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PUBLIC NOTICE BY TEE
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION'S

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

Thursdav, 10 January 1979

The contents of this stenographic transcript of the
proceedinqs_of the United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's Advisory Coemmittee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS),
as reported herein, is an uncorrected record of the discussions
recorded at the meeting held cn the above date.
No member of the ACRS Staff and no participant at this
mee§ing accepts any responsibility for errors or inaccuracies

of statement or data ccntained in this transcript.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

237th GENERAL MEETING

Thurs

Room

day, 10 January 1980

1046, 1717 H Street, N.W.,

Washington, D.C.

The General Meeting was called to order, pursuant

to notice, at 8:30 a.m., Dr. Milton Plesset presiding.

IN ATTENDANCE:

Dr. Milton S. Plesset,

Chairman

Dr. J. Carson Mark, Vice Chairman

Dr. Stephen Lawroski
Dr. Max W. Carbon
Dr. Dade W. Moeller
Dr. Chester P, Seiss
Mr. William Mathis
Mr. Harold Etherington
Mr. Jesse Ebersole
Dr. Harold Lewis

Dr. Paul G. Shewmon
Dr. David Okrent

Mr. Jeremiah Ray
Prof. William Kerr
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PROCEEDINGS

DR. PLESSET: The meeting will now come to order.

This is the 237th meeting of the Advisory Committee |
on Reactor Safeguards. The items to be discussed during this
meeting are included in the agenda, as published in the Federal
Register, and include the preparation of the annual ACRSE report
on NRC safety research, a discussion of the NRC action plan to:
implement the recommendations of the President's Commission on
TMI-2 accidents, implementation of NRC Bulletins and Orders
resulting from the TMI-2 accident, and proposed revision of
criteria for siting of nuclear facilities.

Copies of this notice are posted at the door.

This meeting is being conducted in accordance with
the provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act and the
Government in the Sunshine Act. Mr. Ray Fraley is the designat-
ed Federal Employee for this portion of the meeting.

May I remind everyone that for those portions of the
meeting where a transcript is being kept it is particularly
important that speakers identify themselves and speak with
sufficient clarity and volume that they can be readily heard.

We have not received any written statements or
requests for permission to make oral statements by members of
the public with regard to this meeting.

The first iftem on today's agenda is a report on

several miscellaneous items of interest to the Committee, and
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then we'll discuss the ACRS report on the NRC safety research
program.

Well, with regard to the first item, miscellaneous, |
I'll make a brief inaugural address. |

(Laughter.)

Now, what I wanted to point out to you is there's
always a honeymoon period in a new administration =--

(Laughter.)

-+« which is initiated by a period in which the
voters think they've made a great choice; a second period, a
final one in which they realize that they're stuck.

(Laughter.)

So now the first period will be characterized by
the members being very concise, brief, and to the point.

This may last through the morning, but I don't know.

(Laughter.)

Now I have a very 'nother pleasant task. I should
introduce it by telling you that Fraley, Lawroski and I were in
Japan and we got very cultured while we were there, and learned
about their program of having national treasures. Now a
national treasure is not cnly an object, a building or a piece
of art, but also includes persons. And we thought this was
really a very fine thing. And so we have our first national
treasure, and that is Harold Etherington.

(Laughter, cheers and applause.)
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We have some recognition of this, and Ray is going

23 to give you a birthday greeting from the White House.
‘ ’ Would you give this to Harold Etherington?
‘i You didn't know you were going to get this.
5 MR, ETHERINGTON: No, I sure didn't.
|
é (Document handed to Mr. Etherington.)
7? DR. PLESSET: 1It's from Jimmy and Rosalyn Carter.
8% Now there is another new tradition, or a by-law
9? practically, for the Subcommittee that when you get to be a
1
10{ national treasure you get treated to a dinner with the appro-
“} priate libations. And this is being scheduled for tonight,
l2i Harold, and you will be dbur honored ghest. And you'll be glad
. 13 to knc;w, no speeches.
“ﬁ So that the members who will come to participate in
‘5; this occasion will let Bob McKinney know, and we will plan to
lbf do that at the termination of the meeting.
17| Anyway, it's an effort on our part to express our
|
‘8? appreciation and admiration, and we hope that you'll recognize
]9. this tradition because there are a couple of us who are trying
20 | to édo the same thing.
2‘2 (Laughter.)
‘ 22 Like me and Chet Siess,
23% Is that right, Chet, we're aiming for this too.
2 |
‘”Q.m aE— DR. SIESS: Oh, ves.

25 |

DR. PLESSET: This is not a birthday, this is a
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i
.mpb4 ! special occasion because we've got lots of nondescript birth- !
, ,
2& days but only a few special ones. !
. MR. FRALEY: In the Japanese tradition the honored
» ;
‘ guest receives the eyeball of the fish that's served, so we'rei
5: trying to £find a fish house. |
|
6i DR, PLESSET: We haven't found it yet, Harold, so
7' don't worry too much. |
eé. - (Laughter.)
9? MR, ETHERINGTON: Thank you very much. I'm over-
|
‘oi whelmed.
115 DR. PLESSET: Well, you shouldn't be.
) 12% MR. ETHERINGTON: I wish I knew who started this.
i

‘ 13 (Laughter.)

l"; DR, PLESSET: Let me tell you, Harold, we're all
15| .
| responsible.
163 The other thing I should tell you is that Mr. Gossick
‘75 is =-- they're having a farewell party for him. And members of
]8‘ the Committee and our staff are invited to this farewell party
19 - . *
| which takes place wednesday, January 30, six to eight p.m.
d That's at the Officers' Club, Naval Medical Center, Bethesda,
|
21\ so that you might make a note of that, Those of you who will
!
‘ 22 "' be here would certainly want to take this opportunity to say
i
23. farewell to Lee.
24 . ,
Now let me go to the next item, and that is a letter
“oe- 8 Reporters, Inc
25 1)

from Commissioner Ahearne regarding the Committee's letter
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.mpbs ] ! regarding the TVA proposal. |

2! MR. FRALEY: It looks like that. i guess it's a ?
. 3: draft form from Mr. Savio. '

" (Displaying document.) i

Si It looks like that.

6; DR. PLESSET: Well, it seems to boil down to his

7L statement that the proposal is an interesting one. This

8} bcthers me because there's a famous physicist, when he found

9? something was doing something altogether wrong and he didn't

‘oi like it, he said 'That's very interesting'. It was Bohr. So

» when you hear -- Now he didn't say "“very interesting", he said

- it was just "interesting", which isn't so bad. But it's getting

o 13 .
| there.

14
: So that's what we got, the remark that it was an
sl .
., 1interesting proposal, and he has passed it along for considera-
i
16 || . . F .
; tion by the Staff, which may mean a kind of honorable inter-
17|
| ment, I don't know; but we'll have to wait and see.
18 | : : i . )
| It's a little disappointing, but we'll just wait.
|
19 |
DR, MARK: Ahearne's letter is actually to Friedman,
'Io |
" ! by the way.
21 | .
il DR. PLESSET: Yes, right.
. 22 || - : . .
| DR. MARK: To us he writes a different letter with
23 | : i |
H two questions, one of which is easy and the other of which is
24 | , )
mg«u a1 essentially possible to answer.

25 |
& DR. PLESSET: That's another letter,
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DR. MARK: Ahearne would be interested to know why
we think there's any relevance between the risks from nuclear
activities and other technologies.

DR. PLESSET: That was Gilinsky, I think, and we're:
going to come to that a little later in the agenda.

DR. MARK: I'm sorry.

DR. PLESSET: That's all right. 1It's a good pcint.
We won't forget this communication from Commissioner Gilinsky,
you can be certain.

MR. FRALEY: It is interesting that the Staff is
proceeding, I guess, as fast as they can with the manpower
they have available, and that Surry has a comparable proposal
for operation of their plants -- I'm sorry, North Anna has
submitted a comparable proposal. So apparently the utilities

.
are getting up to speed. But it's not quite clear if the
Commission is up to speed yet.

DR. PLESSET: I think that's all the miscellaneous
comments. We have two minutes for the Committee to add any
thoughts of its own.

If there aren't any, we'll try to -- Dave, did you
want to make a comment, or are you just getting ready for your
item here?

I think we're ready, Dave, to talk about the anaual

report by the Safety Rescarch Program. Do you want to turn it

over to Chet?
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mpb 7 [ DR. OKRENT: Yes.
L |

i DR. PLESSET: Chet, I guess the floor is yours.

3 Whereupon, at 3:50 a.m., the General !eeting was

|
!
i recessed to a closed session.)
|
{
|
?
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DR. PLESSET: 1[I think this session is to go over
the NRC Action Plan on the President’s Commission

recommendations. And Harold, [ believe you have
subcommittee comments to make.

MR . ETHERINGTONS Yes, the committee is going to
hear about the plan from the staff, so | won’t waste any of

the committee’s time on an overview of the plan itself. But

I would like to mention a2 few reactions that the
subcomuittee has and if any of the subcommittee’s
understandings are in error, | would anpreciate a correction
from the staff.

The committee understands that the primary purpose
of the document is to establish criteria and 2 plan to
terminate tne pause in licensiq;. Other purposes arz to
write a complete action plan in which essentially all of the
post Three Mile Island recommendatinons are included and to
establish priorities of funds and mannower.

The subcommittee felt that the plan is indzed
comprehensive, but on the one hand it felt that a much
shorter list would have been sufficient to define the
cbjectives for terminating the licensing pause. And on the
other hand, the subcommittee is concerned that preoccupation
with the complete plan could lead to neglect of some of the
pre Three Mile Island 2 accident safety concerns, sone of

which are longstanding and some of which are more
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important than some of those within the plan. The
subcommittee fe.t that it“1]1 be quite impnrtant to estaolish
priorities not only within each of the two groups but
between the old and the new items as listed in the plan.

There were a couple of individual comments which I
won’. bother the committee with at this time. The

subcommittee alsc felt that a change in the title of the

report was in order. The report represents a compilation of
recommendations from many sources, including some of the —
including most of thuse which oricinated within the
Comnission itself, within NRC itself.

It seemed inappropriate, therefore, to sin,le out
one commission report as the prime source of the
recommendations, and [ believe actually most cf thess
recommendations did originate further back within the NRC,
and were disclosed to the various investigative
commissions. If I am wrong in that, [I“d like to know.

So the committee felt it would be better not to
mention any one source In the title of the report, but to
list all of the sources, preferably In chronological order,
as an appendix or as a flyleaf, but certainly not in the
title. There may be reasons that we don”’t know about for
not following this recommendation of the subcommittes.
That“’s all [ wanted to say, Mr. Chairman.

DR. PLESSETt Do other subcommittee =--
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MR. ETHERINGTON: Wait a moment, please —
DR. PLESSET: — members have —-
MR. ETHERINGTON: Yes, Dr. Lewis was present.
Mr. Mathis was present. And [lerry, you were present, too,
weren/t you?

MR. RAY: NO.

MR. ETHZRINGTON® Oh, you were not. That“s
right. And of course, we have our consultants,
Mr. Michelson.

DR MARK: Do other subcommittee members or
consultants have things they wish to add to Harold’s
comments?

MR. LEWIS: If | could add just one minor comment,

I agree with everything Harold just said, and it“’s rzlated
to the ansence of priorities both internally to the plan and

also with respect to those items which existed before Three

Mile !sland. In fact, we were told that the plan
specifically excluded, or would exclude those things which
did not refer to the Three Mile Island accident, at least it
saju this on the priority page. This implies that it
excludes everything that is specific to boiling water
reactors, and we were told that that was the case on Monday,

and i{f that’s not true [“d like to know it.
The second point is the general =- the expected

comment which is the absence of any auantitative basis for
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choosing the specific items which appear on the list. For
example == just as a random example, not because —-- there is
on the list, and we“ll find out something to design to
reduce the number of challenges with the ECCS system. This
is without any basis for believing that the number of
challenges is now too high or just right or not high enough,

for anything like that.
There’s a lot of that throughout the plan, in

which there is no real reason in my view == and [4d love to
be corrected on this =— for chonosing one particular safety
item over another particular safety item, and I hope we will
perhapPs hear some of that today.

DR. MARK: If those are 2ll the comments,
possibly Roger will move to address some of your questions.
You were going to either handle or coordinate the
discussion, Roger? [t’s yours.

MR. MATT30ON: Let me address some of the guestions
raised by Mr. Ctherington and Dr. Lewis, and then turn to an
introduction to the way we wculd like to proceed this
afternoon to manage ourselves through this big thick piece
of paper in the next four hours.

First, Harold, you made the comment that although
the plan is comprehensive and does address the guestion of
ending the pause, the subject of what constitutes sufficient

pasis for ending the pause could have been addressed in
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something much briefer.
I want to make sure that you are aware that you

have a copy, somewhere in your documents, of 3 memorandum of

last Saturday, January 5, from lLee GCossick to the commlssion

entitied "TMI Action Plan Prerequisites for the Resumptior
of Licensing." [t’s a much shorter document which
rearticulates the starff recommendation -

PROF. KERR: Roger, did vou say last Saturday?

MR. MATISON: Yes.

PROF. KERRt That means it became available to
Somebody?

MR. MATTSON: Publicly availacle yesterday.

PROF. KERR®t So we probably don’t have it.

14 MR. MATTSON: Staff told me you had copies. 1
15 brought copies down for you. If you Jdon’t they’re being
16 handed around.
17 MR. ETHERINGTON: We were not aware of that.
13 MR. MATISONs Okay, [“m glad I brought it up.
19
20
21
22

‘l' 23
24
25
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DR. MATTSON: What I would hope is that later this
afternoon, after we have marched through some of the technical
details of the plan, we could return to the subject of the
pause. And as you have occasion to glance at this document
that's being handed around now between now and 4:30, 5:00
o'clock this afternoon, that will give you a chance to ask
questions on it, I hope.

You said a shorter list would have defined the
pause. There are in actuality three such shorter lists that
will define the end of the pause, as stated in this memorandum.
Oone is the list of requirements for operating reactors over
and beyond those requirements already issued. Another would
be the list of licensing reguirements for near-term OLs. Such
a list, with the concurrence of the EDO and the office
directors, is appended to the thing that's just been handed
to you. The third list that would be required to end the
pause would be those things required for construction permits.
And the fourth thing, as you will see in that memnrandum, is
an overall general endorsement of the plan, the Action Plan
as a planning document by the Commission.

