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TO: ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE
2

"5' | | *" ' '3*
| UNIT 1.

4

5
Please note that due to an equipment malfunction,

6
some speaker designations on the morning transcript may

7 be incorrect. If so, and you will inform us of the

8
corrections, we will make same in returned transcript at

9
no charge.

10
Thank you, f

,
-

11 O.

]f>$/
12

Mimie Meltzer, Repor er
ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS , I nc.

33
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Au- cal Roorurs, inc.
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1
I PUBLIC NOTICE BY THE

~
-

.

2 UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION'S

3 ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

4 ~

Tue'sday, 27 February 1979

5
.

.

6 The contents of this stenographic transcript of the

7 proceedings of the United States Muclear Regulatory

8 Commission's Advisory Comr ittee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) ,,

9 as _ reported herein, is an uncorrected record of the discussions

10 recorded at the meeting held on the above date.

II No member of the ACRS Staff and no participant at this

12 meeting accepts any responsibility for errors or inaccuracies

13
'

of statement or data contained in this transcript.

14

15
.

16 -
-.

. -

17

18
.

19

20

21
-

-

22

a

23
.

24
Federui Reporters, Inc.

25 *
'

.
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CR2866 mm1 ; UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
P'pTZER

2 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

3|
4

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
5

6

Subcommittee meeting on
7

8 WM. H. ZIMMER NUCLAER POWER STATION UNIT .O . 1'

9

|10 ' ,

Room 1046
Il 1717 H Street, R.W.

Washington, D.C.
12

Tuesday, 27 February 1979
13

14 Meeting in the above-entitled matter was convened,

15 pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., MYER BENDER, Subcommittee i

!
16 Chairman, presiding.

17 PRESENT:

18 MYER BENDER, Chairman !
l

19 DR. M. PLESSET, Member |
|

20 DR. I. CATTON, Consultant

21 DR. Z. ZUDANS, Consultant

22 DR. R. SAVIO, Designated Federal Employee.

23

-- 24
,

Ace erst Reportm, Inc.

25

|

|
,
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PROCEEDINGS
I -----------

CR2866
MR. BENDER: This meeting will now come to order.

This is a public meeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor

i

Safeguards Subcommittee on the William H. Zimmer Nuclear Power

Station Unit I.

I am Myer Bender, subcommittee chairman. The

ather ACRS member present today is Dr. Milton Plesset on my

left. We also have in attendance ACRS consultants, Dr.

Ivan Catton to the left of Dr. Plesset and Dr. Zenon Zudans

to the left of Dr. Catton.;

I

The purpose of this meeting is to continue theg

review of the application of theCincinnati Gas & Electric

Company for a license to operate the William H. Zimner Nuclear

Power Station Unit I.

This meeting is being conducted in accordance

with provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act and i

the government in the Sunshine Act,

Richard Savio is the designated federal employee
18

I
for the meeting. He's on my right. 'g

The rules for participation in today's meeting !20

have been announced as part of the notice for this meetingg

and previously published in the Federal Register on Tuesday

January 21, 1979 and amended Friday February 9, 1979.

g A transcript of the meeting is being kept and it is
,

"' """' *g requested that each speaker first identify himself or herself
^"

!
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Ide " ids- and speak with sufficient clarity and volume so that he or

2
she can be readily heard.

We have received no written statements or request

4
for time to make oral statements from members of the public.

5
It is our plan to carry on this meeting as expeditiously as

6 we can. Our understanding is that Mr. Flynn will be speaking

7 for the applicants; is that correct?

8 MR. FLYNN: That's right.

9 MR. BENDER: and Mr. Peltier, you'll be speaking for,

10 1
the staff and will introduce the --

11
MR. PELTIER: That's correct.

12
MR. BENDER: Fine. Before we begin, I -- with

13
the discussion by the staff, I -- perhaps we should take a

#
few minutes to determine what interests the subcommittee might

I have or want to develop further in this meeting.
{

16
Dr. Plesset, have you got any words of wisdom to

I7 offer?

IO DR. PLESSET: No, but I have a little interest --
.

19
this is for the staff. Idon'tknowiftheyhaveapersonhere!

.
20 who would be the one to address this to: the relevance of

I the recent TLTA tests where they found the pressure variations
22 which was not what they expected.
23

I don't feel myself that this is relevant to the

24
thing, but it is of some interest to me to know what the ,

iAce , _Jeral Reporters, Inc.

25
staff feels about this since we're talking about a BWR plant.

1
.

I
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I
.

davidj Is there.anybody here who can address this

2 particular item?

MR.PELTIER: We intend to have Wayne Hodges

4 here, but I don't --

5 DR. PLESSET: Oh, will he be here later?

6 MR. BENDER: He may be here later. Could you

7 call and find out whether he will sometime during one of the --

8 there are enough staff members around here so I suspect one

I could be excused to fiid out.
,

t

10 |
|Anything else, Dr. Plesset?

II
DR. PLESSET: No, that's all, Mr. Chairman.

I2 MR. BENDER: Dr. Catton, do you have anything

13 you'd like to put into the hopper this morning?
'

Id
DR. CATTON: Well, maybe I should -- I've read

15
the comments that were made in response to some of my questions,'

16
and I have a few things to say about those.

I7 MR. BENDER: Fine.
,

18 DR. CATTON: I think the first one was the fuel
,

"
bundle lift potential; I spoke with --

20 1

MR. BENDER: Can you speak into your mike -- !

2I DR. CATTON: If I can find it.

22 MR. BENDER: You're not picking up very well.

23 DR. CATTON: I talked to Mr. Smith of General

24 Electric, and he sent me a copy of the document that '
Ace. etal Reporters, Inc.

25
supposully demonstrated the fuel bundle lif t will not occur.

|

|
i
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david 4 I Some arguments were given as to why it is conservative to

2 neglect control rod friction in the fuel output analysis,

3| and I frankly don't understand the arguments that are given,

4 but he indicated to me that a letter would be prepared with

5 all of the details, force diagrams an d so forth in it.

6 I talked to Cliff Anderson about my concerns

7 with respect to the pool temperature time history, and'it

8 appears as if most of those concerns are being addressed.

9 There were some questions about pressure, the containment;
|

10 I pressure response calculations are done using the heat

II
transfer coefficient of zero which is quite conservative,

12 and I have no problem with that.

13 The concrete response, the heat transfer coefficients

Id were taken right out of Mc Adams' book on heat transfers, which

IS is really not the latest.

16
So I talked to Mr. Crawford. He assures me that

I7 even if there were changes in the heat transfer coefficients,

18
as long as they were not significant, it would have very little

"
effect if any at all.

20 The concerns I htd about the downcomers, as I

21 gradually dug my way through three or four feet of material

22 in Zimmer, I found out that the Zimmer calculations are made

23 by imposing a full 8800 pounds on all the downcomers.

24
So even though I have concerns about what's in '

Acz _eral Reporters, Inc.

25
the GE reports and the statistical assessment of the loads,

I
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david 5 l I really have none with regard to Zimmer.

2 MR. BLNDER: Thank you, Ivan.

3 Zenon?g

4 DR. ZUDANS: Most of the questions that I have

5 been addressing were about the same in nature, actually I have
6 even less exception.

7 MR. BENDER: Well, that should make life easy for

8 the app.1.icant.

9 (Laughter.)
,

i

10 I
I'll not add to the confusion by saying I have

II any.

12 DR. ZUDANS: There might be some questions that we

I3 want to ask for qualification.

I4 MR. BENDER: All right, fine.

15 DR. ZUDANS: But not for substance.

I0 MR. BENDER: Other matters that need to be taken

17 up, other than what you both were srying?

18 (No response.)
;

" I understand that we have Mr. Yen here today.
20 MR. PELTIER: We haver t seen him. I -- I think

21 he said he was on his way. He's --

22 MR. BENDER: All right, we will at an appropriate

23 time hear something of the' comments that have been written

24
up in the press concerning problems -- |A rol Reporters, Inc.

25 DR. ZUDANS: Sorry, I forgot one. One item that
!

.
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Id d6 I previously raised a question was on demonstration of
2 energy assumption capability of --

3 MR. BENDER: Yes.

4 DR. ZUDANS: And I didn't see thi information,

5 although I saw calculations showing what kind of reactions

6 will be introduced in the supporting structure. But the

7 basis for those would be of interest.

8 MR. BENDER: Will somebody from Sargent and Lundy

9 or others be able to address that matter, the energy

10 I absorbtion of the pipe restraints?

MR. FLYNN: Yes, sir.

MR. BENDER: Fine. Dr. Zudans, at the appropriate

13 time,you can ask that question.
I# Any other matters?

15 (No response.) |
.

16 If you, there doesn't see1 to be any reason to

I7 hold off proceeding with the agenda. Mr. Peltier, you have
,

18
~

!the floor.
I
'

19
(Slide)

0 MR. PELTIER: Mr. Chairman, subcommittee members,

21 consultants, others in the room, I'll try to be very brief

22 and move along quickly and try to stick as closely to the

23 agenda as staff personnel will permit. I think we've got

24
en ugh support here that we can move right along. I'll first jc. a.r.i aanm ine.

25
talk about the changes we've made in our SER since we

|
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david 7 I provided assumptions in the draft for the Novem5er 17, 1978
2 meeting. That's our reference point here for talking about
3 the changes.

4 You may recall at the subcommittee meeting I
5 attempted to distinguish between those isnu.:s which the

6 staff has established positions and merely needed more infor-
7 mation in order to confirm the applicant's conformance with
8 those conditions in a winner satisfactory to the staff and
9 those issues which the. staff has reached its final position.

,

i
10 Since the November 17, 1978 meeting, that process |
II has been massaged a little bit further in light of additional
12 information received and additional review by the stia*f.
13 We now have moved the irsues into three groups, outstanding
Id issues, confirmatory 3cems and items of disagreement.
15 The outstanding issues are the ones which the staff
16 has not reached final decision on; confirmatnry items arf 7

,

I7 !

the ones where we are just merely in the process of converting I

18 confornance with our positions that are already est:ablished.
19 Then we have an item of disagreement with the

20 i
staff which was not portrayed as such, I think at the

21 November 17th meeting.

22
And I'll display this breakdown in a moment.

23 During the process as a consequence of current.
24 events, two basically new issues have surfaced and two issues |Ace erst Reporters, Inc.

25
were resolved.

You may see a few new items on the confirmatory!

,
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david 8 I list, but it's more a matter of how they were broken down

2 and a matter of adding a little more detail to the list

3 rather than really establishing new issues.

4
Some regrouping of the concerns took place, but

5 other than that the four items are really the basic changes

6 in our technical conclusions.

7 Finally, we undertook a major effort to modify the

8 SER for clearly communicating our bases for conclusions

9 reached as a result of our review.
!

10 I
This effort was not perfect, but it was a major |

II
step towards improving the legal sufficiency of the document.

12 And we were constrained by a one month delay ground rule
13 established by our management. On this final point, we have

14 a handout, I beliste, that the committee has now, explaining

15 the changes made in the SER, and I'll ask Mr. Stolz if he

0
wants to elaborate on thathandout any at this time.

I7 John, do you want to talk about that? :

|
18

MR. STOLZ: As you know, the office of the

executive legal director requires -- required to concur on

20 the issuance of the safe *v evaluation report made by the
21 staff.

22 And fer some time ncw the -- that office has
23 advised us that they're concerned that the safety evaluation
24

reports being issued do not provide a sufficient bases for |Ace . erst Reporters, Iric.

25
all of the conclusions that are being presented. So in the

|

|
4
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david 9 I course of our review on Zimmer, we went over this package

2 with the OELD group, and identified approximately half of

3 the safety evaluation reports that required some kind of

d modification. Most of these areas fell principally in;the

5 area provided good conclusions on the bases therefore.

6 There was not an adequate technical definition

7 and a technical basis in the report. We had to do something

8 about it: either described the -- describe the matter

9
more clearly or at least cite some suitable, acceptable

I
10 1

reference. |
11

And what we give you in the handout is the result

12 of this review. Essentially what we've done is to provide you

13 in the handout with a package of the safety evaluation in
Id

draft, the reviews back in December, and a copy of the issued

I3
safety evaluation, including only those pages that were

16 affected, l
lI7

And we've identified by placing vertical lines

18
in the margin in the areas that were affected. So you can

19
make quick reference to them, the area of the SER that is

20
affected.

21
I think we've also provided a handout which

22
tends to categorize the areas that were modified, and I

23
don't believe I want to go into it in any further detail.

|3'4
unless there are some questions. |ce rol Reporters, Inc.

25
MR. BENDER: Questions for Mr. Stolz?

!



12
1

d< id10 MR. FLYNN: Yes, sir. Would it be possible for

the applicant to get a copy of the marked up SER material

I

indicating where you have changes to date.
4

MR.STOLZ: Yes.
5

MR. BENDER: All right, anything that's in the
6

record here you're entitled to without question. I -- this
7

is what--
8

MR. PELTIER: Yes.
j

i
MR. BENDER: -- you believe is the statement -- '

10

|MR. PELTIER: Right -- |11
i

~

MR. BENDER: I see no reason why you couldn't

have it now. I think we can -- how many copies do you need?

MR. FLYNN: I'd like to have four, please.
}
lMR. BENDER: Make four, Dick, will you please.

I take it that what you've done is fixed it so that the |
|

SER makes a positive statement, even if it's wrong?
I

(Laughter.) i
18 '

|MR. STOLZ: We hope it's not wrong. It's a i

positive statement.
20 ;

i

MR. BENDER: That will be helpful to us. You

shouldn't take my comment seriously.

Irv?
23

MR. PELTIER: Are we ready then to package or24

^ * ' " " ' " * " " ' ' '
go into Roman numeral III on the agenda, the status of outstand ng25

|

!
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david 11. I issues --

2 MR. BENDER: I have one question: I just skimmed

3 through this and noticed that resolved issues includes

4 reactor vessel su-ports, and I raised the question at the

5 last meeting about the use of the RELAP type codes preducting
6 annulus pressure rise and that I really -- it wasn't clear

7 to me that it was conservative or not conservative to do so.
8 MR. PELTIER: Well, we --

9 MR. BENDER: If it's resolved, how was it resolved?
,

i

10 l MR. PELTIER: We will have someone here to address |
II

that subject this morning.

I2 MR. BENDER: Thank you.

13 MR. PELTIER: In the back here, we --

I4
MR. BENDER: Do we have to remind you, or will it

!
15

come up automatically?

I0 MR. PELTIER: I hope that it will come up

17 automatically, but -- '

18 MR. BENDER: Fine.
i

I9 MR. PELTIER: -- time permitting to get through

20 all of these -- all of these issues.
2I MR. BENDER: Time permits if you'll move along.

22 Go ahead.

23 MR. PELTIER: I'll talk now about the outstanding

24
issues. These are the ones where we haven't reached our |Ace .*st Reponus, Inc.

25
final position, and on this vu-graph we have the two outstandinc)

!

,
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davidl2 I issues.

2
(Slide.)

3 We've reduced the number to two. By February

4 1, 1979, when the SEP was published, we had reduced the

5 number of outstanding issues down to one shown on this

6 vu-graph. These are of course the issues for which the

7 staff has not reached its position or final conclusion. One

8 of these, the first, existed at the time of the November

9 17, 1978 meeting, and the other did not.
|
|

10 l The other one is new, but some time -- it has

II been resolved since the SER was issued.
-

I2 On the Mark II acceptance criteria --

13 MR. BENDER: Excuse me. Are you going to tell us

14 what those two items are?

15 MR. PELTIER: Oh, yes.

I0 MR. BENDER: Okay.
I

17 MR. PELTIER: The Mark II acceptance criteria: by !

!
18 a letter dated September 14, 1978, we notified the applicar.c

,

19
regarding the generic acceptance criteria for the Mark II

20 containment. The bases for these criteria were contained
21 in NUREG-0487 dated October 1978.

22 By a recent letter dated February 1, 1979, we

23 asked the applicant to tell us the extent to which he is

2# committed to adopt the criteria. Several of the criteria '

Ace- eral Reporters, Inc.

25 have been undergoing additional review because we plan to
!

l,
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IdavidlJ take an exception to them or expessed a desire to take

2 exception to them.

3| The Zimmer plant will take exception to only

4 two criteria, I understand. We are reviewing the applicant's

5 response to the February 1, 1979 and will have more to

6 say about that in a few minutes.

7 Once the load criteria for Zimmer has been settled,

8 we will complete our review of the design assessment to

9 accommodate pool dynamics. This also will be discussed later,

10 I
so this major issue here, outstanding matter has two parts

11
to it: combining the loads and then assessing the system

I2 and.its structures to accommodate those goals.

13 Since the November 17 subcommittee meeting,
Id

we were forced to reserve judgment with regard to ECCS

iS
evaluation until the results of the two loco test apparatus

tests were evaluated. We have completed our review of the

I7
two loop test apparatus test results and are able to

18
conclude our review of ECCS with regard to the conformance

19 with 10 CFR 50.46,

20
I understand that the committee was briefed on

2I
this matter about a month ago. I further understand that

22 this matter is resolved to the staff's satisfaction, and

23 we will report the resolution in the supplement to the SER.

24 Briefly, the ECCS model is acceptable for licensing.|Ace eral Reporters, Irc.

25 *

The General Electric Company will make a comparison |with the
i

d
*

.
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davidlf present model'e 'h data in June.I

2
A new model may be about a year away, but we

3 feel the present model has adequate conservatism to cover

4 any difference. If further analysis indicates that part of

5 the model is inadequate, GE will be requested to revise the

6- model in a timely manner.

7 So in summary the staff believes that sufficient

8 margin exists in the present Zimmer ECCS calculations to
.

|
9 Iensure the Zimmer design in sufficiently conservative as

l
10 1 proposed so that no hardware changes are required. |
11

It is the staff's judgment that the centinued

12 use of the GE ECCS evaluation model is approprinte and is
13 in accordance with the general requirements in Appendix K.
Id The staff believes, however, that following completion of
IS

the tilted test results, changes to certain poi-tions in the j
16 GE model may be necessary.

I7 Now, we hopo to have someone here before the day j
i

18
is over to get into any detail that you'd like to on that |
particular subject.

20
Now, I've covered the two outstanding issues that

21
{ we have now, and I'think I'll stop there before gc.tng into

22 the long laundry list of confirmatory items and go to the
23

agenda item, the specific agenda item that deals with

24
these -- with these topics or these -- the first one of these. ji;

Ace ar# Reponm, Inc.

25
We have load combination criteria on Zimmer.
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drddl[ I Bob, are you ready to talk about our status on

2 load combinations?

3| Bob Bosnak.

4 MR. BOSNAK: I'm Bob Bosnak.

5 MR. BENDER: Will you get a mike, please, Bob.

6 MR. BOSNAK: Mechanical engineering branch.

7 The present status of the staff's review of the --

8 categorize it as the Newmark-Kennedy criteria, is that it.has

9 not been extended at this time beyond what you have seen in i

10 the UUREG document 0484.
|

In other words, that is the LOCA plus -- the

12 SSE has been acc.pted by the SRSS. The other loads are still

13 unde review, and we expect that we will have a position on

I#
that within several weeks.

15 I understand there will be a presentation made

to the committee next week at your cats and dogs session, a

17 week, Thursday or Friday. .

IO On the Black Fox case, we testified that we are
I

l'
very close to being able to go forward with the Newmark-

20 Kennedy criteria. The problems that we see --

21 MR. BENDER: For the record, would you clarify

22 what the Black Fox case is.

23 MR. BOSNAK: Black Fox is a Mark III BWR plant.

24
Y 9Ace-r.aeral Reporters, Inc.

25
acceptability or non-acceptability of load combination methods.

I
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de"idlk I To summarize --

2 MR. BENDER: So you anticipate that you're

3} going to extrapolate from Black Fox to --

4 MR. BOSNAK: As far as Zimmer is concerned, I

5 don't think we have any problem. What we've got is the

6 generic acceptance for the other Mark III plants that are

7 coming along.

8 As far as Zimmer is concerned, I think I mentioned

9 this at the November 17th meeting; Zimmer has evaluated all
I

10 of the loads both in the balance of plant side and

II in the NSSS side for absolute sum. And there were only a

I2
very few situations that they did not meet the absolute

13 sum criteria.

I4
Everything else did meet absolute sum. And in

15 this -- and perhaps the applicant wishes to speak on this --
|

16 they are going beyond what the balance of the Mark II owners
17

;

are doing at the present time. I

18 MR. BENDER: Let me just get the record clear. Can ;

I conclude that as far as Zimmer is concerned, the load
'
,

20 combination problem has been resolved --

2I MR. BOSNAK: Yes --

22 MR. BENDER: -- so I have to assume there's some
23 other things that are open.. _

i

MR. PELTIER: As far as the staff is concerned, the |ca. al Reporters, Inc.

25 load combination problem is acceptable. It's been resolved.

i
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dr"idl5I I MR. BENDER: Okay. Fine. That's really what

j we want to know. The last part is more or less extraneous.

3
We'd like to know it, but I think it's not important --

4
MR. PELTIER: The rest is extraneous; it's

5 generic.

6 MR. BENDER: Thank you. Let's proceed to the

7 next item, Mr. Peltier.

8 MR. PELTIr.R : I think I'll have to yiel'd the podium

9 to Cliff Anderson who has 200 or 300 slides.

MR. ANDERSON: I'm Cliff Anderson. I'm a

11
containment systems branch reviewer for the Zimmer plant.

12
And I want to take a couple minute -- only five slides -- to

13 talk about where we stand on Zimmer with respect to the pool
14 dynamic loads and perhaps a little more specifically with
15

regard to our generic load criteria.
|
i

16
This is our overview slide --

(Slide.)

18
-- on tha various load phenomena that were originally

i
19 identified and associated with pool dynamics. Depending on

20 how you number these things, there's approximately 39 that
21

were originally identified.

22
We conducted our review generically and on the

23
Zimmer plant and we reported our review -- the results of our

24
review in NUREG-0487. This is where we stood at the

,

Aco-r .Jeral Reporters, Inc.

25
time we conducted that review. This is what is essentially in

I
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20

d r -- idl[[ I NUREG-0487.

2
Of the 39 phenomena posed, after discussions

3| with the Mark II on this at Zimmer, we found 14 of their

4
criteria as originally specified as acceptable. Five of

5 them were identified for plant-unique review. And in 20

6 areas we felt that there was a need for developing criteria,

7 since we could not come to agreement with all of the Mark II

8 owners regarding the specific loads that they had proposed.

9 Now, regarding Zimmer, just taking these 20,
,

!
10 here's where we stand on those 20 where we developed those |
II

criteria. 84 adopted b,r Mark II owners, essentially by

I2 Zimmer. .

13
After we had many of these after the tests, we i

i

I# issued the NUREG-0487. In some cases they had already

15
adopted them before the report was issued.

16
Six of them we have recently resolved, and I'll !

I
I7 be telling you a little bit about those in the next couple of

18 slides.

l9
And six are currently under review. I'd say there's

!

