UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

. oo 18 MO :0F
Before the Atomic Safety and ﬁlcékgéggtgoaru

In the Matter of

Docket Nos. 50-458
50-459

Gulf States Utilities Company,
et al.

(River Bend Station, Units 1
and 2)

- — — - —

APPLICANTS' ANSWER TO THE CONTENTIONS FILED BY
PETITIONERS FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE, STATE OF
LOUISIANA THROUGH THE OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL,
LOUISIANA CONSUMER'S LEAGUE, LOUISIANANS
FOR SAFE ENERGY, INC. AND GRETCHEN REINEKE ROTHCHILD

Introduc=isn

By a !llemorandum and Order da :4 July 30, 1982, the
presiding Atomic Safety and Licer _ng Board ("Licensing

Board" or "Board") held that peti:i:ners for leave to

1/ Stte
=" Louisiana

intervene, namely, the State of ~ouisians,
Consumers League, Inc., Louisianans for Safe Energy, Inc.
and Gretchen Reineke PRothchild, had csatisfied the interest

zertion of the MNuclear Regulatory Commisgsion's vegulations

relating to interventicn. Accordingly, the
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1/ The State of Louisiana through the Office of the
Attorney General had petitioned to participate under
the provisions of both 10 C,F.R. §§2.714 and 2,715, By
Memorandum and Order Ruling on Petitions to Intervene
(February 10, 1982), the Board had admitted the State
under the provisions of 10 C.F.R. §2.715(c).
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directed petitioners to submit proposed contentions by
September 7, 1982. By an August 20, 1982 Order, the Board
extended the ctime for filing contentions tc December 13,
1982, In a subsequent Order of December 21, 1982, the Board
again extended the time for filing contentions to March 15,
1983.

On December 15, 1982, a pleading entitled "Contentions
By Joint Intervenrors [Louisiana] Consumers' League, Inc.(,!
Louisianans for Safe Energy(,] Gretchen Reineke Rothchild"

b
was submitted.Z/

On Marcn 15, 1983, the "Supplemental
Petition of the State of Louisiana" was filed, superseding
an earlier submittal of contentions dated December 15, 1982.

As discussed below, Applicants, Gulf States Utilities,
et al. ("GSU" or "Applicants"), submit that all of the
contentions filed &are either inadequate under ths Com-
mission's rules or are premature. Thus, the Licensing Board

should deny the pending petitions for leave to intervene.

I. General Discussion of the Rules
Governing Admissibilitv of Contentions

ly

It is well estaklished that a contenticn which mer

L

)
"W
b4

[N

3
'
3
)
Ul
wl
7]
3
(1}
b
181}
§
i
i
i
i
'
i
§
s
“J

1 et S - - Ayradss e~
ii'cQ LA g el e SLARaILLil

jeo
~

Petitioners have inaccurately referrec to themselves as
"Joint Intervenors." Applicants note that the Board
has not determined that the requirements of 10 C.F.R.
§2.714 for £iling contenticns have been satisfied, and
petitioners have therefore not achieved status as
intervenors. Accordingly, Applicants will refer to
them as "petitioners.”



license 1is 1inadequate fails to meet the requirement of
specificity contained in 10 C.F.R. §2.714(b). Licensing
boards have refused to admit such contentions. This is
particularly true where the Final Safety Analysis Report,
Environmental Report-Operating License Stage, or other
portion of the application discusses in detail the manner in
which the Commission's requirements are being met.

3/

For example, in Susguehanna =' the Licensing Board

denied a contention which alleged that portions of the
applicant's environmental report understated certain effects
of an accident. The Board held that the proposed contention
failed to meet the Commission's tes:t for specificity and
stated:

In order to evaluate whether a coa-
tention presents an issue in controver=-
sy, the regulations specifyvy that their
bases should be set forth with reason-
able specificity. Here we are left to
wander aimlessly in our speculation on
the details of the allegations=--a
practice obviously unfair to proper
procedure, to the parties and the Board.
The contention will not be admitted. 4/

/

jwn

Likewise, in Offshore 2ower the Licensing Board

3/ Pennsylvania Power & Light Company (Susquehanna St

Electric Station, CUnits 1 and 2), Docket Nos. S50-
and 50-388, "Memorandum and Order on Pending !lio
and Requests" (July 7, 1981).

4/ 1d., slip op. at 4.

5/ Offshore Power Systems (Manufacturing License

Flcating Nuclear Power Plants), LBP=77-48, 6 NRC 249
(1977).




denied admissicn of a contention which merely asserted that
the Staff in the Final Environmental Statement inadequately
considered and improperly dismissed varicus alternatives to
the licensing of the proposed stations. The Board found
this contention to be inadmissible Dbecause it was
conclusionary and lacking in the necessary specificity and
factual bases.él Further, the Board stated that
“[c]lontentions which are barren and unfocused are of no
assistance to us in the resolution of the issues to be
decided." 7/ In the Seabrook proceeding, the Licensing
Board rejected a contention regarding a general deficiency
in the qualification of eguipment as too broad to be 1lit-
igated in an operating license proceeding because the
intervencr had not specifically designated the eguipment or

categories of equipment to which the contenticn related.g/

/
/

Similarly, in the G.E. Morris 2 proceecding, the

Licensing Board rejected a contention that the applicant had

not taken into account the close proximity of two

-~
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Id. at 251.

Public Service Companvy o¢f llew Hampshire (Seabrook
Station, Units 1 and 2), Dccket i¢cs. 50=-443 OL and
50-444 OL, "Memorandum and Orcer" (September 13, 1982)
(slip op. at 15-16).
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General Electric Com GE liorris Operation Spen
Fuel Storage Facility), Docket Nc. 70-1308 OLA (Spen
Fuel Pool), "Order Ruling on Contentions of the Party’
(June 4, 1980).



facilities, noting that "[n]Jo litigable issue is presented"

by the mere recitation of this information in the peti-

0/

tion.l— See also Commonwealth Edison Company (Dresden

Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 1), Docket Neo. 50-10-0LA,
"Memorandum and Order" (July 12, 1982) (slip op. at 9);

Public Service Companv of Oklahoma (Black Fox Station, Units

1 and 2), Docket Nos. STN 50-536CP and 50-557CP, "Memorandum

and Order" (January 11, 1982) (slip op. at 2-4); Long Island

Lighting Company (Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1),

LBP-81-18, 14 NRC 71, 75 (1981).

Thus, those contentions which merely allege inad-
eguacies or violations in the broadest of terms do not meet
the standards of Section 2.714(b) for specificity and bases.
The proposed contentions in this proceeding should therefore
be denied.

Further, several of petitioners' proposed contentions
are premature and must be denied or deferred pursuant to the
Appeal Board's recent ruling in Catawba.ii/ In that
proceeding, the Appeal Board considered the circumstances
under which the Licensing Board may allow tha conditional

admission of a contention subject to later specification.

ot
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d., slip op. at 20.
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Duke Power Company (Catawba Nuclear Station, Units 1
)

and 2), ALAB-687, 16 NRC __ f(August 19, 1982




The Board held that such "conditional" contentions were not
to be accepted and stated:

Nothing in the terms of Section 2.714(b)
explicitly vests a licensing board with
the power to admit an unacceptably vague
or imprecise contention conditionally,
subject to later revision upon receipt
of additional information. Rather, as
we read it, the Section conveys the
clear message that, in order *o be
admitted, the contention must meet the
"requirements of this [Section]"; i.e.,
it must set forth its bases “with
reasonable specificity." Moreover, the
administrative history of the Section
precludes any suggestion that the
Commission intended an implicit excep=-
tion to the specificity requirements in
circumstances where, because of a lack
cf available information, it is not
possible for the petitioner to meet
those regquirements at the time its
contentions are due. 12/

In applying this ruling to the contentions before it,

the Licensing Board in Catawba held that contentions rslat-

W

ing to emergency planning were premature because the plans

. 13/ A . i :
were ncot available.=—' The Licensing Board rejected those
contentions which lacked the requisite specificity, Dbut
acknowledged that it would also be within the Board's

discreticon to defer such contentions. Under the rulings in

Catawba, however, it is not within the discretion o©Z the

12/ 1d., slip op. at 9.

13/ Duke Power Company, supra, Docket los., 350-413 and
50-414, '"Memorandum and Order (Reflecting Decisions
Made Following Second Prehearing Conference)"

Nea

(December 1, 1982) (slip op. at 5).
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Board to admit such premature contentions. Petitioners'
proposed contentions which are subject to this defect shculd
therefore be denied.

Utilizing these general principles, each of the
proffered contentions is discussed below. Because a number
of contentions of the joint petiticners and the State
overlap, they are discussed together. Where there is a
general allegation, the subject matter of which is discussed
in detail in the application, this fact is noted, not to
refute the merits of the contention, but to indicate the
lack of specificity and the absence of any litigable issue.

II. Specific Discussion of Proffered Contentions

Joint Petitioners' Contention 1
Financial and Technical Qualifications

Joint petitioners attempt to make a showing of "special
circumstances" pursuant to 10 C.F.R. $2,758(b) in order to

overcome the Commission regulation which prohibits cconsid-

eration of an applicant's financial qualifications in

1+ 1

s R " 4
licensing proceedings.=—'

Petitioners have
any such special circumstances which would
regulaticn in
arguments they cffer were rejected by the Ccmmission in its

rulemaking proceeding for the adopted regulation. 1lMNor have

14/ 10 C.F.R. §50.40(b).




petitioners complied with the mandatory procedures for
seeking a waiver oI regulation.

As noted, the sole ground for a challenge to any
Commission rule or regulation in an adjudicatory proceeding
is that "special circumstances" with respect to the subject
matter of the particular proceeding are such that applica-
tion of the rule or regulation would not serve the purpose
for which it was adopted. Such a request must be accom-
panied by an affidavit that identifies specific aspecté of
the subject matter of the proceeding as to which applicaticn
of the rule or regulation would not serve the purpcses fnr
which it was adopted. It must set forth with particularity
the special circumstances alleged to justify the waiver or
exception requested. Unless a petitioner makes a prima
facie showing that the challenged rule or regulation would
not serve the purpose for which it was adopted, no evidence
on the issue can be received and the presiding cfficer mav

15/

no* consider the matter further.—

No affidavit as required has been submitted by peti-

¥ "o -3 395009 - " e e 11
tioners. As speci circumstances, they mersl allege
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that GSU's financial status has changed substantiall’ ZIor

* 2

s 5 . 5

the worse since the construction permit was grantad,—
15/ 10 C.F.R. §2.758(¢c), (4d).

16/ Ccntantions By Joint Intervenors Consumers' League,

Inc.[,] Louisianans for Safe Energv[,]! Cretchen Reineke

Rothchild ("Contenticns by Joint Intervenors") at 2



that there have been "numerous inspection reports document-
ing where constructicn activities were not conducted in £full
compliance with regulatory requirements under circumstances
indicating that cost-cutting measures were involved.”ll/
The Commission has addressed and rejected virtually the same
arguments in the rulemaking proceeding;lﬁ/ thus they
cannot constitute the showing required by 10 C.F.R. §2.758.
Underlying their proposed contention is petitioners'
errcneous assumption that the general ability of a utility
to finance construction of new generating facilities 1is
inevitably linked to considerations of the public health and
safety under the Atomic Eaergy Act of 1954, as amended, 42
U.S5.C. $20i1 et seg. and implementing regulations. The
Ccmmission expressly rejected this view in eliminating the
financial gqualifications rule "because of the lack of any
demonstrable link betwzen public health and safety concerns
and a utility's ability ¢c make the reguisite financial

1 4
show;nq."-g’

ill Ido
13/ See generallvy =7 ITzi.
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In a recent decision, the Licensing Board in

Byron 29/ considered and rejected the admission of pre=-
e -

cisely the issues sought to be raised here. The Boarad
disposed of the allegation that the applicant did not
possess or have reascnable assurance of obtaining funds
necessary to complete construction, operation and decommis-
sioning of the facility safely by noting that since
"[n]lothing was provided to show that a lacking of financial

qualifications ipso facto translated itself into a threat %o

public health and safety," a general allegation of insuffi-

cient funds fails to establish the requisite special circum=-

21
stances.— ¢

In order to qualify for a waiver of the regulation, the
Licensing Board in Byron held that a petitioner must affir-
matively demonstrate:

« =« an actual causal connection
be*ween a utility's financial qualifica~-
tions and it presenting a threat to
public health and safety . . . .
Without the establishment c¢f a demon-
strable link between £financial quali-
fications and it constituting a threat
to public health and safety, there would
be no showing that the subject regu-

1 ol - ,J’\ P o om sy - - ve e - - £
-2LaCNS O na 2 Ene nrepose Io0r

which they were acopted 22/

20/ Commonwealth Edison Company (Byron Station, Units 1 and
7), Docket Nos, STN 50-454 OL and STN 50=455 OL,
"Memorandum and Order" (August 2, 1982).

21/ Id., slip op. at 4.
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Similarly, in this proceeding, paetitioners' bare assertions
that GSU's financial status has changed fail to provide the
requisite showing and thersicre should be rejected.

Joint petitioners allege that "numerous inspection
reports" suppecrt their position, Dbut cite only three.zé/
Here, joint petitioners have failed to make any connection
whatsoever between the three cited inspecticn reports and
GSU's financial conditicn. One report relates to storage
procedures, the second to the reportability of certain
matters and the third to grades of reinforcing steel. In
the Byron precseding, supra, the Board expressly addressed
the issue of similar, but more numerous nonccmpliances and
concluded that there was no shcwing that the deficiencies
were in any way related “o applicant's financial conda-
tion.gi/ Similarly, the Ccmmission in the rulemaking
proceeding noted that vioclations detected by the NRC Office
of Inspection & Cnforcement cannot, as a general matter, be
"shown to arise from a licensee's alleged lack of financial

qualifications."gi/

No showing has been made that these
are other than minor, isclated noncompliances which are nct

unexpected on a project of this magnitude.

23/ Contentions by Jcint Intervencrs at 2.

24/ Byron, supra, slip op. at 7.
+

25/ 47 Fed. Reg. at 13751.




The final item cited by petitioners relates to a
26/

requaest regarding one-half inch tubing. The request to
allcw alternate method- tc meet Commission requirements was
made to the NRC publicly and openly. NRC approval was
therefore scught in the normal course cf review. The NRC
memorandum to which the joint petitioners refer reflects a

meeting it held with GSU on October 22, 1982. The memorai:-

dum states, inter alia, that "the NRC Staff expressed a

willingness to assist GSU in realizing its

cost-effectiveness goals by responding in a reasonably short

!

time-frame to such proposals from GSU.“EZ’ Inasmuch as
GSU fully supported its proposed action and provided the NRC
with a clear and supportable basis for accepting its pro-
posal,gg/ there is no basis or support £for petitioners'
allegation that any adverse effect upeon the public health
and safety could result.

29/

Having "failed ¢to establish a nexus"=— Detwean

Apolicants' financial condition and any of the four items

26/ Contentions by Joint Intervenors at 2.

27/ Hemorandum for A. Schwencer from J. Stefanc at 2
(November 3, 1982)., Rather than addressing the costs
associated with the change, the quoted passage relates
to obtaining an early determination as to the
acceptability of the change so the Applicants can know
which course to pursue.

29/ Byron, supra, slip op. at 7.




discussed above, joint etitioners have failed to make the

requisite showing that t..e rule on financial gqualifications
should be waived. This contention should therefore be
denied.

Joint Petitioners' Contention 2
Environmental Qualification

This ccntention alleges that "[t]lhe Applicants have not

4
demonstrated that they will be in ccmpliance"ég’ with

interim NRC Staff positions related to environmental gquali-

r
3

ication of certain equipment for the River Bend Statio

=)

his proposed contention raises no litigable issue inasmuch
as it merely engages in prohibited speculation regarding
Applicants' compliance with NRC reguirements.

Section 3.11 of the ..-:1 Safety Analysis Report
addresses with specificity the <« =-2ils of the Applicants'
program to assure compliance wi* environmental qualifica-
cions regquirements. In particular, page 3.11-3 addresses
compliance with NUREG-0588, the '~cument to which ijoint

31/

petitioners refer Section 3.11 alsc refers to an

additional document entitled "Environmental Qualification

"’ /
Rn ouvh n2&/ e P & g o e oy o Vo ] = A o
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Bend Station Final Safety Analysis Report. This document

30/ Contentions by Joint Intervenors at 3.

L/

(2
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2/ Final Safety Analysis lkeport at 3.11-1,

L8]



addresses specific plant equipment and the program for its

environmental qualification.

Moreover, on January 21, 1983, the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission published in the Federal Register a final rule,
entitled "Environmental Qualification of Electric Equipment

w33/ s

Important to Safety for Nuclear Power Plants.
amendment codifies in 10 C.F.R. §50.40 the environmental
qualification methods and criteria that meet the Com-
mission's requirements in this area for nuclear power
plants. Joint petitioners have pointed to no deficiency in
the Final Safety Analysis Report, including the Environ-
mental Qualification Document, nor any inability on the part
of the River Bend Station to conform tc¢ the requirements of
the Commission's rules regarding environmental gualifica-
tion. Thus, this speculative contention is barren and

unfocused and should he “‘enied.

i 3
-

ioners' Contention 3
Seismic Activitv

tion natural gas wells within the radius of the exclusion

zone and from subsidence due to withdrawal of water, oil

33/ 48 Fed. Reg. 2729 (January 21, 1983) (codified at 10
C.F.R. Part 50).




and/or gas.zi/ This proposed contention is merely a

generalized assertion, without any basis whatscever, that
Applicants have failed to consider induced seismic activity.
This contention ignores completely the information and
analyses contained in the Final Safety Analysis Report
regarding the lack of induced seismic activity. 1In particu-
lar, Sections 2.2.3.1.2, 2.5.1.1.6 (particularly at page
2.5-38), 2.5.4.1.1, 2.5.1.2.8.6, and 2.5.1.2.3.4 treat these
matters in detail.

