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[External_Sender] Observations from NUREG/CR-5869, which was published in 1992 

I was directed to NUREG/CR-5869 during a conversation about (BWR) drywell flooding. If I remember correctly, this is or 
at least was used during NRC employee training at Chattanooga. The title is: "Identification and Assessment of BWR In
Vessel Severe Accident Mitigation Strategies." 

At the time this document was published, the BWR Owners' Group had Contingency #6 to flood the drywell in a LOCA 
situation with the failure of all other means of injection into the reactor vessel. This is not quite as transferrable to a 
station blackout situation as it might seem. You see, the large Loss of Coolant Accident has provided a fortuitous vent of 
the reactor vessel as well as a water inlet opening. In a station blackout situation, no such convenient vent exists. 

I read the Executive Summary and Section 8.4, but it describes what might be done to keep the severe accident 
corium/debris inside the reactor vessel. I do not believe this fits the Fukushima experience, which is my current 
interest. However I have to say that the information given was impressive. 

From the very limited reading that I did of this publication from 24 years ago, I found these items interesting: 

Page xxi "The general conclusion of this review is that more can be done under these circumstances than the 
currently specified repetitive actions to restore reactor vessel injection capability" 

Page xxii "In addition, both of these systems have high turbine exhaust pressure trips so that high primary 
containment pressure can defeat their function." They are talking about HPCI and RCIC. This is a Fukushima lesson. Has 
it been learned? 

Page xxiv "NUREG/CR-5653 provides the estimate that a boron-10 concentration of between 700 and 1000 ppm 
would be required within the vessel to preclude criticality once control blade melting had occurred . This is much greater 
than the concentration (about 225 ppm) attainable by injection of the entire contents of the SLCS tank." Are we using 
up to date information on this topic today? 

Page xxvi " in the absence of water, penetration assembly failures would be expected at" (about) "250 min after 
scram." I believe they are saying that, with no injection to the reactor vessel, corium will be flowing out of the reactor 
vessel bottom head at about 4 hours. Is this still a usable time estimate? 

Page xxviii "The most important disadvantage of a drywell flooding strategy for existing plants is the requirement 
for venting to the external atmosphere while the containment is being filled by the low-pressure pumping systems" I do 
not believe that this statement considers the possibility of on-site continued production of radioactive/contaminated 
water for more than 5 years because the primary containment(s) are fractured . 

Page 60 "based upon a water level within the drywell extending only to the lower lip on the vent 
pipes,["(about)" 2 ft (0.61 m) above the drywell floor" My recollection from tripping on it inside the drywell ant Nine 
Mile Point, Unit I is that this height is about 3 inches. Ken Kolaczyk told me the same thing a while ago, too. 
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Thank you, 

Tom Gurdziel 
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