20 really two significant areas. Four of these too, it's really

21 a. matter of closing up a couple of loose ends, as far as

22 we're concerned. We have had some discussions with them
23

recently, and we feel that we are very close to resolving

24
differences between Zimmer and ourselves. '

Ace 4ederal Reporters, Inc.

25 (Slide.)
!

|
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Idi id19 Okay, now I'll be talking about the six that

2 we have recently resolved. And of these six, there's really

3| three signficant ones where we've had some significant dialogue

'' over the last seven weeks. The three that I'll be talking

5 about here are the submerged boundary during vent clearing,

6 the small structure impact, and the asymmetric pool swell.

7 (Slide.)

8 All right, here are -- identifying what the

9 phenomena is and then the resolution on that item.
|

10 This first one relates to the LOCA related

11
boundary load resulting from clearing of the vent during that

12 initial -- initial phase of the postulated accident. The

13 load that was originally specified by Zimmer and the

I# Mark II owners was a load on the base mat of 33 psi. It

15 was a bounding load type of consideration. We had some !

I

16
concern as to what consideration was being given to applying

17 this load on the containment boundary, the walls of the

O containment.

19
It was our interpretation that the same 33 psi would

20 be used on the walls of the containment. Zimmer has agreed

21 to evaluate their containment to this 33 psi on the base mat

22 and on the walls, even though they and we feel that this is

23 a very conservative load specification.

24-

MR. BENDER: Excuse me. That's the wall below the |Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 vent? Above th e vent or --
!

I
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de"id 20 1 MR. ANDERSON: That's right, below the vent.

2 All right, now, there is --

3| DR. ZUDANS: Only below the vent exit or below

4 the water surface?

5 MR. ANDERSON: It's 33 psi, as I recall, from

6 the bottom of the vent to the base mat and then on the

7 base mat, and then I think it goes to --

8 DR. ZUDANS: Ultimately --

9 MR. ANDERSON: -- to zero, really, has to you go f
f

10 I up to the surface. |
I

Now, there are some generic efforts in this

12 particular area to try and justify a reduced load, but

13 since Zimmer is doing evaluation to that bounding load, as

14 far as we're concerned, that issue is closed. We will be

15 looking at this to see whether some later reduction in that
|

16 load is justified. And the report is due in -- that report
iI7 is due in in March.
|
,

18 MR. BENDER: Are there questions in that, Cliff,

19 Iabout the 'niformity of it? i
.

20 i

MR. ANDERSON: No. This is -- by uniformi cy do
'

21 you mean asymmetric type of log --

22 MR. BENDER: Yes, yes.

23 MR. ANDERSON: -- or -- no, this is strictly a

24
symmetric load, 33 psi. What they -- what they're doing is |Aa- eral Reporters, Inc.

25 they're going back to the 4-T dataand to EPRI data and are
!

l
.
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dr-id21 I trying to justify substantially lower logs than that 33 psi.

2 The next one deals with again a pool swell related

3 load.

4 (Slide.)
5 This is the load resulting from the movement of the

6 pool as it impacts small structures. We reviewed the

7 criteria that originally -- excuse me -- thieload that was

8 originally proposed by the Mark II owners, and we have

9 discussed those in various meetings. We had some difficulty

10 with them. As a result, we have put together our criteria.

'
Neither Zimmer nor the Mark II owners at this point propose

12 anything different than.our criteria.

13
Zimmer has agreed to adopt our load criteria.

14 MR. BENDER: What's a typical small structure?

15 MR. ANDERSON: A small structure is a pipe or

16 a flat I-beam, as long as it doesn't have any dimension that
17 exceeds 20 inches.

18 MR. BENDER: Thank you.

MR. ANDERSON: I don't know -- there's something

20 like -- as I recall, something like 20 pipes or something
21

like that in the wet well region.

22
MR. BENDER: It's all right. I think -- I just

23 wanted to get some physical udnerstanding of this. Fine.

24
MR. ANDERSON: Okay. The next one is asymmetric j

i

Am eral Reporters, Inc.

25 pool swell.

!

|
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.

dr id22 I (Slide.)

2 This asymetric pool swell related load relates

3[ to the concern that we have regarding asymmetries in vent

d flow, meaning you have a homogenous steam-air mixture

5 going through all of the vents, our concern was that there was

6 some potential for asymmetries.

7 We developed a very conservative, albeit an

8 unrealistic load, for this particular thing in this area;

9 and our load specification consisted of taking the maximum
|

10 dry well pressure as a bubble pressure to be applied on |
'

one side of the containment and then also hydrostatic

12 pressure, no bubble, aero bubble pressure on the other

13 side of the containment, and then do a containment evaluation '

Id based on that.

15 Zimmer has agreed to evaluate their containment i

I
16

to this load. However, recognizing that this is a very |

I7 conservative load specification, they and the Mark II owners

18
will be submitting to us a letter report in March where they're

19
going to propose a substantially reduced asymmetric pool

20 swell load, something of the order of magnitude of 7 to 10

21 percent of the: load that we have specified.

22 But as far as we're concerned, for Zinmer this issue is

23 closed.

24
These -- '

Ace +odml Rmonm, Inc.

25 MR. BENDER: Are you trying to show that the load
!
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Idr $d23 can be absorbed without any elastic -- I mean inelastic

2 deformation or what?

3 MR. PELTIER: I don't know how they're doing the

4 evaluative -- evaluation. All we're doing is trying to come

5 up with the load specification. Perhaps Zimmer would want to --

0 or perhaps --

7 MR. BENDER: Elasticity -- Jim, can you comment on

8 that later, what the criterion is going to be?

9
MR. FLYNN: Yes, sir, we're prepared.

10 l MR. BENDER: For acceptability.

II |
MR. FLYNN: We prepared to comment on that. |

I2 MR. BENDER: Go ahead. Okay.

13 MR. ANDERSON: These two areas relete to quencher

Id loads. These are the loads on the quencher themselves, the
|

15 |
loads on the tiedown and the loads on the arm. |

|

16
As you probably realize, somewhat late in the

17 plant -- plant's design, they had decided to go to a T-quencher,
i

18
They had originally -- had designed for a -- there were not

loads available because these loads are still under development
20 from the KWU people.

21
As a -- therewere, however, loads specified in the

22
generic report for the cross quencher, and these load

23 specifications were based on very bounding conservative types
24

of assumptions. And Zimmer agreed to take that PFFR -- this iAce-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
is the generic report -- methodology that was put in that

!
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Id id24 was put in that report for four arm quenchers and apply it

2
to a two arm quencher, and we agree with that. We have now

3 problem.

4
Okay, and then the last one relates to submerged

5
structure drag loads resulting from the air clearing phase

6
and jet -- potential jet formation phase of the safety relief

7 value in the T quencher.

8 MR. BENDER: Could you put the vu-graph up so

9
we can see what that --

MR. ANDERSON: Sure.

11
(Slide.)

12
So we're talking here about the submerged drag

13 load due to formation of jets from a T quencher device. We

I#
don't believe that there is any substantial Joad from this.

|
5 What our load criteria had included was.a spherical zone of

16
influence. This was originally proposed reflecting a

I7
four arm quencher. The Zimmer people and the Mark II owners

18
suggested that perhaps something that would be more

19
)appropriate would be a cylindrical zone of influence. What
|

20 we mean by this is the load is a neglicj.ble load because
21 load because you have a lot of little holes in these T quenchers,
22

and you don't get any substantial jet.

23
It's a negligible load. Outside is some zone of

24
influence. And the question is: how do you define that? As |

,

Ace Federst Reponm, Inc.

25
I recall, this is a five foot radius cylindrical zone of
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Id d25 influence has been proposed for Zimmer. We believe that this

2 is an appropriate load specification. And it will be confirmed

3; that there are no loads of this type.

4 Within -- outside of that zone of influence, in

5 the in-plant tests that Zimmer proposed --

0 MR. BENDER: I'm not really clear on what -- what

7 that does for us. Are you saying that the load will be

8 applied only on the floor in a specified area?

9 MR. ANDERSON: No, what I'm saying is: there is
,

t

10 I
no load once you get outside of the specified area. |

I
MR. BENDER: Yes.

I2 MR. ANDERSON: And as long as you don't have any

13
pipes, equipment, floor, whatever happens to be inside that,

then you don't have to do any evaluation for that load. !
I#

i

Is that -- !
i

16
MR. BENDER: Okay. I think that's one way of

i
17

!expressing it.

!
8

MR. ANDERSON: Okay.
|

MR. BENDER: IF the zone is small enough, there are

20
no loads that fall on the external structures you are saying.

I MR. ANDERSON: Right. Now, it's been my assumption

22 that there is no equipment, there are no structures within that

23
zone of influence, because there's been no attempt to quantify

24
*Ace Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
MR. BENDER: Presumably the Zimmer applicant will
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d 126 I clarify that.

2 MR. ANDERSON: Okay, so these are the ones that

3| have been resolved recently.

4
(Slide.)

S The next slide presents those which we're trying

6 to clean up and we feel that we are very close to resolution

7 of these areas.

8 And there's really two basic areas here and I

9 have six items listed. I'll move this slide up --

10 1
(Slide.)

11
The two major areas that we're talking about

12 here are the quencher air clearing loads and submerged

13 structure drag loads, certain aspects of those submerged

I# structure drag loads,
t

15 I

Our load criteria for the quencher air clearing j
i

16
loads had included in the speicification of using very

17 conservative ramshead loads -- not puncture loads -- ramshead
|

8 loads, their magnitude, along with a frequency range from |
19 I

two to I think it was 11 hertz -- excuse me -- four to 11 j

20 hertz, and also assuming that all of the bubbles that were

21 released from these devices were in phase and going -- everyone

22 of them at the same frequency.

23 The Mark II owners and Zimmer have felt this is

24
'

Am Fenal Rmoran, lm,

25
specification. They have met the explicit requirements of

|
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dn"id27 I our criteria with regard to using the magnitude of a

2 ramshead load.

3
However, with regard to the frequency concern,

4 putting all of it at one frequency, all the bubbles at

5 one single frequency and all of them in phase, they haven't
6 done that' exactly.

7 However, we feel that based on discussions with

8 them that they have in fact met the intent of our criteria.

9
What they have done is they have taken the case, which is the

,

!
10 I

all-valve case and have considered five different all-valve f
'

cases from a sequential case to all one case with all the_
12 valves actuated at the saiae time but taking credit for
13 different line lengths, and a variety of cases that cover

I4 the spectrum of our concern.

15 They've done one additional thing: they have
|

16
taken a quick look at some of the quencher data, and they

iI7 have constructed a case that more specifically adaresses !

|
18

our concern of bubbles in phase c the same frequency, ]
I

19
|but they have taken for a reduced load magnitude; in other ;

20 words, a load that's more typical of a quencher type of
21

device. And they have shown us that five cases that they
22 considered, the five all-valve cases that they considered give
23 , , higher containment response than that one particular case
24

does.
Ace-< .Jeral Reporters, Inc. i'
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We feel that this is a reason --
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Id d2% Yes?

2 DR. PLESSET: I wanted to ask a question, if

3| the Chairman will. You've used ramshead in these

4 calculations rather than quencher, right?

5 MR. ANDERSON: For the five cases and for all the

6 work that's been going along, it's been ramshead magnitude.

7 DR. PLESSET: Well, what I wanted to ask: do you

8 have any rough estimate of how large an overestimate this

9 gives of the loads?
,

i

10
MR. ANDERSON: I think we're talking about a f

"
!
u

factor of 4, something like that, but I --

12
DR. PLESSET: I wonder if you -- I thought it

13 might have been more than -- I'll take that.

#
MR. ANDERSON: Jack, do you want -- is that i

|
about right?

|
|

6
MR. KUDRICK: Yes, it is. It's a function of --

I7
MR. BENDER: Can you identify yourself, Jack,

18
please.

19
MR. KUDRICK: Jack Kudrick from the NRC staff,

20
safety systems branch.

21
When you try to compare the load of a ramshead

22
relative to quencher, you have to also identify how far away

23
the equipment that you're looking at is from the quencher;

24
the bubble pressures of a quencher are substantially below |Am-FMml hepomes, W.

25
that of a ramshead.

!

|
,
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Id, id29 I think that's about all we can say.

MR. ANDERSON: Where we feel we are at this point,

3| is we have asked Zimmer and the Mark II owners to document

#
this methdology and two, we will be getting the KWU

S data in the house near the end of this month, within the

6 next couple of weeks, and all that we want to do is to

'

7 take a quick look at that data and make sure that that

8 one particular case that they have selected -- it's the

9 sixth case -- which used loads that were representative of
,

i
10 I '

a quencher type of device but put everything at the same

11
frequency, all in phase,. that this is confirmed.

12
And we feel we can do this with the --

13 MR. BENDER: How conservative is this . resident
I#

assumption? It sounds --

15 !
MR. ANDERSON: Very conservative.

16
MR. BENDER: -- unreasonably conservative, let me

i

I7
put it that way.

I
IO MR. ANDERSON: Yes, it's difficult coming up with |
19

something else. That's been some of the problem that we've !

20
had, but we concur that it's a very conservative specification.

21
Now, we should also point out that they will --

22
they have committed to do in-plant tests. That -- we _ are

23 getting a quick look at KWU length. Their documentation of

24
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
we feel that we are well along to the way towards a resolution

!

I
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danid30 I of this issue.

2 Okay. Two areas with regard to LOCA -- excuse me --

3 with regard to submerged structure drag loads, the first

4 one relating to the LOCA jet drag load.

5
What I'm talking about here is that drag load that

6 results from the expulsion of the water, that lag of water

7 that's initially in the downcomer. The addition -- the

8 initial methodology that was specified by the Mark II owners
9 made use of a quasi-one-dimensional model.

,

i
10 1 We made some modifications and additions to that |
II model to take into account some things such as the engulfing
12 process and induced loads outside the very clearly defined
13 jet area, jet zone.

end BU s 1 14 Zimmer and the Mark II owners go with something

that is a little bit different, and perhaps it is more --

16 I

well, it is a more mechanistically reasonable model. This !
!

17 imodel is called the ring vortex model.
,

18 !
!
'

19

l
'

20

21

22

23

24
Am-r Just Rmoran, lm.

25

!

l
,
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david 31 1 Basically what this entails is instead of

2 assuming the the water as it is blown out of the downcomer,

3 instead of that just going out as a bullet, they are looking

4 at the deformation of that -- shall we say -- of that bullet,

5 the deformation into the form of a mushroom.

6 They have presented to us at a recent meeting a

7 description of this model. In addition, they've also

8 shown us some films of some tests that they were using to

9 confirm this model, tests including EPRI 113 scale tests and
!

I

10 I also the 4-T tests, and I think they also looked at some -

|
11 reported scale tests, f

-

12 MR. BENDER: Why are they going to this new ring

13 vortex model? Because the loads are too high?

I

14 MR. ANDERSON: I -- |

|
15 MR. BENDER: Can't they use the jet -- plain jet |

|
16 models? I

I

17 MR. ANDERSON: I think that's one aspect of it.

18 The loads are light. There may be some pipes, there may
!

19 be some equipment that is below a downcomer where, if they |

20 were to use this somewhat unrealistic quasi-one-dimensional

21 bullet type model, that they could result in some difficulties.

22 But I think maybe another aspect of this is they feel that

23 this is really a much better way of going. And --

24 MR. BENDER: Has anybody observed -- I recall the ,

Am-v . mal Rmorwrs, lm

25 pictures of this ring vortex from the meeting in San Francisco.

!

i
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Id 'd32 I don't know of anybody who's observed that kind of

2 phenomenon.

3 Is there any data or pictures --

4 MR. ANDERSON: Yes.

5 MR. BENDER: -- or flow visualization that's been

6 done --

7 MR. ANDERSON: Yes.

O MR. BENDER: -- that demonstrates that this is the

9
case?

!

MR. ANDERSON: Uh-huh. Right, we've seen -- that's

11
wha tl was saying. There is flow visualization in the form

12 of the EPRI 13 scale tests and also some of these quarter

scale tests. There was not in the 4-T. There there was some --

I# they bashed out some information by taking something from
15

the pool boundary --

16
DR. PLESSET: Does the mushroom distribute the |

I7
load over a bigger area? Is that the idea?

I
MR. ANDERSON: Over a different area. And it's --

19
it doesn't go down as low. And they get different velocity

20
accerlation fields --

21
MR. BENDER: D7es it dissipate it? Does it

22
reduce the kenetic energy available to give you the loads --

23
I think that's typical --

24
MR. ANDERSON: That's right. |,,,g ,,g,,, ,

25
The kinetic energy of the jet goes into the

!
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Id- id33 formation of these --

MR. BENDER: But you have that anyway, even if

3| you don't get a well defined ring vortex. I think that was

# Dr. Catton --

5 MR. PELTIER: Well, very early on, I don't believe

6 you get the vortex. I think it takes time to form it.

7 MR. ANDERSON: Well, the films that we've seen,

8 and I think perhaps you would want to see them --

MR. BENDER: I would very much like to see them. |
9

i

10 l MR. ANDERSON: One -- as I recall what they did is |
11 i

that they put some dye in the water that was in a transparent i

12
section of the downcomer and then they imposed the scales,

13 the dry well pressurization and you saw a very clearly defined

14 |mushrocoming. j
,

1
MR. BENDER: Well, you do get a mushrooming. There's

6
no question about it. But I believe that the mushrooming

I7 is caused because the flow has to turn when it hits the wall,

18 not because of any physics associated with the jet itself

interacting with the poc1, at least not straightaway.
|

|
20 MR. ANDERSON: Now, I think --

2I MR. BENDER: One lead from --

- MR. ANDERSON: -- I should point out that we

23 do have now as a result of the last meeting --

'24 'MR. BENDER: Just a second --
,

25
MR. ANDERSON: -- a description of the analytical

!
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2 model. Our consultant, Dr. Biankowski (PHONETIC) and feels

3 that it is a very rigorously defensible model.

#
We have also seen some checks of that model against

5 a variety of data. Perhaps what we should do is get that

6 description of the model to you and then you might want to

7 contact Zimmer or the Mark II owners to see the films.

8 MR. BENDER: I would very much like to do that.

9 MR. ANDERSON: We anticipate no problems with f
i

10 i
this and we feel that this is a good approach. The place |

II
where they're using this information, incidentally, is

12
in developing the ".11ocity and accela ation fields.

13
But we have started our review, and we anticipate

I#
having our preliminary review of this to the point.where we

i

could conclude on the acceptability of it sometime in March.

6
DR. ZUDANS: May I ask a question?

|
I7

!MR. ANDERSON: Yes.

18 DR. ZUDANS: There are no other structures in the

l'
path of this discharge track other than the core?

20 MR. ANDERSON: Just the T-quencher.

2I DR. 20DANS: Right under the pipe?

22 MR. ANDERSON: Maybe not right under it, but I

23
think this may vary from design to design. And I'm not

24
Ace' federal Reporters, Inc. sure about any other possible ones. That's the only one that '

25
7 __

!
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1

datid35 DR. ZUDANS: I don't like that --
2

MR. ANDERSON: Okay, again, my comment here is
3

I
that we feel it is a defensible approach and we'll get back

to it in March.
5

All right, now let me move on to one item here

relating to a -- a couple of arear., relating to LOCA/SRV

air bubble drag related concerns.

Here also we looked at some revised methodologies
tthat the Mark II owners had generically propcsed, and then '

,

we modified a couple of these things and made some changes

so that we felt in several areas where they were not necessarily

conservative, that it would be conservative.
13

MR. BENDER: Why don't you push that vu-graph up
14

just a little more, all the way near the top so everybody

will see what you're talking about. I
16 ;

|
(Slide.) |17

!

MR. ANDERSON: Now, of those modifications that
.

I
we made to that -- to their load specification.-- I'm '

19
{

talking about Mark II and also Zimmer -- they adopted certain '

aspects of our criteria. Other ones they left -- left open,

and we've had some discussions with them recently.

| And there are a few miscellaneous areas that we

feel still need to be cleaned up, and the Mark II owners
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

at a recent meeting agreed to clean these up in a generic25

|
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r' rid 36 I report that will be submitted in March.

2 MR. BENDER: Is what you're saying also

3 applicable to Zimmer or -- when you're saying --
4 MR. ANDERSON: I'm talking Zimmer. All right.

5 Yes.

6
And the three areas, I'm not going to go into

7 any real detail on this, but here we're talking about they're
8 documenting the references and just how they're using these
9 references for quantifying interference effects from closely

10 spaced structures, justifying through some sensitivity
11

studies equivalent velocity and acceleration in the uniform

12 flow fields.

13 And here we had some concern that they not use
Id this normal -- excuse me -- standard drag coefficients for
15 normal drag consideration, but that they would give

g

16 consideration to drag coefficients taken from accelerating
I7

flow fields.

18
And our original criteria was a very conservative

19
one to bound the case for both oscillating and non-oscillating

20 fields; the oscillating representative of SRV. Now, they've

21 asked us to separate these out and consider for LOCA just the
22 non-oscillating flow field case.

23 For that particular one we don't have too much

24
problem there. We're just asking that they document their '

Ace +ederal Reportm, Inc.

25
references for the data that they're using and in addition that
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Id; id 37 they bring in some additional unpublished data from some --

2 MR. BENDER: What's a typical structure that is

3| affected by this conservative line?

4 MR. ANDERSON: Well, any type -- you have your

5 ECCS return lines and suction lines, and you have your
6 downcomers and your columns. Those are the types of things
7 that are going to be --

0 MR. BENDER: And all of those are influenced by

9
this analysis,

i
i

10 l
MR. ANDERSON: Yes.

11
There are submerged structure drag loads imposed

12
on all of these types of pipes and -- we do not believe that

13 this is any kind of a major area to clean up these things.
I4 I don't want to make this into too much. I believe that the

IS |

Mark II owners and Zimmer understand what we need and it's |
|

6
just a matter of getting it documented.

|
II

MR. BENDER: It's fair to say it's just a |
1

IO detail, then?

19
MR. ANDERSON: That's right. That's how I feel.

20 This item here is also a detail. The chugging

21 mode we have already agreed that there's a conservative load
22

specification that they have presented to us. There were a

23
few little items with regard to FSI concerns, some questions

24
that we have been asking -- we've seen the results of some |Ace +sderal Reporters, Inc.

25
intermediate program efforts that are coming later on where

|

|
1
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d--i.d38 I they're going to be refining their chugging load specification.

2 We feel that some of this -- some of our questions should be

3 documented -- excuse me, I -- some of the response to our
4 questions should be documented.

5 But as far as getting a clear understanding of

6 this with regard to being able to substantially reduce the

7 loads, those things will be relegated to the intermediate

8 program confirmation effort.

9
So this is really not -- this is again --

,

i

10 l MR. BENDER: I'm not ready yet to concede that f
U

the chugging loads are necessarily a detail.

