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2 14 | The 243rd meeting of the Advisorv Committee was
= |
3 5 | convened, pursuant to notice, at 8:30 a.m.
g |
T | Present:
17 } MILTON 5. PLESSET, Chairman
o , J. CARSON MARK, Vice=Chairman
; 18 j RAYMOND F. FRALEY, Designated Federal Emplovee
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2 DAVID OKRENT
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22 WILLIAM KERR

DADE W. MOELLER
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25

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



, REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 5542345

300 TTH STREFT, W,

12

13

14

15
16
17
18
19
20

21

22

23

24

25

MR. PLESSET: The meeting will now come to order. This

is the 243rd meeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safe-

guards. During this meeting the Committee will follow the schedul?

outlined for discussion as published in the Federal Register
Notice of Monday, July 7, 1980. Today, the Committee will work
on a report to the Commission on the FY82 safety research budget.
We'll discuss the recent operating experience of the Hatch/
Brunswick, Browns Ferry and St. Lucie nuclear plants, and the
venting of containment at Three Mile Island Unit 2 plant. We'll
also discuss proposed replies to inguiries from Chairman Ahearne
and Commissioner Gilinsky.

In addition, we will discuss items for a.meeting with
the Commissioners which is sched:led for tomorrow.

Also on the agenda for tomorrow will be a review of
the Sequoyah nuclear plant and the preparation of reports on the
proposed rule on fire protection, on cascade failures in nuclear
power plants and on clarifying the ACRS letter on Atlas.

We have received a request from the General Eleitric

Company to make an oral statement, and we have scheduled that

presentation for Friday.

This meeting is being conducted in accordance with the

provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act and the government

and the Sunshine Act. Mr. Ravmond Fraley is the designatad

federal employee for this porticn of the meeting.
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A transcript of portions of the meeting is being kept,
and it is recuested that: each speaker first identify himself or
herself and speak with sufficient clarity and volume that he or
she can be readily heard.

The first item on today's agenda is the Chairman's
report, which I will now pr sent.

The first thing to mention is that the American Nuclear
Society has shown its great wisdom and has awarded the first
"Tommy" Thompson Award to Dr. David Okrent.

(Applause.)

For his contributions, I believe, to nuclear power
plant safety.

(Lauchter.)

MR. KERR: I thought it was for general perspicacity,
wisdom and good sense.

MR. PLESSET: The next item iz a discussion of the
proposed items for meeting with the NRC Commissioners, and you
have a folder and you might want to take a look at it and see if
you wish to suggest changes, additions or deletions. Those who
have looked at it could give their ideas to us so that we can
adjust accordingly.

MR. OKRENT: You have time on the agenda?

MR. PLESSET: Yes.

MR. OKRENT: I wasn't clear. Were you asking if there

are other possible items?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. PLESSET: Or a deletion, yes.

MR. OKRENT: I think it would be interesting to hear
how the Commissioners plan to approach the topics related to the
upccming rulemakings on degraded core accidents, siting; what
informatic they think should be developed in order to help them
arrive at a decision, how they expect to get that information
developed and things like that. I think they'll be useful
topics.

MR. SIESS: I think there's another aspect. There are
four rulemaking proceedings they've been talking about. The
four I can think of are degradec core, the NEPA Class 9, the
siting and emergency preparedﬁess. Now, those sounds like the
same subject and that's what bothers me. As near as I understandd
there are four separate rulemakings and I'd be interested in how
they're going to separate them.

MR. OKRENT: 1I'd be more interested in knowing how
they're going to do that.

MR. SIESS: I accepted that argument. But it seems to
me that they've got four very closely related things, and I don't
see how they can maike intelligent rule- .ith four separate
actions going on in those areas. That's assuming that they're
supposed to be intelligent rules.

MR. PLESSET I suspect, Dave, that -- Mike, you're
here. You were the one who raised this guestion about the NRC

resident inspectors. Would you mind if that got pushed off the

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. BENDER: Yes, I would.

MR. PLESSET: Okay, so that has to stay.
MR. BENDER: 1It's not because I have any doubts about
Dave's point. I don't think we're going to accomplish a heck of

a lot in discussing that particular matter without some thought

to what we would say. And I think if we want to raise it with

the Commissioners, we ought to develop a better understanding of
what we're asking about.

MR. PLESSET: Okay. You were there first.

