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PROCEEDINGS

DR. LAWNROSKIt We will resume the meeting that
began esterday on the subject of waste management which was
discussed yesterday, which includea not only high level
waste management, but also low level waste and uranium mill
tailings. Today, we «ill continue the meeting with
discussions of the fuel cycle program, and as [ said
yesterday, we are particularly interested ’‘n learning as
much as we can 2t this meeting about the priorities of the
research program being performed by the NRC and its
contractors.

The pu.pose of our wanting this information is to
help with the preparatisn of parts of the report Congress,
due late this year or early next year. [ guess everybody
who is here today was here yesterday. Since there may be
some who are nct, lat me introduce pecple at the table.

By the way, I am Stephen Lawroski, acting
subcommi ttee chairman for the waste management
subcommittee. Or. Mceller, who is the chairman, was not
aple to be here. Jeremiah Ray is another member of the
ACRS, who is a member of the subcommittee. And teginning on
his left are consultants to the commi ttee as well as to the
subcommittee. Mr. Sylvan Cromer, Dr. Shailler Philbrick,
Dr. Frank Parker, Dr. Richard Foster, Mr. Alex Crendon,

Dr. Martin Steindler, and Dr. Don Orth.

— o e
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On my right are Mr. Ragnwald Muller, and on his
right = still on my right == Mr. Peter Tam, both of whom
are mempers of the ACRS stafr.

[ note, Frank, that there are some words of
introduction which you have to make, and maybe the rest of
your people will have arrived by then.

MR. ARSENAULT® Not quite, but [ can start.

CR. LANROSK[® Please go ahead.

MR. ARSENAULT: [’m Frank Arsenault from the
office of research. Tom Carter, from the division of fuel
cycle licensing, the office of nuclear materials safety and
safeguards, will present the remaining part of this
presentation. He has not yet arrived bobut [“/ll extend my
remarks until he does, or [“ll try to open that part of the
program and let him take over when he arrives.

But first, [ would like to introduce the subject
by doing a little review of the background of this part of
the SAFER program. I[n reviewing the safety research program
Of the NRC, the ACRS has in the past dealt separately with
the program of the SAFER division, that is, division of
safeguards fuel cycle and environmental resea.ch.

This program has evolved in its structure over lhe
past few years, beginning with program elements that dealt
with health and environment safeguards and fuel cycle, which

included transportation, fuel cycle facilities and waste
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management auring tne first year. In the second year we
dealt with health and environment, fuel cycle waste
management and safeguards. And now, we have a’program shich
has four decision units, the safeguards decision unit, the
waste management decision unit, which we talked about
yesterday, and the reactor envirocnmental dec’ fon unit and
the fuel cycle safety and environmental cecision unit.

[’d like to talk a little about the last two of
these, because they’re the ones that have not yet teen — Or
until yesterday had not ceen reviewed explicitly and in full
by the ACRS subcommittees.

Earlier this year, the subcommittee on site safety
and radiation protection was to meet, noting that fuel cycle
and reactor environmental effects did not appear to ce
otherwise displayed in the program. [ inquired as to
whether or not it was intended that they be covered within
that presentation and it was indicated that whataver the
future may hold, that would be a good idea at the time. So,
during the meeting of that subcommi ttee earlier this year,
we did present the work we were doing in connection with
reactor environmental effects and fuel cycle sarfety
environmental effects. It was a somewhat rapid and general
overview of those programs.

So, we welcome the cpportunity to review in

greater detail that part of the program dealing with fuel
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cycle. Again, in previous reviews of this part of the SAFER
program, we have reviewed the research program and only
inferred or did in very general terms an overview of the
regulatory programs from which the research requirements
were derived. Thus, when we saw the invitations to the
division of waste management and the division of fuel cycle
licensing to participate in the meetings yestercay and
today, we toock this as an indication that the ACRS wished to
review in greater detail and “‘epth the regulatory programs
from which the research requirements were derived.

You saw yesterday that considerable emphasis was
given to the evolving structure of the high level waste
management regulatory program and the existing and ongoing
low level waste and mill tailings regulatory program.
Research was associated with that presentation in a way that
we hoped would make it clear how it was responsive to the
necds Leing identified within the regulatory programs.

Wwe also saw that in high level, the more recent
development of a regulatory basis indicated that — we made
it clear that we were in the process of review, reevaluation
and reformulation of the high level waste research program.
Indications of the fuel cycle program, that is an ongoing
program. The ragulatory basis has not changed drastically
in what we are doing in the research and technical

assistance programs, on trying to either confirm the

™
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undarlying basis for the regulatory standards or to cevelop
an increased capability for evaluating either safety or
environmental effacts associated them.

Now, that last pcint leads me to a question. I
hope that it has been clear, but with your indulgence [“ll
take Jjust a moment. [t’s clear that the safety research
program of the NRC is dominated by reactor safety. Probably
S0, that is the principai safety issue faced by the agency.
There is a question of fuel cycle safety in transportation,
fuel cycle facilities and so on. The lack of any safet)
issue within the fuel cycls program tha® even approximates
the question of reactor accidents means that the safaty
program associated with fuel cycle is at a fairly nominal
level,

The other areas of inte. 2st to us in the safety
division are the matters of routine efflue.ts, routine
operations. I[t’s not 2 safety issue in the sense of
accicents, but it does affect tné health and safety of the
public in the sense that there are effluents, there are
impacts.

The third area is the area of environmental impact
assessments. [n a sense this is n- . a safety issue, but it
does enter into the licensing process. I[t’s an important
and essential part of the licensing process. And in many

cases it has been the element of the licensing process which
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i;)pOAv I has delayed licensing the facilities.
2 So these are the trhree areas in which we direct
™ 3 our attention. Then, I think you are familiar with the fact
g 4 that the propabilistic analysis staff brings to tear that
5 area of expertise in conducting and developing methods for
) risk assessment. This is the scope of our program.
7 Now, [7’d like to introduce Tom Carter, who is the
8 deputy director of the fuel cycle licensing.
¥ DR. LANROSKI®t Excuse me. Would you introduce all

10 of your people at this time, and tell us where in the

I organization they fit in?

12 MR. ARSENAULT: Yes. Since most of them actually
13 are from Tom’s division, [7/l. let nim do that.

\; 14 OR. LANROéKIt All right, fine. 1[I don’t care.
15 MR. ARSENAULT: In the back row, in the yellow
16 shirt, is Ralph Jones, whc’s from the office of standards
17 development. Would you tell me what your new title is,

18 Ralpn?

vy MR. JONESt [ have two hats at the moment. [’m
20 acting for Bob Bernero as assistant director of material
21 safetys [’m also chief of the transportation and pgroduct
22 safety branche.

23 MR. ARSENAULT: In the front row is Sam Bassett,

/ 24 cdeputy director of the safeguards, fuel safety division,

25 Mark Gao, who is in the fuel cycle division. [ don’t Kknow
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the next gentleman. -

MR. LOYSONS Peter Loyson from fuels and spent
fuels licensing.

MR. ROUSEs I[’/m Lee'Rouse. chief of the advsnced
fuel, spent fuel licensing branch.

MR. NUSSBAUMER: Don Nussbaumer, assistant
director for materials and safety licensing.

MR. BARTLETT: Charlie Bartlett, research.

DP. LANROSKI: Maybe you could sign a gad and have
it Xeroxed later, so that all of our consultants as well as
committee members could nave our memories refreshed scme
time later about your names and your roles in this
business. Thanks, Frank.

MR. CARTER: Good merning, gentlemen.

(Slice.)

The first :hart is somewhat academic, since we
have started and Frank has given a brief overview.

(Siide.)

You’ve had a pasic description of the interface
netween NMSS ana research in this area. Whac we’d like to
do tris morning, briefly, is give you a brief sccpe of NMSS
fuel cycle activities, how we’ve oroken out our proje-ts,
how we would expect to address them this morning with you,
then have an informal discussion of the technical issues

that we consider facing us, technical assistance projects,
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;:apuAV I research projects. The gentlemen that were introduced a few
2 minutes ago are prepared to discuss in cetail the projects
™ 3 that were included in your handou‘’ of yesterday. It is
¥ 4 somewhat thick and somewhat confusirg to use, in a way, but
5 maybe as we go through this presentation we can put it in
o] some king of perspective for you.
7 (Slide.)
s We break up the responsicilities in the fuel cycle
v materials safety division in three major categories. We
10 nave the basic fuel cycle licensing, racicisotope licensing,
1 and certification af transportation packages. The next
12 charts == and we’re going to discuss issues related to each
13 of these three ma jor categories as we go through this
<:> 14 morning, and tie those to the projects.
15 (Slide.)
16 That’s somewhat of a busy chart. [ think it does
17 give a very good summary, though, of the parts of the
s regulations that we’re interested in, the facilities at
|y which they impact in the licensing process. [t’s pasically
20 there for a reference chart. It can be usec in the future
21 to come back to other questions. That covers the
22 transportation certification fuel cycle licensing.
23 (Slide.)
24 In Mr. Nussbaumer’s area, we have the oyproduct

25 licensing, radicisolope licensing. You can see the
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categories that are covered there, and on this sice, the
academic .edical practice all the way down for deplated
uranium, military munictions testing, the various parts of
the regulations that inpact =

DR. LAWROSKIt What is the number of those
licenses?

MR. CARTER:t About 8000, [ guess, now, isn’t it,
Don? We have a backlog that we’re working coff of acout 8CO0,
850, We’re going to get it down to acout 500 this year and
then maintain a backlog of about 500 after this year,

(Slide.)

Now, to go back to fuel cycle licensing, [ will
step through each of these major areas. Frank’s people and
our pecple hnave identifieac four technical issues which we
feel are of importance to us now as a concerted affort
between the work that he’s doing and the werk that we’re
doing. We nhave broken out tne projects that Frank supports
for us, and also the work done by standards, that we feel
supports or helps solve these issues, on the charts, under
eadcn of the four issues, as we go through them.

(Slice.)