This question of how other things are treated
outside of Three Mile Island things, Hal and Karold both
brought up. The definition of the plan was originally that
it include the agency's response to the President's Commission

recommendations. That is, that it contain the program
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|
" description and, where possible, the licensing criteria g
. 2 | necessary to implement the letter sent by the Nuclear Regulatoryi
3| commissioners to Frank Press in the White House on November t
‘ 4! +he 9th. That was really the genesis of the title. I completelfy
|
5/ agree with you on the title. g
¢ The next draft or so on this plan will not only
7|l include what the Commission said in response to the request
8| by Dr. Press for comments on the Kemeny Commission report, !
91 but it will also include further comments from the ACRS. It
10l will also include a response to the Rogovin Special Inquiry.
il And it will be, in fact, much broader than the agency's
12 response to the Kemeny Commission; although I might personally

. 13/ pe sympathetic to worrying about the chronological order of

14 || when recommendations occurred, because I happen to think

15| between the ACRS and the staff we had more specific and

|
]65 concrete proposals to solve problems than anybody so far
E earlier, I don't think we will go back and try to chronological;y
18“ make them. Harold will probably retitle the report. |
‘9.i MR. ETHERINGTON: By chronologically, I only meant

20 | the chief documents, the NUREG numbers as they came out.

2‘% DR. MATTSON: Okay. Now, given that genesis or
_ I
f i T g < 2
. 22 I that definition of what was to be contaired in the document,
I
23| we too realize that there were many other things in the NRC
]
|

| agenda and our program that are important to safety, and it's
Ace- @' Reporters, inc. |

2| really the comparison and correlation of this plan‘uli.éi-s tms
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existing agency operating plan that one gets into the gquestion
of priorities and relative priorities and adjustment of
resources, resource assignments and what have you. Those
activities are under way. They haven't advanced to a stage
where you've seen them yet, but let me briefly describe them,
and I think they'll give you a f lavor for how the other things
in the NRC program relate to this Action Plan for TMI things.
First, Hal, insofar as TMI learning relates to
boiling water reactors, it's in the plan; insofar as boiling
water reactor or other issues not directly related to TMI,
they're not in the plan. Now let me generalize that and tell

you about the rest of the stuff not in the plan.

|

The steering group asked the directors of the program .

offices in NRC several weeks ago to take their existing
operating plan -- thcse are buzz words for us; that means
their plan for the expenditure of their contractual and
personnel resources in fiscal year 1980, including their
supplemental budget for FY '80 which was asscociated with
Three Mile Island things and their budget year planning for
fiscal year 1981 -- in other words, they don't have an
operating plan; all they have is a proposed budget for '81 =--
and to start at the bottom of the priorities in those
operating plans and identify candidate programs for deferral
or delay --I guess those are the same, deferral or destruction

-- that ~ould equal in total the amount required tc implement
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1l| the first draft of the Action Plan.
. 2 So, for example, the Office of Nuclear Reactor l
3 || Regulation would start at the bottom of its priorities for
‘ 4| fiscal year '80 and '8l and its existing planning documents,
5| and identify functions in inverse order of priority for
6| deferral or cancellation. And they would list enough of them
7|l to equal 150 man-years of work in FY 1980, 150 man-years |
8! being the total NRR has not budgeted for activities related

9|l to the TMI-2 Action Plan.

10 Now, the 15C is more than they're going to need,

11| because we've been telling people consistently since we wrote

12)| this document that it was slanted too far to the present and
‘ 13| not far enough into the future. Thateis, it jammed up at the

14 | front end. Most of the input to the document came from

151 individual sources, and all of those sources assumed they

16 || could begin their work immediately. Not all of them can,

‘7" because they relate one to another and there simply aren't

18 | enough people to begin them all immediately.

|
'955 So we have been at the task of prioritizing and
20 ; synthesizing and phasing this work over the past few weeks
21; since it was written. Now, in the operating plan of the
. 22E offices of the NRC are all of the other assignments, the
23; unresolved safety issues, OL licensing, operating reactor

I
;“ 24 | work, research coordination, standards coordination, topical
ce- Reporters, inc. ||

|

|
I

25| report reviews -- all of those things with which you'r§'65 075
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1|l familiar which go on in the Office of Nuclear Reactor

. 2 || Regulation, for example.
3 They have various priorities assigned to them in
. 4 || a budgetary context, and you have talked to us enough down

5| through the years that you basically know the operating

6| reactors are the highest priority, and some of the generic

7|l activities are at the lowest end of the priority. However,

8 | unresolved safety issues are way up there high in the priority
9l list, as are operating licenses, CP revie''s; standard plant

10| reviews are lower in the priority list.

N So what will come to the steering group from the

12|| Pffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation is a list of proposed

‘ 13| candidates for reprogramming to free resources to work on

14| TMI issues. Now, we will take those lists from the individual

15| offices ‘ana compare them to a prioritized list of the actions
16 ‘E in the Action Plan. We have such a list being generated now.
17!' It ranks the 245 items in the plan, one through 245, on the
basis of some criteria, numerical criteria which were derived
19 from the criteria used in the generic issues exercise of a

20 year and a half or so ago and approved by the Commission on

21 l: the 21st of last month for use in ranking the items in the
|
‘ 22 i. Action Plan.
23 !i I'm not certain whether we've given you a copy of
m' 24 ‘ those. We gave a copy to the Subcommittee, I guess. If
. al

Reporters, inc. |

25 ’ you're interested, make sure we get those around to you. 1It's
!
I
|
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a copy of the weightings given according to various criteria
for these.

DR. LEWIS: That is included in this package. This
is the 10, 50, zero.

DR. MATTSON: Good. So we will have a prioritized
list of TMI actions. The office directors will give us an

inverted priority list of low-priority things in their

existing pfbgram. We will mesh the two, exercise some judgment

ou which of the TMI issues are more important than existing
ongoing things in the budget and reprogram, cause to be
reprogrammed those existing things in the budget and the
reassignmgnt of the resources to TMI issues.

. Now, to the extent that TMI issues in the plan are
not more important than ongoing work in the operating plan,
then we have two choices: we either defer the TMI issues
out into fiscal years '8l1, '82, '83, or we approach the
Congress for supplemental FY '81 funding. The chances of
the latter approach are slim for two reasons. I think we
just got a supplemental and the political chances of another
are probably not high; and, twn, there is guite a lot of
people working on nuclear issues today, and it's difficult
to find more to hire to work on them. 1It's not altogether
clear that simply raising the budget gets things worked any

faster.

In any event, we'll be going through this prioritizing
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1|l and phasing of actions in the plan and other actions unrelated
. 2| to TMI.

3 I1'll pause at that point and ask the Subcommittee,
' 4 ‘ Harold and Hal, does that help you understand how the plan

5/ and the things not in the plan relate to one another, or are
6| there other guestions on that subject?

7 MR. ETHERINGTON: VYes, it helps quite a lot, Roger.
8/l 1 think I have some concern that there wouldn't be a tendency

9| to raise areas in which there are a lot of people available.

10

DR. MATTSON: The guestion that occurs to me that
L might occur to you is, how can the ACRS comment on this thing,

12 having never seen Harold's prioritizing and what is going to

‘ 13! be done? That is a shortcoming, and it's purely a product
"4 of the speed with which this thing is moving. We're not
'55 trying to hide anything from you. We'll make those prioritizal
léi tions available to you as they become available to us.
]7' But the premise on which we're operating is that
lai} we're not putting anything in the plan that doesn't have to
19 |l

be done. 1In other words, we're going to do everything in the
2°i plan. 1It's a question of when. And if it shouldn't be done,
” then it shouldnft be in the plan. We're not going to use
. 22 ;h resources as an excuse to remove things from the plan. The
23ﬁ only basis for removing something from this plan is that it's
m_‘.ﬂ ARy 24 I either not connected to Three Mile Island and the recommenda-

Inc. |

25ﬁ tions which arise from the accident at Three Mile Island or
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it's not important to do.

MR. ETHERINGTON: Are you going to use the same
priority system in the old items, Roger?

DR. MATTSON: Well, we are using a prioritization
scheme today that's far from perfect, and it's not as good as
the one used in the generic issues, although it derived from
it. 1It's more approximate than what was done for the
generic issues, and the difference is, in the generic issues
they had some months to work and they had some resources
available that we have neither of todiy. And they took the
generic issues in the long list of 133 and actually did some
event trees and some relative probabkilistic assessments for
some of those generic issues. We have not done that for the
items in the TMI Action Plan.

Instead, we have exercised technical judgment on
whether they have high, medium, or low risk reduction potential
or safety improvement potential. Two reasons:

One, because we're moving more gquickly than the
first apprecach would allow; and, two, because the resources to
do the more rigorous risk ranking are resources who are
fully committed at this point to things like the Crystal River
study, the IRAP program, and work we think is more important
than a fine, precise, risk ranking of these issues. We're
a little bit worried that, having generated this new system

and then comparing this priority list with the generic issues
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list, for example, when NRR comes to us and says, here's some

candidates for cutting, one of the things they're going to say

is: Don't solve any more generic issues today than the
unresolved safety issues. As you solve unresolved safety
issues, turn the resources on to a TMI issue; don't turn them
or. to something else on the list of 133. 9nly turn them on to
the top 25 or whatever.

When we try to make comparisons like that, we will 7
have issues ranked according to two different systems, and :
so there may come a day or a need in the future to do them
with a common system. BRut the resources and the people who
can do that, in our judgment, are working on more important
things today than that fine-tining of priorities. We think we
can adjust the priorities and make the right decisions without
doing that. It will be more judgmental than the state of the
art would allow, but we don't think we will make large errors
in doing it.

DR. LEWIS: One problem I have, Roger, with the
priority ranking system that's being used here, at least the
one that is in our handout, is that the safety significance
is entirely judgmental, and I understand the limitation on
resources that forces you to do that.

In the aftermath of TMI, we have noticed around
town that people's judgment is remarkably influenced by the

fact that TMI happened. That is, we're always more
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influenced by the thing that just happened. Armies always
fight the last war before they lose the first few battles and
get off to the current wars. So that the 100, 50, and zero
points allowed for this judgmental factor dramatically
overwhelm everything else in the priority system, with the
single exception that the rest of the priority system is
devoted to emphasizing small, low-budget programs, which is a
sign I don't understand anyway. I don't understand why a
small program has higher priority than a large program per se,
although that's the only other item really involved in your
ranking system.

So I see it as a combination of straight judgment
in the aftermath of Three Mile 1lsland, plus a love of small
programs and nothing else. And I have an uneasy feeling, if

you will forgive me.

1765 (81



0550401

gshrii

Iy
20
21
22
23
24

25

VR. MATTSON: Well, I wouldn’t want you to think
that that numerical system is the primary basis upon which
decisions are going to be made.

If that numerical system happens to give — and it
was cesigned to —- what the collegial judgment of the starf
and the ACKS and the commission believe is the right
ordering of Tiil issues, that is, you can pick any two, look
at their relative position in the array from | to 245 and
say, yes, one snould ne nigher than the other, and if you
pick enough samples like that so that you‘re comfortable,
that whatever number system you used gave you that kind of
an array, then you compare it to another array, an inverted
array of existing programs. Ana you can similarly look at |
things in that inverted array and say, yes, they make sense.

Then the juugment comes in where you cause the
mesh to occur.

MR. LEWISs But, in fact, if you had done just
what you saia on the 230, whatever it is, items, I would
feel more comfortable than I <o with this pseudo-nunerical
rating schemes that is, I have nothing against people’s good
judgment being exercisec in terms of rnhether one item is
meore or less important then another.

In the absence cf quantitative analysis, that’s
all we have. And I’m not knocking it, but Lhat isn’t quite

vhat we have here.
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UR. WMARK® Bill, you had a question.

PROF. KEkR® Roger, 1 want t> be sure that [ know
which cdrart we’re talking about.

I nave a draft dated Lecember |l by soae sort of
starf.

UR. MATISOCH: That’s the only drart.

Pril)F. KERR® Anc that draft seems t0 say on page
|y, the last paragraph, and page 2, the rfirst paragraph, that
this action plan is tentative, intended tc provide a basis
for discussion, that discussions are intended to lead to
chayges in the plan, inclucing a subtraction, addition or
consolidation of tasks.

And there’s quite a8 lot of discussion indicating
that it’s very tentative,

UR. HMATISONt That’s true,

PROF, KERR® 1 just heard you say I thought that
everyone of these 245 items is something that you will
expect will be gone,

UR. WATISON® And if not, then it should be
removec from the plan. 3y the time the plan is final, it
will have some nunber, approximately 245 issues in it.
Maybe 200, maybe 2%0,.

When it is approved, they will all bz done.

PROF. KERRE So you aren’t talking about this

drafts you’re talking about some araft at sometime at which
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one decides =--

UR. MATISON® 7The goal is to produce an action
plan, every item of which will be performeu. And this is a

draft of such a plan.

Okay, let me say briefly where we are on this plan
as we understand it today, and how you fit into that,

The commission reviewed yesteraay the list of
near-term OL requirements, offered no decision on the
near-term OL requirements, but generally undercztood, and I
believe accepteu, the premises stated by the staff on the
end of the licensing pauses namely, a general approval of
the final actinn plan, having changed it tr. reflect advice
received and considerations made since this first draft,
incluging the Rogovin Report, expected week after next,
and inclucing 2xplicit approval in the plan of criteria for
near-ferm OLs, ojerating reaciors and CPs.

Our pien is to revise the action plan beginning
next Monday and extencing through approximately the end of
the week, working with the task managers to reflect guidance
received rrom youZall, from the commission, from our own
work, synthesizing, arranyinj, distributing, better
explaining, so on anc so iorth, where we can.

To nave that draft, too, available internally to

the starf at the time th2 Rozovin Report becomes availaople

weey arter next.
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iwhen the Rogovin Report becomes available, the
steerinyg group on the action plan will coorcinate the [IRC
starr review of the Hogovin Report concentrating on a
comparison of the report to the action plan, going to the
ccmmission in late January or early February with such a
comparison and advising the commission on how the staff
feels the action plan ought to be modified to reflect the
special inquiry.

Having had that opportunity for feedback, we will
prepare a thira draft of the plan for discussion with the
commission anc decision by the commission in roughly
mid=-retruary.

That’s a very tight schedule to accomplish some of
the consigerations that still have to ¢o into it, but that’s
our goal. . :

We taiked this morning with people from the Atomic
Industrial Forum and from the nuclear safety analysis center
anu agreec to sit down witn them and talk about the plan on
two opportunities in the next few weeks.

The specific dates escape my mind,

he also, at the request of the commission, will be
taking the list of near-term OL requirements out into the
field with some special groups of people involving
inspectors, reviewers, project managers, and some task

managers and steering group members betwean the 21st and
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2yth of January to talk to operating crews, plaent
engineering organizations and plant management organizations
abourz the list of near-term OL criteria to aiscuss their
potential effect on safety to discover whether there are any
actions in there that are councer to safety instead of their
intengec contributions (o sarety.

