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Dear Mr. Cookingham: E. Hughes, RP

This is in response to your letter to Mr. Muntzing of February 19,
1974, regarding the licemsing of the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating
Station in Ocean County, New Jersey.

The Commissiom is aware of the problems you cite that are associated
with operation of the Oyster Creek Station. These were identified and
addressed in the Draft Covirommental Statement on Oyster Creek,

fssued in July 1973, and are presently being considered in the
preparation of the Final Euvirommental Statement scbeduled to be

issuved in April 1974,

The problems associated with operation of the Oyster Creek plant
that you mention arise largely from the estuarine nature of the
gsite. In the intervening tem years since the siting decision was
made for this plant, the need to weigh more careiuily the comaitment
of ecologlcally valuable estuarine resources to power production
has become much more evident,

Policy Act of 1969, to identify significant envirommental effects

of plant operation at the site, and to evaluate, on a cost-benefit
basis, the alternatives, including closed-cycle cooling, that can

be directed toward mitigating the undesirable consequences of

plant operation. The staff's final recommendation for an appropriate
course of action will be reflected in the Final Euvirommental
Statement,

The Commission has responsibility, under the Nationmal Enviroumental
?

We recognize the concerns expressed in your letter, and appreciate
your communicating to us your positior on the matter.
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April 2, 1974

Mr. A. Giambusso

Deputy Dirsctor for Reactor Projects
Directorate of Licensing

United States Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545

Dear Mr. Giambusso:

Subject: Oyster Cresk Station
Docket No. 50-219
Hydraulic Shock and Sway Arrestcy Inspection -
January 1974

The purpose of this letter is to forward to you supplementary in-
formation regarding the seals of five "failed" hydraulic shock and swey
arrestors (snubbers) found in the drywell during the plant shutdowm which
began on January 12, 1974, The initial repor: on the January inspection of
the snubbers in tre drywell was forwarded by letter dated Feoruary 19, 1074,

A visual inspection of the seals removed from the five failed
snubbers indicated that several iypes cf material were used in 2ach wni=. To
deternine which of the materials had failed, the seals were sant 0 the G7U
System Laboratory for material identification analyses using in€rared scans
and microsconic examinaticns, The resuits of the wat:rial anclysic oan b
sunmarized as follows:

1. Only three seals in each snubber were of the reconmended
polvethylene-propylene (PEF)material.

2. None of the PEP seals showed any sign of failure.

3. Two types of pelyurethane wer: used ir the failed srubbers.
These were the millable gum aud the cast polyurcthane.

4. One fiber seal was also discuvered in two of the snubbers,
Both of these units were of an old series whicii could not te
rebuilt conpletely. The fiber seals had oroocoly never kaen
changed out at the time the snubhers were vebuilc or tho
were cut from new vnideatified gasket raterial, e;‘2>

A FFF—(1)) . o\



Mr. Giambussc g April 2, 1974

5. One other seal used in the two old series snubbers could not
be identified. The material is believed to be teflon.

6. The seals which, because of their physical characteristics,
had visually appcared to be failed before the laboratory
analysis are now identified to be millable gun polyurethane.

We bolieve the results of the laboratory analyses provide further
evidence that ethylene-propylene is the material best suited for replacement

Cnclosed are forty copies of this submittal,

Very truly yours, )
///

i ? / / ; % .".‘
AT L il

Donald A. Ross
Manager, Nuclear Generating Stations

cs
Enclosures

ec: Mr. J. P, O'Reilly, Director /
Directorate of Regulatory Operations, Region I

seals in the hydraulic snubbers located in the drywell and in the reactor building.




