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e A32ASREED IN OUR TELECON OF FEBRUARY R IN'VHICH YOU STATED THAT-

/k RRL CONCURRED WITK OUR INTERPRETATION 0F THE REPORTING REGUIREMENTS
D SFLAECTION 3.C. OF LICENSE DPR=Te I ADVISED J. CARROLL ON FEBRUARY 2
a'TN T:AW INNEDIATE REPORT DESCRIBING THE A8 NORMALITY AND ITS SAFETY
.' IM EICATIONS IS REGUIRED. FOLLOVING' CONSULTATION WITH PG&E MANASEMENT

. @nanaalt ADVISED ME ON FEBRUARY 4 IT HAD BEEN DECIDED. THAT THE CURRENT
.

' . PROBLE4 DOES NOT FALL VITHIN THE IMMEDI ATE REPORTINS REQUIREMENTS
p SESAUSE IT DOES NOT INVOLVE SERIOUS SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS. IN VIEW OF

,

.* TNIS PGAE FEELS THAT A DESCRIPTION OF THIS PROBLEM IN THEIR SEMIANNUAL-#
,-

.e
q,r+:-

PASE TWO RUVPWS 3 UNCLAS
j

. SPERATIONS REPORT VILL SATISFY THE REGUIREMENTS OF THE LICENSE. I
-

'DISASREED WITH THIS POSITION AND STATED SO DO EMPHATICALLY. THE ENSUING
.p! NUSSION VAS PARTIALLY PHILOSOPHICAL-AND CONCERNED WITH THE DEGREE

-

iSF.RESULATION NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE DESIRED OBJECTIVES. HOWEVER, MUCH
,. b W-THE DISCUSSION VAS DEVOTE 3 TO TECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS. SOME OF THE

' E ASONS FOR MY POSITION ARE'THE FOLLOWING:
ASSUNPTIONS CONCERMING THE REASONS FOR THE LOSSp=)ls ASSUMPTIONS (REPEAT)

a e OF FLOW NAVE NOT BEEN SUBSTANTIATED BY INSPECTION OF THE CORE.
A M TME11CENSEE HAS VOLUNTARILY ESTABLISHED A POVER LIMIT ALMOST 50

ENT BELOW THE LICENSED POWER LIMIT. THIS LIMIT HAS NOT OFFICIALLY
.

?
- RECOGNIEED OR EVALUATED BY THE AEC.

E ?$3NCE THE REASONS FOR THE LOSS OF FLOV ARE STILL SUBJECT TO SOME
.'i ' MDOUBT, IT SHOULD CONSERVATIVELY BE ASSUMED THAT THE FLOW To SOME FUEL'

,-

/' N ELENENTS NAY NAVE BEEN REDUCED TO A GREATER DEGREE THAN,'HAS BEEN _ y

- VE GUESTION THE A81LITY OF THE LICENSEE
' ,. h ASSUMED. IN VIEW OF THISstaf0 DER *HISTRATE THAT THE ftEACTOR PRESENTLY MEETS THE TECHNICAL

'

q..i SPECIFICATI058 OR THAT CERTAIN OF !TS PARANETERS DO NOT SISNIFICANTLY
WM DIFFER FROM THOSE ANALYEED BY DRL IN THEIR .HAEARDS ANALYSIS FOR THE

i-j INCREASF IN POWER TO S40.NESAVATTSEFOR EXANPLE,.THE DRL-MAEARDS(
5ALYr48 ISSUED.ON AP.JtIL1,,80pI99 :IW|om.m..N WITH THE POWER INCREAECONNECJIOw C;";*.,,

, g .; - , .. :. .

p &o2270 sos estata it w -.': p4. t- {,4 ' , ' A i/ Yr. g
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-
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! 0
.yF;3 0:240%MEGAV ATTS' INDICATED qTHEi ANENDMENT 5 9 ,7. '|4 C.1 v $. FERE s 0FCONSIDERATION'

IGNIFICANCE IN AUTHORIETNe
, U tJ .

1
"' 4(APTHERSAL AND NYDRAULIC-CNARACTERISTICS OF THE PLANT 9tRE DETERMINED -

,

.' -

DURING TESTS BETWEEN 165 AND S30 MEGAVATTS FOR THE FLOW CONDITIONS
)'

~

w. . , ' 1
,

.
T BE( '8 NILLION LBS.

, . PER'h0VR.'THE R NON. BURN 00 tRATIO AT THE.0VERPOWER CONDITIONm. '*

g-/ (. . ! VAS'DETERMLNED ON THE' BASIS OF THESE DATA. * '
q;. 0{ MAXIMUM CALCULATED FUEL TEMPERAT' IRES AT THE PROPOSED OPERATING

'
-

CONDITIONF. VERE BASED ON THE FLCW CONDITIONC WHICH EXISTED AT
-

-THAT TIME. ..-
'(D) . VOID FRACTIONS IN THE RANGE FRON 0.19 TO 0.30 WERE USED IN

,

*
4.

~ UR DURING TRANSIENT
. p .ANALYEINS THE FUEL DAMAGE EXPEC1ED TO OCCP9WER INCREASES DUE TO VOIDS' COLLAPSING.IN THE. EVENT OF A LOSS

~

* y

OF- FEED ,VATERt HEATING ACCIDENT. TT IS NOT CLEAR THAT THE i

'X @Y y'.* ASSUMPTIONS USED.IN THIS, ANALYSIS,ARE STILL-VALID.c '

'

. IN ADDITION IT IS ALS0 NOTEVORTHY THAT THE PRESENCE OF FOREIGN
j~~

' MATTER IN THE PRIMARY SYSTEM OF'G.E~ REACTORS HAS ON A NUMBER OF OCCASIONS
t '

RESULTED IN ABNORMAL CONTROL RCD PERFORMANCE. THE PRESENCE OF LARGE
j

'
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PAGE'FOUR RUWPWS 3 UNCLAS BLY ALSO BE CONSIDERED IN
JAN00NTS OF'< SCALE IN THE REACTOR SHOULD PROBAY.0F THE HUMBOLDT PROBLEM. VIOUSLY STATED

EVALUATING' THE SAFET-IN SIEW OF THE ABOVE-CONSIDERATIONS AND OF OUR PREGE THAT PG4E BE REQUESTED IN
APOSITION IN THIS MATTER I STRONGLY URWRITING'TO PRESENT THEIR VIEWS TO THE COMMISSION AT THE EA
-i W.: RLIEST

POSSIBLE.-TIME. REF C0tV RHE 268 -
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