It won’t be a resource discussion or a
practicality discussions it will be primarily a safety

discussion.

Ihe results of that work, I think we’re going to
look at four operating plents and four near-term OLs == will
be reported pack to the commission in early February.

Other than those activities, I think the ACRS
review is th2 only other thing we nave ongoing.

I woulo proposez at this juncture, unless you have
guestions on the schedule and the approach that’s being
taken, that we ask tne members of the steering group who are
chapter heads for each of the four chapters of the action
plan, to give tne full comuittee a brief summary with the
subcommittse. e march through area=-by=area with each of
the task managers.

[ don’t tnink this arfternoon’s time will allow
that,.

But as you raise questions, the task managers will

acdress the gquestions in their area of respensibility.
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S0 we’ll use the cnapter heads to try and speed us
along and use tne task managers to respond to the technical
questions.

UR. PLESSETs 31117

PROF. RERR$ Insofar as you can, what == if you
could put yourself in the shoes of the commjttee, what sort
of comments would you make on this draft?

Are you == | know the committee will make whatever
comnents i* nas to make. But are you looking for something
general that says either this is extremely good or it’s no
damn good at all, or are you looking at detailea comments on
indivicual task action plans?

£s you see it, wnat advice is likely to be most
userful to you?

bite MATISON® Well, if it’s no damn good at all, I
think the commission would like to know that., The kinds of
things [ think the commission would he most interested in
Knowing are your comments, your advice, reasonably reflected
by this plan, the kinas of things that were important to you
since Inree iile that you have talked about, that you’ve
writien letters on. Are they given the right weight? They
have been given the Kind of consideration you expected them
to be given in the context of &ll of the things that are
being cone on Inree iile.

You oiferea some advice on NUREG 0585, That

1763 08/
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acvice was received arter this document was written, So you
can’t really comment on how well the most recent advice has
Leen factored in.

[t is our intent to factor that advice into the
report,

But you can, I think, give some —— offer some
judgment as to whether the thir that were near and dear to
you caie out in here the way you woulud have expected them to

pe treated.

I think you 3lso need to give some thought to
whether the bhasic approach in here is right. The basic
approach is not summarized anywhere, but it’s hasica. ly, do
some interim things while you are thinking about and
studying and deciding how to do some longer range things.
And make a number of those interim things reguirements for
licensing.

That == you do that at the expense of how soon the
longer-range things can be done and at the risk of doing
some things 1n the shori~term that are counter-productive.

We think that’s the right way to proceed and we
think we can strike a balance and reduce the risk of doing
counter=productive things.

You may not agree with that. [ think you ought to
look at it and that would lead you, I think, tc some

specific areas.
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For example, in control rooms. is the committee’s
judgment in control room uesign that the proolem is so bad,
that it makes no sense to do anything interim, and instead,
to stuoy the heck out of the problem and decide what to do
big anc leng=term as soon as possible and go do it?

Or is it a probliem that’s amenable to a gradual
wearinc away of the solutions that is, do a piece now and a
piecze next year and a piece the following year, and give
years from now, you’ll have the whole thing solved.

The sam2 kind of thing with emergency procedures.,
Should we jump in now and try to develop a way to completely
revise all emergency procedures?

I think the general feeling in the industry and
the government on emergency procedures is that a few years
from now, we think we ought to rewrite them all to '
symptom=orientea procedures.

Wwe don’t know how to get from here to there, Sso
that the plan has some intermediate steps to get us into an
improved state of knowledye tc do that.

I don’t know if the comuittee wants to sort
through all of those things or only ones who are pet peeve
or special sicgnificance to you.

put I think that’s the kind of comment that the

commission is interested in.

I would also tnink that they would be interested

1763 089



058040Y

g Shimm

| ¥
20
21
22

23
24
25

33
in the policy comments of the sort, is setting of specific
reguirements without reartciculation of a safety policy or a
safety goal good sense or bad sense or risky, and if risky,
what can you do to guard against it?

Shoula resuaption of licensing depend upon
approval of an overall planning document related to Three
Mile Island or only upon the articulation of specific
near-term operating license criteria?

We think it depends on both. You may disagree
with us. T1’m sure the commission would want to know answers
to questions like that if you had advice to offer.

UR. PLESSEls 3ill?

FROF. KERRt I certainly have not yet read every
pagz of this document, but I read quite a lot of it and it
is referred to as a plan. "

My problem was in trying‘to find the plan. What I
saw was a very large collection of suggestions and some of
the things you’ve said now make it seem more like a plan,
althougn 1 dian’t find that in here.,

rerhaps | overlooked it.

finat I kept looking for was a plan which told me,
given these individual tasks, what is a plan for integrating
them in some fashion to take care of some problem, a problen
I assume, being to reduce risk?

And | have difficulty commenting on that plan
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pecause | don’t know what the plan is.

I have a very good idea that a lot of people have
done a iot of work and ha‘''e come up with suggestions on
specific items, But [ don’t see the integration of this
into @ plan which says, here’s what we’re going to do first
and here’s what we’re going to do next and here’s how we are
certain that changing this widget doesn’t interfere with

this gadget over here.

That, ycu know == this sounds critical and [ don’t
mean it to be because you’ve had a very short amount of time
and I know what I have asked for is difficult to come by.

But I haven’t seen a plan, and 1 therefore have
difficulty commenting on the plan. Either I have somehow

failea to apprenend it, wnich is probably the case.
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MEe MATTSON: Well, all I can say to help you ist

the Kkind of comment that you offer on it is the kind of
comment, the kina of thinking that we are bringing to it.
{ hrough discussions with you, through discussions with other
people, we learn better wnat its weaknesses are, what things
can pe combined, where things should be phased, and I think
that’s planning. If what you come out with when you’re done
is not @ plan but a list of milestones, then [ guess it’s a
semantics yuestion you are raisinj.

Changing a list of milestones to reflect when
tasks cught to ne accomplished to improve safety in response
to =-- anc these aren’t sucggestions, Bill, these are more
than that. These are recommencdations from a presidential
comnission. They reflect decisions taken by the President
of the united States. They reflect decisions taken by the
suclear Regulatory Commission. They reflect advice
delipberately and rformally offered by this committee.

They are more than suggestions, so the staging and
arranging and relating of thsse recommencations is planning,
not something less than that,

[ don’t know how to answer your question other
than that, It’s a plans it’s a series of milestoness it’s
a statement of tasks. Anu what we are doing in commenting
on it eand changing it is planning.

DR. MARKs If one accepts Bill’s criticism as a
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natural frame of mind to be in from looking at the first

draft, would it be your supposition that by the time you

have got the second araft it will be a little more evident
that this is an order of things to go into the pléen?

M. MATTSOW® Only by comparing draft two to draft
one. If someone were to come off an island and look at
draft two, never having seen draft one, I think he would be
making the same kind of comments and draft three and draft
four and draft five.

Only by experiencing the planning, the arranging,
the thinking ana decision-making that goes into changes do
you uncerstand it to be a plan.

UR. #ARKS® Jade?

MRe MOELLER® Following up on what Dr. Kerr has
said, it seems to me it is more a check list of items that
should be considered in looking at the future or into the
future. One gquestion [ nhad, some of these things can be
iauplementea by aoministrative action, or whatever. And
others are goiny to reguire some re¢search to back them up.
Or tc cevelop data so that you’ll know the best thing to
do.

Will you be separating the items into those that
-~ where sufrficient data to follow through are available and
those where such uata are not vet avajlable?

MR, MATISCW: %ell, to the extent == | think the
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plan already does that., Where the plan says "issue criteria
in the next year," and doesn’t say Y“study first,” it implies
sufficient cata are availeble. There are places like that.
There are other pliaces in the plan where you will see
preliminary steps of research or rulemaking or study or ANSI
standards development, or what-have-you, leading to the
promulgation of criteria several years in the future.

And where we have failed to realize that there is
data necessary pefore a step can be taken, then that’s a
weakness of the plan and ought to be fixed.

On the other hand, where we say we are goi _ to
study some more before we take an action, if somebody thinks
there is sufficient data now available to take the action,
then the study is guilding the lily. That’s also a weakness
of the plan.

And there are places where they’re going in both
directions.

UR. MARKS® Are there futher qguestions?

bite OKRENI®t Will the chairman or the subcommittee
chairman advise me what he thinks the committee is expected
to do, or expects to go, at this meeting, with regard to the
action plan?

PROF., KERR: It would be helpful to me to have
that agvice, too.

DR, OKRENT: In other words, is this intended to
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be an information meeting wh2re individual members may throw
garlands, darts, or whe tever, at the plan, but the committee
does not expect to write a letter, perhaps because there’s
another draft coming, or for whatever reason, or is there
some expectation that some kind of written comnittee comment
will be prepared at this meeting? And if so, what type of
comment? This will affect how I raspond to the
presentation, whether [ stay awake or =

(Laughter.)

UR. PLESSETs Let me propose for a moment == |
didn’t think uUr. rnerr got an answer., Maybe he feels that he
was satisfied with regarad to the general flavor of the
document,

PROF. KERkRt Well, I said it cdidn’t seem like a
plan, and I was ‘old that it was a plan. [ don’t know how
else to counter that. [ was not told that it seemed to be
like a plan, [ was just told that it wes a plan. And if it
is, I guess it is, by definition.

UR. PLESSETs The other question that Uade brought
up makes me wonder are there any =—— i{s there any clear
statement of priorities in the plan, and how these
priorities relate to the other priorities within NRC,

Has that been discussed?

DR. MAkKt No. Roger said that there is intention

to go over this for prioritization. Also, otherwise
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schegule work, and that process, | guess, has a couple of
weeks to run. That was in the introduction.

DR. PLESSET: What are we supposed to do at this
time?

OR. MARK: I don’t know. Harold has a notion that
he can advance on that.

MR. ETHERINGTON: I thought the letter was wanted
at this time, I may be wrong there. It would be very
difficult for the comnittee to write on priorities without
having seen the job which we don’t yet have, If the letter
is requiring something vary general, then I would much
prefer to wait until we have made a final review. [ think
we should ask the staff whether the letter is needed at this
time.

MR. MATISONt I think the letter is needed, and I
think it’s quite clear that we expect it.

MR. EIHERINCTONt You say it is needed?

MR. MATISON: I think the letter transmitting this
report asks for that.

MR, ETHERINGTOW$ We can certaj~ly write a letter
recognizing the priorities are not yet avajilable, anc that
kind of thing.

MR MATTSON: The difficulty if you don’t write a
letter is that [ would expect the commission to act on the

plan before you could write one, after your next meeting.
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That’c their instructions to us.

UR. OKRENT: 1I’m sorry, I am not quite sure what
it is you’re telling us. Ie should write the letter
rejarding what aspects of the plan? You told us that not --

¥R. MATTSONs [I%m hesitating, Dave, because every
time ! have tried to tell ths committee what kind of a
letter to write, [ lost.

DR. OKRENT®: You said a letter is needed. You
nave alrzady told us the priorities are not here, anc in
fact, it coesn’t cover many ACRS recommendations which were
made at the Uecernber meeting. And I don’t know wh. t else is
not incluged in it. But | assume there are other things,
also. So I would like to know, if you think a letter is
needed from the committee at this meeting, what aspects of
the plen it should deal with, and why.

MR, MATTSON: [ think you should deal with both
the general and the specific. The gen2ral in the sense of
how the plan is beiny ussd, what it has attempted to
incorporate in it, how people are going about developing it,
and what they say anout how they’re going to use {t.

Specifically, I think you’d want to talk about the
things that are of interest to you. There are some things
in here that are clearly things that the ACRS has not taken
an interest in in the past and it hasn’t probably any in

today. There are otners that [/m sure you would want to
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comnent on, 35 .o whether they do what you thought you were
being tola was going to be done since the accident, things
like IRAP, things like systems interaction, things like
human factors, the role of the ACRS are specific elements of
the plen and are especially interesting to your historical
role. [ would think you would want to comment on how those
thinys were being approached.

PROF. KERRs If we have recommended them, then we
either say we changed our minds or we still would recommnend
them, sort of, because the detail of implementation given in
this and how it fits into the overall abilities ==

MR. MATISONs That’s just nct right. Let me give
you sore examples. Let’s take your letier of August 14th, I
believe is the date. In the lectter of August l4th, you
listed == let me guess half a dozen specific events or
feilure sequences or == call them what you will --
unapgproached generic questions, and said, Gee, we’d like to
see studies to those things. You’ll find @ hard time
finding any of those specifically called out in this action
plan. The reason? The action plan takes from a more
general perspective an approach to system reliability
assessnent and systems interaction than attempting to
delineate 3 nunber of specific component or hardware failure
segquences,

The intent is that our approach is better than
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your approach. 'Jo ycu agre. w~ith that or don’t you agree
with that? 0Do you want those specific studies called out in
those more general appgroaches that we have called out, or
don’t you?

PROF. a&RRE So you’re suggesting that we comment
on the individual items, but not so much on the plan
portion. lie say we :.hink this item is valuable because it
will accomplish something worthwhile or because it responds

to a need, or something of that kind. So in @ sense, there

would be @ cataiog of items. Ve would comment on the
individual items, That’s a certain thing that you might

expect,
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MR. MATTSON: To the extent you have something to
say on the individual items, it wouldn't be worth your time
to go through them one by one and say you agree with them. I
don't thaink that's worth much.

DR. MARK: Harold, you said you thought you could
write a letter. It seems to me one can say that more or less
in an unqualified way.

MR. ETHERINGTON: The thing is, Roger wants the
specific input. This might be a little bit difficult.

MR. MATTSON: Let me try to say it another way and
see if it helps.

MR. ETHERINGTON: If you are really concerned that
the Committee has no basic objéction to the plan -- is that
really what you want, to be sure that the Committee is in
general agreemeﬁt with the plan?

MR. MATTSON: The goal is to do the right thing
after Three Mile Island, change the regquirements, to change
the procedures, to carry out the reforms that are necessary as
a result of what was learned from Three Mile Island, to do so
as expeditiously as we can in the interest of the national
energy supply and the need to be fair regulators in addition
to firm regulators. That's what we're trying to produce.

The way we have chosen to do that is a planning
vehicle called this Action Plan, which had its genesis in

the Presidential Commission and the NRC respfjﬁgjfo
00
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Presidential Commission. The plan is the vehicle that's going
to be used to make those decisions.

To the extent the Committee wants to participate in
those decisions and make them the right decisions, that's the
extent to which you ought to be involved in commenting on the
plan.

