or spent fuel shipping. Station procedures
generally include precautions regarding movement of objectt over irradiated*

fuel. However. with the exception of refueling and spent fuel shipping
activities, station procedures do not prohibit moving loads over irradiated
fuel (vessel or fuel pool), when secondary containment is not intact or SGTS
is inoperable.

The NPPD response to NUREG 0612. Control of Heavy Loads at Nuclear Power.
Plants, was reviewed. The NUREG and NFPD's response to the NUREC did not
address the concern identified by this PRC.

CE Recommendation 1b.

"0R" to determine if this event applies to a specific plant: Determine if
mechanical or electrical stops or interlocks are in place to prevent crane

integrity [ #movement over irradiated fuel in the event secondary containment 3

does not exist or SCTS is not operable.
,

:

Powerful Pride in Nebraska'*
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Evaluation

: Electrical interlocks are available to restrict the Reactor Building Crane
from moving loads over irradiated fuel. However, existing procedures do not

i require the interlocks to be active during the described conditions.
| Procedure 7.6.1. Reactor Building Crane and Miscellaneous Hoists Operation",
i specifically states: "The switch will be left in the NORMAL position unless *

I the RESTRICTED HODE is required for fuel cask handling". Additionally, other
cranes which do not have interlocks are available for moving loads over

i
irradiated fuel.

4

i GE Recossmandation 2.

I If the event applies to the plant, evaluate the event in the context of
j 10CFR Part 21. The following potential corrective actions to prevent
i occurrence of the event may be acceptable for resolution of this concern:

(Three possible resolutions are then offered).;

,

; Evaluation

A review of CNS Technical Specifications. USAR and procedurer suggests that
; the concern is applicable to CNS. However, during a typical fuel cycle the
| concern only applies to a limited period of time. Secondary containment
j integrity and SGTS operability are required by Technical Specifications during
i plant operation and during refueling activities. Therefore only approximately

|

,

| 2 weeks would remain when this event could be applicable during a cycle noti|j ,

requiring an extended or non-refueling outage. Since the event does not apply |during operation, it is not an immediate safety concern.
|
i

! g A final determination regarding whether this issue is reportable may require a {
j E detailed analysis cf the consequences of a load being dropped onto irradiated '

| fuel. A simple calculation performed using the assumptions described in the
CNS USAR for the " Refueling Accident" found that a 7 lb. object dropped ontoI

j irradiated fuel when the SGTS is inoperable could potentially result in
! radioactive releases exceeding those previously analyzed for the " Refueling

Accident". However, because the USAR assumptions are extremely conservative-

and are not necessarily applicable to relatively small dropped objects or fuel|i stored in the fuel pool, the results of the simple calculation are
| unrealistic. A more sophisticated analysis using realistic assumptions is

required.

It is not clear that 10CFR21 is the appropriate regulation for evaluating this,

issue. It may be appropriate for Licensing to work with GE to resolve any
; reportability concerns. Discussion with the responsible individual at CE
! indicates that this issue is generic to most BWR's. 'Therefore, the BWROC
j could be enlisted to assist in the analysis.

Implementing any of the CE recommended options would require prior definition, | of the maximum load which can be safely moved over irradiated fuel under the
'

'

described conditions. A calculation to determine this maximum load has not !
i

been performed, but it is expected that the value will be in the range of 300
ipounds.
;

I :

'
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; Because the maximum acceptable load is not known, station procedures should be
i revised to prohibit movement of any objects over irradiated fuel during the
| described conditions. These revisions have been discussed with the

Maintenance and Operations Supervisors and are not expected to cause any
significant inconvenience. It is suggested that to ansure all applicable

,

; procedures are revised. Operations. Maintenance and Engineering Departments
revise applicable procedures within their responsibility. The tollowing -

{ procedure revisions are suggested:
i

j 1. Revise Abnormal Procedure 2.4.3.1 " Loss of Primary or Secondary
j Containment Integrity", to instruct the Control Room Operators to make an
! announcement whenever secondary containment integrity or SCTS operability
! is inadvertently lost to suspend movements of any loads over irradiated

fuel. Notes Revision of this procedure vill not prevent movement of,

loads over irradiated fuel during planned outages of secondary
,

; containment integrity or SCTS inoperability.

i
4 2. Revise Maintenance Procedure 7.6.1 " Reactor Building Crane and

Miscellaneous Hoists Operation", to require verification of secondary
j} containment integrity and SGTS operability prior to crane or hoist
I operation involving movement of any loads over irradiated fuel.

i
; 3. Install placards on all devices capable of moving loads over irradiated

fuel. The placards would provide instructions such as: " Prior to moving,

objects over irradiated fuel, contact the Control Room to verify:

{ secondary containment integrity and SCTS operability. Refer to
i Maintenance Procedure 7.6.1". Note: This action, together with revision
j of 7.6.1. would ensure that no loads .are moved over irradiated fuel

during planned outages of secondary containment integrity or SCTS'

j operability.
!

| 4 Revise applicable 10.xx and 7.4.xx series procedures to require Control
; Roos verification of secondary containment integrity prior to movement of
i loads over irradiated fuel. Some procedures already have such

prerequisites. Others do not.

