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MEMORANDUM FOR: William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations

FROM: Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: NRR INPUT IN RESPONSE TO CHAIRMAN'S MEM0 ON MANAGEMENT
OF BACKFITTING

Reference: Memorandum, same subject, Snfezek to Denton December 11, 1984.

The referenced memorandum requested NRR input in response to Chairman
Palladino's December 7, 1984, memorandum to you. My response to that part
of the referenced memorandum dealing with specific backfitting matters con-
cerning the Beaver Valley Plant is in Enclosure 1. Two areas of concern the
Chairman emphasized, probable maximum precipitation and fire protection, are
discussed in some detail.

Because of the number of safety issues undergoing review in connection with
the backfit appeal process, I have taken steps to streamline this process by
eliminating the appeal at the Assistant Director level and have decided that
all pending appeals should be evaluated at the Division Director level (Refer -

to Attachment 2 to Enclosure 1). I sent a memorandum to Murley, Taylor and
Davis informing them of this action as well as other actions (Refer to
Attachment 3 to Enclosure 1).

Enclosure 2 is a suggested response to the Chairman's memorandum.oriMWWW

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
As stated
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Enclosure 1

Regarding the Chairman's concern on the appropriate PMP methodology for use in
the regulation of nuclear plants:

The staff's review procedures that utilize Probable Maximum Precipitation
(PMP) are designed to meet General Design Criterion 2 (GDC-2), "desion
bases for protection against natural phenomena," of 10 CFR 50, Appendix
A, which requires in part that nuclear power plant structures, systems
and components be designed to withstand the effects of floods without
loss of capability to perform their safety functions. The ob.iective is
to prevent loss of capability for safe shutdown resulting from the most
severe flood conditions that can reasonably be predicted to occur at a
site as a result of severe hydrometeorological conditions.,

In searching for a consistent design criterion for protection against
precipitation-induced flooding, the staff adopted the Probable Maximum
Flood (PMF) as developed by the Corps of Engineers. This criterion was
originally developed to be applied to the design of Federal Structures

- (principally dams) whose failure by flooding could result in substantial
loss of human life or property. The NRC staff adopted this methodology
in the early 1970's as the design basis for Federally licensed nuclear
facilities.

Procedures for evaluating PMF have evolved in various Corps of Engineers
(C0E) and National Weather Service (NWS) publications. Of interest for
precipitation-induced flooding (Probable Maximum Precipitation or PMP)
are a series of hydrometeorological reports (HMR) published by the NWS,
specifically HMR's 33, 51, and 52. HMR 33, published in 1956, provided
generalized charts for establishing the level of PMP for specified
drainages of the United States east of the 105th meridian. HMR-51,
published in 1978, updated HMR 33 by expanding the PMP estimates to a
specific range of drainage area sizes and storm durations. HMR-52,

,

published in 1982, provides a stepwise approach for adapting PMP estimates
derived from HMR 51 to specific drainage areas.

The point to be made from the above discussion is that PMF is the design
criterion adopted by the staff to assure that GDC-2 is met; and the
category of PMF resulting from precipitation-induced local f.looding .

requires as input the PMP. The cuidelines provided by FMR's 33, 51 and
52 are evolving procedures developed by the COE and NWS to evaluate the
PMF for local flooding as new data are acquired. The applicable Standard
Review Plan (SRP 2.4.2, " Floods") directs the staff to take into considera-
tion improved methodologies in its review process.

-_ . .__ .. . -__ - .-
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Such considerations are also included in the industry's own guidelines.
Thus, ANSI N170-1976 contained references to HMR-33 and its more recent
version, ANSI /ANS 2.8 - 1981, includes reference to HMR-51. HMR-52 was
published in 1982 and, although there have been no updated versions of
either NRC or ANSI guides to reflect its existence the hydrologic
engineering community is familiar with it.

The staff noted the substantial depths of PMP rainfall for small local
areas that would result from the application of HMR-52, and discussed the
matter with the NWS on several occasions. Convincing evidence regarding
validity of the methodology led the staff to adopt it because it represents
a refinement of the PMP methodology for'small drainages that are typical
of nuclear sites. Its use is believed to be appropriate and even necessary
so long as PMP is the criterion for determining that a facility meets
GDC-2. The question of whether revised values of local intense rainfall
should be backfit to operating plants is being prioritized as Generic

- Issue 103.

