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James K. Asselstine, Comissioner
Frederick M. Bernthal, Commissioner j
Lando W. Zech, Comissioner

"

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Gentlemen :

Please note that Philip Clark's letter to you of April 26, 1985 (received
by UCS on May 2), regarding the assmptions postulated by UCS for an analysis
of a design basis steam generator tube rupture accident at TMI-1, is
incorrect. The correct assmptions are contained on page 5 of the handout UCS
gave you on April 18, 1985, and explained in my letter to Mr. Baxter, counsel
for GPU, dated April 26, 1985. Copies of handout page 5 and my letter are
attached. .

Mr. Clark has misinterpreted assumption #1 and then attributed his
9 misinterpretation to UCS. Assmption #1, which is fully consistent with the

Standard Review Plan as spelled out in my April 26, 1985 letter, is that the
plant is operating with that equipment required to be operable for unrestric-
ted operation, as dictated by the WI-1 technical specifications. Contrary to

Mr. Clark's assertion, this assmption would not call for postulating simul-
taneous loss of offsite power and unavailability of both diesel generators.
Technical specification 3.7 for WI-1 requires both diesels to be operable for *

unrestricted operation. Therefore, a single failure would involve the loss of'

at most one diesel. By contrast, technical specification 3.1.13 permits.

unrestricted operation with the high point vent in loop A inoperable . A

single failure could disable the three remaining high point vents because they
share a common power supply.

Please note that the attachment to Mr. Clark's letter purports to be a
list of UCS assmptions. In all cases except assmption #1, it is a direct

quote from page 5 of our April 18 handout to you. In the case of assumption

#1, by contrast, parenthetical language has been added which is not contained
in our handout, which is not accurate, and which was not contained in any
conversation I had with Mr. Baxter.

When I received Mr. Clark's letter, I offered to have Mr. Pallard explain
the difference to Mr. Baxter or directly to GPU's technical people. Mr .

'

Baxter declined both suggestions,
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-L In any case,. Mr. Clark has appparently provided. the information Chairman

fj, Palladino'~ requested by stating. that an analysis of a steam generator tube

!! rupture for mI-1, in accordance with the NRC Standard Review Plan, would
i require four . to six months. This in itself. suggests that the generic B&W
ki - report referred to does not fulfill the need here.

N
|I We -urge you to quickly dir ect that an analysis in accord with' the
t. Standard Review Plan be done for W I-1. It is apparent that GPU will not
b- .otherwise perform one. It is questionable that such an analysis would show

that public health - and safety are adequately protected in the event of a
design basis steam generator tube rupture accident at WI-1.

4
*

Very truly yours,

'7
4vy

/' - Ellyn R. ' Weiss
General Counsel

encl: As Stated

cc w/o enc 1: WI-1 Service List
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SAFrfY EVALUATION OF TUBE RUFrURE ACCIDEffr AND REASSESSMENT

OF TRAINING AND EMERGENCY PROCEDURES ARE NECESSARY TO ASSURE SAFETY

A SAFETY EVAWATION OF
- NRC STAFF ACING 4IEIX3ED DiAT LCS IS C@ RECT:

A STEN 4 GENERATOR TUBE RUPTURE ACCIDErff AT T4I-I IIAS NOT BEEN

PERFGNFD IN ACCmDMCE WITH DIE CmMISSION'S SAFETY RE0JIREMENTS

FOR DESIGN BASIS ACCIDEttrS's

- A SAFETY EVAWATION SilOULD BE PERF0NED AND SHOULD HAVE FOLLGVItG
,

FEATURES:

1. ASSINE PIANT OPERATION IN ACCWDMCE WITH TECHNICAL

SPECIFICATIONS, I.E., SO4E SAFETY EQUIENENT INOPERABLE
w.

ii
2. WBE RUPPURE ACCIDEt'r TCtRS

3. ASSLME IDSS T GE !TE ELECTRICAL POWER

S 4. ASSLNE SINGLE FAILt.hE

5. EVAWATE WIEnlER CTE DAMA AND WFSITE RADIATION COSES
*

WIU1IN REGUIA'ICRY LIMITS RELYING ONLY ON REMAINING SAFETY-GRADE
.;
'

ECUIENENT

'' - IF SAFETY EVAWATION SHG4S DIEORETICALLY ACCEPTABIE CONSE0JEtCES,

REASSESS 'IRAINING AND EMERGEtCY PROCEDURES 'IO JUDGE WHETHER THERE

IS PEASONABIE ASSLRAtCE DIAT 'IHE SAFETY EVAWATION'S ASStNPTIONS

REGARDItG OPERATOR ACTIONS ARE VALID

n-



|

, ,

"t'

[ N !( ).N ( ) F
e v t y, g; g N y.s mns ,sA. i

j

' .%, O!\ g,L. ry,,iao,*...........,,is..,,,,,,n e y
g u,, ,, , ,, .:M u ., m , ,, c , . ,, . . i n ,,o;,,.g.,,,,,,,,_,,,,,,.sv xn s

,

i

Apr 11 26, 1985
1homan A. Eaxter, Esq.

Shaw, Pi ttman , Iotts & Trowbridge
1800 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

Cear Mr. Baxter:

You called me earlier this week in response to Chairman Palladino's
suggestion to Mr. Clark that GPU ascertain what UCS believes is necessary for
a safety evaluation of the design basis steam generator tube rupture accident
for TMI-1. In particular, you asked if page five of the hand-out which UCS

/[ gave to the Commission on April 18, 1985, constituted our view of what such a
safety evaluation would consist of ard I answered in the af fimative. That

page contains a simplified description of the process described in the Stan-
dard Review Plan for analysis of the steam generator tube rupture accident.

I think that the only part of page five of the handout that may need
clarification is item number 1: " Assume plant operation in accordance with
technical specifications, i.e., some safety ecuim ent inope rable ." What is
meant is that the analysis should assume the availability of only that safety
equipment which is required to be operable under the 2I-1 license for unre-
stricted operation of the plant, i.e. , only that safety equipment necessary toe

satisfy the limiting conditions for operation. 'Ihe single failure criterion
would then be applied. In other words, the beginning asstaption is that only.,

~"

safety equipment required to be operable is operable and a single random
failure (in addition to the tube rupture) is then p stulated.

GPU might also wish to give some thought to whether, given the current
E .g

condition of the 21-1 steam generators, the design basis accident for 2I-1y
,' should go beyond the single-tube rupture applicable tc 11 other plants and

include postulating multiple tube ruptures. Note that GPU technical data
"Since extensivee

report for the :evised mI-1 tube rupture procedures states:
circumferential cracking was discovered in approximately 1200 of the 31,000

0 tubes, it became clear that a revised set of procedures for dealing with both
- single and multiple SGTRs should be developed." Tm-406, Rev. 3, p. 14,

emI asis added.t

In sum, the Standard Review Plan establishes a procedure for evaluating a
design-basis steam generator tube rupture accident. Such an evaluation has
not been done for 21-1 and UCS believes it should be.

'

Very truly yours,
f
,s

. .
/

'EI1y d .'Wolsn
General O mnSel

cc: 'IMI-1 Se rv ice 1.1 * *


