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Pl s |
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ant, Unit &

ceri il
ang 2 Docket NOS, 53-440 and S@-s6l

fDear COomMmissioner Rsselstine:

On beralf of Omhi10 CitiZens FOr ResPonsible Energy *ACRE"*) I
am pleased tC submit the Following comments on the CEIX
presentatian and tour of PNPP of July 17, 1985.

- CEI’'s d13Cussion oOf management neglected +*0 menticn the
effects OF the merger OFf JEI and Toledo Ediscn, announced in
late June, News accounts have indalated that a nuclear
management: group will be formea to mMANAIE® the Perry unaits angd
avis-Besse, This rai1ses *he question oF whetrer perscns
responsible for the poor management of Davis-Besse will be in
crarge of Perry, THe 2ff@ct OFf the merger on management has not
peen 2valuated by the SEQFF;: [ fFeel +his mMust be 2valuated
before Ffuel iload, as integrity c2apabilaity, and competance of
management 16 a4 material fackor an licensing, and the new
sompany and its nuclear unit (not CEI as was presented 0 you)
Wwill b@ ra2specnsible for Perry

FOr 1%ts 4E-year lave,

b8 CEI menti0ned the 'successful’ emergency planning exercaise
rexa Novemper 23, (9384, I am unable to understand why NRO and
FEM TAVe Thi1% exercise 3ucCh %igh marks, According to prass
SLC0uNts ang informatian obrtained tmrough FOIA: +*re scenarac
JEsuMed For the B8xercise Wwas ATLS inatiated =y O s:tuUCkKk-OBen SR
assumed to start at 18:17 AM. 8 zate® areq emersency was
agslared, 8t [2:22 PM the SupPPression pPool was assumed 0 201l
4 seneral emergency was declaraed, Seven minutes later cre
conetaAanNmMent was ASSUM@Gd tC fFail and radiation release :C besar,

HOoWwever, the® Sirens were not Sypothetically soundes until 1:45
FM, cne hour ONd 1S minutes cfter the radioacrtive ~el2ase bezan,
ans 3 nhours

anag 28 ltnuinh arfter the z2vere accident was pcst ulstii 0

segin, rhsq,‘zocrty fails the (S8-minute coriterion of Appendix E
*2 1@ CFR %@ and NUREG-04S54. This was not due to 4o 'mistake® 2n
tn@ part OF the exercise participants, but was written into the
2ERITCLS® SCTIPY, In fact, had the partkilipants not caven the
TLOPTELE" QCkiIONS Within 4 Few Minutes, they Wwould have beern
prompted t0 40 3C by Persons RavinNng knowledge Of cthe scrapt,

This Rardly CONSEitut®s QSBUraANCE that prompt protective
MeASUT™ES Wwill b® rtaken in an accident

J CEI stated thot while COonstruction on Perry Unit 7 had peen

J1SCoONtinuUed., the Unit O diesel generators were being completed
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"for Tredundonty.® ApPpParently this means chat the Uni¥ 2 D468 ar
t0 be redungant 9 yUnit 1’'s, However, there is pres2ntily no way
k0 CcONNecrt the Iniet 2 DGS =0 UYnait | bussas, a3 the Perry F3sk
(Section 8,3.1.1.2.13) clearly states +*hat there 13 NO sSharaing

af Class (E AC pPOower betwesn units, TO take <redit FOor the ijnac
< DG3 as redundant 1% Clearly an unanalyed i1s3y@. and it 1s
SearmapPs 1Nd1CatiIve® OF an intenci0n k0 aAbandon, "ather™ than ,ust
poscpone, LUnic 2,

-, 2El stated the intencidr +0 Tesolve Aall open 15SU@S Prior =2
FJel load, This 15 belied by their~ response +0 an open i:rem
fFrom en@ NRC'S Fire Proteltizsn audat, The Staff tated in th
Audit repors that the i1tem, concerning =-@ sealing aof conduit
Foyur anches or less in diameter, mus: be rescived srior tc fuel
load, In their response CE] Proposed & Craiterion tc meet the
intent of the taff’'s 3uidelines and stated thit it would be
implementad B exceeding &% sower cperation. RlThough the
Skaff founag CE terion to be unacsceprable, i1t stateda that
t~® i1tem (ard dertified 1M the Qudit: “eeded :C be
resolved befor *licensing,"* I am concerned t=at :theése
itens
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re filed ey ) cgansernan
iC18NEy 4in em@g ROIC sysrem, N neg commitment +¢
rective actkion 183 made; rather. there 13 an explanation thae
C 18 not really needed i1n the CONtrol rog ar9p accident, the
‘@ne FOor whichk i+ 18 Zonsidered an engineered 3
11@ this may be true, (CEI has neglected the fFa
important ¢o@lant makeup system 1n 4 3tati0n plackout
Jidenty the geficiency renders RCIC inoperabls 4during a
FEATAI0N blaCkOUR accident, ChHanging the FSAR and merely
accepting O POMECRION in plant Safety i8 NoOr tre LEProEriate
~fESPONSEe tO0 SUGh O derficiency. which can & srre
lognnegcting other cables in parallel wieh = n
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& YOU d18C103%@d the Staff's assessmente ofF F
For Perry Unit [, likely b2 be the fFirst g