Regarding the Chairman's comment on the risk associated with having a rainfall
of 9 inches of rain per hour in terms of both probabilities and consequences,
particularly in light of the fact that the requirements appear much greater
than any rainfall of record:

Beaver Valley 2 (BV2) estimated a 1 hour duration PMP value of 9.3 inches
for 10 square miles, applying HMR-33. However, it is necessary to adjust
the 1 hour 10 square mile PMP value when analyzing small drainage areas
both for duration and for areal extent. The applican.t extrapolated from

,

the 1 hour 10 square mile PMP value of 9.3 inches to estimate a 10 minute
(10 square mile) PMP of 3.5 inches, which was the value actually used in
his analysis. However, this 10 square mile value should be adjusted
upward when analyzing local site flooding from an area less than 1 square

,

mile.

The staff believes that HMR-33 is outdated and that the appropriate
publications to use are HMR's 51 and 52. These latter reports give a 10,

minute 1 square mile PMP value of 7.7 inches. Assuming that 10 minutes
is the appropriate time base, then the 1 square mile PMP value should be
used in analyzing the potential for local flooding.

With respect to the claim that the requirements appear much greater than
any rainfall of record, two points need to be made. First, by the very

- definition of PMP, it should be greater than any rainfall of record. PMP
values are based on measurements of recorded extreme rainfalls with
engineering adjustments for storm transposition, orientation and maximum '

water content for the meteorological condition. Second, BV 2 cites as a
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maximum one hour value, a 2.09 inch measurement from an unspecified rain
gage in the "Pittsburgh Area". However, 140 miles north-east of the
Beaver: Valley site at Smethport, Pa., there is a July 1942, measurement
of 15 inches in a one hour period and accumulated 30.8 inches in 4.5
hours. The measured point value of 15 inches in one hour exceeds the PMP
value derived from HMR 51/52 for a 10 square mile area, and is only
slightly less than the HMR 51/521 hour 1 square mile value of 17.7
inches. Thus, the most recent PMP methodology is consistent with the
measured value.

As an aid in evaluating the safety significance of various flood conditions
at the Beaver Valley site, the staff has calculated the water levels that
would be predicted using the PMP methodology of HMR 51/52 (which provided
the 7.7 inches per 10 minutes as noted previously). This evaluation has
resulted in predicted peak water levels, above some of the door sills in
the twelve locations considered, that are in most cases the order of 0.3

_ feet (in one case 0.8 feet) higher than predicted by the applicant's
original analysis using HMR 33. The safety significance of these
relatively small differences in predicted water level are location
specific, depending on the vulnerability of equipment to flooding when4

all factors, such as mounting height, curbs and floor drains are considered.

The question of establishing the probability of occurrence of such
unusual events has been frequently discussed, including a special session
of the ACRS Subcomittee on Severe External Events on April 30, 1982,
where experts from a number of organizations presented papers. The
position held by both the COE and NWS is that because of the wide range
of uncertainties and the limited period of record (generally less than
100 years) there is no probabilistic technique known that can determine^

the probability of occurrence of rainfall events of very low likelihood
with sufficient certainty. However, the staff is attempting to take a
fresh look at the problem by participating in an inter-agency task group
of10'jewthematterandbyattemptstoextrapolatethedatatotherangeto rev

under contract with the NWS. Additional steps are currently,

being explored.

Reg'arding the Chairman's concern on the staff apparently continuing to treat a
requirement common to several plants as a plant specific issue which Denton
agreed in an October 10, 1984 note to Stello to treat as a generic issue:

The staff has initiated no new request for hydrologic information that
require the application of HMR 51/52 since H. Denton's memorandum of
October 10, 1984 (Attachment 1). However, in resolvina an open issue on
local flooding as part of the Nine Mile Point Unit 2 operating license
review, the staff's request was transmitted, tentative solutions

- .. - . - - . _ __ -. _ . . . . - . - _ _ - - .
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considered and the licensee's proposed modifications were underway prior
to October 10, 1984. On November 30, 1984, the applicant formally
submitted their proposed plant modifications which consisted of installing
neoprene gaskets at certain building entranceways and installing parapet
scuppers. The staff subsequently concurred in the proposed modifications
and wrote a SER to close out the issue pending confirmation of the'
modifications.

.