I2 MR. ANDERSON: Chugging -- no, I agree with.it.

13 But what we're saying is that for various reasons discussed

I4
at the generic meeting with ACRS we believe that the load

5 specification that they currently have is a very conservative
16 load specification.

I7
This is one aspect of the load where we haven't

18 co.npletely closed on it, but we feel thatthe conservatism

U with regard to their using a single load, with regard to their |
1

20 having picked out those preferentially from very low air I

21 content, a variety of reasons; we believe we have a very

22 conservative load specification.

23 In addition, what we've seen with regard to some
24 of the intermediate. program efforts to quantify FSI effects {Ace-Fedoest Reponm, Inc.

25
they indicate a potential -- a very potential -- excuse me --

l,
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dr-id39 I a very substantial reduction in the load specification.

2 MR. BENDER: Hopefully, we'll hear from the

3| applicant in this hearing.

4 MR. FLYNN: Yes.

5 DR. ZUDANS: Just for clarification: how is it

6 intended to quantify interference effects of closely spaced
7 structures?

8 MR. ANDERSON: There are various references that

9 the Mark II owners and Zimmer have referenced that do this. f
i

10 I
Our concern is that when you go outside of the -- |

II
MR. BENDER: Do you have --

I2 MR. ANDERSON: -- test considerations, what

13 kind of guidelines are being given to specific architect
Id engineers to know how to extrapolate, if they have to

!
15 extrapolate, and we wanted them to propose some -- some
16

generic guidelines on using those references, not just quote
I7 a varietyof references. '

I8 DR. ZUDANS: Okay. I think --

MR. BENDER: Okay.

20 I
MR. ANDERSON: All right. One slide here on some i

21 confirmatory program efforts.

22 (Slide.)
23

The first item being the Zimmer plant relief valve

tests -- the relief valve tests. The -- I -- we heard a '
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 presentation on these relief valve tests several places some
!
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de id40 I months ago and also the last presentation we had was the

2
~

same one thatthe ACRS subcommittee had.

3| We really haven't had any more details since then.

4 Conceptua-ly we're in general agreement, that they look

5 liek they're addressing the right things, but we haven't

6 seen the detail test plans. However, Zimmer has agreed to

7 provide us the detailed test plan and to sit down with us

8 and we expect that within u.'eeks.

9 MR. BENDER: Are these in-situ tests?

10 1
MR. ANDERSON: Yes, they are.

I Okay. Now, we talked at various times about

12 some confirmatory efforts and confirmatory programs. I'm

13
not really going to go into a variety of those things, but

Id there is one area that I think perhaps we.should highlight at.
I15 this point. And that's that at a recent meeting with the

16 Mark II owners they did commit to or identify some additional
I7 testing that they planned to do with regard to LOCA related
18

steam condensation oscillation tests.

19
And these tests include the resurrection of the

20
4-T facility to include extended 4-T tests. The. specific

21 area of concern is condensation oscillations. More specifically,
22 if you looked at the 4-T facility, the 4-T facility does have
23

a prototypical downcomer from the top of the wet well down,

24
but when you go fromthe connection from the wet well to the '

Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 dry well, there's a long length of pipe there and some questions
I
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.

Id id41 have come up with regard to acoustic effects.

And in order to provide complete closure on this

3| area, the Mark II owners have identified this as an area that

#
they're going to be doing some testing. And this has been

identified as a confirmatory effort. At this point we do not

6 see any implications of this on the acceptability of our

7 load specifications for Zimmer.

8 This is a conformatory effort, again.

9
In addition to this which is a generic program,

|
10 I i

at that same meeting, and another test program was identified

11
by a specific applicant, one of the Mark II owners, and

12
they have contracted with KW to run some similar tests. They

wanted data, so that it was -- they were -- the plant that

14
is doing this is a plant that is in the intermediate plant

15
categcry, and they wanted data that they could take credit

for, where they could~get.information, where they could

17
take credit for some load reduction.

18
So they have instituted their own program. They

19
will also be looking at .ais area of condensation oscillations;

20
in addition they're going to be looking at vent lateral loads,

21
in other words, the dynamic vent lateral load. The 4-T

22
tests, we understand that a report will be due -- will be

23
issued around fourth quarter of 1980, and the GKM II

I
24 ,

Y Y *Ace-Federaf Reporters, Inc.

25 DR. PLESSET: Can I characterize these latter two
|
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Id id42 sets of tests as detailed as well?

2
MR. ANDERSON: I'm not sure that I would say

that.

4
I would .say they are part of a confirmatory

'5 program, and they're also a part of a load reduction effort.

6 From the standpoint of Zimmer, I guess we could say that it

7 is a detail. With regard to perhaps some other plants,

8 not necessarily. But --

9 DR. PLESSET: Tnat's what I wanted to know.
,

i

MR. BENDER: Cliff -- excuse me -- Cliff --

11
MR. ANDERSON: Yes.

I

MR. BENDER: In going through all the reports

13
I couldn't find anything that told me the location of the

14
temperature measurements that are going to be made in the

15
Zimmer in-plant tests. Could you refer me to the document?

0
MR. ANDERSON: Liek I was indicating before, l

|I7 neither we nor you have received detailed test plans for !

I0 the Zimmer in-plant tests. All we have are just a few

19 slides, the same slides that you got at the ACRS meeting,
20

so I don't - .are you talking Ebout this?

MR. BENDER: Yes, and in particular the --

2
MR. ANDERSOl'.- Right. It hasn't been. identified

23
yet. We -- we will be sitting down with Zimmer with their

24 ,

Aa FMust Reomes, lm ' 5

25
point we r vild have it, and I assume that within that same

!
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d d43 I time frame that test plans with the details of the

2 instrumentation should be made available to you.

MR. BENDER: I just register concern because

4 if you're looking for stratification, you have to make sure

5 that it's properly instrumented.

6 MR. ANDERSON: Okay, one last slide, our

7 conclusions.

8
(Slide.)

9 Zimmer has adopted the large majority of our !

|
10 1 '

criteria. In a few areas where some things still have to be

11
worked out, we anticipate no problem in resolving these

12
couple of loose ends in these few open items.

13
As a result of this, provided Zimmer can get us

14 '

that information in the time frame of around middle -- early
'

15 to middle March, we believe that we can write an SER supplementj
i

16
that closes off on the area of pool dynamics sometime in

17
March.

i

18
In addition, we plan to .put out a generic

;
i

19 isupplement to the NUREG-0487, which will provide the detailed ;
i

20
bases for some of these alternate criteria that have been

21 proposed generically by the Mark II owners where we have

22 accepted them.

'3
And finally, with regard to the confirmatory efforts*

24
and the Zimmer in-plant tests, we -- we believe that these |, , , , , , , , , , , ,

25
tests are going to confirm the nature of the lead plant loads,

I



__ _ _ __ _._ _..

46

d id44 I the Zimmer loads.
-

2 And that's --

3 MR. BENDER: Questions?

4 MR. ANDERSON: Jack, did you want to make a

5 comment?

6 MR. PELTIER: I think now would be appropriate

7 to discuss basically our basis of review of the reactor

8 cavity support analysis for Zimmer.

MR. BENDER: Can you get a mike?- |
9

,

10 I MR. KUDRICK: We have reviewed the Zimmer
|

U
application relative to the reactor cavity support analysis

12 based on current state of the art technology, which means that
13 one dimensional code or the only analytical method
I4 available for licensing calculation. As.you are aware,

|
!

15 however, we have undergoing a generic task action plan, A-2, j

16 which specifically is geared towards developing guidelines i

I7
relative to the evaluation of reactor cavity support for

18
approval of the Zimmer plan.

I9 It's conditional based on the final results of that
20 A-2 program. I think we have just received some recent

21 information relative to the Beacon code development program,
22 which is being sponsored by the reactor safety research arm
23 of the NRC. They have developed a code with two dimensional

24
capability. It has been checked out preliminarily and they '

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25

are now underway in the application of the program by comparing |

1
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d id45 I it with test data. It's very early in the qualification

2 stage; however, a report was just released by EG & G, which

3 I received a copy last week of. It is a comparison of the

# Beacon analysis with COMPARE analysis, which is the staff's

5 code, on a specific reactor cavity configuration.

6 I think the results are significant from the

7 standpoint from getting -- trying to get an understanding

8 of one D versus two D effects.

9 The overall result was that the Beacon results were

10 I
fapproximately 50 percent of those computed by COMPARE. It's

|11
not completely understood as to precisely why the reduction

12 occurred, however there's no evidence that the 'two D effect

-

13 would jeopardize the results of a one D calculation.

Id
MR. BENDER: Questions?

I

DR. PLESSET: Just a comment. I recall ~when we

16 I
had similar concerns about multiflex that you had Sandia l

!
17

run one of their fancy bomb. codes -- my mike's not on? !

MR. BENDER: No, that's all right. You just

19
weren't talking -- you're probably too far away from it.

20 DR. PLESSET: Oh, I'm sorry.

21
We had similar questions at one time about

22 Westinghouse and the multiflex code. I think the concerns

23 there were less because it's more acoustic than this particular

24
case. And I recall that you had as part of your technical '

IAce Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
assistance program the Sandia people use one of their bomb

I

I
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Id' id46 codes to make these kinds of comparisons, and to see one D

2
~

or two D and what were the limitations.

3| I think the -- I'm not that convinced that

d
Beacon is going to be the solution to your problem.

MR. KUDRICK : Well, I think we're aware of the

6 fact that the present codes do have certain limitations.

7 However, I should add that Beacon represents an advanced

8 code, represents advanced technology relative to licensing.

9
To date we have not gotten any surprises.

,

I

We also have a program of comparing with available

11
test data, principally the Battelle-Frankfurt test serie.s.

12
We are still performing those comparative type analyses. To

13
date we have not received any surprises in those test areas.

14
So we de recognize that there is work necessary

15
to totally define the problem analytically. However, we feel

16
that we're justified to pursuing licensing actions based on

17
what we know today.

18
DR.PLESSET: Would it be possible for me to see

19
some of these comparisons and not take up more of the sub-

20
committee's time?

21
MR. KUDRICK: Our subcontract -- subcontractor,

22
Los Alamos, is planning to issue a status report on that in

23
the near future.

24
DR. PLESSET: Who is doing the work at Los Alamos? |A=-Feerei nemem mc

25
MR. KUDRICK : Dick Gido is supervising that work.

!

|
, ,
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d' id 47 I
DR. PLESSET: Would.it be all right for me to

2
contact him directly?

3
MR. KUDRICK: I have no problem with that.

4 MR. BENDER: Jack, were you responsible for

5 that work within the staff or was somebody else?
6 MR. KUDRICK: Yes, we are.

7 MR. BENDER: Okay, thank you. I just wanted

8 to be sure that we weren't bypassing normal channels.

9
| Is that all, Jack?

i
i i

10 l
MR. KUDRICK: That's all I have to say. |

11
MR. BENDER: Other comments in that area?

12
(No response.)

13
If not, Irv, go ahead.

I
MR. PELTIER: Jack jumped the gun on me a little

15 bit here, but obviously we -- the second part of this whole
{

16 pool dynamics load picture is the -- is the design assessment
I7 and whzt normal load is well designed, conservative design --

[
t

18 there's still the prol51em of assessing the containment
19

structures '.o withstand or accommodate those loads.
20 I think I will ask Franz Schauer if he has
21

anything to say about our status -- not specifically on your

22
agenda -- but the applicant for several years now has been

23
reassessing his plant from the -- to leave that issue closed,

24
and we've been in the process of reviewing it, so Franz, |Acs+eceral Reporters, Inc.

25
could you give us just a brief summary of where we stand in

,
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Idavid 48 our assessment of the containment systems structures.

MR. SCHAUER: I'm Franz 3chauer, structural

3
engineering branch.

4
I can speak only for the structures portion,

5 not for the systems, of course, As it was pointed out, the

6 applicant has been making a reassessment of his containment

7 and other structures for the change in load specifications.

8 The structural engineering branch has required them to make

9 that assessment using the absolute sum vis-a-vis the SRSS

10 I approach.

11
We are satisfied with the results to date on that

I2
and I don't expect any surprises in the future. We think

13
that any changes in loads, if they're not extreme, would

14
also be -- show acceptable structures.

15
Are there any questions?

16
MR. BENDER: Is the absolute sum requirement

17
applicable only to Zimmer because it's convenient for

0 Zimmer?

19
MR. SCHAUER: We have never -- the staff has |

;

20
never accepted for structures anything other than an

21 absolute sum.

22 MR. BENDER: What is it thatmakes the staff

23
reluctant to accept something else in this case, but

24
finds it acceptable in other applications? '

Ace "aderat Reporters, Inc.

25
MR. SCHAUER: The staff has not found anything

!
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david 49 I other than the absolute sum acceptable for structures in

2 any application.

3 MR. BENDER: Well, for some types of structures

4
I guess I would concede the point, but for other types of

5 structures, I would have to take issue. In some fuel

6 structures I think you have accepted other than the

7 absolute sum.

8 MR. SCHAUER: Well, within the purview of the

9 structure. You're right on that, yes.

10 ! MR. BENDER: But what is it that makes the staff

II
refuse to recognize the fact that it may not be realistic

12 to assume that the -- all loads are imposed simultaneously
13 and therefore have to be added arithmetically?
I4 MR. SCHAUER: We -- I don ' t think ycu could

_

15 characterize it as being one of adamant refusal to consider
I0 another viewpoint.

I7 As you realize, this particular way'of doing
18 business has been with us since the first reactors were

|

I9
licensed. As information is developed in this area and

20 i

as we can support another approach, we certainly will i

21 consider it. I would like to point out, however, that if

22 you look into applicant and -- how should I term it -- NSSS

23 supplier research into this area, about -- almost all of it

24 has been directed towards piping systems and really none of iAc Metal Reporters, Inc.

25 it has been directed towards structures as such.
!
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david 50 1 MR. BENDER: Well, I won't argue that. Of course

2 they're going to put their effort where the greatest payoff
3 is. And a certain amount of logic might bring you to the

4 conclusion that what applies to one type of structure isn't

5 also applicable to another.

6 Why doesn't the staff do something in this area

7 to consider whether its requirements are too stringent or

8 not.

9 MR. SCHAUER: As a matter of fact, I think the

10 I staff is doing quite a bit of work in this area. As you know,

II we have two reports in-house from Westinghouse. We have

12 asked -- we have asked consultants to us to review those
13 reports independently. We're doing some work in the staff on

14 this with regard to these same reports.
15 We are sponsoring through research a margins
16

program which also has impact in this area, and I think

17 research has also developed another specific program to
18 address this area.

;
I

I9
So I think there is quite a bit of work starting

20 | i
in this area. '

2I MR. BENDER: Thank you. Go ahead, Irv.

22 MR. PELTIER: Bob, would you like to add anything
23 with regard to the other systems, mechanical equipment,
24 where the assessment program stands there? |Ar f:eral Reporters, Inc.

25 MR. BOSNAK: As I indicated earlier, there are
!
l

I
i

. . . .
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david 51 I several components, several items, for instance, snubber

2 systems that the applicant has called our attention to that

3
do not meet the absolute sum criteria. So we are looking

4 at these. There are several yet to be recovered in the

5 balance of plant.

6 In addition, a letter has recently gone out to

7 the applicant discussing equipment qualifications. We are

8 looking at the equipment qualification for the -- both the

9
seixmic and the vibratory loads associated with the pool

10 1
swell dynamics.

11
Part of this will be the in-situ test program

12
that Cliff Anderson mentioned. We will be looking at the

13
response that's measured in particular components and

equipment during the in-situ test to be sure that the

15
equipment has been properly qualified.

6
MR. BENDER: In this case, what constitutes

17 qualification?

18 MR. BOSNAK: Equipment qualification is either by

19
analysis or by test, and there is for the given piece of

20 equipment a required response spectrum we're talking about,
21

tests for load combination by analysis.

2
MR. BENDER: Or that they're imposed for some

23
spectrum, I suppose --

|

24
MR. BOSNAK: Yes. iAq 1eral Reporters, Inc.

25
MR. BENDER: On the structure --

!

,
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Idavid 52 DR. PLESSET: That's a good point --

MR. BENDER: Can you put all the load combinations

3
in at the same time?

MR. BOSNAK: This is what is being done perhaps

5 somewhat arbitrarily as far as the -- as far as the test

6 is concerned, to develop the required response spectrum. But

7 the answer is yes, you can.

8 MR. BENDER: And when you do it by analysis, what

9 do you do?

10
MR. BOSNAK: When you do it by analysis, you have

11
the loads -- and again, the combinations we believe are

12
conservative. And the question then is: do you need the

13 associated code criteria, either on stress or strain? If

14
you do not -- there arecases where you do not -- those

15
can be evaluated individually. And again, because of the j

i
16

conservatisms we have in the load, we don't believe there's

17
going to be a problem.

MR. BENDER: Thank you.

19
DR. ZUDANS: I'd like to ask a question of

20
Dr. Schauer.

21
The way I understood -- maybe I'm understanding

22
it wrong -- but you have agreed on SRSS for LOCA and SSC.

23 The only issues that remains is what to do with SRVs and

24
*A- Neral Reporters, Inc.

25
DR. SCHAUER: That's correct.

!
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david 53 I DR. ZUDANS: are there any other --

2 MR. PELTIER: Bob -- excuse me a minute. I

3
think really Bob Bosnak would probably like to handle that.

4 MR. BOSNAK: Dr. Zudans, that's for the

0 components. Now, I -- Franz can speak for the structures.

0 DR. ZUDANS: But would you make a distinction

7 between components and structures?

8 DR. SCHAUER: We are at the present time, yes, sir.

9 DR. ZUDANS: You are. But you still accept it

10 I that lead and LOCA combinations are SRSS?
II

DR. SCHAUER: For the primary loop.

I2 MR. BENDER: But not yet for the --

13 DR. SCHAUER: But not for the structures.

I4 DR. ZUDANS: Not for the structures.

15
DR. SCHAUER: That's correct.

6
MR. BENDER: Don't try to explain the logic of it.

I7 That's just the rule.

IO
(Laughter.)

DR. ZUDANS: You did accept --

20 MR. BOSNAK: The NUREG document rmecifically
21 lays out the acceptance of the SRSS as for LOCA and SSE for
22 the NSSS system alone.

23 DR. ZUDANS: Only in --

#
MR. BOSNAK: Only NSSS.

|A dersi Reporters, inc.

DR. ZUDANS: Well, I read it, and I misread-it.
!
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Idavid 54 MR. BENDER: Irv.

2 MR. PELTIER: Well, I think we've got it pretty

3 well all together here now. And I will just jump ahead

4 here to this slide.

5
(Slide.)

6 This vu-graph lists the item of disagreement

7 that we had with the applicant, the new issues that I talked

8 about the the resolved issues. Jack -- these are -- he's

9 already talked about the active vessel support. resolution.

10 On the plant support staffing -- I don't know if

11
you can see that down there or not -- we only had a problem

12 there originazly at the time of the November 17th meeting

13 with the maintenance superviser and the reactor engineer that

' I4
: would be assigned to the plant.

15 The reactor engineer, we understand +as -- well,.

16
the applicant has assigned a man who meets our qualifications

I7
to. supplement the reactor engineer until such time as he !

18
himself meets our qualifications and we are satisfied with

19
their approach to that problem.

20
The applAcant is committed to put a maintenance

21
superviser on by March 1, 1979 who meets our qualifications,

22
and I guess we have to ask the applicant if he's on board

23
yet, a day early or so.

24
* 'A eral Reporters, Inc.

or two late. I believe it's March the 4th or 5th that man's
!

,
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david 5L I coming in here.

2 MR. BRINKMAN: Yes, he's starting Monday.

3 MR. BENDER: We'll come back to this later. I

4 think we're interested in be staffing question.

5 MR. PELTIER: Yes, later on in the agenda there is

6 more discussion on our plant staffing. But I wanted to point

7 out that that particular issue in the SER had been resolved.

8 Lyman Heller, I guess -- he was here, but I guess

9 he stepped out again. He'll be back this afternoon to talk

10
about the item of disagreement, where we stand on that

11
situation.

12
Wayne is here. Wayne Hodges is here to talk

13 about the TLTA or answer your questions that you may have

I4
on that subject and we might as well go into that now and

15 then afterwards I'll talk about this toxic chemical issue
{

16 that we have.

17
So, Wayne, I've already given them a brief

18 summary of where we stand on that. Maybe they'd just like to ;
i

I9
ask you some questions.

20 MR. HODGES: Okay. I don't have any prepared

21 presentation, but I'm willing to answer any questions that

22 you have, so --

23
MR. BENDER: Are there questions for Mr. Hodges?

'
DR. PLESSET: Is there any relevance of the recentA 1eral Reporters, Inc.

TLTA test to the -- this plant? Do you remember what I'm
I
i

!
i
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davidS6 I speaking of? Where they followed the depressurization on

2 the spray and injection --

MR. HODGES: We have looked at the ev3'uation

4 models that GE currently uses to evaluate the LOCA. And

5 we considered the effects of the slow depressuirzation

6 rates, the possibility of a higher extinguishing rate in the

7 core; that coupled with an increase heat transfer device

8 from an increased steaming rate, the fact that they neglect

9 in the model such things as condensation of steam on the

10
walls of the channel boxes. That would tend to remove steam

11
from the system over what they calculate.

And we have come to the conclusion that their

13
model as it now stands is an acceptable model that meets

14
the general requirements of Appendix K, and so we have no

15
problems as far as Zimmer or other plants are concerned using

16
that model in plant calculations.

17
We do still intend to have GE make comparisons

18 of this model with the TLTA data; all of the four tests

19
have been run. There were three of the high power tests

20 and one low power test. And we have compared them with the
1

21
three high power tests, and two low power and one high power.

22
And if there are any discrepencies between the

23
model and the data that show up we think need to be corrected,

24 ,

we will ask GE to go back and make those changes, but we |a ner.. n.oonen, ine.

25
still find the model test as now being applied is accept:.ble.

|.
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Idavid 57 DR. PLESSET: Well, actually this was my impression

2 right off when I heard the tests, that they didn't affect

3
the acceptability of the ECCS relative to Appendix K. So

I wondered why was this reported to tihie licensing board?#

MR. HODGES: We're being very cautious because --

0 DR. PLESSET: It might just confuse them. That's

7 the question I had. Do you agree that it might?

8 MR. HODGES: I agree that it is raising an issue

9 something that's probably of a very small effect, a very

10 I minor effect.

I
DR. PLESSET: Yes.

I2 MR. HODGES: But in the past we've got our hand

13 slapped for not telling the board about items, even when

I#
they turned out later to be insignificant. And so in

15
responding to that, there's a tendency to notify the boards

|
16

when anything unusual appears.

17
(Laughter.)

