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INTPODUCTION

On April 26, 14P8, the Licensing Boara issued an order directing the
parties "to provide their views as to how this Board shoula proceed with
the reranded issue recarding the environmenta! qualification of RC-58
coaxial cable." April 26 Order at 1. The views of the NRC Staf! are set
forth bLelow. In brief, it is the Staff's position that the Board should
recpen the evidentiary record on the RC-5¢ cable environmenta!
qualification issue and afford Applicants the opportunity to supplement
the record with relevant, cornpetent, and admissible evidence --
testimonial and/or documentary =-- which in Applicants' view supports the
position that RC-58 coaxial cazble is environmentally qualified fer its

intended purposes. Y After 2 reasonalvle time (15 days) from receipt of

1/ "“Electrical equipment important to safety” must be environmentally

qualified for its intended use., 10 C.F.R, § 50,49(b). Pursuant to
section 50.49(b), an item is considered "important to safety" if it
(1) has an accident mitigation function; (ii) its failure under

(FOOTNOTE CONTINUED ON NEXT PACE)

$8°258082 9EB%.



-2.

Applicants' submission, any other party supporting Applicants' position
sheuld be afforded the opportunity to submit additional testimonial or
documentary evidence. Fifteen days after receipt of such evidence, any
party who opposes . pplicants' position should then submit relevant and
admissible eviderce in support of its position,

1f, upon review of all the materials submitted, there exists no
genuine issue as to any materia!l fact arc Applicants are entitiea to
judgnent as a matter of law, the Board should close the record and issue
an initial decision favorable to Applicants, On the other hand, if there
exists a genuire issue as to any material facts, the Board should then

schecule a hearing v resolve them,

DISCUSSICN

In ALAB-£91, the Appeal Board reversed the Licensing Board's
conclusion in the March 25, 1987 Partial Initial Decision (LEP-87-10) that
the envirenmental qualificaticrn of RG-58 ccexial cable had been esteblished
and remanded the matter to the Licensing PBoard for "g further
evicentiary exploration.” ALAB-891, slip op. at 22. The next day,
April 26, 1988, the Licensing Poard issued its order soliciting the parties'

views as to how best tc effectuate the Appeal Board's order,

-
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postulated environmental conditicns could prevent satisfactory
performance of safety related equipment relied upon to reriain
functional during a 1 subsequent to design basis events; or (iil)
involves "certain p..t(-accident monitorirg eguipment." 10 C.F.R,
§ 50.49(b)(1-3).
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The Roard's finding regarding the environmental aqualification of
RC-58 coaxial cable was reversed by the Appeal Board for cne
reascrn: That the evigentiary record contained insufficient evidence
to support the conclusion that the cable was environmentally qualified to
pertorm its intended function. See ALAB-891, slip op. at 22. The
Appea! Board did not rule that RC-58 cable was not environmentally
qualified, Consecuently, to cure the deficiency in the existing record it
is necessary to receive additional evidence from the parties sufficient to
enable the Poard to reach a sounu decision as to whether RC-58 coaxial
cable is qualified. Applicants, who bear the burden of proof, see 10
C.F.k, § 2,732, should be required to present such evidence in the first
instance.

The character of the evidence to be presented by Applicants can
toke one or more of severz! forms. At a minimum, the evidernce presented
by Applicant should identify the environment qualification criteria, |If
any, pertaining to the RC-58 cable (e.g., the applicable provision of 10
C.F.R, § 50.49(b)); explain why the standards selected are
appropriate; and demonstrate that the RC-58 coaxial cable meets the
applicable criterion (e.g., 10 C.,F.,R, § 50,4%(e)).

At this stace of the proceeding, Applicants have & number of options
available., First, Applicants can subject the RG-58 cable itself to the
tests necessery to establish its environmental qualification as appropriate,
10 C.F.R, § 5C.49(f)(1); see ALAB-891, slip op. at 26, n. 66, Second,
Applicants can submit adaitional evidence demonstrating that RC-58
coaxia! cable is sufficiently similar to RG-59% coaxial cable such that the
acceptable test results of the latter can serve to demonsirate the

environmental gqualification of the former under 10 C.F. R, § 50,48(f)(2),



Third, Applicarts can attempt to demonstrate that RG-58 coaxial cable
does not serve cny of the purposes specifizd in 10 C,F.R, § 50.45(b) and
that the cable is qualified to perform its intended function. No matter
which option Applicants elect, the evidence must address the following
matters,

1. The particular purpose or purposes for which the RC-58
coaxial cable will be used.

r |8 The precise environmental qualification standards selected
for such purposes and the reasons for doing so.

3. The basis for concluding that RC-58 is environmentally
qualified for its intenced use, including an explanation of
the methodoloay used to qualify RC-58 cable and a
uiscussion of the results obtained, =
Vithin 15 days after receipt of Applicants' evidentiary filing, parties
supporting Applicants' position, if so inclined, may file additional
evidence, Fifteen cays after receipt of such evidence, parties opposing

Applicants' positien shall fi'e its opposing evidence, or identify and

2/ In its April 26 Order, the Licensing Eoard requested the parties’
views on the two cuestions propounded by the Appeal Beara in
ALAB-29Y, Those questions are (1) whether RC-58 coaxial cable
performs an accident mitigation function and (2) if so, whether a
high-potential withstand test is sufficien. to establish  its
environmental gualification, ALAB-291, slip op, 2t 23, It should be
noted that the latter claim was first advanced by Applicants and has
never been endorsed by the Staff. See NRC Staff Response To
NECNP Supplemental Memorandum On Environmertal Qualification Of
RC-58 Coaxiz! Cabie at 5 (April 8, 1988). Rather, the Staff has
maintained that RG-%f cable is sufficient!ly similar to FC-59 cable
such thet the environmental ~ualification test results of the latter
can serve to establish the envircnmental qualification of the former.
ld. !'n the event Applicants continue to claim that RC-%9 cable does
not perform ar "accident mitigation" function bdut need orly remain
“intact," Applicants should present evidence explainirs clearly why
this is so, See ALAB-§91, slip op, at 23,
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