Regarding the Chairman's comment about 14 operating plants and several NT0L's
using gas systems as the primary fire suppression systems in cable spreading,

rooms and that the 14 operating plants meet the regulation but the staff
maintains Beaver Valley 2 does not:

The requirements of Appendix R apply to Beaver Valley 1 (BV1) since they'

were licensed in January 1976. BV1 has only a C0 suppression system in7the cable spreading room. This system meets the requirements of Saction
. LII.G.3 of Appendix R to 10 CFR 50. Any plant licensed prior to January

1, 1979 (this is a date in 10 CFR 50.48 that establishes the application
of Appendix R to. plants) that has a fixed suppression system (gas ori

water) in the cable spreading room meets the requirements and need not
request an exemption.

As a result.of the Browns Ferry fire, the fire pectection program for
BV 1 was reviewed again for conformance to the guidelines set forth
in Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 dated August 23, 1976. Our SER was

: issued on May 3, 1979. In SER Section 5.6, Cable Spreading Room CS-1, '
! CV-1 and CV-2, we noted that a backup water suppression system was

desirable. However, a C0 system without a backup water system was4

acceptedasmeetingtheobjectivesidentifiedinSERSection2.2because
of the existence of electrical components in the same room and a judgement
at that time, based on review of the BV1 cable spreading room layout, that
manual fire fighting was feasible. Backfitting was not considered cost
effective, and the existing fire suppression system was found acceptable.

] BY1 was not alone in this regard. Several operating plants licensed
prior to January 1979, wherein the existing configuration of the cable
spreading room, i.e., the lack of a water suppression system, was deemed

L acceptable for a variety of reasons, e.g., cost effectiveness, adverse
impact of inadvertent operation due to the presence of switchgear or
other electrical equipment, application of fire retardant measures to
cables. Because most old plants have some switchgear or other electrical
equipment in the cable spreading rooms, and backfitting of a fixed water
suppression system was not considered to be cost effective, Section
III.G.3 of Appendix R requires only a fixed suppression system for the
cable spreading room. For similar reasons, fourteen operating plants

; were also concluded to be acceptable without having a fixed water sup-
pression system.

4

4

1

i

.-. - , - - . - . , . - . - - . _ - - -.-. - -,_ -...-.,.- - _.--.-- .-. --. .- - ---
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Since BV2 was docketed on May 18, 1983, it was not reviewed to the same
acceptance criteria as BVI. The reason is that several Comission
decisions were issued prior to May 1983 (but after our review of BV1), as
noted below, that applied to BV2 as well as other OL applications.

(1) On May 23, 1980, in the matter of Petition for Emergency and Remedial
Action, CL1-80-21, the Commission indicated that the guidelines in
Appendix A to BTP 9.5-1 are essential elements for the fire
protection program.

(2) On April 27, 1981, as part of the Commission's con!.iderations of a
fire protection rule for plants licensed after January 1, 1979 (SECY
80-546/SECY 81-114), the Commission agreed with the staff that
deviations from our guidelines (SRP 9.5.1) should be specifically
identified and justified by the applicant and that such deviations
should be specifically evaluated by the staff in the SER. Subsequently

-- the Comission issued 10 CFR 50.34(g), Conformance with the Standard
Review Plan, which requires all applications for light water cooled
nuclear power plant operating licenses docketed after May 17, 1982
to include an evaluation of the facility against the SRP.

A majority of the plants licensed or to be licensed since January 1,1979
have provided a water suppression system in the cable spreading room.
The plants which did not provide a water suppression system but offerred
an acceptable alternative to the staff guidelines (SRP 9.5.1) are:

Plant Justification

Braidwood 1 & 2 Improved divisional separation
Byron 1 & 2 Improved divisional separation
Catawba Armored cable
Diablo Canyon 1 & 2 Electrical equipment present
Shoreham Electrical equipment present

The purpose of fire protection in a nuclear plant is to minimize the
adverse effects of fires on structures, systems, and components important
to safety. The cable spreading room at BV2 contains such systems. The
BV2 cable spreading room provides only partial separation between the two
safety trains. The area in common contains a concentration of vertical
cable trays and is located at the farthest distance from the access doors
for manual fire fighting. Safety related instrumentation and relays are
also located in the same fire area but are physically located away from
the vertical cable tray area. In order to complete the staff review, the
applicant must provide the justification necessary to demonstrate that
the value of a fixed water suppression system is in fact outweighed by
other considerations. This effort could well lead to acceptance of some
or all of the applicant's justification.

