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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 2055§

APR 135 1982

Docket No. 50-373/374

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

FROM: Richard C. DeYoung, Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

SUBJECT: RESULTS OF INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF ALLEGATIONS BY
T. FAHNER, ESQ., REGARDING THE LASALLE STATION OFF-GAS
FILTER BUILDING

As discussed in our conference call with Messrs. Case, Stello and Keppler on
¥arch 29, 1982, IE accepted responsibility for certain actions necessary to
respond to the March 24, 1982 filing by T. Fahner, Esq., Attorney General,
State of [1linois. Specifically, IE was to conduct an independent assessment
of actions tzken by RIII on the issues related to the off-gas filter building
and to independently assess the allegations related to the off-gas filter
building structural adequacy. '

e have completed both aspects of this assessment, the details of which are
contained in two separate reports. Enclosure 1 (Inquiry and Assessment of
RITI Acticns) will not be finalized until April 16 but its basic conclusions
are reflected in this memorandum. You will be provided a copy upon
completion. These reports were prepared on the basis of documentation
review, interviews, field measurements and field observations.

Our conclusions as a result of this incependent effort are as follows:

1. Region IIl followed a logical course of action in responding to the
allegations related to the off-gas filter building. They first
cetermined whether the allegations pertained to safety related
structures, systems or components. This was completed using the
reference document of the Safety Analysis Feport plus the expertise of
RIIT staff in BWR plant systems including the off-gas system. Since
the allegations were found to relate to non-safety items, no further
action was taken. Our independent assessment is that the allega’ .ons

- did not require additional RIII follow-up. This is due to the fact

*  that the off-gas filter building is a non-safety related building which

©  contains systems and equipment which have no function in preventing or
mitigating accidents or accident conditions.

CONTACT: R. E. Shewmaker, IE
49-29678 ~



Harold R. Denton -2 - APR 15 1382

Further it was noted during this assessment that when RIII became

aware of the allegation of the cutting of reinforcing steel in
safety-related structures, prompt action was taken by the investigator

to alert his supervision which, in turn, alerted the RIII engineering
group. Currently, RIII is working on this matter in conjunction with NRR,

2. The reinforced concrete roof of the off-gas filter building has slight
deviations from the thickness of the 12-inch thick slab as specified by
the design drawings. The range of deviations of +1-1/4" and -13/16" will
have no significant effect on structural behavior.

3. The loading imposed by the temporary construction related transformer on
the roof of the off-gas filter building did not exceed the design loads
and did not cause structural damage.

4. The current condition of the roof of the off-gas filter building, which
includes existing cracks, embedments, anchor bolts and nicked reinforcing
steel, is acceptable. There is every reason to expect that the roof
system can fully carry the design 1ive load of 100 psf and remain in
a serviceable condition while performing its intended function over its
service life.

If there 2re any cuestions on this assessment and its related details, my

staff and I will discuss them with you. We are maintaining the various
documents which support this assessment and its conclusions.

AU AL
Richard C.ﬁ:mrector

Office of {nspection and Enforcement
Enclosures:
| I Inquiry and Assessment of RIII Actions
2. Assessment of Off-Gas Filter Building

cc w/enclosures: See page 3
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Harold R. Denton

cc w/enclosures:
J. H. Sniezek, IE
E. L. Jordan, IE

. R. Fortuna, IE

D. G.*Eisenhut, NRR
R/A. Purple, NRR

. Schwencer, NRR
R. H. Volimer, NRR
J. G. Keppler, RIII
R. L. Tedesco, NRR

APR 15 1982



ASSESSMENT OF THE OFF-GAS
FILTER BUILDING AT LASALLE
NUCLEAR STATION

by R. E. Shewmaker, P.E.
April 8, 1982

Background:

At noon on March 30, 1982, I was provided with some preliminary information
related to statements contained in a petition dated March 24, 1982 from Mr.

. Fahner, Esq. addressing the off-gas filter building roof by E. L. Jordan. I
was alerted that it might be necessary to go to the LaSalle facility to view
the structural components in question that same week and provide a written
assessment by mid-week the following week.

At the direction of Mr. E. L. Jordan, mid-morning on March 31, 1982, I was
instructed to assess in the field (1) whether the reinforced concrete roof of
the off-gas filter building met the design requirements (that is, does the
2s-built condition conform to the drawings) and (2) whether the reinforced
concrete roof of the off-gas building can meet its service requirements. The
need for such an assessment was apparently the subject of a telephone conference
cell on March 29, 1982 regarding a petition filed by the Attorney General,

State of I1linois requesting a Show Cause Proceeding or Other Relief related to
this and other issues. This conference call was followed by a written request
for assistance from IE by the RIII Regional Administrator (see Attachment 1).

Initial In-Office Effort (to determine requirements)

During the afternoon of March 30, 1982, 1 proceeded to review the pertinent
portions of the LaSalle Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) to determine what
the licensee had defined the structura) safety requirements to be for the
off-ges filter building.

Section 3.2, Classification of Structures, Components and Systems, was examined
2long with Table 3.2-1 which provides a detailed classification of various
plant structures, equipment and components. As noted in the text of Section
3.2, plant structures, systems and components important to safety are designed
to withstand the effects of a safe shutdown earthquake and remain functional.
These are known as Category I and include all such items if they are required
10 ensure:

a. The integrity of the reactor coolant pressur: boundary,

- b. The capability to shut dow the reactor and maintain it in a safe
z condition, or

-

ENCLOSURE 2




¢. The capability to prevent or mitigate the consequences of accidents
which could result in potential offsite exposures in excess of the v
guideline exposures of 10 CFR 100.

This ra2vealed that all of the equipment housed in the off-gas filter building
which is part of the off-gas system is classified as seismic Category II as

well as the building itself. This means that the equipment and structure are

not required to meet the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Quality Assurance
Requirements. The quality group classifications for the various portions of

the off-ges system are either C or D as indicated in Table 3.2-1 and defined in
Regulatory Guide 1.26 and meet the various quality standards of the pertinent
industry codes and standards (see Attachment 2).

The FSAR was tien reviewed to determine what documented design requirements had
been committed to by Commonwealth Edison for the design and construction of the
off-gas filter building. The FSAR in Section 3.8.4 describes the criteria for
the seismic Category I structures other than containment which in this case did
not include the off-gas filter building. Commonwealth Edison provided for
another level of safety-related structures in the design criteria known as
“Mon-Seismic Category I Safety Related Structures," but it also did not include
the off-gas filter building. Therefore, no defined criteria existed in the
Ticensee's application which is consistent with the fact that the building was
not classified as safety related.

The Safety Evaluation Report (SER) for the LaSalle Huclear Station was also ~
examined to determine if the NRC staff had accepted the classification of
structures, components and systems provided by the applicant. Section 3.2.1
indicates that with the exception of the classification of cooling loop of the
spent fuel cooling and cleanup system all structures, components were correctly
classified by Commonwealth Edison. In Section 11.2.2 which addresses gaseous_
wastes the NRC staff specifically stated that the off-gas system is located in
the off-gas filter building which is a nonseismic Categery I structure. The
NRC staff further stated that the process off-gas system and the structure
housing the system were acceptable (see Attachment 3).

I also had a discussion with an IE BWR systems engineer concerning the proper
classification of "an off-gas filter building and the off-gas system." He
indicated that the system was not used for accident prevention or mitigation
and that the system would therefore most 1ikely be classified as non-safety
related.

On March 31, 1982, I discussed the proper classification of the off-gas system
with an IE heaith physicist who reviewed the typical system's design and
function as well as pointing out that many BWR's operate without such a system
though newer plants are installing such treatment systems to conform to the
ALARA guidelines of 10 CFR 50 Appendix I. His conclusion was that building
failure should be of no real concern from a radiological viewpoint:

Also on March 31, 1982, during a meeting held with Commonwealth Edison at the
request of the NRC for which a transcript was made, it was reiterated that the
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NRC, specifically NRR, had considered the off-gas filter building as a "non-safety .
grade building" which contained no Category I safety related equipment. In

addition, the NRC Region III office also stated that they had treated this as a
Category II, or non-safety related building. The licensee stated, however,

that they did apply the safety-related quality assurance program to the construction
of the off-gas filter building (see Attachment 4).

In conclusion, all information available and assessments made indicated that

- the licensee's classification of the off-gas filter buiiding was in fact

correct in that it is not a Category I structure-and that the structural
requirements governing the design and construction would be those specified by

the owner and his agents and would not necessarily incorporate any NRC requirements.
With such a classification, the off-gas filter building would not be part of

those structures that would be inspected by the NRC.

Field Effort (to determine as-built conditions):

On April 2, 1982 I visited the LaSalle Nuclear Station facility to obtain
information and make first hand observatiors of the off-cas filter building
roof. Three specific concerns were to be addressed during this field effort:

1. Facts related the off-gas filter building reinforced concrete slab roof
thickness,

2. Facts related to the external loading of the roof by an electrical transformer,
gnd

3. Facts related to the current condition of the reinforced concrete roof
system such as holes, anchor bolts, embedments and cracking.

Roof Thickness

The 2s-designed roof slab thickness shown on the design drawings is 12" (ref.
S&L Dwg. S-188, Rev. J). The top of the concrete was established by design at
Elevation 726'-6".

Copies of the survevors field notes for the surveys which the licensee had
completed were obtained. These notes reflect three separate surveys with the
first being a single point thickness established on March 10, 1982. This
established a total thickness of 1'-23" which included 1-3/4" to 2" of insulation,
asphalt and gravel or a 123" or 124" concrete roof slab. Two separate surveys
were completed on March 29, 1982 by a four-man survey party using Level No.
2R728. W. Larson was the survey party chief. The party was made up of personnel
cf Walsh Construction Company and are classified as Technical Engineers and are
unicn personnel. Their survey work was performed at the request of Mr. D.
Shamblin, Construction Engineer, Commonwealth E¢ison. His directions were to
establish the thickness of the rcof slab between the integral roof beams.

There are five (5) spans of roof slabs so the team selected three (3) points on
approximately each of the spans' centerlines, making a total of fifteen (15)
points on which to establish slab thickness. The approximate locations of the



points were established from the column and beam centerlines for reference.

The survey party conducted the field work without direct oversight by Commonwealth
Edison representatives or quality assurance personnel. No independence from

the cgnstruction company who built the roof existed.

From a previously establishcd benchmark elevation on the off-gas filter building
wall a series of vertical elevations were established by a surveyor's level on
the outside of the roof and similarly for the ceiling inside the building at
the fifteen (15) points. In the first case the level rod was held at each of
the 15 locations on top of the builtup roofing gravel so that the thickness
determined at each point reflected the thickness of the concrete roof slab plus
the insulation, asphalt and gravel. The concrete roof slab thickness was then
determined indirectly by subtracting the approximate design thickness of the
insulation, asphalt and gravel which was taken as 2-3/4" to 2". In the second
case a 6" steel spike was driven in the outside of the roof to puncture through
the gravel, asphalt and insulation until the top of the concrete roof slab was
struck. The top of this steel spike was then the point on which the level rod
wes held at each of the 15 locations on top of the roof. The thickness of the
concrete roof slab was then obtained directly from the difference in elevations
for the top and the bottom of the concrete roof slab.

From the first case the thickness at one (1) point was determined to be 11.68"
assuming & 2" thick built up roof. In the second case the thickness at three
(3) points was found to be 11.16", 11.52" and 11.64." 1 consider measurements
of 11.88" as within the allowable measuring errors of *0.01'. Four (4)
measurerents of 11.88" were obtained.

The reduction of field survey data has been checked to verify the determination

of the thickness of the concrete roof slab based on the field data. "No discrepancies
were noted. No direct measurements of the concrete roof slab thickness were -
physically possible since no holes are open through the roof thickness. From

the design drawings and field observation the six (6) penetrations through the

roof are all sealed. They consist of three (3) roof drains, an HVAC vent/intake,

an electrical conduit and an abandoned 12" diameter sleeve which is sealed

closed.

Discussions with site personnel revealed that during drilling for concrete
anchors there was an instance where drilling into the underside of a 24" thick
reinforced concrete floor resulted in penetrating the trap of the floor drain
for the 690'-0" floor level in the off-gas filter building. This allowed the
water in the trap to flow down through the hole and the possibility of daylight
being seen up through the drain via the hole. This ocrurred in the next floor
level below the off-gas filter building's roof.

Based on my review of the facts my assessment is that the reinforced concrete
slab portion of the off-gas filter building roof is nominally a 12" thick
section with the average thickness, based on fifteen (15) measurements, being
1'-04". The actual range of values for the fifteen (15) measurements was +13"
and -13/16" indicating the tolerances are somewhat outside the generally
accepted values of +4" and -i" as provided in ACI 301, specifications for
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Structural Concrete for Buildings, 1972, and the values of +3/8" and -3" as
provided in the Proposed ACI Standard ACI 117, Tolerances for Concrete Construction
and Materials, Auoust 1980. These slight deviations of tolerance will have no
significant effect on structural behavior.

External Loading of Electrical Transformer

Based on the information available at the site from Mr. D. Shamblin, Construction

-Engineer, Commonwealth Edison, there was a transformer placed on the roof of

the off-gas filter building to provide electrical service for construction
sometime probably in the last half of 1975. The concrete in the off-gas filter
building was placed in November of 1975. The size of the base of the transformer
was 4'-0" by 13'-2" and the assembly had a total weight of 6700 1bs. The
transformer was removed sometime in 1981.

Ore end of the transformer was placed on the east wall (known as Ab) which is a

12" reinforced concrete wall with the Tong axis of the tranformer running in

the east-west direction nearly aligned over the centerline of the roof beam

Just north of Column line 13. Based on my calculations this loading, conservatively
éssuming no loads are directly transmitted to the wall and that the roof slab

and beam system must carry the load, results in a value of only about one-third
(1/3) of the design live load (100 psf) existing over about 40% of the span of

the beam. Therefore, the loading of the construction transformer placed as it

was on the reinforced concrete roof of the off-gas building represented less

than one-sixth (1/6) of the design live load on the supporting beam.

In addition to this assessment of actual Toading versus design capability, 1
examined the underside of the reinforced concrete off-gas filter building roof
in this area for indications of distress that could be caused by excessive
loading or underdesign as a result of construction deficiencies. No evidence -
of load distress were found. Minor hairline cracks were visible but in no
greater concentrztion than elsewhere on the structure.

Based cn these facts my assessment is that the temporary construction loading

of the electrical transformer was well within the design loads for the reinforced
concrete roof of the off-gas filter building and that no structural distress

was caused by the loads. '

Current Roof Condition

In September of 1979, nearly four (4) years after the concrete had been placed
for the roof of the off-gas filter building, the Quality Assurance group of
Componwealth Edison noted soma surface cracking in the bottom surface of the
off-gas filter building roof slab. The general area was noted as having a high
density of expansion anchors and some concern was expressed as to whether the
cracking was serious and whether it at all related to the anchors. The area in
question was examined by the Walsh Construction Company Quality Assurance
Supervisor and the General Superintendent as well as the Cormonwealth Edison
Company Structural Engineer. The decision was made to chip out two of the



cracks over some several feet to determine the depth of cracking. After
chipping the area was patched when the conclusion was reached that the cracks
were surface type cracks and no further action would be reguired.