8
DR. PLESSET: Well thank you.

19 |MR. BENDER: Irv.
|

t MR. PELTIER: I'd like to mention that the --

21 the compacted backfillissue is one that was discussed at the

22
November 17th meeting. This is the one that has tfo do with

23
the dewatering of the backfill to reduca core pressure in

24
the back and compact it, the materials. And the only dispute '

|A rieral Reoorters, Inc.

25
here that we have with the applicant over is what level should

|

|
,
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david 58 I be maintained in the -- our position is currently 457

2
feet, and the applicant feels that at the CP stage, that

3
a 480 foot level was considered adequate.

4
We have -- to the best of knowledge we have not

5
gotten oe; consultant to respond to our request that he

6
take a look at this, but Lyman Heller when he's here this

7
afternoon will be able to talk about it a little bit more.

8
I understand the Ohio River is cooperating, and the

9
applicant is getting more data right now on the levels in

10
the backfill resulting from flood conditions in the river.

11
And that data will probably be very useful for making the

12
final decision on this matter.

13 MR. BENDER: Is the -- perhaps the applicant is

I4 going to comment, but I wondered about the practicality
15 of the water in the plant, and I guess that may be the
6

issue. Is it?

MR. PELTIER: Well, it has safety significance.

MR. BENDER: Well, I understand that it has
{

19
safety significance in some people's mind and it may be of

,

20 great importance, but my question still is, how much pumping is
21 needed to eliminate the concern, and I'm not sure I understand I
22 whether the pumping is a factual thing to do or whether they
23 have to change the backfill.

24
What's intended? i

Ac 1eral Reporters, Inc. t

25
MR. PELTIER: Remember, this backfill is in a clay

!

'
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david 59 I blanket underneath all the category one structures, and

2 it's compacted in -- and I'm way outside my field now of

3 course. But it's my understanding that when the water

4 level rises on the outside and rises also on the inside,

5 you're increasing the floor pressure in that backfill which

6 weakens its stress capability or something like that.

7 And it's only a question of what does an adequate,

8 keeping the water down below some level, being adequate to
9 assure the structural integrity of the backfill would not

10 be impaired. It's a matter of relief of what --

11
MR. BENDER: That's -- I wasn't trying to clarify

I2 that point. It was more a matter of trying to determine

13 whether the issue has come about because it's impractical
I4 to pump this much water out as was needed to keep the level
15

at an acceptable point or whether it could be done but the
i
i

16 cost of doing it turns out to be extremely high because you
17 have to do something else besides use the existing backfill.
18 Do you have a comment on it?

i

MR. FLYNN: Yes, sir, we'll be happy --

20 !
MR. BENDER: Thank you --

2I MR. FLYNN: -- to comment given the opportunity.

2
MR. BENDER: We'd like to understand the issue

23
better, even though we may not be able to resolve it here

24
today. I'd just like to know why it is the difference exists. |A, deral Reporters, Inc.

MR. PELTIER: Now, this is where I could talk all
!
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david 60 I afternoon on a confirmatory item. But I'd like to point

2 out here that some of the confirmatory items we -- we intend

3 to see that --

4 DR. PLESSET: What do you mean by confirmatory item?

5 I don't -- what does confirmatory item mean?

6 MR. PELTIER: I'm sorry. As I exp'ained earlier, a

7 confirmatory item is an item where the staff has its position

8 and we're just really waiting for enough information,

9 enough things to get done that we can confirm that be

10 applicant has adequately met our position.

11
And I have two vugraphs -- I couldn't get it all

12 on one -- I don't know what detail you would like to discuss

13 each of these, but as I started tosay, we intend to see these

I#
things through to resolution before issuing an operating

15 license.

I0 MR. BENDER: Well, this is a category that is kind

I7 of nseto this application. We used to have something called

18 open issues, and now as I see it, we've got outstanding issues

19
and we've got confirmatory items and we've got items of

20 lisagreement. The items of disagreement I think I understand

21 quite well, and I think I vaguely understand outstanding issues.

22
Is there any question about the ability to confirm

23 these items that are listed up here?

24 iMR. PELTIER: It is our judgment that there is not, |A detal Reporters, Inc.

25
and that is why they're in this ca_egory.

I
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david 61 I MR. BENDER: And the applicant is going to say

2 whether he agrees with that, I hope. What is it -- can you

3 say something about the timing of confirmation? Do all of

4 them get confirmed before fuel loading or when?

5 MR. PELTIER: Thct is our objective is to confirm

6 all of them before licensing.

7 MR. BENDER: Before licensing.

8 MR.PELTIER: There's always that possibility of

9 course that something will hang out and we'll have to take

10 a lock at it at that time and reassess whether it's really

that important to confirm it before licensing or not.

I2 MR. BENDER: Let's --

13 MR. PELTIER: Our intent is to confirm it before

I4 licensing. Is that correct, John?

15
MR. FLYNN: That's correct.

0
MR. BENDER: Can we just -- let me go down through

17 the list and ask questions, rather than go down through them
18 in detail.

;

MR. PELTIER: That's very good --

20 MR. BENDER: That way at least I'll get some

21 response, and you'll get -- On the qualification of

22
equipment, how much equipment is involved?

23

24
,

Ac peral Reporters, Inc.
'
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mm1

1
_.

2
. . _ .

3 MR. PELTIER: This program started out as our

4 seismic qualification program, and we are in the process of

5 firming up the details of that effort right now with the

6 Applicants.

7 Would you like to give a little sammary of where

8 we stand?
,

9 MR. BOSNAK: We have visited the plant, have

10 1 gone through the balance of plant equipment. What we have yet

M to get better in place -- and I understand our letter that

12 went out to the Applicant last Friday, will deal with th e NSSS

13 equipment.

14 MR. BENDER: Is there any plant which has qualified

15 such equipment yet?

16 MR. BOSNAK: We recently went throu''h on a limited

17 basis, the Hatch 2 plant. And in our SER, we indicated there

18 that they would require the generic program. And that was the
I
i

19 reason that we felt we could go forward with the licensing of

20 the plant.

21 I believe the same argument will apply here.

22 MR. BENDER: Does snytsdy have any questions on

23 transient analysis?

24 (No response) i

A. -deral Reporters, Inc. I

25 The reactor flow control system. What is the issue >

l
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mm2 1 that you are trying to get confirmation on?

2 MR. PELTIER: The reactor flow control system is

3 new to BWRs as I understand it.

4 It is a system that involves the switching from

5 low Speed voltage to quarter speed voltage to high speed

6 voltage, to driving the recirculation pumps during startup.

7 The Staff's concern here was one of what kind of

8 transient can we e >pect from this switching mode bot'a as a

9' consequence of normal operation or passibly a failure mode.

10 | Norm Wagner i.s here now and can tell you where we

11 stand on our review of the recirculation system.

12 MR. WAGNER: Norman Wagner, Reactor System Branch.

13 We had several concerns with the flow control system,

14 some of which were developcd before this meeting. One of

15 which was the LOCA.
,

|
16 Our problem was, what happens if the valve in the

|

17 unbroken loop closes and the Applicant calculated satisfactorily

18 that the temperatures involved would not affect our LOCA
I
i

19 calculation to bring it out of requirements of 10 CFR 50.6.

20 Another problem we had with cavitation. And again

21 the Applicant showed us that the cavitation would be a long-

22 term sort of thing.

23 We were concerned that the pump might break up as

24 a result of cavitation. But the Applicant contended that this ,

A. 1eral Reporters, Inc.

25 would not occur. And if we did indeed have problems with the

I
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mm3 pump, this would be picked up by vibration sensors within thej

plant.
2

Our third problem as stated was the transient
3

analysis. We were concerned that in the shifting of the pump
4

from the low flow motor generator set, which was a 15-cycle

source of power,and would power the pump at 25 percent speed,

then shifting to the normal 60-cycle current would sweep out
7

v ids within the plant, and possibly give us a reactivity
8

' exertion.
9

And the Applicant came back and showed that their
10

normal operation would produce a very small reactivity exertion
,j

of the order of 16 sets.g
.

However ,we went further and we wanted them to
13

examine what would_ happen if the valve which was normally
j,

supposed to be closed down to 25 percent -- it is a flow control
15

valve -- closed down to 25 percent opening would be completely
16

open when this occurred.g

And we spoke to GE about this. And they pointed out
18

|
that this problem was not as severe as one that they had

19

already analyzed which was opening up the valve which is a*

. g

fast rate of about 30 percent per second, rather than theg

slower startup of the pumps. And this had been analyzed andg

showed that there was no concern.g

S we were satisfied that the sweeping out of the
24

A, 1eral Reporters, Inc. !

v ids 41en shifted from 25 percent to 100 percent speed
25

I
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mm4
1 would not be a problem. And this was found acceptable. And

2 we accepted the Jeactor flow control system on that basis.

3 MR. BENDER: Let me get back to the ca vitation ques-

4 tion for just a moment.

5 Does that concern arise at full flow or part flow,

6 and is it the result of an inadvertent back flow?

7 What is the problem?

8 MR. WAGNER: Well, we were concerned that if they

9 managed somehow to operate out of the cavlation area -- within

|
10 the cavitation area, that they might get, as I said, what I '

11 would consider explosive cavitation where the pump would go

12 to pieces.

13 This is not a real concern.

14 MR. BENDER: How did you envision that would come

15 about. Would it be because you had accidently closed the i

|
16 valve and when you were running the pump at full flow or full |

"

17 speed or what?

18 Mr.. WAGNER: I would imagine this would occur . hen
I

19 they were operating the pump at full speed.

'

20 They are supposed to be 7 degrees subcooled and
;

21 somehow managed, by whatever purpose or whatever means, to

22 lose that subcooling.

23 MR. BENDER: I see.

24 Okay. Thank you. -

A dwal Rgmrtm, Inc. |

25 And I guess GE has shown that if that occurs they

!

|
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mm5 will know about it a long time before the impeller flies

2 apart?

3 MR. WAGNER: Yes, exactly.

4 MR. BENDER: Okay. Thank you.

5 The control rod drive tube question has to do with

6 what, the possibility of cracking occurring?

7 MR. PELTIER: Yes. This is the collar tube.

8 We have Bernie --

9 MR. BENDER: It is the same old question?

10 ! MR. PELTIER: The same old question of the collar

11 tube. Yes.

12 MR. BENDER: Fine, we don't need to address it

13 further.

14 What is new about in-service inspection that you

15 need to confirm?

16 MR. PELTIER: In-service inspection.

17 Bob,, can you talk to that? Bob Herman.

18 MR. HERMAN: With regard to in-service inspection
|
t

19 the licensee hasn't provided their in-service inspection plan.

20 That is not necessarily required until it becomes part of the

21 commercial operation.

22 I believe that the reason the licensee has elected

23 not to t rovide their in-service inspection plan now is

24 because they want to take advantage of the preservice inspec-
Ac dwal Reporurs. im:. I

25 tion and define what items they are going to -- possible
!
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mm6
I relief may be needed for. And also of the updating requirements

2 of the regulations.

3 So the items are open in terms of, do we take a

4 look at the plan.

5 MR. BENDER: Is the in-service inspection problem

6 with Mark II containment concepts more difficult than the

7 requirement for either Mark I or Mark III?

8 MR. HERMAN: I can't speak about the Mark III, but

9 I believe it -- the requirements are probably better than they

10 I were in the Mark I.

II MR. BENDER: You mean the equipment is more

12 accessible?

13 MR. HERMAN: Yes.

Id MR. BENDER: Thank you.

15 So you don't envision that it will be any worse

16
than it is on plants that have been previously licensed?

17 MR. HERMAN: We think it will be quite a bit better.

18 So far as the preservice program is going, most all major

19 items -- I believe only four items were changed. I believe

20 there is a request for -- a couple of them are really required

21 to code editions. And major items are accessible. Vessel wells

22 are accessible, nozzles, things like that.

23 The system generally is more accessible.

24
MR. BENDER: Thank you. '

A detal Reporters, Inc. !

25
Other questions on in-service inspection?

!
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1 ONo response)

2 The recirc pump trip. Is that mainly ATWS effects

3 that you are asking about?

4 MR. PELTIER: The recirc pump trip is the problem

5 where the Applicant had not included the ATWS pump trip in

6 transient analysis.

7 Norm, can you tell us where we stand on that?

8 MR. WAGNER: Yes.

9 As Irv said, the problem was including the

10 1 recirc pump trip in the overpressurization transients, to see

11 if this affected us adversely.

12 The Applicant has recently come in with a new

~

13 calculation sometime last Month and we are reviewing that.

14 We have some questions which are internal. We may

15 be able to resolve them without speaking to the Applicant. But

16 if we have to, we will try to call the Applicant and perhaps

1-7 we can discuss them informally, if possible.

18 MR. BENDER: Thank you.

19 DR. CATTON: What code is used for making those

20 calculations?

21 Under transient analysis you listed the ODYN

22 versus REDY code.

23 When you do your recirc pump trip effects

24 calculations, or when GE does, what code is used. And what
Ac 1 cal Rmorters, lx.

25 code is used for other ATWS calculations? The thermal hydraulids
|

|
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mm8
1 side of it?

'

2 MR. WAGNER: To be honest, I am not certain. But

3 I don't think -- I know the REDY code is not utilized for

4 either of these calculations.

5 DR..CATTON: But some of your items up.there are

6 a little bit interdependent. You can't really get past

7 transient -- you can' t get to the recirc pump calculations

8 until you have resolved the transient analysis part, right?

9 MR. WAGNER: That is correct.

10 1 MR. BENDER: Any other questions on recirc pumps?

11 MR. TEDESCO: Mr. Tedesco from the Staff.

12 The item up there dealing with the transient

13 analysis, ODYN versus REDY, the Staff has just recently

14 finished with their evaluation on the acceptability of the

15 ODYN code.
;

i

16 And at this point we are saying that the code is

17 acceptable for use of transient analysis. We are still in the

|
18 process, however, of defining an acceptable margin. i

i

19 But once we complete our evaluation we will tell |
!

20 GE, and it in turn will be applied to Zimmer to go ahead and

21 make their transient calculations using the ODYN code.

22 And this is supposed to be done hopefully before licensing

23 or at least before die initial power operation.

24 DR. CATTOM So you will not depend on the REDY ,

A seral Reporters, Inc.

25 code for the calculation?

!
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mm9 1 MR. TEDESCO: No.

2 DR. CATTON: Good. Thank you.

3 MR. PELTIER: I might add the Applicant has

4 submitted the analysis.

5 DR. CATTON: Does this plant have automatic boron

6 injection?

7 MR. PELTIER: No.

8 DR. CATTON: Is it going to be requested or not?

9 MR. TEDESCO: That is a requirement on generic

10 1 evaluation on the ATWS that we are going to have. We will

11 be talking more with the ACRS subcommittee.

12 MR. BENDER: But you do not plan to resolve that

13 prior to licensing? Or do you?

14 MR. TEDESCO: This whole issue on ATWS will be the
_

15 subject of a rulemaking process that is going to take somen i

16 time. In the interim we will probably develop some initial

17 or interim action that will be applicable to to Zimmer and

18 other plants going on line before we complete the rulemaking
I
i

19 process.

20 MR. BENDER: But not prior to licensing.

21 MR. TEDESCO: We will have interim action.on

22 Zimmer. It may require some administrative control including

23 the recire pump trip installation in the analysis.

24 MR. BENDER: I think my question is, do you ,

A <!eral Reporters, Inc.

25 intend to apply the interim requirements as part of the

I



mm
10 1 licensing treatment?

2 Mit. TEDESCO: At this point we will probably

3 establish interim requirements.

4 MR. BENDER: Thank you. Gkay.

5 Exceptions to 10 CFR 50 Appendix G, H and J,.

6 what are they?

7 MR. PELTIER: John, I think you probably understand

8 this a little better than I do. Maybe you can kick that one

9 off.

10 1 MR. STOLTZ: Every other plant has required some

11 exemptions to Appendices G, H and J and Zimmer is no different.

12 We have identified that this matter still has to

13 be handled in the Safety Evaluation Report.

14 MR. BENDER: These are what, in terms of material

15 properties, or what?

16 MR. STOLTZ: These pertain to details of requirements

17 of Appendix H, for example, the way you make the specimens, the

18 number of specimens, et cetera,
i
'

19 MR. BENDER: I see.

20 All right, thank you.

21 LPCI diversion effects.

22 Anything new there?

23 MR. PELTIER: I don't believe there is anything

24 new since the last -- although Norm may have a status report i

Ac sefal Roorwrs, inc, |

25 on LPCIs.

i
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1 MR. WAGNER: There is not much to say about that.

2 We will have an analysis of the LPCI diversion.

3 And all I can say is we are looking at it. We have some

4 interim ideas, but I would rather not discuss them in detail.

5 We are going to examine the analysis and make sure it meets

6 our requirements, of course.

7 MR. BENDER: Other questions in this area?

8 DR. CATTON: When do you .think you will be ready

9 with that?

10 1 MR. WAGNER: That is a moot question, because,

11 of course it may involve interaction with the Applicant,

12 and several interactions --

13 DR. CATTON: All right. In a more generic sense.

14 MR. WAGNER: Well, we are trying to evaluate on

15 this particular plant.

16 So I would rather hold back on answering that.

17 DR. CATTON: Okay.

18 MR. BENDER: On the matter of physical separation
|
'

19 of electrical isolation, is this a matter of rearrangement of

20 the plant?

21 MR. PELTIER: I believe this story you heard at the

22 November 17th meeting.

23 MR. BENDER: Yes.

24 MR. PELTIER: This is a case where in a number of ,

A twal Rmorters, lm i

25 instances the Applicant had not fully met his construction

!
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commitment with regard to physical separation and isolation.
1

2 And we picked up a few of those in our site visits,

3 and the Applicant had committed to take the necessary corrective

4 action to meet his construction permit commitment. In some

5 areas we granted him some relief.

6 And the second part of that is the electrical

7 indepcadence or isolation. He does have a program to qualify

8 electrical isolators between redundant safety-grade systems

9 and safety-grade and nonsafety-grade systems to assure

10 1 electrical independence.

11 We will review the results of that qualification

12 program.

13 MR. BENDER: Is this confirmation which this cate-

14 gory alludes to, one of the Applicant having already agreed to

15 everything that needs to be done?

16 Or is that just one of these things where you are

17 saying you are going to force him into wherever you want to

18 have happen, happen?

!
19 MR. PELTIER: Unfortunately our reviewer is not

20 here today. He buried his mother yesterday. He said he might

21 try to make it down, maybe this afternoon. But he is not here.

22 It is my understanding, however, that'.the Applicant

23 has pretty much agreed with the Staff on the fixes in those

24 areas where apparently the construction permit commitment had
,

Ar rferal Reporters, Inc.
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25 not been met.
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1 MR. BENDER: Does that check out, Mr. Flynn?

? MR. FLYNN: Yes, sir, that's true.

3 MR. BENDER: Thank you.

4 Protection of motor generator sets.

5 MR. PELTIER: This is the Hatch problem. Failure

6 of the voltage sensor that could result in overvoltage,

7 prolonged overvoltage on the motor generator set, thus

8 impairing the function of SCRAM systems and resulting in an

9 inability to SCRAM.

10 1 MR. BENDER: And that is on its way to resolution?

11 MR. PELTIER: GE is working on that, on a generic

12 solution to that problem, I believe, which the Applicant has

13 submitted to you.

14 MR. BENDER: Can we go to page 2?

15 (Slide)

16 Automatic actuation of wetwell sprays. Are you

17 requiring?
!

18 MR. PELTIER: Well the Applicant is installing !
!

19 automatic actuation of wetwell sprays in order to increase

20 allowable bypass of the supression pool.

21 And we talked about that, I believe, at the November

22 17th meeting.

23 MR. BENDER: Yes.

24 MR. PELTIER: Now, all that needs to be done here is
|Ac detat Reporters, Inc.

25 that our electrical people have to look at the electrical

l

I
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I instrumentation, whatever sensors, control systems there,

2 are, associated *with that system to assure us that it will work,

3 and that also it will preclude the possibility of wetwell

4 sprays being actuated prior to ten minutes after or following

5 a small break.

6 That requirement is -- the restriction on the

7 operation of the spray is that it cannot be actuated before

8 ten minutes.

9 So we are still in the process of looking at the

10 1 electrical system now that goes with this automatic actuation

II of the sprays.

12 MR. BENDER: You are aware of the approach, and it

13 is just a matter of looking at the detailed wiring?

14 MR. PELTIER: Yes. That is correct.

15 MR. BENDER: Safety-related display instrumentation.

16 MR. PELTIER: This issue hac to do with the lost '

17 position indicator display.

18 And as I remember it and understand it, there was
I

19 a condition under which a loss of energizing bus during an

20 event, a LOCA or something, would wipe out the rod display.

21 And as a consequence, te operator would be blind with regard

22 to his rod positions.

23 And I understand the Applicant has rearranged things

24 now, and has tied that rod display -- I mean that rod indicatori
A eral Repormes, Inc.

25 system, into a different source of supply in order to avoid

!

.
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2 MR. BENDER: What about the nonsafety-grade

3 equipment? What is the issue today?

4 MR. PELTIER: Well, I guess Norm will have to speak

5 to that one a little bit.

0 MR. WAGNER: The initial examination came about

7 when we saw that the Applicant was utilizing nonsafety-grade

8 equipment. And I don't recall all the details, but mainly

9 at was the bypass, the relief mode, operation of the safety

release valves, and the level A trip, among others in the

11
analysis of transients.

I And contrary to our position that no nonsafety-

13 grade equipment may mitigate transients, or accidents for
,

that matter.

15 MR. BENDER: Is this unique to Zimmer?

6 MR. WAGNER: No. We are applying our position to

other plants, too.

18 Our condition is that the -- Well, let me go back.
,

19 |
The Applicant showed that the most problematic |

.

20 transient was the one.of low control failure of the feedwater

21 system with increased flows in which you utilize the level A

22 trip and the bypass valves to mitigate transients.

23 Accordingly, we are going to require that the level

24
A trip and the bypass valve system be incorporated in the |e mmi neoonm inc.

25 ' Tech Specs so as to maintain acceptability in accordance with
!
l
,

h
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1 the requirements of GDC 29 -- reliability, I should say.

2 In order to maintain safety margins, however, we

3 are not going to permit the use of these particular items in

4 the analysis of that event which gives us the greatest MCPR,

5 usually a trip without bypass, or a generator load rejection

6 without bypass.

7 MR. BENDER: Are there other plants that have met

8 your requirements?

9 MR. WAGNER: I don't understand the question.

10 l MR. BENDER: Is Zimmer the first plant to be

11 required to accept these limitations on use of aafety-grade

12 equipment?

13 MR. WAGNER: Chronologically, I think it is both

14 Zimmer and LaSalle are about in the same position.

15 MR. BENDER: Well, LaSalle hasn't been put through

16 the mill either, has it?

|

17 MR. WAGNER: No.

18 MR. BENDER: So we are seeing this issue for the
~

|
|

19 first time in the licensing process, is that what you are

20 saying?