The staff maintained that BV2 did not comply with 10 CFR 50.34(g) because
they had not justified their deviation from the SRP (Section C.7.c. of
BTP 9.5-1).

i

- . . . . _ _ _ . _ _, , _ _ .
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Regarding the Chairman's question about why other plants have not been required
to obtain exemptions if a gas system does not meet the regulations:

Appendix R was issued to close out open items in licensee fire protection
programs for plants licensed prior to January 1, 1979. The fire protection
review for these plants were based on the positions in Appendix A to the
BTP APCSB 9.5-1. Furthermore, it should be noted that Appendix R does
not explicitly identify the type of fire suppression system that must be
used in cable spreading rooms. Fire suppression requirements for
cable spreading rooms are contained in Appendix A to the above BTP. Fire
suppression systems in cable spreading rooms for each plant licensed prior
to 1979 were reviewed in detail by the staff and found in compliance with
Appendix A or the licensee provided acceptably justified deviations
to these guidelines. Therefore, fire suppression systems in cable spreading
rooms were not an open item for which Appendix R regulatory requirements
applied, hence no exemptions to fire suppressions systems in the cable
s~preading room were required. 10 CFR 50.34(g), as previously noted, requires
all plants licensed after January 1,1979 (such as BV2) to identify
deviations and provide an evaluation of these deviations. As of February
13, 1985, BV2 has provided the deviations (C0, as the primary fire
suppression system in the cable spreading room;) and their justification.
The staff is reviewing the justification.

Regarding the Chairman's coments on the additional fire protection require-
ments, which the staff seeks to impose in the Beaver Valley case, being appealed
by licensees and lost by the staff in regard to other plants and the staff
continuing to reimpose requirements which have been found to be without merit
in other cases:

While we have had no appeals such as indicated in the Chairman's comment,
there have been several NT0Ls, as noted privously, where alternatives to
the staff guidelines were proposed by the applicant and accepted by the
staff. In these instances, the alternatives proposed by the applicant
hinged on plant specific issues. While it may appear that no consideration
is given to precedential value of such actions, we do not believe this has
been the case.

i

Regarding the Chairman's question on the status of all the outstanding issues!

! for which there is disagreement between licensee and staff on backfitting
associated with the Beaver Valley 2 review and on whether relevant backfit
issues at Beaver Valley are receiving renewed management attention to resolve

; those issues as soon as reasonable:

The status of the potential backfitting items associated with the BV2
| review is given in the attached Table I. With regard to PMP and fire

protection, significant management attention has been directed toward the
; response to the applicant. Similar attention is being initiated for the
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other backfit items. For instance, Attachment 2 is a memorandum from
. Denton to the NRR Division Directors identifying steps taken to streamline
the process of resolving the BV2 backfit issues. Attachment 3 is a
Denton memorandum to other Office Directors and the Region I Administrator
informing them of NRR management action on BV2 backfit issues. Attachment 4
is a Denton to applicant letter requesting all potential backfit issues
be identified as soon as possible so they can be scheduled for resolution.

Attachments:
As stated

.-

@ g
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Enclosure 1
Table I ,

Beaver Valley 2 Potential Backfitilssues
:

- I tem Status

1. Review Criteria for Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP) Backfit appeal meeting being scheduled for the
week of 3/18/85

2. Fire Suppression in the Cable Spreading Room Backfit appeal meeting held 2/28/85
3. Steam Generator Level Appeal meeting date being scheduled
4. Air Dryers for Emergency Diesel Generator Same as item 3
5. Motor-operated Accumulator Isolation Valve Resolved
6. Spent Fuel Pool Heat load Resolved
7. Class IE Power for Lighting and Communication System Resolved
8. Alarm for Rocker Arm Lube Oil Reservoir Resolved
9. Diesel Lo Fill Procedure Resolved
10. Underestimation of Atmospheric Dispersion Conditions Resolved
11. Application of GDC 5 to Communication Systems Resolution pending applicant docketing

agreed upon information
12. Application of GDC 2 and GDC 4 to Communication Systems Same as item 11
13. Application of GDC 4 to Lighting Systems Same as item 11
14. Illumination Levels in Excess of SRP Criteria Same as item 3
15. Application of R.G. 1.26 to Areas Excluded by R.G. 1.26 Same as item 3
16. Snow and Ice Loads Resolved

.