: Ouring the March 31, 1982 meeting mentioned previously, a representative of

Commonwealth Edison indicated that the cracks did not exceed one-quarter (1)
inch depth. The cracking was also characterized as shrinkage cracking associated
with the slab type construction (see Attachment 4, pp. 15 and 16).

On April 2, 1982, I examined the underside surfaces of the four (4) main roof
beams and the five (5) roof slab areas for cracking, holes embedments, anchor
bolts and patches. The area where the largest crack size was found consisted
of the slab 2rea adjacent to the two (2) patched areas which were repaired in
1979 as a result of the licensee's evaluation of cracking. From this observation
I would conclude that the cracks investigated by Commonwealth Edison in 1979
were in fact the largest ones visible then also. 1 observed that at the end of
the repaired area there had been no continuation or propagation of cracking
sifce 1979 from the cracked and unrepaired area into the patch. I did observe
2 small (probably width of 0.005") crack which crossed the patch (generally at
90°) and continued about two feet on one side of the patch and about three feet
on the other side of the patch. [ attributed this to minor shrinkage that has
occurred since 1979. Generally one can consider that 80-90% of the shrinkage
takes place during the first year after placement and that this crack was a
result of the later shrinkage.

The largest cracks I observed were on the order of 0.005" to 0.008" in width
based on a wire feeler gauge I utilized. The maximum depth I was able to
insert the probe was about 1/8". The cracks that were observed appeared to
define no particular pattern with respect to embedded anchors, drilled-in
anchors or the lines of distress that would develop as a result of excessive -
load or an unde-strength condition due to construction errors. Based on my
observations I concluded that the roof does not show signs of distress as a
result of cracking from any conditions related to external loads, drilling or
construction errors. There are cracks, however, and these are to be expected
in reinforced concrete construction. The shrinkage effects on the concrete in
this particular roof framing system may be somewhat amplified due to differential
shrinkage since the slab portions are relatively thin and can lose moisture
fairly easy with the resulting shrinkage. The beam portions, on the other
hand, are massive (3' x 4' in cross-section) and tend to have fewer losses and
changes of moisture.

The embedments which were cast-in-place when the roof system concrete was
placed consist of flat steel plates anchored by welded studs in the typical
fashion. The condition of the concrete adjacent to these embedments showed
some of the same minor cracks of from 0.005" to 0.008" in width. There
appeared to be no consistency in the location of cracks to define a pattern
that would relate to relatively heavily loaded anchors vs. lightly loaded
anchors. In one instance an anchor judged visually to be relatively heavily
loaded had no crack adjacent to the anchor, whereas an anchor plate with no
load (unused) had some adjacent cracking. There was also no evidence to
indicate that the unused anchor had eve: been loaded.



The anchor bolts which were the drilled-in expansion type were used for attachments
vhere the embedments could not serve as a result of there location or configuration.
I observed several locations where drilling had apparently been started and was
terminated as a result of apparently contacting reinfoicing steel. Three

specific anchors were examined in detail from the field observations back to

the design layout and control of the design (anchors CC-33, CC-93 and CC-CP-7).

A1l locations found where drilling was terminated due to contacting rebar were

. apparently patched as indicated by the licensee since no cpen holes were found.
Several unused drilled-in anchors were observed and probably were left unused

due to relocation of other anchors on a specific anchor plate with multiple

anchor bolts,

It was stated by Mr. D. Shambiin of Conmonwealth Edison that he inew of no core
holes (cut all the way through) made in the roof slab. All through-slab
penetrations were cast in place with sleeves or blocked out during concrete
placement. | observed no indications of any core holes.

During the dril11rn operation in the off-gas filter building there were no cuts

mace through reinforcing steel.. There were only hits or nicks made on the
reinforcing stee! as it was contacted. These hits were r>corded when they

occurred and they were illustrated on SilL Orawing, RHS-188, Rev. J. No observations
could be made in the field but it is my opinion that these nicks will not have

ény significant offect on the off-gas filter building roof. ;

Conclusions

ks a result of my review of the pertinent documents, discussions with cognizant
individuals and my independent field observations and measurements I have
concluded the following:

1. The off-gas filter building is 2 non-safety relatec bulding which contains
equipment which has no function in nreventing or mitigating accidents or
accident conditions.

2. Tne rzinforcea concrete rocf of the off-gas filter bulding has s117ht
deviations of the thickness of the 12 inch thick slab 'as specified by the
design drawings. The range of deviations of +13" and -13/16" will .ave
no significant effect on structural behavior.

3. The loading imposed by the temporary construction related transformer on
- the roof of the off-gas filter bulding did not exceed the design loads and
: did not cause structural distress.

4. - The current condition of the roof of the off-gas filter building which
includes existing cracks, embedments, anchor bolts and nicked reinforcing




steel is acceptable and there is everv reason to expect that the roof
sysiem can fully carry the design live load of 100 psf while remaining in
a serviceable condition in performing its intended function over its
service life,

Attachments:

1. Request for Assistance

2. Sectiss 3.2 and Table 3.2-1 of the SAR

3. Extracts from SER (NUREG 0519)

4. Extracts from Meeting Transcript (3/31/82)

; obert E. Shewmakef, P.E.
Senfor Civil-Structural Engineer
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
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- 'mqg ] B . ; Attachment 1
: 1% | UNITED STATES
. ‘.J' ;.‘J NUCI EAR NEGULATORY COMMISSION
el REGION 1N
;,L!L-._(j', 798 ROOSCVELT KUAD
A W) CLeNPILYN, ILLINDIS 60137

March 20, 1982

MEMORANDIM FOR: K. €. DeYoung, Nlrector, Ollice of Inapacrion and

Fnfoarcement
FROM: Junes G. Keppler, Regiomal Adminisarratur, Reglou III
SURIFELTS' S lA SALLE COUNTY NUCLEAR STATION - PETTTIOM FROM

ILLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL )

As you know, un March 24, 1982, the Illinnin Attarney Ceneral petitiviaed
the NRC to suspend licensing proceedings ac La Salle pendinp invescipaclion
ot receat allegations and to institute w Shuw Cuuwe Hesring with 11linois
as a party to the Hearing. The allepgacriors deal wilth Lhe vverall adequacy
of sefety related structures as a result of widespread rebar cutting and
spoardifie arrurrural Jdeflclencies in the roofl of the off-guy building,

A conference eall was he'd an March 29 involving Mewsrs, Deuton, Cuve,
Stelle, DeYoung and Keppl. * ro discues the hand) ing of these luvestigations,
wWe agreed that, because the petitlun eapresses cuncern that the olf-gas
building Jdeliclencies hed been verbally communicated earlier to NKC and

that the NKC had concluded an investigation of these alleged deficicncies
was not warranted, 1t would be prudent to have an independent review of this
allegation by It (since LE was not {nvolved 1a the consideratien not te
investigate). Thiz review should address Luth the' teclnical adequacy of the
ntf-gac huilding roncerns as wall ag the NRC's handling of the earller
notitication 1n this regard. Wirh respect to the concerns stsoclated with
cutling through rebar Lhiy oetter will be reviewed by Region IIQ with
technical asrirtance freom NRR.

L realize your staff 1s already deplered as a result of other investigation
esslulance you are giving uy, end your willingness Lo sssist lu tlis efforce
ls genuinely appreciated.

Nd'% W&'
//Janes C. Keppler
Regional Adzinlstratur

ce: V. Stelle, DLDRUGR
M. . Denton, NRR
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3.2 CLASSIFICATION OF STRUCTURES, COMPONENTS, AND SYSTEMS

Certain structures, components, and systems of the nuclear plant
are considered important to nuclear safety because they perform
safety actions required to prevent or mitigate the consequences
of abnormal operational transients or accidents. The purpose of
this section is to classify structures, components, and systcms
according to the importance of the safety function they perform.
In addition, design requirements are placed upon such equipment
to ensure the proper performance of safety actions when reguired.

3.2.1 Seismic Classification

Plant structures, systems, and components important to safety are
designed to withstand the effects of a safe shutdown earthguake
(SSE) and remain functional, if they are required to ensure:

a. the integrity of the reactor coolant pressure
boundary,

b. the capability to shut down the reactor and maintain
it in a safe condition, or

€. the capability to prevent or mitigate the )
consequences of accidents which could result in
potential offsite exposures in excess of the
guideline exposures of 10 CFR 100.

Plant structures, systems, and components, including their
foundations and supports, designed to remain functional in the
event of a SSE are designated as Seismic Category I, as indicated
in Table 3.2-1. :

All Seismic Category I structures, systems, and components are
analyzed under the loading conditions of the SSE and operating-
basis earthguake (OBE). Since the two earthquakes vary in
intensity, the design of Seismic Category I structures,
components, equipment, and systems to resist each earthguake and
other loads are based on levels of material stress or load
factors, whichever is applicable, and yield margins of safety
appropriate for each earthguake. The margin of safety provided
for such structures, components, egquipment, and systems ensures
that their design functions are not jeopardized. For further
details of seismic design criteria refer to:

; a. mechanical, in Subsection 3.7.3;
b. electrical, in Section 3.10;
€. structural, in Subsection 3.7.2; and

d. instrumentation and controls, in Section 3.10.

3. 2"‘
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2. prevent or mitigate the consequences of accidents and
malfunctions originating within the reactor coolant
Pressure boundary,

b. permit shutdown of the reactor ang maintain it in the
safe shutdown condition, ang

system an¢ Component is shown in Table 3.2-1 under the heading,
”_uality Group Cla;sification.“ Figures 3,2-) and 3.2-2 are

A boiling water feactor has a number of Structures, Systems, and
components in the Power conversien or Oother portions of the
facility which have no direct safety function, but which may be
connected to, or influenced by, the €quipment within the nuclear
safety-related Classifications defined Préviously. Such
Structures, Systems, ang cOmponents are designated as "other.»

Y the designer with irrropriate consideration of the
intended service of the €quipment and €éxpected plant ang
environmental conditions under which it Operates. Where
pPossible, design Tequirements are based on applicable industry
codes angd Sstandards. when these are not available, the designer

The design requirements for equipment classified as "other" are
Specified b

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, are Summarized in Table 3.2-1 under the
heading, "Quality Assurance Requirements,n The quality assurance

Program is described in Chapter 17.0.

3.2-2
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XXiv,

PRINCIPAL COMPONENT(1)

Local Panels

l'

z.
).

Electrical panels with
a salety function

Cable, with a safety

function

Remote shutdown panel

Off-Cas System (2)

1.
2.
3.

‘.

11,

Atmospheric glycol
tanks
Heat exchangers

Piping and valves (down-

stream of steam jet
alr ejectors)

Plping and valves (up

to and including air
ejector)
Valves

Steam jet alr ejectors

Charcoal vessels
Recombiners
Filters
Aftecfilter
Reheater

Sertvice Water System

Piping

Stralinecs

Pumps

Pump motors

Valves

Electrical & instru-
ment' Modules

Cable

TABLE 3.2-1 {cont'd)

QUALITY (4a) QUALITY (4b)
SEISMIC(S) GRrOUP ASSURANCE
LOCATION(3) CATEGORY CLASSIFICATION REQUIREMENT

A,.RB | NA I
A,RB I NA I
A 1 NA 1
F 1 8 4 (4] 11
F,T 3 c I
T,F,0 n c 11
T Il [V It
T.F 11 C 11
T 11 D It
F I . c 1
T g c 1t
F 3 c I
F Il < 11
F i - ]
“B,0,L,A,T il D il
L 1 D il
L I . D 11
L 1 - i
T,0,L,A,RD It 1] It
RB,L,A o -- I
RD,O,L,A,T 11 - It

7z foarlina By, Seismic CPIE
F‘%—ym f[’lrzr.f(,;ﬂf = -

1E
1E
1E

NA
NA

ELECTRICAL (4c)
CLASSIFICATION

1E

1E
1E

1E

1E
1E

PURCHASE
DATE(2)

-4

10-75
10-74

10-71
10-74

9-74

9-74

2-72
10-71
10-71
10-71
10-71
1-72

9-74
7-1)
7-1)3
7=-73
6-73

10-75

COMMENTS

(19)

¥Y¥Sd-5281

LL6T ¥IaWILd3s
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PRINCIPAL COMPONENT(1)

XLII. Civll Structures

1.
2.
J.
4.
s‘

—%.

2T-2°¢C

10.
11.
12.

13,
14.

Reactor building
Lake screen house
Radwaste bullding
Auxiliary bullding
Turbline building
Off-gas filter building
Steam tunnel
River screen house
Diesel-generator
bullding
Auxiliary Spillway
Cooling Lake Embankment
Submerged CSCS Pond
(Ultimate Heat Sink)
Biclogical 'Shield
Primary Contalnment
a. Vacuum breaker
piping
b. Vacuum breaker
valves
€. Maintenance
butterfly valves
d. Suppression vent
downcomers

XLIl1, Msiv Leakage Control System

l.
2.
J.

10.

Piping, within RCPB
isolation valves
Piping, other upstream
sr-te- lines

Plping, downstream sys-
tem from steamline con-
nection to first valve
Piping, other downstream
system lines

Vaives, within RCPB
Valves, other

lleater

Blowers

Electcical modules with
a safety function
Cables, with a safety

Farmat lan

TABLE }.2-1 (Cont'd)

QUALITY (4a)
SEISMIC(5) GRoup

LOCATION()) CATEGORY CLASSIFICATION
RB 1 NA
L NA NA
AW HA NA
A 1 NA
T NA HA
F I NA
A 1 NA
G 11 NA
RB 1 NA
o NA NA
o I NA
o i NA
rc I NA
PC I NA
PC/RB I B
PC/RB 1 B
PC/RD 1 B
PC I NA
RB I A
RB I B
RB 1 D+
RD 1 b
RD I A
RB I B
RD 1 NA
RB 1 B
RB 1 NA
nn 1 NA

QUALITY (4b)
ASSURANCE
REQUIREMENT

ELECTRICAL({4c)
CLASSIFICATION

NA
NA

NA

NA \
NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA

NA
NA

HA
1E
NA
NA

HA
NA

NA

NA
1E
1E
1=
1E

1E

1E

PURCHASE

DATE(2)

9-74

9-74
9-74

9-74
12-73
12-7)
5-76
11-75

10-75

COMMENTS

(22)
(22,27)
(22)
(22)
(22)
(22)
(22)
(22)

(22)

(22)
(22)

(22)
(22)

(7.,8)

}

¥YS4-5287

1861 X100

L5
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TABLE 3.2-1 (Cont'd)

EQUIPMENT CLASSIFICATION COMMENTS

(1) A module is an assembly of interconnected components
which constitute an identifiable device or piece of
equipment. For example, electrical modules include

. sensors (including electromechanical), power supplies,
and signal processors; and mechanical modules include
filters, strainers, and flow (element) assemblies/
orifices.