Now, the first issue under the fuel cycle
licensing environmental siting, to include siting, 40 CFR
190, Ciean Air Act, and trying to drive the offsite

effluents down to as low as reasonably achievable, we have a
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series of projects listea there. I[n the detailed handout we
have 2 pbrief description of each of the projects. They
should follow tne viewgrapghs as we go througn here, in the
same orcer as they’re listed én tne viewgraph. I[f there’s
any particular one you’a want to delve into, we’d be glad to
do s0.

Under the natural phencmena, NMSS, we nave
pasically three projects there. We’re taking a look at
natural phenomena, winds, earthquake, floods, for nplutonium
facilities. We’re doing a peer review of those anclyses.
Then we have anotner project where we’re taking a look at
the natural pnenomenon impact of the fuel repgrocessing and
fuel fabrication facilities. Cost-benefit fuel cycle model
is usea more now in support of NRR for their cost-benefit
analyses.

In the reactor licensing anc evaluation of reactor
cost benefits, we expect to have a NUREG document out this
year, toward the end of the year, carrying cost analyses up
through abcut tne year 20C0 for the fuel cycle and the
reactor impacts. The next prcject listed there in the table
S=3 upcate is really an update of the environmental survey
of the uranium fuel cycle, which I am sure you’re quite
familiar with. The safety and environmental assessment
project gives us licensing assistance support for

applicaticns. We have that broken down into five different
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pro jects, which enforce various asgcects of tne licensing
process. WNe currently have G.E Morris renewal review
underway. #e have scie work witn NRS West valley ungerway
for tornauc effects.

Frank, 9o you want to talk a little bit about the
researcn standard projects?

MR. ARSENAULT® [ can address these as we GO
along, tut my feeling is that if you run through this
overview to give a feel for the overall structurs: of the
program, the committee has always guided our details by
asking some guestions.

MR. CARTER: Fine.

DR. LAWROSKIt [ want to make sure we save enougn
time for your parts okay?

MR. CARTER: Okay.

(Slide.)

Next chart, the occupational ALARA, basically, the
insice the plant ALARA situation = all of the projects
there are either under research or under standards. You can
briefly scan those. They’re quite extensive. They cover,
[ think, a very good spectrum of the ALARA problam.

DR. LANROSKIs Does that cover the criticality
safety study, any work related to spent fuel storage?

MR. BARTLETTs Yes, it coes. They are developing

some specific cross-sections on neutron aosorption data for
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typical spent fuel geometries. They’re actually using the
JO2 fuel in arrays whicn will provide the licensing people
with a better hancle on neutron reflection and acserpgtion in
closely spacec geometries.

DR. LAWROSKI® So it will include the situation
that more and more densifieg storage —-

MR. BARTLETT® Yes, sir.

OR. LAMROSKI® A lot of sites are increasingly
obliged to. Alex?

MR. GRENDONs Jo [ understand the standards
division is doing this rasearch, or that research is doing
it for standards division?

MR. CARTERt These listed on the rignt-hand sice
are funced by standards.

MR. GRENDON: Funded by, but the work is teing
done by research.

MR. CARTER: No, those are actually funded by
stancaras and being dong by a contr .tor who is answering to
standards, as [ understand it.

MR. BARTLETTs Yes. |

DR. LANROSKI®* That’s why it would be called

tecnnical assistance, as cpposed to research.
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MR. CARTERt That could be a gocod point.

DR. LANROSK[® Wwould you lLike to enlarge on that.
[ think some cf our members are not clear about the
distinction, and there isn’t perhaps very much distinction
between something labeled RES and that which i{s technical
assistance.

MR. ARSENAJULT: In addition to the contracts which
are sponsored by and managed by the Office of Research,
there are funds made avajlable to the licensing, the other
office of the agency, for what are called technical
assistance projects.

[he difference in nomenclature =—— a pro ject is by
definition technical assistance if it is sponsored and
managec by anyone other than the (Office of Research. So in
terms of nomenclature, you’ll find that usage prevalent.
Regardless of the content of the contract, if somebody else
does it, it’s TA, and if we do i%, it’s research.

Ne are guided, however, by the fallowing
definitions of what is properly TA and what is properly
research, and that which falls under the definition of
research, we would expect other offices to solicit our
assistance in performing.

The definitions are as follows: technical
assistance is the use of outside contractor expertise to aid

in the gathering of existing data and its use or the
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application of existing evaluative methodologies to specific
proolems in the licensing process, where research i{s the
development of new data for that purpose and the development
of new evaluative methods or énaxytical methcds and
analytical tools. So that is the distinction.

There is a further guideline wnich is used,
secause clearly a numper of things will fall in the grey
area Setween these two.definitions. For example, the
application of an existing analytical methods with
censidereple modifications to that method, well, which one
is that? Generally, .ne additional guideline we use as we
make those decisions i{s that {f it is a relatively
short=-term activity, six months to a year, then something
falling in the grey are. is sponsored by the user office and
is a technical assistance project, where:is {f {t is a
multi-year project and in the grey area, we would ask the
Office of Research to sponsor and to manage i{t.

DR. LAWROSK[s [oesn’t technical assistance, in
some cases, involve development of new information as
opposed to what you said = this collection or gathering of
existing data?

MR. ARSENAULT: [ think now we get into a semantic
questior of what development of new information means. I[f
it involves anv kind of experimental field measurement or

laboratory measurement, then [ would say that that would be
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:>cDAV | research., [f it merely means going out and surveying -
2 DR. LAWROSKIs It might be research, but it could
’) 3 still be done under technical assistance, or am [ wron/;?
- s R. BASSETT: Iceally, it would not, but
S cccasionally it happens.
é OR. LANROSKI®* [’m sure that some times the time
7 schedule would require sych.
8 MR. ARSENAULT: oOkay. That’s wrv [ indicated
- there is the additional guiceline.
o' OR. ORTHs [ could stand a little clarification on
11 the previous slide, then, which dealt with = there was a
12 group of items there related to the air cleaning business.
13 The total Air Cleaning Conference papers now would protably
‘\: 14 be a stack at least as high as this table and would probably
15 cever it. So [’m sort of wondering, what are we doing by
16 way of research, or is this a matter of reviewing the

17 avajlable data and trying to derive such things as the HEPA

18 test perfcrmance and that sort of thing = those items?

1% MR. ARSENAULT: I[In the case of that —

20 DR. LAWNROSKIt* [ thought we were going to let him
21 get back to that., I[s that not going to be a subject that
22 you’re going to cover?

23 CR. ORTH: If you were going to cover it later,
24 fine.

25 DR. LANROSKI® [ would hope so, when you get into
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the research area, and that’s labeled RES.

MR. GRENDON: There is in this stack of detailed
projects some description, for example, the HEPA one,
tornado tests on the filter and such things.

DR. LAWROSKI®t (kay? [“d rather not lose his
perspective and keep breaking in. Let him get that done .nd
then get to the nitty=-gritty. 0Okay?

UR. STEINDLER:t Can [ address a gquestion on this
particular topic?

OR. LANROSKI® Yes.

CR. STEINDLER: In your second very early slide
where you listed the four technical issues that are
concerned in the fuel licensing, the implication (s that
these technical issues contain unresolved or incompletely
handled bits of information 2nd that each one of these
centain areas in which zome kind of either technical
assistence or resezrch activity is required in crder for you
to fulfill your licensing function. Are there other
technical issues, that is technical topics, for which there

are no such unresolved things that need attenticn by eilher

research or through a technical assistance program == in

other words, in which you‘re content with the amount of
information you currently have of a technical nature?
MR. CARTERt [“’m not sure that [ understand the

ques*ion.
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YcOAV | MR. ARSENAULT: [ might be able to help with that,
2 Tom, because [ think [ uncerstand the background motivation
‘\ 3 for the question.
: - The simple answer té the gquestion, [ think, is
- yes. But let me illuminate {t. Almost all of the
o] requirements for research cer*ainly, and [ think this is
7 also true for much of the TA work, almost all of those
8 requirements arise out of a specific proolem that is
K encountered in the licensing progress.
10 Now an {ssue that’s raised by an intervencor, a
11 need to reviaw and perhaps revise a regulatery standard,
12 scmething like a review of Table S-3 and s0 on, ailmost esvery
13 requirement for contractor effort -— and certainly this is
~/ 14 true for researcih =-=- arises out of a need that develops in
18 the course of a licensing process.
16 Now we’re dealing with a fabric of activity by the
17 licensing staff. They do a great many things. Not every
18 action they take generates such a need. S0 [ think what
1y you’re asking is, are they simply loocking at everything they
20 do and generating some kind of technical requ.rement out of
21 it? The answer is no. There is generally a pressure moint
22 that resuits in the identification of the need.
23 Now you could take any one of these and track .t
o 24 back to its stimulus., Have [ responded to your gquestion?

25 DR. STEINDLERt Yes, in part. My only other —



7140 02 06

;:chAv
7

R S VST OV

Ui

10
1

12
13
|4
15
16
17
18

20

21

22

24
25

389
I don’t want to make a federal case out of this, because [
see the Chairman mumbling. The only other point that [
would raise is obviously the licensing, for example, of a
uranium mill which consists of a whole raft of things other
than the mill tailing pile. A terrible example, but let me
u-3 {t.

[ assume, for example, that in the area of
understanding the safaty and license ability of the actual
operation of the mill squipment, there i{s no such overriding
technical issue that requires the attention of research or a
technical assistance program. [f that’s the case, then my
answer is yes. Only a portion of your licensing activity
spills out some technical issues which need .ssolutior.
Otherwise it looks to me, the cther alternative is that
everythiég you do that has to de with the tachnical
community is elevated to the positicn of technical issue,
which means ycu’ve got a never ending, never closing
research program,

MR. ARSENAULT: [ think [ understand the gquestion,
and the answ:r i{s that on many issues adaressed by the staff
that don’t result in a requirement, [ think [ can turn the
question over to Tom at this point.

MR. CARTER: [ee Rouse, [ think, wanted to expand
a little bit on this point.

MR. ROUSEs [ agree with what Frank is saying.
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The only commen ¥hat [ wculd ac ( is using the example of
the ~tlls. Ther s technical 7.ssistance werk going on in
these rather broad catejories, like ALARA, that, you Xnow -
looking at .t in the s:nse that these are rather broad,
decommissioning and ALARNA would cover quite a scope of
looking at a given facility. And whether it be t-~chnical
assistance or research, you have projects going on .n bothe.