DR. CKRENT: Roger, the plan was not guite ready
for the December meeting. And now for the January meeting
the priorities are not quite ready, nor do we have ready how
you have incorporated the comments from the December meeting,

althcugh that's almost a month into the past, which is a long

time so far as the total time and this Action Plan is concerned.

So I must confess, if I were going to start drafiing
a letter -- which, fortunately, I don't have to, since we have
another Subcommittee Chairman -- I probably would start out
saying just those things: there are no priorities, we have

no idea how the staff is going to respond to a very considera-

ble number of Committee recommendations in the December letter.

So in those areas we will hold, offer no comments. We will try to
loock at some of the other areas.

I would find it hard to know how else to proceed
with regard to specifics now. Maybe we could say the general
approach, with whatever it is, if you could tell us a little
bit more in the beginning of your philosophy, or something of

this sort. That kind of a comment you might be able to get.
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Do you see what I'm saying?

MR. MATTSON: I don't see how we can expect you to
comment on priorities.

DR. OKRENT: Okay.

DR. LEWIS: 1In a sense, you're saying all we can do
is that we are delighted the staff is responding to the
Three Mile Accident, and of course we are. But you didn’t
say anything more than that.

DR. OKRENT: I asked the question of the Chairman
originally because I anticipated a problem in the Committee
writing a letter at this meeting after I heard of the status.
The discussicn at the last meeting was we would have_the
second draft by now, which might have made it more timely,
let's say, for us to ke trying to comment.

Well, I have my question answered.

DR. MARK: I think probably our best move would be
to hear from the task managers of the various sections. From
those there might be the basis or a fairly obvious basis for
additional comments. At this point all we can do would be
to comment on the approach, probably, if we were to write a

letter right now, which I don't believe we intend.

DR. MOELLER: One quick comment. I commented earlier

on the research implications of the Action Plan, and I want to
repeat what troubles me, say, as a Committee member. We are

preparing a review of all or most of the NRC research at
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this meeting and hope to get it out by the next meeting.
Well, a lot of that research would support the Action Plan.
Some of it perhaps doesn't have too close a relation to the
Action Plan.

So I would think, if we were doing our task in a
thorough manner, we then would look at the whole review of
NRC research in the light of this plan. But first we would
have to decide what parts we liked of the plan, and then we
would say: Well, we want such and such research emphasized
because it's important and crucial to this plan. Now, that
would be an enormous undertaking, and I just simply want to

mention that it's one of the things that troubles me.

DR. MARK: 1I..am also wondering if it is not possible

that, just because of the point you mentioned, that the

46

research plan drawn up last, whenever, May, may not find itself !

under some types of change by the demands of the Action Planners

saying, do this instead of that.

MR. SCROGGIN: Carson, let me comment on that a

little bit. The research plan that you have been discussing

and the Subcommittee has and the full Committee in the last

few days, has only reflected a significant reorientation and

reprogramming in view of Lessons Learned in TMI. 1In an
exercise done less than a meonth age, a few weeks agc, where

the offices looked specifically at this draft of the Action

Plan to determine, in effect, what items were not specifically
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budgeted for in resources, primarily contract dollars, the

difference really, in research, was on the orders of a few
million dollars in fiscal '80 and, let's say, five million
or so in fiscal '8l. And those numbers, in being sharpened,
will probably more likely decrease than increase.

So while there is certainly a thought that this
Action Plan may indeed require some additional reprogramming
or reorientation of the research program. it would not be
significant in light of the total program.

DR. MARK: Are there further comments before we
proceed?

DR. OKRENT: Yes. I think that comment is only
partly responsive to the point made by Dr. Moeller. It may
well be that as you try to develop the information on the
schedules indicated in this Action Plan, that whoever it is
that has the responsibility for each section is going to say:
I must have this done, I must have that done; and that within
the various decision units in research there will be major
shifts in what is really done compared tc what, let's say,
it was said would be done in general terms. That may be good
or it may in fact end up having a lot of work done -~ for
example, there's the hassle about do you turn pumps off or on
in a small break. I can foresee vast efforts in order toc get

this resolved. 1763 104
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fact have a greater potential for protecting the public health

and safety in some other area. But, because the Action Plan
said we have got to do s»mething by whatever is the date, the
man responsible for this has said: Look, whatever It takes,
takes.

These are not things that have no influence on the
public health and safety.

DR. MARK: Are there further comments?

I'm prepared to agree with what you say in a sense
being true. But I don't think that we can look at it in any
palpable form today..

MR. O'REILLY: My name is Jim O'Reilly. I'm a

member of the steering group and I'm the Director of Region 1II,

also. I'm the manager for chapter one. And based on the
discussion this morning, I don't know exactly where to start.
We have here with us today -- we have, if you look
at the index, we have -~ chapter one's subject is operational
safety, and it covers seven areas. And we have task managers
assigned to each area, and they are ready here to answer any
specific questions, or I an. I can sort of read through
each iter, if you'd like, not read it, but jus.L say a few
words about each item. And to say that would probably =--
without responding to your questions, would probably take

almost a half an hour. Or we could identify -- if you could

identify areas that you would like several of our task managers'
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to discuss or expand upon. So I would like really to have
some response, Mr. Chairman.

If you have any gquestions on chapter one, we can
perhaps focus our presentation better.

DR. SHEWMON: Since I haven't read this, let me
ask one question, if this is appropriate. One of the questions
that was talked about some was not -- was whether or not there
could come out of this training or licensing practices for
people who aren't operators. One group you hear of would be
the people who do instrumentation work, since drift in instru-
ments may be mis-set instruments. Maintenance people have
set off safety systems more often than actual events, or
something like that.

A different aspect of it is, I don't know who is
responsible for turning valves which got that bed pump back
in the wreng place, whether that was an operator or someplace
else. But in general, I'd be interested in your comments
about where you come out on other training or training programs
for specialties other than operators.

MR. O'REILLY: Don Skovholt is our test engineer,
and he will respond to it.

MR. SKOVHOLT: That question is an integral part of
the Action Plan, and it's 1A2, I believe, in the document.
And we are going about it, really, in a two-phased effort.

First of all, on a very short-term basis, all
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licensees will be directed to review their training requirements|
for other categories of personnel. The suggested preferred

I

method is by doing a position task analysis and then defining 1

training requirements assoc.ated with the results of said I

analysis. %
They are going to be told to do this on a fairly

|

short time scale, and we will audit this through our inspectioné
process to see that, in the absence of highly definitive |
criteria, that something that appears to be meaningful is
being done.

On a longer-term basis, we want to develop a very
definitive criteria for the training of these people and the |
possibility of licensing these people as well. We have some
contractual studies already under way which will address this |
guestion. And we are alsc keeping in very close contact with

the Institute for Nuclear Power Operations, which is really

just getting off the ground now, but certainly intends to play

|
!

a very major role in defining training requirements and
instructor certification for plant personnel.

DR. SHEWMON: 1If what you're saying -- if it's
responsive to what I said, in looking at the Objective 1lA2,
it talks about operators, senior operators, and supervisors,
who 1I'm not talking about, and other personnel in the
operations organizations, which maybe speaks to what I asked

about.
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1 Did you define who they are? If somebody has
. 2 || maintenance and instrumentation and control systems, is he an
3| operating organization personnel?

‘ 4 MR. SKOVHOLT: I'm sorry, I may have given you the

5| wrong reference.

6 DR. SHEWMON: My co-worker says if I get to the last |
|

7!l page, 1A24, maintenance and technical personnel come under 1'
|
|
!

2 there.

9 MR. SKOVHOLT: Okay. The 1lA24 is the first aspect
10| of the program that I mentioned on the re-auditing and

n redefining of training requirements. 1lA3-5 addresses

12| specifically the question of possibility of licensing addi-
’ 13!| tional operations personnel, which, as the text indicates --
14| and this is page 1A3~5 of the writeup =-- the study will include?
15| consideration of managers, engineers, auxiliary operators,

16 || maintenance personnel, technicians, and shift technical

17 i’ advisers.
|
i
18 '! DP. MARK: Dave?
19 | DR. OKRENT: Let me choose a topic at random.

20| There's one called 1F, quality assurance. It says: Objective:

21 | Improve the quality assurance program for design, construction
| : .
. 22 'i and operation, to provide greater assurance that all plant
23 i design, construction, and operational activities are properly
I
24| conducted.
m‘ Reporters, Inc. |
| 25 ! Then it has some NRC actions: One, develop a QA

| 1763 108
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list; two, develop criteria. Then, under this development of
criteria, it says: Description: NRR, IE and SD -- that's
what, Standards -- develop new or revised acceptance criteria
for various aspects of guality assurance for design, construc-
tion and operation.

When I look at this, it seems to me that the
question of how to get the necessary quality assurance program
for design has been decided already, that you are able tc have
NRR, IE and SD write something. I myself would assume that
there are some major philosophical considerations as to how
is the better or best way to do this. I don't see in this
part of the Action Plan anyplace where one will write down
what are the alternatives that might be followed, what's been
deficient with what we've been doing, how do we judge whether
the general path that we have been following is one -we should
stay on.

You are, as I see it, going to follow the genegal
path with some kind of, I don't know, maybe requirements for
this much more auditing or whatever. But it seems to me that
the approach itself is one that pre-assumes where the answer
lies. Am I wrong?

MR. O'REILLY: No, I believe that's true. We're
going to do a number of things that we believe Three Mile
Island highlighted to us, not just that but other things.

Tied in with this is an approach for us to consider getting

1763 109



mte

‘ 13;

11

10

1

12

14

15

16

17

18

19 |

20 ||

21

o -

=@

23

24

al Reporters, Inc.

25

g

|
;i
{
I
f
I
I

H
{

I

53

more involved in the area of quality assurance and with nuclear

steam suppliers. We have not done that too much. We've done
a little bit in our relatively modest vendor program. We are
planning to consider whether or not we might even license
these nuclear steam suppliers or architect-engineers. And

of course, to do this would get us more, I believe, involved
in reviewing the true implementation of I think what we have
carefully considered in the past, our existing requirements,
but applying them more vigorously; and, of course, understand-

ing to a much higher degree what actually was taking place.
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Uke OKEENTt | would say myself that design errors
represent an area that occurs in NRC system quality
assurance and is weak in picking up, the industry is weak in
pickinc up == that maybe one has to rethink whatever it is
that one has been duoing. I[t’s just that we need to CO more
of it or whatever or whether something different is relevant
here,

In looking at this plan, I can’t find any intent
to reexamine this question. [ don’t know. (laybe you have
examined it, and sdmewhere you have got @ White Paoer, that
we nave looked at all tne ways one might tackle th2 question
of cesign errors, anc ~e know what it is we need to co. All
we neec to do is write these criteria.

If you have that paper, [ would like to see it.

e O’/REILLY® laybe, lMr. Reinmuth and Scroagins
woulcd like to say sometning on that. [ would like to say a
couple or words, though.

I will say that Research is doing some work in the
area in regaras to doing more incependent analysis on our
own. 1hat’s one of tne findings we have been talking about.

e are, besiues considering licensing nuclear
steam suppliers, we say in there that we are going %o
consider placing an eguivalent type resident inspector or
inspectors at some of these plants to get 2 better handle on

the factors involved in design == on reviewing designs,
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I chink that will help us and keep us petter

calibratec.

Uke OXRENT® Anc you dian’t mention, interestingly
enough, architect engineers. You said NSSS suppliers.

¥R. O’REILLY: [ meant to say architect
engineers. [ thougnt I did say that.

UR. +RENT® If you did, I missec it. I thought

you said license =
UHe LAWROSKI®s That’s wnat I thought I heard, too.

Ude OKRENTs wvell, let me just leave it at the
moment, unless you have more, as a thing I’m unabie to get a
handle on from what [ reac, to know from what’s here whether
in fact this is what I think the NRC staff should be doing.

If | were a Commissioner, I wouldn’t know how to
say, "] approve this plant this is just what the NRC staff
should be doing in this area." [ don’t know how you, in
fact, can ask the Commission to approve this, frankly,
because of what | consider to be the incomplete treatment of
an important question,

MRe O’REILLY® VWell, in response to the latter
part of your statement here, ur. Okrent, the revised Action
Pian in here will descripe how we will do these types of
things, and I would expecti this plant to show that we will
provide the Commission a staff paper that will identify the

pros and cons and how, ang then we would implement that type
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of aecision.

FROFESSOR KERRt [ must say | don’t understang
that comnent, unless you are saying that you wouldn’t expect
the Commission to &pprove what Lr. Okrent is talking about.
You would racther expect them to anprove scmething else which
you naven’t yet prepared. Is that what you’re saying?

M. OU’REILLY® | am saying that on many items in
nere -— that woula be new concepts and new approaches that
are not immediately effectiva types of jtems - we are
prepared ang will indicate in the next draft of the Action
Plan that we woulc intenc =-- we would plan, we would say
that in the action plan, to provide the Commission with a
staff paper on this issue and identify the pros and cons,
and they woulcd uniquely cecide some of those.

PROFESSOR KERR® So they wouldn’t decide on the
pasis or this drarft, out rather they would decide on the
basis of another drart. .

MRe O’KEILLY:t That is correct on the big ticket
items.

MR. MATISON: What he is saying is, the plan in
many of the me jor long-term program areas or which this is
one is pbeing revised to say -- to reflect not 3 decision in
the Action Plan itself, but a schedule and a set of
considerations ana a plan for aadressing those specific

areas in the future one at a time.,
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[nis one on quality assurance won’t say, "Lo
something spacific about guality assurance." It will say
insteac by the time it’s approved, "“Study quality assurances
consider whether tec dJdo things this ways consider the
alternativess develop th2 pros anc consi report back to the
Commi ssion by such=and=-sucn a date."

JB. OKRENT® Right now, this cne says "“complete
proposed Appendix B of 10 CFR 50 by January, 1¥313% issue
effective rule oy 1¥3l.* That’s not that far away.

YR, MATISONS But the information presented here,
as you have already said, is insurficient to reach a
decisicn to move in that direction on that time scale.

UR. OKRENT® Unless you have your path all laid
out anc there is some ==

M. MATISOKs The answer is, therg isn’t such a
document, and the first step will be to prepare such a

document, get decisions on it, and then move to not make

such decisions in the Action rlan. GBut in the Action Plan
context, you only decidea that, yes.'that is 2 subject
worthy of consideration on tne merits of Three iKile Island,
and we will consider it, and having considered when we will
have resources to consider it, the schecule in the future
looks sometning like the rollowing.