(2) Purchase order dates (month/year) are given for equip-
ment as a basis for determining certain applicable
codes on Tables 3.2-2, 3.2-3, and 3.2-4. Where two
dates are given and indicated with a slash between them
(e.g., 9-70/5-71) the first date corresponds to Unit 1
and the second date corresponds to Unit 2. Where two
dates are given with a comma between (e.g., 9-70, S5-71),
multiple purchase orders apply.

(3) PC = within primary containment
RB = within reactor building
0 = outdoors onsite
L = lake screen house
A = auxiliary building
T = turbine building
RW = radwaste building
F = off-gas filter building
-=- = all buildings except O, L

(4) a. Quality group classification per Tables 3.2-2,
3.2-3, and 3.2-4. Group "E" components are
special engineered components in accordance with
the codes and standards specified in the notes and
comments for this Table.

b. I =~ The equipment meets the quality assurance re-
gquirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B.

II - The equipm2nt is not required to meet the
guality assurance reguirements of 10 CFR 50,
Appendix B.

€. 1lE - Electrical equipment that meets the gquality
assurance standards of NRC guidelines and IEEE
Standard 323-1971. Non-lE Electrical equipment
that is not required to meet lE reguirements.
NA - not applicable because the equipment is not
electrical.

3.2-17



(5)

(6)

(7)

LSCS~FSAR

TABLE .3.2~1 (Cont'd)

I - The equipmeht is designéd in accordance with the
seismic requirements for the SSE.

II - The seismic requirements for the SSE are not
applicable to the ‘equipment.

The control rod drive insert and withdraw lines from
the drive flange up to and including the first valve
on the hydraulic control unit are Quality Group B.

The main steamlines between the cutermost containment
isolation valve up to the turbine stop valve, the main
turbine bypass lines up to the turbine bypass valve,
and all branch lines (2-1/2 inch nominal size and
larger) connected to these portions of the main steam
and turbine bypass lines up to the first valve capable
of timely actuation are classified as D+. These sec~-
tions of pipes meet all of the pressure integrity re-
quirements of code practice for steam power plants
Plus the following additional requirements:

a. All longitudinal and circumferential butt weld
joints are radiographed (or ultrasonically
tested to eguivalent standards). Where size
or configuration does not permit effective
volumetric examination, magnetic particle or
liquid penetrant examination is substituted.
Examination procedures and acceptance stan-
dards are at least eguivalent to those
specified as supplementary types of exami-
nation, in ANSI B3l.1 Code.

b. All fillet and socket welds are examined by
either magnetic particle or liquid penetrant
methods. All structural attachment welds to
pressure-retaining materials are examined by
either magnetic particle or liquid penetrant
methods. Examination procedures and accep-
tance standards are at least equivalent to
those specified as supplementary types of
examinations, in ANSI B3l.1 Code.

€. All inspection records are maintained for the
life of the plant. These records include data
pertaining to qualification of inspection
personnel, examination procedures, ané exami-
nation results. .

3.2-18
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(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)
(24)

(25)

(26)

LOLO=roan : PSS G D

JULY 1981
TABLE 3.2-1 (Cont'd) '

The unprocessed radwaste piping will meet Group D
requirements and the following supplementary require-
ments:

a. Piping - .

For sizes over 4 inches nominal, random radi.-
graphy of 20% of the joints was performed on
girth and longitudinal butt-welds. Sockets and
fillet welds in sizes over 4-inch nominal will
be given random magnetic particle and 1iiquid
penetrant examination on 20% of the joints.

b. Pumps and valves

Welde in pumps and valves of pipe size over 4-inch
was given random magnetic particle or liquid
penetrant examination. Random examination is
defined as examination of the linear dimension of
a weld in a pump or valve with piping connecting
over l0-inch nominal size or as examination of all
of the welding in 20% of the pump and valves with
piping connecting 10-inch nominal or less.

Quality group classification requirements do not

apply to piping and compcnents supplied by the diesel
engine manufacturer as an integral part of the diesel-
generator unit. In this case, the manufacturer's
standards are used with the intent that the piping or
component is to function as reliably as possible.

Civil structures were used in missile analyses as bar-
riers. No individual missile barriers other than civil-
structures were credited.

Includes Scram Discharge Volume Accumulators.

Expendables and Consumables are purchased per original
specification and stored under controlled conditions.

Includes raceway installations containing Class 1E cables
and other raceway installations required to meet Seismic
Category I requirements (those whose failure during a
seismic event may result in damage to any Class 1lE or
other safety-related system or component.

Subsystems required for post-LOCA monitoring include
containment hydrogen monitoring, containment pressure
monitoring, containment temperature monitoring, suppression
puol water level monitoring, suppression pool water tempera-
ture monitoring, and containment high-range radiation moni=
toring. Subsystems not required for post-LOCA monitoring

2?2 994
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’ Sy : Attachment 3

3 DESIGN CRITERIA FOR STRUCTURES, SYSTEMS AND COMPONENTS

2.1 Conformance with Nuclear Requlatory Commission General Design Criteria

In Section 3.0 of the Final Safety Analysis Report, the applicant presented an
evaluation of the design bases for La Salle against the Commission's General
Design Criteria listed in Appendix A of 10 CFR Part 50. We evaluated the

¢#ina) design z-+ the design criteria and conclude, subject to the applicant's
adoption of the additional requirements made by us as discussed in this report,

that La Salle has been designed, can be constructed and can be operated to
reet the requirements of the General Design Criteria.

3.1.1 Conformance with Industry Codes and Standards

Our review of structures, systems and components relies extensively on the
application of industry codes and standards that have been used as accepted
industry practice. These codes 2nd standards, as cited in this report and the
attached bibiiography, have been previously reviewed and found acceptable by

us; and have been incorporated into our Standard Review Plan.

3.2 Classification of Structures, Components, and Systems

2.2.1 Seismic Classification

Criterion 2 of the General Design Criteria requires that nuciear power plant
structures, systems, and components important to safety be designed to with-
stand the effects of earthquakes without loss of capability to perform their
safety function. These plant features are those necessary to assure (1) the
integrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary, (2) the capability to shut
down the reactor and maintain it in a safe shutdown condition, or (3) the
czpability to prevent or mitigate the consequences of accidents which could
result in potential offsite exposures compa--ble to 10 CFR Part 100 guideline
exposures.

tructures, systems, and components important to safety that are required to
be designed to withstand the effects of a safe shutdown earthquake and remain
functional have in general been properly classified as seismic Category I
items, in conformance with Regulatory Guide 1.29, "Seismic Design Classifica-
tion," Revision 2 except for the following system. The applicant's nonseismic
Category I classification of the cooling loop of the spent fuel pool cooling
and cleanup system is not in conformance with Regulatory Guide 1.29.

As an’alternate to a seismic Categery I design cooling loop of the fuel pool
cooling and cleanup system, the applicant has provided an analysis in the
Final Safety Analysis Report that shows the radiological releases, following a
postulated failure of this system to function, are a small fraction of the
guideline values of 10 CPR Part 100. A seismic Categery I cooling water
makeup system to the pool is provided. For further review of the spent fuel
peol cooling and clearup system, see Section 9.1.3 of this report.

>3
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A11 other structures, sys*°ms, and components that may be required for opera-
tion of the facility have been designed to nonseismic Category 1 requirements,
including those portions of seismic Category I systems such as vent lines,
fi11 lines, drain lines, and test lines on the 4Jownstream side of isolation
valves which are not required to perform a safety function. Structures,
systems, and components important to safety that have been designed to with-
stand the effects of a safe shutdown earthguake and remain functional are
ident*fied in an acceptable manner in Table 3.2-1 of the Final Safety Analysis
Report. The basis for acceptance in our review has been conformance of the
applicant's designs, design criteria, and design bases for structures, systems,
and comopnents important to safety with the Commission's regulations as set
forth in Criterion 2 of the General Design Criteria and to Regulatory Guide
1.29, our technical positions, and industry codes and standards.

Except for the cooling loop of the’spent fuel pool cooling and cleanup system
identified above, we conclude that structures, systems, and components important
to safety that are designed to withstand the effects of a safety shutdown
earthquake and remain functional have been properly classified as seismic
Category I items in conformance with the Commission's regulations, the
applicable regulatory guides, and industry codes and standards and are accept-
able. Design of these items in accordance with seismic Category I requirements
provides reasonable assurance that in the event of a safe shutdown earthquake,
the plant will perform in a manner providing adequate safeguards to the health
and safety of the public, and is acceptable. "

3,2.2 System Quality Group Classification

Criterion 1 of the General Design Criteria requires the nuclear power plart
systems and components important to safety shall be designed, fabricated,
erected, and tested to quality standards commensurate with the importance of
the safety function tc be performed. Fluid system pressure-retaining compenents
important to safety have been designed, fabricated, erected, and tested to
quality standards commensurate with the importance of the safety function to

be performed. The applicant jdentified those fluid-containing components ~
which are part ¢ the reactor coolant pressure boundary and other fluid systems
important to safety where reliance is placed on these systems: (1) to prevent
or mitigate the consequences of accidents and malfunctions originating within
the reactor coolant pressure boundary, (2) to permit shutdown of the reactor
and maintain it in a safety shutdown condition, and (3) to contain- radicactive
material. These fluid systems have been classified in an acceptable manner in
Table 3.2-1 of the Final Safety Analysis Report and on system piping and
instrumentation diagrams in the Final Safety Analysis Report based on conform=
ance with Regulatory Guide 1.26, "Quality Group Classification and Standards,"
Revision 3. .

The applicant has applied Quality Groups A, B, C, and D in conformance to
- Regulatory Guide 1.26, to the fluid system pressure-retaining components
_ important to safety. Those components thal are classified Quality Group A, B,
"€, or D have been constructed to the codes and standards identified in Tables
3.2-2, 3.2-3, and 3.2-4 of the Final Safety Analysis Report.

The basis for acceptance in our review has been conformance of the applicant's

designs, design criteria, and design bases for pressure-retaining gogponénts
such as pressure vessels, heat exchangers, storage tanks, pumps, piping and

-2




e determined that the liquid radwaste treatment system is capable of reducing
the release of radicactive materials in liquid effluents to concentrations
below the limits in 10 CFR Part 20, during periods of fission product leakage
from the fuel at design levels.

_ Based on these findings, we conclude that the design of the liquid radiocactive
waste treatment systems is acceptable.

11.2.2 (Gaseous Radicactive Waste Treatment System

The gaseous radiocactive waste treatment system is designed to process gaseous
wastes based on the origin of the wastes in the plant and the expected levels
of radioactivity. .

The gaseous waste treatment system consists of the mafn condenser offgas
treatment system, mechanical vacuum pump offgas system, drywell purge system,
gland seal condenser offgas system, and building ventilation systems.

The offgas treatment system, shared by Unit Nos. 1 and 2, is designed to

collect and delay fission product noble gases removed from the condenser:by.

the air ejectors. In the offgas treatment system, the gas from both units

flows through a preheater, a recombiner, a condenser/separator, a 30-minute
holdup pipe, a condenser/separator, a reheater, prefilter, eight charcoal beds

in series, and an afterfilter. Except for the holdup pipe and the second
reheater, the offgas treatment system consists of two separate trains of
equipment which ‘provide 100 percent redundancy in the processing of the gaseous
wastes. The eight charcoal beds are designed to operate at 77 degrees Fahrenheit
and 45 degrees Fahrerheit dew point and contain three tons of charcoal each.

We consider the system capacity and design to be adequate for meeting the
demands of the station during normal operation, including anticipated operational
eccurrences. The system design includes. dual hydrogen analyzers upstream and
downstream of the recombiner which will provide automatic dilution or activate
an alarm upon exceeding a preset hydrogen concentration and indicate that’ .
switchover to the standdby recombiner is required. In addition to the protective
instrumentation, the offgas treatment system is designed to withstand a hydrogen
explosion (design pressure, 350 pounds per square inch gauge). We find the
design provisions incorporated to reduce the potential of hydrogen explosion

and to mitigate the effects to be in accordance with the guidelines of
Regulatory Guide 1.143 and are, therefore, acceptable. '

The seismic and quality group classification of the offgas treatment system is
based on criteria which were acceptable during the construction permit licensing
stage, i.e., Quality Group C classification, nonseismic design for components.

Although these criteria differ from the current criteria contained in Regulatory

Guide 1.143, we have determined that the provisions incorporated in the design
of the offgas treatment system are acceptable under the guidelines of Regulatory
Guide 1.143. The process offgas system is located in the offgas filter building
which is a nonseismic Category I structure. The charcoal vessels were designed
to Quality Group C and meet American Society of Mechanical Engineers Code
Section III, Class 3, 1971. The parameters of the principal components con-
sideraed in the process offgas system evaluation are listed in Table 11.4. We
find the process offgas system and the structure housing the system to be
acceptable. : S .

11-16 -
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¥R. DELGEORGE: W®hat I would like to do is
reviev the allegaticns presented in the petition as ve
gnderstand thes, stating the facts and the inforrmation
ve have which ve think vill resolve the concerzs that
have reen raised in your mind.

I would like to start vith the questicns
raised relative t2> the off-gas building beczuse ve feel
that to be a less complicated issue that can be more

easily dispositicned.

First, there is an allegation that the toaf
thickness is eight inches as opposed to the 12 inch
design thickness. I vould like to say at the outset
that although this building is a non-safety related
building containing no safety-related equippent and not
requiring the implermentation of our quality assurance
program, ve did in fact apply our quality assurance
prograz to the constructicn of this building, vhich has
given us greater confidence in the accuracy of the

information that ve vill De prcv;ding to you.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

-~



-———

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

B

24

25

MB. DELSEORGE: I ar ready. The last

allegation suggested that the concrete associated vith
this slad had been cracked substantially. Comnocnvealth
Ediscn discovered surface cracking of the subject slad
through its own site guality assurance department in
Seﬁtember 1979. As a result of the deficieacy
{dentified, an inguiry vas made at that tirme vhicﬁ
included an engineering evaluation and vhich also
included the tracing of the crack depth by chipping at
the concrete in the vicinity of the cracks.

As a result of that reviev, 1t vas established
that the crack depth did not exceed one qua:tet_inchz

that the cracking vas, in fact, surface cracking, and as

\

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,



a result, it vas patched. We have no reason to believe,
based on that investigation, that the cracking alleged
is the result of drilling of .ancheor bolt holes. It .s
our opinion, based on that evaluation, that the cracks
observed are normal éhrinkaqe cracks associated vith

this type 2f slad.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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¥R. DENTON: Llet me ask the project zanager
vhat categorization ve gave tgat roof.