I think {f we look at the details you’ll see that
we are covering a pretty wide range of them.

CR. LAWROSKI® [ think you should go ahead,

Mr. Carter.

(Slice.)

MR. CARTERt [ think if I can expand a little bit
on your question on this next chart also. [n the area of
the decommissioning in tne fuel cycle, we’ve got a situation
at NFS West Valley with the waste tanks, which [’m sure
you’re quite familiar with, where one of the tanks /hich is
not being used — a spare tank = there was a leak found in
the outside barrier.

DR. LANROSKI: [f it wasn’/t being used, fr.w come
there was a leak found?

MR. CARTERt They did a2 test = ran water into the
inside liner. It leaked out. keally the state of the tank
that’s in use ha. come uncer a lot of guestion. I[t’s opened

up a lot of technical issues. We’re having tc ask ourselves
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‘:>cuAv I a lot of hard questions. #*° locked around the country to
see who was gqualified to take a look at tanks of this

nature. [t really boils down to Savannah River or Hanford.

N

!

We’ve entersd into a contract with Rockwell, the
Hanford centractor for DOE. They are taking a look at the
tanks at West Valley. They”’ve gone up a coup.e of times and

looked at the physical characteristics of the tanks and how

a < o w R R P

they can get television cameras decwn inside the tanks, how
- they can take their samples also in the ground surrounding
10 the tanks. That’s an arsa wrere we have some r2al tough

11 technical issues.

12 We feel we have not turned to research pecause of
13 the timing. There probably are some things that research
\-) 14 could help us do in the long run, but it’s something we’re
15 trying to solve this fiscal year or next fiscal year, so [
16 think that’s an example of the technical issue that has not
17 been elevated to a research project. We have a technical
18 assistance project for it.
1Y Now there are probably others that we don’t even
20 have technical assistance projects for that we’re woerking
21 with in the staff., The radiological evaluation of
22 contaminated sites is & very pressing, public, and political
23 issue now. We’ve got an RFP out, or are in the process of
A) 24 getting an RFP, to develop the capability to go out and

25 survey the sites that are felt to be contaminated, actually
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make engineering recommenaations on how to decontaminate the
sites, and go from there. That is direct assistance to the
staff of an expert nature, giving guidance also, acquiring
special instrumentation, and ihinqs of that nature, which we
feel is not appropriate for the staff to acquire. We fael
its better to go through a contgractor or a lab in this
case.

(Slide.)

Just quickly, on the alternative fuel cyzle, a
request was mace by Congressman Udall to stucdy the
regul atery difference between the thorium fuel cycle and the
current uranium fuel cycle. That project is underway = [’m
sorry, it i{s not underway. (ak Ridge National Laboratory
has proposed i{t. We’ve had {t funcded in the budget before.
WNe have not gone into a contract with them. The budget
request we had was cut significantly. We’re not sure that
the money we have avajilable to do that project is encugh to
satisfactorily work the problem. We are continuing te
approach it from a budgetary standpeint.

You have a handout thers that incicates what they
hope to study. In comparison —

DR. LAWNROSKI® Could you be specific as to what
types of fuel cycle facilities you are currently studying
the decommissioning of? You can just name them.

MR. CARTER: Well =—
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DR. LAWROSKI®s I[Ic is specific sites, as opposed toO
generic.

MR. CARTERs They’re specific sites. e have been
giving advice to the Lactti Av;nuo site in St. Louis to move
the contaminated materials, the dirt there, out to the
airport. Their old landfills are sites that were abandoned
some time back.

DR. LANROSKI®* Your Jjob is specific sites as
opposed to the more generic studies, like P&L has beer doirg
some work, [ think.

MR. CARTERt Cn engineering. That’s right. Ours
ara very specific, hands-on, actual surveys of the sites.

DR. LAWROSKI®* wWould that include like low level
waste sites that might have to be decommissicned?

MR. CARTER: The ocnes that have really been
abandoned in the past are the ones that we’re concerned
about.

Don, did you want to add anything?

MR. GRENDON: The description of the project r
doesn’t make that very clear. [t says in the ocpbjective "to
survey anc evaluate two currently licensed burial sites.
Then in the description it speaks of performing radiclogic
surveys and engineering evaluations at designated sites in
Missouri, Illinois, and Tennessee, four in all. That

doesn’t seem to fit with the objective,
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There are two burial sites that are going to ce
evaluated, but it certainly turns out there are four in
Missouri, which cdoesn’t have a burial site so far as [ Xnow,
ard [llinois and Tennessee, which don”’t have burial sites as
far as [ know. B

MR. CARTER: We’re using that contract to survay
two out of four candicate sites.

MR. GRENDON: Are they burial sites, or are they
some other kind? The Missouri and Tennessee ones aren’t
licensed turial sites.

MR, NUSSBAUMER®* These are not commercial land
burial sites. These are sites for operation. These are
conducted where waste material is buried on=-site.

MR. GRENDON:® "[Licensed burial sites" doesn’t
sound like that kind.

DR. LAWNROSKI®* You mean it’s like the old facility
in west Chicago?

MR. GRENDONt They bury their own waste.

MR. CARTER: The Kerr-McGee type of thing.

(Slide.)

Let’s move for a few minutes into the radiciscteope
licensing area. We’re interested here in the manufacture
and use. We wcrk closely in the standards development
area. WNe give support to the agreement state programs, the

tritium releases. Recertly at Tucson, Arizona =— i{s a good
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;:}chV | example there - we have cone quite 2 bit in the last faw
2 months, especially Dick Cunningham, the Director of the
‘) 3 Division has testified at Tucson numerous times in Arizona.
5 - He’s given support to the Ariéona officials in trying to
5 solve that problem.
& The first issue ==
7 (Slicde.)
8 Environmental Siting, ALARA, and Clean Air Acts,
v we’ve got two technical assistance projects there. We’re
10 taking a look at the effluent from radiopharmaceutical
Il manufacturers. Our objective there is (o take a hard look
12 SO we can come up with a guide that we can assist tc the
8 13 radiopharmaceutical manufacturers in approaching ALARA for
~r 14 their effluents. To be perfactly honest, we’ve had some
15 problems with the contract. There’s been turnover of Kkey
16 personnel supporting the contract. [t loocks like the
17 contractor may default. This contract will probably be
18 extended into next year. The due date will probably be, [
|y would say, 18 months later than we had anticipated.
20 MR. GRENDON$ Can you tell me where Melville, New
21 York, is. [’ve never heard of it.
22 MR. CARTER: [ certainly cannot.
23 MR. BASSETT: [t’s .just a little bit east of
24 Jericho.

25 (Laugnter.)
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MR. BASSETT: Halfway between New York and
8rockhaven.

MR. GRENDON: Thank you.

MR. CARTERt The reél problem, since you asked
about Melville, is the company moved the project down to the
Nashington area, That’s the reason we have turneover in Key
personnel.

DR. LAWROSKI®t Not in any way reflecting
unifaverably about the importance of this, but [ think you
might just give these areas a light treatment.

MR. CARTER:t Fine. We’ve already talkad about the

tritium analyses at the University of Arizena.
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sls-1 21 The next technical issue, Ccnsumer Products for
t-?~) 3: the radio isotope area-- what we're locking for there is a
x ‘E lock that how to dispose of how to educate the public on
5; smoke detectors. We get quite a few requests on how dangerous
5I is a smoke detector in my house, how should I clean up after
7 it, things of that nature.
5? We try just to give it a generic impact -- we are
9; just trying to get a generic impact statement for the public
10 | to use to evaluate smoke detectors and all the type things +=lLat
ni they buy off the shelf.
¥ 12; (Slide.)
\‘; lai Occupaticnal safety for radic isotopes licensing,
14% we have ocne project there for sealed source protecticn, a
15? relatively small project. Just reviewing the cataloging of
16% sources, standardizing the review procedures, etcetera for
17‘ the users of the sealed sources.
18| (Slide.)
T’i We have a decommissicning project under radio
20£ isotopes licensing that ties in very perscnally with the
s 21% decommissicning project we mentioned earlier.
~ 225 As the contractor goes through the old Part 30,
23§ terminates the file, he locks for guestionable areas where we
\ 243 feel there may be contaminated sites as a result or abandoned
Ace-Federsi Reporters, ll!c.‘l
25i sites as a result of those ore piles. Then we'll take those
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candidates out to do a hand-offs survey, where we feel it
is necessary to do further research in this area.

MR. GRENDON: These are sites that have been
abandoned and now you're checking. Ncw, are there pecple
occupying the sites with some other sort of activity?

MR. CARTER: Some are.

MR. GRENDON: Then what do they propose to do in
a case where scmebody has built a house or set up a plant of
scme kind?

MR. CARTER: We have a situation similar to that
with the Latti Avenue site; isn't that right, Don? where they
actually have a chemical processing firm who is in there. We
go in and give them advice, technical advice, on how to
decontaminate, what they have to move, how deep down into the
floors they have to go -- into the flcors to clean stuff.

MR. GRENDON: And who pays for all that if scme new
occupant didn't know that he was stepping into that kind of
problem in there?

MR. CARTER: There's DOE support. I guess there's

legislation that supports up to 10 sites up to the end of 1981

to actually go in and give financial assistance to decontaminate

up to 10 sites.
MR. GRENDON: Then the Government pays for it,
MR. CARTER: In some cases,.

Now, the Latti Avenue site, Don, who is paying for
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Is that the cocntractor?

MR. ROUSE: In that case we were able

to what we say is the rmer licensee because of some statements

he made at the time of the license termination and

1

borne out by later surveys. This particular case,
Averue site, the former licensee is paying for essentially al
of the clean-up.

MR. GRENDON: Is there no checkup when th
licensee says the place is not clean? 1Is t! no check by
NRC?

CARTER: There is now.

GRENDCN: But formerly there was

CARTER: 1In a lot of cases there definitely was
not. Yes, that's correct. In a lot of these cases, the sites
were just abandoned.

