Bty L

209240476 9207
Bhe etk Te0722
NRC-04-91~068 PDR

\!“>'1A‘* AR

AL

UNITED STATES
NUCLFEAR REGUILATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20665

Scientech, Inc. JUL 22 199
ATTN: Roger . Mattson

11821 . :rklawn Drive

Rockville, Maryland 20852

Dear Mr. Mattson:

Subject: Contract No., NRC-04-91-068, Task Crder No. 3
Individeal Plart Examination Reviews, Internal Evente =
Back Fnd Only: Palo Verde Units 1, 2, and 3

In accordance with Section G.9 entitleu "lask Order Procedures" and Se~tion
G i0 entitled "Accelerated Task Order Procedures" of the subject contrast,
this letter definitizes Task Order No. 3. Thisc effort shall be rerformed in
accordance with the enclosed Statement of Work.

Task Oraer No. 3 shall be in effect from July 22, 1992 through January 21,
1993 with & total cost ceiling of $15,491.00. The amount of $14,157.00
represents the total estimated reimbursable costs and the amount of
$1,334 0C represents the fixed fee.

The obligated amount of thir task order is $14, 000,00, This amount shail
not b exceeded until notice is provided to you that additional funds are
available. It is estimated that this ohligated amount will cover
performance of work th-augh January 8, 1993.

Accounting Data for Task Order No. 3 are as follows:

APPN No.: 31X0200.260

B&R No.: 260-19-25-030

FIN No.: L-1933-2
OBLTIGATED AMOUNT: $14,000.00
RES TDENTIFIER: RES-C92-237

The following individus , are considered to be essential tu the successtul
performance for work hereunder: < imes Meyer and Henry Amarasooriya

The Contractor agrees that such personnel shall not be removed from the
effort under the task order without compliance with Contract Clause | 1,
Key Personnel.

lssuance of this tack order coes not amend any terms or conditions of the
subject contract.
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Your contacts during the course of this task order are:

Technical Matters: John Flack
Project Officer
(301) 492-3979

Contractual Matters: Anita Hughes
Contract Administrator
(301) 492-8353

Please indicate your acceptance of this Task Order No. 3 by having an
official, authorized to bind your organization, by executing three copies of
this document in the space provided and return two copies to the Contract
Administrator. You should retain the third copy for your records. —
If you have any questions regarding this matter please contact Anita
Hughes, Contract Administrator on (01) 492-8353.

Sincerely,

A Eta

Mary/ J& Mattia, Con‘racting Officer
Contract Adminiitretion Branch Mo. 2
Division of Con.racts and

Property Manajement
Office of Adm" - -tration

Enclosure:
As stated

ACCEPTED:
NAME : 1Yl > |

TITLE: __Seniar Vi cesident.

DATE : 27277192 -













3.2.6 The IPE submittal appropriately documented radionuclide
release characterization for accident sequences
exceeding the Generic Letter 88-20 (or NUREG=1335)
screening criteria.

Work Requirement 1.3. Review the guantitative nature of the
1PE_core damage estimate.

Check the following:

1.3.1 The licensee employed a reasonable process to
understand and quantify severe accident progression.
The process lead to a determination of important
conditional containment failure probabilities, and
considered phenomenological uncertainties, either
gualitative or gquantitative.

1.3.2 Dominant con. ributors to containment failure are -
consistent with insights from other PSAs of similar
design.

2+3.3 The IPE appropriately characterized containment

performance for each of the CET end~states by assessing
containment loading (either calculated or referenced).

1.3.4 The containment analysis considered the impact of
severe accident environments on eguipuent behavior.

Wor)k Requirement 1.4. Review the IPE approach to reducing the
probability of core damage or fission
product release.

Check the following:

1.4.1 The IPE analysis appears to support the licensee's
definition of vulnerability, and that th definition
provides a means by which the identification of
potential vulnerabilities (as so defined) and plant
modifications (or safety enhancements) is made

possible.

1.4.2 The identification of plant improvements and proposed
modifications are reasonably expected tc enhance plant
safety.

Work Requirement 1.5 Review Licensee's Response to

Containment Performance Improvement
Recommendations

Check that the licensee appropriately responded to
recommendations stemming from the Cortainment Performance
Improvement (CPI) Program, i.e., th7 the licensee's assessnment,
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