¥R. BOTUBRNIA: It is a Abn-safetx grade
building. I have the reviever here. %e did not
consider this as a sifety grade duilding.

¥R. DENTON: What is under the roozf?

¥R. BOURNIA: What is this?

ER. DEETON: What is under 1t?

KR. DELSEORGE: That is descrided in our

report. The concrete enclosure abnve-grade as a part or

the off-gas roof is a non-safety related structure vhich

houses off-gas bduilding, heating/ventilating/and air

conditioning, air handling units, EYAC, vater cooled

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 condensing units, HVYAC exhaust filter units, HVAC

2 control panels and associated motor control centers ead
3 svitchgear.

B ¥ER. DENTON: Does that mean thérc is no

§ Category 1 safety-related equiprment ip that building?

6 ¥R. DELGEORGE: Yes, sir.

7 | ¥R. DENTON: Any qtestions? We can cone back
8 to this, but T thought ve would give the cozpany a

9 chance.

——
-

i ’ ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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¥B. NORELIUS: We received allegations on this
sone months ago and evaluated it in-cffice. I do not
have those vith me. I am nct sure that I knowv they say
exactly vhat she said, and I have not read thenm
carefully. But ve vere avare of the allegation. It vas
evaluated vithin our office and I think, in recognition
of our manpover considerations, va chose not to delve

deeply into this at the fleld level because of its

ALCERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

21



1 Category 2 nature.
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Docket Nos.: 50-373

¢ i’
S + UNITED STATES

*
% - !' P NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
s _-SL,'-P; v !c WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555
e -
ol April 17, 1982
AR L L

and 50-374

Tyrone C. Fahner, Esquire
Attorney General

State of I1linois

160 North La Salle Street
Chicago, I1linois 60601

Dear Mr. Fahner:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your Request to Institute a
Show Cause Proceeding and for Other Relief (Petition) dated March 24, 1982,
filed with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission on behalf of the State of
I11inois. The Petition principally seeks institution of a show cause pro-
ceeding under 10 C.F.R, § 2.202, and suspension of further consideration of

the operating license application regarding the La Salle County Nuclear
Generating Station, Units 1 and 2 of the Commonwealth Edison Company, based

on certain allegedly newly discovered safety issues. The issues raised in your
Petition are two in number. The first issue relates to the drilling of holes
in the concrete walls, floors, and ceilings of certain buildings at the

La Salle facility, including in some instances severance of steel reinforcing
bar (rebar) with the potential for affecting structural integrity. The second
issue relates to the structural adequacy of the of f-gas building roof. Your
Petition alleges substantial cracking of this roof and the possibility that

the roof thickness does not meet design specifications.

Your Petition has been referred to me by the Commission for consideration pursuant
to 10 C.F.R. § 2.206, and appropriate action will be taken on your petition within
a reasonable time. The NRC Staff is investigating the allegations contained

in your Petition 1/.

Your Petition at page 2 states that there is an operating license proceeding
presently before the Commission and that no hearing has been requested or noticed

in this proceeding. A Notice of Receipt of Application for Facilit

Operating Licenses; Notice of Availability of Eppl!cant's Environmental

Keport; and Notice of Consideration of lssuance of Facility Ooerating‘ficenses and
otice o ortunity for Hearing, were published in the Federal Register regarding
this facili J 3, 1977 a

ty on June 3, . Consequently, a hearing opportunity regarding
the La Salle facility operating licenses was noticed. No hearing was’ requested
pursuant to the notice and consequently no operating license "proceeding” is before the
Commission. 1 am presently considering Commonwealth Edison's license application,
and have under consideration the issuance of a fuel load and low power testing

(up to 5% rated power) license in the very near future,
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As one step in our fnvestigatfon, we contacted the Commonwealth Edison Company
(CECO) on March 29, 1982, and asked that.they meet with us on March 31, 1982,
to present information with regard to the matters you raised. This meeting was
held in Bethesda, Maryland on March 31, 1982, and Ms, Judith S. Goodie, Esq.
attended the meeting as a representative of your office. A verbatim transcript
“as taken of that meeting and has been made available to you.

Our Regfon I11 office {s determining whether the applicant has adequately
implemented its rebar damage identification and assessment activity
n_accordance with suitable procedures during the construction process. Also,
our Office of Inspecticn and Enforcement is reviewing Region II1's handling
of the allegation regarding the off-gas building roof, and 1s further
determining whether the of f-gas building roof meets its design requirements
as stated by CECO at the March 31 meeting and in the FSAR for the La Salle
facility. In conjunction with Region III ictivities, m office is assessing
the technical adequacy of the applicant's engineering d£§1gn assessment in
the affected areas as 2 result of these allegations.

I have considered your request at Section IIl.1 of your Petition for an

immediate suspension of consideration of Commonwealth Edison's application

for a fuel Yoad and ow power testing license for La Salle Unit 1 until the

allegations contained in your Petition are investigated and a decision made

;egarding institition of the requested show cause proceeding under 10 C.F.R.
2.202. 2/ ;

By letter dated February 4, 1982, CFCO has addressed its startup test schedule
for La Salle Unft 1. 1In this letter, the applicant estimates approximately '
60 to 90 days wil) elapse from the time of issuance of the low power license '
until the time the reactor achieves fnitial criticality. The applicant's best
current estimate is that this elapsed time will be approximately 61 days. -
During this time, there will be preliminary startup activities going on; however,
since tne reactor will not have been brought critical, there will be essentially
no fission products in the core and no significant radiological hazard. Also,
there will be no significant build-up of residual core activity through zero
power physics testing.

Liring the zero power physics testing, the off-gas building would not receive
any radioactive materials and thereby pose no public health and safety hazard
should its roof fafl. Also, continued structural integrity of concrete which

2/ Your Petition at page 9 also seeks suspension or stay of all “proceedings
concerning Edison's applications for operating licenses" for the La Salle facility.
As discussed in footnote 1, supra, there are no such “proceedings" pending. The
only relevant pending matter 7s my consideration of Commonwealth Edison's license
application including 1ts request for a fuel load and low power testing license.
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may have been affected by the alleged drilling and boring is not essential for
even, in the most severe incident which could be postulated, the radiocactive
releases, would be insubstantial. The low fissfon product inventory also
answers the concern raised in your Petition at Section I1.8 that fuel Toading
of Unit 1 should be postponed "unti’ the Commissfon fully examines thc potential
safety hazard presented by the cutting of reinforcing steel as alleged herein®
on the grounds that the presence of the fuel in the structure of Unit 1 will
interfere with the investigation of the allegations and with any corrective
measures that might be ordered. The insignificant build-up of residual core
activity through zero power physics testing presents no significant impediment
to completing the fnvestigative efforts associated with the alleged concerns.

In our efforts to investigate these matters, members of the NRC staff have made
visits to the plant and to the Architect/Engineer's offices, Sar?ent and Lundy;
have reviewed documents including structural drawings and several calculations
performed by Sargent ! Lundy and have held discussions with key applicant

and Sargent & Lundy personnel (see Enclosures 1 and 2). While the reports on
these efforts have not yet been finalized, the allegations set forth in your
petition have not been substantiated.

your Petition in the next 30 to 60 days and we will make our findings at that

ime. In the interim, because there is no significant threat to the health and
safety of the public represented by a core that has not experienced operation -
beyond initial criticality and zero power testing, I have determined the

immediate suspension of Commonwealth Edison's request for a fuel load and
low power operating license to be unwarranted. Any such license, however, will
be conditioned to re uire prior NRC staff approval for any power operation
following fnitial criticality and zero power physics testing, Our approval will
not be given unless warranted by the results of our current ongoing investigations.

tg expect to complete our ongoing investigation of the allegations raised by

The NRC Staff will continue to review the remaining matters raised in your
Petition, and I will issue a decision with regard to them in *he reasonably

near future. I will also consider your Petition in any future licensing actions
I take with respect to the La Salle facility.

I enclose for your information a copy of the Notice that is boing filed for
publication with the Office of the Federal Register.

Sincerely,

plaitrr. Lok

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
As stated

cc: See next page



Mr. Louis 0. DelGeorge
Director of Nuclear Licensing
Commonwealth Edison Company
P. 0. Box 7C7

Chicago, I1linois 60690

cc: Philip P. Steptoe, Esquire
Suite 4200
One First National Plaza
Chicago, I11inois 60603

Uean Hansell, Esquire
Assistant Attorney General
188 West Randolph Street
Suite 2315

Chicago, I11inois 60601

Roger Walker, Resident Inspector
LaSalle NPS, U.S.N.R.C.

P. 0. Box 224

Marseilles, I11inois 61364

Chairman

La Salle County Board of
Supervisors

La Salle County Courthouse

Ottawa, I1linois 61350

Attorney General
500 South 2nd Street
Springfield, I1linois 62701

Department of Public Health

ATTN: Chief, Division of Nuclear Safety
535 West Jefferson

Springfield, Illinois 62761

The Honorable Tom Corcoran
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D. C. 20515

Chairman

IT1incis Commerce Commission
Leland Building

527 East Capitol Avenue
Springfield, I1linois 62706






UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMIZSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20858

\'0 .
LR APR 1‘ 882

MEMORANDUM FOR: Fremz P. Schaver, Chief
Structural Engineering Dranch

Division of Engineering

THRU: Dave Jeng, Section A Leader ?Q
Structural Engineering Branch

Division of Engineering

FROM: Rumuald E. Lipinski and Sai P, Chan
Structural Engineering Branch
Division of Engineering

SUBJECT: TRIP REPORT - VISIT TO LA SALLE PLANT AND MEETING bN
HOLE-DRILLING AND CUT REBARS IN CONCRETE

In accordance with your instruction, we visited the La Salle Plant at La Salle
County, I1linois on April 8, 1982 and attended the meeting at Sargent and Lundy
Engineers, Chicage, I11inois on April 9, 1982. The purpose of this trip is

to faniliarize ourselves with the general design of the plant and to gather
sufficient information S0 as to fairly assess the applicant's practice of
dri!ling holes through concrete elements in response to the 2llegation made

by the ttorney General, State of IMinois.

At the plant site, we have fdentified and verified some groups of drilled
holes in the containment and auxiliary buildings as indicated in the set of
drawings that the 2pplicant submitted at the March 30 presentztion meetinrg
at Bethesda. We have also witnessed measurement and verification of several
dimensions to Support the claim that the thickness of the roof slab of the
off gas building is 12 inches.

On April 9, 1982, a meeting was held at the office of Sargent and Lundy
Engineers (S & L), Chicago, I1linois to discuss the program of documentation
of ¢rilling and coring of holes and cutting rebars. The attendance 1ist is

attached,

We refewed several calculations performed by the S & L by vhich the structural
margins of the areas where drilling took place have been assessed. On the
basis of the information gathered at the site and during the meeting at the

S &L offices we established the following:

1. The roof of the off gas building 1s 12 inches thick, and

- 2. The controls and engineering evaluation of the effect of drillings
were such that there is a reasonable zssurance that they will not
result in unacceptable degradation of structura) eIements._

R
K i
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In view of the above we are of the opinion that the allegation filed by the
Attorney General of the State of I1linois fs not justified,

Rt Al

R. E. Lipinski
Structural Engineering Branch
Division of Engineering

’/5:2>$£?:3; 1:145_4——\__——"
“ S. P, Chan

Structural Engineering Branch
Division of Engineerirg

Enclosure: Attendance List

Volime=

. Eisenhut

Knight

Tedesco

Schwencer

Jeng

Shewmaker (I & E)
Hawkings (Reg. III1)
Bournia

cc:

PMOVDOP»PVLOD

CONTACT: S. P. Chan, SEB, X29534

v
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ENCLOSURE

ATTENDANCE LIST
APRIL 9, 1982
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

ARC

F. Hawkins - Region 111
R. Lipinski - NRR/SEB
S. Chan - NRR/SEB

cEc

M. J. Morris
L. 0. Del George
C. W. Schroeder

S&L

T. Linglais
S. M. Kazmi
V. Reklaitis
K. T. Kostal
L. P. Dolder
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Franz P.-Schavar, Chéef
Structural Engineering Eranch

Division of Engineering-

THRU: Dave Jeng, Section A Lezder QQ
Structural Engineering Branch
Division of Engineering

-, FROM: Romuald E, Lipinski and Sai P. Chan
: Structural Engineering Branch "
Division of Engineering

SUBJECT: TRIP REPORT = VISIT TO LA SALLE PLANT AND MEETING bH
HOLE-DRILLIKS AND CUT REBARS IN CONCRETE

.
e

In accordance with your instruction, we visited the La Salle Plant at La Salle
County, I11linois on April 8, 1982 and attended the meeting at Sargent and Lund
Engineers, Chicego, 111inois on April 9, 1982. The purpose of this ip 1s
to familiarize ourselves with the gcneral design of the plant and to gather
sufficfent information so as to fa rly assess the applicant's practice of
drilling holes through concrete elements in response to the allegation made
. by the Attorney General, State of Illinois.

At the plant site, we have 1dcitified and verified some groups of dri)led
heles in the contafn-ent and auxiliary buildings as indicated in the set of
drewings that the applicant submitted at t'e Karch 31 prescntation meeting
at Bethesda, We have also witneesod measuresant and verification of everal[
dimensfons to support the clzim that the thickness of the roof slab of the

off gas building s 12 inches.

On April 9, 1982, a mceting was held at the office of Sargent and Lun
Engineers (S & L), Chicago, 1114nofs to discuss the program of documeritatfon
of drilliqg_And coring of holes and cutting rebars. The attendance 1ist {s

— —

attached, ’
We rc;1ewe§;sgggggl_;ﬁ!qulations performed by the S & L by uh1ch the structural

margins of the areas where ¢rilling tock place have been assessed. On the
basis of the informztion gathered at the site and during the meeting at the

S & L offices we established the following: ‘
- 1. The roof of the off gas building'is 12 inches fhick. and

:2. { The controls and engineering evaluation of the effect of dri.lings
I were such that there {s a reasonable assurance that they uilf not
\result in unacceptable degradation of structural elements.
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In view of the above we are of the opinfon that the allegation. filed by the
At torney General of - the State of I1linois 1s not jJustified. .

R, aéfwl- B =

¥ . W .=+ -R.E, Liplhski . i

e e — — — - — —

- Structural Engineering Branc g
s .. Divisdbn Qf_Engineering‘___. :

AR N ) S. P. Chan) . 0
Structural’ Ehgineering Branch
Divisién of Engineering

Enclosure: Attendance List

cc: R, Yollmer: .
Eisenhut
Knight
Tedesco.
Schwencer ... .
Jeng

Shewmaker (1 & E)
Hawkings (Reg. 111)
Bournia
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ENCLOSURE.