MR. SIESS: Could we discuss Mike's item briefly enough
so we know what it is? I don't understand what Mike is
concerned about. T read everything Mike sent me and I still
don't understand what the gquestion is. 1Is it your idea that there
should be a similarity between the role of the resident inspector
and the role of the Navy officer, the watch or whatever it is?

Or are you proposing that there's some relation between these two?

MR. BENDER: Let me try to explain the thought I had.

It obviously didn't come out very well in my letter.

In looking at what the Navy does, I was interested in
the fact that they had carefully stated what they expected their
inspector to do. And he had some duties -- it's true he didn't
have a large number of things to do but they had a scope for him

that was somewhere within his capabilities.

The NRC has an inspector at the site, and as you can see

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



300 TTH STREET, SW. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345

10

11

12

13

14

15
16 |

17

18
19
20
2]
22

23

ST .

24

25

from the documents that are sitting here, he has a random set of

duties. Some things he has to do, has to report at the time of

an incident. But as far as understanding how he's representing
the NRC, I came away with the Aistinct impression that it's a
pretty fuzzy kind of situation. And if an accident of some sort
really did arise, it's still not clear that they have at the site

somebody they would know how to use in conne>tion with the public.

MR. SIESS: I never thought that was the intention.

I thought the intention was that this was just a resident inspectof.
Ee had the same kind of duties as the inspectors working out of |
the regional offices had, but he did them somewhat differently.
They did change his scope to do more direct observation and direct,

|
work rather than QA documents. But I never got tlie impression :
that the resident inspector program, as mandated by Congress or |
as implemented by NRC, was intended to be anything other than justg
a resident inspector.

MR. BENDER: I don't know what I thought he was supposedé
to do. I thought maybe it would be a good idea to call to their
attention that they haven't defined very well what they intended.

MR. SIESS: I thought they over-defined it. There's
about 40 pages of what he's supposed to do.

MR. OKRENT: It seems to me if we're interested in this
topic, it would be well to have a short discussion with Inspection

and Enforcement, if there's a gquestion about what the inspectors

are supposcd to be doing, rather than first talking to the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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While I've read about what the resident whatever he is |
called for the Navy program, it is different but they have a
different setup and that's a different plant. They sort of own
the plant, too, in th-c case, and they have their designated
people running it. It wasn't clear tc me just what we were going

to try to talk about either.

MR. BENDER: I don't have any problem with deferring

the discussicn until such time as we have amplified the problem

somewhat.

MR. MARK: Dave proposed we talk with Inspection and
Enforcement. I wonder about that. These resident inspectors
were not the invention of I&E. They're an invention, in fact, of
either the Congress or the public or the White House or somebody.
And the whole operation has been handed over to I&E, and it was
just another personnel for them. They've issued instructions to
them which make one sick to read. They don't say you can't go
to the bathroom like the Navy does, but they do tell you what you
must do all the rest of the time and to keep your hand on this
phone. They don't suggest in the least that he should really keeﬁ
an eye on how that plant is being run. They could say all I would
have thought necussary in about the same space as the Navy,
although it should be in a much less internalistic approach.

The instructions are an evidence to the disease.

MR. BENDER: Carson's thoughts and mine are not much

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, iNC.
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different. I'm not all that anxious to have a very strong defini=-|
tion but there's an infererce that they're doing more than they ar;.

MR. OKRENT: I"i: a little bit reluctant to go talk to
the Commissioners based on that list of things on that set of
instructions. 7T happen to know that they're trying to get these
resident inspectors all through the simulator course, for axample,?
because I was there a week ago and there were six inspectc:s, !
BWR inspectors, resident inspectors, taking the course. T think
that's an indication of the fact that I&E wants them to know some-?
thing about how plants are run and so forth, and not sjust do
auditing of paper.

So I really think if the Committee is interested in
this it ought to learn more.

MR. BENDER: I don't guarrel with that. I think there
are a couple of points that we need to take into account. First
of all, the inspection staff is not all thuat big, and expecting
them to know everything is equivalent to expecting them to kxnow
nothing because they can't absorb everything and if they can't
get too much on them as a burden they won't know where to concen-
trate their attention. I think that's inherent.

MR. SIESS: One comment, one recommendation. I think
those instructions have evolved. The first stage was simply
transferring inspector duties to the resident inspector. Then I

think post-TMI thev became concerred about the role of the NRC in

an incident, and a lot of stuff about how you report, et cetera.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY., INC.
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All you have to do is read the Kemeny or Rogovin Commission part
on NRC responce to see what inspired that.