Significantly, joint petitioners' proposed contention
contains a serious misstatement of fact. They imply that
there are exploratory or production natureél gas wells
"within the pertinent radius of the exclusion zone."zi/
To the contrary, as discussed in FSAR Section 2.1.2.1, GSU

nas cownership cf mineral rights within the exclusion area,

and there is no such activity presently being conducted (no

L0

contemplated) within the designated exclusion area for th

o

o

River Bend Station. Any statement or implication to th

contrary in the proposed contention is entirely lacking in

.
uch activity wsre %o

"

basis. If, at any time in the future

i

be considered, Applicants would appropriately notifv the
NRC. Hewever, to assert that such activity might take place

in the future is speculative and need not be considzsred ov

o
=
.

Contentions by Joint Intervenors at 3.
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this Licensing Board.36/

Thus, no specific deficiency in
the application has been demonstrated and this contention
should therefore be denied.

Joint Petitioners' Contention 4
Prematurity of Application

Joint petiticners allege that Applicants have failed to
provide the information required by 10 C.F.R. Parts 50 and
51 because they filed their application for an operating
license "too early into its construction anéd planning
prccess."él/ Ne litigable issue is raised bv +%his con-
tention. The contention is based upon an apparent misunder-
standing of the regulatory process and the interaction c¢f
the NRC Staff and Licensing Board.

The question of the acceptability for docketing of an
application for an operating license, including the PFinal
Safety Analvsis Report and Environmental Report, is not a
matter within the purvisw of =his Licsasing 30ard. Rather,
Commission regulations assign this matter to the NRC Staf?f,
which in this instance has accepted the agplication for
i

oy - -
e

Rl
n
L

- - -
N “. -

g Secticn 2.101(a)(2) o©f the NRC's regulations

ey i RS b3y man ¥ G reate | aweyt T cain e e

ig "complete anéd acceptable ‘cr docksting," an epplicaticn

36/ Should there at any time in the future be explcratorv
or production nat ural gas wells within such zcne., ti2
Commission's <rTegulations; nctably 10 C.F.R. 52.206
previce ocdaegiiaze aatng of raliel,

37/ Contentions by Jcint Intervenors at 3.



for an operating license for a production or utilization
facility will be initially treated as a tendered application
after it is received. Section 2.101(a)(3) states that this
determination is to be made by the Directocr of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation, which necessarily means that this
Licensing Board does not have any authority over the
docketing of the applicatlon.38/

In any event, petitioners have made no showing that the
NRC Staff acted improperly in docketing the application. It
is important to note that NRC procedures contemplate that
not all information must be furnished at the time an appli-
cation for an operating license is docketed. The NRC
recognizes that, during the course of the review, additional

information will be submitted to complete the application

/
and to respond to Staff inquiries.lg‘ The Commission has

w
w

aln

O

NI\

e Offshore Power Svstems (Floatinu Nuclear Power
ants), ALAS-480, 3 NRC 194, 202 n,2% (1978),

Iu
\‘s

The technical specifications are noted as an example of
information which has not been submitted. However, the
final technical specifications which are issued by the
NRC result from the review of the remainder of the
application by NRC Staff and only come into focus near
the end of this review process. Further, the MNRC has
promulgated a set of standard technical specificafioqs
for the guidance of applicants. This furthe

diminishes the need for submission of technlcal
specifications by an applicant at the outset of the
review process.



recognized that this practice is not inconsistent with the
. 2 40/
rights of intervenors.—
Thus, this contention raises no factual matters which
may be litigated as a contention and it should be denied.
State of Louisizana's Contention 3

Joint Petitioners' Contention 5
Release of Radioactive Material Through Liguid Pathways

It is alleged that Applicants have failed to consider
the effect of a selease of radicactive material into surface
and ground drinking water supplies.il/ The sole basis of
these contentions is a general reference to the Mississippi
River and an aquifer in the Baton Rouge area. Neither the
bases nor the contentions states with specificity anv
inadequacy in the Final Safety Analysis Report with regard
to the discharges from the River Bend Station. In fact,
Sections 2.4.12 and 2.4.13 of the FSAR describe in detail
the accident analyses for the River Bend Station related to

possikle contamination of drinking water sources. Further-

more, FSAR Section 15.7.3 contains an assessment of

e
o
~.

See generally 10 C.F.R. §2.714(a) (1) filing of late
contentions); Catawba, supra, ALAB-687, slip c¢p. at
14-18; Catawba, supra, "Memorandum and Order" (December
1, 1982) (slip op. at 2-7). In an Order dated December
23, 1982, the Commission indicated that it would review
this aspect of the ruling in ALAB-687.

41/ Contentions by Joint Intervenors at 3-4; Supplemental
Petition of the State of Louisiana at S5=6
("Supplemental Petition").
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accidental 1liquiéd releases into the Mississippi River as
affacting surface water uses discussed in AZnvirconmental
Report-Operating License Stage ("EROLS") Section 2.3.2.2 and
groundwater uses discussed in Section 2.3.2.1. Furthermore,
Section 5.4 of the EROLS discusses planned releases, includ-
ing compliance with Appendix I to 10 C.F.R. Part 50.

In the Catawba case, the Licensing Board rejected a
similar contention that "drinking water of communities
downstream . . . will become contaminated by radioactive

w32/ The

materials accidentally released from Catawba.
Licensing Bcard noted that the prcposed contention did not
even reflect awareness of the discussion of the facility's
liguid radwaste system in the FSAR, including its analyses
of possible accidents and their effects. The Bcard there-
focre concluded that the "vagueness <f this ceontention
provides nco basis for arguments about the source or nature
cf the radiocactive materials"iz/ or how downstream drink-
ing water would be affected, and the contention was accord-
ingly denied.

In the Seabrook proceeding, the Licensing Bocard sinmi-

larly excluded a liguid pathway contention as failing to

state why special treatment of liquid pathways should be

42/ Duke Power Companv (Catawba Nuclear Station, Units I
and 2), LBP=-82-16, 15 NRC 566, 588 (1982).

43/ 1d.
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.~ 44/
required.—

Similarly, petiticners here have failed to
identify any 1inadequacy in the treatment of accidental
releases in the FSAR or EROLS for River Bend and have there-
fore failed to specify any particular issue for litigation.
Furthermore, petitioners have postulated no mechanism for
discharges into the Baton Rouge regional aquifer.ié/
Thus, this matter lacks specificity and bases and should be
denied. To the extent petitioners seek to include matters
ceyond the design bases accidents as discussed in the River
Bend FSAR, the proposed contention is prohibited by the Com=-
mission's recent Policy Statement on Safety Gcals.ié/

This contention should be denied.

Joint Petitioners' Contention 6
Generic Safety Issues

Joint petitioners assert that Applicants have failed to
provide an adequate plan with respect to three unresolved

safety issues which the NRC identified as a result of

44/ Public Service Company of New Hampshire (Seabrock
Station, Units 1 and 2), 50-=443-0OL néd 50=414-0L,
*Memorandum and Crdexr® (September 13, 1982) (slip op.

at 13-14). :

e

/ To the contrary, EROLS Section 2.3.1.2 discusses that
nc such mechanism exists.

46/ See Safety Goal Development Program, 48 Fed. Reg. 10772
(March 14, 1983). See also Pennsvlvania Power & Light

Company (Susgquehanna Steam Electric Station, Units 1
and 2), LBP=-79-6, 9 NRC 291, 323 (1979) (denving
centention pestulating that "Class . accidents

involving pipe breaks are more likely to occur than as
indicated in applicants' Environmental Report).




- 31 &
investigations of the Three Mile 1Island accident.—ll
Petitioners err in stating that these matters are not
addressed on the River Bend docket. In a le%ter from the
NRC dated November 19, 1981, a copy of which is attached for
the convenience of the Licensing Board, the NRC generic
Issues Branch requested additional inforri Zon on the status
of unresolved safety issues pertaining to the River Bend
Station. By letter dated June 3, 1982, Applicants submitted
a response indicating in some detail the basis for proceed-
ing with the licensing of the River Bend Station should
these generic issues remain unresolved at the time an
cperating license is to be issued for the Station. Included
within such discussion were the three items, Tasks A-45,
A-47 and A-48, raised by joint petitioners. Moreover, as
encouraged by the NRC, GSU has indicated its intent to adopt
the positions of Licensing Review Group IIig/ as regards
the resolution cf these three generic safety issues.

As the Board is well aware, the unresolved generic
safety issues will be addressed by the Staff in its Safety
Evaluation Report. Regardless c¢f any contention, the
Licensing Board is obliged to review the Staff's approcach to

every identified unresclved generic safety issue to

47/ Contentions by Jeint Intervenors at 4,

48/ Licensing Review Group II is an ad hec group which
includes utilities that own plants similar in design
and licensing status to the River Bend Station.



* 2% &
determine its plausibility and sufficiency.ig/ Petition~-
ers have made no allegation that tlhie Applicants' commitment
with regard to any unresolved generic safety issue will be
unsatisfactory, and any such allegation prior to the
availability of the St:#f's Safety Evaluation Report would
be premature at best.zg/ There 1is no basis for the
assertion that these three matters are not addressed in the
application, nor is there any indication as to why these
positicns are in any way inadequate. Thus, this contention

should be denied.

Joint Petitioners' Contention 7
Cracking of Materials

Joint petitioners allege that Applicants have not
demonstrated that River Bend Units 1 and 2 meet the require-
ments of 10 C.F.R. Part 50 Appendix A, General Design
Criteria 4, 14, 30 and 31 "with regard to the adecuacy of
material selection and contrcl and systems design."él/
Specifically, in subsection (A) petitioners allege that the

use of appropriate materials and processes as specified by

NUREG-0313, Rev. 122/ has not been fully followed. This

49/ see, e.g., Jersey Central Power and Light Company
(Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station), ALAB-645, 13
NRC 1024 (1981).

50/ Seabrook, supra, slip op. at 26-27.

S1/ Contenticns by Joint Intervenors at 4.

52/ Technical Report on Material Selection and Processing

Guidelines for BWR Coolant Pressure Boundary Piping -



contention iz lacking in bases. In response to Generic

Letter 81-03, GSU performed an engineering assessment ¢£ the
ASME Ccde Class 1, 2 and 3 stainless steel piping as
outlined in NUREG-0313, Rev. 1., The results of this review
are contained in letters dated September 4, 1981 and Cecem-
ber 18, 1981, These two documents demonstrate compliance
with the referenced generic letter and the recommendation of
NUREG-0313 (Rev. 1l). Thus, Part A of the proffered con-
tention is without basis.

In Subsection B, 1t is asserted that the reccmmenda-
tions contained in NUREG-OGIQ,EE/ relating to the instal-
lation of a low-flow controller to be used to control the
feedwater flow over a range of flows has not been adequately
implemented. Contrary to the assertion, the River 3Bend
design incorpcrates a low flow contreller to be used to

control the feedwater flow over a range of flows.éﬁ/ The

response to Question 410.1833/ addresses compliance with

Resolution to Generic Technical Activity A-42 (October

1979).

33/ BWR Feedwater Nozzle and Control Rod Drive Return Line
Nozzle Cracking - Resolution to Generic Technical
Activity A-10 (November 1980).

54/ See FSAR Figure 10.4-7 at cocordinates F-2, (valve F002).
Subsequent revision of the text of the FSAR will
describe the functicn of this valve in more detail.

355/ FSAR at Q&R 4.6-3.
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NUREG-0619 as to control rod drive nozzles.-ﬁ/ Thus, the
River Bend Station is in agreement with NUREG-061$. Sub-
section (B) of this contention is also without basis and
should be denied.

State of Louisiana's Contention 4

Joint Petitioners' Contention 8
0ld River Control Structure

In these two similar contertions, it is alleged that
Applicants have not adequately considered the effect of the
failure of the 0ld River Control Structure on the safe
operation of the River Bend Station.él/ It is alleged
that an "antiquated and structurally guestionable barrier

58 . .
n38/ could £fail

known as the 0ld River control structure
thus allowing diversion of Mississippi River water to the
Atchafalava River. The asserted conseguence would cause a
significant decrease in the amount of water £flcwing through

the natural ccurse of the Mississippi River. It is alleged

6/ See alsc Section 4.6.1.1.2.4.2.4 of the FSAR. As the
— Appeal Board has stated, "an intervention petitioner
has an 1ironclad obligation to examine the publicly

available documentary material pertaining to the
facility in question with sufficient care to enabkle it
tc uncover any information that could serve as the
foundation for a specific contention." Catawba, supra,
ALAB~-687, slip op. at 13.

wn
~J
—

Contentions by Joint Intervenors at 5; Supplemental
Petition at 6, The jocint petitioners' ccntention is
even less specific than the State's,

wn
w0
S

Supplemental Petiticn at 7.



that such a failure could have consequences on the safe
operation of River Bend Station, Unit 1.

Initially, it must be emphatically noted that as
thoroughly discussed in the FSAR Sections 9.2.5 and 9.2.7,
the design of the River Bend Station is such that it places
no reliance upon Mississippi River water as the ultimate
heat sink for the Station. The Station utilizes a Category
I cooiing tower which stores sufficient water in its basin
to shut down the facility and maintain shutdown £for an
extended period of time. This system utilizes deep wells
and not Mississippi River water for makeup. Thus, the 0Ola
River Control Structure could not possibly have any effect
on the safe shutdown capability of the plant.

In any event, it is <. :-irely speculative that the
control structure would be perm: ted to deteriorate tc such
a state that it would cecllap:z:. Indeed, the Federal courts
have rejected the argument that such conjecture is necessary
in complying with the National Eivironmental Policy Act of

1969, 42 U.S.C. §4321, et seg. See, e.g9., Warm Springs Dam

Task Force v. Gribble, 621 F.24 1017, 1026 (9th Cir. 1980)

(evaluation of possible dam failure not required). The
structure has such a significant effect upon all downstream
users, including the cities of Baton Rouge and New Orleans,
that the effects on the River Bend Station of its failure
would be de minimus by comparison.

There is absolutely no reason given why the NRC cannot

license this facility under the present flow regime in the

G SR ol



Mississippi River, or must assume hypothetically the col-
lapse of the 0ld River Control sStructure. Because safe
operation of the River Bend Station would not be affected by
the hypothetical loss of the 0ld River Control Structure,
there is really no issue which this Licensing Board can
consider nor any appropriate relief which it could grant.

The loss of the 0ld River Control Structure as a
centingency on the normal operation of the River Bend
Station could only be considered based upon the actual
circumstances if that hypothetical event were to occur. Any
pctential impacts which operation of the River Bend Station
might have upcon river flows would have to be considered
together with all other impacts by the cognizable officials
at that time. Tc single out River Bend at this time for
hypothetical treatment of this speculative event would serve
no useful purpose.

As to ccnsideration of the particular impacts alleged,
it is noted that matters related tc thermal discharges are
beyond the jurisdiction of the NRCEE/ and would be re-
solved by the aprropriate NPDES permit issuing authority for
discharges cccurring within the State of Louisiana which is
at this time the United States Environmental Protection

Agency. Finally, the two contentions are entirely lacking

59/ Public Service Company of New Hampshire (Seabrook

Station, Units 1 and 2), CLI-78-1, 7 NRC 1, 26 (1978).
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in specificity with regard tc the allegation that the salt
content of Mississippi River water would be substantially
increased should the 0ld River Control Structure fail.

Thus, Applicants submit that these contentions raise no
litigable —:-“ter before the Licensing Board and that such
contentions should be denied.

State of Louisiana's Contention 2

Joint Petitioners' Contention 9
Emergency Response Plan

In these two contentions,ég/ the State of Louisiana

and the joint petitioners allege certain deficiencies in the
emergency planning efforts that the State, parishes and
Applicants are making with regard to the River Bend Station.
By way of background, it should be noted that the State of
Louisiana has already published and placed in operation the
State of Louisiana Peacetime Radiclogical Response Plan.
This plan has undergone review by both the Federal Emergency
Management Agency ("FEMA") and the NRC in the context of two
completed operating license reviews. It is this plan which
is referenced in the present Final Safety Analysis Report

for the River Bend Staticn. Furthermore, ¢the State of

(31

Louisiana has extensive experience in the implementation ¢

emergency planning, including large-scale evacuaticon, as a

60/ Contentions by Joint Intervenors at 5-7; Supplemental
Petition at 2-5.
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result of a number of non-nuclear occurrences within the.
State.

Applicants have been working closely with the State of
Louisiana and the involved parishes in order to complete the
site and the plume exposure pathway Emergency Planning Zone
("plume EPZ") plans for the River Bend Station.ﬁl/ it 18
expected that such planning efforts will be completed by the
end of 1983, culminating in the submission of the completed
plans for the River Bend Station. These plans include a
revised State of Louisiana Peacetime Radiological Response
Plan, which, in turn, will include a specific attachment for
planning for the River Bend Station and the involved parish-
es, Additionally, designation of the plume EPZ by the
cfficials having jurisdiction is expected to be complete and
documented by July, 1983.

Thus, considerable effort has been made in the area of
emergency planning for the River Bend Station, and no
obstacle to the completion of an emergency plan has been
encountered. However, in accordance with the Appeal Board's
decision in ALAB=-687, Applicants submit that it is premature
tc entertain general contenticns related to emergency

planning.

61/ In addition, planning for the ingestion pathway EPZ is
also underway.
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Nonetheless, there are certain parts cf the contentions
related to emergency planning submitted by the State of
Louisiana and the joint petitioners which are impermissible
as contentions under the Commission's rules. Applicants
submit that these items should be denied now by the Licens-
ing Board so that permissible contentions, if any, in
specific areas of emergency planning can be quickly brought
into focus when the emergency planning submittals are made.

For example, joint petitioners allege in subsection (A)
that the proposed plant site is in close proximity to the
Micssissippi River and a regional aquifer, and that a reactor
meltdown at River Bend will endanger these drinking water
sources. This contention has no apparent relevance in the
context of emergency planning and seems to be a reassertion
of joint petitioners' proposed Contention 5. As discussed
above, the Commission's Policy Statement on Safety Goals
makes 1t clear that accidents beyond design basis are not to
be considered in the licensing process. This includes
planning for emergencies under 10 C.F.R. §50.47 and Appendix
E to 10 C.F.R. Part SO.QE/ Alternatively, petitioners may
be raising a siting issue which, as discussed previously, is
inappreopriate at the operating license stage. Therefcre,
admission of this proposed contention would be improper

under the Commission's rules.