MR. ROUSE: Could I add cne comment, Tom? These
licenses that we are looking at on these sites, basically, the
cut was made in about 1965. Subseguent tc 1965 there has been
sufficient documentation to conclude ves, the site was cleaned
up in the survey. There are a number before that time where
the documentation is just not adequate. does not necessari
mean that there is a contamination.

MR. MULLER: Dces
MR. CARTER: Yes,

MR. GRENDON:
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MR. CARTER: And yet that wasn't under AEC Control.
MR. ROUSE: It is the same situation with mill
tailings. The Government has had to.

MR. GRENDON: But there is the uranium that gave the
AEC :esponsibility. Uranium once extracted, and it never can:
under AEC's authority.

MR. ROUSE: That's true.

MR. CARTER: I think most of the uranium sites were

used for two different purposes. The uranium associated with

Latti Avenue wasn't.

MR.
uranium sites,
concerned with

MR.
was being said
establishments

MR.
jurisdiction.

MR.

DR.
one in Denver?
it was called?

MR.
in Denver that

with those.

NUSSBAUMER: There is radium associated with

but in that case our main concern -- we are

the radium.

GRENDCN:

I understand that,

Wwhat I thought

was that sites that use radium and medical

or such which got contaminated in many cases.

NUSSBAUMER: Those s.tes are not under our

We have to look to the states for that.

GRENDON: That's right.

LAWROSKI: The State is responsible like for the

The Institute of Radium Research, or whatever

NUSSBAUMER: Right.

have been identified and the state is dealing

There are several sites
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DR. LAWROSKI: Go ahead.

MR. CARTER: Let's move to transportation
certification.

We have one technical issue which is quite broad,
increased protection of public health and safety, which really |
applies to all licersing functions. We chose that format
because (Slide) we wanted to address, really, three commocn
contracts which do all lead toward the increased protection of
public health and safety, but not a specific technical issue
that's generic to each of them. As a result of scme
accidents involving low specific activity, transport of low
specific activity material, the work study was developed. It
led us into improving the package design for the LSA and the
Type A packages. We got an ongoing contract to take a hard |
lock at that =-- to take a loock at really the environment during
an accident situation for the packages to see where the
containers can be improved. |

We alsc have a project similar to a research project where
we are trying to improve the analytical technigques tc evaluate
the accident environments and to take a lcok at the response
to the various containers through computerized systems codes.,

DR. LAWROSKI: Who handles this when it involves
criticality other than thermal, referring to the slide before

this,

MR, BARTLETT: Steve, I think a comma dropped out.
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That is thermal, meaning heat transfer, rather than thermo-
nuclear.
MR. CARTER: Thermal, comma, criticality.
(Laughter.)
DR. LAWROSKI: I was just worrying about stuff
falling in where it got moderated reflected, et cetera.
No one else was worried. Go ahead. SorrY.

(Slide.)

MR. CARTER: Okay, one final slide in this area.
There are two major projects which we're gquite

concerned about and which have not been funded. We'wve got a

fiscal year 'S0 supplement in for the first one. As a result o:

Three Mile Island, we are taking a hard lock at the fuel
cycle facilities as far as the accidents in areas detailed,
accident analyses, and incident respense to them. If we get
the supplemental funding for £iscal year '80, we can do, I

think, a little better job in this area. we have staff

people looking at it already from within., The limited resources

that we have available to bring the program to this project
is another area in which Mr. Dircks is very interested in
as Director of NMSS, is to establish the ALARA from the

effluent releases from byproduct facilities, He's guite

concerned.

As a result of the tritium release in Arizcna, he's

having us take a hard look now at the byproduct facilities.
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f:>-7 . We're gathering the data that we can get our hands on from the

2 licensees, from the inspectiocr and enforcement files, to see

:) 5| what the daily releases for effluents in these facilities are.
‘i We hope to get further fundiné in approximately 'S80 and '8l to
5| Pursue this further.

That's basically the comments that I had.

7 We certainly can expand in any area, in any project
g| you'd like, or we can have Frank discuss the recearch.

B DR. LAWROSRI: I assume you don't have any responsi=
10| bility with respect to the mining?

" | MR, CARTER: We do not. That went to the waste ?

12| management in reorganization. That is right.

!

13 | DR. LAWROSKI: Even the NRC ~= isn't it the

14| Department of Labor that's responsible or the Bureau o Mines?
1s|| I didn't hear anything.

15E MR. NUSSBAUMER: We do not regulate the mining of
17 | uranium or =-- that's correct. Our regulatory program starts

18| with the uranium mill.

19: DR. LAWROSKI: Thank you.
|
20? Is it the Bureau of Mines then?
( 21; MR. NUSSBAUMER: I think that's in the Department of.
’ zzi Laber. |
23 ' DR. LAWROSKI: Okay.
24? DR. STEINDLER: This last viewgraph you had up

25| indicated that you were interested in modeling the vital safety

{
1 s €
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systems and fuel cycle facilities; is that a generic study?

MR. CARTER:

No, a specific study on a site by site

basis. We are going to try to put a priority on the

facilities that we address and then model to a similar extent

so that we can see the reaction to fires, explosions, et

cetera.

DR. STEINDLER: My guestion is why are you doing

that? Don't you go through this process pretty much doing the

preparation of it, PSAR and FSAR for these facilities in

response to accidents, building the facilities to withstand

them, et cetera?

MR. CARTER:

Up to a design basis accident, yes.

We're concerned tha+t there are combinations of human error

and other naturally induced events and accidents which may be

greater than the design basis accident.

DR. STEINDLER: Aren't you in an extremely low risk

area with perhaps a high consequence, but a vanishingly small

probability?

MR. CARTER:

We may be,

DR. STEINDLER: I guess my problem in this whole

presentation has beer that I couldn't discern the level of

priorities of the rather large number of different projects

that was menticned. Wculd you classify that as a very high

priority level? You must feel that impcrtant,

MR. CARTER:

Yes, we did classify it as a high
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priority item, until we can answer your question.

DR. STEINDLER: That is even though the potential for
risk is apparently quite low? '

MR. CARTER: Well, the potential for risk may be
quite high or the consequences may be high, but we would like td
lock at :he risk side of the egquation. |

DR. LAWROSKI: But you don't always let the nsk
settle che matter.

MR. GRENTON: And may I comment on that? I notice
that under the .ransportation that you are considerin
s7n2taye, somebody's attempt to blow up a cask perhaps,

sabotage a fuel cycle plant might be something where the
probability is indeterminate. But if it occurs, it might causo?
a rather serious accident.

DR. STEINDLER: The Safeguard's pecple, I assume,
have looked at the whole question of, for example, sabotage.
Are you duplicating what the Safeguard's pecple are doing in
reviewing not only the methods to prevent sabotage from
being effective, cask design, et cetera, but also the consequences
of that. Are you duplicating that kind of effort?

MR. ARSENAULT: I'll pick that up.

MR. CARTER: I have been the Deputy Director of
Safeguards before I came over to this division. We are not

duplicati. 3 what they did. They looked at the probability of

the act, not the consequences of the act, except into the
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spent fuel shipment.

DR. STEINDLER: I don't think that's quite right.

MR. ARSENAULT: It isn't quite right. Excuse me.
The reason is only in the formulation of the Safeguard's
Research Program, before the user request procedure was
estiblished, the project was identified to try to assess the
¢ .sequences of sabotage as well as other viclations of
security in the nuclear area. It was recognized at that time
th: ~ tnere was essentially an infinite wvariety of variables

involved in the sakotage event, and that the best one could do

is to develop a set of reference events for which consequences

could be established, estimated, and that was the form that

the project took.

|
i

The project was subsequently reviewed in connection

with the user request procedures and !t was endcocrsed by the
Division of Safecuards with the exception of ~hose reference
events which had to do with clandestine nuclear explosicns.
The project continued, including reference events in that
class. The final report on the project has been delayed for
an extraordinary lencta of time because the contractor
discovered just prior to the issuance of the final report,
some errors in the computer program by which the estimates
were being developed. And he has gone back and he has
extracted and is correcting those programs in the computer

program.
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I might point out that I strongly suspect that
he is losing money on the project at this point, but he has
gone back and he is correcting them. The report will be
exposed to peer review when it's produced, and that's the
answer to your question.

DR. ORTH: Is that Sandia?

MR. ARSENAULT: No, it's SAIL.

DR. LAWRCSKI: Let's go on, Frank. I think you
were next.

Anyway, we are going to talk about the research.

MR. ARSENAULT: If you note in the program, I don't

show up in that, and I'd like to address that point for a moment.
|

DR. LAWROSKI: Well, we offer you part of the |

program.

MR. ARSENAULT: I think that during the past day aad
a half it has become evident to me that there was a mismatch
between our perception of the subcommittee's intention and the
subcommittee's intentions. And I'd like to address that for a
moment before going on and trying to respend to what I now
perceive wha~ the intentions were as distinct from what I
perceived them to be earlier,

DR, LAWRCSKI: I think there is a misunderstanding
oenly on a part of it, because the uranium mill tailings and
Sc on we got almost what we asked for. But go ahead.

MR, ARSENAULT: The fact that the invitations to the
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meetings ware addressed to the Division of Fuel Cycle and

the Division of Waste Management, and the fact that we have
presented cur programs in the area of the fuel cycle research
to the earlier subcommittee, iod us tc conclude that the
focus of the subcommittee's attention wculd be on the :oqulatorj
programs from which the research programs were derived. We |
did, of course, join with the NMSS pecple in preparing the
presentations.

So, ycu see the research program is today presented
in the context of that regulatory preogram which was our
intention yesterday. I think it came across fairly well.

And of consequence, the focus was on the pri:‘entation by the
Regulatory peo§1¢ as distinct from the research pecple.

Now, having made that observation, I think that it
is pliable, nevertheless, to go to material that was prepared
for this presentation and run through it and addressing scme
technical detail of the individual project in research in
this decision unit we do not have.

I would like now to address some factors that
relate to the question of priorities. In this decision unit,
unlike waste management, we do nct have an expanding program.
We have, in fact, a diminishing program. The budget for thi
decision unit has to climb, I think, every year or at least
it's certain that it climbed significantly in the current

fiscal year. As a consequence, we have been forced on several

oGl ')

-
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occasions to go back to the plant program and to prioritize, |
to cut our projects. So, what you see in front of you is the
list of the research projects that have survived this process.