W ( 2-7- 6%
i R. W. Foust

Assistant Operations
Engineering Supervisor

Approved By ,) Date [ f
OperationsEngineapagSupervisor /

1

$
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ATTACHMENT 1.) -

PROCEDURE CHANGE NOTICE
PAGE 1 0F 3 ,

i,

,

Date: N/7[C)b
Page _ 1 Of _3

Procedure Number: ~7N ,k
. New Revision Number: 19

_ h oc h M SSufr- Ye,SS,ef khvoTitle: e i

Procedures Requiring Concurrent Approval: hoAA,
!

A. PCN BASIS | (Note: Provide Description Of Change In Section H.)
_ !

Required Prior To: Startup @ Shutdown O n/A O other:

1 .

[Owo=-coaror===ceaPort b

NRC Concern O Deeis= che=se or ^=dic
NsGExperience

i

O cnS ExPertence O ^d=inistr=cive Botheri

Reference Document: [*r M. M b-Il *

B. PCN REVIEW | -

Originator: M bhM 9/7!CyQDate:

Originator's Supervisor: Date: -/O-@n,

# Responsible Supervisor: / Date: -/O-@)
Technical f Technical
Review Init Date Init Date Review Init Date Init Dateh SRG _$ |2-3:,% M Td/f/ h PS Dept /*M/ - ~

'l$'$ W Ops Dept Yb |-94|
;

" ~

$ k //> 2|35|41
N#| 9 Eng Dept Y If7f9{ $ $Yll V.Sh/t. S t0btf b'/5~/f- - -m

:

f2 ) Mnt Dept ffffR ff//h MA 7f6/4I
,

dad:aco #7f-f/ 7|2' 4 - m J.n.H
, ( Rad Dept /d /-/I-f/ di"L.,. [/kf/ 9 QA Dept W 7.43-$ h// d-21-9tg C. PCN _IMPLDfENTATI9N

Procedure Typed ,, M . juYT) Date:cN h[
S//c[f/; Responsible g r-), -) / I [. Date:,

/ /Route Approved Procedure To Licensed Operators: 0 Yes
D. SORC APPROVAL |

SORC Chairman: map w- Date: _? 2f /

Note: RouteCompletedhoIrm And Draf t To Administrative Services Section For//

Microfilming And Final Disposition.
j,

,

t, ,c
iaPROCEDURE NUMBER 0.4 REVISION NUMBER 15_ PAGE 24 0F 31 !
'

i
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PROCEDURE CHANCE NOTICE,3 PACE '2 OF 3
* ,

.

, -,

.

Date: 9/7/So
Page 2 of _ j

d
_

Proce'ure Number: 7 t/ 4/
E. 10CFR50.59 APPLICABILITY REVIEW: New Revision Number: /7 ;

* ee

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS | ~

.

1. Is A Technical Specifications Change Required As A Result Of '
This PCNT ,

'

Yes @ NoIf "Yes" Forward A Copy of The PCN To Licensing For A
-10CFR50.92 Evaluation And License Amendment Submittal Per10CFR50.90. .

Af ter Approval, Record License Amendment Number: *

!
2. Is This PCN The Result Of A Technical Specifications Changer O Tes No iIf. "Yes", Record License Amendment Nunber:

.
i

Complete Section F. Only For Changes Not Associated With The Technical .$
a

.

Specifications Change. If All Changes Are Covered By The 10CFR50.92 |

Evaluation Do Not Complace Section F. i'

F. 10CFR50.59 APPLICABILITY REVIEW: USAR |
!1. Does The Proposal Change Procedures From Their 1

Description In The USAR? :

Uncertain @ No I
,,

2. Does The Proposal Involve A Test Or Experiment'

Not Described In The USART O uncertain g No
3. Could The Proposal Affect Nuclear Safety In A !

Way Not Previously. Evaluated In The USAR? |
,

Uncertain No j

If Any Of The Above Are Marked " Uncertain", Forward The PCN To Engineering
!

i

For A 10CFR50.59 Reportability Review Per Attachment 2.~

C. EMERCENCY PLAN REVIEW |
j

1. Is A Change In The Emergency Plan Or EPIPs Involved!
f

i

C Yes @ No |
**

If "Yes", Forward The PCN To Emergency Planning For A 10CFR50.54(q) Evaluation
.

k

Per Attachment 3.
' tH.

PCN DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION {
,

Explain -In Detail And Attach New Procedure Or Revision (Continue Explanation On
9

i i

Addendum,- If Necessary)iti
I:
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