ATTENDANCE LIST
APRIL 9, 1982~
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS'

- - -

F.;Héiiins. - Region ITI
R. Lipfnski - NRR/SEB
- NRR/SEB

. Linglais
. M. Kazmi
. Reklaitis
. T, Kostal

L. P. Dolder
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION- ~ - -
[Docket Nos. 50-373; 50-374)
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY
(La Salle County Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 1 and Unit 2)
Request for Action Under 10 C.F.R, 2.206

Notice is hereby given that hy its Request to Institute a Show
Cause Proceeding and for Other Relief dated March 24, 1982 (Petition),
the Attorney General for the State of I11inois requested that certain
actions be taken by the Muclear Requlatory Commission with respect to
the La Salle County Units 1 and 2 of the Commonwealth Edison Campany, -
in Tight of alleged newly discovered safety issues. Alleged safety
issues concern the drilling of holes into structural concrete at the
La Salle facility and also concern the structura) adequacy of the .
off-gas building roof for that facility. The relief requested included
institution of a show cause proceeding pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.202 and
inmediate suspension of further consideration of Edison's aoplication
for operating licenses. This request is being treated as a petition
pursuant to 10 C.F.R. 2.276 of the Comission's regulations, and
accordingly, action will be taken on the Petition within a reasonable

time,

Copies of the Petition are available for inspection in the

Commission's public document room at 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington,



D.C. 20555, and in the local public document room for the La Salle County
Plant, Units 1 and 2 located at Illinois VaIIéy Community College, Rura)
Route #1, Oglesby, I11inois 61348,

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland this 17 th day of April, 1982,

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ptlonnte it

Harold R. Nenton
Director
. Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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Docket Nos. 50-373 APR 1 7 1982

Mr. Cordell Reed

Vice President, Nuclear Operations
Commonwealth Edison Company

Post Office Box 767

Chicago, I11inois 60690

PR UL ]

Dear Mr. Reed:

Subject: La Salle County Station, Unit 1 - Issuance of Facility
Operating License

The U.S. Nuciear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has issued the enclosed
Facility Operating License No. NPF-11 to Commonwealth Edison Company

for La Salle County Station, Unit 1, located in Brookfield Township,

La Salle County, I1linois. License No. NPF-11 authorizes operation

of the La Salle County Station, Unit 1, at five percent power (166 mega-
watts thermal). Authorization to operate beyond five percent is still
under consideration by the NRC. The issuance of this license authorizing
operation at five percent of full power is without prejudice to future
consideration by the Commission with respect to operation at power levels
in excess of five percent.

Also enclosed is a copy of a related Federal Register notice which has
been forwarded to the Office of the Federal Register for publication.

Two signed copies of Amendment No. 3 to Indemnity Agreement No. B-84
which covers the activities authorized under License No. NPF-11 are
also enclosed. Please sign and return one copy to this office.

Supplement No. 3 to the Safety Evaluation Report for La Salle County
Station, Units 1 and 2 has been issued. Two copies are enclosed; 18
additional copies will be forwarddd to you in about a week.

ar
Division of \icensing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

-

fore s

Enclosures:

1. Facility Operation License No. NPF-11

2. Federal Register Notice

3. Amendment No. 3 to Indemnity Agreement No. B-84
4. Supplement No. 3 to the SER (2?

cc w/enclosures: P P
™ T ( -

13| Soce next page LatTAC UN ©



Mr. Louis 0. DelGeorge
Director of Nuclear Licensing
Commonwealth Edison Company
P. 0. Box 767

Chicage, 111inois 60690

Philip P. Steptoe, Esquire
Suite 4200

One First National Plaza
Chicago, 111inois 60603

T Y g
-

Dean Hansell, Esquire
Assistant Attorney General
188 West Randolph Street
Suite 2315

Chicago, I1linois 60601

“BogecaWalkengResident Inspector
LaSalle NPS, U.S.N.R.C.
P. 0. Box 224
Marseilles, 1ilinois 61364

ar tee



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY

DOCKET NO. 50-373 : '

LA SALLE COUNTY STATION, UNIT 1

-
4
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FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

License No. NPF-11

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission or the NRC) having found
that:

A. The application for a license filed by the Commonwealth Edison Company
complies with the standards and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, as amended (the Act), and the Commission's regulations set
forth in 10 CFR Chapter 1, and all required notifications to other

agencies or vodies have been duly made;

B. Construction of the La ©2 ¢ County Station, Unit 1 (the faecility),
has been substantizliy « , eted in conformity with Construction Permit
No. CPPR-99 and the o+n cation, as amended, the provisions of the
Act, and the regulati: of the Commission;

C. The facility w2'" _ in conformity with the application, as
anended, the provis: f the Act, and the regulations of the
Commission;

D. There is reasona! - as -rance: (i) that the activities authorized by
this operatir  i*cerc: ‘an be conducted without endangering the health
and safety of : ,and (ii) that such activities will be con-
ducted in comzliace ¢ h the Commission's regulations set forth in

10 CFR Chapter .

£. The Commonwealth Eaison Cenpany is technically qualified to engage
in the activities auths -‘zca -v this operating license in accordance
with the Commission's r.os.3tion: set forth in 10 CFR Chapter I;

F. The Commonwealth Edison [~.npany ta scotisfied the applicable provisions
of 10 CFR Part 140, “Financici Fyot ct:on Requirements and Indemnity

Agreements,” of the Commission’ reg (i -tions;

1w

G. The issuance of this license will not be inimical to the common defense
and security or to the health and safety of the public;-

»

|
\
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H. After weighing the environmental, economic, technical, and other
benefits of the facility against environmental and other costs and
considering available alternatives, the issuance of Facility Operating
License No. MPF-11, subject to the conditions for protection of the
environment set forth herein, is in accordance with 10 CFR Part 51
of the Commission’'s regulations and all applicable requirements have
been satisfied; and

v

1. The receipt, possession, and use of source, by-product and special
nuclear material as authorized by this license will be in accordance
with the Commission's regulations in 10 CFR Parts 30, 40 and 70.

Based on the foregoing findings regarding this facility, Facility Operating
License NPF-11 is hereby issued to the Commonwealth Edison Company (the '
licensee) to read as follows:

A. This license applies to the La Salle County Station, Unit 1, a boiling
water nuclear reactor and associated equipment, owned by the Common-
wealth Edison Company. The facility is located in Brookfield Township,
La Salle County, I1linois, and is described in the licensee's "Final
Safety Analysis Report,” as supplemented and amended, and in the
licensee's Environmental Report, as supplemented and amended.

B. Subject to the conditions and requirements incorporated herein, the
Commission hereby licenses:

(1) Commonwealth Edison Company, pursuant to Section 103 of the Act
and 10 CFR Part 50, "Licensing of Production and Utilization
Facilities," to possess, use, and operate the facility at the
designated location in Brookfield Township, La Salle County, I1linois,
in accordance with the procedures and limitations set forth in
this license;

(2) Commonwealth Edison Company, pursuant to the Act and 10 CFR Part
70, to receive, possess and use at any time special nuclear material
as reactor fuel, in accordance with the limitations for storage
and amounts required for reactor operation, as described in the
Final Safety Analysis Report, as supplemented and amended;

(3) Commonwealth Edison Company, pursuant to the Act and 10 CFR Parts
30, 40, 2nd 70, to receive, possess, and use at any time any
byprodu.t, source and special nuclear material as sealed neutron
sources for reactor startup, sealed sources for reactor instrumentation
and radiation monitoring equipment calibration, an& as fission
detectors in amounts as required;
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(¢)

(5)

. T

Cormonwealth Edison Company, pursuant to the Act and 10 CFR Parts

30, 40, and 70, to receive, possess, and use in amounts as required
any byproduct, source or special nuclear material without restriction
to chemical or physical form, for sample analysis or instrument
calibration or assocfated with radioactive apparatus or components;-

and

Commonwealth Edison Company, pursuant to the Act and 10 CFR Parts
30, 40 and 70, to possess, but not separate, such byproduct and
special nuclear materials as may be produced by the operation

of the facility.

This license shall be deemed to contain and is subject to the conditions
specified in the Commission's regulations set forth in 10 CFR Chapter 1
and is subject to all applicable provisions of the Act and to the rules,
regulations, and orders of the Commission now or hereafter in effect;
and is subject to the additional conditions specified or incorporated

below:

(1)

(2)

(3)

Maximum Power Level

The licensee is authorized to operate the facility at reactor core
power levels not in excess of 5 percent of full power (166 megawatts
thermal) in accordance with the conditions specified herein and

in Attachment 1 to this license. The preoperational tests, startup
tests and other items identified in Attachment 1 to this license
shall be completed as specified. Attachment 1 is an integral

part of this license.

fechnical Specifications and Envircnmental Protection Plan

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A and the Fnviron-
mental Protection Plan contained in Appendix B attached hereto are
hereby incorporated in this license. The licensee shall operate the
facility in accordance with the Technical Specifications and the
Environmental Protection Plan.

Conduct of Work Activities During Fuel Load and Initial Startup

The licensee shall review by committee all Unit 1 Preoperational
Testing and System Demonstration activities performed concurrently
with Unit 1 initial fuel loading or with the Unit 1 Startup Test
Program to assure that the activity will not affect the safe
performance of the Unit 1 fuel loading or the portion of the Unit
1 Startup Program being performed. The review shall address,

as a minimum, system interaction, span of control, staffing,
security and health physics, with respect to performance of the
activity concurrently with the Unit 1 fuel loading -or the portion
of the Unit 1 Startup Program being performed. The commi ttee for
the review shall be composed of a least three members,
knowledgeable in the above areas, and who meet the qualifi-
cations for professional-technical personnel specified by
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section 4.4 of ANS] N1B8.7-1971. At least one of these three
shal]l be a senior member of the Assistant Superintendent of

Aol G Operation's staff.
[ (’é/ Resolution of Rebar Damage and Adequacy of Off-gas Building Roof

The licensee shall complete its assessment of the rebar damaged
due to drilling and coring in concrete and the structural adequacy
of the off-gas building roof. The results shall be reported

to the NRC staff for review and approval, prior to power operation
following fnitial criticality and zero power physics testing.

(56” Snubbers

Prior_to criticality, the licensee shall submit.for NRC ¢
approva]. a revised.list of “safety-related snubbers—to be
contained in Table 3.7. 9314of the Technical Specifications’
to " TnC1de"sUch snubbérs™on.1ines -3 :inches in .diameter or
less. e

-l

()6 Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the licensee
shall provide, a. necessary, a revision to the Technical
Specifications to remove snubbers that are determined to be
unnecessary and replace them with rigid strut and rod assemblies.

(iﬁ Deferred Preoperational Deficiencies

The licensee shall-satisfactorily resolve those def»ciencies which
were-deferred fcom-%hexpreoperqxiqggl_gesting,pcpgram on a schedule
that shal 1 assire that  the capab{iity*of “a*system required “to-be
operable*by Technical*Specification {s not degraded.

(. Surveillance of Tendons (Section 3.8.1*, 6 SSER #3)

Prior to full power, the licensee shall supply the predicted 1ift-off
forces required to complete Tables 4.6.1.5-1 and 4.6.1.5-2 of the
Technical Specifications.

w Masonry Wall (Section 3.8.3, SER ,SSER #2)

Based on the findings of our preliminary review of the licensee's
submittals and its commitments related to masonry wall evaluation,
the following actions are required by the licensee:

$ (a) The present fixes for modifications implemented shall not
> preclude the option of implementing additional modifications
if directed by our future review of the licensee's des1gn

criteria.

*The parenthetical notation following the title of many license conditions
denotes the section of the Safety Evaluation Report and/or its supplements
wherein the license condition {1s discussed.
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{ Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the licensee
shall resolve the differences between our interim criteria and
the criteria used by the licensee to the satisfaction of the
staff and shall implement the required wall fixes or modifica-
tions that might result from such a resolution.

r

Inservice Testing of Pumps and Valves (Section 3.9:6. SER)

Pursuant to 10 CFR Part 50.55a, the relief that the licensee has
requested from the pump and valve testing requirements of 10 CFR
Part 50, Sectfon 55.55 (g)(2) and (g)(4)(1) is granted for that
portion of the initial 120-month period during which we complete
our review.

Dynamic Qualification (3.10, SER, SSER #1, SSER #2)

()h Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the licensee
shall complete any modifications or replacement of equipment as
a result of the fatigue evaluation. Jw™thewfwterdim=thesiicensee
shalladocument-thezoccurrencevof#every®*safetyareliefsvalve-
Aactuation.into~the.suppressionzpooly»thesassociatedweunuiative
damagenfactorsecalculated -for-typical-representative-equipment
and kept-up-to-date,-and-report-to-NRC-any-malfunction-of-equipment
that-occurs-due“to*any-safety-relief discharge.

( Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the licensee
shall replace or modify the NSSS equipment (intermediate range
monitor, C51-K-601A/H and two-inch air-operated globe valve, C11-
FO11) 1f the results of the requalification tests indicate either

change is required.

Environmertal Qualifications (Section 3.11, SER, SSER #1, SSER #2)

No later than June 30, 1982, the licensee shall be in
compliance with the provision:e of NUREG-0588, "Interim
Staff Position on Environmentai Qualification of Safety-
Related ‘lectrical Equipment”, for safety-related electrical
equipment exposed to a harsh environment.

‘Wl Complete and auditable records must be available and
maintained at a central location which describe the
envirommental qualification methods used for all safety-
related electrical equipment in sufficient Jdetail to document
the degree of compliance with NUREG-0588. Such records shall
be updated and maintained current as equipment is replaced,
further tested, or otherwise further qualified to document
complete compliance no later than June 30, 1982.

(}Q The licensee shall complete the corrective actions
stipulated in Appendix C to Supr ~ment No. 2 of the Safety
Evaluation Report by June 30, 1
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Seismic and Loss-of-Coolant Accident Loads (Section 4.2.3.4, SER,

SSER #1, SSER #2)

C}ﬁ By July 30, 1982, the licensee shall submit to NRC a complete

description of the analytical methods along with all analytical

results necessary to show that La Salle fully meets the criteria

of Appendix A to the Standard Review Plan, Section 4.2
(NUREG-0800) with regard to fuel assembly liftoff.

Tﬁﬁ\ Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the review

of the fuel assembly liftoff issue must be satisfactorily
resolved to the satisfaction of the staff.

(77&. Surveillance of Control Blade (Section 4.2.3.14, SER)

IE Bulletin Ho. 79-26, Revision 1, "Boron Loss from BWR Control
Blades," describes certain actions to be taken by license2s to
determine boron loss from BWR control blades. The licensee shall
comply with items 1, 2 and 3 of this bulletin and submit a written
response on item 3 within 30 days after plant startup following the
first refueling outage. -

Scram Discharge Volume (Sections 4.6.2, SER and 6.3.2.3, SSER #2)

IP() Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the
licensee shall incorporate the following additional -
modificaticns into the scram discharge volume system:

'¥)  Redundant vent and drain valves, and

™N4) Diverse and redundant scram instrumentation for each
instrumented volume, including bcth delta pressure
sensors and float sensors.