21 | MR. WAGNER: Yes.

22 MR. BENDER: Thank you.

23 Any other questions in this area?

24 Zenon? !

A deral Reporters. Inc.

25 DR. ZUDANS: On the same issue. That means that
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two items, they could remain a nonsafety class?-

MR. WAGNER: Absolutely.
3,

I

DR. ZUDANS: So what you are asking is to redo the

analysis without these items?

MR. WAGNER: Either redo the items without this

analysis, or reclassify the items.

And I think that the discussion with General
8

Electric coming up, and I'm not sure whether each individual
9

appli ant will discuss this, but this seemed to be acceptable
10 I

on the idea that these would be put in as Tech Spec items.jj

But I can't assure you that this will be true in all cases.g

DR. ZUDANS: Thank you.
13

"

MR. BENDER: Other questions?
34

esponse)
15

The other items that you have listed down here,
16

fire protection, industrial security, initial test program andg

financial, they are the usual thing that get reviewed.
18

I
MR. PELTIER: We talked about those in the November i

j9

" 9*20

MR. BENDER: So there is very little reason forg

pursuing them more here.g

Now, unless somebody has some specifics.
23

DR. ZUDANS: I have a question on one of these24
Ac ~ Moral Reporters, trw I

items listed here. It may be just because I don't have a
25

|
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I complete information for that.

2 As I understand in a flood condition, diesel generator

3 rooms will be below water level, and many other items will be

4 below highest flood level.

5 And then I understand doors are sealed and all the

6 accesses are sealed so the water wouldn't get in.

7 The question is: Are these rooms provided for any

8 kind of a drainage should these seals leak for whstever reason?

9 Are there sump pumps, things of that nature?

10 MR. PELTIER: I believe there are in most critical

11 buildings, but I guess I have to defer to the Applicant as to

12 how well his sealing system is designed and how much plans

13 on water if he has leaks.

14 MR. FLYNN: Would you want us to address that now?

15 DR. ZUDANS: Well, it is really a yes or no answer.

16 MR. FLYNN: Yes.

17 DR. ZUDANS: Thank you,
i

18 MR. BENDER: Other questions?

'
19 (No response)

20 If not, I think we -- unless you have some other |

21 comments, Irv, we could probably dispense with any further

22 discussion of this part of the agenda from your standpoint.

23 MR. PELTIER: I just have two more Vugraphs which

24 show the items that were raised at the November 17th meeting. .

A< dwal Rgoners, Inc. I

25 MR. BENDER: Go ahead.

|

|
2
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2 MR. PELTIER: If you want to, you can just go through

3 and pick out those that you would like to have further discussion

4 on later on today, or whatever.

5 I tried to go through the transcript and pick up

6 items I could find. The first two are on the agenda this

7 afternoon.

8 MR. BENDER: Why don't you just let ne run down

9 through these.

10 I Containment concrete temperature.

11 Were you satisfied with that information?

12 )R. ZUDANS: Yes, the temperature distribution

13 calculation graph submitted showed the temperatures are

9
14 essentially at acceptable level.

15 MR. BENDER: Does that also apply to the drywell

16 floor ~ temperature?

17 DR. ZUDANS: That is the drywell floor that I am re-

18 ferring to.
I
i

19 The only location they didn't show is the corner

20 that connects the drywell external diameter to the wall. And

21 that would be more complicated than one-dimensionals that

22 are shown.

23 But I don't think there were any issues left.

24 MR. BENDER: Were ycu satisfied with the containmenti
A wmi nemners, ine. l

25 concrete temperature. My recollection was you raised the.

|
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1 question.

2 DR. CATTON: I was sort of following up Dr. Zudans

3 question. Yes, I am.

4 MR. BENDER: Okay.

5 Downcomer design it ads. Any -- is: everybody

6 satisfied with that at this stage?

7 DR. CATTON: '4 hat about those flanges? You

8 made us take tnem off.

9 I thought it might be a little better to have them.

10 1 MR. BENDER: They required to be taken off rather

11 than argue about them.

12 DR. CATTON: I guess then they are off.

13 MR. TEDESCO: We required that they take them off.

14 MR. PELTIER: Can you answer that, Cliff?

15 MR. ANDERSON: They have taken them off.

16 MR. PELTIER: They have already taken them off?

17 MR. TEDESCO: Yes, they are gone.

18 MR. FLYNN: We have committed to take them off. I
I
i

19 can state the specific state at the moment.

20 MR. BENDER: ARe there questions on the recirc pipe

21 rupture?

22 (No response)

23 Reactor vessel supports and annulus pressurization?

24 (No response) '
Ac -1wal Reorurs, lm. !

25 Pipe whip restraints?
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2 more about.

3 MR. BENDER: Yes. All right, fine.

4 Stress corrosion in the control rod drives.

5 That's an old ' problem,

6 Instruments to follow course of accident. I

7 believe the Applicant is going to comment a little bit on

8 that. We will just wait to hear what is involved.

9 Pump overspeed decoupler. What did GE find out

10 | about decouplers?

II MR. FLYNN: Would you like GE to address that now?

I2 MR. BENDER: Well later I thinh would be all right,

13 if it is on the agenda to be discussed later.

14 Waterhammer. Any questions?

15 DR. CATTON: I don't recall what the question was

16 that was raised at the outset.

17 MR. PELTIER: Well it was a question of what kind

18 of waterhammer we were looking at.
|
|

19 The Zimmer plani. is designed to take care ef the

20 1 situation where you have, I guess steam rushing into the

21 partially voided pipes and getting that type of phenomena

22 there.

23 The question that was raised in the Sulcommittee

24 | meeting I believe had to do with fast closure of valves and '

1mtRmomn,W.j IAc

25 that type of waterhammer --

I
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2 out why you were concerned about it.

3 My conclusion is that there wasn't really all that

4 much concern.

5 MR. PELTIER: There is no concern as I understand

6 it on the boiler, so far as that type of waterhammer is

7 concerned.

8 MR. BENDER: PBF fuel tests. Any questions there?

9 DR. CATTON: I think that the PBF fuel test -- I

10 I raised the question in light of the recent experiments and

11 asked if they were relevant.

12 I guess the question still exists. I haven't heard

13 yes or no.

14 MR. PELTIER: I gave you an answer on that November

15 17th as far as Zimmer was concerned. Because or the control

16 rod system at Zimmer, we don't believe Zimmer, even under the

17 worst conditions of inoperable rods, would exceed 170 calories

18 Per gram.

19 Now as far as the generic issue, as to whether the

20 280 calories per gram is stil'. suspect or not, is there anybody

21 here that can settle that subject?

22 MR. BENDER: I don't know that we want an answer

23 to that question.

24 We have established that Zimmer's working
,

Ac 1eral Reporters, Inc.
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I the PBF tests, fine. That's all I want to know.

2 MR. PELTIER: That's how I understand it now.

3 MR. BENDER: Are you satisfied with the fuel bundle

4 lift answer yet?

5 DR. CATTON: No. But supposedly satisfaction is

6 coming in the form of a letter.

7 MR. BENDER: All right.

8 We will hear from that in another way.

9 Is that all you have got tabulated, Irv?

10 1 (Slide)

11 MR. PELTIER: This is the other.

12 MR. BENDER: The question had to do with the

13 criteria for isolation valves inside versus outside containment.

the14 And I think there were cases where cn1 --

15 question was whether you had criteria under which you could

16 have two isolation valves outside the containment rather than

17 one inside and one outside.

18 MR. PELTIER: Yes. I believe that I said at that
i
'

19 time that you could. And the Standard Review Plan, found

20 that acceptable criteria.

21 However, to get down to the final rationale for

22 the Staff's acceptance for that, you would have to look at

23 the isolation valves on a case-by-case basis.

24 And Cliff is here. Probably he could talk to that ,

Ac twat Rgorurs, inc. |

25 subject, if you -- -
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1 MR. EENDER: I don't think we need to have a

2 dissertation on this. It was more a matter of whether there

3 was a logical basis.

4 MR. PELTIER: Yes, there is.

5 MR. BENDER: If there is, we will leave it at that.

6 MR. PELTIER: Logical to us, anyway.

7 (Laughter.)

8 MR. BENDER: Loss of offsite power . The question

9 had to do with whether moving the substation down nearer to the

10 i floodplains was a logical thing to do.

11 I take it you have established that it is an

12 acceptable risk?

13 MR. PELTIER: That is acceptable, yes.

14 Wade is not here to talk today. He did talk.to

15 that subject at the November 17th meeting, and the transcript

16 is available, and would probably only echo what we say now.

17 MR. BENDER: Foundation settlement.

18 MR. PELTIER: This one you have later on-in your

19 agends.

And the firefighting thing we have later;I20 MR. BENDER:

21 QA organization changes.

22 I think that had to do mainly with the fact that

23 the QA arrangement here sort of left the architect-engineer
24 out as a consultant without any direct responsibility.

|Ar ~,deral Reporters, Inc.
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1 MR. PELTIER: No, that one would be this item.right

2 here.

3 The question as I remember it on QA organization

4 was whether the Staff was up to date, up to speed on any

5 changes that the Applicant ma have made in his organization.

6 And the answer to that is yes, we have looked at

7 their QA as it stands to date and are satisfied with it.

8 The other one, probably what you are talking about,

9 is this AE-constructor relationship, who has the final

10 I approval of installed equipment. I believe that is on your

11 agenda this afternoon.

12 MR. BENDER: Yes.

13 The industrial security is on our agenda for later.

14 And ATWS, I gue'ss we have heard enough about, so

15 we know where you stand already.

16 Comments made by Mr. Tedesco.

17 Is there any reason for any further commentary on

18 these matters?
i

|
'

19 (No response)

20 MR. PELTIER: That is the end of my presentation. I

21 MR. BENDER: Very good.

22 Let's see. We are a little bit behind schedule,

23 but not a lot.

24 Mr. Flynn? ,

|/.c ^ deral Reporters,1%- *
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i MR. BENDER: How would you like to proceed from

2 here?

3 MR. FLYNN: Well, we would like to address

4 Mr. Peltier's presentation with the assitance of the ACRS

5 members and their consultants.

6 You have in front of you a copy of the slides

7 Mr. Peltier put up on the screen.

8 MR. BENDER: Yes.

9 MR. FLYNN: Let's start with the confirmation

10 items.

Il Rather than us addressing each of these again,

12 we would ask that you identify any of interest and we will

13 address those.

14 MR. BENDER: Okay. That's a good approach. We may
_

;

15 save some time that way if we do that.

16 Suppose I start with the outstanding issues.

17 MR. FLYNN: Well, that gets you into the Mark II

18 right off the bat.
I
i

19 MR. BENDER: Well, you are going to give us a little

20 bit of status on that, so let's come back to that.

21 MR. FLYNN: That is a major block of material

22 we have to address.

23 MR. BENDER: All right$

24 The emergency core cooling question. i

A quai neenni. inc I

25 Are there any problems in your mind with what was
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I sald?

2 MR. FLYNN: No, sir.

3. MR. BENDER: Okay. Then we needn't explore it
|

4 fur ther ,

5 Let's go to the confirmatory items.

6 (Slide)

7 The toxic chemicals. Do you envision any problem

8 in sorting out that matter?

9 MR. FLYNN: Yec. It is a hairy thing. It is one

10 that developed just about a week or so ago with regard to

11 Route 52.

12 It is a problem that we have addressed back at

13 the construction permit stage seven or eight years ago with

14 regard to the toxic materials carried by the railroads across

15 the river from us. And also by river transportation.

16 Now the railroad keeps very accurate records of

17 what they are shipping, so we were able to obtain from them

18 a printout of toxic materials that they carry.
I
i

19 The plant has been designed, and we will have

I20 administrative procedures to take into account ammonia and

21 chlorine, which we feel are the ones that would be most

22 likely as a result of an accident to impinge on us.

23 When we get to noute 52, we don't have a means of

24 getting the manifest of every truck that goes up and down that .

Ac dual Rmorwrs, lm-~ I

25 road, that highway. It is, as you gentlemen saw who were there,

!

l
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interstate at all.
2

The best approach we can come up with is to look
3

at every plant within a ten-mile radius of us and see what they
4

pr duce and what they use, and assume that that would go down
5

the highway.
6

But we are kind of at loose ends on really how to
7

approach it. We can't get out 1 tere and throw up a roadblock,
8

obviously, and ask what they have on each truck.
9

10 l MR. BENDER: Well, what is the Staff requiring

11 of the Applicant?

MR. PELTIER: Well, our face is a little bit red
12

on this one.
13

ja But Reg Guide 178, assumptions for evaluation of

15 habitability of nuclear power plant control room during a

16 postulated hazardous chemical release requires that the ship-

17 ment of toxic materials within five miles of the p] ant

18 be analyzed if the frequency is more than ten shipments per

|
'

19 year.

20 So there is the sticky wicket. We looked at the

river and we looked at the railroad across the river, but we
21

did not look at Highway 52. And recent discussions with22

authorities in the State of Ohio, they don't have the kind of23

24 data which will assist us in making this Reg Guide determination;.
u a m e Repon m ,inc.
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|

|
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~

2 they are carrying -- of course, if they are carrying -- if-

3 it is only ammonia and chlorine, of course, it is no problem.

4 The control room is well protected.

5 But, if it is something else that we don't know

6 about, we have difficulty right at this moment in time meeting

7 the Reg Guide requirements.

8 MR. BENDER: Well I presume you are going to find a ,

9 way out of it, but at the moment you are as much last as the

10 1 Applicant as to what to do. Is that a fair assessment?

11 MR. PELTIER: I think that is a fair assessment, yes.

12 MR. FLYNN: We can show you what we did with one

13 quick slide.

14 Dick Presky has made an analysis of the factories

15 within this ten-mile radius. We can show you what we found

16 that they produce or use. And we think you will find the

17 same two come up.

!
18 Dick, could you come up and put the slide up here. I

I
i

19 (Slide)

20 MR. PELTIER: I might add in here, too, that we

21 are aware of the fact that the systems for protecting the control

22 room are all in place. We are only talking here about possibly

23 a detector that would trigger isolation in the event of some

24 materials other than chlorine or ammonia. '

A Neral Reporters, Inc.

25 MR. PRESKY: My name is Dick Presky from Sargent

!

|
i ,

.
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1 and Lundy.

2 What I would like to show here on these toxic

3 chemicals, is what we did. The important part of the slide

4 is not the wording, it is the list of chemicals.

5 No data is available for truck shipment of

6 toxic chemicals. A complete list of the toxic chemicals for

7 rail shipment was obtained from the Chessy system railroad,

8 and used to respond to question 312.25 which dealt with

9 the rail shipment and water shipment of toxic chemicals.

10 I What we have done is, we have assumed that the

11 chemicals shipped by the rail are in turn handled by trucks.

12 And those toxic chemicals which are shipped greater than ten

13 times per year using Reg Guide 1.78 assumptions, are

14 plotted in this list. Starting with chlorine and ending up with

15 sulfuric a cid.

16 The plant is already protected with automatic

17 detection and isolation for chlorine and ammonia. Sulfuric

18 acid is shipped as a liquid and remains in a liquid at ambient
I
i

19 conditions and therefore, very little is assumed to be a

20 vapor state which would pose a hazard to the plant.

21 Other chemicals except for aniline and acrylonitrile

22 have a sufficiently high toxicity limit that they would not pose

23 as a hazard to the plant based on the quantities that are

24 shipped by truck in a distance to the U.S. highway. i

Ar wal Rmorters, lm. I

25 MR. BENDER: How about if they catch fire and burn,

|

. . .
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**31 is the significance still the same?i

2 MR. PRESKY: In our opinion, it is still the same.'

3 A review of the industries in a ten-mile radius of

4 the plant -- and there is a list in the FSER, Table 2.1-4,

5 indicating the industries which use and produce chemicals. And

6 it is unlikely that these two chemicals are frequently shipped

7 past the plant on U.S. Highway 52.

8 And therefore we believe that there is no hazard

9 posed by toxic chemicals shipped by truck on the highway.

10 1 MR. BENDER: Do you have any questions in this area?
!

11 (No response)

12 If not, thank you.

13 DR. CATTON: Have any surveys been made on the

14 road, Highway 52, just counting what goes by?

15 MR. PRESKY: Well we have made a survey, a survey

l
16 map. I don't have it here, but it is in Chapter 2 of the

17 FSER, which lists total quantities of traffic on local roads

18 in the area.
I
'

19 DR. CATTON: Have you made any attempt to count the

20 kinds of vehicles that may be carrying t: lose chemicals? |

21 MR. PRESKY: None, right now.

22 DR. CATTON: It seems to me it is sort of like

23 counting salmon going by a dam. You can get fairly good

24 statistics in a fairly short period of time. |
A w e n.mn.n.tu. !

25 Don't they have to identify it? If it is chlorine,

!
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I they do.

2 I don't know about those other chemicals. I imagine

3 some of them --

4 MR. PRESKY: They have a " hazardous material" sign

5 on the trucks. You don't see an identity.

6 DR. CATTON: Well, if it is a hazardous material

7 and you have a phctograph, you have.a license number --

8 MR. BENDER: Well, let's leave it to the Staff

9 to resolve this thing, rather than using time to get at this.

10 I You made a good point though.

11 MR. FLYNN: Instead of going down the confirmatory

12 items, the remaining confirmatory items in detail, let me just

13 ask about a couple and then ask whether the committee or the

14 consultants want to hear more from you about any of them

15 beyond those that have been planned for specific presentation.

16 (Slide)

17 In connection with the physical separation and elec ,

|
18 trical isolation, are you generally satisfied with the arrange- |

|
|

19 ment that has been workedcut with the Staff? Do you know what

'20 they want?

21 MR. FLYNN: Yes.

22 MR. BENDER: And you are able to take care of it?

23 MR. FLYNN: Yes. We met with Ray Shule. We think

24 if Ray were here he would indicate he is satisfied. i

Ar dual Rumtus. Inc. I

25 | MR. BENDER: And do you envision any difficulty with

|

I
I

i
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1 the qualification of equipment? The seismic qualification?

2 MR. FLYNN: I'm sorry, I didn't get that.

3 MR. BENDER: The seismic qualification. Item 2 on

4 that list. I'm sorry, I sort of jumped around a bit.

5 MR. FLYNN: Oh, okay.

6 Yes, this is the SQUIRT program. The Staff is --

7 I believe, Irv, you are coming out with a formal letter to

8 us on the SQUIRT program?

9 MR. PELTIER: The letter should have gone out.

10 MR. FLYNN: Okay. We would like to address that.

11 I would like to have Mr. Brinkman address that one for us.

12 MR. BENDER: All right.

13 MR. BRINKMAN: My name is Herb Brinkman. I am with

14 Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company.

15 I would just like to make a couple of brief comments

16 in addition to the remarks already made by the Staff regarding

17 seismic qualifications.

18 I would like you to know that we have had the Staff
I
'

19 out to the plant. We have spent several days -- probably an

20 accumuiation of weeks of time -- with the Staff reviewing I

21 the evaluations that were done for all of the balance of plant

22 equipment.

23 I think it is fair to say that the seismic qualificad

24 tion team was almost in 100 percent agreement with what we have
A< dwal Rumrters, lnc. |

25 done in that regard.

- .. .-. . - _ - - - . _ . .
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mm34 1 We have also had continuing discussions within the

2 Staff with regard to the in situ testing to be done in

3 conjunction with our safety-valve in-plant test. I think we

4 are near agreement on that matter.

5 The final details on that matter will be included in

6 our safety valve test plan which is to be discussed and

7 presented to the Staff in March of this calendar year.

8 We have, apparently, had mailed to us the final

9 criteria for the General Electric NSSS equipment qualification.

10 I have to confess I haven't seen a final draft yet, because

11 it is in the mail and I haven't been home since it has been

12 mailed.

13 However, we are trying to work with General Electric

14 Company and with the cther utility companies now, in anticipation

15 of this requirement to be in a position to compose a generic

16 program.

17 There may be some problems with doing a generic

18 program. We will continue to sincerely try to work with the

!
19 Staff to come up with something that is agreeable.

20 I would -- the point I am trying to make is that I

21 I think we have been trying to work with the Staff on this,

22 that we have made great strides in resolving the problem and

23 will continue to do that. But I think it should be understood

24 that it is physically impossible to complete all of the analysis
A 1eral Reoorters, Inc.

25 of these systems prior to the operating license for the power

I
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2 As we see this requirement, we see it that we

3 would present to the Staff a reasonable and acceptable approach

4 to analyzing the NSSS equipment and that we would begin such

5 analysis prior to the operating license. But that it would not

6 be a requirement that the complete NSSS assessment be absolutely

7 finished before the OL.

8 MR. BENDER: Well, from a personal viewpoint I think

9 your position is a reasonable one.

10 1 The Staff is going to have to work out what it is

11 going to do. We will j ust have to wait for them to

12 establish a position.

13 Let me ask the Committee members here and the

14 consultants, you are familiar with what is to be presented

15 later on today. Do you have any specific things you want to

16 raise about these items that are listed as confirmatory items

17 beyond those that are planned?

18 DR. ZUDANS: I don't know whether there will be
|
i

19 further discussion of reactor flow control systems.

20 The amount of information we have, at least, does I

21 not tell me exactly how it functions and what can happen.

22 Will we have some brief description of it?

23 MR. BENDER: Who do we have available that will

24 amplify reactor flow control systems? i

A' wal Reonm, lnc. I

25 Is there anybody that can describe this system

|
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mm36 better than we heard it earlier today?j

MR. FLYNN: Yes, we have Dick Johnson of General
2

3 Electric to give you a brief description of that.

MR. BENDER: Do you suppose you can do that in4

5 about five minutes, Mr. Johnson?

MR. JOHNSON: I will certainly try.6

MR. BENDER: Thank you.
7

MR. JOHNSON: The complete description of the
8

9 entire system was given in Appendix H of the FSAR, and

10 1 basically, the system is used as a power generation system

11 for controlling the reactor flow. And the flow control valve

12 is utilized instead of -- in previous plant- there was another

13 design feature that was utilized.

14 And this is the new system here that is the

15 actual flow control system that is on a series loop and limits
|
'

16 the amount of flow through the pump. And it is tied to the

17 turbine generator loading system.

I

18 That is about all I can do right now without getting

!

19 into --

20 1 MR. BENDER: Why don't you show us a fairly simple
|i

21 diagram.

22 MR. JOHNSON: Of the recirc loop?

23 MR. BENDER: Of the loop, yes. Can you do that on

24 the board?
,

A deral Reporters, Inc.

25 MR. JOHNSON: It will take a minute, and I will do

.!
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mm37 1 it.

2 MR. BENDER: It will make more clear what you are

3 describing.

4 MR. JOHNSON: Well, I may be better by referring

5 you to a figure in Appendix H, if there is a copy of the FSAR.

6 MR. BENDER: Fine. We will refer to the figure

7 and that will save some time.