Uke OKKENT®: Then on IF, I shoula assume ror the

moment that where you have a scheuule under this item, I
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snould ignore it?
Ude SUEWMONS Maybe you should use a grain of
selc,
MR. MAT180iis Considering these items one at a
time, @t the time we put the plan together, that lookec like
a reascnable scnecule. Having looked at the totality of the
resources, having looked at relative importance of some of
these things, having understood from the Commission that
they do not intend to decide these big ticket items by one
fell swoop approval of the whole Action Plan, no, [ con’t
think that date’s worth a didcle anymore. I think it’s
going to change.
URe OnkchTs [T I can offer one more comment and
then | will give the rloor to somehody else to pick up his
subject, under licensee actions in this general item, it
goesn’t, unless | missed it == it doesn’t ask licensees to ‘
come in with a proposai for some improved way of dealing
with dgdesign errors.
[ must say, if | were developing an Action Plan,
at least | would put that down on my list and say it’s one
of the things I woulu initiate. low, I migoht or might not
be optimistic, depenaing on the area and so forth. In this
area, it seems to me, there should b2 at least some
probability larger than infinitessimal that the industry

might come in witn a proposel. It’s to their advantage to
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start thinking seriously about it.

MR. MATTSON: Good cuggestion. Thank you.

DR. MARK: Bill?

PROFESSOR KERR: [I“4ve been talking a good dit. I
don’t want to preempt other people. [ do have a question,
but e

DR. SHEANMON: Let me go back for one minute of
clarification here. We talk about tax loopholes == or will
in @ few months —= and ! guess [“’m not sure what a design
error is, and | wonder if a design error depends on one
perception, or if you could give us —= is it someplace where
somebody didn’t meet codes they thought they were going to
meet, in which with the benefit of hindsight they should
have done it differently? Or we aren’t talking about
construction errors where they didn’t meet design?

DR. OKRENT: Let me give you one that is
well=known in the uesign of the [rojan plant. There was a
design error in the seismic design with the regard to the
way the control room building was connected to the reactor
building or some other building, and there was just actually
an error made in the design.

DR. SHEWMONS That error was defined by not being
accepted codes?

DR. OKRENT: Well, in fact, that’s one way of

putting it. Another way was, it didn’t have the proper
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resistance to earthguakes.

MR. EBERSOLEs How about the containment perk

valves?

UR. SHEWMON: 0Okay. Thank you.

Uke OKKENT: Is that a fair thing?

Uite SHEWMUNS Thank you.

Mr. MATISON® Woulid fuel censification be a design
error?

KR. RAY®s uUr. dattson, a little bit earlier in
response to guestions -- some of Bill Kerr’s and some of
vave (krent’s =—— when the guestion of whether or not we
should attempt to write a letter at this time, you indicated
it was desirable because in the meanwhile the Commission may
implement some of this plan, [Is that right?

well, I’ve only had time to scan this letter that
You passed oui today, dated January 5, and the last
paragrépn on page two describes rather graphically the
deficiencies of this plan or this araft as it exists at this
stage. It also says we are not recommenuing approval of the
existing drart Action ¥Plan.

Now would the Commission go ahead and implement a
olan on which you are not asking approval at this time?

MR. MATISON: Jerry, I was trying to say that if
the Comai » doesn”’t say something at this meeting, by the

time of its next meeting, the Commission may have acted, but
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not on this draft, between now and the next meeting.

I nhesitate to say this because I said there’d be
one more auraft pefore this meeting, but there are on my
olackboara at the moment two more drafts of this Action Plan
befOre you ever meet again,

“R. RAY® You have the courage in this letter to
point out that the next draft will probably be a month after

receipt of the special inquiry report.

Mite MAITS0ONE T[hat’s the next draft for the
Commission. T1hat’s right.

MR. PAY$ Do you have that report now?

MR. MATISONS No.

MR. RAY: 1 can’t see why the Commission would
have something to approve and act on in the absence of our
letter between now and sometime in February == in other
words, arfter our February meeting.

Furthermore, you go on to indicate what this new
uraft will que. In addition, you say at that time we expect
to furnish an analysis of the resource and programmatic
implications of the plan, including identification of
nece ssery reproyramning, future budget requirements, and
effect on present programs, 2t cetera, et cetera.

It secus to me thnat tnat phase of your drafts of
Action Plans is the phase at which you might expect us to

write a letter. [ think you would give us things to
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cogitate on and chew on if you did that, and this draft

certainly is not in that stage. Bill?

PROFESSOR KERR®t On Chapter |, the first — [ have
a couple of questions. [“’m not sure if they are related,
but they might be, so I”11 ask them both.

The first sentence makes the statement that there
are two dominant themes in the chapter. Iilamely, one of them

is "improve and protect management competence of all

licensees."” now, the Kemeny Commission report said that
they hadn’t really examined anybody other than Three ilile
Islana, anc if they were typical, everybody needed
improvement, but they weren’t sure.

This statement szems to imply, if I interpret it
correctiy, that you hdve examined everybody and that
evearyboay needs improvement, [ guess, except it isn’t clear
to me whether there are differences in improvement being
required or wnether there {s some standard beyona waich if
you go, no furtner improvement is needed.

Then on page il [ find "the major role of NRC in
design is one of leadership to establish a new level of
safety."” What is that new level of safety?

Is this just a gualitative statement that says the
current level of safety isn’t enough, and there needs to be

an improvement? Or does the staff have in mind some new

level of safety that is defined in some objective way?

1765 119



10

le

13

| &

o
17

lo

63

MR. MATISON: lHo. +e do not have a new level of
safety that is defined in some objective way. Yes, we do
mean to say that the current level should be increased. And
the first question was, have we examined the other licensees
and found that the deficiencies found by the Kemeny
Commnission were generally applicable. Yes.

PROFESSOR KERRt So it should really say, there
isn’t much difference in the management and technical
competence anony licensees.

Mite MATTSONS | didn’t say that. There are scme
licensees that are vetter than others. There are some
licensees that are betiter than /letropolitan edison was in
the case of Three Mile Island. There are improvements
needed.

.HROFFSSOR KERR: Lo you haQe some level of
improvement sucnh that if a8 management reaches that, then
you’il say he’s okay? Or dq you expect that everybodv will
iaprove about the same increment?

It mey sound like I’m dealingc with semantics, and
[“/m sorry if it goes.

Mo MATISON: [ know you’re not.

PROFESSOR KERRt I’m trying to get an idea of how
you’ll decide wno will do what, because as [ read the Task
Action Plan, I can’t s=ze that there is any discrimination

among licensees in what will be reguirea, and this will sort
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of say to me, everybody is going to be required to produce
avcut the same increment of improvement.

Is that what you have in mind?

MR MATISON®: MNo. There are differences. Insofar
as Jdesigns are concerned, they are all going to do about the
same thing, because their designs are roughly similar.
ihere will be some that will already have some of the design
features requirec in here so they won”’t have to do anything,
but insofar as cesign is concerned, the idea is to bring
them all basically to the same place.

Insofar as emergency preparedness is concerned, it
would be to bring them all basically to the same capability,
given the configuration of the population censity,
transpcl tation routes, local governments, and all those
things.

Insofar as technical qualifications ares concerned,
I think you will see some discrimination in the amount of
change requirea -- some requiring less than others,
depending upon how many of the qualifications, technical
support sorts of things individual licensees already have.

We know there are differences. ke know there are
differences in the attencion paid to safety in management
organizations. We know there are uifrerences in the amount

oI technical capability that’s contractea out for as opposed

to in=hous=.
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PROFESSOR KERR: When will a licensee learn what
that level is? In the interchange process that takes place
when you ask him for information? He submits iti you then
ask rfor further information?

M

. MATISOW: [t’s going to differ depending on
which issue you are talking about. If you’re talking avout
a design —

PROFESSOR KERR: I’m talking specifically about
the statement that improvement of the technical and
management compentence of all licensees == that will take
place =

k. MATTSONt That heppens to be one that we’ve
had the same difficulty you have, and in fact probably have
gone a step further and persuaded ourselves that we probably
won’t be able to generate definitive criteria in a time of
interest to near=term (OLs.

S0 if you look at the January 5 document that was
just handed out &t the start of the meeting and go to
Attachment | and look a3t the bottom of page one and the top
ol page two of Attachment 1, Tasks I.B.l.1 and I.E.3.1 have
peen rewritten for the near-term OLs, and they’re very
succinctly stated here. ©D[ut the idea is to subscitute
inter-office IWRC managemant reviews of licensees’
organizational ano management competence and safety

engineering capability on-site to make ad hoc interim
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mgc M i decisicns on the goodness and sufficiency of those

organizational concepts pending development of formal

o

3 criteria.

4 The only feedbackx we’ve had from the Commission on
. 5 that | heard yesterday, and the sentiment I have from the

o) Commission was that this might e a better way to proceed

7 than witn criteria arter all. Te have to see how the

o experiments came out,
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Siuein 1 PROF. KERR® So the criteria don’t really yet

. 2 exist, but you would proosoly have to put them together at
3 least on an informal basis and set up a team that would then
- ge carry out a review,
' S MR. MATTSONS Yes, not unlike the management
(5 reviews that have been conducted in the past by the Office
7 of Inspection and Enforcezment,
o This is an attempt to add some WRR people and make
¥ it @ pert of the licensing process, rather than the
10 inspection process for the near-term (OLs, to make sure that
1 tc the best of our avbility, we can reach a finding that
12 their orgenization and management competence, the safety
13 engineering capability, is adequate.
14 PxOF. KERR® Page 4 refers to licensees. I thought
. 15 you were referring to technical and management compestence of
16 peop2le who were already operating plants.
17 You are, or are you?
lo wre MATISONS ell, we’re referring to both. For
l the already operating plants, we will continue to work dn
20 cricterie., In the meantime, we will go out on these
2i near-term OLs anc using them &s first examples, see if we
22 ceén stimulate tne further development of criteria.
23 The cifficulty we’re having is thaet this turns out
24 to be very hard, to write criteria, generally applicable
‘ 25 criteria, in this area,
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FPROF. nERR® And insofar as this new level of
safety to wnhich you refer is concerned, this is not a risk
statements it is simply a statement that things need
improvement.

Is that what [ am to concluce from that?

MR. MATISON: Yes. [ want to not close this area
.« conversation without at lzast mentioning that this is an
area that [P0 will bz adcressing to some considerable
cegree,

And in the future, ]I think we would look to some
creativity anc imagination on the part of the managasment
trainers from the institute ancd from the auciting done by
the Institute for enagement Competence in the context of
the insurance pool.

I gen’t think that we are willing to wait and have
THhet ==

PrOF, KERR® | apologize. [ skipred back to page
ily in which a statement is made that the major role of NRC
in cgesign is one o. leadership to establish new levels of
safety, or 2 new level — to establisn tne new level of
safety.

That level of safety is at this point undefined,
except it’s better than the existing one.

Is that a fair éssessment?

MR. MATISONs That’s fair.
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PHOF. KERxk® I have no further questions at this

point.

UR. MARK: LuLoes that complete the discussion of

the operational sarety item?

Uk. OXRENT: | had one small guestion, if you have
a moment,

On page 12-7, foreign scurces, it discusses how
the HRC will try to get operating information from foreign
reactors.

This raises a gquestion in my mind. [ was
wondering if it’s aduressed here or in some other place.
Sometine in the past, I guess it was three years ago,
roughly, the ACRS got holu of some requirements for
lightweter reactors tnat were being used by the regulatory
autnorities in vermany.

And we askeu if the NRC staff would look at these
and coupare them with what was being required from
UeS. reactors to tell us whet the differences were and where
there were differences, why they thought what the J.S. was
doingc was okay.

I think it’s Tair to say that the NRC was very
busy. ihey couldn’t devote much resources to it. Ang
that’s what they tolu us. Ancg they gave us almost a nothing
of an answer.

-

[ have to assume == ] may be wrong = thatil they
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dgid not in the period th2rearfter look at in some active way
what the chairman was requiring because if they had, they
would have observed that there were different requirements
witn regarc to certain things you asked tne PORV to do in
transients, as only one example.

So this is Jjust on2 other way, you might say, in
whicn haa this previous recommendation been followed by the
stafr, they might have asked themselves, why are the Germans
deing what they were doing on the PORVs which we were not.

There are a range of differences between what they
have been reguirinc and what we require. And what | see
here is a discussion of operating experience.

But I still don’t see mentioned here, and maybe
it’s elsewhere, of some intent by the NRC staff to find out
whether tnere ere significant things they can learn from
other groups with a real boay of experience with LWRs.

That’s not only the Germans, of course, but I use

ct
U]
ol
n

pecific exauple, hecause there, indeed, was & formel

G |

equest from the ACRS.,

WRe MATTSOW: That’s & good point. We will aesk
the task manacer in that area to at least put some words in
egboutl inclucing in future consideration or foreign
experience petter ungerstending or comparison of design
requirements,

I do remember about that same time period when

1763 127




Jue 0005

those same reguirements came there were some safesguaras

comparisons, sabotage protection, and what have you.

So we cid look and we did follow up and did come

back dewn ang talk to you about it.

DRe OARENT: DBrierly.

Uke SHEWMONS One of the =— 711 return to it,

Kark., wade, you had a gquestion?

Lite MOELLER® Along the same lines of the analysis

and dissemination of operating experience, I note that

Yestinchouse now, in a recent letter, statec that they

realize the benefits of operating experience and plan to

pernaps launch a grogram of examining LEks.

In terms of tnis portion of the action plan, how

mucn is goiny to be done by the NRC and how much
utilities or the vendors?

4R. HeLTEMESS 1n Jack Heltemes. I’m

action manager for section IF.

the task

To answer your question, what we try to lay

in the first question is the NRC acticn, and then we

nave the licensee action.

brimarily, what we are tryinc to accomplish

have a cocrzinatea integrated network involvino licensees

and ourself,

But the primary purpose is to achieve internal to

the WHC @ cepability to systematically look at operating
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experience, assess it, anc feec it back into the licensing
process.

And so customary for our product is three-rold,
really. It is the Nikr to Feed back into the licensing
requirements anu review or applications. It’s to I3E to
feed back into their inspection reguirements aid their
resources. And also to the licensee, sc they can feed it
back into their training programs and make their onerational
personnel and their engineerinc personnel familiar with the
evanis thet we nave studied and the results of our
assessments.

URe WJdizLLeER® S0 it’s cooperative., But vou will
develop an indespendent capability.

#re HecLIEMES® Yes, that’s for us to davelop the
inde pendent capability.

On the otner hand, the capability will be
developed, bcth orf the licensees., VWe’re asking for
auymenteda errorts tnere and in industrial oroups involving
[P0, ENSAC, eand the vendors.