(fﬁ Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the
licensee shall complete system or procedural modifications,
if required, as a result of the staff's completion of its
review of the licensee's response to NUREG-0803.

Low Pressure in Pump Discharge of the Control Rod Drive
{Section 4.6.2, SSER #2)

Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the 1icensee
shall install instrumentation for an automatic scram that would
shut down the reactor in the event of low contro! rod drive pump
discharge pressure to be activated during startup and refueling

modes only.
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(igg Containment Long Term Program Load Specifications (6.2.1.1, SSER #2)

Prior to October 1, 1982, the licensee shall submit its confirmatory
assessment of the containment design adequacy for pool dynamic

loads (chugging, vent lateral and diaphragm reverse pressure) .
developed in conjuction with the Long Term Program and reported in
NUREG-0808.

() Pressure Interlocks on Valves Interfacing at Low and High Pressure
{Section 6.3.4, SSER #27)

Prior to startup after the first -efueling outage, the license:
shall implement isolation protect on in conformance to the
requirements of Section 6.3 of the Standard Review Plan against
overpressurization of the low pressure emergency core cooling
systems (RHR/LPCI and LPCS) at the high and low pressure inter-
face containing a check valve and a closed motor-operated valve.

(\6) Compliance with Regulatory Guide 1.97 (Sections 7.5.2, SER)

By July 1, 1982, the licensee shall provide a plan for implementing
modifications necessary to comply with Revision 2 of Regulatory
Guide 1.97, "Instrumentation for Light Water Cooled Nuclear Power
Plants to Assess Plant Conditions During and Following an Accident,”

dated December 1980.

Qjﬁb Additional Instrumentation and Control Concerns (Section 7.7.3.4,
SSER #1) :

The licensee shall resolve the following concerns to the NRC staff's
satisfaction prior to startup after the first refueling outage:

(d) whether common electrical power sources or sensor malfunctions
may cause multiple control systems failures, and

( whether high energy line breaks will result in unacceptable
consequential control system failures.

(3&5\ Low and/or Degraded Grid Voltage (section 8.2.2.2, SER)

The licensee shall install a second level of undervoltage
protection prior to startup after the first refueling outage.

(qﬁl Reliability of Diesel-Generators (Sections 8.3.1.1, SER and
§.6.3.4, SER)

Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the 'icensee
shall implement ttz following design modifications with respect
to diesel-generator reliability:
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(o) A heavy duty turbocharger gear drive assembly be installed
on the diesel-generators.

(\ﬂ' A prelube pump, powered from a reliable direct current
{ power supply, be installed in the system to operate in
parallel with the engine-driven lube oil pump, or an
alternative acceptable to the NRC shall be installed to
preclude dry-starting of the diesel-engine.

(%K Controls and monitoring instrumentation be removed from
the engine and engine skid, except insiruments qualified
for this location. The non-qualified control and monitoring
instruments shall be installed on a free standing floor
mounted panel and located on a vibration free floor area.
1f the floor is not vibration free, the panel shall be equipped

with vibration mounts.

Direct Cur?ent Power Systems (Section 8.3.1.2, SER)

Prior to startup after the first refueling outage for the 125

and 250-volt direct current systems for Divisions 1 and 2 and the
125-volt Division 3 direct current system, the following additional
instrumentation shall Le provided in the control room: (1) Battery
current (ammeter-charge/discharge), (2) Battery charger output
voltage (voltmeter), (3) Battery charger output current (ammeter),
(4) Battzry high discharge rate alarm, and (5) Battery charger
trouble alarm. dJnrthesinterimy=therlicenseesshali-ximplement
approved.procedures ,to-monitor,battery-current . batteryscharger
outputnwoltage;uand;battery;chargengoutputacunrentzat*the-iocul
wanelsnateleastsoncesperseight-hoursshift:

Reactor Containment Electrical Penetrations (Section 8.4.1,
SER)

Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, a redundant
fault current device (circuit breakers or fuses) shall be provided
on each penetrating circuit that would 1imit a fault current

surge to be less than the surge for which the penetration is
qualified except for low energy (milliamps) instrument systems.

Separation of Class 1E and Non-Class I1E Cable irays (Section
B.4.6.7, SER, SSER #1, SSER #7)

Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the licensee
shall provide adequate separation or barriers between Class 1E
and adjacent non-Class 1E cable trays.
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(28) Fire Protection Program (Section 9.5, SER, SSER #2, SSER #3)

(ez The licensee shall maintain in effect and fully implement g
all provisions of the approved fire protection plan. In
addition, the licensee shall maintain the fire protection
program set forth in Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50, except
for the following deviations:

(() Hydrostatic hose tests in accordance with NEPA 1962-
1979, and

(74) No automatic fire detection systems in areas 2K/3K and
5B4.

\ w) driorstosinitialscriticality,.the-licensee :shaldsinstall-@
dehoursnatedsbarrierson«allxfour-sides ofaspa rtially
.pmtectedrpowernc«ableapanund «asgeneral>sprinklerssystem,
bothelocateazin®the “diesel=generator.corridor.

(‘é Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the licensee
shall provide fire protection systems in fire areas 2C/3C,
4C3 and 6E.

q#e Prior to startup after the first refuelnrg outage, the licensee
with respect to fire doors shall implement one of the
following: :

(i} Perform an engineering review of the manufacturer's
certified doors and door frames by a nationally
recognized laboratory to certify that the door and
door frames provide the required fire resistance
rating, or

(ii) Test a replicate "as installed" door assembly L, a
nationally recognized laboratory to determine the door
rating, or _

(§i1) Replace manufacturer's labeled doors and door frames
with UL rated items.

‘\ﬁl_ Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the licensee
<hall demonstrate the adequacy of its fire protection for record
storage.
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(Pﬁ) Radiation/Chemistry Technicians on the Backshift (Section 13.1, SSER#2)

MA=Radiation/Ghemistry.a echniciansxonstheabackshift-shall.he
trainedwperathesiaxSalle ssiranining-QualificationGuide +~oaAl)
esuchsiechnicianssshalimalsoshavessatisfactorilyscompleted—the

followingzemergencyeresponsestrainings,

(i) wiasks=tosberperformediduringsthesfirst=607minutes+of~a
eemergencyonsthe-backshift;,

serious

(ii) Rost-accident.sampling-and-analysis—for=thesfirst-three:hours
of sansemergency,

(ii1) ddn=planteradiation-surveys-during-an:accident;

(iv) Use.andwinterpretation.of-both-portable-and-fixed-area-radiation
monitoringeequipment;~such-as.the.EberlineLING-3-and “SAM-2;

(v) =dnterpretation.of.critical..effluent.monitoring-data for-assisting

«thesChiefsfngineerzduring sthe first hour~of xan-accident={vre.,
Stationmvent-monitorsand:standbysgas -treatment=moni tor);

(vi) Eirst.aid-and bioassa_y,.tgchniqu_es;,and'
(vii) Userof-respiratory-equipment during emergency situations.
(b) By June 1, 1983, the licensee shall have Radiation/Chemistry Technicians

onshift for 24 hours per day who meet ANSI N18.1-1971 or who are
qualified in accordance with a NRC approved alternative program.

(833 Industrial Security (Section 13.6, SER, SSER#3)

The licenseesshall-maintain. in.effect.and -fullymimplement .all
provisions-of~the ‘Commission‘s:approved-physical —security plan,
quard training-and qualification plan, and contingency plan,
dncluding=amendments .made.pursuant~to=the«authori ty-0fs10-CFR
~50.54(p).~ The approved plans which contain safeguard information
are collectively entitled: "“La Salle County Station Security Plan
Units 1 and 2," Revision 11, dated December 24, 1981; “La Salle
County Station Guard Training and Qualification Plan," submitted
by their letter dated August 16, 1979, as revised in August,
1980; and “"La Salle Nuciear Power Station Contingency Plan,

dated March, 1980, as revised by pages dated June, 1980.

The licensee is exempu from the commitment to fully implement those
portione of the Security Plan as described in Items 1 and 2 in the
licensee's letter dated April 1, 1982, provided that the compensatory
measures delineated in the above referenced letter are in place.
Compensatory measures as described in Item 3 in the April 1, 1982
letter are approved with full implementation of the security plan
commitments to be accomplished no later than July 1, 1982.
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The licensee is exempted from the provisions of 10 CFR 73.55(d)(9),
but shall meet all other commitments of the physical security
plan and the following additional ftems.

(a) Change all keys, locks, and combinations and related equipment
used to control access to protected areas and vital areas at
least every 12 months. -

(b) Issue keys, locks, combinations, and other access control
devices to protected and vital areas only to those individuals
who possess access authorization to those areas.

(c) Change keys, locks, combinations, and related equipment to
which an individual had access within 5 days and immediately
for card keys after access authorization is withdrawn due
to lack of trustworthiness, reliability, or inadequate work

performance.

Initial Test Program (Section 14, SER)

The licensee shall conduct the post-fuel-loading initial test program
(set forth in Section 14 of the licensee's Final Safety Analysis
Report, as amended) without making any major modifications of

this program unless modifications have been identified and have
received prior NRC approval. Major modifications are defined

as:

(a) Elimination of any test identified in Section 14 of the licensee's
Final Safety Analysis Report, as amended as being essential;

(b) Modification of test objectives, methods or acceptance criteria
for any test identified in Section 14 of the licensze's Final
Safety Analysis Report, as amended as being essential;

(c) Performance of any test at a power level different from that
described in the program; and

(d) Failure to complete any tests included in the described program
(planned or scheduled for power levels up to the authorized

power level).

Assurance of Proper Design and Construction (Section 17.4, SSER #2)

Prior to exceeding 5 percent of full power, the licensee shall

have conducted an independent review of the mechanical and structural
design of the loop C residual heat removal system, excluding

all branch piping less than 3 inches, in the functioning mode

of the low pressure injection system using loads resulting from
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the actuation of the automatic depressurization system in conjunction
with the operating basis earthquake to verify that this system

has been designed and constructed in accordance with all pertinent
NRC requirements. This verification review shall consider design,’
installation, inspection, testing, and any other aspects necessary

to ensure conformance with the design. This review shall be performed
independently of the licensee and its contractors who performed
design and construction activities for the La Salle County Station,
and it shal) be completed to the satisfaction of NRC.

NUREG-0737 Conditions (Section 22.2)

enseg.sha]),ccmplgte_the-tol)owjng‘conditions.xqﬁgh;
satisfactioneofs=the=NRCs «Thesesconditions<referencesthe=apprq-
pria tewitenswinabection:22:2 77 MI=Action*Plan-Requirementswiorn,
ApplicantsafortOperating’ticenses;*-incthe;Safetyifvaluation;Repqrt
and<Supplements=17"2and 37FNUREG-0519.»

(#) Shift Technical Advisor (1.A.1.1, SER, SSER #2)

The Shift Technical Advisor (STA) function shall be fulfilled
by the Station Control Room Engineer (SCRE) who will be a
designated SRO. However, if a SCRE is not available, the
licensee shall provide a fully-trained on-shift technical
advisor to the shift engineer (shift supervisor).

?}{: Nuclear Steam Supply System Vendor Review of Procedures
11.C.7, SER)

Prior to beginning low-power testing, the licensee

must assure that the General Electric review of the
power-ascension test procedures has been completed and the
General Electric recommendations have been incorporated.

t&l Independent Safety Engineering Group (1.8.1.2, SER)
/

The licensee shall have an on-site independent engineering
group.

£>zz_Control Room Design Review (I1.D.1, SER, SSER #2)
1 The licensee shall correct the design deficiencies identified

in Appendix C of Supplement No. 1 to the Safety Evaluation
Report, NUREG-0519 on the schedule prescribed therein.
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Training During Low-Power Testing (1.6.1, SER, SSER #2)

At least 4 weeks prior to performing the Special Test,
Simulated Loss of Onsite and Offsite Alternating-Current
Power Yest, the licensee shall provide a safety analysis
for the test and 1ts procedures to NRC for review and
approval.

Post Accident Sampling (11.B.3, SSER #2)

Enéonusovcrlticwlitys-the:iicensee:shallnﬂnsta]lxtndztest

.a.high-nadiationrsamplingrsystem*foreobtainingareactor
<oolantsand=contalnment>atmosphere=samplingrunde r~degraded

coresaccident™conditions“wi thout*excessive-exposure.

Direct Indication of Safety/Relief Valve Position (11.0.3,
SER, SSER #2)

Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the
licensee shall replace the safety/relief valve position
indicator to a model that meets the IEEE Standards 323-1974

and 344-1975. -

Additional Accident-Monitoring Instrumentation (II1.F.1,
SER, SSER #2)

Attachment 1, Nob:e Gas Effluent Monitor

driorstoscriticalitys=the -l icenseesshall=instal.)..and.have
.procedurESﬂapproved-Uy‘the'NRCPfor-nob1e'gasteffluentrmon1toring
systemsatzplant-ef fluent-pathwayss

A*tachment 2, Sampling and Analysis of Plant Effluents

OrionntOtcfﬁt1calityvuthetﬂdtenseexshall«dnstallsandﬂhave
pnncedurzsaapprovedxbyutherNRCnforaradioiodineeandvparticutate
campl#ng~andranalysisesystem-otﬁplantfeffluent“pathways.

Instrumentation for Detection of Inadequate Core Coolng (11.F.2,
TFR SSER #1, SSER #2)

By July 31, 1982, the licensee shall submit a report addressing
the analysis performed by the BWR Owners Group regarding
additional instrumentation relative to inadequate core

cooling and that the licensee shall implement the staff's
requirements after the completion of the staff's review

of this report.

.
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Proper Functioning of Heat Removal Systems (11.Xx.1.22, SER,
SSER #2, and TT.K.3.13, SER, SSER #7)

The licensee shall implement th: logic to restart automatically
the core isolation cooling system prior to startup after -
the first refueling outage.

Modify Break Detection Logic to Prevent Spurious Isolation of
Figh Pressure Coolant 1njection and Reactor Core Isolation

ooling System Rede 19, . )

Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the

licensee shall implement a circuft modification to assure

that transients monitored by pressure instruments tc sense flow
in these two systems actually sense continuous high steam

flow.

Modification of Automatic Depressurization System Logic -

Feasibility for Increased Diversity for Some Event Sequences
- - - » . » '3, )

(X) By October 1, 1982, the licensee shall evaluate the
alternative design modifications of the BWR Owners
Group relative to the logic for the automatic
depressurization system, submit such evaiuation, and
propose modification to NRC for review and approval.

tgj Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the
licensee shall implement the apprcved alternative logic
modification of the automatic depressurization system.

Restart of Core Spray and Low Pressure Core Injection System
(1T.X.3.21, SER, SSER #2)

Prior to sturtup after the first refueling outage, the licensee
shall provide an auto start for the high pressure core spray.