62/ 48 Fed. Reg. at 10779.
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As a basis for this contention, 3joint petitioners
allege that "([t]he Capital Area Groundwater Conservation
Commission has petitioned the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency to declare the Baton Rouge Aquifer a sole source
aquifer under the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act."gz/
The legal authority for this petition apparently is Section
1424 (e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act.gi/ A reading of
this section reveals that it is related to the interim

regulation of underground injections into a sole source

aquifer. For River Bend, no such injections are ccntem=-
plated.ﬁé/ Thus, this proposed contention is defective
and should be denied.

Subsection (B) of 3joint petitioners' proposed con-
tention alleges that the number, location, and capacity of
local sheltering facilities and the degree of protection
from radionuclides afforded thereby are inadequate.éﬁ/
Joint petitioners apparently do not understand the Com=-
missicon's requirements with regard to "sheltering facil-

ities." Relocation centers must be provided outside the

plume exposure EPZ to house evacuees from evacuated areas.

N
W
S~

Ceontentions by Joint Intervenors at 6.

N
=
S

42 U.S.C. §300h-3(e).

(=2}
w

42 U.S.C. §8§300h(d) (1) defines the term "underground
injection™ as meaning "the subsurface emplacement of
luids by well injection.”

N
N
.

Contentions by Joint Intervenors at 6.
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Such facilities are to be located at least five miles from
the perimeter of the plume exposure zpz.él/ Thus, it is
clear under the Commission's regulations that relocation
facilities would not be required to afford "sheltering" in
the sense of protection from radicnuclides released from the
Station in the event of an accident.

Rather, the protective action of "sheltering" during an
emergency would entail instructions by authorities to
residents within the plume exposure EPZ or designated
portions tc stay in their homes. This protective action
would be chcsen cver other alternatives if appropriate to
minimize doses to the individual, taking into account actual
emergency conditions inciuding protective sheltering factors
as they exist. Neither the Ccmmission's regulations nor
guidance require the construction of special "fallout" type
shelters within the plume exposure EPZ. Thus, this con-
tention which alleges that additional protection is regquired
lacks any vasis and should be denied.

In subsection (C), joint petitioners attempt to raise
the matter of "[t]he heightened sensitivity to radiation cf

children and pregnant women over that of the the average

67/ NUREG-0654 (Rev. 1), Criteria for Preparation and
Evaluation of Radiolcgical Emergency Response Plans and
Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants at 63
(November 1980).
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healthy adult male.'gg/

This proposed contention is an
attack upon the Commission's regulations which adopt the EPA
Protective Action Guides for initiation of plrotective

69/

actions.— Thus, @#s an unauthorized challenge to NRC

regulations, this contention should be denled.70/

Subsections (D) and (E) apparently relate toc the
designation of the plume EPZ. It is alleged that local
meteorological conditions including temperature inversions
must be considered. Applicants submit that local
meteorological conditions are not applicable factors dis-
cussed in 10 C.F.R., §50.47(c) (2) with regard t> the desig-
nation of the pilume EPZ. The factors which the NRC has
included in this determination are: demography, topocgraphy,
land characteristics, access routes and jurisdictional

boundar1es.71/

Other 1licensing becards have ruled that
local meteorological conditions do not play a part in the

designation of the plume exposure EPZ inasmuch as

68/ Contenticns by Jeint Intervenors at 6.

69/ See NUREG-0654, supra at 60, which incorpcrates by
reterence recommendations of the EPA IManual of
Protective Action Guides and Protective Acticns for
Nuclear Incidents (EPA 520/1-75-001).

70/ See generally Metropolitan Edison Company (Three Mile
Tsland Nuclear Station, Unit No. 2), ALAB=-456, 7 NRC

63, 67 n.3 (1978); Potomac Ele trxc Power Company
(Douglas Point Nuclear Generating ation, Units 1 ana
2), ALAB-218, 8 AEC 79, 8¢ 4‘57“.

71/ 10 C.F.R. §50.47(c) (2).
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meteorology was taken into account by the Commission in
selecting a 10 mile radius for the generic plume EPZ.ZE/
Further, wunder the Commission's requirements for
emergency planning, meteorological conditions existing at
the time of an accident would be available to Applicants via
the meteorological instrumentation readings at the Station.
Such information would be utilized in determining the
protective actions, if any, which had to implemented.
Subsection (F) of joint petitioners' contention appar-
ently argues that the Commission's emergency planning
criteria utilized a 3200 megawatt thermal reactor as the
model for determing the size of the plume EPZ and that the
River Bend reactor is larger than the model. Without
conceding that the ten mile EPZ is inappropriate for all
sizes of reactors licensed by the NRC, it is noted that the
thermal megawatt rating of each of the River Bend reactors

is 2894, Therefore, each is actually smaller than the one

utilized in devising the plume exposure EPZ size. If joint

72/ See NUREG-0396, Planning Basis :Zor the Development of
State and Local Government Radiological Emergency
Response Plans in Support of Light Water Nuclear Power
Plants at Appendix I, I-20-26 (December 1978). The
Licensing Eocard in The Cincinnati Gas & Electric

Company (Wm. H. Zimmer Nuclear Fower Station), Docket

No. -358, excluded testimony on loca. meteorology as
it allegedly related to selection of the size of the
plume exposure EPZ, finding that the emergency planning
regulaticns had taken this matter into account
(Transcript of hearing at 5296-5301 (January 22,

1582)).



petitioners are asserting that the thermal rating for both
units must be considered cumulatively, the contenticn
represents a challenge to the Commission's regulations.
i.e., that simultaneocus accidents in reactor units need not
be considered.zz/

While Applicants believe that the assertions of sub-
section (G) are without merit and raise questions that in
effect challenge the Safety Goal rulemaking, these arguments
are more appropriately considered when the plans for the
parishes have been submitted. Thus, Applicants will not
further respond to them at this time since they are prema-
ture.

Applicants' objections to the State of Louisiana's

Contention 2 are similar. It should be pointed out that

agencies of the State of Louisiana and the parishes have

been working towards the selection of a plume exposure EPZ
specific to the site around the River Bend Staticn, which is

not completely circular in configuration. Further, Appli-

cants note that plans are being made to assure that adegquate
protective measures can be taken for the -institutions
enumerated in the State of Louisiana's petition. It should
be clear from the outset that such protective actions need

not as a matter of necessity include evacuation depending

73/ 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix A, Criterion 5.
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upen the type of facilities and their locations. Again,
this is a matter to be resolved at a later point.

Joint Petitioners' Contention 10
Constructicon State

Joint petitioners ask that the record as t» contentions
be kept open until 15 days before the regulations fouhd at
10 C.F.R. 82.714(®). Initially, this is not a €factual
contention that may ke considered by the Licensing Board.
In addition, the Board has already decided this matter. It
has permitted several extensions of time,li/ totalling
almost nine months, during which the jcint petitioners could
have submitted additional and more specific contentions.
That time has now expired without any effort by petitioners
to take advantage of the period afforded them by the Licens-
ing Board to revise and further specify their contentions.
The Commission's regulations contemplate that the prehearing
cenference would be held within 90 days after the nctice of

cpportunity for a hearing.zz/

Thus, the Commission has
deemed that period of time as a reasonable one within which
to formulate specific contentions. In this proceeding, it

was not unreascrnable for the Bboard to have established 2

cut-off for contentions some 18 months after the initial

74/ See Memorandum and Crder at 3 (July 30, 1982); Order at
2 (August 20, 1982); Order at 2 (December 21, 1982).

75/ 10 C.F.R. §2.75la.
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notice of hearing in the Federal Reqister.?—é/

The joint
petitioners have not demcnstrated otherwise. No legitimate
claim for further extensions has been made, and petitioners'
request shouid be denied.

Joint Petitioners' Contention 11
Potassium Iodide Tablets

It is alleged that Applicants have not provided for the
distribution and storage of potassium iodide in accordance

with accepted public health practice.ll/

Applicants
submit that the decision as to whether to utilize potassium
iodide for those present within the plume expcsure EPZ is a

matter that is left to the discretion of the states, and

that the Applicants play no part in such
decisionmaking.lg/ The Commission has accepted in a

number of cases the decisions of cognizable state officials
either in favor of or against the provision of potassium
icdide.zgl In fact, in a case where the EPZ falls within
the boundaries of two states, one state, constituting

approximately one-half of the plume exposure EPZ, decided to

utilize potassium iodide for residents and the other state

46 Fed. Reg. 44539 (cSeptember 4, 1981).

Contentions by Joint Intervenors at 8.

~1 ~J ~J
(v} ~J a
e ~ ~

Thus, NUREG-0654 only requires state and local agencies
to identify their plans or intenticns regarding the
possible administration c¢f potassium iodide. See
NUREG-0654, supra at 63.

79/ [Citation]



in the plume exposure EPZ did not. Thus, Applicants submit
there is no litigable issue. The decision of the emergency
planning authorities for the particular state to provide or
not to provide potassium iodide is binding upon this Licens-
ing Board.gg/

Joint petitioners allege that monitoring should be
expanded to include the human population residing within the
ingestion pathway of Iodine-131. While not clear as to what
is being requested, it should be noted that plans for
menitering during an incident do call for monitoring Io-
dine-lBl.él/ No litigable issue has therefore ©Geen

raised.

Joint Petitioners' Contention 12 82/
Funds for Prematur> -r Early Decommissioning —'

The matter of the £f..azncial qualifications of the
Applicants has been complet- ~ addressed in the response to
the joint petitioners' Content -2 1. This contention, which

is similarly a prohibited .-tack on the regulations, and

80/ It was reported in 1982 that FIMA had decided not to
create a national stockpile of potassium iodide despits
a Congressional appropriation for that purpose. A FEMA
representative reportedly stated that this decision was
based upon widely divergent views by the states as to
the necessity for its distribution. See 23 Nucleonics
Week 1 (October 14, 1982).

See NUREG-0654, supra at 18 (Table 3), 58.

Joint petitioners misnumbered this as a second
Contention 11. Contentions by Joint Intervenors at 8.
For reference, Applicants have designated it Contention
12.
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even more vague, should likewise be denied. 1In the Seabrook

proceeding, a contention which raised "questions about the
financial capability of applicant to safely decommission"
was rejected on the basis of the new rule eliminating
financial qualification of applicants as an issue in operat-
ing license proceedings.gé/

It should alsc be noted that the matter of decommis-
sioning is presently under review by the Commission in a

rulemaking proceedinggi/

and thus is not appropriate for
consideration in individual adjudicatory proceedings.
Mcreover, neither is the availability cf repositories for
the long-term storage of spent fuel an appropriate subject
of a contenticn. In the Limerick proceeding, the Licensing
Board ruled that the Commission had expressly prohibited
such contentions in individual licensing proceedings in

light of its rulemaking.gz/

Further, subsequent to the
£filing of this contention, Federal legislation entitled the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, Public Law No. 97-425
January 7, 1982) was enacted to deal with specific arrange-
ments recarding the disposal of reactor fuel. This con-

tention raises no litigable issue and should be denied.

83/ Seabrook, supra, slip op. at 95.
84/ 47 Fed. Reg. at 13751.
85/ Limerick, supra, 15 NRC at 1455. See also Sacramento

Municipal Utility District (Ranchc Seco Nuclear
Cenerating Station), ALAB-655, 14 NRC 799, 816 (1981).
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Joint Petitioners' Contention 13 86/
State of Louisiana Contention 5
Construction of Unit 2 During Unit 1 Operation

In these contentions, joint petiticners and the State
of Louisiana allege that Applicants have failed to consider
the effect of future construction activities for Unit 2 on
the safe operation of Unit 1, The State cites 10 C.F.R.
§50.34(b) (6) (vii) as basis for its contention, and correctly
asserts that Unit 2 is currently not scheduled and con-
struction on that unit has been halted. Moreover, Appli-=-
cants will make no deci-ion with regard to Unit 2 un%’l late
1985.

Under these circumstances, it is entirely reasonable
for Applicants not to have submitted detailed plans with
regard to the construction of Unit 2. Inasmuch as the
timing, schedule and number of construction workers could
not be determined with any specificity, no specific plan
could be submitted at this point which would satisfy the
cited regulation. As is obvious, the NRC Staff would need
to review and approve such plans only prior to the resump-
tion of Unit 2 construction. It is therefore premature to
consider this contention, which should be denied. The
Commission has adequate remedies both within and outside its

adjudicatory hearing process for this matter toc be raised

86/ This contention has been renumbered. See n.82, supra.



should Unit 2 construction be recommenced. Applicants, of
course, will notify the NRC of their intent to resume con-
struction of Unit 2.§l/

State of Louisiana Contention 1
Table S§-3

State of Louisiana Contention 1 alleges that
"la]lpplicants have 'failed to allow for proper consideration
of the uncertainties concerning the long-term isolation of
high~-level and transuranic wastes, and ...failed[ed] to
allow for proper consideration of the health, sociceconomic

w88/ The

and cumulative effects of fuel=-cycle activities.
contention is based entirely upon a recent decision cf the
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit which
invalidated the Commission's rule for consideration of the
fuel cycle in individual reactor licensing proceedings, the

83/

so-called Table S-3 to 10 C.F.R. Part 51. Commission

precedents as well as its specific instructions in this

87/ Applicants would note that the Commission has recently

rejected a rulemaking petition filed by Wells Eddelman,
47 Fed. Reg. 46524 (Cctober 19, 1982), which would have
reguired separate op2rating license hearings for
multi-unit £facilities. Applicants submit that this
action confirms the propriety of cconsidering the
issuance of operating licenses for both Units 1 and 2,
recognizing that the particular information regarding
Unit 2 may be properly submitted at a later time.

@

8/ Supplemental Petition at 2.

w

9/ Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Nuclear

Regulatory Commission, &&s5 F.2a 4 Doe Wiks 19827 .
cert. ranted, 51 U.S.L.W. 3419 (November 29, 1982)
(No. 82-545) ("S-23 decision").
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instance are clear that, pending completion of Supreme Court
review, this matter may not be litigated in individual
licensing proceedings.

The State of Louisiana attempted to raise precisely

this issue in Mississippi Power & Light Company {(Grand Gulf

Nuclear Station, Units 1 and ©. ALAB-704, 16 NRC
(Decemiuer 8, 1982). The Appeal Board affirmed the Licensing
Board's denial of Louisiana's intervention petition which
was based, as here, on the Table S-3 decision., There, the
Appeal Board concluded that "guidance of the Ccmmission
leaves no room for doubt that the question of safe waste
disposal as reflected in the S-3 table of effluent releases
is not a matter for case~-by-case litigation in individual
reactor licensing proceedings at this time.”gg/
The Appeal Bocard based its decision in large part upon

a November 8, 1982 Commission policy statement with regard
to the District of Columbia's S-3 decision.gl/ Therein,
the Commission determined that Table S-3 issues could not be
litigated on a case-by=-case basis:

To move further toward case-by-case

litigation would reintroduce the signif-

icant burdens the rule was intended to

relieve. Use of the S-3 rule has served
the important purpose of providing the

90/ Grand Gulf, supra, slip op. at 12,

91/ "Statement of Policy, Licensing and Regulatory Policy
and Procedures for Environmental Protection; Uranium
Fuel Cycle Impacts," 47 Fed. Reg. 50591 (November 8,

1982) ("S=3 Policy Statement").



underlying basis for consideration of
fuel cycle impacts, and the Commission
believes that an attempt to proceed
without the rule wculd probably prove
unworkable . . . . The resulting delay
and drain on staff resources would be
substantial, and would not on'y delay
licensing of qualified faciliuies, but
would also substantially disrupt the
Commission's regulatory program, includ-
ing its program > develop safety
standards for high-level waste disposal
facilities. 92/

The Appeal Board has directed that Licensing Boards
"act as if the District of Columbia Circuit's decision,
which 1s now under review by the Supreme Court, is currently
cf no operative effect.gl/ Thus, this contention must be

denied.

State of Louisiana Contention 6
Asiatic Clams

It is alleged that Applicants have failed to provide
adequate assurance that River Bend Station components and
systems relying on Mississippi River water for their opera-
tion will be adequately protected against infestation of

Asiatic clams (Corbicula leana). With regard to this

contention, the State has attached a letter of February 14,
1983 from the Applicants which addresses the aguesz+-ion »f

steps necessary toc control any infestation of Asiatic clams

including details on chlorination levels., Compared to the

92/ 47 Fed. Reg. at 50592 (footnote cmitted).

93/ Grand Gulf, supra, slip op. at 12-13,




Applicants' specific discussion of the matter in that letter

and in Section 3.6.1.3.2 of the EROLS, the State of
Louisiana merely asserts without basis of any kind that
Applicants have failed tc demonstrate that infestation can
anéd will be controlled. This contention is completely
lacking in specificity and bases and should be rejected.

Conclusion

As discussed in detail above, the contentions of both
the State of Louisiana which as intervened through the
office of Attorney General and the joint petitioners are
defective and should not be considered for litigation before
this Licensing Board. Furthermore, a number of the matters
raised are premature and under the Commission's precedents
must be reiected at this time.

Respectfully submitted,

CONNER & WETTERHAHN, P.C.

\ ’A{n\ Ao A7 P
/ 7/%" / Cé Cé?‘fc’ ﬁy/«i

Mark J. Wetterhahn
Counsel for the Applicants

April 15, 1983
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Mr. William J. Cahill, Jr

Senigr Vice President - River 8end Nuclear aroup
Gulf States Utilities Company

Post Qffice Box 2951

Seaumont, Texas 77704

Cear Mr. Cahill:

Subject mthL

Unresolved Safety [ssusas

ts for Additional [aformation Regarding the Status cf

s

The Generic lssues Branch has identified a need for additional informazion
regarding the status of Unresolved Safsty [ssues pertaining 2o River

cand. This infermational request is provicded as enclosure {(1). Your
raspons2 to enclosure (1) should be provided no later than June 1, 1¢82.

gnciosure (2) is the Generic Issues 3ranch SER contribution for a
recant BWR plant, Grand Guif. This enclosure is proviced for your
information and to assist you in your responses.