"e have also talked with Westinghouse, with Ba&W,
Combusticn, and they &ll have programs in-house and they are
all reviewing them to sge how they can better perform the
joon, the assessment job.

bite MOELLERt And will NUREG 0572 be used in your

planniny, or nas it been used?
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Mo HzLIEA4ESs Could you give me the title or the
WlreG?

UHe MUcLLERS [t’s called, Review of Licensee

‘Ko HELT:=MESt Absolutely, voctor.

Ld. MOELLERS The ACRS reports on LERs we‘ve
looked at very carefully and we’re certainly integrating its
reconmendations and rfindings into the ongoing activities.

FROF. nWEFRS And you would say it’s a rfine and
useful report, I taxke it.

(Laugnter.)

ilte HELTEAEST [t’s a fine, userul report.

UH. MOELLERS ihank you. Tnhat was all I had on
that. Ut [ wanted to commnent on the przvious subject.

Tne iaplication was. macde, at least as | iistenéo,
that the wlC now nhas derinitive data on why there is such a
variation, or wny tnere are variailions in the peyforrance or
various utiilities who operate nuclear power plants.

lbell, now that they have these data, [ mean. you
would have to have such gata in order to be able to say some
ceouvle are pbetter than otners, any the degree to which they
ar2 better.

i'ell, now that you have such uata, does this plan
incorporate the ways in wnich you are going to mociry the

regulatory process to reinforce the good things of the goocd
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utilities anu not reinforce tne bac things or the baac
utilicies?

I must say that | did not realize you nad such
uata, but go aheaac.

R. O’kg]ILLY: Ve have an action item here in
wnich we are going to concuci 3 formal review of the
performance of individual licensees individually and than at

the recional level with various office inputs.

And then we are going to review these projects
arove & certain thresmwld at headgueéerters.

And the purpose of théet review is to not only loox
at the inspection programs and enforcement actions being
takens we woulu 22 lookinyg at the requirements that we
snoulc impose upon them to upgrade them. And we intend to

look at the bau pecrrormers and of course we’ll look at some

ol the good perfcrmers to see why tney perhaps are that way.
And the results of these types of revisws will be

used in obviously developing criteria ana modifying the
licenses and mouiiving our inspection programs, [BZ2=l.

e selLEKS Zut you ¢o then have a pretty good
grasg of what are the factors that you want to look at to
senarate the good neriormers from the kad.

Re OfREILL{t e have conducted s2veral studies
«hat have given us different parameters that we can measure

ti‘la le
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NRC is not Tully satisfied with these
measures. 10 arrive at that, we have to have, I think,
hetter items, such as better reporting requirements in which
we compare them, Ke have to nave improved enforcenent
progremrs to o2 sure that we are uniformly obtaining
icentifying the problems.

In those twd cases, there are action items
sirected 1o correct tnose deficiencies and then we will De
able to look at tn2m in a more uniform fashion.

That?s bean ona of the niggest problems that we’ve

uie. MARKS ~Faul, you had a question?

~

UR. SHE MO [ would like to return to vave’s
quasticns in particular, there was a document put out in
.
July, “iy by Gaccock, 3rown, 3overi on the iulheim Karlich

piant. And basically, | suspect it was to show why Three

-

iile Island couldn’t nave occurred in Bah plants designed in
Germany or built in Germany.

To what 2xtent cid this report anc the things the
Germans had put in that glant or what they’re bragging about
there entered into your consicerations of what you will
impose on Bau plants in tnis country?

Last aenth, | asked you about block valves
automatically coming on PkVs, which was the one thing I

picked up out of here. 5ut there are several others.
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G Shiiki I ulle MATISOWNE | believe those reports were

‘ < circulactec generally witnin the starf. [ know the lessons
3 learnec task force people saw them. To the extent that we
4 reagd them and agreed witn what was in there, they affected

5 our thinking,

6 Sone of those things were done. 1I[he automatic

[ closing of the rORV blocik valve has been proposed by the

c bulletins and oruers task force, [ believe, in their

> conclucing weeks, as one example.

1C If you’re asking, have we systematically compared
11 thie detaileu salfety requirements of the Federal reputblic of
12 Cerumany or tne rFrench or others acvanced in lightwater

13 tecnnology for comparison to our body of reqguirements in

14 general or srcecific Threge .file Island reguirzments, the

‘ 15 answer is no.

lo UHe SnEWA{Ons 0Okay. Hopefully, they read tnis

tJ report, but there’s no way to prove it.

o LrR. MATLISOHS Those reporis have been widely

1y aistributed and ocnerally read by a large number of people,
20 not only the German report, but the French reports.

21 Le SHE.INONS [hank you.
22 MEe LEWISS As [ recall, the specific one that
23 Peul wes referring to, there was & list of about & or ¢

= items right at the end énc there was & specific guestion

1S Lhere & reason not to go that way or a

[N
U
0
m
)
@
G
-
-
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o
=
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-
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reason wny we’re better off than they were?

I forgot, there was a factor of three in the size
of the water storage tank and things like that.

Wwere these specifically addressed, or uid they
just fall into a file and were widely reaa, [’m sorry,
before ralling intn a file?

(Laugnter.)

(Jkay, peace.

Un. MARKS Lave?

UM. OnRENTSs Back in the gquality assurance topic,
one IF=1, I notice it talks about greater assurance of 2all
plant cesign construction operation activities properly
conducted,

I’n not quite sure whether pre=operational testing
is automatically foldea in there, or whethsr it’s su:poséd
to be picked up somewhere else, or isn’t it a gquestion?

“Re UY’KEILLY: ihat would be faciored in there,
yese.

JOR. OKRENT:s llow has the staff done a critical
review of what nas oeen the practice in pre-operational
testing ang satisried itself that, indeed, the current
aprorocach to pre-operational testinu gives th2 higher level
of sarety that rrofessor aerr was asking about earlier?

Is this an area where you are satisfied there’s no

ne2d for improvement?
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gsShmm i VRe O’KREILLY: Vvell, I would like to tell you, in
. 2 case you ma&8y not pe eware, we are aadressing additional
3 certirfication or all the start-up test procedures by the
“ Vendors.
' 5 LRe OnkENT: [’m not talking about the ==
o KR. O’REILLY® The concept?
i LUe ULHENT: 1I’m really asking about wnether the
o right pre-operational tests are being done. Okay? That’s
- what [%i getting at.
10 ‘fave you looked in a serious way to ascertain

11 whether the rignt sre-operationali tests are done?
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MR. MATTSON: There's a regulatory guide that speaks

to the kind of test during preop. That guide has been revised

|
l
based on experience. I think it's fair to say that a number i
of us have thought since Three Mile Island there's a lot of !
things we could have done in preop testing we didn't do in ;
preop testing that we ought to think more about. Primarily ;
in that list is the business of shift crew training that you
heard us talk about for the near-term OL extended startup
period.

The only thing that's in the Action Plan that
addresses the goodness of preop testing is the Item lg, which
is the training during preoperational and low-power testing
for the near-term OLs. But it doesn't specifically say, but
it clearly is our intent to take the learning experience of
the next four or so preop test periods to decide what more
could be done during preop testing and hence ought to be done
on all future OLs.

DR. OKRENT: 1I'm not talking about training now.

I'm talking about whether the right tests are being done.
How is it decided whether the tests that are being done are
adequate for safety? Presumably, somebody has decided they
are adequate from the point of view of availability of the
plant, testing out the equipment.

PROF. KERR: Ancd demonstrating it will deliver the

number of kilowatts it's designed for.
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DR. OKRENT: 1In particular, indeed. I'm trying to
ascertain whether has looked to see whether that testing is
adequate, and if so, why did things like the Millstone under-
voltage thing not get picked up, for example, or whatever.

MR. MATTSON: Not systematically. I suspect it was
done more systematically in the past when pecple worried more
about physics tests and fuel tests early in the preop testing
period. And then there have been pieces added down through
the years that look different from plant to plant, like the
Peach Bottom startup tests for code confirmation on Reading.

DR. OKRENT: Let me cut it short and say, in my
opinion that is missing from this discussion of gquality
assurance, and I have to assume either it's because you looked
very carefully and you are satisfied that indeed this is not
an area where you need to look for a higher level of safety --

MR. MATTSON: We can cut it even shorter. We'll
include it in our conversation, in our discussion of what
ought to be included in the gquality assurance paper.

DR. MARK: I think we will have to cut off the
discussion of this section of the plan, and I will declare
a 13-minute break. And we will take up the second chapter.

(Recess.) ‘763 ‘37

DR. PLESSET: Let's come to order. We will
reconvene and continue with the discussion of the Action Plan.

Before we do that, I have to make a remark. I regret that
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this subject will have to be terminated no later than 5:30.
So if you are mid-sentence, I would be very regretful, but

nevertheless we will terminate at 5:30.

Now, I don't want to blame the staff for our being
so far behind. I think the Committee is in good form and has
responded by regenerative process. You come in somewhat
amorphous and the Committee outdoes you in this, and so we've
lost a lot of time. I'm sorry about that, but that's the
characteristic of the group.

What I would like to have you do is decide how you
want to divide your time that remains. If you want to have §
a slight caucus, that's all right.

MR. MATTSON: Well, I think we would like to divide
the remaining time equally between chapters two and three,
and that means one hour or 45 minutes, whatever that turns
out to be, per chapter. And I guess let's try going until
4:30 on chapter two and save us an hour for chapter three.

And towards the end we might want to talk about these near-term
OL things that are appended to the memo you got.

DR. PLESSET: Yes. It's been suggested, Roger,
that maybe you might plan on like three-quarters of an hour
each, so we will have some time rfor general comment at the
end. Could you do that? ‘763 ‘38

MR. MATTSON: If you wanted to forego chapter four

entirely, I'd relieve some people so they could go home.
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DR. PLESSET: 1I'll leave that to you. It sounds like
a good suggestion to me.

MR. MATTSON: The only thing in chapter four that
might be of interest to you, I think =-- well, two things:
one, the role of ACRS; and, two, the reactor safety policy.

If you have comments to offer us on how the plan is written
reflecting the views of the ACRS on its role, we'd be glad

to receive those, alter the plan accordingly. Or if you have
comments on reactor policy =--

DR. PLESSET: 1If you could leave a little time for
that --it means abbreviating those chapters two and three
even more than that -- then we would be able to dc this last
item briefly. If you ~ould possibly do that, I think it would
be useful.

MR. MATTSON: Okay, we'll start with chapter two.

DR. PLESSET: Fine.

MR. SCROGGINS: Thank you, Roger.

My name is Ronald Scroggins. I'm a member of the
steering group for research, and I'm also responsible for
the chapter two part of the Action Plan.

Chapter two, as its title implies, includes a number
of action items which are related primarily to the improvements
in reactor design, engineered safety festures, and also
consisting of items related to component system reliability.

In addition to a number of those items is some specific topics
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on siting, sitirg policy, the TMI-2 current operation, cleanup

and examination, and the subject which has been touched on

already, which also plays a part in chapter one, and that has
to do with the vendor and the construction inspection program.
I would like to sort of briefly summarize some of the high-
lights and thrusts of the major topics in this chapter. The
task managers are present to answer any specific questions, and
we could maybe take them a topic at a time. It might be a
little quicker, since we have about 45 minutes I gather.

The first topic area, on siting, the thrust of this
primarily is development of an interim policy statement on
siting, followed by a rulemaking to come up with a sitinc
policy for new plants. This is already =-- this direction is
already under way and been approved by the Commission.

In addition to those items, there is a review under
way now to look at added requirements for specifically the
high population density sites, to cope specifically with
coremelt accidents. And those efforts are under way, in
specific looking at the Indian Point and the Zion reactor.

That's sort of a summary, oversummary.

DR. MARK: To what extent is it regarded that
siting has anything sprcific to do with TMI-2? ‘763 ]40

MR. SCROGGINS: Prirarily, the latter part that I
mentioned, and that is that loocking at such things as the

beyond desiyn basis accidents, the coremelt, and the existing
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plants and high population densities and to what extent either
added design features could be put in to mitigate the conse-
guences of such actions, to improve the emergency procedures == |
things of this type is the basis for the siting section.

DR. MARK: 1I'm aware of generally just what you
mentioned with respect to siting. But it never occurred to
me before that it was TMI-2-related in any very direct way.

MR. PURPLE: My name is Bob Purple.

I think you're probably correct in a technical
sense. But in another sense, it was made a part of the TMI-
related thing by being referenced aand mentioned and discussed
in the Kemeny Commission Report.

MR. SCROGGINS: Do you want to ask gquestions on
that or just continue on? Whatever is your =-- the next topic
area is the degraded or melted core, and it consists of a
number of actions which have, as Roger will go into later,
been highlighted for applications in the near-term operating
licenses regarding the reactor coolant syster vents, addi-
tional shielding for vital areas, and the additional system
designs for sampling of primary coolant containment atmosphere.

Also included in this section is a plan or intent
to improve the training programs to include consideration of
actions that might be taken by the operating crew to mitigate
and affect severe, beyond DBA-type core, severely degraded

core type accidents, leading on to fuel melt. The supporting
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research program for the fuel melt area, degraded fuel, was
included in this section, and also the requirements for the
vendors to consider conceptual designs and filter vented
containments is included in this section as well. There is a
final item, really, and it's proposed that the whole area of
degraded fuel will be looked at as a rulemaking. There is an
intent to initiate a rulemaking proceeding to consider the
many aspects of degraded fuel. And specifically a subject in
that is the guestion of the rule regarding the hydrogen,
acceptable hydrogen rates, especially as relates to small
containments.

That's sort of a general summary.

DR. SHEWMON: Would you explain what you mean by

rulemaking with regard to degraded fuel?

i

MR. SCROGGINS: It is the intent on the rulemaking - |

well, one aspect would be, for example, as I indicated, the
gu=2stion of the hydrogen rate on small containments. But it
is to look at the whole question of whether design features
that might be required to mitigate the consequence.of severe
accidents, such as the fuel melt, to bring in questions such

as core catchers, et cetera, might turn the =~

DR. SHEWMON: Okay. These are not to decide whether

you're for or against degraded fuel. 1It's what you do if

there is a bad accident in that regard.
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operation, et cetera.

DR. LEWIS: There's one technical question that came
up Monday. I'd like to repeat it because I've been thinking
about it., I'm a little more concerned than I was Monday about
it. That is the emphasis on degraded but unmelted cores, that
has come to us in the aftermath of Three Mile Island. It may
still be true, even though Three Mile Island happened, that
degraded but unmelted cores are a very, very rare event
compared to undamaged or melted cores. And if that was so,
then this new emphasis on degraded cores may be a step away
from safety.