8 Any other points that need to be raised concerning

9 these confirmatory item beyond those that are to be discussed

19 I this afternoon.

11 DR. ZUDANS: I would like to hear what the

12 Applicant is doing in this question of use of nonsafety-grade
,

13 equipment. That's all.

14 MR. FLYNN: We can address that. Joe Seibert of

15 CG&E can address that issue for us.
I

16 I'm s'orry, Dick Johnson.

17 MR. JOHNSON: First of all, this issue was first

18 raised on the Zimmer docket and GE dbesn't consider it to be
'
'

19 a generic issue. It is a new issue ol- Zimmer and may be new

20 issues on LaSalle and other plants.

21 I also understand questions were sent back to

22 Browns Ferry and to Hatch relating to the same problem.

23 The problem b2sically bois down to the fact that we

24 use or rely on nonsafety-grade equipment for transient ,

I'
. S nnmmns, inc.

25 |
|

|
i .
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mm38 mitigation purposes not for protecting the health and safety

f the public from accident type situations.
2

The Staff was wanting to know a little bit more
3

about the pedigree of the systems that we use, such as the
4

turbine bypass system and whatnot, and we have had some
5

discussions with them.
6

Just recently they issued a question indicating that
7

as a result of our meetings in San Jose, we identified a -

limiting transient that was the feedwater transient Mr. Wagner
9

referred to, and had asked we impose a Tech Spec requirement
10

g on the Level A turbine trip and the bypass system.

I can speak for the Level A trip. It is already a
12

T'ch Spec'd item and the bypass system would have to be the
13

Applicant's.
j4

But we don't believe it is a valid requirement because
15

these systems are only used for transient mitigation to protect
16

the fuel integrity.p

MR. BENDER: Are those the only items that the Staff
18

has concern about?j9

MR. PELTIER: Feedwater flow intake transient is
20

the one we are working on at the present time.
21

Is that right, Norm?
22 .

R. WAMER: Yes.
23

MR. PELTIER: And we have issued our position with24
#- detal Reporters, Inc.

regard to Tech Spec'ing the two systems that Dick mentioned.25
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1 MR. BENDER: I am not sure that you are answering

2 the question I asked.g

3 It we take care of those two systems, if an

4 agreement is reached with the Applicant concerning those two

5 systems, does that take care of the feedwater problem as well?

6 Or, is there something else that needs to be dealt

7 with?

8 MR. WAGNER: It takes care of the feedwater increased

9 flow problem and lesser transients. It does not -- we would

10 I not permit the use of, as I said, any nonsafety-grade equipment

11 for the transient which gives us the greatest NCPR which

12 would be limiting.

13 MR. BENDER: I am not sure I aderstood that

14 answer.

15 MR. TEDESCO: Let me try.

16 I think the whole subject of the use of nonsafety-

17 grade equipment is being looked at by the Staff. They have

18 met with General Electric.
I
i

19 I would have to differ with Mr. Johnson in that I

20 think we are looking at it in a generic sense and that we -- |
|

21 I think it started off on Shoreham and we are going across the j

22 board now on the boiler.

23 We have found so far that the feedwater systems,

24 feedwater transients are limiting and probably turn out that ,

Ac "Musl Rumrters, Inc, !

25 we will Tech Spec the items related .to that on Zimmer. But

!

|
i

. - _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . .
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1 the matter will progress further as a generic item.

2 MR. BENDER: Is there other equipment besides -- what

3 is it, turbine bypass and flow control --

4 MR. TEDESCO: That's right.

5 MR. JOHNSON: Yes, there is a lot of nonsafety-

6 grade equipment that is used for transient -- that credit is

7 taken for in the transient analysis. This equipment

8 has historically been used on plants beginning back in the

9 BWR-1 days and also applies to PWRs.

10 MR. BENDER: I think we recognize historically a

.

11 lot of that has been done. The point really is that this is
.

12 essentially a new position the Staff has developed. It is generic

13 in nature because what applies to one BWR may have to apply

14 to others.

15 MR. TEDESCO: Yes.

16 MR. BENDER: And it is not clear to me that the Staff

17 has a whole position concerning what it plans to require.

18 I envision that you are not going to get very far

19 on this plant unless you are going to hold up the licensing

20 process for sometime, but --

21 MR. TEDESCO: We don't intend to hold licensing up

22 on this. But we have made steps forward towards the resolution

23 of it.

24 MR. BENDER: Thank you.
e useral Reporters, Inc.

25 Other questions on the confirmatory list?



I
mm41 (No response)

2
All right, why don't we proceed then to the

industrial security presentation, unless you want to add some-

4
thing, Jim?

MR. FLYNN: No, sir.

0
MR. BENDER: The industrial security discussion

7 will be closed,and we will have to ask that the Applicant ask

8 all those people that are not directly concerned with industrial

9
security to leave and the Staff as well.

10 1
And we would ask that the public please excuse itself

11
for the period of time while this is going on. And I believe

12
after this presentation we will adjourn for lunch. And, on

13
the presumption that it won't last more than 15 minutes, I

14
will anticipate that we will reconvene at 1:45.

15
Thank you.

16
(Whereupon, the open portion of the meeting was

17
recessed at 12:30 p.m., to resume at 1:45 p.m. this same day.)

|
18 i

i
'

19

20
1

21

22

23

24 ,
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kds 1 AFTERNIX)N SESSION

2 ( 1245 p.m. )

3 MR. BENDER * Can we reconvene this meeting?

4 Mr. Flynn, the item we didn't cover. before lunch

5 that we had planned was the Mark JI containment as it applied

6 to Zimmer. I think maybe we can handle that by just asking

7 you to make_any comments you'd like to make about the status

8 of the Mark 11 containment as it applies to Zimmer, because I

9 thought the Staf f did a f a'irly good job of summarizing its

10 position.

.11 Then I will let the committee and its consultants

12 ask questions, if that will be all right.

1.3 MR. FLYNN: You would like, then, just a brief

14 response from the Applicant on the presentation made by the

15 S ta f f o n Mar k .II ?
_

16 In other words, you don't want us to repeat what

17 the Staf f --

18 MR. BENDER: There doesn't seem to be a lot of

19 . advantage in that. But the consultants have questions, and

20 I..think I will just let them ask the.ir questions directly.

21 That will get us through it in a hurry.

22 MR. FLYNN: To address that point f or the Applicant

23 we have Herb Brinkman who as, you know, is chairman of the

24 Mark II owners group, and is also principal nuclear engineer

25 for CG&E, nuclear mechanical.

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - . . - - . . _
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kds I Herb.

2 MR. BRINKMAN Tha nk yo u.

3 I trled to take notes as Cliff Anderson went through

4 his Mark .II presentation.

5 The. first thing I noted was the asymmetric load that

6 was discussed, the question was raised, could our containment

7 take this load?

8 Basically we did apply the load as described by

9 Cllff to the containment , found that the structure could take

10 the loads.

.11 We are prepared to submnit a letter report on that

12 in the near term.

13 I don't know if there is some particular question

14 .as to how the calculations were done. We could go into that.

15 MR. BENDER 2 Why don't you just go ahead. We will

16 take that as a position. Then if the Consultants want to ask

17 some questions now or later, I think we will go with it that

18 way.

19 MR. BRINKMAN The second. item on Cli.f f's

20 presentation I thought we should comment is the zone of

21 influence for the water jet emitting from the T quencher.

22 As Cliff indicated, we had discussions with the

23 Staff, and it was agreed that five foot would be a

24 conservative dimension for that zone of influence.

25 The Zimmer plant does not have any piping or other
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kds 1 structures in that five-f oot zone, and we do intend to submit

2 a letter report to that ef f ects also probably in the next

3 week or two.

4 MR. ZUDANS: When you say five f oot, is it five-foot

5 cylinder that. you are talking about?

6 MR. BRINKMAN: No, radius of a five-f. cot cylinder.

7 MR. ZUDANS2 That is about the cross piece of

8 the quencher, right, lined up with that?

9 MR. BRINKMAN: We.11, the cylinder would be

10 concentric with the arms of the f quencher.

.11 MR. ZUDANS2 Okay. Thet is what I meant.

12 MR. BRINKMAN2 Yes.

l.3 C11ff made some discussion with regard to the

14 full-scale T quencher tests that were conducted by the

15 Karl site test group in Germany.

16 I would just like to comment that the final test

17 report on that is in preparation now, and is due for

18 submittal in about two weeks to the Staff.

19 It discussed the Zimmer in-plant test at the

20 ACRS hearings in San Francisco. I don't think there is any

21 point in going through that again.

22 We are working now with our consultants to

23 develop the detailed instrumentation requirements for the

24 in-plant test.

25 If you would like, I could mail a draf t copy of that

- - - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - - . . - - - - . . - - . - - . - . - . - -
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kds 1 to Dr. Catton, or all the members of the Committee, probably

2 when I get home.

3 MR. BENDER: Well, I suggest you sent it Mr.

4 Savio and let Mr. Savio take care o.f getting it distributed.

5 MR. BRINKMAN: Okay.

6 MR. BENDER: Ho we ver, I am sure Dr. Catton, if you

7 would get your copy simultaneously, that would save a 1ittle

8 time for all of us.

9 MR. BRINKMAN: Okay.

10 We will have something 1.1ke 168 . ins trumenta tion

JI channels for safety tests alone. Seismic qualification will

12 be over and above that.

13 MR. BENDER: I think Dr. Catton asked about the

14 temperature.

15 MR. BRINKMAN Yes. The particular current concern

16 I think was thermal mixing in the suppression pool.
17 MR. CATToth Right.

18 MR. BRINKMAN: We intend to have quite a few

19 thermal couples in the immediate vicinity of the T quenchers

20 that are being tested, and will also have thermal couples

21 scattered around the suppre ssion pool.

22 MR. ZUDANS: Do you plan to have string gauges and

23 pressure sensors?

24 MR. BRINKMAN: Yes, we do. We will have pressure
"

25 sensors at various locations along the conteinment wall. We

._ _ _ _ __. .. ..,... . _ .....,
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kds I will have pressure quenching in the containment walls
2 themselves.

3 We will have accelerometers on the columns, fo ur
4 quadrants at various elevations. We .wi.11 have accelerometers
5 spread throughout the building to try to rea.11y directly
6 mo litor the building's response to the T quencher actuations,
7 MR. ZUDAN32 What about the strain gauges here
8 to measure actual loads?
9 MR. BRINKMAN: We will have strain gauges on

10 locations where they are appropriate.
11 MR. ZUDANS: At the root of the downcomer?
12 MR. BRINKMAN: Yes,.we will have strain gauges on
13 the downcomer connection to the. safe t y valve.
14 MR. ZUDANS: When you instrument the downcomer

15 with accelerometers --
_

16 MR. BRINKMAN: We wi.11 have strain gauges on the
17 LOCA downcomers, but not in the bottomt up higher, the
18 thinking being that that -- yes.
19 MR. ZUDANds The very top?

20 MR. BRINKMAN: Yes.

21 MR. ZUDANS: If you measure, put that accelerome ter

22 down on the downcomers, would you consider putting them on
23 adjacent ru.s to see whether or not there are any kind of
24 mutual phasing or out of phasing?
25 MR. BRINKMAN: We are not going to test the LOCA

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ __
_
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kds 1 accident.

2 MR. ZUDANS: I understand that.

3 MR. BRINKMAN* Oka y.

4 I am .not sure I understand your question.

5 MR. ZUDANS: We ll , there is a downcomer. You are

6 going to relieve the well to the quencher.

7 MR. BRINKMAN: Yes.

8 MR. ZUDANS: That induced.the loads in the

9 downcomer as well.

10 MR. BRINKMAN My problem is, when you say the

- .Il word "downcomer," I thought of the LOCA pipe. If you are

12 thinking of the downcomer --

13 MR. ZUDANS: LOCA pipe downcomer. I am talking

14 about instrumenting LOCA pipe downcomer to see what it says

15 as a result of SRV discharge.

16 MR. BRINKMAN2 It is our intention to instrument

17 the LOCA downcomers with strain gauges.

18 MR. ZUDANS: And accelerometers?

19 MR. BRI NK'4AN I don't know. I don't recall the

20 accelerometers.

21 MR. ZUDANS2 All right. When you have a problem,

22 we will see. Maybe we can make some recommendation.

23 MR. BRINKMAN: okay.

24 When we made the presentation in San Francisco

25 there was the general discussion that we ought to try to get

. - - - - - - - - . . - . . . - . -
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kds I some f eedback from the Caorso General Electric program.

2 I just thought we would comment that we have hired

3 a man from GE now who was over at the Caorso for the Caorso

4 program. We did not hire him for that specific purpose, but

5 we do haev him on board.

6 We are working with the seismic qualification review

7 team also, and we will be doing some testing during the

8 in-plant test on various selected pieces of equipment

9 throughout the plant to confirm their response for

10 h.igh-f requency accelerat. ions.

.11 One of our engineers is meeting directly with the

12 team leader to reach agreement on specific equipment in

13 specific locations now. That will be .in our test plan that

14 is submitted later this month.

15 The ring vortex model used to predict water jets

16 from LOCA downcomers was discussed.

17 I think, Dr. Catton, you mentioned the concern of

18 when does the vortex begin to form.

19 MR. CATTON: I don't believe it.

20 MR. BRINKMAN: I don't think I can convince you

21 today.

22 MR. CATTON: No.

23 MR. BRINKMAN: But I think we are prepared to try

24 to get you copies of the model and show you the movies and

25 show you what work we are doing.

- - . . - - - - - - - . . - - - - . . . . - . . - . . . - - . . -
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kds 1
, MR. BENDER: Is there a movie that exists on that

2 thing?

3 MR. BRINKMAN: There is an EPRI movie that was done
4 as part of the Mark lI . containment program. It was not done

5 specifically for this --

6 MR. BENDER: I . wonder if you couldn't arrange to

7 have a copy of the film so we could s ee it perhaps the day

8 before the meeting.

9 MR. BRINKMAN: Yes.

10 MR. BENDER: That would be a be tter way --

.11 MR. BRINKMAN: I don't anticipate any problem doing

12 that.

13 MR . C ATTON: EPRI is pretty good about that. Is it

14 one of their edited movies? They prepare some rather nice

15 movies with titles and so forth. Would Sullivan have the

16 movie?

17 MR. BRINKMAN: Sullivan would have the movie. I

18 don't reca.11 if it ha titles in it. When I saw it, it

19 didn't have titles.

20 MR. CATTON: They do a good job at that sort of

21 thing.

22 MR. BENDER: If you could get it to us on the

23 seventh --

24 MR. BRINKMAN: Seventh of March?

25 MR. BENDER: Yes -- that would give us a chance to

_ _ _ _ . . _ _ . _ . . . . .,.
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kds I see it before the Full Committee meeting, and with you.

2 Perhaps it would save a lot of debate.

3 MR. BRINKMAN: Okay.

4 The movie itself comes from EPRI. The ring vortex

5 model itself is being developed by one of our Mark II

6 consultants. Ac t ua ll y, it is Burns & Rowe Engineers. But

7 I think we could probably have the people who worked on the

8 model to talk directly to us, also, if you think that would

9 be helpful.

10 MR. BENDER: If you could give Dr. Catton the name

.11 of somebody to talk to, I think that would be advantageous.

12 We will just let him --

13 MR. BRINKMAN: It is a Dr. Chieu, f rom Burns & Rowe.

14 I will have to find out his phone number and all that.

15 MR. BENDER: Can you arrange for that/

16 MR. BRINKMAN: I an sorry. I told you wrong. D r ..

17 Chieu is at Columbia University.

18 MR. CATION: You will get the phone number to Savio?

19 MR. BRINKMAN: Yes.

20 The other item requiring some input from the Mark II

21 group was the LOCA safety valve air clearning loads.

22 As Cliff indicated, we are trying to develop a

23 somewhat generic position on this which .would encompa ss all

24 three of the lead plants, Zimmer, LaSalle, and Shoreham.

25 We have our architect / engineers, Sargent & Lundy,

___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ . . _ . . _ _ _ . _ . . . -
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kds I working with their architect /eng.ineers, Stone & Webster.

2 And we are looking now for submittal of some sort

3 of a letter report on the subject in about the March time

4 frame.

5 There was some discuss.iong during Cliff's

6 presentation of the chugging bounding loads approach, I think

7 particularly with regard to was there enough margin to cover

8 any FSI effects that might exist at the chugging.

9 We did submit a report on the Zimmer docket

10 discuss.ing the bounding load approach that was done for

.11 chugging. Bas ica ll y, what we tried to do was look at the

12 test data from 4-T that was ar tilable, assume that all the

13 vents chugged in phase and spread a statistical average chug

14 pre ssure around the entire containment.

15 Another case that was run is that we took

16 statistical spread of all the measured loads and we put all

17 of the highest loads at one location around the containment,

18 and then tapered them as we went through 360 degrees of arc.

19 That gives you a high asymmetric load on the containment.

20 MR. CATTON: This is for loads on the containment?

21 MR. BRINKMAN: Yes.

22 That is discussed in our various submittals. I

23 think we could possibly extract that information and mail it

24 to you, if you would like.

25 MR. CATTON: I have read several documents ref erred

.

mmp ee - w - e m -m %, .m -- . + =
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kds 1 to on how the statistical analysis was done, and I am just

2 not really convinced.

3 At least maybe -- mayber I don't understand how it

4 was done. But it seems to.me if you are going to do a

5 statist.ical analysis of the chugs, you have got to separate

6 out. the different kind of phenomena.

1 There is sort of a monometer kind of oscillation,--

EUy Then there is the big steam bubble collapse. You can see the
j

db two are almost superimposed.
3

.

10 So it seems to .me if you are going to do as,

J1 statistical analysis, you are going to want to do it for"

,

''

12 given bands and pressure. It might be the maximum pressure

13 minus some delta P.

14 You are going to want a statistical analysis of

15 that for frenzy and pressure, and work your way down. If

16 you lump the.whole pressure time history trace into a

17 statistical analysis, it is not going to have a lot of

18 meaning.

19 That may be an observation out of ignorance: I am

20 not sure.

e-12 21

22

23

24

25

..
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bw I MR. BRINKMAN: Okay. .

2 MR. CATTON: Do you follow whsat I am saying,

3 because when.I look at the traces, I see peaks that f all in

4 what looks to me like a reasonably narrow band. These peaks

5 stick up above all the rest.

6 Then down below, there is another sort of sries

7 o.f peaks that are at much le ss amplitude.

8 To statistically look at all of these

9 s imultaneously , I don't think is correct.

10 MR. BRINKMAN: It was my understanding that peaks,

.11 maximum peaks were those that were selected for this

12 correlation. I think I better not get into this too much,

13 because I wasn't personally involved --

14 MR. CATTON: I see histograms which show pressures

15 going from a maximum down to zero. So maybe I am just not

16 reading the right documents.

17 MR. BRINKMAN2 I think we should take a commitment

18 to send you what we believe are the right documents.

19 Would you comment on Lhls, Ray?- Those were really

20 the only comments I had on the R-2 containment issues,

21 because I think the other items are resolved.

22 MR. BENDER 2 Can we have that last peint clarified

23 now?

24 MR. CRAdFORD: Dr. Ca tton, I'd like to make sure I

25 understand your question.
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bw I MR. CATTON: I can draw on the blacboard for you

2 and show you what I mean.

3 MR. BENDER: Let's not take too long, Ivan,

4 because I have got some other points. You can resolve that

5 separately.

6 MR. CATTON: I think this kind has to be looked

7 at diff erently than this kind of peak. I don't see that

8 that's been done. They are two separate kind of phenomena.

9 I don't know if it's relevant to Zimmer or not.

10 MR. CRAWFORD: Let me try to answer that.

.11 For the containment boundary loading, the maximum

12 positive and the minimum negative load was used and the

13 chugs were considered to be in phase, and that load was

14 applied to the containment boundary.
,

15 MR. CATTON: Then that is fine. I don't know

16 what the other gentleman was re f erring to.

17 MR. CRAWFORD: For the lateral load on the

18 downcomer event, we used the maximum measured load from the

19 foreign licensee data that was reported with GE, which was

20 the 8800 f oot kips a ppl.ied at the tip of the downcomer.

21 We applied that load at every downcomer and in combinations

22 of downcomers in directions that would maxim!.ze stress on

23 the diagram floor.

24 So for the fourth bounding load approach we

25 have applied on Zimmer, we haven't really taken advantage

-- - . - -.- --------.-....---... - - - . - - . - - -.
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bw I advantage of the statistic,a1 nature of the load.
2 MR. CATTON: That was my earlier understanding.

3 I was just confused momentarily.

4 MR. BENDER: Fine.

5 I think we have probably gotten about as far as

6 we can.

7 Are there other questions on the Mark .II that

8 anyone wants to raise?

9 Milt?

10 DR. PLESSET No .

Il MR. BENDER: For the purpose , Jim, o.f ge tting

12 through the agenda and being sure some points are covered

13 that we are interested in, could we get you to res pond

14 briefly to the times that are listed as general discussion

15 to be included in Presentations A through F, on page 2 of

16 the. agenda?

17 MR. FLY NN: Yes, sir. The first item is

18 arrangements for firefighting personnel. We will address

19 this with Mr. Jim Scho.tt.

20 MR. SCHOTT: James Schott, Cincinnati Gas &

21 Electric.

22 We have included in our emergency planning

23 provisions, arrangements with, first of all, the Washington

24 Township Volunteer Fire Department, as the pr.imary

25 responding group who would come to the plant, if requested,
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bw I for any particular fire that we would not have on-site
2 capability.

3 As 7 point out, this ls a volunteer fire group,
4 and they are approximately no more than five minutes from
5 the plant.

6 They could respond in f.ive minutes or less with at
7 least five people. And they are adeuately equipped and
8 we have personally investigated and found that they are an
9 adequately equipped.volunte.er fire group to respond in case

10 of a contingency.

.11 Backing up the Washington Township group is
12 the New Richmond Fire Department, which is about, I'd say,
13 10 to 12 minutes away.
14- They have mutual aid agreements with the
15 Washington Township group that would provide the necessary
16 back-up capability in case additional manpower or equipment
17 was required, or if some other event would take place that
18 w

ould require back-up capability in the Washington Township
19 jurisdic t io n .

20 MR. BENDER: New Richmond is also a volunteer
21 grou?

22 MR. SCHOTT: That 's co rrec t , sir.

23 MR. BENDER: Thank you. Can we go to the next
t

24 item?
i

25 MR. FLYNN: Status of Applicant's requirements of

.

Hmm _ent m e= mmque gue gue m e. - - -
%m e== *es= - - a ' - - .
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bw I operating personnel is also Jim Scholt.

2 MR. SCHOTT2 I believe we touched on that this
3 morning briefly. We have a maintenance engineer reporting
4 Mar h 5. We have securad the services of an additional manc

5 w.ith the necessary credentials to back up our reactor
6 engineer. He's been on-site now for four months.
7 We are in the process or recruiting several
8 additional staff members. But the basic staffing issues

9 we believe we have adequately addressed.