Sincerely, //7

s
//’ Ay el te e —
4. :cnwencar, Chief
-
3

icensing B8ranch No. ¢
Sivision of Licensing

t page



Mr. William J. Cahill, Jr.
Senior Vice President

River Bend Nuclear Group

Guif States Utilities Company
Post Office Box 2951
Beaumont, Texas 77704

cc: Troy B. Conner, Jr., Esquire
Conner and Wetterhahn
1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20006

Mr. J. E. Booker

Manager -Technical Programs
Gulf States Utilities Company
Post Office Box 2951
Beaumont, Texas 77704

Stanley Plettman, Esquire
Orgain, Bell and Tucker
Beaumont Savings Building
Beaumont, Texas 77701

Karin P. Sheldon, Esquire
Sheldon, Harmon & Weiss
1725 1 Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20006

William J. Guste, Jr., Esquire
Attorney General

State of Louisiana

Post Office Box 44005

State Capitol

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804

- Richard M. Troy, Jr., Esquire
Assistant Attorney General in Charge
State of Louisiana Department of Justice
234 Loyola Avenue
New Orleans, Louisiana 70112
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gnciosure |
REQUEST FOR INFORMATICN

The Atcmic Safsty and Licensing Appeal 3oard in ALAB-442 cetarmined that
the Safety Evaluation Repcrt for each plant shouid contain an assessment
of each significant unrascived genertc safety question. It is the

taff's view that the generic issues identified as "Unresoived Safety
Issues” (NUREG-0606) are the substantive safety issues referred o Dy
the Appeal 30ard. Accordingly, we are requesting that ycu provide us
with a summary description of your relevant investigative programs and
the interim measures you have devised for cealing with these issues
sending the complation 3f the investigation, and wnat alternative courses
of action might Se available shculd the pregram nct produce the envisaged
resuit,

There are currently a t3tal of 25 Unresolved Safety Issues discussed in
NUREG-C606. e do not require information from ycu at this time for a
number of the issues since a number of the issues do nct apply %5 your
type 3¢ reacisr, or Zecause 2 generic resoluticn has Jeen issued.

Issues which have 3een rescived have been or are Zeing incorsorated inta
the NRC licansing juidance and are addressed as a part ¢f the ncrmal
~eview Jroc2ss. However, we 20 reguest the informaticn noted abeove feor
2ach of the issues iistad Selcw:

Natarhammer (A-1)

Anticipatad Transient Without Scram (A-3)

Reactor Vessal Materials Toughness (A-11)

Systems Interaction in Nuclear Pcwer 2lants (A-17)
Safaty Relief Valve Pool Owvnmamic Loads (A-39)

Seismic Jesign Criteria (A-dQ)

Containment Imergency Sump Reifability (A-d3)

Station 3lackout (A-24)

Shutdown Jecay <eat Removal Requirements (A-d43)
;zi:zjc Qualificaticn of Zcuipment in Qcerating Plants
\ /

11. Safety Implications of Control Systams (3-17)

12. Hydrogen Contrecl Measures and Sffects oF Hydrogen 3urns on
Safety Zquipment (A-d3)

DWW -1 & LD

.



tnclosure 2

APPENDIX C

MUCLZAR QEZULATORY COMMISSION CNRC)
' sOLVE! PelY LS3UEBS

C.l Unresolved Safety Issues

The NRC staff cuntinuousiy evaluates the safety recuirements usad in it
reviews against new informati-n as it becomes availabla. Information
related 2 the safety of nuclear power plants ccmes from a variety of
sources including experience from operating reactors; research results;
NRC staff and Advisery Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) safety
reviews; and vendor, architact/engineer and utility design rev .ws.

Zach time 2 new concern or safety issue is identified from one or more
of thesa sourcas, the need for immediate action to assure safe coeraticon
is assessed. This assessment includes consideraticn of the generic
implications of the issue.

In some cases, immedfate action is taken to assure safety, 2.3., the
derating of boiling watar reactors as a resuit of the chanmel Zox wear
prodlems in 1575. In other cases, interim measures, such as modifications
+2 ogerating procadures, may be sufficient o ailow further stucy of the
issue orior to making licensing decisicns. In most cases, nowever, the
initial assessment indicates that immediate licansing actions or changes
in licensing critaria are not necassary. In any event, further study
may Se deemed acpropriata o make judcments as to wnether existing NRC
$*a¥¢ requirements shculd be modified %9 address the issue for new
slants or if backfitting is aporcoriate for the lcng tarm cperation cf
plants alreadv under constructicn or in cperation.

These issues are scmetimes called "generic safaty issues” Zecause they
are related %3 a particular class or type of nuciear facility rather
than a specific pslant. fCerzain of these issues have been designated as
“unresoived safety issues” (NMUREG-0410, "NRC Praogram for the Resoluticn
af Generic Issues elatad to Nuclear Pawer Plants,” dated January 1,
1378). “owever, as discussed ibeove, such issues are consicared on 2
seneric 2asis oniv attar the star’f has made an initial Jetarmination
that the saraty significance of the issue does notT 2renilit <ontinued
operation aor require licansing actions wnile the leonger-tarm generic
review 13 underway.

C.2 ALiB-id4 Requirements

These longer-term generic studies wers the subisct of 2 Jecision By the
Atomic Safaty and Licansing Appeal 3oard of the Nuclear Reguiatary
lammission. The Jecision was issued on Movemper 232, 1377 (ALAB-d44) in
s=ansction with the Anrceal 3caras’s considerition of the Guif States

Jtility Company application for the River 3end Station, Unit Nos. 1 anc
2

C-1



“In short, the board (and the pudlic as well) sheuia te in a position
5 ascertain from she SER itselfe-without the need 0 resort %0
axtrinsic documents--the staff's percention oF the nature ana

axtent of the relationship Setween each significant unresolveq
generic safety question and the aventual operation of the reactor
under scrutiny. Once again, this assessment might well have 2

direct bearing upon the ability of the licensing Doard to make the
safety findings required of it on the constructicn permit level

aven thougn the generic answer ta the cuestion remains in the

af¥ing. Among other things, the furnished informaticn would likely
shed 1ight on such altermatively imoortant considerations as wnetrer:
(1) the nrobiem has 2lreadv been resolved for the reactcor under
study; (2) there is a reasonable basis for concluding that a satisfactory
solution will be asbtained before the reactor is put in cperation;

ar (3) the problem would have no safety imolicaticns until after
savera] years of reactor ooeration and, should it not be resolved

3v then, alternative means will bSe availaclie %o insure that continued
speration (if permittad at al1) would not pose an undue risk to the
public.”



This appendix is specifically included to =espend %2 the decision of the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Apceal 3card is enunciated in ALAB-<2d, ang
as applied %2 an ocerating licanse proceseding Virginia Slactiric and
Sower Commanv (Nerth Anna Nuclear Power Staticm, .mi: 4os . and 2,,

XCE-4%T, URC 245 (1979).

.3 "nresglved Safaty Issues”

In a related matter, 3s 2 resuylt of Congressional action on the Nuclear
Requlatory Commissicn budget for Fiscal Year 1573, the Znergy Reorganizaticn
Act of 1374 was amenced (PL 95-209) on Cecamper 13, 1377 to include,

among other thincs, 2 new Section 210 as follcows:

"UNRESOLVED SAFESTY ISSUES PLAN"

"SEC. 210. The Commission shall develop a plan providing for
specification and analysis of unresoived safety issues relating t2
nuclear reactors and shall take such acticn as may Se necassary 3
imolement corrective measures with respect %0 such issues. Such
pla~ shall be submitted to the Congress on or Sefore January I,
1973 and progress reports shall Se included in the annual regort of
the Commissicn therseafter."

The Joint Sxplanatory Statement of the <ouse-Senata Conference
Committee for the Fiscal Year 1878 Aporopriaticns 3i11 (3411 S.11
provided the following additicnal information regarding the Commi
deliberations on this porticn of the b5ill:

“SECTION 3 -~ UNRESOLVED SAFETY I[SSUES"

3
-
-

1)
tee's

"The House amendment recuired deveicpment of 2 plan %3 resglve
generic safety issues. The conferees agreed 0 a recuirement that
the plan be submitted tc the Congress on or Sefore January 1, 1373,
The conferees also expressed the intant that this plan sheuld
identify and describe those safety issues, relating t3 nuclear
power reactors, which are unresolved an the date of enmactment. [t
should set forth: (1) Commission acticns taken directly or indirectly
to develop and implement corvective measures; (2) furcher actions
olanned concerning such measures; and (3) timetablies and cost
estimatas of such actions. The Cammission should indicate the
ariority it has assigned t9 2ach {ssu2, and the basis on wnich
arigritias have Deen assigned.’

In response o the reporting requirements of the new Secticn 210, the
NRC staf¥ submittad %0 Congress on January 1, 1578, a report, NURES-
3410, entitled "NRC °rogram ror the Resolution of Generic Issues Relatesd
to Nuclear Power Plants,” describing the NRC jeneric issues preogram.

The NRC program was aiready in place wnen 2L 35-209 was 2nactad and is
of considerablv broader scoce than the “Unrescived Safety [ssues 2lan”
required by Section 210. In the letter transmitting MURES-J410 to the
Cangress on Cecamper 30, 1977, the Commission indicated that "the orogress
reports, wnich ire required by Section 210 to de included in future NRC
annual regor<s, mav Se more useful % Congress if they focus on the
specific Section 210 safety {tems.”

8 c-3



I+ is the NRC's view that the intent of Section 210 was %o assure that
olans were develcoped and imoiementad on issues with zetantially significant
sublic safety implications. In 1378, the NRC undertack 2 review or over
130 generic issues adcressac in the NRC program to cetarmine wnich

issues fit this description ana cualify as “Unresoived Safaety Issues”

for reporting to the Congress. The NRC review inciuded the deveiocment

of proposals by the NRC Staff and review and final aoproval By the NRC
Commissicners.

|

This review is described in a report NUREG-CS10, "Identification of
Unresolved Safety [ssues Relating to Muclear Power Plants - A Report ©0
Congress," dated January 1979. The report provides the following cefinition
af an "Unresoived Safaty Issue:”

"An Unresolved Safety I[ssue is 2 matter affecting a number of 3
nuclear oower nlants that coses important guastions concarning the

adequacy of existing safety requirements for wnich a final resoiuytion

7as not yet been developed and that involves canditicns not Tikely :

*a be accepable over the lifetime of the plants it affects.”

Turther the report indicates that in applying this cefiniticn, matlars

that sose "important questicns concerning the adeguacy of axisting

safety requirements” were judged to be those for wnich resgiution is
necessary to (1) compensate for a possible major reduction in the degree

of srotactisn of the public health and safety, or (2) provide a potantially
significant decrease in the risk to the public heaith and safety. Cuite
simoly, an "Unresoived Safety lssue” is potentially significant frem a
subiic safety stancpoint ane its resclution is likely o result in NRC
actien 2n the affectad plants.

A1l af the issues addressed in the NRC program were systamatically
avaiuated against this definition as described in NUREG-05I0. As 2
result, saventaen "Unresoived Safety [ssues” addressad Dy twenty-Tuc
tasks in the NRC program were identified. The issues are I1istad Zeiow.
"rogress on these issues was first discussed in te 1878 HRC Annual
Recors. The number(s] of the generic task(s] (2.2., A1) in the NRC
pragram addressing 2ach issue is indicatad in parentheses follewing the

s
- e -

*NRESCLYED SAFETY ISSUES" (APPLICASLE TASK NOS.)

Watarhammer - (3-1)

Asymmetric 3Tgwdown Loads on the Peacter Clolant Systam - 3.2}
Pressu:i:ed Natar leactor Staam Senerator Tube I[ntegrity - (A-3, A-
4) “sl

23WR Mark I and Mark !T Pressure Sunpressicn Contaimments - (A-3, A-
7, A-3, A-13)

Anticipatad Transients Without Scram - (A-3)

3WR Nozzle Cracking - (A-10) .
Reactor Yessal Materials Toughness - (A-1l)

Sracture Tougnness of Steam Generator and Reactor Coolant ump
Supoeres - (A-12)

L
"ML

.
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3. Svstams Interacsion in Nuclear Sower 2lants - (A-l7
glectrical Scuicment -

0. Eqvi;agmnntai Ouaiification of Safety-Related
(A=24)

11. Reactor Vessel Pressure Transient Prataction - (A<25)

12. Residual Heat emoval Requirements - (A-31)

13 Control of Heavv Loads Near Spent Fuel - (A-26)

14, Seismic Design Criteria - (A-40Q)

15, P4pe Cracks at 30iling Water Reactors - (A-42)

16. Containment tmergency Sump Reliapility - (A-43)

17. Station 3lackout - (A=-44)

In the view of the staff, the "Unresclived Safety [ssues" 1istad above
are the substantive safety issues refarred %o Dy the Anpeal Seard in
ALA%-444 wnen it spoke of ... those generic probiems under continuing
tudy wnich have.... potantially significant public safety implications.”
Six of the twenty-two %asks identified with the "Unresgived Safat)
Issues” are not aoplicable %o Grand Gulf becauyse they apolv to sressurized
watar reactars only. These tasks are A-2, A-3, A-d, A3, A-12, and A-
28. Also, tasks A-3, A-7, and A-3 only apply to Mark [ or Mark [I
s01ling water reactor containments. wWith regard to the remaining 12
tasks that are acplicable %o Grand Gul# the NRC staff has issued NUREG
regorts providing its resolution of five of the issues. The table Seicw
1ists these issues.

I}

Task Number NURES Regort anc Ti%le SER/SER Sucpl. Secticn/s)*
A-10 NUREG-J612, "SWR Feedwater

Nozzle and Cantrol Red Orive
Return Line Mozzle Cracking*

A-24 NUREG-0528, Revision 1,
“Intarim Staff Position
on Zavironmental Gualificatien
of Safety-Related Eiaectrical
Equipment”

A-31 SRP 5.4.7 and 2377 5.1 "Residual
“eat Qemoval Syshems“ {ncorzorate
requirements of USI A=3l.

A-36 NUREG-0612, “"Contreil of Heavy
Loads at Nucliear Power Plants’
A=d2 VURE:—J" 3, Revisicn 1

Tecmizal Recort on Matarial
Selection and Procassing Guide-
lines for 3WR Coolant Pressure
Soundary Pining”

-

*Not availapie at this time. To be srovided by the Project Manager.

O
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The remaining issues appiicable to Grand Gulf are Tisted in the foilowing
table.

GENERIC TASKS ADORES3ING

' . AP . - v
IV’ AL ) Z
L. A=l Water Hammer
2. A-% ATWS
3. A-ll Reactor Vessel Materials Toughness
i, AT Systems [ntaraction in Nuclear Power
Plants
3. A-39 Safety Relief Valve Pecl Jvnamic Loads
5. A-40 Seismic Cesign Criteria
g. A-43 Containment tmergency Sump Reliadility

A-44 Station 8lackout

With the exceotion of Tasks A-9, A-43, and A-d&, Task Acticen Plans for
the generic %asks above are included in NURE3-642, "Task Action Plans
#3r Unresclved Safety [ssues Relataa =2 Nuclear Power Plants.' A tacanical
resolution for Task A=3 has been propcsed by the NRC staff in Volume ¢
c¥ NUREG-0460, issued for ccmment. This served as a Sasis for the
s=af¥'s proposal for rulemaking an this issue. The Task Action Plan “or
Task A-43 was issued in January 1581, and the Task Acticn Plan for A-d4
was issued in July 198C. Th2 ‘nformation provided in NUREG-0649 meets
mnost of the intormational requ --ments of ALAB-344, GZach Task Actien
Plan provides a description of ."2 oroblem; the staff's approaches t2
its resolution; a general discuss - of the bases ucon which ccntinued
olant licensing or cperation can - :ceed pjending completion of the task;
the technical organizations inv  sed in the task and estimates cf the
manoower recuired; a description 2< %he interiactions with other NRC
s¥%icas, the Advisory Committae on ieactor Safequards and outsice
organizations; astimatas of funding required for contractor-suppiied
*acanical assistance; prespective -:%2s for completing the tasks; and a
descrintion of cotential prablems tnat could altar the olanned iaporoach
or schedule.

In additicn to =he Task Acticn Pluns, the staff issues the "Acua 3cok”
(NURES-0606) an a quarteriy basis. This Bock entitled, "0fFfice cf
‘yclear %eactar Requliation Unresoived Safaty Issues Summary, Acua 3cok,’
aravices curvent schedule information for 2acn of the 'Unresgived Safat;
rssues.” [* 11so includes information rejative %0 the impiementaticn
status 2¢ 2ach ‘Unresoived Safety [ssue" for which technical resolution
is complata,

We have ~eviamed “he 2ight “Unresolived Safety Issues® listad above and
the four new USIs discussed in Section (.4 as they relata to Grand

Aul¥ Units | and 2. Oiscussion of sach of these issues including re
¢ related discussions in the Safaty Svaluaticn Renort is Jroviced ©
in Section C.5. we have satisfactorily concluced cur review for 3l

-
-
-

=
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the A-38, "Mark [Tl Safety Relief Valve Pool Dwnamic Loads” issue.

That issue is currently incompiete. We will discuss resciuytion of

this issue in a supplement to the Safety Evaluation Regort. B3ased on our
review of these {tams, we nave concluded, for the reasons set fortn in
Section (-5, that with the excapticn of A-1S there is reasonaple assuyrance
shat the Grand Gulf Unit Nos. 1 and 2 can be ccerated prior to the
ultimate resolution of these generic issues without endangering the

health and safety of the public.

