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Mr. Robert D, Pollard

Union of Concerned Scientists
1616 P Street, NN

washington, DC 20036

Dear Mr, Pollard:

We have reviewed the concerns expressed in your March 17, 1988 letter to the NRC
Commissioners regarding the implementation of the Babcock and Wilcox Owners Group
(B&WOG) recommerdations at the Rancho Seco Nuclear Generating Station, The
recommendations were developed as part of the BAWCG Safety and Performance
Improvement Program (SPIP), The NRC staff is evaluating both the BLWOG Program
and the implementation of the Program recommendations by the utilities, The
imp'ementation of the recormendations at Rancho Seco has received particular
attention as part of the plant restart evaluation by the NRC staff, The con-
clusions reached by the staff, as they relate to the Rancho Seco restart evalu-
ation, are included in Section 4,10.2 of the restart safety evaluation report,
NUREG-1286, Supplement 1. An additional, more detailed discussion of thete ‘ssues
will be included in a forthcoming inspection report from the NRC regional office,

The SPIP was developed to accomplish two objectives: (1) reduce the number of
inadvertent reactor trips, and (2) reduce the complexity of post-trip transients,
Clearly, the SPIP objectives have inherent safety implications. However, the
SPIP recommendations, both the total number and the "key recommendations" were
developed to improve the operatfon of Babce~k and Wilcox reacturs. There was
never an intent bv the BAWOG nor the NRC (. use the recommendations as criteria
to determine whethe:r or not a nuclear station should operate.

The restart program at Rancho Seco included a review process to evaluate whether
performance improvement recommendations which were received from various sources
had sufficient safety merit to: (1) be implemented prior to vestart, (2) be
implemented in the long term (post restart), or (3) be disregarded. Tne NRC
staff evaluated the SMUD review process and observed the process at work,

Both phases of this evaluation by the staff were completed with the conclusion
that the SMUD evaluations and disposition of the gerformance improvement
recommendations were acceptable (NUREG-1286, Supplement 1, Section 2.2).
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Your letter states that, tased on a January &, 1988 BAWOG report, only two of

203 SPIP recommenditions were implemented at Rancho Seco., The SPIP is an ongoing
Frocess and since the data qucted by you was compiled, both the number of

SPIF recommendations and the status of implementation at Rancho Seco has changed,
According Jenuary 1988, Recommendation Tracking System Report from the BAWOG
(report sto.us tables included as Enclosure 1), there were 216 recommendations,
biced on information provided to the Commission by the Sacramentc Municipa)
Utitity District (SMUD) during a public meeting on March 22, 1688, 169 of the

21, reconmendations were determined to be applicable to Rancho Seco and 71 of
these have been implemeited by SMUD (SMUS implementation status slide incluced

as Enclosure 2),

A11 215 SPIP recommendations were entered into the SMUD performance improvement
recommendation d':position review process and processed accordingly, The NRC staff
reviewed the disposition of each SPIP recommendation which was not included in the
SMUD 11st to implement prior to restart, The staff concurred with SMUD on the
appropriateness of the conclusion for each of these recommendations. Additionally,
fol1ow1ng the receipt of your March 17, 1988 letter, the NRC Region V Administrator
personal .y reviewed the rationale used for each of these issues, The Regional
Administrator alsc agreed that SMUD's disposition of the SPIP reconmendations was
appropriate, Onsite NRC inspect’ons auditad the aciual implementation of the SPIP
recormendations et Rancho Seco. No discrepancies were identified in the SPIP
related issues.

Your letter identified specific examples of B&WOG recommendations which you

felt were safety signiiicant but which apparently were not being implemented by
SMUD prior to restart, The staff reevaluated these issues following receipt

of your letter. Our conclusions following this reevaluation are summarized below.

Communication Problems: The communication problems between the
cortrol room and other parts of the plant have been evaluated by the
staff. The staff has concluded that existing deficiencies in this
area are not significant ana should not adversely impact safe plant
operationc,

Inverter Overcurrent Protection: SMUD has implemented this B&WOG
recommendation.