Automatic Switchover of Reactor Core Isolation Cooling
Tystem Suction--vVerify Frocedures and Modify D2sign

(1T.X.3.22, SER)

Prior to startup after the first refueling outage, the licensee
shall implement the automatic switchover of the reactor core
isolation cooling system suction from the condensate storage
tank to the suppression pool when the condensate storage taiik

Tevel is low.
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Upgrade Emergency Support Facilities (I11.A.1.2, SER, SSER #1)

The licensee shall complete its Emergency Response Facilities
as follows:

(zﬁ Safety Parameter
Display System October 1, 1982 '

(}() Emergency Operations

(i

Facility October 1,1982

i) Technical Support
Center October 1, 1982

Improving Licensee's Emergency Preparedness - Long Term (1I11.A.2,
SER, SSER #1, SSER #2)

(WA Prior to exceeding five percent power, the licensee
shall complete a successful emergency exercise with
the La Salle facility and La Salle County.

Q?1 Prior to exceeding five percent power, a test shall be
performed to demonstrate an adequate alerting/notification

system.

gao Prior to exceeding five percent power, the licensee shall
demonstrate that the state of offsite preparedness provides

assurance that adequate protective measures can and will
be taken in the event of a radiological emergency. The
use of 10 CFR 50.54(s)(2) to specify a period within
which corrective actions must be taken to assure an
adequate state of emergency preparedness will include
instances where NRC finds that the lack of progress in
completion of the procedures in the Federal Emergency
Management Agency's proposed rule set forth in 44 CFR
Part 350 is an indication that major substantive problems
exist in achieving or maintaining an adequate state of
preparedness. Any corrective period specified will relate
to substantive problems identified by the Federal Emergency

Management Agency.

(94 The licensee shall provide the interim meteorological
improvement and shall provide the mechanism for long-term
improvements as follows:

({Q Prior to exceeding five percent power, the licensee
shall install a process computer with the capability
to retrieve meteorological information that provides
a redundant means for data access.

(<£) Prior to exceeding five percent power, the licensee
shall propose a plan for meeting the meteorological
and dose assessment capability guidance of
Appendix 2, NUREG-0654, Revision 1 as follows:



™

-’k installation of hardware and software capability
described above by July 1, 1982; and

~F ful) operational capability described above by
January 1, 1983.

|

(i*&( Prior to exceeding five percent power, the licensee
shall include a description of the dose calculational

methodology with a Class A transport and diffusion
module, and a description of an acceptable
meteorological measurement preventative and
corrective maintenance program in the radiological
emergency plan.

Exemptions from certain requirements of Appendices G, H, J, R and §50.55(a)
to 10 CFR Part 50 and 10 CFR Part 73 are described in the Safety Evaluation
Report and Supplement No. 1, No. 2 and No. 3 to the Safety Evaluation Report.
In addition, an exemption was requested until the completion of the first
refueling from the requirements of 10 CFR §70.24 and an exemption from

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E from performing a full scale exercise within

one year before issuance of an operating license, both exemptions are
described in Supplement No. 2 of the Safety Evaluation Report. These exemptions
are authorized by law and will not endanger life or property or the common
defense and security and are otherwise in the public interest. Therefore,
these exemptions are hereby granted. The facility will operate, to the

extent authorized herein, in conformity with the application, as amended,

the provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of the Commission.

This license is subject to the following additional condition for the
protection of the environment:

Before engaging in additional construction or operational activities which
may result in a significant adverse environmental impact that was not
evaluated or that is significantly greater than that evaluated in the Final
Environmental Statement and its Addendum, the licensee shall nrovide a
written notification to the Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation and receive written approval from that office before proceeding

with such activities.

The licensee shall notify the Commission, as soon as possible but not later
than one hour, of any accident at this facility which could result in an
unplanned release of quantities of fission products in excess of allowable
limits for normal operation established by the Commission.

The licensee shall have and maintain financial protection of such type
and in such amounts as the Commission shall require in accordance with
Section 170 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to cover public

1iability claims.
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H. This license is effective as of the date of issuance and shall expire
at midnight on April 17, 2022; provided however that should the Commission,
fn conjunction with its consideration of the petition for Rulemaking in
Docket No. PRM-50-30 determine that the termination date for operating
1icenses should appropriately run from the date of the issuance of a
1icensee's construction permit, the expiration date of this license wil)
be September 10, 2013, effective upon notice to the Licensee of the
Commission's action in this regard.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

e A5

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachment:

1. Attachment 1

2. Appendix A - Technical
Specifications (NUREG-0861)

3. Appendix B - Environmental
Protection Plan

Date of Issuance: April 17, 1982
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fesponsibls for development of Divisi

3 Master Parformaaue

Izprovesent Plas 28 well uy for aumercus Stsfs special zssiza-
=ents on loag-rxnge studfesg, Was €t specirl 2s5sizn=ent for the -
2anigrment of two different id hoc projects formed £o ‘rexalve .
urnigue techalcal probdlens, - :

- 1973

Yanager, Product Service, Caneral Elecsric Cozvany = Nuclear
=nerzy Uivisicon, Szn Jose, Californ‘a.

“enzged grovp of twenty-one tachnical and feur clarical pecsennel.
?rize responsibilicy vas to direct intcrface ‘and liafgca personnel

.n-.qO.lo.-ed
Also fa charge of refueling and servi
analysis, and service comzunicasfen f

- 3

ia corrective actions required vader coat

TactT warrautiess
perfor=ance
uppertiag all coa-

ce placning,
uncetions s

pleced ccrmoereial nuclear powver rexctars vvpplied by Ceneral
Zlectsic, bBoth domeszic and overseas (Spaia, Geraany, Italy, Japaa,
India, 2ad Swiltzerlaad).

- 14972

Manazer, Prcduct Service, General Slsctric Cezsszy - Nuelear Taecay
Bivisicn, San Jcse, Califoxznia,

Manzged sixcteen technical and six clerical personmel with the
Tesponsizilicty for all customer contace, Flzzaing cozd execution

of work raquired 2fter the custozer atceptance ol cepartaent-
s:zplied plants and/or equipmens, . This f=cludod qQuataticn, sale
23l celivery of spara znd recewal parcs., Sales voluse of paces
incrcesed fr-o="$1,000,000 in 1948 tn cver €3,000,000 4n 1872,

~ 1658 :

Mazmeper, Coz=nlztnt and Warraaty Service, Cenmeral Elecccie Cozzany -
Nuclieay Eaerzy Divisifoa, San Jose, Califcraniaz,

Managed zroup of six perscns with the rasponsibilicy for custener

contzets, plaa

ning 2ad executisn of woark veguirzed after custoner

2cceptance of cdepart=ent-supplied plancs znd/or equipmant--Yeth
domestizs z2=¢ overseas. .

- 15966

Fi=1d Zngiseering Supervisor, Ceneral Zlactric Cozoanv, Tastellacisn
end Secvice Ergineevicz Devartnmen®, Los inzeles, Califcrania,
Supervised 2ppraxinately eight €le¢ld rsepreseziazives wish respensi-
bLlity for General Electric stez= 224 3as $usd%a2 ZrnsctaliazZca a=é
Talnlenance wvark fn Sfouthern Celifornila, Azizoms, cnd Scuczherss
Nevala. Dvriajz this perlod was respomsible fa7 the installaction of
elght diffzreat centzal sta%icn stezm turbine zenezutos seics, 2lus
SUER maintenance 2¢tivizy., Work fzmeluled custozer co=taic. =s2sde
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Nuclezr Valve Testing € ' Tlac-rical World,
Octodes, 135, 1974,

The Rlz%s , - Rece av the NRC
Reac:or Sa _ ' Mizner &
8rideaduug 3 . faatists,
August, 1°¢
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13,

14.

15..

16.

17,

18,
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Suadiish Feacor 5ace $nute, 33 3kYak Rie% A3ssgs=amc,

dal Lechnizcas Astvelates, January, 13279, (2931ished S99 the
Svedlsh fegarvez=ant of Indusscy 23 Dusuzeas Nsi 2778:1)
Testizenyr of 2.6, Bridenbaugh, 2.3, Zudtazd, £.2. ¥ino=s zo-
the California Stat? Asse=>ly Cu=z=ittee e Ressurces, Lacd
Csa, and Enscgy, Murzch 8, 1976. ’
Testizeny of D.C. Srideabaugh, R.3. Hudbdard, 2324 G.C..Miaor
before the Uniced Staces Coagrass, Joint Comaittee ez Aro=?
Tnexgr, Fabruary 18, 19768, Washingtea, DC (Fudblishad z7 the
Union of Ccncerned Scientisss, Canbridyge, Muysachuses:s.) |
TestZzsony by D.C. 3rilantaugh before the Califsznia Inerzy
Cozziscion, entitlad, Tniz{action of Catastrerhic Acetdsnrs

ét Diablo Canyon, Hearings cs tzerzency.Plauzing, Avila
Seach, Califcrnia, Novenber &, 1976.

Testizony by D.G. Brideadbaugh bYefore thao U.3, Nucleas Regula-
tory Com=ission, subject: Di¢sblo Canynn Nueleas Plant Perfare
22nce, atoxzic Safety aad Liceasing 3oard Bszarizgs, Cazezber,
192

Testizeny b7 D.G. 3ridendbaugh hefore the California Znargy
Ce=zissica, subject: Tartazi= Speat Tuel Storvaze Consideratians,
Yareh 10, 1977

Zastiocny by D.G. 3ridendaugh tafecre the New Tork Stuza Pudlie
Service Com=m=ission Siting Bcerd MNeariagzs cencernicg the Janeg~
porZ Nuclear Power Statlon, sudjuct: Effact of Tackrnizal and
Safetw Delficlencies oa Nuclezr Plant Ccst and 2aeitadilicy,
Aapril, 1%77,.

Teszizoey dy D.G. Bridendauzh beforze the Californias State
Saergy Ceoz=xission, subdjece: Decoxmiscicninz of Prassuzized
Wasar Reszetors, Sundesert.Nuclear ?Plans Hearicgs, Juae 9,
1%77.

Testizony by D.G. Brideadaugh before the Califorata Stace
Enev3? Ceanission, sudbjecst: Ecomociz Relationshing o
Deconnissioning, ‘Sundesest Nuclesr 2lant, for 2ha Vaturzl
"Aesources Defaanse Ceuncil, July 15, 1977. .

Tes.izoay by D.G, Bridenb~uzh before the Veramocnt State Beard

of Health, subiect: Overazion of Ve:: 2t Yankse Nuclesz ?lant
and Tty T=pact on Pudlic Bealth and Safety, October 6, 1577,
Testizony 5y D.G. 3ridenbaugh defors the U,5, Muclear Regula-
tory Co=ntssion, Atemic Safety and Liceasing 3card, subject:.
Deficlencias in Safety Evaluvartion of Nou-Scis=is Ixsuns . lack
of a Defizitise Finding o? Safertv, Diablo C2ayoa Nueleas Uai:cs

Cczooer 18, 1977, Avila 3each, Califorais.’
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COM! 'SSION
REGION 1N
799 ROOSEV T LT ROAD
GLEN ELLYN, ILLINOIS 60137

March 30, 1982

MEMCRANDUM FOR: R. C. DeYoung, Director, Office of Inspection and
Inforceme 't

FROM: James G. Keppler, Regional Administrator, Region III

SUBJECT: LA SALLE COUNTY NUCLEAR STATION - PETITION FROM
ILLINOIS ATTORNEY CENERAL

As you know, on March 24, 1982, the Illinois Attorrney Ceneral petitioned
the NRC to suspend licensing procecdings at La Salle pending investigation
of recent allegations and to institute a Show Cause Hearing with Illinois
#s a party to the Hearing. The allegations deal with the overall adequacy
of safety related structures as a result of widespread rebar cutting and
specific structural deficiencies in the roof of the off-gas buiiding.

A conference call was held on March 2% i~volving Messrs. Denton, Case,
Stello, DeYcung and Keppler to discuss the handling of these investigationms.
Ye agreed that, because the petition expresses concern that the off-gas
building deficiencies had been verbally communicated earlier to NRC and

that the NRC had concluded an investigation of these alleged deficiencies
wzs not warranted, it would be prudent to have an independent review of this
allegation by IE (since IE was not involved in the consideration not to
investigate). This review should address both the technical adequacy of the
off-gas building concerns as well as the NRC's handling of the earlier
notification in this regard. With respect to the corcerns associated with
cutting through rebar this matter will be reviewed by Region III with
technical assistance from NRR.

I rezlize your staff is already depleteu as a result of other investigation
assistance you are giving us, and your willingness to assist in this effort
is genuinely appreciated.

n
'4-.>9 WQ\_

James G. Keppler

Regional Administrator

cc: V. Stello, DEDROGR
H. R. Denton, NRR







Januvary 28, 1982.

*

MENORANDUN FOR: Region III Files - lLaSalle

FR0M: Robert F. Warnick, Director, Enforcement and Iavestigatioa
..aff

TELEPZONE CALL FROX DOUG LONCEWIE OF CHANEL S TV
ALLECATIONRS AT 1A SALLE

Poug longenie called on Januvary 26, 1982 at zbout 2 p.m. regarding infor-
ration he had been given Lﬁile pnrsuiug ot 29 p o

, T :.ﬁfenie *ndica ed he would
, ; on Jaﬁuary 27, 1982 <nd pave the way for us to contact
mto cet specific details of the following allegations:

zgﬁﬂgﬁﬁﬁ clain ed that when they were putting in conduit, the
grounding wasn't adequate. They did not do a good job of
grinding off the zirve.

~Qz$455“£ knows where two radiastion monitors were suppesed to
be installed 4in the off gas building but were not actually
installed.

All of the reganred heating pads in the off gas building were
pot installed. .

The ceiling (in the off gas building, I think) was supposed to
te 12 inches thick. Uhen they were drilling & inch anchor bolts,
they penetrated the celling arnd could sce sky.

The fire alarm system in reactor builéding llo.' 1 does not neet
specifications. A CAR wvas issued but it has been written off
vithout the work being done. This problem was also mentioned
by a second individual but the second person will not talk to
us about it.
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v s -..‘.

6. Dust seals were only peatly installe&. ' el

I told Longenie we would get in touch with ﬁhﬂm*&‘* and follow up on _
these allegations. ‘ e el P S R

- & s o N o
- eV, W . .. P o
. - e b R R 5. ; H

Robert F. Marnick, Director o “
Enforcement 2nd Investigation Staff’v‘“‘~'” sy iand

cc: A. B. Davis A ] Y .
. C. B. Yorelius ‘ L : s

. : ) )
L. R. Spessard : . .- s 2
- :
- -
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MEMORANDUM POR: Regiom IIT Piles
FROM: James E. Foster, Tuve stigator

SUBJECT: TELEPRONE CONTACT RE LA SALLE ALLECATIONS (Ref, Wamick
Memo of 1/28/82)

- ccmtactndmcm Pebruary &4, 1982, at approximately 7:30 p.m.
BN ivdicated that ugh Longenie, the Channel S newsman who provided R

nace to Warnieck, had not advised‘that-would be contacted by Region

IT1. Reverthelessli® vas very willing to discuss concerns with me,,
at length, g requested confidentiality,

T discussed each point enumerated in the Warnick memo, and developed the
following 1nfornation:

1. Conduit grounding was not properly done for mos. LaSalle construction.
During the late phase of construction,-bnd read the grounding speci-
fication, questioned a QC inspector regarding specification requirercents,
pointed out deficiencies, and grounding was properly performed from
that poifnt on. Prior to that time, crews had not cleaned and copper
coated conduit threads nor adequately ground off the zinc conduit
coatings where grounding straps were attached. estinmated that sone
80Z of the installed conduit wvas not properly grounded (per specification,
developed fronm a NIMA requirement).