.4 New "Unresglved Safaty I[ssues”

“An in-deoth and systematic review of generic safety concerns fdentified
since January 1373 has Been performed Dy the staff to detarmine if any

of these issues should de designated as new "Unresalved Safety [ssues.”
The candidate issues originated from concerns identified in NUREG-C660,
“SNRC Action Plan as a Result of the TMI-2 Accident," ACRS reccmmendations,
abnormal accurrenca reports, and otner operating experience. The staff's
arapcsad 1ist was raviewed and commented on by the ACRS, the Office of
Analysis and Evaluation of Operational Jata (AEC0) and the Qffice of
selicy Evaluation. The ACRS and AZOD also oropesad that saveral additicnal
"“Inresolved Safats [ssues” De cansidered by the Commissien. The Commission
cansiqered tne inove information and oproved tne following four new
"Unresalved Safety I[ssues:”

A-45 Shutdown Cecay Heat Removal Requirsments
A-d6 Seismic Oualification of Eauicment in Ouerating Plants
A-47 Safetv Implication of Control Systams

A-d8 Hydrag
-

. it
on 2dat

en Cantral Measures and Iffects of Hydregen 3urns
aty Sguicment

A descripgtion af the ahove orocess together with 3 list of the issues
~ansidered i3 aresantac in NURES-OQ7CE, “Identiication of New Unresoived
Safety lssues Relating to Nuciear Power Plants, Scecial Repert to Congress,”
datad March 1981. An expanded discussion of 2ach 2% the new "Unresolved

- m-

Safety issues’ is also contained in NURES-Q70S.

The acolicabili% and basas for ifcensing ariar %9 11timate resolution
3% the four new JSIs for Grand Gulf Units 1 and 2 are discussed in
Section C.S5.

C.5 Niscussion of Tasks as Thev R\elata <2 Srand Sul”

This section provides the NRC staff's avaluation of the Grand 3u1f facilities
2ap 2ach of the applicable ™Unresoived Safaty [ssues.” This includes

sur Sasas for licensing prior o ultimata ~escluticn of thesa fesues. Qur
-anclusions are Sased in part on informaticn 2roviged dv the acolicant

in their letser of August 7, 1981 frem L. 7. lale, Mississiopi Power and
Light Company ts ebert L. Tecesca, NRC.

C-7
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A=1 Watarhammer

Yaterhammer events are intanse pressure sulses in fluid systems caused

by any one of a numper of mechanisms and systam conditions such as rapid
condensatian of steam pockets, steam-driven slugs of water, pump sTartud
with nartially empty lines, and rapid valve motion. Since 1871 over 200
incidents involving waternammer in pressurized and 20iling water reactors
have been reported. The watarhammers (or steam hammers) have involved
steam generator feedrings and piping, the residual heat removal systems,
emergency core cgoling systems, ard containment spray, service water,
feecwater and steam line,

Most of the damage reocorted has been relatively minor, involving oice
hangers and restraints; however, several watsrhammer incidents have
resulted in piping and valve damage. The most serious waterhammer
events have occurred in the steam generator feedrings of pressurized
water reactors. [n no case has .ny waterhammer incident resuited in the
release of radicactive material.

Under generic Task A-1, the potantial for waterhammer in varicus svsiams
is seing avaluatad and acprooriate reguirements and systematic review
orocedures are being develcped ta ensure that watarhammer is given
aoprooriate consideration in 271 areas of licensing review. A tachnical
recors, NUREG-0582, "Water-nammer in Nuclear Power Plants" (July 1879),
oroviding the resuits of an NRC staff review of watarhammer events in
nuclear power plants and stating staff licensing positions, comolaetes 2
major subtask of Generic Task A-l.

Although wateraammer can ocsur in any Tight water reactor and over 1Co
actual and probable svents have teen reported in Boiling watar reaciors,
none have causad major pipe failurses in a boiling watar reacior such as
drand Gulf and none have resuyltad in the offsite release of racicactivity.
As notzd above, the most severe watarhammers ctsarved %o data have Ceen
in staam generatars. Since the bDoiling water reactor dces not ytilize a
t2am generator, these worst casas are eliminatad. Furthermore, any
waterhammer wnich may accur in fzedwater or main steam piping will not
imoair the amergency core cooling system sinca all £CCS watar entars the
reactor vessel via five separate reactor vessel nozzles indecendent of
the feedwatar and main staam 2191ng.

in amergency core csciing system lines. This system consists of jockey
sumes %0 keep the emergency care cooling systam lines watar-filled so

that the emergency core csoling system sumps wil!l net start pumoing into
voided lines and s<eam will not callect in the smersency core cooling

system oiping. To ensure that the emergency core 23cling system lines
remain water-fillad, vents have been installed and 2 Technical Spgeci®ication
requirement %o pericdically vent air from the lines has teen impescd.
Fyrther assurance ‘or fi1led discharge pining is srevided Lv sressure
instrumentaticn at the pining high coints. An alarm sounds in the main
control room if the nressure falls Seicw 3 precetarmineg satioint indicating

3
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difficulty maintaining a filled discharge line. Should this occur, or
if an instrument Secomes incperabie, the required action is identifieq
in the Technical Specifications.

With regard %o acditional protection against potential waterhammer

events currently provided in plants, piping design codes require consideration
of impact loads. Aporoaches usad at the design stage include: (1)

increasing valve closure times, (2) 2iping laycut to preclude water

slugs in steam lines and vapor formaticn in water lines, (3) use of

snubbers and pipe hangers, and (4) use of vents and drains.

In addition, we require that the apolicant conduct a preccerational
vibration dynamic effects tast program in accordance with Section III of
she American Scciety of Mechanical Engineers Code for all Class 1 and
Class 2 niping systems and pioing restraints during startuo and initial
operation. These tasts will provide adequata assurance that the 2iping
and piping restraints nave deen designed o withstand dynamic affects
due *3 valve closures, oump trips, and ot er operating mcdes associatad
with the design ocerational transients.

Monetheless, in the unlikely event that a large pice break did result
fpram a savere waterhammer event, car2 ¢ooling s assured dv the amergency
core cooling systems and protection against the dynamic affacts of such
oipe breaks inside and cutside of containment is proviced.

In the avent that Task A-1 identifies petentially significant waterhammer
scenarios which have not explicitly been accountad for in the design and
aperation of Grand Gul¥, corrective measyres will 2e requireg at that
sime. The task has not identified the ne2d for measures Deycnd those
already implementad.

3asad an the foregoing, we conclude that Grand Gulf can te operatad
srior %3 ultimata resolution of the A-l generic issue without undue risk
ts the nealth and safety af the pubdiic.

A-3 Anticipatad Transient Without Scram

Nuclear nlants have safety and control systams & 1imif the consequences
of temporary abnermal cperating csnditions or “anticipatad transients.”
lome ceviations from normal ggerating cancitions may de minor; cthers,
gcsurring less frequentiy, may 1mpose significant cemands on plant
squicment. [n scme anticicatad transients, rapicly shutling down the
nuclear reaction (initiating a "scram), and thus rapidly reducing the
generation of heat in the re2actor lore, i3 an important safety measurs.
[¢ snere were 2 sotantially savere 'inticipated transient” ind the
reac=or shutdown systams did aot ‘scmam” 3is desired, then an "anticipatad
sransient without scram,” or ATAS, would have gccurred.

Grand Sulf has been recuired 23 arovice a recirculation oump rio in

avent of a raactor trip and to osrovide adaiticnal operatsr triining for

recavery frem anticipatad transient »ithout scram avents. {n addition,

Arand Gul¥ has implemented amergency oroc2qures and cgerator training 0
cope with setential anticipated transiant without scram avents.
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Operatar training and action as described, in conjuncticn with the
automatic recirculation pumo trip, significantly improves the capability
of the facility to withstand 2 range of anticipated transient without
scram events, such that ooeratiom of this facility presents no undue
risk %o the health and safety of %he pubiic while this matter is unger
review. Grand Gulf will have ATWS operator procedures and APT in place
ypon initial criticality.

The anticipazed transient without scram issue is currently scheduled for
rulemaking in summer 1981. The applicant will be required to comply
with any further requirements on anticipated transient without scram
which may te impesed as 2 resuit of the rulemaking.

Basad on our review, we conclude that there is reasonabie assurance that
Grand Gulf can be operated prior to ultimate resolution of this generic
issue without endangering the health and safety of the public.

A-11 Reactor Yessel Materials Touchness

Resistance %3 Srittle fracture is described quantitatisely by a matarial
oroperty generally denoted as “fracture tougnness.” Fracture tougnness
has di<+rerent values and characteristics depending ugen the matarial
seing considered. For steels used in a nuclear reacIor pressure vessal,
three considerations are important. First, fracture toughness increases
with increasing temperature; seccnd, fracturs toughness decreases with
increasing load rates; and third, fracture toughness decreases with
neytron irradiation.

In recognition of these considerations, sower reactors are operatad
within restrictions imposed by the Technical Sgecificaticns on the
oressure during heatup and csoldown oceraticns. Thesa restrictions
assure that the reactor vessal will not Se subjectad to a compination of
sressure and zamperature that could cause brittle fracture of the vessel
i# shere were significant flaws in the vessel material. The affect of
neut=on radiaticn on the fracture tougnness of the vessel matsrial over

the 1ife of the plant is accsunted for in Technical Scecificaticn Timitations.

The principal obiective of Task A-1l is %5 develop safety criteria o
1llew 2 more orecisa assessment of safety marqins during normal coeraticn,
swamcianss and 1caident canditions in al4ar reacesr vessels with marginal

fracture toughness.

3zsed on cur avaluation of this facility's reactor vessels matarials
tsugnness, we nave coacluded that these units will have acdequate safety
margins 2gainst brittle fa‘lure during operating, tasting, maintananca
and anticio®ted transient ¢ nditions aver zhe life oF wne units. Since
Task A-11 is orojected %o e compiates well in advance of this facility’s
reactor vessal reaching 2 fluencs lavel which weuld notably reducs
fracture resistance, accentadble vessael intagrity “or the postulatad
aczident zanditions will e assurea 2t least until the reactor vessal is
reevaluated for long-tarm icceptability, as will De required is our
implementation requirement far Task A-ll.



In addition, the surveillance pregram required by 10 CFR 30, Appendix #
will 2f%ord an opportunity %o reevaluate the fracture tougnness cericaically
during the first half of design Tife.

)

Therefore, based upen the foregoing, we have concluded that Grand Gulf
can be cperated orior to resglution of this generic issue without undue
risk *o the health and safety of the public.

A-17 Svstems Interaction in Nuclear Power Plants

Currently licensing requirements are fcunded cn the principle of defense-
in-deoth. Adherence to this principle results ‘n requirements such a3
physical separation and independence of redundant safety systems, and
protection against hazards such as high energy line ruptures, missiles,
high winds, flooding, seismic events, fires, human factors, and sabotage.
These design provisions are subject to review against the Standard

Review Plan (NUREG-75/087) wnich requires interdiscipiinary reviews and
addressas many 4ifferent types of potential systams inzaracticns. The
quality assurance pregram which is followed during the design, construyction,
and sperational phases for each piant is expectad t3 provide added
assurance against the potential for adverse systems interactions. Thus,
she current licensing requirements and proceduras provice for a degrae
af plant safety with respect to such intaracticnms.

In November 1874, the Advisory Commitiee on Reactor Safeguards regquestad
shat the NRC staff give attention to the need to increase safety Dy
separately avaluating the plant from a mul ¢idisciplinary soint of view,

in arder to identify potantially undesirable interacticns between piant
systams. The concern arises because the design, znalysis and installation
of systems is frequently the responsibility of teams of angineers with
functional specialties--such as civil, electrical, mechanical, or

nuclear. Zxperience at cperating plants led the ACRS o question wnether
the work oF trese funcsional specialists is sufficiently intagrated %
snable them %o minimize adver<e intsractions among systams. 3Such adversa
events have occurred jecause the teams did not assure Dy acecuate coordination
shat the required independence af safety systams was providea uncer all
conditions of cceraticn.

In mid=1977, Task A-17 was initiatad t5 assure that prasent review
srocsqures ing safety cri*aria orovide an 3ccaotania lavel of redundancy
and ‘ndegendence for sarety functions. The task oroceeded 3y avaluating
the potential for undesirapie intaractions Setween systams it a sample
piant.

The NRC stafe's current procedures assign primary responsibiiity “or

review a¥ various technical ar=as to specific organizational units and

assign secondary resgonsidility to other units where there is a functicnal
intarface. Designers follow somewnat similar srocadures ind provide the
analyses of systams and inter¥ace reviews. Tisk 2-17 oravided an incapencent



study of methods that could fdentify important systems intaractions that
adversely impact safety, and which were not consicered Dy current reviaw
orocadures. The first shase of this study began in May 1578 and was
compietead in February 1980 by Sandia Laboratories under contract 2 Ihe
NRC staff.

The Phase [ investigation was structured %o identify areas where inter-
acsions are possible between systems snd have the potential of negating
or seriously degrading the persormance of safety functions. The study
concentrated on commonly caused or Iinked failures among systams that
could violate a safety function. The investigaticn was to then igentify
where NRC review procedures may not have preperly accounted for these
interactions.

The Sandia Laboratories used fault-tree methods =0 identify compcnent
failure compinations (cut-sets) tnat could result in Toss of a safety
function. The cut-sets were further reduyced by incorzerating six

smmon or linking systems failures into the analysis. The results of
the Phase ! effort indicate that, within the sccpe of the study, only a
few areas of the staff's review procedures need improvement regarcing
systams interaction. However, the level oF detail needed <8 {gentify
all examplaes 2¢ cotential system intaraction candidates cbservec in some
sperating olants were not within the Phase [ scope of the-Sandia stuagy.

The "NRC Acsion Plan Developed as 2 Result of the TMI-2 Accident,”
NURES-0660, provides for 2 systems interacticn folliow-on study, Section
11.C.3, "Systems Interactions.” Since April 1580, the Office of Nuclear
Reaczor Regulation has intensified the 2¥fort both Dy broadening the
study of methods to identify potential systams intaractions and 2y
per<orming audit reviews of two plants “or selectad systams intaracticns.
Cur recsnt experienca provides a Basis from which we are deveicping an
imoroved systamatic raview procsss for potantial sysisms intaractions.
The orocess will previde for a resolution of USI A-l7, assimilate operating
reacts experience, and rank identifieq systams intaraciions Jy their
relative importance t3 safety.

In adaition %0 the staf®'s interdiscinlinary review, the Grand Guif
sroject acministrative procadures (9vaiect Pwacadures Manual and the
droject Engineering Procadures Manual) srovide the reguired guidance for
interface cetween WPLL K GZ, Zechtal and venders.

T 1dddminn whg insamdascs hatiaan 2acn+al  Zaneral I
o1 AQCT LISy iR 'TTHLST T a 2 i s 2@NeTI &

Tect
Power and Light is tracked by the Aranc Guif groject contreil icq.

To assure that a1l discinline intaractions have identified all sotantial
hazards %o safety ralated ecuicment, the Grand 3yl oroject has formed
the Sngineering Review Team (ERT). This team will review the as-ouiit
conditicn of the plant for peotential adverse effects <0 safaety relatsd

- .n
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equipment. The taam is made up of members of all disciplines and ail
renorts are csordinated with the responsidle disciplines.

The following safety issues are inciuced in the review 2y the Srand ~uif
tngineering Review Team:

Non-Seismic Category [ Cver Seismic Catagory !
High Energy Line 3reak

Flooding

Jet !mpingement

Therefore, we conclude that there is reascnadle assurance that Grand
3ulf can be operated prior to the final resclution of this generic issue
without endangering the health and safety of the public.

A-39 Safaty/Relief Yalve Hydraodynamic L2ads

.

A1l 2WR olants are equipped with 2 numcer of SRVs %o contrel orimary
system pressure transients. The SRVs are mountad on the main staam
1ines inside the drvwell with discharge lines routed througn tne arvwell
inte the supgression sool. When an SRV is actuatad the stzam relgased
from the primary system is discharged ints the supcressicn 2001 wnere it
is condensed.

Actuation of an SRV can be either autcmatic, at a preset gressure, or
manual by means of an extasrnmal signal. A preselectad numger of SRYs are
Jsad “or the Automatic Depressurization System (A0S wnich is desicned
=5 reduce the reactor gressure and termit operation of tne low pressure
amerqgency core ccolant systams, The ACS serforms this function Jy
automasic acsuation of she specified SRVs follewing recaict of specific
signals from the reactor prataction system.

Usen ac=uatien of am SRY, the air column within the jartially suctmerged
discharge line is comoressed by the nigh oressure steaam and, in turn,
acceleratas the water 12g ints the suocoression pcol. The watar jets
shus formed creats oressure and velocity transients which are manifastac
1s drag or jet impingement lcads on sutmerged structures.

.. -

following watar ci2aring, the compressed air fs alse 2c22lerated inte

sne suppression peel ferming nigh pressure air Sutolas. These buodles
axecuta a number of oscillatory exsansicns and contracTions cefara

rising t3 the suppressicn oocl sur<ace. The asscciated transiants acain
sreate drag '0ads on submerged structures as wel!l as oressure loads cn

+ae submerged scundaries. Trese loads are refarreg 20 as SRY air ciearing

.-

1nads. Contaimment strucsures, equftment and Jipiag smaill e casigned
20 accommecdats these locads.

ssued accantancs sritaria for 3RY Jcads for the
-

hese criteria wer2 3stapiisned on the tasis 37

s Y -
tn July 1976, the sta¥*

Mark [II containments.
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our svaluation of the methedology for predicting the SRV lcads which was
sroposed Dy the 3eneral E£lectric Company. In late 1580, however, AE
oroposed 2 revised methed, wnich will result in substantial reduction of
SRY loags. This improved methed was based on the Cacrse® inplant SRY
tasts wnich were performed in January 1979 in Italy. [n adaitien, Granc
Gul¥ has stated that they plan %0 perform in-plant cenfirmatory tests of
sheir SRY quencher discnarge. Grand Gulf has alse used the revisad SRY
loads proposed by GE.