Instromentation Power Supplies: Extensive modifications have been
completed on the Rancho Eeco TTS and NNI systems and their power
supplies, Althouch additiona) modifications may be incorporatvd in
the future, the systems and their associate’ sower supplies have
been evaluated in detail by the sta’f ard found to Le acceptable *o
cipport plant operat’ :s. The staf’ evaluatior of these systems fis

fncluded in Section . .2 of NUREG-1286, Supplement 1,
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Motor-Operated Valves: SMUD has completed refurbishment of
motor-operated vatves and the staff has verified that this work was
completed,

nggretsed Afr Sﬁstems; Comgressed air s{stem deticiencies were

en ed by uring the course of the performance improvement
evaluations., MedifiLacions, which included the addition of & di~ce)
driven air compressor and backup 2ir bottles for critical air operated
components, were mace to correct the identified ceficiencies., The
staff concluded that the modified air systems are acceptably. The
staff evaluation of the compressed air systems is included in

Section 2,1.,2.4 of NUREG-1286, Supplement 1,

The criteria used by SMUD (as reviewed and approved by the NRC staff) for deter-
mining which recormendations need to be completed prior to resturt, were rot
limitec to deficiencies attributable directly to the December 1985 overcooling
transient. The goal of the program was to identify preblems, beginnirg with the
pilant design bases throuch managenent and operations, which if corrected, would
improve Kancho Secc cverall performaice (NUREG-1286, Section 1). The B&WOG SPIP
recommendations were an integral part of the evaluation but the Owners Group
recommendations were not, in themselves, intenced to re restart criteria,

In conclusion, your concerns for safe operations at Rancho Seco, as expressed
in the lrtter dated March 17, 1988 were considered as part of the Rancho Seco
performance improvement program as described in NUREG-1286, We have not fuund
ary new information in your letter which would alter the staff's recommendation
to the Commission that Rancho Seco f¢ ready to resume operations,

Sincerely,
Originnl =i{oned by

ot v

Thomae E, Murley, Director
(ffice of Nuclear Reactur Regulatien
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TABLE 7-6
IMPLEMENTATION STATUS SUMMARY
TRIP REDUCTION RECOMMENDATIONS
Total Number in System - 215

Number Superseded/Leleted -~ 4
Total Number Valid - 211

Evaluating Evaluating

for for Closed Closed Not Closed Mo Total
Applicability Implementation Implementing Operahle Applicable Rejected Hold Report valid
é8 60 11 32 32 [+] 1] ] 211

12 37 40 43 55 11 9 8 211

51 39 22 41 36 & 0 8 211

S0 30 38 vl 20 1 o 8 211

0 88 16 44 54 1 (4] & 211

i11 23 23 12 29 1 B 8 211

76 7 23 53 43 1 0 8 211



2 ENCLOSURE 1

TABLE 7-7
IMPLEMENTATION STATUS SUMMARY
KEY TRIP REDUCTION RECOMMENDATIONS
Total Number in System - 74

Number Superseded/Deleted - 4
Total Number Valid - 70

Evaluating Evaluating

for for Closed Closed Not Closed No Total
Appiicability Implementation Implementing Operable Applicable Rejected Hold Report Va) ia

APLL 3 40 8 is 1 (4] /] [¢] 70
DPCO 1 16~ 21 23 8 1 G 0 70
rPc 10 19 17 18 S 1 o [+) 70
GPUN 7 12 23 24 E 4] (4] 0 70
SWUD .0 30 10 e 6 0 0 0 70
TVA 32 S 11 7 11 2 3 [+] 70
TED 24 1 16 24 - (4] o /] 70



ENCLOSURE 2

SAFETY AND PERFCRMANCE _
IMFFROVEMENT PROGRAM (SPIP) SUMMARY

m 215 ITEMS ISSUED BY B&WOG FOR CONSIDERATION
— 74 KEY ITEMS; 141 NON—KEY ITEMS

B 169 ITEMS APPLICABLE TO RANCHO SECO
—66 KLEY ITEMS; 103 NON—-KEY ITEMS

& 71 ITEMS ALREADY IMPLEMENTED BY RANCHO SECO
-~-36 KEY ITEMS; 35 NON—-KEY ITEMS

N 29 !ITEMS PARTIALLY COMPLETE
—19 KEY ITEMS; 10 NON—KEY ITEMS

® 69 ITEMS ARE BEING FURTHER EVALUATED FOR

IMPLEMENTATION AFTER RESTART
—11 KEY ITEMS; 58 NON-—-KEY ITEMS

\
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