MR. GRENDON: Where do we see this? ;
MR. ARSENAULT: You see it in two respects: Each ufi
the slides shown by Mr. Carter on which the projects are :

listed together with the indication of the office which sponsoréd
the project, if you look through these papers, each of the .
projects with an RES beside them, the sum total of those
projects constitutes our program.

Now, you will notice that it isn't presented as a
coherent program. It is presented in the structure of the
Regulatory program, because that was our understanding of your
interests. w

DR. FOSTER: Frankly, you say this decision unit,
is that the fuel cycle decision unit?

MR. ARSENAULT: Yes. The SAFER Division has four
decision units. One of them is a decision unit entitled
fuel cycle safety and environmental effects. That decision
unit deals with or covers research on all aspects of tne
licensing process, associated with fuel cycle. And fuel
cycle, of course, deals with everything except powe Treactors,
and waste management facilities. That includes the reprocessing
plant, should there be one, and the waste storage on site for
those plants, At least I understand that's the current

“ ' J J !

assumption.

e — o
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[ think the packup list, the detailed list, that
was distributed gives you a very brief statament of the
objective and character of each of the projects that you’ve
seen listed. [’ve glanced tn}ough it, and I’ve noticed that
it is now always easy to tell which office is sponsoring the
project. But [ do believe that the research project will
always pbe visible as research.

Now [ also would pcint out that we now have in the
SAFER [Division a computerized pgroject management system in
which we will have an updated statement. We’re currently
going through the exercise of reviewing all of the
statement’s objective and work scope of the SAFER Division,
and we willi nave possible this month, btut very soon, an
upcdated version of all of our projects.

The other things is that as a result of the
Congressional action on the fiscal /80 budget, in spite of a
diminished budget plan developed by NRC, they”’ve cut back
still further on the amount of funds available for this
decision. As a consequence, [“ve been in touch with Tom
Carter and there is a memorandum somewhere in the mail or
about to get there wnich presents him with a current
statement of all of the current projects in our program and
the way in which we would propose to a Congressional cut.
And this would indicate what priorities we associate, at

least 1t would indicate where the low priority items were in
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our view.
[ think what is very impgortant is what his view of
priorities is, and we will consult and take action in the

#80 program on that bpasis.

Now you can go further and say, well, of the
pro jects which are left in “30 after you’/ve taken all of
these cuts, which ones are high priority and which ones are
low priority. You run into a little difficulty there. One
can list individual projects in order of priority, but as [
ingicated yestercay, when management is faced now w¥ith
another squeeze, a8 number of different variables enter into
it. Would you, in fact, drop off the bottom project on this
list? Or would you rather squeeze down on several projacts
and maintain some activity in each of these areas?

A decision cannot be made unilaterally by the
Office of Research, and I“m not even sure it can be made in
a way that would be a constant for a significant period of
time.

So [ can provide you with the list of projects
that [’m using to communicate to Tom what our assessments of
priorities are. In a matter of some days or a week or two,
[ guess, we can give you back the list that results from our
consultation on that, and [ suppose that we could list in
some order of importance the projects that remain in the 780

program as a result of that exchange.



[ would not suggest,
oudget in this cecision

these resicual programs.

ODR. LAWROSKI®t Frank,

uote from two memos that
cf the recipients - one dated July
we’d like to have the waste management program
along the following guidelines.
|y == “the goals of ‘the NMSS and the
priorities set by these offices in

ol various 2o jeCcts, tud

Then almost one month later, August !4, ancther
letter from the ACRS s:gff that the discussion of
the sub ject matter and it is Annual ACRS
of the NRC Research — the ] f the fuel cycl
This is addressed, in this Mr. Cunningham with
carbaon copies to you as well as Mr. Martin =—— "goals of

a4

the fuel cCycle program, prioriti m n goals,

description of various projects.” ‘ 1 urprising to
hear you say today that you didn’t
expecting to get at this meeting.

This meeting originally == the

|Y memo was that we had expected to have

August 28, 29, but it was delayed partly
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request from you people as well as perhaps someone 2l.se, and
Mr. Martin.

Okay. [ Jjust wanted to make it clear.

MR. ARSENAULT: The interests of the Subcommittee
were not obscure. The fact that you wanted to understana
the basis of the program and priorities —

DR. LAWNROSKI® [ thought, as you put it earlier,
that you weren’t expecting -

MR. ARSENAULT: [“m sorry. The point that [ was
trying to make is because of the fact that we had presented
our program earlier, that question was addressed to
Mr. Cunningnam rather than to me.

DR. LAWROSKI[: [t had not been addressed in the
kind of depth, because this was in connecticn with providing
the Commission by the time of July = they actually wanted

it perhaps a little earlier =-- for their budget review

process.

MR. ARSENAULT: Yes. I[’m not suggesting that we
don’t =

CR. LANROSKIt [ don’t want to continue the
argument.

MR. ARSENAULT: [ was simply explaining why the
presentation was structured as {t was. And you’ll find, for
example, in the material you receive tocday that the researc!

program was not presented in the terms of "the research
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::ycuAv | program" out rather in the context of the regulatory
2 program. And that, of course, makes it a little more
“) 3 difficult for tne Subcommittee to review it in terms of its
' 4 interests.
- And [ was explaining why, and for that, [
6 apologize.
7 CR. LANROSKIs® Cl.ay.
3 MR. ARSENAULT: In any case, [ have indicated to
¥ you where we stand with regard to prioritization, anc we can
10 make available to the Subcommittee this list that [ am
11 sencding to Carter. This will be an indication of the SAFER
12 Division’s prioritization. It will not reflect, until he
13 has had a chance to review it and consult with us, the
~ 14 Division of Fuel Cycle’s prioritization of these programs.
15 And we“’ll be happy to make that available when
16 it’s ready, which should be socn.
17 MR. GRENDONt Did [ understand yocu to say that in
18 your first cut at setting priorities that you have not
|y acandoned any project?
20 MR.. ARSENAULTs No, that’s not gquite true.
21 MR. GRENDON: Then [ misunderstood you.
22 MR. ARSENAULTt We are proposing to terminate a

23 few projects in the Fuel Cycle Division. In particular, I[
24 believe one of the criticality projects is proposed for

25 termination and another is proposed for termination but with
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some continuation of work to produce the results of work
already dgone.

I don’t recall whether there are any other
projects proposed for termination.

MR. GRENDON: And of course other divisions may
say terminate this or that, and you would have to settle
that tetween you. \

MR. ARSENAULT: Yes, exactly. We are indizating
our own set of priorities, but since we’re responsiye to
their needs, we’re going to want to hear from them oefore we
actually go ahead.

DR. STEINDLER: It isn’t altogether clear to me,
Frank, why it is that you set priorities at all.
Specifically, [ guess my view of the research function is a
support for the {icensing function. [t is at the behest of
the licensing group and their technical projects and their
technical issues, as they see it, that this work is actually
peing cone, albeit under your immediate jurisdiction.

Why is it that the priorities are not set entirely
by the customer of the final output?

MR. ARSENAULT: Prioritization =—— let me back up
one more sentence. As [ tried to indicate a couple of times
yestercay and today, prioritization is not a simple
one-dinensional matter. There is the question of the

importance to the regulatory process, and the importance and
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aimensions in . [t may be

dgone that is | important than

something you have a li

-
pap =

le more ti So there

that two-cimensional aspect to prioritization.

.

The other i{s, when you’re gealing with programs
that exist as distinct from those that you are planning to
do, there is the gquestion of extracting fullest valt
the work already done.
started has absolutely no utility, that
enter iato it. You simply terminate
losses, and you’re finished with
other hand, more
that the project on goirg has dimini
still has relevance and value. And what
is, within the ccntext of the resources
it in an orderly way sc as to take fu
work already cone.
Now this is a management aspect rather than
gulatory aspect to pgrioritization. The cother
in, which in itself is
happening to the available resources.
situation where we may expect resources
subsequent years, well then a

this year, although you have

you’re going to have to termina
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through. These are management aspects to it.
Prioritization in the sense of the impact and the importance
to the regulatory preogram, [ think, should come out of the
licensing offices. That’s why [ sent the program proposal
to Mr. Carter.

Some of these other matters cannot be evaluated by
them as well as oy the Research Office, so it’s a
collaborative effort, and [ don’t see any way to avoid that.

ODR. LANROSKIt However you are going to do it,
would you please go on with what yocu had earlier indicated
you would do, following Mr. Carter’s presentation. e all
agreea we would wait and wouldn’t interfere. [ think
Mr. Orth had some questions. He said he’d wait.

MR. ARSENAULT: What we said we would do is
discuss any one of these projects in detail if there were
questions on them. For that, [ will rely heavily on
Mr. Bartlett to assist me.

MR. GRENDON: This was just presented to us. I
founad it on the table when [ arrived this morning. There
was 1o opportunity to lock these over.

CR. LAWROSKI®t Can you give us a summary, please?

MR. ARSENAULT® [t’s also true that all of the
research information in this packet has previously been
submi tted. [ believe we gave a copy of all of the project

briefs for both the fuel cycle and reactor and environmental
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decision units. [ think it may -

MR. BASSETT: Frank, if [ coould make a
suggestion, pernaps what Ur. Lawroski would lik2 you to Qo
is run down the topics ana let them pick up any they want to
talk about,

MR. ARSEN.JLTt Fine. We’ll be happy to do that.
[m going to ask Charlie Bartlett to run thraugh these
researcnh prajects, then.

DR. LAWNROSKI: We did not address the question of
priorities and so on. Correct me if [“m wrong.

DR. STEINDLER: [t may well have been a different
subcommittee,

MR. GPENDON: [t must have been a diffarent one.

t never came to me.

MR. BARTLETT: [t was Dade Moceller’s Subcommittee
on Radiation and Protection in Siting.

MR. ARSENAULT: [t was the basis for the July,
*79, reporte.

CR. LANROSKI: That’s not what we’re discussing.
That’s a different subcommittee. There are a bunch of other
subcommittees.

MR. BASSETT: We’d like to emphasize again, we’re
anxious to go through this to the extent that you want,

DR. LAWROSKIt All right.