We are currently reviewing this new methedology for predicting the SRV
leads. The results of our generic evaluation will be presented in a
NURES regert which is currently scheduled %o be issued in the fourth
suartsr of 1981. Our evaluation of the nlant-specific 2cplication of
this method for Grand Gulf will be reported in a Supplement to this SER.

A-40 Seismic Design Criteria - Short-Term Program

NRC requlations require that nuclear oower plant structures, systems and
components important to safaty 3e designed to withstand the effects of
natural phenomena such as earthauakes. (Cetailed requirements and guicance
regarding the seismic design of nuclear plants are provided in the NRC
regulaticns and in requlatary juides issued Dy the Ccmmission. However,
there are a number of plants with construction permits ang cperating
licanses issued Sefore the NRC's current reguiations and regulatory
guidanca were in place. For this reason, rereviews of the seismic
sesign of varicus plants are being undertaken to assure that these
plants do not presant an undue risk to the public. Task A-4Q is, in
affact, a compendium of short-term effcrts to sucport such reevaluation
affores of the NRC staff, aspecially those relatad to older operating
plants. In addition, scme revisions %o sections of the Standard Review
®lan and requlatcry cuides to bring them more in 1ine with the stata-of-
the-art will result.

The saismic Zesign 3asis and saismic cesign of Grand Suif has Seen
evalyatad at zhe ocerating license stage using current licensing critaria
and recuirement. The staff's review of Grand Gulf to those critaria is
discussed in Section of this Safety Svaluaticn Report. Should
she resoluticn of Task A-40 indicate 2 change is needed in these licansing
requirements, all cperating reactsrs including 3rand Gulf will Ce re-
avaiyatad on 2 case-doy-case basis. Accordingly, we have conciuded that
Grand Gulf can 32 coeratad origr 3 ultimate resoluticn of this generic
s=cut ancancering the Realth and zafesy of the sublic,

’ss'ne L E e - 3..--!.:

A-d3 Centainment Zmerasncy Sump Reliasilisy

Tallowing a postulatsd Toss-of-coolant acsident, i.2., a2 break in the
reactar csolant systam gioing, the watar figwing from the Sreak would
se coilectaa in the suppressicn gecl. This watar would e recirculated

..

¥Ca0rsC 15 2 snn fark oI plant lgcatad in Caorss, Piancenzz in Italy.
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through the reacter system Dy the emergency core cooling oumps <
maintain core cooling. This water may 21350 2e circulated thrcugn the
containment spray systam to remove heat ind fission oroducts froem the
drywell and wetwell atmosphere. L3ss of the 3pility %0 draw water from
she suooression 200l could disable the smerzency c20iing and containment
soray systems,

dne scstulated means af losing the ability to driw water from the sucoressic.
s00] could be blockage by debris. A principal source of such debris couid

he the thermal insulation on the reactor coolant svstam pipina. In the

avent of a piping break, the subsacuent viclent release %o the hich

sressure water in the reactor ccolant systam could rio off the insulation

in the area ¥ =ne break. This debris could then be carried over into

the suporession scol, sotantially causing blockage.

A second costulated means of losing the abilitv %o draw water from the
sugoression ool could be abnormal cocnditicns at trhe oume iniat such as

1ir entrainment or vortices. These congitiens csuld resylt in numn cavi-
sation, reducad flow iand cossible damage T2 trhe Jumos. Jue %0 the relatively
Tow sutmerqence for ZCCS suction lines “or Mark [II containments £

4 ¥+, minimum submergence), the staff raquires that the acolicant cerform
in-glant precceraticnal tests at minimum suction submercence for each of the
£CCS systems to demonstrate that circuyiation through the scol can e

readily accomplished without significant vortex formation. we will candition
she gperating license for Grand Gulf that these tests 2e cempleted by the
fyel Toad date.

With regard to sotential blockage of the intake 1ines, the 'ikelihood of
any insulation Seing drawn intd an emergency care cgoling systam oumo
suction line is verv small. The notential debris in the drvell couid
anly 5e swept inta the suppression pool via the horizontal vents. Anv
sieces reacning the pool would tand to sattile on the foticm and would
not Se drawn into the sumo suction sinc2 the suction center line is 10.3
faet above the pool bottom. .n acditicn, bciling water reactor desions
amolav strainers an the suction sized with flow areas 200% Tarcer tnan
the suction piping.

Accordingly, we conclude that Grand Gulf can le operated orior %0 ultimats
resolution of shis generic fssue withcut endangering the heaith and
safety of the public.

A-d4 Staticn 3lackout

Zlecerical power for safety systems at nuclesar power plants must e
supolied ov, at least, ™o recundant ing independent divisions. n
systams used %o resgve decay feat 3 cc0] the reactor core feilewing a
reac=ar snutdown are incluced among the safety systams that must meet
shesa requirements. fach 2lscirical division for safety systams inciudes
in 2¥¥sita altarmating current Jower cannection, 4 stancdy smercency
diesal jeneratsr altarmating current power suoply, and direct current
scurcas.

Tas. A-dd invalves 2 study of whether or not nuclear scwer 27ants sheuld
be designed to iccsmmodate 2 compiete loss of all alternating current



scwer (i.e2., 3 1¢ss of Soth offsita and the amergency 2iasel cenerator
alsarnating current “ower sucpolies). This fssue arose tecause of gperating
axperience regarding the ra2iiadiliiy of altarnating current scwer sucoiies.
1 numoer 2¥ ocerating 2lants have experienced a2 fgtal loss of offsita
alactrical cower, ang more 2ccurrencas are expected in the fyture.

Suring each of thesa [oss-of-affsita oower events, the onsita amergency
alternating current ower supolies were ava{lable %o supoiy the cower
needed Hv vital safety scuipmenz. However, in scme instancas, one of

the redundant emergency power syoniias has teen unavailaplie. In aadition,
there have been numerous r~eocor:s of amerqgency diesel-generators failing

%9 start and ~un in operating piants during pericdic surveillance tests.

A Tess of all altarnating current cower was not a design dasis avent
far the Grand Gulf facility. Nonetheless, 3 combination of design,
aoerating, and testing requirements that have been imposed on the aoplicant
4111 assure that these units will have substantial resistance &0 1 Toss
af all alternating current and that, even if a loss of al! altermating
current should occur, there is reascnable assyrance that the core will
se ccoled. Thesa are discussad delcw.
I# affgita alternating current acwer (three indesendent lines) is lost,
shree dissal-generators ind their associatad distributicon systams will
deliver amergency power %0 safety-related equicment. Our reviaw of the
sesign, testing, surveillance, and maintsnance srovisions for the cnsite
amergency dieseis is described in Section of this SER. The
requirements include precoeraticnal tasting to assure the reliability of
the installed diesal-generators in accordanc2 with cur reguirements
iscussed in this recort. In addition, Grand Guif has impliementad
1 srogram far anhancament of diesel-generator reiiadility to bettar assure
the iong-tarm reliapility of tre diesal-generatars.
[f both offsite and onsite altarnating current power are icst, Soiling
matar reactors mav use 1 comtinaticn of safety/relief valves and the
r2actor core isclation cooling systam tS remcve core decay heat witlout
relianca cn altarnating current cower. These systams assure that
adequata ¢oo0ling can be maintained for at least two hours, wnich allows
time for restoraticn of altarnmating current power from eitier cffsita or
cnsite sources.

f
3! 3sard (ALAB-503) #or the St. Lucie Lnit Ye. 2

icansing Apce rd t. Luct
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In acaitien, in view of the comoieticon schedule for Task A-<d (Cczoper
1282), the Appeal Zocard recommended that the Commission fake axgeqditicus
iaction %0 ensure that other oiants and their cperators are 2quipped o0
icsommodata a station blackout swent. The Commissicn has reviewed this
~ecommendation ind cetarmined that some intarim measuyres shculd De taken
at all faciTities inciuding Grand Fulf while Task 2-44 {5 Seing conaucsed.
Conseguently, intar<m smercency procadures and cgeratsr training for safa
Jperation of the facilitv and restoration of altermating current cower
will be required., The staf¥ notified the 200licant of these requirements
in a letter from 0. Zisannut, MRC, ¢35 the aopiicant datad

We will condition the aooerating Ticsnse for Grana Sulf thatT :hese
grocedures and this training 3e comoietad dy *uel load data.

o
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3ased on the icove, we have concluded that there is reasonapie assurance
Lsat Grand Gul¥ can e cperatad drior to the ultimate resgiution of this
jeneric issue without encangering tne health and safety of the public.

1-43 Shytdown Cecay Heat 2amgval ecuyiraments

Zallowing 3 reactor shutdown, tne radicactive decay of fission products
santinues %0 oroduca neat _decay neat) wnich must Le removed from the
srimary system. The princical means for removing tnis heat in a S0iling
watar reactor wnile at nigh pressure is via the steam lines to thne
suraine candenser. The condensate is normally returned to the reactor
vessal by the feedwater systam, however, thne staam suroine-driven reactor
sore isolation ccoling system is provided %o maintain primary system
inventory, if alternmating current power is not available. When the
system is at low pressure, the decay heat is removed Dy the resicual

neat removal svstems, This “Unresolved Safety [ssue’ will evaluata the
senefis of proviaing altarnate means of decay heat removal which coul
substantially increass the plants' capability %o handie a Droacer sgectrum
af transients and accidents. The study will consist of a generic systam
svaluation and will rasult in recommencaticns regarding tnhe desirapility
af and pessidie design recuirements for {mporovements in existing systams
¢ an aiternative decay heat removal methed if the imorovements or
altarnative can significantly reduce tne cverall risk 2 the tugiic.

The Grand Gulf reactars have various metnods for the remcval of decay
heat. As discussed above, the decay heat is normally rejected <0 the
surhine condensar and returned to the vessal Dy 2ither the feecwatar
systam or the reactor core isolation cooling system (From the condensata
storage tank). If the condenser is not availapie (2.3., loss of offsite
scwer), heat can be removed via the safety/relief valvas 0 the suocpression
scel. Alse, the high pressure core soray system is provided if the
reaczar core isslasion cooling system is not available. 3oth of these
systams can suppiy fluid £ the vyessel From aither the condensate storage
=3nk ar sne suporessicn geel. If the reactor core isolaticn cscling and
nigh pressure core spray are unavailadble, the reactor systam Cressure

can be reduced by the autcmatic degressurization systam so that c20ling
3v the residual heat remcval systam can Ze initiatad. When the condenser
is not usad, the heat rejectad %3 the sucoression zcol is subsacuently
removed oy the residual neat removal systam.

The ~eacor core i1sgiaticn cseling and hiszh sraessure CSre spray sysiams
1= 4rand Gul¥ nave improvements over camparagie systems 3T oider 20iling
«atar reacsors. The reactor core isolation cooling system has teen
upgraded %o safety-grace cuality (new recuired for 2ii boiling water
raactors), and the Aigh pressure core soriy is cowered Oy its own dedicated
aiesal s3 it zan ocerate with an assumed 1053 o7 ali cther sgurcas of
altermating current power. Alsg, the residual neat removal system
cantains shree sumps; the flow capacity »f any single pums (A or 3) is
sufficient ts easily remove the decay nhaat.

'
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Following the TMI accident, the industry performed and documentaed axtensive
anaiyses of feedwater transients and small-break loss-of-cooiant accidents

£ supoort the acceotability of current designs. In additicn, A€ has

defined plant moeifications %0 increase the reliability of the decay

heat removal systam, and is currently working o imoiement thosa mogifications.

3ased on the acove, we have concluded <hat Grand Gulf can te operated
orior to the yltimate resoluticn of this generic issue withcut endangering
the nealth and safety of the public.

A-d6 Seismic Qualification of Squioment in Qperating Plants

The design criteria and methods for the seismic gqualification of mechanical
and alectrizal equipment in nuclear power nlants have uncergene significant
change during the course of the commercial nuclear power orogram.
Consequently, the margins of safety provided in axisting aguipment <2
resist saismicaily inducad loads and perform the intended safety funczions
may vary considerably. The seismic qualificaticn of the equicment in
operating plants must, therefore, De reassessaed t0 ensure the acility %2
sring the zlant %0 2 safe shutdown condition wnen subject %0 21 seismic
avent. The sbjective of this "Unresclved Safety [ssue' is to astaplisn

an exsifcit set of guidelines that couid be used %0 judge the acequacy

of the saismic qualification of mechanical and electrical equipment at

all cperating plants in 1ieu of attampting to dackfit current design
criteria “or new plants. T-°: juidance will concern equioment required

tg safaly shut down the plant, ' well as ecuipment whose function is

not required for safe shutdown, .t whose failure could result in adverse
canditions which might impair shu -swn functions.

Grand Gulf was reviewed againz . current seismic critaria and acoroved 2y
she Commissicn sta®f in accorcancz «*%h cyrrent cdesign critaria and
nethods for seismic qualification. The staff's reviaw is discuyssed in
Section of this Safes Tvaluaticn Repert. Therefore, we
canclude tna: 2rand Gulf can Se c::~atad orior %0 resclution of this
generic issue without undue risk to the health and safety of the pugiic.

A-47 Safety Implications of Cctrol Svstams

This issue concerns the potantial for transients or accidents Seing mace
nore savere is 2 reasylt of contrel svstem “2iluras or malfunctiens.

Thesa failures or malfunctions may occur indepercentiy or as i resyit

af the iccident cor transient under consicderation. One cancern is the
sotantial for a single failure such as a loss oF 2 pawer suppiy, shore
cipeuit, cpen cirsuit, or sensor failure %o cause simultanecus malfunction
of savera! zoneroi features. Such an Jccurvenca would conceivapiy

result in a sransient more severe than those transients analyzed as




anticipatad sperational cccurrencas. A seccnd cancern is for a sostulatad
accident %o cause cantrei system failures wnich wouid make the accicent
more severe -han analyzed. Accidents csuld conceivably cause control
system failurs by creating a narsn eavircnment in the area of the

sontral 2quipment or by pnysically damaging the control equioment.
Although it is generally beiieved that such control systam failures

would not lead to sericus events or resuit in conditions that safety
systems cannot safely handle, in-depth studies have not leen rigorously
performed o verify this belief. The potantial for an accident that

would affect a particular control system, and effectis of the

ssntrol system failures, may differ from plant to plant. Therefore, it is
not possidie %o develep genmeric answers %o these concarns, but rather
slant-specific reviews are required. The purpose of this "Unresolved
Safety [ssue" is to define generic criteria that will be used for plant-
specific reviews. i

The Grand Gulf controal and safety systams have Seen designed with R

goal ¢f ensyring that control systam failures (aither single or muitinle
failures) will not prevent automatic or manual initiation and ogeraticn
of any safety system aquicment required to tric the plant ¢r to maintain
the plant in a safe shutdown conditicn failcwing any ‘anticipated cpera-
sianal accurrence” ar “accident.” This has been accomplished Dy 2ither
previding indesendenca cetween safaty and non-safety systams or providing
isolating devices between sa‘aty and ncn-sa“ety systams. These devicas
sreclude the sropagation of non-safety systam equioment faults such that
operation of the safety system equipment is not impaired.

A widd rance of bounding trinsients and accidents is presently analyzed
=2 3ssure =*at %he postulatad avents would De 2dequataly mitigatad Dy
she safety systams. [n addition, systamatic reviews of safety systems
have 3een zerfarmed with the goal of ensuring that the contral system
#ailyres (single or multiple] will not defeat safety systam action.
Specifically, tness reviews have inclucded:

(1) 1E Bulletin 78=27

A serias 3¢ t=ahlas has been deveicoed wnich 1ists RGNS oower
sourcas zZown oo the fusae level, tg include alarm indicaticns,
instruments and cantrol devices on these 2cwer scurces. Completion
9% e %apise with srimary ind sacondary affacts from Ioss of the
Jower sgurzas is in oregress. DJesign modificaticns will Ce made as
necassary wnen the detarmined ef<ects nave in adverse impact on
plant safaty.

o~

2) NRC Letter Jatad Aoril 15, 1981, "Control System Failures”

To address ttam (1) of this letter (identification of control
systems failures which could impact plant safaty), ohencmena

O
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wrich could occur %o initiate or worsen a transient/accident were
determined. An exhaustive studv was then made 2 cetarmine all
cantrol systems failures which could result in the shencmena.

ldentification of the power panel, “CC, LCC, bus, transformer,
battery and/cr inverter, as appiicabie faor gach contral systam
igentified in item (1) was made. A rearrangement of this informaticn
showed contrsl systams with common power sources and the affacss of
cascading nower losses.

A determination of control systems identified in item (1) that
receive input signals from common sensors was cocmpleted.

An evaluaticon of the effects of the loss of a cocmmon sensor or
power source on the analvses presanted in FSAR Chaptar 13 is now
Seing comducted.

(1) NRC Latter Dated April 16, 1981, "High ESnergy Line 3reaks and
Consequential Control Systems Failures,” [E Notice 7%-22

A matrix is being develcced which snows the effects, if any, of
high energy line dreaks in contrsl systems. If interaction is
discovered, the impact of failure of the acplicable system ugon the
RGNS safety analyses will be evaluated.

A specific subtask of this "Unresolved Safety [ssue” will be to studv
+he reactor overtill transient in boiling water reactors 2 detarmine
the need for preventative and/or mitizating design measures I3 srecluce
or minimize the conseaquences of this transient. Several early Zoiling
watar reactars 1ave axperienced reactar vessel over{ll transients with
subsequent two-nhase or liquid flow through the safetv/relief valves,
Fallewing these 2arly events, commercial-grade high-level trics [Tavel
2) have Seen installed at most So0iling water reactors (including Grand
y14) to terminata flow from the aporonriata systems. These nian-ievel
trips are single failure proof and periodic surveillance is recuired Dy
she Technical Specificaticns. ‘o over$illing avents have occurred sinca
the lavel 3 trips were instaijed.

2asad 3n *he above, we have concluded that there is reasonablie assuranca

i ,. R 4 ‘ - S i 5 ;.
shas Brand Gul® can Be sgeratad ariar %0 the yitimate =asgiution af this

neneric issue without endancering the heaith and safety a7 tne sublic.