@S3tiMaGte 13 1N "~2asonable agreement Witk ¢
OF the Laseloqd Forecasr Panel, whilh fFoun
fFuel 104d 18 GQttainable, Gssumaing problem-7Fre
test1nQ, HOwever, 1n late 1984 the Licensing acar
AiNAUIries OfF the parti1e8s as +0 tre pro,ectea fuel
S§cCheduUling purposes, The Staff Lmen abkangined 1t
Foresast Panel estimate angd endorsed CEI’'s June |
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ProJecred fuel load Jate, Hearings were scheduled :n accorzancs
with CEI'S pro ections, The time 2Onstraines and fFrankic case

prepararion
iMPOSed by the hearing schedule, *hanks L0 the Staff’'s less-
han-honest behavior, were aQuaite =i1fficule For OCRE, a small
QrgaANiITation with limited Financidal ana personnel resources: it
18 POSSibl® thAt an expert waitness Fo one 2f QUr issues wouls
rove been available had there been a4 More recalisktic mearing
schedule, In any event the pehavidr of the Staff in thas
ANStANCce 138 1@ss than what [ consider appropraiate for a
sovernment agency,
Thank you For bhe

Perry ang ®0 erovag

L
L]

Saincerely.

A
A\
§

SUSan L., Hiatt

O0RE Beprasentarive

S27% Munson R4,

Menzo- ok w=Z5E
alB) 255=3.38




MURRAY R. EDELMAN
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THE CLEVELAND ELECTRIC ILLUMINATING COMPANY

PO. BOX 5000 - CLEVELAND, OMIO 44101 - TELEPHONE (218) 822-9800 - ILLUMINATING BLDG. =~ 55 PUBLIC SQUARE

Serving The Best Location in the Nation

Y7 A TTACHMEN T

VICE PRESIDENT

May 22, 1985
PY-CEI/OIE~0046 LQ

Mr. James G. Keppler

Regional Administrator, Region III
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
799 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137

RE: Perry Nuclear Power Plant
Docket Nos. 50-440; 50-441
Voltage Drop Affecting RCIC
Valves [RDC 127(85)]

Dear Mr. Keppler:

This letter is the final report pursuant to 10CFR50.55(e) on the
potential significant deficiency regarding starting voltage drops
in power feeder cables for three valves in the Reactor Core
Isclation Cooling (RCIC) System. Mr. J. McCormick-Barger of your
office was notified on January 30, 1985, by Mr. T. A. Boss of The
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company that this problem was
being evaluated per our Deviation Analysis Report Number 272.
Interim reports were submitted on February 28, and April 18,
1985. We have determined that this condition does not constitute
a significant deficiency per the requirements of 10CFRS50.55(e).

Rescription of Potential Deficiency

Calculations had indicated that various DC powered valves within
the RCIC system might be incapable of operating due to reduced
voltage at the valve operators. This condition results upgn_;ggﬁ‘

of a b er coupled with the voltage drop in the valves
motor circuit conductors.

Results of Evaluation
Section 5.4.6.1 of our FSAR currently states that the RCIC system

can be utilized to mitigate the consequences of a Control Rod
Drop Accident (CRDA). However, in the event that RCIC system




James G. K‘r ‘ May 22, 1985

"operation becomes impaired due to the loss of a battery charger,

the High Pressure Core Spray system would be available to
respond. Additionally, the Automatic Depressurization System
initiates upon Low Low Reactor Water level, 2nabling the Low
Pressure Core Spray and Low Pressure Core Injection to provide
core cooling and reactor inventory make-up.

Discussions with our Nuclear Steam Supply System supplier,
General Electric (GE), indicate that they are in agreement with
our determination that RCIC is not required to function to
mitigate the consequences of a CRDA. Documentation from GE is
forthcoming and we will notify you should our position change.
The documentation will be evaluated to determine if any changes
to our FSAR are required.

In light of the above, the identified condition would not have
had a significant impact on the safe operation of the Perry
Nuclear Power Plant.

Please call if there are any questions.

Sincerely,

74 /U/Z/fv

Murray R. Edelman
Vice President
Nuclear Group

MRE:sab

cc: Mr. J. A. Grobe
USNRC, Site Office

Mr. D. E. Keating
USNRC, Site Office

Director

Office of Inspection and Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
c/o0 Document Management Branch
washington, D.C. 20555

Records Center, SEE-IN

Institute of Nuclear Power Operations
1100 Circle 75 Parkway, Suite 1500
Atlanta, Georgia 30339