A
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Victor Stello, Jr., Deputy Executive Director
Regional Operations and Generic Requirements

FROM: Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: GENERIC REQUIREMENTS REGARDING DESIGN FOR PROBABLE
MAXIMUM PRECIPITATION

Our_ established procedures for evaluating the capability of nuclear
facilities to survive extreme precipitation events (PMP), and our incorpora-
tion of the most recent National Weather Service (NWS) information into the
procedures, were described to you in my memorandum of June 25, 1984. Your
response by memorandum to me dated August 8, 1984, indicated a continuing
perception that our use of the updated NWS reports constitutes "...a new
staff position or at least a new interpretation of a prior staff
position..." which is subject to CRGR review. While the staff retains its
view that its PHP methodology is consistent with previously approved
procedures I have instructed them to proceed with the preparation of the +

Generic Requirements Review Package as set forth in NRR Office Letter No. 39
Revision 2 - NRR Procedures for Control and Review of Generic Requirements.

There are a number of NTOLs undergoing license review that will be affected
by the CRGR review process. I have decided to suspend further routine
requests to these applicants to review their site flooding assessments under
the new NWS guidelines pending the outcome of the CRGR review. The staff
will, instead, conduct its own preliminary PMP assessment of these facilities

j using the new reports. Only those facilities with demonstrable potential
; site flooding problems will be subject to the more rigorous evaluation by

the applicant.

The Generic Requirements Review Package is scheduled for transmittal in
February,1985.

& -

Harold R. Denton, Director
; Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
|

( g, f(

w
._ . _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ . _
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UNITED STATESg

e NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONo
:; e WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555..

\, * . . . . /' FEB 6 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR: F. Miraglia, Acting Director
Division of Licensing *

, . .

T. Spets, Director
Division of Safety Technology

. .
. ,

< <

. J. Knight, Acting Director
\Division of Engineering .

. . .

R. Bernero, Directo'r
Division of Systems Integration .

W. Russell Acting Director
Division of Human Factors Safety

FROM: H. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation--

.

SUBJECT: MANAGEMENTACTIONONBEAVERVALLEY2(BV2)SAFETYISSUES

On Friday, February 1,1985, we met to discuss some NRR actions regarding 16
specific BV 2 safety issues. We also decided on a management course of action
on handling all parts of the BV 2 licensing review. As a result of our meeting,
the following actions were established:

,

1) Division Directors will review the specific safety issues they are
responsible for in the Enclosure and provide me a Director's position
memo on each of the issues (whether the staff considers them resolved
ornot). In this position memo, the safety significance for each
issue is to be addressed. Furthemore, the relevance of each issue to
BV-1 should also be addressed. c

2) Any ) future technical meetings (such as working meetings, appeal meetings,etc. with the applicant will be held at the cognizant Division Director's
,

level. Conference calls to the applicant to discuss technical matters
will be authorized by the cognizant Division Director.

,

3) All SER inputs, technical letters to the applicant, formal or informal
requests for additional information, positions on technical issues, etc.
shall be reviewed and concurred in by the Division Director. In essence,.

,

every part of the BV 2 licensing review will invnive the responsible
Division Director.

4) Division Directors will involve the BV 2 attorney, Bob Perlis, on the
positions being taken to assure consistency in regulatory requirements,

n

[4 k.

*

-- . - . . _ - - . - - . - - _ _ - _ - . - . - , . - - _ - - _ . _ - - _ _ , _ _-
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5) Division Directors will review and concur in the proposed Dircks to
Palladino memo, (" Management of Backfitting") being prepared by NRR.

,
, ,

6) There will be a follow-up meeting on Friday, February 15, 1985, at
8:30 AM in my office. Directoi's should be prepared to discuss their
positions as a result of the actions taken in 1) along with any other,. "' ,

-

status on BV 2 to be reported. (Directors' position memos should be
provided to the February 1,1985, meeting participant;s by COB February
13,1985).

. . . .,

7) DL should be prepared to discuss the licensing significance of ,theDirectors' position for Units 1 and 2.

8) For future action on the 16 safety issues, the PM will interface with the
Division Directors.

9) _DL will expedite preparation of a H. Denton letter to the applicant
explaining the level of management attention being accorded to the BV 2,

safety issues and licensing review and to request them to identify any
other potential "backfit" issues.

OriginalSigned by
N. R. Dentes

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
As stated ,

.

; c
-

i

DISTRIBUTION:
Docket File '

.'