(Slide.)



7140 Q4 10

\:)cDAv
%

-w O W P WM

(')

10
I

12
13
14
15
15
17
¥
Iy
20
21

22
23
24
25

419

MR. BARTLETIT: [ think if we can, we‘ll back up to
where Tom was Lrying to lead you earlier ana point out some
of the technical issues that the NMSS people and the
standards people feel they faced and what kind of programs
we, 3s an integrated commission, have initiated to resolve
these gquestions.

As Tom saia, he’s 3ot problems with siting, fuel
cycle facilities. He’s got the EPA’s uranium fuel cycle
standara. He nas the new amendments to the Clean Air Act
and the Commission’s own ALARA requirements.

Now to satisfy our responsibilities, the licensing
and standards people believe they need more information in
these specific areas. Specifically, they have many
plutonium facilities which they have licensed which are rot
all up to NRC’s tornado protection standards. There is <
review of these facilities to see how well they would
survive. They are doing, for the purpose of cost benefit
analysis required under NEPA, some fuel cycle cost economic
studies. They are required -- as [ don’t think we hav- to
get into == the S=3 update.

MR. ARSENAULTt® Excuse me, Was it the
Subcommittee’s intention that Charlie aduress each of these
projects or only the research projects?

DR. LAWROSKI$ Only the research, please. Thank

you.
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MR. BARTLETT: That will get us back down to this
point here where, for tne licensing people, we are
conducting tests of full-scale HEPA filters to NRC’s Region
One tornade requirements, i.e. @ three-second three psi ram
loaded and unloaced filters to determine both the mechanical
response ana the efficiency of these filters.

DR. STEINDLZR: Stave, question. Should we simply
let nim go tarough?

DR. LAWROSKIs Yes. Let’s let him go througnh to
get some conerence out of it, because he’s going to limit
these to the RES as opposed to technical.

DR. PARKERt Just in the secticn, though. We can
stop after each secticn.

DR. LAWNROSKI* Yes, after each secticn.
Absolutely. [ don’t want to have us forget what we were
going to ask. Thank you.

Co anhead, please.

MR. BARTLETTt We nave ancther program in which we
are trying to cevelop or examine the feasbility of
developing some sort of an empirical correlation btetween
aerosol generation and behav or and initiating events
specifically relating to rfuel cycle facility types cf
accidents, to previde a little better handle for the
licensing people on what sort of aercsols a ventilatioen

system should expect to see and what sort of protection
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various components in that ventilation system ought to be
providea with.

We have =— ana [ have to apologize for this —
it’s not strictly a noble gas risk study, a noble gas
retention risk study. The procablistic assessment people,
Mike Cullingford and Curry in particular, have initiated
with Savannah River a stuay to determine the feasinility the
state of existing information which might suvppert a
full-scale procaclistic assessment of fuel cycle activities
that, as Don may be familiar, was initiated, [ think, a
couple of years ago before the nonproliferation policy
really took hold. [t subsequently, to the best of my
recollection, has been focused principally on the noble gas
retent oan and on-site storage.

Alex?

MR. GRENDON: That doesn’t seem to be what your
project deals with., [t’s the long-lived gases, [(-129, C~-I14,
and Krypton=-35, LT says here, not the noble gases.

MR. BARTLETTt I[’m sorry. Kryptcn-85, Carbon-i14,
tritium and [odine-=i29.

MR. GRENDONt The emphasis is on long nalf-life,
not nobility.

MR. BARTLETT: | stand appropriately corrected.

That takes care of the three research projects

that supoort these regulatory requirements.
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DR. ORTHt [ guess [ have a guestion at tnis
paint.

DR. LAWROSKIt Okay. Don and then Frank and then
Martin.

DR. ORTH: Again, just from the standpoint of not
quibbling about the details of the program, but of the
objectives and priorities and the money ancd things of this
nature, there has been a fair amount of work done at other
places alreaay anc cdocumented on such things as the accident
aerosol behavior. [s the research in this case to review
and cocify and arrive at something like standard ways of
apprcz~hing it, or is it to actually do more iesearch?

MR. BARTLETT: [t is not, Don. Your question
is = yes, to both parts of that. The first thing will be
an attempt to take the information available, which a lot of
people have generated — Argonne, for one =—— standards has a
program ongoing rignt now. [t will develop a program, if
required, if feasible, to provicde the licensing guys with a
ncmograph, if you will, in tarms of what sort of aerosol
gquantities they can expect from certain types of energetic
events such as explosions to see on the basis both of
examining past events and looking at the state, at the
shysics involved, whether or not cne can develop these sorts
of correlations to provide, if you will, a handle where the

licensing people can =— to which licensing people can go and
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0. ORTH: If [ understand it ~ight, tell me so.
What you’ve really said is that you’re going to see if you
really know enougn already if you only put it together.
MR. BARTLETT: That’s correct. And if additional
work is required, thase sorts of experiments will De

initiated.

DR. STEINDLER: My guestion deals with the cellopnhanes

One, the HEPA filter test and performance study has Deen
going on for 25 years. Ahy does it continue and when do
you think that you’rs going to have all the answers?

YR. BATLETT: Good point. [ have to Dback up a
little bit and give you some additional background.

DE or ZRIJA or the AEC cack saveral years ago
initiated a program with LASL. The Oivision of Operational
Safaty initiated a program with LASL to develop a computer
code which would predict velocities, flows, pressure drops
acrass rather complex ventilation systems in fuel cycle
facilities. Okay?

Nhen subjected to pressur2 transients such as
axplosions, tornadoes, and things of that nature —

The program works very well for straight ducts
unle2ss you put something in that duct like a decaper or a

fan or a divider or a baffla2, things likes that.

There is no data to support, to plug in an element

of that computer code which will model the impact of these
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additions to a straight ventilation duct.

42 have been conducting tasts of full-scale HEPA
filtars under these high velocity transients to provide
input, first, input into that -computar 2rogram so that they
can model these sorts of filter banis and filter rooms.

And secondly, to jet a cetter handle on the mechanical response
of full scale filters when subjected to thes2 pressure
transients in which the infarmation is simply not availaole.

Now this program in terms of its continuation, the
HEPA filter tests ought to be finished essentially, [ think,
if not the 2nd of this year, the middle of next year. Ahat
we will try to do, if feasible, is to put in fans, you know,
full sizad fans, to see whether you jet backflow in those
fans when subjected to those prassurs drops.

That will provide a very good validated ventilation
system code which everyone can use = designers, the licensing
2e03le. It will providz for the validation of certain
modules in that code whicn are not now available.

JR. LAWROSKI: Frank, did you have a guestion? You
were pra-empted by dartin.

DR. STEINDLER: Let me Jjust finish up.

One other thing, [ guess, to address to Mr. Arsenault
it would be useful if a program brief of the kind that we
have would also somewhere indicate when this project started.

Some of these projects I have heard for a number
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of s2ars and one wonders, you know, why they continue.

Finally, [ don’t inow whether you really addressad
the question that Don asked. Let me address it in terms of
the accident aerosol behavior. The JOE program on accident
aerosol behavior lasted for somethinjy — the petter part of
two years.

It produced what [ guess, [ think, is a significant
amount of information run through Savannah iver.

Are ycu duilding this program on top of that, or
are you duplicating what’s tesen done by DOE as your contractor?

Ars you aware of what’s Deen going on there and
how important do you think this whele program is?

MR. BARTLETT: ¥arty, [ would hope that we are
certainly going to ocuild on what you guys have *urned out in
this arsa. And this, as [ recollect, is a rather racently
comp.eted activity, and [ am not sure whether that information
has been puolished.

But [ know our principal investigators have been
talking around, and [ can assure you that there will be no
duplication of work.

MR. LOYSON: [ might comment on that. It might help
you in another area as well. We in licensing regard this
prolect as one of the most important points that research

has conducted for us.

It might give you a little help on prioritization.
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[t’s a comprehensive and difficult project, and we have
thre2 peopl? in our branch monitoring and working with
res2arch and with three contracters.

[f you’ll notice, there are contractors from LASL,
from Oak Ridge, and Battell2 Northwest, each in their own
aresas of expertise, dut each being coordinated very carefully
oy us because we know that they can get out of hand if they
wer2 all left to go their own ways.

So we have instructed them through the research
people not ta invent any new wheels, specifically. And they
are looking at all of the data that have been published in
the past.

OR. LAWROSKIs Frank?

OR. PARKER: [ juess my gquestion is very much aleng
the same lines. [ thought the work was done at Oak Ridge,

[ thought by NRC a number of years ago on ALARA, going through
2ach component of the fuel cycle dealt specifically with
management of the gases.

[ was wondering how this differs from that work.

MR. BARTLETT: Frank, [ want to say that [’m aware
of all the work that Ray and those people hava> done for all
the fuel cycle facilities. But I think the thrust, and if
you look at that project brief, I think you’ll see the thrust
is probabilistics. What is the proocability of an accident?

Are you 30ing to incur greater risk to the public by retaining
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and shipping == pardon me — grsater risk to the puolic oy
retaining, storing and shipping some of these nools jases —
carbon 14 and tritium residues — than would be obtained Dby
just releasing them to the atmosphere?

OR. PARKER: My recollection is that part 2f that,
there were some publications that dealt precisely with those
Juestionst Are you better o °f storing it, releasing it, or
transporting it?

YR. BARTLETT: [ want to say that [ am aware of
certain of those things and {t’s my understanding, and [“/m
sorry that the prababilistic people could not be nere this
morning to participate, but my understanding is that this is
3 truly prooabilistic risk study which was not carried out.
[t was assumed that it was 2ither a go or no go with respect
to those ALARA studies. And [ do not believe that they got
into the impacts of accidents, either in storage or during
transportation.

That is my recollection.

MR. ARSENAULT: An additional point. The project nas
been carried out at quite a low level of effort, both with
regard to contract or resources and staff. And they’re going
acout it quite delicerately in trying to identify exactly
what does need to be done and how to get into it.