‘K - I In the off-gas building, there is a location where radiation sensors
for Unit 1 and Unit 2 are 4n close proximity. This was described as

befog at the 710 foot elevation, Fast of AR wall, betveen 14 and 13
1ine in the filter building (part of the off-gas building). The sensor

that 8 not installed is for Unit 2.”0?015 that the Unit 2
8ensor should be installed now, as the location will be radiocactive and

the installation difficult after Unit 1 1s in operation, q/
: DO DISCLOS

) = ticy of
S : cOntainr')ﬁ% '
Iﬁ" 22 Je o1 ‘ (Buﬂ{cntial =
“””h' R1VL R11Y

-
“.(»‘“rog‘ ........ m[j

ex/qg..| Varnick ... ..

C FORMm 3 l!,?mrnn(u 0240

OFFICIAL RECORD COPY

N2 ... R 1 e T ek | e
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3. R+ ated that approximately one month ago, five heating pads
were removed from the re-heat cylinders located in the off-gas building.
These re-heat cylinders are reached via an entrance on the 710' elevation,
and then by going down two elevations. The heating pads were removed re
to allow some work being performed by fitters, and believes that the
pads were not replaced when the area was "closed up".

JK 4. Holes drilled for expansion anchors in the ceiling of the off-gas
building (725 foot elevation) penetrated the concrete and asphalt

roof covering. There was water accumulation on the roof, and water

came in via the anchor bolts. There are cracks in the concrete

between holes because the holes were drilled o close to each other.
This was brought to the attention of from Sargent & Lundy,
and some patching was performed.

S. The fire detector modules have been wired without regard to separation
criteria. The crews were wiring the detectors from any hanger indis-
criminately.

6. Dust protection was not installed on conduits and conduit boxes as

specified for dust protection. Some have seal gaskets but no o-rings.
#observed this durine installation of the security system wiring,
and the required seals were installed after-brought this to the

attention of Bill Bags.

In addition to ve information (ywhich expands on that provided by
Doug Longenie), indicated that was in charge of an area
which had nonconiormances written on some ol the equipment, but the work was

not corrected as indicated in the nonconformance report close-out.
had the nonconformances approved as completed when the regular inspector
was absent.

?also indicated that some core-drill sheets were found to have information
w

ich had been whited-out. (This may be related to the TV-5 story "drillin
for dollars” which aired on the 10 o'clock news, February &4, 1982.

stated that Longenie had advised-that the story would air that evening.

o G Fots

James E. Foster
Investigator

DO KO
Contzins
confidenti
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Tebruary 26, 1982

-~

KEMORANDUM FOR: TRegion III Piles - LaSalle

TAED: Robert F. Warnick, Director, Fuforec ont and Inventigation

Staff

FROM: G. A. Phillip, Investigator

SUBJECT: TELEPHORE CONTACT FROM MRS. JUDITH GOODIE, ATTORNEY,
TLLINOIS ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE

On February 22, 1982 Y wes informed that Mrs. Judith Coodie, an attorney '

in the I1linois Attorney Ceneral's office 2-793-2491), had called
concerning allegations made by via TV Channel 5 reporter
Doug longenie. Information regarding these I1legations 18 contained

in tvo nemoranda to Fegion III Piles, one prepared by R. P. Warnick

dated January 28, 1982, and the other prepared by J. E. Foster dated
February 10, 1982,

Before speaking with Mrs. Coodie I atteopted to obtain additional infor-
mation regarding the allegations and any action ve had taken or planned
to take. The following Information was obtained, prinarily through

discussions with Roser Wallker, regarding the items listed in the above
weroranda, . !

1. Conduit grounding is an industrial safety not a nuclear safety
concern and therefore need not be pursued by NRC.

2. Since 1t is not ¥nown whether Unit 2 will be built, the NRC
cannot force the licensee to take action to install a Unit 2 sensor.

3. The abscnce of the heating pads would become apparent during pre-op
testing. This 1s a radiation safety concern. Tn all likelihood
the licensee has a neans of tracking this watter to assure that the
pads are replaced. We could with little effort confirm this.

4. This natter 18 not of concern to NRC since this structure 1s not
considered safety related, 1.e. subject to selsmic considerations.

- Yo additional information obtained.

6. No additional Inforcation obtalned.
'OT DISCLOS

..................................................................

........................................................................

...................................

..........................................................................................
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During a telephone conversation with Goodie on February 23, 1982, I discussed
the above with her and indicated we were evaluating the allegations to decide

what action we would take. She indicated she would call Foster or me on A
March 1 or 2 to find out what we planned to do.

Coodie indicated she had talked with nd asked vhether[flhad vade

an allegation during our contacts wit regarding the drilling into

rebar whic said bhad occurred during the early stages of censtruction,
I indicated that 1 was unaware of that allegation but that it would be
of interest to us. :

Following my conversation with Mrs. Coodie I was advised by Walker that the
LaSalle Resident Inspector had determined that the heating pad removal was
documented on Pre-operational Deficiency No. 402 and they were required

to be replaced prior to fuel load.

Regarding Ttems 5 and 6, Ron Cardner advised that we do not inspect
security equipment wiring. T believe it is NRC's position that security
equipment must function as required by the liggnseé's security plan
commitments and if they fail compensatory meafures must be taken until
they are repaired and operational.

‘4& On the basis of thg above appears that there is no need to further
pursue the matters has brought to our attention. This should
be conveyed to nd at e same time we should attempt to determine

vhether[fJtas information regarding the drilling into rebar that warrants
further action.

’
2o
Lo AT 257
‘,turﬂﬂizfizzyyéj;zif
Cerald A. Phillip
Investigator

cc: R. Walker
J. Creed
R. Cardner
J. Foster

DO KOT DISCLOSE
Countains 1clentity of
corfidential source
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Region 111 Files

THRU: Robert F. Warnick, Pirecter, Enforcement and Investigation

Staff
FROM: James E. Foster, Investigator
SUBJECT: ALLECATION RE REBAR CUTTING AT LA SALLE, DOCKET NO.50-373

(REF. PHILLIP MEMO OF 2/26/82)

On March 6 and 8, 1982, I was contacted by Ms. Judith Coodie, of the
Illinois Att Ceneral's Office. She irdicated that she had been in
contact with allegations concerning work

at the LaSalle site.
had often cut
cores or holes at LaSalle. She
also indicated she felt that concerns regarding equipment in
the off-gas building should not smissed, as some equipment in the
building was intended to reduce or mitigate radioactive releases during
I advised Ms. Goodie that

an accident.
_ad not made any allegations to me
TUZ‘Yd‘“b,Cuttl uring our previous conversations, and I _would

of reba
try to recontact I also advised that the off-gas building was a non-
a“fety. non-siesmic structure, and as such should not contain safety- b

related equipment (NRC definition of safety-related). She indicated she
had talked to "nuclear experts" who had advised her differently.

_at approximately 9:18 p.m. on March 8, 1982.
I roximately a year and a half ago (September 19807?)

Ms. Coodie indicated
reinforcement bars (rebar

I recontacted
s
when

- tated that, up until a T ?
= ﬁhit a rebar during core drilling, a special crew
was called. i i i i

This crew operated a special, water cooled, diamond drill

rig, vhich would cut the rebar. This was referred to as a "wet hole" due

to the water cooling, and the utility was billed for the extra work entailed
(crew, diamond drill use, laborers to clean up the water).

indicated worked 1n the_ xcwctor building and in the
off-gas building, but the problem was 'generic" to LaSalle, as other
crews also followed the same practice in other areas. stated that

a notice ("work notice") was finally put out by Quality Control stopping
the uncontrolled cutting.

iF w7

RIII RIII v
Foster/qg Warnick

Contai



E1S File No, 52-05

Regfon 111 Files

T Inquired 1f any present workerg would be able to provide Region III

wvith additional 4rforvation, and indicated that uh
may still be onsite, and may be able to provide additional {nformation an e ®
locations of cut rebar. -

It appears that the allegation can be checked by a review of biiling
records for core drilling. Those with additional charges for the diamond
drill crew should provide locations where reinforcement bars were cut

by the dr1lling. It should also be relativaly easy to locate a work notice
inforning the crews that uncontrolled rebar cutting was to stop.

As the LaSalle plant will be ready for operating license issusnce in the
near future, I recommend that this issue receive priority attention.

James E. Foster
Investigator

cc: L. Spessard
R. Walker
R. Cardner
C. E. Norelius
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MEMORAADUY FOR: Charles E. Norelius, Director, Division of Engineering and
Technical Frograms

FROM: Robert F. Warnick, Director, Fnforcement and Investigation
Staff
SU3JIFCT: AL/ LCATION RE REBAR CUTTING AT LA SALLE-DOCKET NO. 50-373;
50-374

Tre frur attached menos document concerns expressed by an alleger and
Ms. Juditk Coodie of the Illinois Attorney General's office regarding
core drilling through reoar.

Beczuse of the high priority of La3alle and the unavailability of investi-
gztors, this matter is beirg tra=sferred to your Division as we discussed
on March 22, 1982.

£IS weuld eppreciate receiving a copy of the documentation of your findings
and clesecut.

Robert V. Warnick, Director
Enforcement and Investigation Staff

Atiachments: As stated

cc w/attachrments: 2
R. L. Spessard &

“. Walker

J. Foster

4 f\z(—:%w

tast | © MR 251 22 (§:4<)
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o TJo: Churles V. Noreljuy ’ § Date: 3/25/82
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' (Requestor) Rate;
Facility:_ loSalle N Docket No.:50-373 Category:
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Region III Files confi 1 sou
FROM: James E. Foster, INvestigator 4
THROUGH: R. W. Warnick, Director, Enforcement and Investigation Staff
SUBJECT: CONTACT WITH JUDITH GOODIE

I contacted Ms. Judith Goodie, of the I1linois Attorney General's Office,
at approximately 9:10 a.m., on March 26, 1982,

I advised Ms, Goodie that Region III had not been aware of allegations by
Megarding LaSalle, and inquired why the I1linois Attorney
eneral’s petition did not mention allegations from_

Ms. Goodie stated that she had "assumed" that Region T'T had gotten

ame from NBC (as she had) and had contacted She indicated
had declined to provide her office with an affidavit for
name being known, and co was not included in the submitted

a
fear o
petition.

I indicated that the jnformation provided by_was much more detailed
than that provided buand would have assisted Region III in its

review.

Ms. Goodie stated that she had not meant to withhold any information, and
that "it should have been obvious that we were working on something".

James E. Foster
Investigator

cc: R. L. Spessard
R. Gardner -
KW. Walker
€. E. Norelius«’//
" 4
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Yarch 23, 1682

' OFF-CAS BUILDING ROOF PEPART

PURPQSE

The purpose of the repart is to stzte inforration regsrding the second
sliegztion (Page 6, Feguest to Imstitute a Show Qluse Proceecing and for other
Relfef - Tyrone Frhner, Attorney Gereral of the State of Illinois) on the
0ff-Gss Building roof. The evidence shows that the allegation is false,

BACKGROUKD

The concrete enclosure cbove grade ss part of the Off-Gas Building is a
non-sg fety related structure which houses 0ff-Gas Building HVAL Rir Hardling
Units, HVAC Water Cooled Condensing Units, HVAC Exhaust Filter Unfts, HVAC
Control Penels and zssociated motor control centers ard switchgear, The
speci{ficztion concrete corpressive strength §s 4000 psf at 30 ceys. knile
detafled gquzlity assurance requiverents were not required due %o the bullding
bsing non-szfety related, they were applicd as part of the overall € —~onwedith
Edison / ¥alsh Construction Company quality effort,

FIKDIKGS

The 0ff-Cas Building enclosure conzrete (walls and rocf) w2s poured on
Koverber 7, 1575, Walsh Construction Corpany(®CC) Q.C. Form QCP-9A(Pour Checkout
Card) was signed by the appropriate construction and Q.C. persornnel and
countersigned by & Cormonwealth Edison Company Field Engineer. Additionally,
YCC Q.C. Forms QCP-6A{Reinforcing Steel Placenent Audit) and QCP-S3(Corcrete
Placement Control Audit Form) were utilized end signed by WCC Q.C. personnel,
Concrote testing during the pour by A & H Engineering Corparation showed the
concrete w2s within specification reguirements for slurp, 3ir content and
plecing tesperature. The concrete ret compressive strength requirerents, the
lowest cylinder break was 4670 psi st S0 days.

On September 25, 1979, Covonwealth Fdison Company Quality Assurance
pointed out sore surfece cracking in the bottor of the Off-Cas Building roof.
The crea had a high density of concrete expansion anchors., An {nspection
parformed by HCC Q. A. Supervisor, WCC General Superintendant ernd CECO Structural
Engineer found the cracking to be cyurfzce 1n nature and no further actfon required.

A tecporary construction power center transforrer ard switchgear were set
on the roof fn 1976, The unit weighed approxirately 6702 pounds. The unit w3s
set over a concrete beam in the longitudual dircction and one end rested on the
east concrete wall, A check was rmade to insure the roof would tzke the unft
Tosding prior to installation. The unit wes re~oved in late 1981 as it was no

longer rtquiced.
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The slab thickness has bLeen checked on two different occasions. On
Rirch 10, 1982 a single point check showed the slab as 1 - 2% thick including
roofing materfal. Roofing material is approxirately 1-374% - 2" thick.
Additional slab thickness checks were made on Parch 25, 1922, Fifteen {15)
points checked showed the slab plus roofing raterail varied from 1°' - 1-5/6" to
1' - 3-3/4". A check rade by cffectively elininating the roofing materfal showed
the slzb thickness varied from 11-17&" to 1' 1-1/%7.

A visuzl survay of the roof underside was rzde Dy KCC Q.A. and CECO on
¥srch 27, 1382, Tne survey showed no abnormal concrete cracking., The ared under

the former electrical equipment showed 0 abnormal concrete cracking.
SIZSAARY
The 0ff-Gas Building roof concrete is 12 inches thick per spacifications.

There s 0o cbnormal concrete cracking due to concrete cxpansion anchers and/or
the forgsr e}ectrice! equipment. The roof will serve its’ intended function,

preparcd by:

Dol U St Ll

Banie) Shamblin
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