A-43 Hydraogen Contral Measures and SFfects of Hvaragen 3urns on Safetv
zgyicment

Sallowing a loss-of-coolant accident in 2 Tight water reacior nlant,
combustible sases, nrincipaliv nvdrogen, may 2ccumuiata inside the
arimary reactor contaimment as a resylt of: (1) metal-watar reaction
invelving the fuel element cladding; (2) the ragfolvtic decompesiticn of

\

she water in the reactsr care ind tne containment sumo; (3] ne corrasien




of cartain construction meterials Dy the soray selution; and (4] any
synergistic chemical, thermal and radioiytic effects of tost-accicent
snviornmental conditions on contiinment grotective csating systams and
electric cable insulatien.

3ecase of the potential for significant hydrogen ceneraticn as the
result of an accident, 10 CFR 50.44, “Standards for Combustible Sas
Control System in Light Water Cooled Power Reactors,” and Criterion 41
of the General Design Critaria, “Containment Atmospnere Cleanup,” in
Aopendix A %o 10 CFR Part 50, requires that systams be provided o
contral hydragen concentrations in the containment atmosonere following
2 sostulatad accident to ensure that containment intagrity is maintained.

The regqulation, 10 CFR Section 350.44, requires that the compustible gas
control system provided be capable of handling the hydrogen generated as
a result of degradation of the emergency core cooling system such that
she nydrogen release is five times the amount calculated in demonstrating
compliance with 10 CFR Section 30.46 or the amount correspending 2
reacsion of the cladding %o a depth of (0.0C023 inch, wnichever amount is
greater. ‘

The accident at TMI-2 on March 28, 1979 resulted in hyarogen generaticn
well in excess of the amounts specified in 10 CFR Section 30.44. Asa
resul®t of this knowledge it became apparent to NRC that specific cesign
measures are needed for handling larger aycrogen releases, particulariy
for smaller, low-pressure containments. As a result, the Commissicn
detarmined that a rulemaking srocseding should be uncertaken to cefine

sne manner ind axtant %o which hydrogen avolution and other effects of a
deqraded core need to De takan intd account in plant design. An advance
notice of this rulemaking proceeding on degraded core issues was published
in the Federal 2ecistar on Jctoter 2, 132C.

Jecognizing that a nunter of years may te recuired % ccmpiete this
rulemaking oroceeding, 2 set of shcrt-tarm or intarim actions relative
to hydrogen contral requiraments was deveicoed and impleamented. These
intarim measures were des.ribed in 2 secsnd October 2, 1380 Fegeral
2eaister notice.

For plants with Mark IIT containments such as Grand Gulf, the proposed
intarim =ile specified that either it must be demonstratad that the
~ap=1inment can withstand Averacen surms or axoiosions or 3 detailed
avaluation of nossibie nydregen csnirai measures must De Der<ormed ing
the seiectad measures installied.

3rand Gul¥ was requested t3 comply with these intarim measures orior %0
#uel load. [n submitsals made %o tne NRC on April § aeq June 18, 881,
+me appiicant’s svaluatien af alternat2 ydrogen control measures was
srovided. A Hydrogen Isnition Systam [AIS] was selecteq and cetaileq
avaluations of containment sressure and tamgarature resjonsa wers2
sertormed.



The HIS consists of glow plug igniters distributed throughcut the
containment and drywell., The RIS is designed to ignite nyarogen at low
sancentrations, thereby maintaining the concentration of nydrogen telow
its detonable limit and preventing csntainment overgressure failure,
Cantainment resgonse to the burning of hyarcogen has been analyzed using
the CLASIX-] computar code deveicped by Qffshore Power Systams. An
analysis of the ability of essantial squipment tc survive the nydrogen
Surn environment is underway; the anticipatea completion date is Decsmber
1981, The 4IS will be installed and fully operabie by the Decemper 31,
1581 Unit 1 fuel locad date.

Significant additional work {s underway to cemonstrate that the containment
sressure and temperature response calculations are adequata, that potential
detonations do not constituta a threat to safety, and that essential
equipment will survive nydrogen burns resulting from operation of the

HIS.

In addition, Mark [II owners have formed an cwners 3rcup o 2valuatas
nydrogen control measures for Mark [[I containments, and the 2policant
is actively involved in the ongoing evaiuaticns of that cwners group.

The staff has reviewed and aporoved (1) the Grand "uif Hvdrogen [gnition
Systam, and (2) the applicant's anaiysis of the ability of essantial
squipment o survive the hydrogen bura environment. This evaluation fis
provided in Sections and of this Safety Zvaluation
Report,

2asad on the above, we conclude that Grand Gulf can be operated pricr
resalution of the "Unresoived Safety [ssue” and the proposed rulemaking
without undue risk tc the health and safety of the rublic.

2
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INTERIM LICENSING BASES PENDING RESOLUTION
OF UNRESOLVED SAFETY ISSUES

ISSUE

LRG-II plants will develop unified Yases and justification for licensing
and operation while the identified generic safety issues remain unresolved
and provicde a summary description of relevant investigative programs and
interim measures pending resclution of the unresolved safety issues.

LRG-II RESPCNSE

LRG-II participants have reviewed the generic issues identified in
NUREG-0606, "Unresolved Safety Issues." The follewing information is
provided for each of the applicable "Unresolved Safety Issues" as a
bases for licensing prior to ultimate resolution of these issues.

MJA:rf:csc/118A7
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A-1 Waterhammer

Waterhammer events are intense pressure pulses in fluig systems causad
by any one of a number of mechanisms and system conaitions such as rapid
condensation of steam pockets, steam-driven slugs of water, pump startup
with partially empty lines, and rapid valve motion. Since 1871, over
200 incidents involving waterhammers in pressurized and boiling water
reactors have been reported. The waterhammers (or steam nammers) have
involved steam generator feedrings and piping, and residual heat removal

systems, emergency core cooling systems, and containment spray, service
water, feedwater and steam linas.

Most of the damage reported has been relatively minor, involving pipe
hangers and restraints; however, several waterhammer incicents have
resuited in piping and valve damaje. The most serious waterhammer
events have occurred in the steam generator feedrings of pressurized

water reactors. In no case has any waterhammer incicent resulted in the
release of radiocactive material.

Under Generic Task A-1, the potential for waterhammer in various systems
is being evaluated and appropriate requirements andg systematic review
procedures are being developed to ensure that waterhammer is given
appropriate consideration in all areas of licensing review. A technical
report, NUREG-0582, "Waterhammer in Nuclear Power Plants" (July, 1979),
providing the results of an NRC staff review of waterhammer events in
nuclear power plants and stating current staff licensing positions,
completes a major subtask of Generic Task A-1l.

Although waterhammer can occur in any light water reactor and over 100
actual and probable events have teen reported in boiling water reactors,
none have caused major pipe failures in a boiling water reactor such as
the LRG II plants and none have resulted in the offsite release of
radioactivity. As noted above, the most severe waterhammers observed to
date have been in steam generators. Since the boiling water reactor
does not utilize a steam generator, these worst cases are eliminatad.
Furthermore, any waterhammer which may occur in feedwater or main steam
piping will not impair the emergency core cooling system since all ECCS

water enters the reactcr vessel via five separate reactor vessel nozzles
independent of the fasdwater and main steam piping.

In order to protect the LRG-II plants emergency core cooling systems
against the effects of waterhammer, the ECC systems are provided with
jockey pumps. These jockey pumps keep the emergency core cooling system
Tines water-fillea so that the emergency core cooling system pumps will
net start pumping into voided lines and steam will not collect in the
emergency core cooiing system piping. To ensure that the emergency core
cooling system lines remain water-filled, vents have been installed and
further assurance for filled discharge piping is provided by pressure
strumentation at the piping high point. An alarm souncs in the main

1
3
contro

'trol roem if the pressure falls below a predeterminad setpsint

-
~
'
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A-1 Waterhammer (Cont'd)

indicating difficulty maintaining a filled discharge line. Shoulg this
occur, or if an instrument becomes inoperable, the required acticn i
identified in the Technical Specifications.

w

With regard to additional protection against potential waterhammer
events currently provided in plants, piping design ccdes require
consideration of impact loads. Approaches used at the design stage
include: (1) increasing valve closure times, (2) piping layout to
preclude water slugs in steam lines and vapor formation in water lines,
(3) use of snubbers and pipe hangers, and (4) use of vents and drains

In addition, LRG-II participants will conduct a preoperational vibration
and aynamic effects test program in accordance with Standard OM-3 of the
American Society of Mechanical Engineers for all Class 1, Class 2,

Class 3 and other piping systems and piping restraints during startus
and initial operation. These tests will provide adequate assurance that
the piping restraints have been designed to withstand dynaric effacts
due to valve closures, pump trips, and other operating modes.

Nonetheless, in the unlikely event that a large pipe break did result
from a severe waterhammer event, core cooling is assured by the
emergency core coccling system and protection against the dynamic effects
of such pipe breaks inside and outside of containment is provided.

In the event that Task A-1 identifies potentially significant water-
hammer scenarios which haved not explicitly been acccunted for in the
design and operation of LRG-II plants, corrective measures will be
implemented at that time. The task has nct identified the need for

measures beyond those already implemented.

Based on the foregoing, we conclude that the LRG-II plants can be operated
prior to ultimate resolution of this generic issue without undue risk to
the health and safety of the public.

A-3 Articipated Transients Without Scram

Nuclear plants have safety and control systems to limit the conssguences
of temporary abnormal operating conditions or "anticipated transients."
Some deviations from normal operating condit‘ons may be minor; others,
occurring less frequently, may impose significant demands on plant
equipment. In some anticipated transients, rapidly shutting down the
nuciear reaction (initiating a "scram"), and thus rapidly reducing the
generation of heat in the reactor core, is an important safety measure.
[f there were a potentiaily severe "anticipated transient” ana the
reactor shutdewn system did not "scram” as desired, then an "anticipated
transient without scram,” or ATWS, would have occurred.

MJA: rf:csc/118A9
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A.=9 Anticipated Transients Without Scram (Cont'd)

A1l beiling water reactors, including LRG-II plants, have been reaquired
to provide recirculation pump trip in the event of a reactor trip angd to
provice additional operator training for recovery from anticipated
transients without scram events. I addition, LRG-II plants will
implement emergency procedures and operator training to cope with
potential anticipated transients without scram events.

Operater training and action as described, in conjunction with the
automatic recirculation pump trip, significantly improves the capability
of the facility to withstand a range of anticipated transient without
scram events, such that operation of this facility presents no undue

risk to the health and safety of the public while this matter is under
review.

The anticipated transient without scram issue is currently under review
through the rulemaking proceedings. Notice of the proposed rule for

ATWS was published in the Federal Register on Novemper 24, 1981. LRG-II
plants will comply with any further reacuirements on anticipated trancisnt
without scram which may be imposed as a resuit of the rulemaking.

Based on our review, we conclude that there is reasonable assurance that
the LRG-II plants can be operated prior to ultimate rescluticn of this
generic issue without endangering the health and safety of the public.

A.=11 Reactor Vessel Materials Toughness

Resistance tc brittle fracture is described guantitatively by a material
property generally denoted as "fracture toughness." Fracture toughness
has different values and characteristics depenaing upon the m:terial
being considered. For steels used in a nuclear reactor pressure vessal,
three considerations are importint. First, fracture toughness increases
with increas’ng temperature; second, fracture toughness decreases with
increasing load rates; and third, fracture toughness decreases with
neutron irradiation.

In recognition of these considerations, powar reactors are operated

within restrictions imposed by the Technical Specifications on ihe

pressure during heatup and cooldown operations. These restrictions

assure that the reactor vessel will not be subjected to a combination of
»ressure and temperature that could cause brittle fracture of the vessel

if there were significant flaws in the vessel material. The effect of
neutron radiation on the fracture toughness of the vessel material over

the life of the plant is accounted for in Technical Specification limitations.

The principal objective of Task A=11 is to develop safety criteria to
allow a more precise assessment of safety margins during normal operation,
transients and accident conditions in olcer reactor vessels with marginal
fracture toughness.

MJA: rf:csc/118A10
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A.-11 Reactor Vessel Materials Touaghness (Cont'd)

Based upon evaluation of the LRG-II reactor vessel's materials,
toughness, we conclude that adequate safety margins exist for brittle
failure during operating, testing, maintenance, and anticipated
transient conditions over the life of the units. Since Task Action Plan
A-11 is projectec to be completed well in advance of LRG-II plants
reactor vessels reaching a fluence level which would notably reduce
fracture resistance, acceptable vesse; integrity for the postulated
accident conditicns will be assured. When Task Action Plan A-11 is
compieted and explicit fracture evaluation criteria for accident
conditions are defined, all vessels will be reevaluated for accept-
ability over their design lives.

The materials of the LRG-II reactor vessels meet the fracture toughness
requirements of NB-2300 of the ASME Code. Based on this fact and the
fabrication techniques employed on the vessel, we estimate that the
total fluence over the design life would result in a final fracture
toughness value above the minimum charpy impact requirement of 50
foot-pounds. In addition, the surveillance program required by

Appen.ix H of 10CFR Part 50 will afford an cpportunity to reevaluate the

fracture toughness periodically during a minimum of the first half of
the design life.

To assure adequate safety margins, adjustment to the nil ductility
transient temperature (NOTT) and the develcpment method for pressure/
temperature curves are specified in 10CFRS0 Appendices G and H. The
amount of adjustment to the operating curves is a function of reference
temperature, RTM which depencs upon the fast neutron (1 Mev) fluence
and copper and 'Rgspnorus content in the RPV material. For BWR/6's, th-
ccpper and phospnorus content of the material is closely controlled.
Furthermore, hign upper shelf toughness is specified and all values for
core beit line material were in excess of 75 ft-1bs. The fast neutron
fluence is low with respect to other reactor types because of the
additional moderator (water) in the annulus between the core shroud and
the RPV. Therefore, the reactor pressure vesse] material toughness
(A-11) issue is of relatively low concern for BWR/6's.

Therefore. based unon the foregoing, we conclude that L2G-II plants can
oe operated prior to resclution of this generic issue without undue risk
to the health and safety of the public.

A-17 Svstems Intaraction in Huclear Power Plants

The Ticensing requirements ana procedures used in the LRG-II plant

safety reviews address many different types of systems interaction.

Current licensing requirements are founded on the defense-in-depth
principie. Adherence to this principle results in reguirements such as
physical separa.ion and independence of redundant safety systems, and
protection against events such 3s high energy line ruptures, missiles,
high winds, flocding, seismic events, fires, operator errors, and sabotage.

MJA:rf:csc/118A11
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A-17 Svstems Interaction in Nuclear Power Plants (Cont'd)

It is expected that the development of systematic ways to identify and
evaluate systems interactions will reduce the likelihood of common cause
failures resulting in the loss of plant safety functions. However, the
studies to date indicate that current review procedures and criteria
supplemented by the application of post-TMI findings and risk studies
provide reasonable assurance that the effects of potential systems
interaction on plant safety will be within the effects on plant safety
previously evaluated.

LRG-II participants will provide for a systematic visual inspection by a
muitidisciplinary team to review the "as-built" condition of the plant
areas where physical interactions could potentially result in adverse
effects on safety-grade equipment. Visual inspecticns of interaction
areas are performed for spatially coupled systems interactions initiated
by seismic events. Any spatial separations that do not meet established
design criteria are reported for disposition by analysis and/or hardware
modification. LRG-II participants are improving their programs basea on
the experience gained in the industry's efforts, but will maintain the
multidisciplinary team concept which the staff considers essential to a
systems interacticn analysis.

Therefore, we conclucde that these is reasonable assurance that the
LRG-II plants can be operated prior to final resolution of this generic
issue without endangering the health and safety of the public.

A=-29 Safety Relijef Valve Hydrodvnamic Loads

A1l BWR plants are equipped with a numper of SRVs to control primary
system pressure transients. The SRVs are mounied on the main steam
lines inside the drywell with discharge lines routed through the drywell
into the suppression pool. When an SRV is actuated, the steam released

from the primary system is discharged into the suppression pool where it
is condensed.

Actuaticn of an SRV can be either automatic, at a preset pressurs, or
manual by means of an external signal. A preselected number of SRVs are
used for the Automatic Depressurization System (ADS) which is dasigned to
reduce the reactcr pressure and permit operation of the low pressure
emergency core cocling systems. The ADS performs this function by
automatic actuation of the specified SRVs following receipt of specific
signals from the reactor protection system.

Upon actuaticn of an SRV, the air column within the partially submerged
discharge line is compressed by the high pressure steam and, in turn,
acceierates the water leg into the suppression pool. The water jets
thus formed create pressure and velocity transients which are manifestec
as drag or jet impingement loads on submerged structures.

MJA: rf:csc/118A13
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A-39 Safetv Relief Valve HMydrodvnamic Loads (Cont'd)

Following water clearing, the corpressed air is also accelerated into
the suppression pool, forming high pressure air bubbles. These bubbles
execute a number of oscillatory expansions and contractions while rising
to the suppression poel surface. The associated transients again create
drag loads on submerged structures as well as pressure loads on the
submerged boundaries. These loads are referred to as SRV air clearing
loads. Containment structures, equipment and piping at LRG-II plants
have been designed to accommodate these loads.

In July, 1976, the staff issued acceptance criteria for SRV loads for
the Mark III containments. These criteria were established on the basis
of our evaluation of the methodology for precicting the SRV loads whicn
was proposed by the Ceneral Electric Company. In late 1980, hewever, GE
proposed a revised method, which will result in substantial reduction of
SRV loads. This improved method was based on the Caorso inplant SRV
tests which were performed in January, 1879, in Italy. NRC has approved
the revised GE method in NUREG-0802. The LRG-II plants have used the
revised SRV loads accepted by the NRC and will review the inplant
testing results from Kuo Sheng 1 and Grand Gulf-1, to determine their
applicability and confirm the censervatism of their designs. This
concern is addressed in further detail in LRG-II issue 1-CSB.