So I don’t think there’s a problem of duplicating

any additional effort. I[t’s quite a deliberately paced program
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~qsh I YR. BARTLETT: I want to say, too, Frank, that this

“5H 2 srogram ends up in the fuel Ccycle area 2ecause the re2tention
3 of these lon3-lived jases and products is going to oce

*, . s ey

- 4 accomplished at the fuel reprocessing piant.
3 But I think the program was initially initiated by
3 the waste management pecple, not that I[’m passing the buck or
/ trying to, out they have some questions witn respect to the
3 riskt of storing and transporting.
y Does carbon 14 have to go to 2 repository, things
19 of this nature =— and this information is going to oce useful

11 to them in making those sorts of judgments.

12 4R. ARSENAULT: Excuse me. This is the second time
13 this has happened. You also saw this pro ject presented
) 14 yestarday.
13 And the fact is that the facilities — if the
16 reprocessing facility will bde licensed by the fuel cycle

1 division and {f there is a gas coliaction and ratention

13 operation at that facility, that will be licensed by the

) fuel cycle division.

20 ' Once the jas is collected, if {t’s taken somewnersa
21 for long=term storage cr ultimate disposal, it becomes of

22 intarest to the waste management division. And that’s why
23 ther:’s this intsrconnection.

7~ 24 DR. FOSTER: I have a question or two along the

< same lines relative to thess long=~lived gases here.
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First off, my personal view is that this kind of
thing is a very worthwhile ¢ind of thing of a research groject
mecause it zould, in fact, lay the groundwork for how these
things re=ally ought to be handlud in the overall Dest
intarests of kKeeping dose down.

Secondarily, [ wonder whether this program actually
got started following the EPA regulations which came out.

YR. BARTLETTs Dick, [7d like to say my recollection
of that project, and this goes back to when we were in
Sanders, this program of risk assessment, okay, for fuel
sycle facilities, fuel reprocessing faciiities, in particular,
was initiatad to support the development of NRC’s siting
standards for fuel reprocessing plants.

Okay?

Then we entered into a period of turmoil following
the non=proliferation policy decision by the Administration
and 2verybody was sort of saying, gee, what do we do with all
of these things. Okay?

This is the thing that is continuing, okay?

So does that answer you?

OR. FOSTER: Not r=ally, out [211 acceot it. The
other question that [ had is perhaps best directed to Mr.
Arsanault, and that relates to long range research. WNe’ve
discussed before that much of the kind of thing which comes

up and has high priority might be classified in the orush fire
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typ2 of thinj as something which is oadly needed yesterday
and we found out abocut it today and we want the ressarch
information tomorrow.

Consequently, those .sorts of things are apt to
get immediataly hign attention. But at the same time leaving
out things far the future which say, where are we going to oe?
What are our proolems going to be five years cdown the line?
Nhen we nave a likelihood of perhaps having jotten the
research done and gotten tha resport out on the subject,

#hers do we stand on that sort of philosophy within NRC’s and
its rasearch program as a whole?

YR. ARSENAULT: There are a couple = [ think the
question can be subdivided into two or three areas. One is
the question of truly long=term research, what [ would put
under the category ot long=term research, which means that
somecody looks ahead and identifies what the structure of the
nuclz2ar industry will be in some future time, wnat the
regul atory oojectives will be at that future time. And they
do cshange.

One tries to estaclish some rational program of
res2arch and study to prepare the agency for these futur2
responsibilities. Ahat’s the status of that? Very little of
it is being done.

The second category of long=term research is to

engage in activities for which the need is current out the
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Aqgh i research simply cannot be done guickly and the results will
‘5H 2 not be availaole for a period of some years.
. 3 The LOFT program, [ think, is a good example of this.
~) - The program‘was estaplished to answer questions that existed
3 som2 time ago. But it was recognized then that the answers
3 wouldn’t ce available overnight.
7 e have some programs like that. And the next
3 juestion, one of the major aroblems connected with that kind
’ of program is maintaining stable rescurces to perform the
13 program over the period of time that is necgssary and that

11l sometimes is awkward.

P [ think that answsr to where does that kind of
13 rasearch stand — well, [ think i{t’s in pretty gcod shap2.
N 14 3ut 2ach year brings its own hazards.
i 15 Now the next question is with regard to more
18 specific and focused problems encountered in the licensing

l 4 procass, where the research to te done. And the results,

13 now we’ra2 talking aocout time spans of perhaps a couple of

17 years. And the rasults may not be available prior to the

20 decision that’s being made in this connection.

21 And so the question, as we discussed this yestarday
22 ist Should the resesrch be done at all since the decision

23 nas to be made before the r2search results are available?

24 [ also mentioned yesterday that it should te done.

Pl [t’s a _.estion of confirming the assumptic s that were used
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to meke the regulatery decision and guantifying margins of
safaty for the uncertainties associated with decisions.

Now that’s a long=winded answer to your 3Juestion,
our [ really didn’t see any way cf answering it.

OR. LAAROSKI® Can we go on because we still want
to hear =-- Ffrank, by the way, coculd you give us the sums of
noney for this program that you gave us yesterday for
averything that was covered yesterday?

AR. BARTLZTT: Steve, [ have to apologize for that.
Ne have Deen, as Frank was .ndisating, trying to prioritize
on 79 and ’30 and shuffle things around.

DR. LANROSKI® No, the collars in the total fuel
cycle.

MR. BARLETT: In the total fuel cycle, it runs 3.l
in fiscal “80.

MR. ARSENAULT? Down from 2 planned $4 million.

OR. LAAROSKI® Three point what?

MR. ARSENAULT: [ celieve, in fact, it’s 3.2.

DR. LANROSKIs 3.2 down from —

MR. ARSENAULT: A planned s$4 million, which is down
from the praceding year.

Nell, the preceding year included waste management.
So [”d have to develop a parallel. WNe will give you some
additional details on that.

DR. LAWROSKI: Thank you. Go ahead with the next cne.
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MR. BARTLETT® The next occupational issue is
occupational ALARA and ALARA in general.
[ think that most of you gentlemen are aware that
our confrera2s in standards are. initiating a review of
10CSR20 2s a result of the new [CRP dos2 modals, naw guidance
frem EPA, and things of that nature.

So there is an aporeciable amount of research which
is o2ing conducted on dosimetry, health effects, inhalation,
$digestion, d2position of the various radionuclides in various
orzans of the body, soluaocility in oodily fluids, things of

this nature.

0kay. And as you can see and as Tom mentioned
cefore, there are some ancillary projects being conducted by
standards in basically the same ar=a. This is to support
their calculation of dose, to support their development, if
you will, of an Appendix I for other than reactor facilities.

[ use th~ reactor analogy. You cannot measure the
levels of radicactive material in the environment that will
produce Appandix [ doses. They have to be calculatad,

So thes2 dose calculations, the dosimetry is a
very important part of that.

OR. LAANRGOSKI: Are you through?

MR. BARLETT: I’m basically through. [ have Dr.
Judy Foulke over here if there are any specific questions

on the technical details of that program because [ am not a
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,:jsh i radioojologzist.

oH 2 2. LAAROSKI® Okay, Alex.

" 3 YR. GRENDON® One of the pro jects which Judy Foulke
w) + apparently is project managar .of, which, if it’s on scheduls,

3 will pe completed oy the end of this month =— [ wonder why

S it was ever started -— leakage tests of self-contained

i breeding apparatus.

3 The Bureau of Mines has been working cn that for

7 years. WNhat’s new apout {t?

19 YR. BARTLETT: [t’s very funny because [ heard this

1 discussed ths other day that people are batting this back and

12 fortn.
13 The Bureau of Minas, or NIOSH, who have
'j 14 res2onsibility for the self-contained breathing apparatus,

o 13 say that this i{s such a small applicatisn, ckay, the
15 radicactive material, that they’re not joing to oother with it.
17 MR. GRENDONt The point is not what material.
13 Self-contained breathing apparatus is an outward flow
19 apparatus. Nho expects anythirq, radicactive or non—-radicactive
20 to 3et inside this containmen:.
21 OR. FOULKE: It has to do with the threat to the
22 individuals. What LASL has set up is an anthropometric
23 test panel, 25 individua s covering a range of face sizes.

7 24 NIOSH doesn’t get into that at all. They loock at

25 the diaphram, the regulators, things like that. Not the
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~sih quantitativs fit tests to an individual. And they’ve developed

oH this represantative pagal Cayse a person with, you know, 2
small face is going to Have nore ls=2rage wes:ing that same

‘} mas< than a person with a different facial structure.

M. GRENDON: [t’s Deen Xnewn for 50 years — well,

5 sinca World Ndar [ =— that { a feue =mask cdoesn’t f.t, of

i course, you can jet leakage throyon it. But these tasts have

3 ceen made for the effectz of fit for many vears and with
7 self-contained bre2athing anparatus, as [ say. WNith cositive
12 pressure inside tha nask, fit becomes less impertant.

H Has this investigator found any l2akage inward «n

12 a salf-contaired oreathing apparatus?
13 OR. FOULKEs I don’tc nave the results for those
:: 14 rignht now. [ think they’ve b2en rather good.
13 MR. GRENDON: WNell, they’d Letter ' o 9een.
15 (Laughtar.)
17 MR. GRENDON: What [“m saying is [ coulcn’t concCeive
13 of your finding a useful result from {t. Somebody chonght
ly apparently you might.
23 MR. ARSSENAULTs Excus.: me. But the self-contained
2l breathing apparatuc does develep a nagative "resswr2 {n the
2 mask. [ think you’re thinking of a flew=througn device in
23 which the supply of air is constant and one breathes out of
r 24 the stiream.

25 The self-contained breathing 2apparatus depends oan
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a nagative pressure inside the mask to actuate the Jneumatic
valve,

YR. GRENDONt Does it? Not to my knowledge.

MR. ARSENAULT® The Scott air pack does. A
self-contained breathing apocaratus jenerally involves &
compressed air tank and the demand valve (s actuated Dy
negative prassure.

4R. GRENDONt Negative in respect to pressure from
the tank, bSut not with respect "o the atmosphere.

MR. ARSENAULT: I think, sir, that you will fing ==

4R. GRENDONs That [’m wrong in that case. [ never
neard of {t, but you may bte rignt.

YR. ARSENAULT: Generally, they/re adjusted so that
there is no air flow on this and a negative pressurs occurs.