10 MR. BENDER: In the event, you should run into

.11 the kind of circumstances that occurred recently, in which
12 you lost a man that you had on the payroll for several
1.3 months, it looks to me like you always have the prospect
14 that you may be without adequate supervision, because of
15 the lack of depth in the organization.
16 What contingency plans have you got?
17 MR. SCHOTT* At this point in time -- I don't

18 think this thing is working.

19 MR. BENDER Why don't you come up to the podium.
20 That will work.
21 MR. SCHOTT We a re a ddre ss ins, that situation
22 by designating alternate members of our technical staff to
23 act as back-up to maintenance, back ur to operations or
24 back-up to whatever second line supervisory position you
25 might select in an effort to avoid a situation like we have

----------- --.. .
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bw 1 Just experienced.

2 MR. BENDER: Will those people have the same

3 training as the person-you have designated to be --

4 MR. SCHO.TT: Yes, sir, that is a commitment we

5 have made. They will not have the immediate experience that

6 the primary people have, but they.will be accumulating

7 experience such that if someone would resign, or other

8 reasons, we would be able to adequately staf f the plant.

9 MR. BENDER: Can you rely on ge tting advice and

10 s ,istance from other organizations, if worse came to worst?

.11 MR. SCHOTT: Well, we have to have that capability.

12 But we also have individuals on the plant staff that can

13 function adequately in more than one area of expertise.

14 MR. BENDER: I unde'rstand that kind of statement.'

15 But my own observation is that the depth of knowledge that

16 a guy can have when he's not doing things every day is not

17 likely to be nearly enough to deal with the complexity of

18 the problems that you might have in a -- when you really need

19 maintenance work done in large quantities and your maintenance

20 engineer was incapacitated for some reason or other. It

21 seems to me you ought to make arrangements to have access

22 to other resources in some way other than just to say you

23 will take some other member of the sta.ff and have him take

24 over.

25 MR. SCHOTT: Well, what I mentioned before a few

.

.. - - . . ..- .--....--- - .. . . .
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bw I moments ago was that we are now developing the back-up

2 capability within the staff. Those individuals on one-to-one

3 relatilonship as more or le ss second-line assistants to the

4 principals.

5 In that manner, we believe that there is sufficient

6 capability.

7 MR. BENDER: But that guy has another job as well

8 as being the backupi is that right?

9 MR. SCHOTT No, sir. Not necessarily, no sir.

10 That isn't what we had in mind. In other words, if there is

.11 a sta ff member who is assigned as assistant to the maintenance

12 supervisor, that is his f unc tion, and he would act as an

13 a ssistant mainter.ance supervisor.

14 MR. BENDER: Have you made that commitment to the

15 s ta f f , that you will have a maintenance supervisor and an

16 assistant to the supervisor full time?

17 MR. SCHOTT No, sir, we have not.

IS MR. BENDER: We ll , what are you telling me, that

19 you are thinking about doing it, or that you are going

20 to do it?

21 MR. SCHOTT We are going to do it, but we have not

22 made that commitment to the Regulatory Sti #f, because it is

23 a dif ficult situation you find yourself in _3metimes.

24 If the backup leaves, then what do you do?

25 It's nothing different than we do in our foss il f uel plants.
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bw I MR. BENDER: I understand that, but you have a

2 number of fossil fuel plants.

3 You have got a lot o experience. You have got one

4 nuclear plant with which you have limited experience. And

5 the back-up does seem to be a little week.

6 That's all I am saying. All I am saying is tuat

7 if you can find other utilities that will be willing to

8 .give you a helping hand, it seems to me that most of us

9 would feel a little bit more comfortable, even though we

10 know you are committed to doing the job right.

11 We are not questioning that aspect of it.

12 But circumstances sometimes can put you in a

13 situation where you don't have access to all the people you'd

14 like to have.
'

15 And an organization with limited depth always

16 has to keep that in mind.

17 MR. SCHOTT We understand, sir.

I' MR. BEllDER: Let's go to the next item.

19 MR. FLYNN: The next item is also a Jim Scho.tt

20 item. Mechanisms established for obtaining information on

21 and ut ilizing industry experience.

22 MR. SCHOTT There are several mechanisms that

23 we presently utilize.

24 First, not necessary in any priority order, but

25 we receive wht is called service information le tters f rom

- - . - - - . . - . . . . . . - _. .
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bw I the vendor, General Electlrc, that addresses many items

2 that occur as a matter of experience from their operatlng
)

3 plants. And we incorporate those items as required either 4
3

4 in our procedures, or, if a plant modification is suggested,

5 why, appropriate engineering is given to that and a decision

6 is made as to whether it would be or not be incorporated

7 in our plant. {
8 We receive information naturally from the b

{|
9 Enforcement and Inspection Branch of the NRC, and we, as a p

A
10 matter of routine, incorporate those on our stationery !(

k:
.11 review board agenda for discussion and appropriate action. j

!
12 We receive copies of all of the incident reports [

l

13 f rom all utilities that are routinely filed with the
i

14 Edison Electric Institute, and we utilize the experience, |
t

15 and sometimes the malf unctions or whatever cause the incident, !

16 in making suggestions to our engineering group or

17 modifications to tar procedural controls. b
:

18 We also are members of the Edison Electric |

19 Institute, where periodic meetings are held at the minimum

20 of three times per year.
.

21 And we are members of that group and actively

22 part ic ipa te in information exchange.

23 Those are just four of the samples that we use i.

24 on a formal basis.
'

25 And then on a -- I would consider it an informal



2866.13.10 125

bw I basis, why, we are in communication with sister plants at

2 personnel levels. For example, maintenance engineers call

3 and talk to other maintenance . engineers, and so forht.

4 MR. BENDER: Are you participting in the NPRDS

5 system?

6 MR. SCHOTT Yes, sir, we are just about finished

7 now with the accumulation of all the NPRSD baseline

8 information. And we are about ready to submit that to

9 Southwest.

10 MR. BENDER: Okay.

'l MR . FLY NN: The next item, method for making

12 foundation settlement methods will be discussed by John

13 Herman.

14 MR. HERMAN We have got.22 settlement points

15 at the Zimmer Station where we monitor the se.ttlements.

16 These are monitored on a three-month oasis, and they

17 started in October of 1975.

18 Now, the settlement of these 22 points are shown,

19 and the settlements , agout 90 percent of what we predicted.

20 The settlement on most these points have .just

21 about ceased.

22 The differential se ttlement, that is the settlement

23 across the reactor going between the two adjacent points that

24 we are measuring, is also within the limits of the

25 differential settlement that was predicted in the FSAR.
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bw I MR. ZUDANS: Que st ion s did you observe any

2 deviatlons during this heavy rain period, flooding?

3 MR. HERMANs No. The settlements have been
4 fairly uniform.

5 They have been -- the actual elevations have been

6 decreasing over the years and, like we said, they pre tty

7 much have stopped.

8 MR. ZUDANS: Maybe I will ask the question

9 differently.

10 Did you have any changes like here in this

JI river, for example, flood level went up, did you see

12 any perturbations?

13 MR. HERMAN: We had one set of readings, I think,

14 that the contractor made a mistake in, where the elevations

15 show a slightly higher elevation. _
16 MR. ZUDANS: You are sure he made a mistake?
17 MR. HERMAN: Or 1.t could have went up a fraction

18 of a foot.

19

20

21

22
.

23
9

24

25
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LT I MR. ZUDANS: The real question is would the

2 purturbations show up because of changes in the water level

3 in the river?

4 MR. HERMANs Not that I am aware of.

5 MR. ZUDANS: Can you read them anyway? Are the

6 instrumentations such that you could see it? !

7 MR. HERMAN: Yes, the points are brass pins on

8 the outside of the foundation, and the elevations are

9 run in f rom a permanent benchmark on the reactor center

10 lines.

11 MR. ZUDANS2 But they are not recorded, they are

12 not recorded so you have to read?

13 MR. HERMAN Yes, we have to read. It's a survey

14 we read every three months.

15 MR. ZUDANS: So you could miss a purturbation

16 if it was within one hour?

17 MR. HERMAN: You could make a mistake but the

18 elevations are run, the points are checked and the survey run

19 back to the original benchmark to close the survey

20 MR. BENDER: How frequently are you making the

21 measurements now?

22 MR. HERMAN: Every three months.

23 MR. BENDER: Your question is kind of beside the

24 point obviously.
.

25 You made them during the flood, did you?
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T I MR. HERMANs Right. I think they are made [
I

2 October, January, April and July. 3
G

3 We did not make any speclal se.ttlement reading. |
,

4 if we had a flood in, let's say, November or December. ;

5 MR. ZUDANS: I think it wouldn't be a very bad

6 . ide a to do tha t o nc e in a while. {

7 MR. FLY NN: We can off er to take those readings |;

8 now. The river is high. We expect a flood crest on

9 Thursday. John, could you make arrangements to run a

10, settlement?
:

11 MR. HERMAN * Sure. ;

l

12 MR. BENDER: Other questions on the settlement j

:
13 business? i

14 Is the staff satisfied with the settlement situation?
:

15 MR. HELLER: Yes. I.think we are. The site they

16 have.

17 MR. BENDER: Would you identify youself, please?

18 MR. HELLER: My name is Lyman Heller with the

19 nuclear s ta f f . I am geotechnical engineer with the

20 geosciences branch.

21 I think we are satisfied with the settlement

22 monitoring system here and I think the settlements they

23 have shown in their table are reasonable for the size of

24 structures involved.

25 I would have just one question with the presentation
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LT 1 t od ay .

2 You noted the differential se.ttlement across the

3 reactor building. I think one of the other. things that should

4 be checked if you are not already checking it is the

5 differentlal settlement between separate buildings, where

6 those buildings happen to be connected by pipes or wires

7 or whatever you have.

8 I am not sure you have that part. Maybe you could

9 comment on it.

10 MR. HERMAN Well, we have se.ttlement points in the

il reactor 5..iding and the aux 111ary building. It's simply

12 a matter of subtracting the two points of interest.

13 From that you would obtain the dif ferential

14 settlement.

15 MR. HELLER: That's correct. Is that differential

16 settlement within the values that you expected, and have
17 predicted and have designed for for these connecting pipes
18 and so forth?

19 MR. HERMANs Yes, the differential se ttlement is

20 within the predicted values, and we have designed for it.
21 MR. HELLER: Thank you.

22 MR. HERMAN: Steve Rurka --

23 MR. RURKA: Steve Rurka. I could make a comment
24 on that.

25 The base matters were designed to, as a finite

-----.--. ..-- -----
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LT 1 element plate, they. were set on soil springs and taken into

2 account on differentia.1 settlement so that's been f actored

3 into the design.

4 Since .the se ttlements are close to the predicted

5 settlements, we f eel the design is adequate in this respect.

6 We f actored in that differential.
7 MR. ZUDANS2 You say put on soil springs: It

8 does not automatically account --

9 MR. RURKA: No, but we have used the loadings

10 as though they were separate buildings.

.11 MR. ZUDANS: But you didn't move the soil at one

12 building down until it hit the other.

13 MR. RURKA: No, but the load on that plate is

14 loaded. For instance, the reactor building would have a

15 load of 12 kips. But you do have, the soil springs are taking

16 care of the diff erentials.

17 MR. ZUDANS: That is not the settlement. It's

18 elastic response of the soil. Settlement is something else.

19 Se ttlement is all of a sudden you move away the

20 soil from one surface and see what haopens.

21 MR. RURKA But I thought the question was had

22 we accounted for it in the design.

23 MR. ZUDANS: The question is correct.

24 The answer is not complete. You probably have it,

25 but not in this analysis. .This analysis just considers the
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LT 1 ,eff ect of different loads on a single plate, with some

2 elastic properties for the soil.

3 Se.ttlement means you have to move the foundation

4 down by that amount.

5 MR. RURKA: R ight .

6 MR. ZUDANS: And see how the structure then

7 accommodates itself. I am pretty sure you have done it.

8 It's just not in this analysis.

9 MR. RURKA: Yes, that is part of the program.

10 MR. BENDER: I presume the staff is monitoring these

.11 effects, or not?

12 MR. HELLER: I.think the answer there is no, we are

13 not monitoring them, and I don't.think we have any

14 tech spec such as we have on at least one other plant.

15 So I don't really believe that it's called for

16 here since the settlements are within prediction, it is

17 behaving, they have mea surements since 1975.

18 They all look quite reasonable with respect to

19 this site and it's not normal that we do follow the

20 settlement of a plant of this kind, sir.

21 MR. BENDER: Thank you.

22 MR. ZUDANS: Can I ask the staff a question?

23 MR. BENDER: Yes.

24 MR. ZUDANS: Have you s een the analysis of the

25 settlement effect on the structures to make sure that what
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LT I they predict is acceptable? Because what he described is

2 not analysis of settlement.

3 MR. HELLER: Are you asking me or the applicant,

4 sir?

5 MR. ZUDANS: I am asking NRC.

6 MR. BENDER I suspect this is something which the

7 structures branch ought to answer.

8 MR. PELTIER: And they just left.

9 MR. ZUDANS: All right. Maybe next time.

10 MR. BENDER: You can look into it and let us know

11 what the answer is.

12 MR. HELLER : I don't expect there is any problem

13 at all, in my opinion.

14 MR. ZUDANS: I have not said there is a problem.

15 But you see when you talk about something allowable,
16 you have to know why you have an allowable.

17 Se.ttlement of a foot is different from one inch.
18 MR. BENDER: I believe there is a comment to be
19 offered.

20 MR. KRISHNA SWAMY: I have some of the calculations
21 made. I am not fully f amiliar the pressures of the demand --

22 properties of the soil were used in computing and predicting
23 the settlement of the site. What we are seeing is that

24 compared to predicted se.ttlements, the measured se.ttlements

25 are in line with the predictions.
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LT 1 Therefore, the settlements as to the -- settlements

2 are accommodated in the design.

3 Also, in terms of measuring the se.ttlement's

4 continuous basis, se.ttlement is time-dependent.

5 Therefore, just because we have a flood doesn't

6 mean that we should have the larger settlement right following

7 the flood. It can also take some time, when the time is

8 a factor.

9 MR. BENDER: Thank you.

10 Can we move along? There are a couple more items.

.11 MR. FLYNN: I believe these items are listed as

12 staff items, sir.

13 MR. BENDER: Yes, and I think we have heard enough

14 from the staff on the --

15 MR. PELTIER: While we have He ller here , the re

16 was a question I believe this morning on the dewatering

17 of the compacted backfills.

18 MR. BENDER: Yes.

19 MR. PELTIER: I am not sure I am remembering

20 precisely what the question was, so if whoever had the

21 question would rephrase it --

22 MR. BENDER: Let me restate the question. This

23 appears to be one of the points of serious difference between

24 the staff and the applicant.

25 I really wanted to find out why there was such a

- - - - - - - - - - . - - . - . - . . . - . . - . - .
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LT I serious difference.

2 Is it a very difficult p.roblem to resolve, or is

3 it just that two hard-headed individuals are standing on

4 opposite sid.es of a rope and the y are pulling at each other?

5 MR. HELLER: I think the latter is the case. What

6 we are trying to do and have been trying to do for the past

7 few months is to be sure we have the right team on each end

8 of the rope, and that they understood the rules at the CP

9 stage.

10 de are still working on that matter, sir.

11 MR. BENDER: Let me ask Mr. Flynn.

12 Do you think you are going to resolve this matter

13 of the dewatering?

14 MR. FLYNN: Yes, sir. If the staff's consultant

15 is a reasonable, rational individual, we feel sure --

16 (Laughter.)

17 MR. FLYNN: We'll respond to the submi.ttal last

18 fall where we gave our position again with documentation.

19 We think it is a misunderstanding with Dr. Newmark's

20 a ss is tan t , in what we have in the CP state. PSAR.

21 MR. BENDER: Are you concerned about being able

22 to pump the water required?

23' MR. FLYNN: We are concerned about, at that level,

24 having to pump the r.iver, yes, sir. At that e le vation.

25 MR. HELLER: May I add something to pumping the
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LT 1 river? That is a completely erroneous statement and has no

2 basis in logic or basis in the physical. constituents there

3 that are at the plant.

4 In order to pump the river, the clay liner would

5 have to leak very badly. If that happened, we would want

6 to know it and that would be a safety problem.

7 I would imagine that a Sears, Roebuck sump pump

8 could handle all the water necessary to remove from that

9 clay-encapsulated fill the water down to a lev-1, 457, I

10 bel ie ve .

.11 So we are not pumping the river at a.11, if I may

12 add that correction, sir.

13 MR. BENDER: Would you be satisfied with a Sears,

14 Roebuck pump, is that what.you are saying?

15 MR. HELLER: So long as the water was at 457, yes,

16 sir.

17 MR. BENDER: All right.

13 We haven't resolved the issue but I think we

19 understand it as well as we are likely to understand it

20 t od ay .

21 MR. FLYNN: We think it will be resolved. We have

22 good relations with Sears, Roebuck.

23 MR. BENDER: If you haven't bought a Sears. Ro ebuc k

24 pump, I suggest you buy one.

25 MR. FLYNN: Would you want us to address this

------- _ - - - - - . - . . --
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LT 1 comment?

2 We are prepared to go into it briefly.
3 MR. BENDER: Yes, If you can do it briefly.
4 MR. HERMAN: John Herman. Me feel that the
5 PSAR states that, should the water level beneath the
6 critical buildings, exceed elevation 480, it states a pump
7 wlli be installed.
8 Now, the -- at elevation 480, if the water ever
9 got to that elevation, 36 percent of the surface area at that

10 elevation would be unsaturated, the re fore , the water at
.11 this elevation would be -- still have a capacity to relieve
12 the excess core pressure due to any liquefaction of the
13 surrounding material.

14
Now, in March of 1978, we had a flood up to elevation

15 493, and a water level that was calculated would rise inside
16 the clay blanket at the rate of slx-hundredths of a f oot
17 per day.

!

18
If you would postulate the design flood of 508.5,

19
that same water level increase would be nine-hundredths

20 of a foot per day.
21

There is no flood on the Ohio River that would last
22 of a sufficient duration to get the water up to elevation
23 480.

24
So it's our point that we f eel that the pump is

25 not necessary due that the water evaluation inside the clay

_ . . -
'

. . . _ _ . . . _ . _ . . . . _ , , _ - .._
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LT 1 blanket would never get to elevation 480.

2 In December of 1978, we had another flood. The

3 flood got to elevation 497 and the water inside the clay

4 blanket rose to -- rose six inches to an elevation of 465.6

5 feet.

6 Since we have a dewatering.well installed, to add

7 conservatism to the design, we would be willing to leave it

8 in and operate .it when the water level got to elevation

ju t as an added means of conservat. ism on the design.9 476, s

10 I think that was our position and was in the

11 letter we sent to the staff in August of this past year.

12

13

14

15

16

17

la

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

_ - - - - _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . . . _ . . . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ . _ ____ __ ._. . _ _ _ - . ._
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rc 1 MR. BENDER We presume that there will be some more

2 work done on this between .now and the time when the full

3 committee meets with Zimmer staff. Presumably,.we will know

4 better whether the resolution is meaningf ul or not.

5 MR. HERMAN In the PSAR stage, it stated elevation

6 480 was the limiting alevation of concern.

7 MR. BENDER: Recognizing that that might have been

8 the statmement, that doesn't preclude the staff from : hanging

9 its rules. We will just have to leave it for now.

10 Let's see. I. think this might be a good time to have

.11 the staff' comment on the OA matters that have arisen at the

12 Zimmer plant.

13

14' MR. PELTIER: Mr. Chairman, we have Jim Conway here.

15 I believe item E we touched on.this morning. I don't know

16 whether you want to hear any more about item E or not.

17 MR. BENDER: I think it was adequate for you to say

18 that the QA was satisfactory here. Is it?

19 MR. PELTIER: Yes, it is up to date, and it was

20 satisfactory to the staff.

21 MR. BENDER: We understand that the Cinc.innati Post

22 reported some interesting observations about the work quality

23 of Zimmer. Who is going to comment on that?

24 MR. PELTIER: We have Tom Vandel f rom Region 3.

25 MR. VANDEL: I think Isa was quoted in the article

.

....m e = w e = m.
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rc 1 and he is here today to try to answer any particular questions

2 that might be addressed.

3 MR. PELTIER: We have Region 3 people here to talk

4 about that subject. The staff doesn't know enough about it

5 right at this time.

6 MR. BENDER: At the moment, I have read the paper and

7 I have also heard your statement and the two don't match up.

8 Maybe we ought to understand why the staff things the OA is so

9 eff ective at Zimmer in view of the things that have been

10 quoted about the quality of work there. Why don't we deal with

.11 it that way.

12 MR. CONWAY: Jim Conway.

13 From our standpoint and from looking at the CA

14 program description we found, Mr. Chairman, that the

15 organization and persons performing OA functions at Zimmer have

16 the required independence and authority to ef fectively

17 implement the quality assurance program description that will

18 be reveiwed and doesn't have any undue influence on those

19 associated with cost and schedules.

20 As far as the implementation of that, I have.n't seen

21 the article in the paper you refer to. I be l ie v.e I a nd h e --

22 MR. BENDER: Fortunately, I don't have to be

23 constrained by the f act of looking at whether a piece of paper

24 determines whether it is okay or not.

25 How about having somebody who has looked it respond

_ _ . . _ _ - - - - _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . . _ .
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rc I to the adequacy of the quality assurance program. Who is that?

2 MR. CONWAY: I belle ve it is Region 3, I and E.

3 MR. VANDEL: We have, on a number of occasions during

4 the construction program, done OA program inspections which

5 included what is referred to as a mid-0A inspection program,

6 which was performed in January of '76, I belie ve. The results

7 of those particular inspections didn't identify any peculiar

8 problems related to quality assurance.

9 I think .Isa would like to address how he was quoted

10 in the article, because there was some misleading elements in

.I l it.

12 MR. BENDER: Okay. Why don't you identif y yourself.

13 MR. YIN: My name is Isa Yin. I am reactor

14 inspector with Region 3 in the Chicago area.

S tock ?? 15 I was Interviewed by Mr. Stock of. the Cincinnati

16 Pose. The information that he received, including the

17 scheduling and how much it costs, was provided for me.

18 Based on my observations during several inspections

19 in the area of pipe suspension system inspection, in my

20 opinion, the inspection program was totally inadequate. The

21 workmanship, the installation and the records is all not in

22 accordance with NRC standard.

23 But that was before. I think what they are' doing now

24 is -- appears to. be getting back on the right track, in my own

25 opinion. But I have no indication how good the corrective

.
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rc 1 action is going to be. That is still to be seen.

2 Right now, the calculation for individual hangar

3 support, and so on, is just started. They have scaething like

4 a 4200 safety related hangars, and so on. As of last month,

5 when I was in Sargent & Lundy, there was about only 50 or so

6 calculations being performed.