A-40 Seismic Cesign Criteria - Short-Term Program

NRC regulations required that nuciear pcwer plant structures, systems,

and components important to safety be designed to withstand the effects

of natural phenomena such as earthquakes. Detailed requirements and
guidance regaraing the seismic design of nuclear plants are provided in
the NRC reguiations and in regulatory guides issued by the Commission.
However, these are a number of plants with construction permits and
operating iicenses issued before the NRC's current regulations and
regulatory guidance were in place. For this reason, re-reviews of the
seismic design of varicus plants are being undertaken to assure that

these plants do not present an undue risk to the pubiic. Task A-40 is,

in effect, a compendium of short-term efforts to support such reevaluation
efforts of the NRC staff, especially those related to older operating
plants. In addition, some revisions to sections of the Standard Review
Plan and regulatory guides to bring tham more in 1ine with the

state-of-the-art will result. 2

The seismic design basis and seismic design of the LRG-1l plants have

been established con current licensing criteria and requirements. Should
the resoiution of Task A-40 indicate a cnhange is needed in %these licensing
requirements, all operating reacters including Clinten, Perry and River
Bend will be reevaluated on a case by case basis.

MJA:rf:csc/118A14
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A=40 Seismic Design Criteria = Short-Term Praaram (Cont'd)

Accordingly, we have concluded that the LRG-II plants can be operated
prior to ultimate resolution of this generic issue without endangering
the health and safety of the putlic.

A-43 Containment £mergencv Sump Reliability

Following a postulated loss-of-coolant accident, i.e., a break in the
reactor coolant system piping, the water flowing frem the break would be
collected in the supnression pool. This water would be recirculatad
through the reactor system by the emergency core ccoling pumps to
maintain core cooling. Loss of the ability to draw water from the
fuppression pool could disable the emergency core cocoling system.

The concern addressed by this Task Action Plan for boiling water
reacters is primarily focused cn the potential for degraged emergency
core cooling system performance as a result of thermal insulation debris
that may be blown into the suppression pool during a loss-cf-coclant
accident and cause blockage of the pump suction lines. A second concern
potential vortex formation, is not considered a serious concern for

Mark IIl containment due to the large depth of the pool and the low
approach velocities. LRG-II plants have a minimum suctiun submergence
for the ECCS systems of over 7 feet. This concern is addressed in
further detail in LRG-II issue 7-RSB.

With regard to potential blockage of the intake lines, the likelihood of
any insulation being drawn into an emergency core cooling system pump
suction line is very small. The potential debr’s in the drywell could
only be swedt into the suppression peol via the harizontal vents. Any
pieces reacning the pool would tend to settle on the bottom and would
not be drawn intc the pump suction since the suction center line is
minimum of 4 feet and the approach velocity is only 1 foot/second above
the pool bottom. In addition, boiling water reactor designs employ

strainers on the suction sized with flow areas 200 percent larger than
the suction piping.

Acccrdingly, we conclude that LRG-II plants can be .operated prior to
ultimate resclution of this generic issue without endangering the health

- € a. ™
and saftaty ¢

aty -he public.

A-44 Station 81ackout

Electrical power for safety systems at nuclear power plants must be
suppiied by at least two redundant ana independent divisions. The
systems used to remove decay heat to cool the reactor core following a
reacter shutdown are included among the safety systems that must meet
Nese reguirements. Each electrical division for safety systems includes
two offsite alternating current power connections, a stanaby emergency

diesel generator alternating current power supply, and direct current
sources.

MJA:rf:csc/118A15
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A-44 Station Blackout

Task A-44 involves a study of whether or not nuclear power plants should
be designed to accommodate a complete lcss of all alternating current
power, i.e., a loss of both the offsite and the emergency diesel generator
alternating current power supplies. This issue arose because of operating
experience regarding the reliability of alternating current power suppiies.
A number of operating plants have experienced a total loss of offsite
electrical power, and more cccurrences are expected in the future.

Ouring each of these loss-of-offsite power event, the onsite emergency
alternating current power supplies were available to supply the power
needed by vital safety equipment. However, in some instances, one of

the redundant emergency power supplies have been unavailable. In addition,
there have been numerous reports of emergency diesel-generaters failing

to start and run in operating plants during pericdic surveillance tests.

A loss of all alternating current power was not a design basis event for
the LRG-II facilities. Nonetheless, a combination of design, operating,
and testing requirements have been imposed to assure that these units

will have substantial resistance to a loss of all alternating current

and that, even if a loss of all alternating current should occur, there

is reasonable assurance the core will be cocoled. These design, operating,
and testing requirements are discussed below.

A loss of offsite alternating current power involves a loss cf both the
preferred and backup sources of offsite power. OQur review and basis for
acceptance of the design, inspecticn, and testing provisions for the
offsite power system are described in Section 8.2 of the SER.

If offsite alternating current power is lost, three diesel-generators
and their associated distribution systems will deliver emergency power
to safety-related equipment. Our review of the design, testing, sur-
veillance, and maintenance provisions for the onsite emergency diesels
is described in Sections 8.3 and 9.5 of the SER. The reguirements
include preoperational testing to assure the reliability of the
installed diesel-generators.

It both offsite and onsite alternating ci -ent power are lost, boiling
water reactors may use a combination of safety/relief valves and the
reactor core isolaticn cocling system to remcve core decay heat without
reliance on alternating current power. Inese systems assure that aceguate
cooling can be maintained for at least two hours, which allows time for

restoration of alternating current power from either offsite or onsite
sources.

The issue of station blackout was considered by the Atcmic Safety and
Licensing Appeai Board (ALAB-603) for the St. Lucie No. 2 facility. In
addition, in view of the completion schedule for Task A-44 (Octcbter,
1982), the Appeal 8Soard reccmmended that the Ccmmission take expeditious
acticn to accommocate a station blackout event. The Commission has
reviewed thair recommendations and determineg that some interim measures

should be taken at all facilities inciuding LRG-I1I plants while Task A-4s
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A-44 Station Blackout (Cont'd)

is being conducted. NRC Generic Letter 31-04 requested a review of
plant capability to mitigate a station blackout event and prompt
implementation, as necessary, of emergency procedures and a training
program for station blackout events. Conseguently, interim emargency
procedures and operator training for safe operation of the facility and
restoration of alternating current power will be implemented. This
action will be compieted by fuel load data.

Based on the above, we have concluded that there is reasonable assurance
that LRG-II plants can be operated prior to the ultimate resolution of

this generic issue without enaangering the health and safety of the
public.

A-45 Shutdown Decav Heat Removal Requirements

Following a reactor shutdown, the radicactive decay of fission products
continues to product heat (decay heat) which must be removed from the
primary system. The principal means for removing this heat in a beiling
water reactor while at high praessure is via the steam lines to the
turbine condenser. The condensate is normally returned to the reactor
vessel by the feedwater system: however, the steam turtine-driven
reactor core isolation cooling system is provided to maintain primary
system inventory, if alternating current power is not available. When
the system is at low pressure, the decay heat is removed by the residual
heat removal systems. This "Unresolved Safety Issue" will evaluate the
benefit of providing «lternate means of decay heat removal which could
substantially increase the plants’' capability to handle a broager
spectrum of transients and accidgents. The study will consist of a
generic system evaluation and wiil result in recommendations regarding
the desirability of and possible design requirements from improvements
in existing systems or an alternative decay heat removal methed if the

improvements or alternative can significantly reduce the overall risk to
the pubdblic.

The LRG-1I plants are designed with various methods for the removal of
decay heat. "As discussed above, the decay heat is normally reiected to
the turbine condenser and zondencata iec ratyrned o *ha yessal Ly the
feedwater system. The reactor core isolation cooling (RCIC) system
provides an alternate means of supplying makeup water to the vessel.
This turbine driven pump takes suction from the condansate storage tank
and pumps to the vessel. If the condencer is not available (e.g., loss
of offsite power), heat can be removed via the safety/relief valves to
the suppression pool. Also, the high pressure core spray (HPCS) system
is provided if the reactor core isolation cooling system is not available.
Both of these systems (RCIC and HPCS) can supply water to the vessel
from either the congensata storage tank or the suppression pocl.
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A-45 Shutdown Decay Heat Removal Reaquirements (Cont'd)

If the reactor core isclation cooling and high pressure core spray are
unavailable, the reactor system pressure can be reduced by the autcmatic
depressurization system so that couling by the residual heat removal
systew: can be initiated. When the cordenser is not used, the heat

rejected to the suppression pool is subsequently removed by the residual
heat removal system.

The reactor core isolation cocling and high pressure core spray systems
for the LRG-II plants have improvements over comparabie systems at older
boiling water reactors. The reactor core isolation cooling system has
been upgraded to safety-grade quality (now required for all boiling
water reactors), and the high pressure core spray is powered by its own
dedicatea diesel so it can operate with an assumed loss of all other
sources of alternating current power. Also, the residual heat removal
system contains three pumps; the flow capacity of any single pump (A or
8) is sufficient to remove the decay heat.

Foliowing the TMI accident, the industry performed and documented
extensive analyses of feeawater transients and small-break loss-of-coolant
accidents to support acceptability of current designs. A report of

these analyses was provided to the NRC in NEDO-24708A Revision 1, dated
December, 1980.

Based on the above, we have concluded that the LRG-II plants can be
operated prior to the ultimate resolution of the generic issue without
endangering the health and safety of the public.

A-46 Seismic Uualification of Equipment in Operatina Plants

The design criteria and methods for the sei:mic qualification of
mechanical and eiectrical equipment in nuclazr power plants have
undergone significant change during the course of the commercial nuclear
power program. Ccnsequently, the margins of safety provided in existing
equipment to resist seismically induced loads and perform the intended
safety functions may vary considerably. The z:ismic qualiification of
the equipment iy operating plants must, therefore. be reassessed to
ensure the ability to bring the plant to a safe shutcdswn condition when
subject %o a seismic event. The cojective of this “lnresolved Safety
Issue" is to establish an explicit set of guidelines that could be use:
to judge the acequacy of the seismic qualification of mechanical and
electrical equipment at all operating plants in lieu of attampting to
backfit current design criteria for new plants. This guicance will
concern 2quipment required to safely shutdown the plant, as well as
equipment wnose functions is not required for safe shutdown, but whose
failure could result in adverse conciticns which might impair shutdown
functions.
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A-46 Seismic Qualification of Equicment in Operating Plants (Ceont'd)

LRG-IT plant: were designed using current seismic design criteria, ana
methods for seismic equipment qualification are to be latest codes and
standards. Requirements for seismic equipment gqualification include
IEEE 344-1975 and Regulatory Guides 1.82 and 1.100. Standard Review

Plans 3.2.2, 3.9.2, 3.9.3, and 3.10 have also been considered in the
qualification efforts.

Since identification of hydrodynamic load effects on LRG-II planrt
structures, an effort was initiated to assess the effects of these loads
(in combination with previously establisned seismic loads) on eguipment
required to safely shut down the plant. This reassessment invelved

valication of equipment qualification througn both analytical methods
and additicnal testing, where regquired.

It is concluded that LRG-II plants can be operated prior to resolution

of this generic issue without undue risk to the health and safety of the
public.

A-47 Safety Implications of Control Svstems

This issue concerns the potential for transients or accidents being made
more severe as a result of control system failures or malfunctions.

These failures or malfunctions may occur independently or as a result of
the accident or transient under consideration. One concern is the
potential for a single failure such as a loss of power supply, short
circuit, open circuit, or sensor failure to cause simultaneous malfunction
cf several control features. Such an occurrence would conceivably

result in a transient more sever than those transients analyzad as
anticipated opsrational occures. A second concern is for a postulated
accident to cause contrel system railures which would make the accident
more severe than analyzed. Accidents could conceivably cause control
system failures by creating a harsn environment in the area of the
control equipment or by physically damaging the control equipment.
Although it is generally believed that such control system fajlures would
not Tead to serious events or result in conditions that safety systems
cannot safely handle, in-depth studies have not been rigorousiy performed
tc verify this belief. The ootential for an accicdent that would affect

a particular contro! system, anc effects of the control system failures,
may differ from plant to plant. Therefore, it is not possible to cevelep
generic answers to these concerns, but rather plant-specific reviews are
required. The purpose of this "Unresolved Safety Issua" is to “efine
generic criteria that will be used for plant-specific reviews.

The LRG-II plant control and safety systems have been designed with the
goal of ensuring that control system failures (either singie or muitipie

failures) will not prevent automatic or manual initiatisn 2n2 sparatieon

of any safaty system equipment required tc trip the plant or to maintain
the plant in a safe shutdown condition following any "anticipated operat

occurrence” or "accigent”. This has been accompliished by eithar providi
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A-47 Safety Implications of Control Svstems (Cont'd)

independence between safety and nonsafety systems or providing isclating
devices between safety and nonsafety systems. These devices preclude

the propagation of nonsafety system equipment faults such that operation
of the safety system equipment is not impaired.

A systematic evaluation of the control system design, such as contemplated
for this "Unresoived Safety Issue,” has not been performed to determine
whether postulated accidents could cause significant control system
failures which would make the accident consequences more severe than
presently analyzed. However, a wide range of bounding transients and
accidents is presently analyzed to assure that the postulated events
would be adequately mitigated by the safety systems. In addition,
systematic reviews of safety systems have been performed with the goal

of ensuring that control system failures (single or multiple) will not
defeat system action. Specifically, these reviews include identification
and evaluaticn of the potential adverse impacts to plant safety as a
result of control system failures, effects from loss of non=Class 1£
power sources, and harsh environments following high energy line breaks.
These concerns are addressed in further detail in LRG-II issues S-IC33,
6-ICSB, and 7-1CS8.

A specific subtask of this "Unresolved Safety Issue" will be to study

the reactor overvill transient in boiling watar reactors to determine

the need for preventative and/or mitigating design measures to preclude
or minimize the consequences of this transient. Several early boiling
water reactors have experiencaed reactor vessel overfill transients with
subsequent two-phase or liquid flow througn the safety/relief valves.
Following these early events, commercial-grade high-level trips (Level 8)
have been installed at LRG-II plants to terminate flow from the appropriate
systems. These high-level trips are single failure proof and periodic
surveillance is required by the Technical Specifications. No overfilling
events have occurred since the Level 8 trips were installed. In additicn
BWR/6's have a high level scram that precludes this concern.

Based on the above, we have concluded that there is reasonable assurance
that LRG-II plants can be cperated pricr to the ultimate resalution of
this generic issue without endangering the health and safety of the

pudiic.

A-18 Hvdrocen Control Measures and Effects of Hydrogen Burns on Safety
Ecuipment

Folliowing a less-of-coolant accident in a light water reactcr plant,
combustible gases, principally hydregen, may accumulate inside the
primary reactcr containment as a result of: (1) metal-water reaction
invalving the fuel element cladding; (2) ihe radiociytic deccmpositizn of

the water in the reactor core and the containment sump; (3) the corrosion
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A-48 Hvdrogen Control Measures and Effects of Hvcrsoen Burns an Safety
Ecuioment (Cont'a)

of certain constructicn materials by the spray solution; and (&) any
synergistic chemical, thermal, and radioclytic effects of post-accicents

environmental conditicns on containment protective coating systems ang
electric cable insulation.

Because of the potential for significant hydrogen generation as the

resuit of an accident, 10CFR Section 50.44, "Standards for Combustible

Gas Control System in Light Water Cooled Power Reactors," and Criterion 41
of the Genera! Design Criteria, "Containment Atmosphere Cleanup," in
Apperdix A to 10CFR Part 50, require that systems be provided to control
hydrogen concentrations in the containment atmospnere following 3
postulated accident to ensure that containment integrity is maintained.

Regulation 10CFR Section 50.44 requires that the combustibie gas control
system provided ce capable of handling the hydrcgen generatesd as a
result of degradation of the emergency core cooling system such that the
hydrogen release is five times the amount calculated in demenstrating
compliance with 10CFR Section 50.46 or the amount corresponding to

reaction of the cladding to a depth of 0.00023 inch, whichever amount is
greater.

The accident at TMI-2 on March 28, 1979, resulted in hydrogen generation
well in cxcess of the amounts specified in 10CFR Section 50.44. As a
result of this knowledge, it became apparent to NRC that specific design
measures are needed for handling larger hydrogen releases, par icularly
for sma:i, low-pressure containments. As a resu’t, the Commission
determined that a rulemaking proceeding should be undertaken to cdefine

the manner and extent to which hydrogen evoluticn and other effacts of a

e -

degraded core need to be taken into account in p'ant design. An advance

.

notice of this rulemaking proceeding on degraded core issues was publisnhed
in the Federal Reaister on October 2, 1980. '

Recognizing that a number of years may be required to complete this
rulemaking proceeding, a set of short-tarm or interim actions ralative
to hydrogen control requirements was developed and impiemented. These
interim measures were described in a seccnd Qctober 2, 1920, Faderal
Register notica.

For plants with Mark III containments, the propcsed interim rule
specified that either it must be demonstirated that the ceatainment can
withstand hydrogen burns or explosions or a detailed evaluation of

possible hydrogen controi measures must be performed and the selectead
measures installed.
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A-48 Hvdrogen Control Measzures and Effects of Hvdrocen Burns on Safaty
quipment (Cont'd)

The LRG-II position is to comply with this interim rule through use of a
hydrogen igniter system. This system consists of glow plug igniters
distributed throughout the containment. This system is designea to
ignite hydrogen at low concentrations, thereby maintaining the con-
centration of hydrogen below its detonable limit and preventing
potential containment overpressure.

To collectively evaluate the concerns associated with the Hydrogen issue
for Mark III containments, LRG-II participants are involved in an owners
group. This group is sponsoring analytical work with General Electric,
Offshore Power systems and others. Current evaluations of this greup
have demonstrated that containment pressures will remain well below the

failure point as the result of the anticipated hydrogen release and
burn.

Based on the above, we conclude that LRG-II plants can be operated pricr
to resciuticn of the "Unresoived Safety Issue” and the proposad ruiemaking
without undue risk to the health and safety ‘'of the public.
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