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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

pefcore thre Atomic Safety and Licensang aerpeal

In the Matter of )

focket Nos, S5B-440 OL
58~-441 0L

P

THE CLEVELAND ELECTRIC
ILLUMINATING CO., ET AL.

{(perry Nuclear Power Plant,
Unats 1 and 2)

et Nt N

OCRE MEMORANDUM ON APPEAL BOARD QUESTIONS

In its January 3, 19846 Memorandum and Order the Appeal Board
posed twd QUEStiONns t0 the parties to be answered in wratcen
i/
memoranda by January 21, 1986. [ntervenor Qhio CitaizZens fOr
Responsible Energy (*OCRE") hereéby Files 1ts answers t0 the

Juestions,

GUESTION |

The First Question asks whether, ain light of the dairecrave
of 10 CFR S0.44(€) (3)(v3) (B)(3) that accadent scenarics
considered under the hydrocgen control rule are to describe the
pehavior of the reactor system durang and followang a degraded

core accaigent,

was it proper for the Licensang Board, an conNnNection with 1t8
assessment of the applicants’ preliminary hydrogen control
analysis, tOo admit and t0o consider evidence concernang

assumptions related to specaific detaals of the accident, SuUuch GS
containment spray availabality, starion blackout, and the
opercbility of the Reactor Core Isolation Coolang Cystem? If
not, does the rule nevertheless require the applicants’' fanal
analysis t0 include a determanation with respect to the

=~

appropriacteness ofF such assumptions

.LI THis deadline has been extanded to Joanuary 29, 1986 by the
January |7 order of the appeal poard grantaing the NRC Staff's

motion FOr an exension Oof time tO resgongd,
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OCRE asserts that it was indeed proper FfOr the Licensang
Board to admit evidence rezaraing the specafac details Oof the
degraded core scenarios, such as station blackout, containment
spray availabilaity, ang operabality Of RCIC, 3N 1t3 assessment
of the prelaminary analysais, Unfortunately, the Licensaing Board
did not really consigder the evidence i1t had admitted, but
instead contrived excuses for 13noring the evidence,

A8 addressed in OCRE's APPellate Brief (pp, 2-12), the
Licensang Board lacks statutory authority to consader anythang
1885 than issues relating tc & Full-term, Final, fFoOrcy-year
cperating license, ond the mhearing (and resultant gdecasion) MUEEL

encompass all material 1s3Uss raased by thé requester, I'nion of

-

Conserned Scsentases v, NRC, 735 F.2d 1437, 1463 (D.C. Car.

198¢) . Thus, regardless of whether Staff and APPlacants

ration blackout (G 1t concerns

n

considered matters such Gas

gegraded core hydrogen control) t0 be more appropriace fFor the

fFinal analysis, once OCRE raised the i1ssue, the Licensing Boarga

Was required to consaider it in its li¢censing decaisaon,

Fur chermore, the Supplemenctary Information ain the Federal

Register notice (58 FR 3478, January 25, 19B85) on thé hydrogen

contrgl rule andicates that such matters are Eroperly consigered

FR 3502 the requirement of

[aat)

in the preliminary anclysis, At S

18 CFR SO.44(c) (3)(va) (B)(J) is discussed, with examples OF

scenarios found acceptatle for gequoyah, a PWR with an ice

condenser Zontainment, The Sequoyak applicant inatially

proposed one accident scenario, a small bredk LOCA with 108sS of

ECCS, but broadened ats studies in response to Staff concerns,

release after loss Of the

ZucCh A% steam inerti1ng, hydrogen




containment heat sink (i,&,, the ice had melted), and whether
' the steam and hydrogen
release rates assumed were appropriate for other scenarios and

the recovery periocd of the accagent,

The adaditional Sequaovah calculations are said to bound *a

R —

representative selection of scenarios,* includang

a small break

an intermediate treak LQOCRKR with lo0ss of EQC [Si101].,
gransaenc

LOCA with loss OF contaanment heat removal [S2G1. &
10es of main feedwater and 10&s of all AC power [(TBEZ2], anas &
sransisent 10ss OF maan feedwater, 108 OF auxiliary feedwater

and loss of the ECC CTBLDI.