7 So although they have presented to me calculations,

8 I do not f eel is appropriate time to inspect those

9 c alc ula tio ns . What I will do is, first, I will continue my

10 surveillance in both the sito and also Sargent & Lundy office.

11 and also inform the licensee that I will perform an extended

12 inspe c t ion. Will last one week or two f ull weeks, in specting

13 the whole. thing. And upon 75 percent of total completion. of

14 the hangar installation.

15 There is no sense to look at.the problems again and

16 agaln, because the problems do exist at the site. So, upon --

17 they have told me that they have finished about 75 percent,

18 then we will perform an in-depth inspection of that particular

19 area.

20 MR. BENDER: Let me quote from Mr. Star's article.

21 It says2 "Mr. Yin noted that about 50 of the plant's

22 anti-shocking devices that cushion the pipes from earthquakes

23 were of a make he considers unsound. Utility officials dispute

24 this opinion."

25 What does that make reference to?

- . . . - . . - - .- -. -....-.--.-- .-.- - ---- - - . - - - . . - - . . - . . . - . - - .-- - -- .-
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rc 1 MR. YIN: These 50 or so mechanical snubbers is

2 manufactured by a company that is no longer in business. This

3 is a Nuclear Safeguard Corporation, something like that. It is

E g??? 4 a subsidlary of Berg & Patterson Company.

5 The reason I said it is no good, because I was in

6 charge of the snubber testing, and so on, back in GE. And.they

7 have never submitted any of their snubbers for us to test, so

8 that it was not in GE's procurement list. That doesn't mean

9 anything, really.

10 However, subseq uent to my departure to GE -- from GE,

11 I continued looking at this problem. From what I understand,

12 in nuclear power plants they are abandoning those they have

13 purchased and installed, such as Cooper and.FFTF.

14 Also, one thing that convinced ne is during my last
'

15 year's trip to Korea, inspecting their nuclear plant, I was

16 vin ited to give a lecture on the subject matter. And we

17 inspected five INC mechanical snubbers. Out of the six, five

18 of them was frozen up. So that gives you some indication how

19 good the snubber is.

20 Subsequently, we had a meeting with INC

21 representatives, licensing representatives, and also Sargent &

22 Lundy office last month. INC representatives have no def ense

23 on their products.

24 MR. BENDER * I wonder if, Mr. Yin, you or some of

25 your associates, or perhaps Sargent & Lundy, would like to

.. . . -. . . . . . .- .- .
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rc I comment.

2 MR. FLYNN: Yes, sir, I think we would.

3 MR. SCHWIERS: I am Bill Schweirs.

4 The first question is were your comments concerning

5 the INC snubbers, or the allegations or statements made by Mr.

6 Yin regarding our QA program?

7 MR. BENDER: My guess is you ought to comment on all

8 three. They all seem to chal'1enge the adequacy of your

9 quality assurance papproach.

10 MR. SCHWIERS: We have had since 1971, some 83

.11 inspections at the Zimmer plant site. During these inspections

12 we have had a total of 75 inf ractions identified.

13 We have responded to every one of these .inf ractions

14 and, I think, taken satisf ac tory corrective action, because

15 they have all been closed out.

16 The most recent one concerning pipe hangars, pipe

17 hangar design, was under our surveillance prior to the time

18 that Mr. Yin came to the project site. We did recognize that

19 we had some problems. But we also recognized that there was

20 an iterative process of redesigning these pipe hangars.

21 So, as a result, our inspection plan was not a

22 c omp re he nsi ve , in process inspection. So, Mr. Yin came to the

23 site, and he did .identif y some problems that we had. We have

24 been appreciative of these problem identifications. We have

25 taken corrective action and we f eel that when this project is

_ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . . . - . . _ _ . _ . __ _ __ . _ _ _ _ . - _
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rc 1 comple ted that we .will have the best des.igned suspension

2 system of any nuclear plant around.

3 It has brought a lot of attentlon. not . orly to our

4 own program, but into the Sargent & Lundy organization as well.

5 Now, concerning the INC snubbers, this is somewhat

6 of a subjective opinion. We have not had real proof that the

7 snubbers that we have would not function in accordance with the

8 test data submitted to our architect engineer, who, in turn,

9 accepted this. They we re acceptable. They were

10 environmenta lly qualified. And we do not at this time know

11 exactly whether the snubbers will function as they were

12 designed cc function.

13 However, we do respect the opinion and the experience

14 of the NRC in these areas, so we have taken under consideration

15 the purchase of snubbers of a dif.ferent manufacturer which is

l16 acceptab e to the Region 3 inspector. And we do have these on

17 order.

18 We do not intent to immediately dispose of the INC

19 snubbers, but we will keep them as spares for the time being.

20

21

22

23

24

25

- - - . . . - - -
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cmw 1 MR. BENDER: Let me ask this question.

2 If I understand Mr. Yin correctly, I think he said

3 a number of plants are already discarding this type of snubber.

4 One of them is Cooper, which is a PWR system if my

5 memory is correct, so its application must be somewhat similar

6 to yours.

7 Have you discussed the matter with that plant?

8 MR. SCHWIERS: Our engineering personnel have discussed'

9 this with the Cooper plant.

10 And the design of the Cooper plant was somewhat

11 different than our snubbers.

12 As far as the materials, I believe that they did not

ha d all stainless steel.13 v

14 And the snubbers that we have at our site are

15 basically stainless steel.

16 It is dependent on the vintage.

17 And so we were further checking to see whether the

18 snubbers we have were manuf actured in the same time f rame as

19 those at both Duane Arnold, which we have checked into, and also

20 the Cooper site.

21 MR. BENDER: Thank you.

22 MR. SCHWIERS: Possibly the Sargent Lundy people could

23 add more to this.

24 The lack of calculations which Mr. Yin referred to was

25 identified by the licensee in one of our audits of the records.

O

- - - _ . . _ _ _ - - . - - - - .
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cmw I This is being at this t ime documented, each hangar,

2 as it is designed and checked E 'nst new loads, is being

3 documented.

4 And we are keeping a constant survei.11ance on Sargent &

5 Lundy to assure that some of the other areas that were identified

6 are further addressed in the redesign.

7 MR. BENDER: I think that will probably satir.fy our

8 curiosity.

9 We needn't add to the confusion with Sargent & Lundy's

10 co mme n ts .

Il MR. ZUDANS: Of this report that Dr. Lane and others

12 prepared, I understand ths; most of the shortcomings related to

13 inadequate embedment of expandaole anchor bolts either has been

14 identified, or identified and corrected.

15 MR. SCHWIERS: These have been identified.

16 We have teken a very comprehensive program at the

17 site to reinspect every anchor bolt that was installed.

18 We have now had a -- we have repurchased and destroyed

19 those anchor bolts that did not have a length indication on

20 them.

21 All oY our expansion anchors now have an identification

22 on the head, so we can readily inspect to assure that the

23 minimum embedment depth has been satisfied.

24 MR. ZUDANS: I tho ught so , that was an exce.llent idea.

25 What did you do with the others that were cut o.ff ?

_ _ _ . .
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cow I Did you vitrasonically test the lengths of all of them?
2 MR. SCHWIERS: We have established a comprehensive
3 inspection program in which we are inspecting every one of the
4 anchors that does not have a le tter identification on the head
5 to assure that it does meet the enoedments.
6 MR. ZUDANS: The other concern was weldment across the
7 flange of the I-beam.

8 Are you going to take them apart and redesign it?
9 MR. SCHWIERS: Those that were . identified were reviewed

10 by our architect-engineer and found that they met design
.11 requirements.

12 There has since been an instruction i.ssued by Sargent
13 & Lundy that no more welding across the flange is allowed, and
14 so the design will not reflect it.

15 Although, on specific occasion, if it's the only way
16 it can be done, and it can be satisf actorily accomplished,
17 Sargent & Lundy will reflect this on their design drawings and
18 we will allow it to be done, because we will have assurance
19 that it does meet design requirements.
20 MR. ZUDANS: There was another specific ltem, inch and
21 a half pipe that had an eccentric load of a couple hundred
22 pounds.

23 I don't unde rstand what the geometry looks like but the
24 report described it as this inch and a half, to be carrying
25 couple hundred pounds eccentric load.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . - . . . _ _ _ _ _ . - . . .
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cmw 1 Can you identify this situation?

2 MR. SCHWIERS: Not that one specifically.

3 MR. ZUDANS: There were two welds sitting on something.

4 MR. YIN: Yes, it was identified by me.

5 The reason I pointed it out, we have prob 1.em.

6 We have the same problem with a huge mass of valve,

7 and smal'1 bitty pipe.

8 The. thing just by operating is cracking the pipe.

9 It doesn't. need any vibration or earthquake to crack it.

10 So you have got a huge mass of tubes going to each

11 other and they are . inch and a half.

12 The strain is ridiculous because you're putting too much

13 m vement on the beam.o

14 As you know, the beam carries very litle motion

15 movement.

16 That was from the inadequate design system, whole

17 system.

18 MR. ZUDANS: The question is, this has been identified

19 by you peple and steps are being taken to rectify it?

20 MR. SCHNIERS: That's correct. All these things are

21 being reviewed by our architect-engineer.

22 They are making a thorough review, coming to the site

23 identifying these problems.. and corrective action will be taken

24 to assure that the design is adequate.

25 MR. ZUDANS: I also understand that you people are now

.
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cmw I training your anchor installers so that they really know what

2 to do.

3 Is that correct?

4 MR. SCHWIERS: This is correct.

5 We do have crews who are trainined as to what the

6 requirements are.

7 MR. ZUDANS: So you'll have the best anchors in the

8 world, I'm sure.

9 MR. SCHWIERS: We certainly hope so.

10 MR. BENDER: Thank you. I suspect we have heard about

11 enough of the quality assurance busine.ss at the moment.

12 We are concerned about being certain that whate'ver

13 corrective measures are required are being taken.

14 I ta ke it f rom what you're saying, and what the Staff

15 is saying, that while some problems have been _ident fled,

16 actions are being taken to correct those.

17 And the Staff in its review will confirm that is the

18 case.

19 I am fairly sure if tney don't find it to be the casc,

20 that the Regulatory Commission will take whatever steps are

21 necessary to hold back the license unt il the matters are

22 stralghtened out.

23 That I have no doubt about.

24 MR. ZUDANS: Could I ask a question of Sargent & Lundy?

25 MR. BENDER: We have got a limited amount of time.

_. = - - - . . . . . - - - - - . . . -
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cmw I I suspect we should move along and be sure we have
,

2 covered other points that are on the agenda.

3 Can you comment on the cable tray question?

4 MR. FLYNN: Yes, s ir

5 MR. SCHWIERS: We a.ttended the meeting that was held

6 in the c.ity hall of the city of Cincinnati in which a group

7 . identified as CARE and another group headed by Mr. Michael

8 Bancroft, Publ.ic Citizens Litigation Group, talked to the

9 Region 3 engineering inspectors concerning this rather

10 insignificant problem that was identified regarding our cable

11 trays.

12 There was an individual who had formerly worked for

13 the company supplying the cable trays who made allegations that

14 welding was not being per. formed by qualified welders.

15 That inf erior materials were being utilized.

16 We immediately took corrective actions to conduct our

17 own independent review at Huskie.

18 We reviewed all their records which we found in

19 very excellent shape.

20 The requirements for the material was 30,000 psi yield.

21 We found that most of the independent results at

22 Huskie indicated in excass of 40,000 pounds.

23 We furthre extracted from the trays at the Zimmer site

24 sufficient <$94p- to g.ive us a representative analysis of trays.

25 lb we;u :.o our own 1.ndependent analysis company, and

- . . - - - - . . - - . - -
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cmw I they performed tescs which verified that the materials did
2 indeed exceed the requirements by some 30 to 35 percent.
3 There was questions concerning the welds.
4 We looked at the welds, extracted suf.fic.ient samples
5 from the cable trays at the Zimmer site, performed destructive
6 tests on the welds.
7 In all cases, the material f ailed prior to the weld.
8 So .we felt that the welds were satisf actory.
9 There were some minor problems concerning procedure

10 qualifications.

11 There was a short period of time when a procedure
12 which was originally qualified using .035 weld rod an using
13 a shielding gas of straight carbon dioxide, they'd.used a
14 combination carbon dioxide and argon and used the larger weld
15 rod.

16 That was only done for a period of four weeks, and we
17 requalified that procedure and found that it was satisfactory.
18 There were a couple of welders who had been with the
19 company since the middle '50s working on cable trays, that one
20 of the procedures that was utilized, there was a period of
21 a f ew months where the welder had not been qualified to the
22 procedure.

23 But shortly thereaf ter he had beer, qualified, and we
24 felt that this was insignificant concerning the quality of the
25 cable tray fabrication.

.
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cmw 1 No w, the engineering minimized the importance of the

2 cable trays.

3 We treat it as a safety item.

4 And we felt that the workmanship on the trays was

5 more than adequate.

6 The materials were sufficiently adequate, and we have

7 complete confidence that we have a we.11-fabricated cable tray

8 s ys tem .

9

10

11

12

13

14

.
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LT I MR. BENDER: Thank you, Mr. Schwiers.

2 Does the staf f want to add anything to that?

3 MR. VANDEL: Tom Vandel. I was one of the

e 4 inspectors who conducted the investigation of Huskie.
'

5 And I think Mr. Schwiers characterized the events

6 reasonably well. Our bottom line is that we agree with the

7 licensee, that their cable trays and fi.ttings are adequate

8 and proper for installation in safety-related areas.

9 MR. BENDER: Thank you, Mr. Vandel.

10 I think we will forego the discussion we had

.11 planned on Reg Guide 19 7. That doesn't mean that we won't

12 bring the matter up at the full committee meeting, and you

13 should be prepared to respond to it.

14 MR. FLYNN: All right.

15 MR. BENDER: There are a number of responses to

16 questions that were raised at the subcommittee meeting.

17 Most of these came as a result of questions from

18 our consultants. I'd like to ask the consultants on direct

19 questions, whether they have any comments.

20 MR. CATTON: I have read the questions and I have

21 read their answers. Earlier this morning, I commented on

22 all of them.

23 MR. BENDER: Yes.

24 MR. CATTON: There are some -- still.some questions

25 in my mind.
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LT 1 But it seems to me that progress is be ing made

2 towards resolution.

3 MR. BENDER: Fine.

4 MR. ZUDANS: The only one that remains to be

5 commented is the energy absorption potential of pipe grip

6 support.

7 MR. BENDER: Can you make a comment on that now or

8 would you rather put something in writing for us?

9 MR. FLYNN: Whichever is your pleasure.

10 MR. BENDER: I'd like to close this mee*i ng at

.11 3:00 o'cloc k. I suspect maybe it would be better if I took

12 the five minutes that I could take to try to outline what

13 we might want next week at the full committee meeting.

14 MR. FLYNN: If you could give us the question so

15 we are addre ssing the proper re.sponse, we wi.11 get it to yo u .

16 MR. BENDER: The question being asked now, that

17 we need a be tter answer on, is how do the pipe constraints

18 absorb energy?

19 We realize the structure has to handle the loads.

20 But there is some inelastic response by the pipe restraints

21 themselves.

22 Am I stating it right?

23 MR. ZUDANS: Yes, pipe whip restraints.

24 MR . FLY NN: pipe whip.

25 MR. BENDER: I am sorry. Pipe whip. So we would

- - - - - - - - - . . - . . - - - . . - - .
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LT I like to have you give us a little more complete set of

2 information concerning how that design evolves.

3 MR. FLYNN: We will surely do that.

4 MR. BENDER * With' regard to the meeting next week.

5 I cannot give you a complete agenda but I can outline things

6 which we would like to have you present.

7 There should be a short statement concerning the

8 status of the plant, where it stands on construction, what

9 your plan for fuel loading is, and other things which yo u

10 consider relevent.

.11 At least one decent picture that shows what it looks

12 like so we can orient our members. Many weren't here when

13 the construction license was granteo.

14 We would like you to restate in brief form your

15 organizational plans for manpower and tell us how you plan

16 to establish the staffing and status and such things just so

17 we have a -- the full committee will have a more direct

18 understanding of how you plan to organize for operation.

19 The open issues that need to be addressed, I think,

20 are the status of the toxic chemicals question, the way in

21 which you plan to deal with ATNS, recognizing that the kind

22 of response the staff made today concerning the licensing

23 of thi's plant.

24 I would advise you to talk some more with the

25 sta ff and get better understanding of what was meant by

__
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LT I Mr. Tedesco's statement. I think we would like to have

2 something on the reactor flow control scheme because it

3 is a unique, not unique, but new concept that the committee

4 has not heard in full..before.

5 Certainly, we want to hear an update, current

6 dlsc u ss ion, of the status of. the Mark .II containment, which

7 ought to bring the f ull committee up to speed concerning

8 where it stands as f ar as the verification of the design

9 and specifically what CG&E has done to satisfy the staff's

10 concern with respect to Zimmer.

.11 We realize that some of the things that you have

12 done are not totally consistent with the gener.ic solution

13 because you have been willing to accept some conservatisms,.

14 and a generic solution you might not find palatable.

15 Are there other things, Milt, you think we ought

16 to add?

17 DR. PLESSET: No.

18 MR. BENDER 2 Consultants? Dick? We may have

19 other things. But that seems like a reasonable plan for the

20 moment.

21 If there are other. things, we will certainly get

22 in touch .with you as early as possible and let you know.

23 We will try to develop a better schedule with you.

24 Are there other things that need to be covered today? Does

25 the staff have anything it wants to add at this point?

- - . - - - - - - - . - - - - - . - . - . - - -- . . . - - -- - - - - . . .
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LT I Mr. Peltier?

2 MR. PELTIER: No, sir, we don't have anything to

3 a dd .

4 MR. BENDER: Mr. Flynn?

5 MR. FLYNN: Yes, there is one question on this

6 Reg Guide 197.

7 MR. BENDER: Yes.

8 MR. FLYNN: Did you want us, or the steff, to be

9 prepared to address that?

10 MR. BENDER: Well, I think you ought to be prepared,

.11 you ought to have a position on it in case it comes up.

12 You may be aware that the committee in its last

13 review of an application, suggested strongly that something

14 ' be done about implementing Reg Guide 197 on a specific

15 plant.

16 Since the committee has asked for it once, it's

17 not unlikely it will ask for it again. So you ought to be

18 prepared to say what you might do if the request were made.

19 MR. FLYNN: We understand.

20 It is a generic 1ssu e. .

21 MR. BENDER: Yes.

22 If there are no other matters, I would like to ~thank

23 CG&E for their presentation, and the sta f f. We hope to see

24 you next week.

25 (Where upon, a t 3: 00 p.m. , the hearing was adjourned.)
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TOXIC CHEMICALS ,"

i

A review of the hazardous materials transported on the !

!

Chessie System Railroad has been performed. Since no data |
|

exists for truck shipments, it is assumed that the chemicals a

shipped by rail are in turn handled by trucks. Assuming

that the chemicals are shipped by truck using the maximum

size of 50,000 lbs, those toxic chemicals that are shipped

more than 10 times per year (As per R. G. 1.78), are listed

below:

Chlorine

Carbon Dioxide

Vinyl Chloride

Xylene

Aniline

Acrylonitrile

Anhydrous Ammonia

Butadiene

Butene

Sulfuric Acid

The control room has been equipped with redundant detectors

for ammonia and chlorine. Since the toxicity limits of

carbon dioxide, vinyl chloride, xylene, butadiene and butene

are very high, they do not pose any hazard to the control
.

room habitability. Sulfuric acid is not a hazard to the

plant as discussed in response to question Q312.25 for rail

.

I'
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TOXIC CHEMICALS PAGE 2
.

shipments of toxic chemicals. The only chemicals with
,_
,

.

relatively low toxicity limits are aniline and acrylonitrile.

A review of the industries within 10 miles of the plant has
_

confirmed that these chemicals are not used or produced by

the industries in the area. Therefore, it is highly im- :- |-

probable that these chemicals are shipped frequently by

trucks in "the vicinity of the plant.
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TABLE 2.1-4

1 DrDUSTRIES WITHIN 10 MILES OF THE SITE
, .

DISTANCE AND
DIRECTICE ICfBER OF HAZARDOCS MCDE UF

',

INDUSTRT FROM THE SITE D 9L0 TEES FR0 DUCTS MATERIALS TRALWi

Moscow, Chio 0.3 mile E3E
F & 5 Machine Shop (1)* 10 Job shop eachining
ties Efg. Co., Inc. (2) 25 Surgical appliances

and supplias
't

Carntown, 17
Elack River Mining Co. ( 2 miles SSU

~'
150 Metallurgical, 40Z Eitrostarch, Truck

(3) 14=ascone base powder with,

,
* , ammonia nitrata

I primer
. (underground -

6000 lb.

surface - 7500 lb)
Pt. Flaasant, Chio 2.5 miles NZ

Pickney Brewer Co. (4) 7 Crushed 11mentona 25.000-lb Track
'

maEn h TNT
.

Foster, Ky. 4.7 miles SSE
Clyde S. Parkar Isady- 4 Raady-sized concreta,

Mix concreta (5) decorative patio biceks
Wheat Stone Ceramics, 6 Pyrometer protection

Inc. (6) tubes, thermocouple
insulators, ceramic
ferrules j

New Rfch=and, Chio 6.8 =41*= ENE *
*

Classens J & R Co. (7) 285 voelen, worsted
- synthetic yarns

Sargent Tool & Mfg. 1 Steel parts, plastic
Co. (8) injection unids

*
Talicity, Chia 7.7 miles E .

special Fallet Co. (9) 10 Pallets
.

Butler, Ky. 9.3 miles SU
Butler Products (10) 78 Frop legs for Pressurized oxyEen Truck

trailers tanks
Acetylene TruckCriffin Induscrias, .-

Inc. (11) 52 tendering callow grasse,
-

seat meal, hidas
Eardy Brothers Mills (12) 1 FeedJay Gee, Inc. (13) 10 Machine shop, metal

.

fabrication,

Jessie Yawter Mfg. Co. 1 Screw machina '

(14) products
E. C. Beckjord Cenar- 9.5 miles ENE 236 Electric Powerating Station (15) (Ohio tiver Mils.

453)
. t-

Alexandria, Ky. 10.6 miles EW
~

''*Ale == adria Flant of 8 Esady-sized concreta - 'M1111 top Concreta
Corp. (16)

Flott-Bi-Balsa Float 10 Fishing floats, c.orks, @6Co. (17) bobbers
Refs Concrete Co. (18) 7 Concrete septic tanks. . ,j!

*
,.

-

- pipe, ready-=fvad -

'

concrete. .
.

..

c:M IS8 1973 Kantucky Directory of Manufacturers, Ky. Dept of Commerces
1974 Directory of Ohio Manufacturers, Ohio Chamber of Connerce..

*Wumbers in parentheses relate to locations shown ce Figure 2.2-1.
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