And I wonder to what extent this issue reailly has
been and will be analyzed and fed into your consideration?

MR. SCROGGINS: That concern has been raised in
the steering group discussions. In fact, I think maybe Bob =--
to some degree, this is going tc be looked at in the
Probabilistic Analysis Staff.

MR. BERNERO: There was a discussion just this
morning on that issue with Sandia. In the integrated
»eliability evaluation program, one of the things we hope
to.do .- *o see whether we can distinguish the -- I'll call
it the likelihood of ucyrading the core badly without melting
it, as against going all the way to melting.

I agree with what ycu said on Monday, that we don't

know whether that's the highly likely or 50 percent probability
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11| of getting halfway. 1It is, of course, associated with the

|

‘ 2 || human error, which is completely reversible. And at any time ’

3| the poor fellow may turn the pump back on and stop the ;

|

‘ 4 || degradation. i

5 I don't know whether we will be able to quantify that.

6!| I just don't know. But we are going to try to do it.

7i DR. LEWIS: I hope so, because I'm more nervous,

g!| not for any substantive reason, just because of improving it,
9| than I was on Monday, because I really think it's entirely

10 | possible that a degraded core may really be a rare event. And
11 || in that case, we better be careful not to concentrate too much

e-9 12| on it.

14 |

|
I
e -
I
i
|
|

LS ]
w

24
Ac--‘u Reporters, Inc. ||

a2 |

4 1763 144

i
|

|

!
|



vES1C00!

3%

3o

UR. OnRENTs In that context, some of the research
that’s been identifiea in the fuels area, for example, on
pays [1.B.5 and 6, it talks about fuel debris behavior and
so forth, and my impression of what is planned for the next
phase of LBF is that it’s sort of aimed at this degraded
core but not meited core.

[ may be wrong, but at least that’s my
irpression. | wonder whether the same kind of point that
ur. Lewis has raised enters into how you decide whether or
not to say there should be rasearch or there shouldn’t be in
thiis document,

I have a littie bitl of a suspicion that pretty
scon this document {s going to tecome the Bible for the next
1& months, and {f i{’s not here, it can’t be done and If It
is here, it must »He Jdone sort of Ehin;. I can’t tell in the
research area wihy one tning is here and another thing is
not when [ read it.e

Jihe SCREOGGINSt 1 think Roger touched on that at
Lthe oulset. Taking the second part first, I think the
Intent certainly is that those actions, those things that
?lan indeed will be done but on
whacever the final schedule agresd to, based upon resource

s o
¢ cecera.,

b
-
@

bR |
44

In Lhis case, this is @ research program which in

e{fect purports to confirm actions taken by the licensee’s
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staff. Ihe forme~, however, the fact that something is not
in the Action Plan will not be done is not Lhe case.

There is the base program that exists in all of
the operating offices, only to the extent that it might be
reprogrammed to support the Action Plan because items in the
Action rlan are determinea to be of higher priority. Would
that have that impact?

Ule OKKENTs 1711 give you one other example.
Ihere seems to be some driving force within the staff that
you have to do reactivity insertion accident experiments at
ULEF at rather low level energy input experiments.
Acparently, there is some kind of a regulatery requirement
that leads to 2@ need for information in this area.

[t’5 not at all clz2ar to me that had you applied
the sane kind of ,judgments concerning what’s the gain in
risk anc so forth in doing this experiment versus some other
gxperirent, that this would appear anywhere but at the
bottom. Anu yet, it’s been done. [t’s still in. It’s been
,uescioned. It’s still in,

liHe SCROGGINSs I understand your point from
Research’s point of view. [ woulac say it is a very low
priority. Any other yuestions on degraded core?

(iio response,)

Lite PLESSETS Why don’t you go ahead?

Mhie SCROGSINS® (Okay. The next section area is
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MGC wid I entitleg “Systems Encineering Reliacility" and primarily
. é relates to the IRAP program, which | believe the Committee
3 is generally ramiliar with, and calls for or at least
“ outlines the current Crystal River study, the proposed
‘ - six=-plant study, and the rollow=on to the remaining
o operating reactors.
i Thzre will be in the new plan a requirement for a
o mini=lkAP evaluation by the licensees prior to an NTOL
¥ near-term operating ilicense, and any guestions, I would
10 sugyyest bon Bernero, the lask lManager, for this section is
I here,
12 Any questions oI Bob?
13 UR. OxKENTt ir. Chairman, the Committee has made
1 4 some recommendations in vecember that relates to this, and
. 15 it seems to me [ still don’t see how the staff is going to
1o responc to those recommencations which I would say represent
17 some strong complezmentary actions which are proposea. Until
1o we see wnetner cthat’s suitable, it’s narc to deal with this.
| » Urne PLESSET: Okay.
20 I\7. SCROGSINSt Okay. 1rhe next topic area is
21 entitlea "Relief and Safety valves." This primarily
2< incluges the requirement for the incustrv, the licensee in
23 compination with the industry, to embark on a test orogran
Z% of relief valves., It includes the possibility of NRC
. P o involvement in that test program at some level and
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follow=up and also ror tne near-term operating licenses
would incluce a requirement for position indicators for
reiief valves prior to full power operation.

And tnat’s the thrust of that section.

UR. PLESSET: #hy don’t you go on?

¥Re SCROGGINSs 0Okay. The next section, tne next
topic area wnich is entitled 11.E is actually a collection
of & nuinber of component systems, et cetera, type of action
items, and they include auxiliary feedwater systsems, sort of
a follow=up to some studies performed earlier this year by
Nl anc Research and will require a simplified reliability
analysis by licensees of the auxiliary feedgwater system ==
sort of, in a sense, a mini=IRAP evaluation of the aux feed
system.

There is a section here on emergency core cooling
systems. This includes, as mentioned earlier by Dr. Lewis,
a discussion of the intent to decrease the frequenc »f
challenge to the =CC5 andg also includes as a primary aspect
of it the signiricant research effort on the small creak
transients, both in experimental ana analytical areas.

inere is an area on decay heat removal. Ihe main

thrust of tha decay heat removael is again reliability

ST

analysis of the decay heat removal system, the HCS

e Inere
is a section here, for example, requirement on licensee to

ma@intain natural circulstion of the RCS on standby, ana

1763 148



0561005 42

Mg C ihni i also includec in this is some of the improved reactor safety
' < studies to look at alternate decay heat removal systems.

3 There is also a section on containment. Ihe

4 intent nere is (o upgrade the cepability of the containment

system, to look at such guestions as providing reduncant

(%2

o penetracions for the containment, for auxiliary neat

-t

removal, for the =— [ mean tne hydrogen recombiner, looking

o at water level indicators in the containment and also some
¥ supporting instrumentation,
10 And I think that’s what’s incluced in that general

1i sectiorn == @ nuuber or small system and component

12 evaluations.

13 Uile OnRENTS On paje [lI.E.3-2 at the bottom, it

™ describes some research that’s being done con alternate decay
' 15 neat removal concepts.

le MRe SCROGSINSE Yes?

(] URe OnRENI® Ana it shows resources == $200,000 in

lo rY 200% $400,000 in FY, “‘¢l.

Iy Hile SCEOGSINSt Correct.

20 UR. OKRENI® Since there’s no qualification

21 concerning this set of numbers, I assume, a3t least at the

22 moment, that it was relt that this constituted adequate

23 resources for wnatever jobk it was the stafi thought shoulad

24 be done?
‘ 29 MRe SCROGGINSE Yes. They are essentially the
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resources currently budgeted for by Research =

URe OKRENTs [ c¢idn’t ask whether it was the
resources budgeted pecause | know it was that. [ asked
whetner it was the resources the staff considered acequate
for the job on a timely btasis.

d. SCROGGINSt The starf that preparea this
section thoujht that was an adeguate level.

LRe OakENTs | see, Is there going to be som2

kind of a basis by next month which will tell us why the

arfrf tninks this is an acequate amount ana what it thinks

«t

s
will be done with this amount ana so Tforth?

Mie SCROCIINGT ot by next month, no.

UR. OKRENT® But somebody has rade a judgment? |
mean | coula, for sake of arjument, say in order to do this
job, $6 willion would he enough. That’s ten times as much
as you have. Ang [ think | could make @ case right now that
that wouldn’t bes enough. [ don’t know whether it woulau be
any more convincing than yours, but [’m just trying to make
a point,

It’s not obvious to me that $000,000 is enough,
and yet it’s so stated. Let me indicate this is an example
which vou siwuld think about, in my osinion. Buti also when
you go through this document where you are &llocating
resources or indicating how many resources you need,

especially of this sort, | think vou do neeu to ask yourself
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MGC ik i wnat it is you think you neea to co, and is this really it,
‘ P or is it just what’s available, or whatever it is tnet
3 you’re saying.
“ Mo SCHOGSINSEG In the first drart, the intent was
' - that the resources noted in this draft one were to be the
) resources which the staif felt were required Lo do tne job.
1 As it turns out, this was an area where the different groups
G had prepared this rirst araft == indeed, the answer wsas a
” mixeu tag. The great majority, I helieve, were the
10 resources as inuicated by the staff as required, but this
il was not true in total throughout this draft.
& That is one of the things that is plan ned to be
13 taken care or in the next draft,
14 Uke OnliElNT® | suggest you find out, in fact,
. 15 wnether vUeE will have a progrem, since you talk about
16 reviewing & Jlz program in here that would be relevant.
1 ' £ adifrferant question [ would like to ask in the
lo areé oI auxiliary Teedwater systems. The staff has cone a
| mini-reliecility review, & quick look as it were, and made
20 some eerly decisions thact some things nseeueu to be rixeda.
21 He SCRUGLINWS® That’s correct.
22 L. OWRENTS I think | can understand the logic
29 for those gecisions. [%n not guite sure [ understanc the
24 basis on which ror the longer term the staff decides that
. 25 auxilicry feaawater uesigns of one sort or another are
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ageyuate., Has that been spellea out, in your opinion, or is
it sometning you are going to stugy? Or just what is that
situation?

KHe SCROGSI:HS: Jim will answer.

NRe WURSERG: Jim liorberg. [’m tne Task Janager
for this section of the report.

The sterf has recommended some both short-term and
long=term type of worx that neecs to be done on the
auxiliery feecawater systeus. And, in fact, they have sent
out letters to, I guess, most of the operating plants in
this area on a wmore or less nlant-specific basis.

But thev have also identifiec more or less generic
types of items that should be lcoked at for all plants, and
[ think that tne short=term sort of things are things that
cen be oone in the immediate future,

Uite OniiEnst !y question is, how is the staff
arriving et a judgment that an auxiliary feedwater system
for sore spacific plant arfter it does a certain number of
tnings‘or perhagzs in its current form because it’s good
enough, 1s yood enouyn?

e wATISOLS [ think part of it is what Jim just

dy Fut tnare’s more to it. Anc I’m not sure it’s well

e

sa
enougnh reflected in nere., 1It’s a gooa point.
1ne bulletins and orders peorle dia the feegwater

reliability stugy from which they derivec generic
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inprovements that ought to bs made in the water systems.

ihose ceneric iaprov:aments are oveing applied to operating

clants.

The intent is to aoply those same generic
requiremen.s to new plants. In acduition, as refiected in
the pleén, it’s intenued to do reliavility stucies for new
nlants == some only generally specified but one specifically
specifiei. That is aux feedwater system reliability.

4s | say, we Jo an aux feedwater system
reliability study for Se,juoyah., How do we decide == [ think
your question is what Sequoyan ought to be reguired to meet.

Uite OniReNTs In the long=term.

VRe MATISON® In the long-term. Part of it is the
samz pasis tnat vas used in the operating plants last
sumuer == that is, cost elfective imorovements in
reliubility to sort of the best available or best prectical
reliapility in the same manner that the decisions were macde
last sumner. 1Inhat is, if cost effective changes can move a
locw reliebility performer up to an average or high

reliabpility performer, they ought to nhe made compared to the

"

e

[

iability or otner previously approved aux Ieeawater

'

vy Stei

wn
.~

-
3ut I think maybe the plan ought to talk é.out
geing & little Turtner in attempting to specify some

mean, ifter all, that is one approach

-

reliability goals.
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we Lalkec about last summer =-- something that could rfollow
these kinas of studies. hemember when we talked about,
nouic you set a numerical overall risk goal and let the
reliasbility goals fall oui of it? 0Or should you proceed to
set indivioual reliability goals and over @ perioc of vears
se2 what’s verived as an overall risk result?

In not stating which [ prefer. You can certainly
approach the latter ==

Jite OARENTS [7m posing a gquestion which otviously
generalizes. Ynen you do ycur IRAP studies, somebody’s
soing to have to look at other systems and say, 'Yes, they
are okey a3 they are" or "nNo, we think they should be fixed
on the shert or long term,"

I can’t tell the basis that will be used, [ hearc
a crude pasis mantioned == | don’t know that 1t%5.1n
#ricting == that weas used for the auxiliary feedwater study,
out I con’t inow why number 10 to the minus 5, which was
mentioneu by one starr nmemober, was a point estimate of the
reliapility or a “goou system."

PROFESSOH Keiids  Indeed, it seems to me that if

the stafr talked to tihe people who workeua on AJWS, they

lieve a demonstration of 10 to the minus

o

woulc refuse to b

Oe
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DR. OKRENT: Indeed, that could be. At the moment,
I am trying to see how you are going to cope in that area.
And I have chosen auxiliary feedwater in large part because
it's one that has been looked at and you have a 1little feel
for that one. I didn't see something written .that told me
exactly how this was going tc be dealt with.

MR. EBERSOLE: Roger, it seems to me befcre we can
even get started on this sort of thing, we need to know how
badly we need auxiliary feedwater, and with it how badly we
need the natural convection concept. We were wrestling with

this problem on Wednesday with .:aW and we were told that all

of their plants could tolerate total loss of auxiliary feedwater

and main feedwater and total loss of the natural convection
concept and operate on a bleed and feed arrangement, except
Davis-Besse.

Now, I don't know but what B&W are the only plants
that can do that, and others, Westinchouse and Combustion,
can't. It seems that at the root of all this one should say,
how badly do I need natural convection and auxiliary feedwater,
and find out what happens when you lose either or both of
these. And I haven't heard what happens. ]’/63 ]55

MR. MATTSON: I think you could still approach it
the way we were approaching it last summer, by just adding

some events to the reliability things that were of interest

to you. Remember, we had thee years we looked at aux feedwater.
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You could add a fourth, which was loss of all feedwater, and
talk about what reliability you wanted to achieve or could
achieve for various classes of systems.