c@ction (vii) {(B) OF the hRydrozen rulie indalates that the

referenced analyses for Sequoyah are apparently egquavalent tC

tre prelaiminary analysis, S0 mudh ¢0 that samilar (1.€,, PWR ace

condenser) plants need not provade a preliminary analysais tO

' sUPPOrt operation at full FPOwer, Whilé a1t 15 certainly true

that BUWRS have tC agdgaress di1fferent scenarios due to obvicCus

differences in plant desaign, the cequoyah analyses Ehow Ere

genreral events and failures, specaifacally ancludang scaraon

clackout and loss of containment reat removal (1.€,., contasnment

spray ang/or RHR failure in the Mark IIl), to be considered ain
th@ prelaimainary andalys:is,

' QUESTION O

e e

The second question poOseas by the Appeal poard asks

what 18 the justifacataion for applicants’ and the staff’'s
reliance on an &Gnalysss that apparently regu:rei the operatian
of the contaanment sSpEray system as a heat removal devace an
grder to maintaan containment integraty”? Gaven thais

J0es Not the conktainment spray pecome & necessary

requirement,
~ontrol system and hence fall withain the

part of the hydirogen
scop€e GF thée new hyarogen rule?

OCRE does not know why AFPlacancs and Staff have relied upon

tainment sprays to

an analysis requirang the operataion of caon




maintain containment integrity, especaally an l1ight Oof the
Scaff’'s previdus statement that "at appedars inconsistent to
assume that components of & COre c00ling system would be
available to provige containment SPray Flow* in O degraded core
accident ang *if spray availabalaty 18 questionakle, <0 not
coneider them in the containment analysais.® OCRE Ex. 19 &t &,

But, s€ance Applacants’ analysis does rely upon containment

spray Operation (see, €,3., Notafrancesco I at 5-8; AppPlasants

Ex. 8-1 at 28 ana Appendix A, P. le’t. and si.7~@ contas.ament
sprays, being the dominant heat transfer mechanism, are
necessary to maintaan containment integrity (see, e.3.,» OCFE
21 at 11 [(Quest:onable availability OF containment sSpPrays as
factor in Sandia’s Judgemsnt OF the i1gnaiter system as margainally
adequatel, 12, 17, 29, %4, and 196 [sandic’'s recommendation that
sprays be activated along with the igniters, apparently
implemented at Grand Gulf (compare applicants’' Ex, 8-1 at e § W 1B
tkey should be considerea a4 necessary part of the hydrogen
controcl system ana fall under the new hydrogen rule,

AEPpricants in fact concege tne relevance of the containment
spray and other Systems to thear nydrogen control analysas,
»ThRE containmenc systems relevant O the analysis of the HCS
snclude the containmeént struceure, cantainment heat removal
systems, combustible gas control eystem, and the sSuppressaon
pool make-up system,® applicants’ Ex, 8-1 at Ze. Uunder tne
standard provided in Previous litigation of hydrosen control,
this conceded relevance 18 an admission that these systems are

to be considered part of the hydrogen contraol saystem, Duke




power Co, (Wm, B.

McGuare Nuclear gtation, Units | and 2), LBP-

81-13, 13 NRC 452, &89-70 (1981} :

in combinataon waith gther contoanment gEystems,
the containment Qar return
and the containment SpPray

theé agniters wore
including the ce condenser systctem,
system, the hydrogen skimmer system,

system(,]

Wwhich the Appeal Board in ALAB-44%, 1+ NRC 483, <67 (1°282)

craracseraled Gs:

the hyaraogen mitagation SysStem cOonsists Of 1gnater assenblaes

{essentially electrac power *glow plugs® gimilar to thiese uUsec
t0 GSsist initidl 1gnition an diesel engirnes) strategicall;
placed in various parcs of the containmeént, Gar return fans,
mydrogen skaimmer fans, and containment SPraGys.

Thus, for Perry the contcainment SPray system should be

considered o necessary part of the hycdrocgen control system,

sontrary toc the Laicensing Board’s Findina LBP-BS5-35 at s3-e%,

’

§5;, and its availabailaty 28 & proper matcv2r for consigerarion

-

Under the new hydrogen cantrol ruie,

pespectfully submitted,
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