PRC System
! LBf3 Reading *

| JLee -
|
t

'

a

(4HDenton/DEisenhut '

V'
h:thf3 D 1A#3 /L 1AC :DL DEP/DIR:NRR DkONRR

-

i e b s:pob GXringhton ''T .vak #TH rag ia DEisenhut HDhiton
2///85 2/ /85 {/85

'

2/ /85 2/ /85 2/g/85i

1

l

_ _ . _ _ . _



__

-

.
*

.:

Encitsure
, ,

'

. .

.

.

Eeaver Valley 2 Safety' Issues

,
Responsibile Division

.

1 Item ,- Primary Secondary
1 ~

'

! 1. Air Dryers for Emergency Diesel Generator DSI DST

! 2. Steam Generator Level DSI DHFS

3. Fire Suppression in the Cable Spreading Room DE.

4. Review Criteria for Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP) DE -
,

>i

5. Class IE Power for Lighting and Consnunication System DSI
,

i 6. Application of GDC 4 to Lighting Systems DSI .

!

; 7. Application of GDC 2 and GDC 4 to Communication Systems DSI
.

I 8. Illumination Levels in Excess of SRP Criteria DSI DHFS

j 9. Application of R.G.1.26 to Areas Excluded by R.G.1.26 DSI DE
i

i 10. Motor-Operated Accumulator Isolation Valve DSI

11. Spent Fuel Pool Heat Load DSI
'

!
,~

12.~ Alars for Rocker Arm tube Oil Reservoir DSI
'

.
.

.

j 13. Diesel Lo Fill Procedure DSI
1 ..

I 14. Underestimation of Atmospheric Dispersion Conditions DSI'
'

; s

| 15. Application of GDC 5 to Cosununication Systems DSI ,,

~

16. Snow and Ice Loads DSI
'

j . .

'

.

g
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MEMORANDUM FOR: T. Murley, Regional Administrator, Region !
J. Taylor, Director, Office of Inspection and Enforcement
J. Davis, Director, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and

Safeguards

FROM: Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: MANAGEMENT ACTION INITIATED ON REAVER VALLEY 2 LICENSING REVIEW

Currently, the applicant has docketed sixteen potential safety issues that
he is appealing as backfits. It is expected that the applicant in the very
near future may be wishing to appeal additional items.

Because of the large number of safety issues being appealed, I have instructed
my Division Directors (refer to the February 6,1985, enclosed memo to my-

Division Directors) that all parts of the licensing safety review, for which
they are responsible, will be handled at the Division Directors level. I
encourage you to consider the need 'or similar action in your licensing review
areas, -

.

Original Signed n;

N. R. Desten

Harold R. Danton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
Memo to Division Directors

dtd 2/4/85
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONe o

,;- - :; ;j WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

*s /
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FEB 131985

Docket No.: 50-412

Mr. J. M. Arthur
Chairman of the Board
and Chief Executive Officer
One Oxford Centre
301 Grant Street
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15222

Dear Mr. Arthuri

SUR.1ECT: NRC STAFF MANAGEMENT ACTIONS INITIATED ON BEAVER VALLEY 2 LICENSING
REVIEW

Recently, we revised the SER issuance date for your project. In addition,
because of the number of important safet.v issues undergoing review in connectinn
with the appeal process, we have taken steps to streamline this process by '

eliminating the appeal at the Assistant Director level and have decided that
all pending appeals should be evaluated at the Divisinn Director level.

We request your cooperation to promptly inform us of any backfit items (other
than the current sixteen) that you wish to identify so that all issues can he '

evaluated in an integrated approach.

Sincerely,.

/ %

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

cc: See next page

3 ,1 i c
myg.yp- -
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Enclosure 2

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Palladino
Commissioner Roberts
Commissioner Asselstine
Commissioner Bernthal
Commissioner Zech

FROM: William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations

SUBJECT: MANAGEMENT OF BACKFITTING

Reference: Memorandum, same subject, Chairman to Dircks, December 7, 1984

My memorandum of December 31, 1984 to you described our planned course of action-
for the management of backfitting in general and provided answers to some of
your specific questions.

My response to that part of the referenced memorandum dealing with specific
backfitting matters concerning the Beaver Valley plant is provided in the
enclosed H. Denton's March , 1985 memorandum to me.

William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations

Enclosure:
Memo to Dircks fr H. Denton

dtd 2/28/85

cc: SECY

OPE

OGC

Contact:
V. Nerses, NRR
49-27238
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