MR. EBERSOLE: Or loss cf natural convection or
both. As I'm saying, Bé&W has evidently found it feasible
to claim, awkwardly, that they can cope with a loss of all
feedwater and loss of natural convection.

MR. MATTSON:‘ Shouldn't this be one of the goals
for IRAP?

MR. EBERSOLE: I don't know where you put this
search. Maybe it should be there. I don't know. I'm just
saying, before we can get geing on this matter of how good
aux feedwaéer ought to be, which is what we were working on
Wednesday, we need to know how badly we need it. We were
having real difficulty finding out how good it should be,
because every time we turned around we would come up with

answers, no core damage and n> really serious effects.

MR. MATTSON: That's because you were looking at

99 |

B&W. ]—/65 ]56

MR. EBERSOLE: Yes. But I think there's a generic

aspect to this: Should all plants be independent of aux

feedwater and natural convection? Should they all be highly

dependent upon the presence of aux feedwater and natural
convection and, for that matter, pressurizer heat? There

ought to be some common ground rules. And 1I'm saying the
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industry should have the flexibility to just have its own set
for each kind of plant. '
MR. MATTSON: I have a feeling you're bordering on ;
the universal safety question, and I think the only thing that
tries to come to grips with anything that broad in this plan

is IRAP, as you make decisions on how to set criteria for

systems you study =--

MR. EBERSOLE: Yes.

MR. MATTSON: == with IRAP. And you will start to
see those kinds of differences really elucidated for the first
time, not just this particular one but lots of them, as a
result of studying with reactor safety study methodology all
designs, which is what IRAP is all about. The difficult is
you don't know answers to questions like this for two or three
years, and so, should we put in the plan some specific way
to derive those kinds of answers or should we just understand
that such answers are necessary as we go along, executing
pieces we can now see, and let the answers evolve.

MR. EBERSOLE: I was looking at this also in a side
context, that of venting the primary }oop. Certainly, one
concept could be you could vent the primary loop to the degree‘
that in fact you could miake it competent to reject the need
for aux feedwater. 5

MR. MATTSON: Yes. ]/63 ]57

MR. EBERSOLE: 1In much the same way that the BWRs
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do it. It would be messy, of course, because you could mess
up the containment. But you could force the issue.
MR. MATTSON: Worse than just messing up the
containment; you mess up equipment that you probably rely wpon.
MR. EBERSOLE: You would have a problem left behind
you. But this ought not to happen, anyway. I'm talking about

preventing really serious events.
MR. LAPINSKI: Walt Lapinski, consultant to the ACRS.
At the meeting in Los Angeles last week,

Dr. Rosztoczy was there and this thing of consequences is

very important. The consequences are a coremelt on long-term

loss of feedwater.

MR. EBERSOLE: Is that a settled and accepted --

MR. LAPINSKI: This applies to half the Westinghouse

plants, all the CE plants, because the primary sys%em equipment

cannot function at the higher pressures.

MR. EBERSOLE: So we were right, then, that B&W
is the only one that has a current claim.

MR. LAPINSKI: That's right, because of the bleed

1763 158

MR. EBERSOLE: B&W has shown it's feasible or

and feed capability on the primary.

practical or it has occurred by accident that this could be
the case. Should that just be the only plant design that has
that capability? 1Is that a substantial advantage? Are we

unduly criticizing the design of B&W, when it has this
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advantage?

MR. MATTSON: All good questions, to which the
previous answer I gave was intended to apply. He didn't say
all Westinghouse, I don't think.

MR. LAPINSKI: Half. ;

MR. MATTSON: Half. I thought Jesse said all.

But this isn't new information. We have known this.

MR. LAPINSKI: This is tied to the reliability =-- f

MR. MATTSON: The qguestion is, how do you decide
whether loss of all feedwater is a necessary design event
for pressurized water reactors; and if it is, what are accepta-
ble designs for coping with that event, vhether a doubly
redundant, high-pressure ECCS is sufficient, or yheéher you
want high-pressure ECCS automatic depressurization and low
pressure ECCS, a la the boiling water reactor.

MR, EBERSOLE: Or the other part of it is loss of
natural convection as a Junction because of loss of natural
convection. ] 763 ‘ 59

MR. MATTSON: I don't think we know the answer to
that gquestion. We probably know how to get about getting it:
reliability assessments of a variety of designs. Now, you
get it indirectly and implicitly the way the plan is currently
written. It calls for IRAP of all designs.

If you want to get there faster, I think you have

to go directly at the guestions rather than implicitly after
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guestions. The difficulty is that you will get answers to

the narrow questions understood today if you go after narrow

guestions specifically.

It's a resource application thing,

predestined what you can learn about.

I don't know that we've given too much thought as

to which is the preferable approach in deciding on the one

that's in here.

MR. EBERSOLE:

I'm getting the impression that I

need aux feedwater in the secondary circuits on CE and

Westinghouse plants much worse than I do on BaW. Yet I find

a mechanism, which is gas inclusion and removal, a natural

circulation process, which is also in just those plants, those

U-tube steam generators.

MR.
MR.
claim natural
wWestinghouse.
MR.
MR.

MR.

MATTSON:

EBERSOLE:

So this is unfortunate.

Yes.

You can fully vent a B&W plant and

convection, I think. Not so for CE and

MATTSON:

EBERSOLE:

MATTSON:

e 1763 160

Go ahead.

That might say, stated in the way

we've been stating it in the last few minutes, might say it's

aware of the addition to the plant. I think what I'm going

to do is to go back and ask Ross to see if he can, on the

basis of his experience with Bulletins & Orders, phrase a

guestion for consideration by the steering group to consider

adding.
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gshiu I e SCHOGGINSE The next section, instruments ana
‘ 2 controls, includes soue items like installation of a
3 subcooling meter, additional instrumentation to nelp
< undersiand both conditions such as containment pressure,
’ - hydrogen concentration, and radiation levels, and design of
o a vessel level indicator.
/ Inat’s the main thrust of it,
& There is another section on electrical power which
Y is very specifically a requirement for having emergency
10 power source avajilable for the pressurizer relief valves,

11 block of valves and level indicators. Those are also being

1< appliec in near-term operating licenses,
13 The section on THI 2 happenings ==
14 MR. EBEKSOLE:s Pardon me, Before you get off

' 12 tnat, 1 have never heara anything but the fact that you’re
1o going to operate the power supply on the pressurizer. Those
I/ have never peen gualiried for a hostil: environment,
lo Are tney just intrinsicly gqualified to last
| through @ hostile containment environment? Are you ¢oing to
20 do anything about it?
21 vic?
24 e DBENROYAS Task menagar. e are looking into
23 it right now and probably will bpe putting it in the task
24 action plant.

‘ 25 MR. EBERSOLEs Thank you.
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e SCROGGINSS The section on Tl 2 ciean up and
examination just calls for the continued maintenance of the
safe operation of the IMI 2 plant and minimized
environmentcal effects and also includes discussion of the
joint program effort between the NRC, the GPJ, LOE, and EFRI
cn the planning of the clean-up operation end the inteni to
ottain as much technical infoermation 2s possible consistent
with that operation to be fed back, in effect, into our
lessons learned rfrom the TMI accident.

And the final section, I think the thrust has
already been discussed, the vendor construction inspection
program. The need to improve and upgrade this is tied very
closely to the QA discussion that was held earlier on
Chapter |.

Most of tnis is row being moved in the rewrite
into Chapter 2.

iiie PURPLES Okay. Roger, on to Chapter 3.
Chapter 3 has got 5-lettered subdivisions, but really covers
two types of things, things dealing with emegency
precaredness and radiation protection items, radiation
protection both in terms of occupation exposures and public
exposures.

For improving ooth WRC and license2 preparedness
to hancle an emergency, we can talk about these in two

grouoss {ne, the kincds of things thet the action nlan
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calls for to improve the NRC’s capability to respond to an
ernergency.

You will find in the action plan feveral internal
organizational kinds of things and physical facilities
within the NRC complex that are discussed and called for.

One major thing, major in the sense of a high cost
item, is a thiny called a nuclear data link. Thes extent of
that program is strongly tied to a8 decision from the
comnission on what the role of the NRC should and will be in
responuing to emergencies.

And that subject is the subject that the
comnissioners have asked be presented to them in & sepcrate
comnission paper, separate from the action plan so that they
can corme to grips with it, because until you decide what
role the NRC should piay, it’s hard to decide what kind of
data, if any, you need brought back into Bethesda in order
to responc during an emercency.

There is an item for communications which includes
two cecicated telepnone lines to each facility. That’s not
new. 1hat’s being put in place now. One new item within
that is the idea of putting radio commnunications between all
sitas and all regional heaaquarters in the operation center
here in 3ethesda.

And the final set of things for NRC improvement

involves caliing for z2mergency response drills and exercises
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toc be sure that we can follow the plans and that our plans
that we develop are proper.

For the licensee, there is two basic kinds of
things that are called for in here. One of them is a series
of facility capebilities centers. You see technical support
centeres, operational supsport centers, emergency operations
centars, and health physics centers.

All of these came from the experience of [lI and
are intended to improve those kinds of things in the future.

The sscond type of things for licensee have to do
with upyrading their emergency plans themselves, and that’s
joing cn in two pieces, one of which stems from a letter of

11 licensees for imnediate upgrade of

0
W

-
-

o«

July of 279 sen
emegency presaéredness with & rather extensive list of
actions recuireu to e taken right away.,

For the lony=term, you are embarked on a major
snergercy planning rule-making. (One of the major features
ot that in that rule-making is the concept of obtaining
faderal concurrence in the s.ate and local emergency plans.

1 woulu 3uggast 1 stop there and see if for
Sections 32 and & there’s any auestions.

UR. PLESSETt Bill?

PROF. WERRE As | read the K2meny Commission

Report, it seems to me there are two somewhat conflicting

things, one of which says Three ile Island was serious
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enough that we can’t tolerate another such accident, and the
other of which says we Know that we may have another such
accident, so we’d better ke prepared for that accident, or
something worse.,

Now the first approach says we need to spend a lot
of effort to try to make certain we don’t have another
acciagent that serious, and the second one says we’d better

be preparea to handle it if it occurs.

With a finite amount of resources, it seems to me
one has to make some sort of allocation anc give one of
thase some sort of priority or perhaps give them egual
priority in assessing what needed to be done.

Uo you conscicusly deal with that division of
resources? Jo you try to give more emphasis to preventing
or aiore emphasis t? mitigating once you have such an
acciuent? Or is there a conscious effort to accommodate

these two somewhat Jdiverse viewpcints, it seems to me?

m

iHe PUKPLES In the scoring system that we used =--
that we’re using and trying to apply to each and every one
of tnese &ction items, we try to put into that a scoring
eleent thet deelt with whether the item was one of eccident
privention or was it one that assumed the action that
happened and now you’re working on accident mitigation?

l'e coulun’t reach agreement how to fold that in.

e uid put it in. I belicve vou’ll find as an enclosure to
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JShid I this scoring system the three=page arfair that you have ==
. P it ctalks about now to judge potential safety improvement,

3 And in there, it'talks to the fact that things

- that caen grevent an acciuent should generally be judged more
. - importent than those that mitigate an accident, the idea

o being, as you just said.

i So to that extent, that would help influence the

o judgments of those who are going to rate these items, that

v things cthat are ritigated are going to end up with a lower

U priority than tnose that help prevent an accident.

I [ne counter=arjumenc to that is that you may at

12 sone point in time, you reacn & point of diminishing returns

13 for your dollar in preventing things, and that you may get a

14 whole lot more wortn, out of simple things vou can do to
. P mieigate an accident once it’s happened.

10 So there’s toujh argumentis on both sides.

i PROF, kDRt I know they are, and that’s the reason

1 | wondereu how you hau decived between the two if you did

| nave any conscious way of irying to decide between the two.

20 (e PURPLE® UOnly as | described in the rating

21 scheme, and it1’s very subjective. It helps an individual

2 raeater or us as we are rating these, to judge whether you

23 jive them 100 points, 50 points or zero in tarms of safety

24 reduction, safety potential.
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IS0 JH., MOELLEK® In reviewing this chapter, there are
. Z several thinygs that | wanted to comuent on, One is it
3 telxs quite a bit about training of state and local peobpdle,
“ I jon’t see nuch in the way of outlining how the
. 2 licensees are going to be trained., I guess they say the
Q licensee will take car2 of this, but [ don’t see much in the
1 way of definitive information on what tyges of training the
o licensee should have,
& Llso, in terms of even training the state and

10 *local reople, I nozicz that they are putting a lot of

11 en.phasis on tnis and they are conducting a lot of courses

12 nove LUl the go&ls oI these courses aren’t clear,

13 I have a comment here from one state person wnho

1« nes people who are taving, or taking some of these courses.
'. 15 And the statement is that the original mission of the course

1o was the traininy of scate people in making and interpgreting

17 oif=-site measurenents in tne wake of a8 reactor accident.

le And this person says the courses they give do not

| end up with you having acquired that type of talent,

20 v second point is on thne mitigation measures that

2l are discursed in nere. Anc it seems like evacuation is

22 aluwost tocally che only thing that’s Jdiscusseds whereas, |

23 woulu tnink that for an action plan, you would be looking at

2 all Cypes of mitigating actions or interdictive measures and
. 25 usiny the best combination,
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Tnirdly, | have talked to state people recently,
several, in fact, through our subcommittee. [ think it was
Jecember 20th, one of the state people came in anag
compleinec about some of the problems in terms of emergency
planning.

And tney tell me they still don’t know if another
accidert occurred., Llhey still don’t know how WRC and the

states would interface.

In other words, it’s not in the least way clear to
them as to wnho would call whom and what responsibilities and
excnances of information would take place.

So | guess one of the main comments I ena up with
heving looked at Chapter 3 and naving talkea to the state
people, is to ask tne NHC in developing this action plan, to
3sk chenm the degyree to which states are being contactedeand
having en opportunicty to loox at this plan,

[ azan this pnlan is goiny to involve the states.
It’s geing to be impacting heavily on them in terms of what
they are to 0.

\nd yet, I con’t see that their == you are asking

the ACLS to comnents are yvou asking the states to comment?
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MR. PURPLE: I'll have to take a few minutes to
give you some background. I misspoke when I said I was
through with 3A and 3B. I hadn't really talked about 3B yet.
3B as you see it in the draft will come out almost in its
entirety and be replaced with a single item, which will be a
discussion on the timing and so forth of an MCU that is now
in the final stages of development and agreement between FEMA,
the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and the NRC. And
the reason that all that is taking place is that, you may be
aware, in the President's statement following the Kemeny
Commission, the responsibility for all the items that you
just mentipned was officially given to FEMA.
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