MR. GCRENDON: But as [ say, negative with respect to
the setting of the pressure valve, not with respect to the
atmosphere.

M. ARSENAULT: You can adjust them to be free—=flow
devices.

¥R . GRENDONs If you have it negative with respect
to atmosphere, then forget the self-contained breathing.

MR. BARTLETT: Alex, [ think the rasults of some of
thes2 tests have shown that the factors the protection
factors, and [“m not expert in this, so you can nail me to the

floor, out the procection factors which have been assigned to
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certain of these face nasks have bDeen a lot lower, i.e.,
ther? 13 more leakane than people had anticipated as a rasult
of thess tests.

Now that is new infarmation. [t is information
that has not, to the best of our knowledge, ever been
senaratad,

Now we’re getting probacly a lot nore gquantitatives
than the people that have been firsmen or other people joing
in to hazardous areas need to e, Just by virtue of our

regul atory responsioilities.
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MR. GRENDON: The hazard for which it's been

used. There have been sericus hazards. Cyanide, chlorine
gas, all sorts of serious hazards.

MR. BARTLETT: We will be happy to furnish
additioral details.

' MR. GRENDON: I'd be interested to Know if any

positive results came cut of that.

DR. LAWROSKI: How long has been the duration?

MR. GRENDON: One year. It was supposed ©O £inish
on September 30th.

DR. LAWROSKI: Frank and then Dick. |

DR. PARKER: I had a guestion on the performance
testing of the health-physics survey instruments. I see you
haven't yet assigned it. I was wondering, I didn't see any-
thirg about it, the KV measurement neutron systems which
apparently is a critical lack of =-- I wonder if you were goinq‘
to addregs that or were going to suggest scmeplace else, or
what?

MR. BARTLETT: Frank, if you will see that that is
a standards develcpment project, which I think if I'm not
mistaken, from scanning these project briefs, again the
standards peoprle could not get the right qguy here today,
but I think they are going to focus on these,

DR. PARRER: It's just not in this package; is that

what you're saying?



!
!
% MR. BARTLETT: I believe that is my understandin;fo
i> zi I will try to provide you with additional information.
3} DR. LAWROSKI: In view of this exchange, if and when
T> ‘; the report becomes available cculd you see that we get ccpies?
5! Especially I want to make sure that Alex gets a copy. ?
éi Let's see, Frank, did you have further guestions? *
7; Cick, you're next. |
3 DR. FOSTER: Relative to occupational expcsures,
9E recently NIH had an interagency committee, so-called Massey
,0: Committee, stating how research on health effects of radiation
11; might best be done throughout the government agencies. I think:
]22 NBC had a representative on that. The report is out. It has |
" ,3; gone to the president. I am wondering whether any of the
14? things which you have ongoing might be impacted by the
15§ recommendations of that group.
15§ MR. BARTLETT: Uick, I personally have to confess
17% ignorance. I am aware of that NIH study group in general
|ai terms, but I am not aware, nor have I seen the results of that
19| study. And should we be wary of this, I am sure we will
20% examine it.
é 2‘: DR. FOSTER: I think you should, because there are
; 22|| some things which are involved here relative to occupaticnal
23% exposure, .which could be things that could get involved with
24% epidemiclogical kinds of things which could ke very heavily
Ace-Fecters Aeportens, Inc.
25I impacted. Whether NRC does these, or what thelr invclvement
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< 2| MR. BARTLETT: HEW or somecne like that.
3; If there are no further questions with this we

-2 4| will move rapidly on.

5 (Slide.)

5 This again reiterates the =-- |
i |

7! DR. LAWROSKI: Just a seccnd. That is not relevant

8| to this. But the thought just occurred toc me, in regard to

9? the Three Mile Island accident, have you pecple been asked or

|o§ are you planning on doing any work that would prepare for the

lli time when the fuel from Three Mile Island, No. 2 reactor, has
|

12| to be removed and shipped someplace? That fuel is so different:

|

- 13| £rom anything that's been shooting around. |
14! MR. ARSENAULT: The answer is no, we have not. ;
lsi DR. LAWROSKI: You have not?
16! MR. ARSENAULT: We have not been asked to.
l7i DR. LAWROSKI: I know you folks have to find a

i
18! customer, but sometimes you can also suggest to somebcdy who
19| might be the potential customer,
20 MR. ARSENAULT: We have supported the TMI activity,

21| people -- doing source term studies, making on the site

|
G 22§ measurements,
23; DR. LAWROSKI: Maybe DOE is doing it, I don't know,
24 MR. ARSENAULT: I think if the occasion arises

25| when they need our assistance, they'll ask us, The planning is
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sls-4 ,% still going on. To date we have nct been asked to do so.
|
i

IN
“) 7 DR. LAWROSKI: Okay. Thank you.
) 7 MR. BARTLETT: Tom Carter menticned before the

‘E technical assistance programs that they currently have underway
5; to support specific decommissioning case work standards has a
g | couple of projects again which relate to decommissioning.
- (Slide.)
3 There is again a technical assistance project here
9| for studying the differences in alternative fuel cycles --
10| with respect to radiocisotope licensing, NMSS again has a few
11 | programs here, we searched this one out.
125 (Slide.)
(:) 13? The same applies to consumer products. Again I
14 | point out, though, that the things in those symmetry and
15? health effects that we referenced previously,certainly has scme
15; application here.
17| (Slide.)
zaf Occupaticnal safety. Again the inhalation, the
l9| toxicology work which we are doing supports that aspect of
20| radioisotope licensing,
211 (81ide.)
_ 22 | And we get on to transportation., We are, and we have
23| pointed out, that there is a continuing need in licensing to
24 | develcop approved structural analysis codes for analyzing the

Ace-Federsi Reporters, inc.
25 | response of these large complex shield and shipping casks, scme
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E the 10 CFR 71 requirements. A 30 foot drop, the fire, the

3§ immersion, the criticality studies that we have during fiscal

‘79 a reasonable body of structural analysis code development
s | and verification in support of the licensing groups, which havn:
4 | also been asked to initiate what we have called the mocdal study.
75 Alex?
3 MR. GRENDON: May I interrupt? I notice that a lot
9i of these projects, like this one abcut the puncture cf these

10 | casks, terminated -- this one terminated June 30th, '79.

And we're getting past history rather than the plans for

12| research in the future, Very little of what I've seen involves
7\ .
o/ 13/| an ongoing program.

14 MR. BARTLETT: Again, I think I would have to

1s || apologize for that. I thought the scope of this review as

16| the preceeding one was the fiscal '79 research program. Okay?

17| MR. GRENDON: Scme of it ended in '78,
18 MR. BARTLETT: I don't believe so, and ==~

19? MR. GRENDON: The period of work 1/1/78 to 9/30/78,
2°i container puncture., Maybe it's a typo error,.
21; MR. BARTLETT: I think it's a typo error, because
(; 22% that program is still going on. We're working with licensed

| pecple now to determine whether a continuation of that is
24§ indicated or whether sufficient information has already been

developed.
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MR, BASSETT: Charlie, I think you ought to point
out that the two on that screen and indeed the vast majority of
the items discussed thus far, gentlemen, are all ongoing
programs. There are few that have been completed.

MR. BARTLETT: Everything that you have in your
package, to the best of my knowledge are things that are ongoiné
right at the present time. Several of these will terminate as
a result of what Frank said. This recent million dollar
budget cut in our '80 budget we're going to have to jucgle
things around. But to the best of my knowledge, everything
in that pack are things that are being worked on right at the
present time.

The modal study again we consider this tc be a
large comnlex high priority program which hcopefull will
develop for the standards group better support for their
existing regulations. There have been a lot of guestions
recently regarding the applicability of the Part 71 requirement;
for the shipment of a wide variety of materials. And this
program is going to attempt to develcp the information on
which the standards people can decide whether they want to
revise 10 CFR 71 with the alternate being to develop mode
dependent mode specific transportation regulations., I am sure
all of you remember that plutonium air transportable package
on which NMSS znd we briefed you on almost a year ago.

That sort of need engendered this sort of study, We are going

to consider the risks, consequences and costs of augmented
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23|

24 |
Ace-Federsi Reporters, Inc.
25

transportation regulations.

Now, Don Nussbaumer, our licensing director, might
be able to speak more to the need than I could. That,
gentlemen, covers bLasically =--

DR. LAWROSKI: Was that an EDO action reducing it
from 4.2 to 3.1 or whatever?

MR. ARSENAULT: No, it was Congressional action in
which the variocus cuts that were applied resulted in four
decisicn units within the Office of Research having to share
a larger cut. This was the result of the apportiocnment.

DR. LAWROSKI: This is fiscal '80? §

MR. ARSENAULT: '80.

MR. GRENDON: What I understocod you to say earlier

was that NRC first made a cut and Congress made a further
cut,

MR. ARSENAULT: Our propcsal for fiscal '80 was
lower than for fiscal '79. In the previcus years, Waste
Management was included. In '79 was it? No, it was not.
Our proposal in '80 was lower than our propesal in '79. The
Congressional acticn resulted in a further reduction.

DR. LAWROSKI: Okay.

MR. BARTLETT: Again, these reductions reflect things
like the nonproliferation of alternative studies and the
uncertainty, I think, within the Commission. I think work on

these alternative fuel cycles ocught to be initiated.
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DR. ORTH: Theii do we have a specific conclusion

that this cut isn't really guing to hurt any of the programs

that you really think you need.

MR. ARSENAULT: I think that --

DR. LAWROSKI: Unless the moratorium on

reprocessing --

MR. ARSENAULT: Well, my own view is that we

probably could use some more work in this decision _nit than is

allowed by the resources made available.

I am virtually

certain the fuel cycle division would agree with that, but I am

geing to let them say so themselves.

prioritization is carried cut in the program.

Again, it's a questiocn of prioritization and how

When the

resources are reduced, ocne immediately sets out trying to

decide how to formulate the program with a new level of

resources.

In this case certain programs will be cut cut. I

am virtually certain that our decision to reduce the

criticality studies would be concurred in by the Division of

Fuel Cycle, but I could be wrong.

I think if my memory serves, and work has been going '~

on on this during my absence, but if my memory serves, those
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