But I think it would be worthwhile exploring the evolu-
tion of this, the philosophy of it, what I&E thinks they're doing
as compared to what Congress wanted, or what we think they want.
And the appropriate way, to me, would be to start with the
appropriate subcommittee reviewing it in some depth and then get
somebnC ' from ISE in here to talk to the full Tommittee. But I
don't think starting with the Commission is the right place.

MR. KERR: I would like to endorse Dave's suggestion
that we at least express our interest in the direction in which
cthe Commission as a whole is going in these rulemakings. There
appears to me to be an indication that the staff may want %o go
into the rulemaking to find out what the rules should be, and as
recently as this week we heard a high NRC official say that this
was different from the ECCS situation; that there had been some
experience with ECCS and there was some indication of how the
ECCS system should work, and the ru.emaking was simply to formal-
ize. But that a degraded core situation was one with which
nobody had had very much experience, and the implication was that
the rulemaking was being held to find out what the rule should be.

Now, if this is what ic == I hope I misunderstood him,
so T give him the benefit of the doubt. But if this is what the
NRC has in mind, it is difficult for me to see how any coherent

rule is likely to occur. I don't kn~w how to say this in a way

ALCERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 | which does not scund derogatory to the Commission. That's my

~

concern. But I would be interested in hearing them comment on

T

3 | what they have in mind, or if they . ave some idea of the direction‘
B in which they're going because I think it's an extremely important
5 | question.

6 MR. MOELLER: Could we discuss th2 responsibility of

7 P state and local governments regarding emergency planning. What ;
I exactly was it that we wanted to r ‘scuss? We had expressed a

9 gquestion in our letter, and we're simply asking them to answer

10 | that point. .
1 é MR. FRALEY: But the other roint I wanted to make was
12 5 that in the Avcpropriations Act, you will note that the Congress

13 | expressed that concern about this same problem; tha% you might

14 | have a completed plant which could not be run because the state

15 and local ufficials have not prepared an emergency plan. And,

, REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345

1€ | in effect, it seemed to suggest that in that situation, the

17 utility could prepare an emergency plan, though I'm not sure how

18 | one would implement such a plan, and that may be something also

19 | worth discuczing with the Commissioners.

300 TTH STREET, S w.

20 d MR. MOELLER: One other item that applies to this
21 ﬁ discussion is that the staff has sent the Commissioners a memo
22 3 updating the status of the proposed statement on emergency planning.
23 i I have the ACRS copy which I'll give back to Peter Tam. I think
|
|

it's something we should run off for all the members prior to our

25 | meeting with the Commissioners.

| ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR, BENDER:

11

I'd like to get a point of clarification.

I don't have any objection to taking the inspection and enforcement

business off the agenda with the Commissioners,

it doesn't bother

me a bit. I don't think I'll get a very good answer from them

even if I asked. I only wanted to call their attention to the

fact that the responsibilities weren't defined very well and an

inspector might get into trouble with as many duties as they're

putting on him.

I'm concerned about what seems

to be something liere

like -~ we're going to decide whether we can discuss with the

Commissioners something. It looks to me like if the members want |

to ask the Commissioners something, that they shouldn'

t have to

ask the Committee's advice on whether they can ask something.

And 1've become concerned with the

we're doing.

MR.

fact that that's exactly what

PLESSET: I was just going to say the statement

you started with is just ideal for bringing up to the

SO0 let me indicate to you that our

well organized.

Laughter.)

MR.

we meet for an hour with the Commissioners,

SIESS: I don't understand Mike's point.

going to have a chance to bring up anything we want?

to go around the table? o

MR.

PLESSET: No, no.

ALDERSON REFPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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MR. SIESS: It seems to me that that's what Mike is
suggesting; that we should not have an advanced agenda, or that
anybody can put anything on the agenda that they want, which is
a way of doing business if you want to do it that way.

But I'd like to remind you that the Commizszioners in
the past, every Commission we've ever dealt with, =-- our meetings
were not very effective when we brought things up that they had
not previougly beon informed of and briefed on. You throw a
question at them that they weren't expecting and you don't get
anywhere.

MR. LAWROSKI: They're expecting this. I told them about
this on the 19th.

MR. SIESS: Yes, but if the idea of having an agenda
is to brief the Commissioners and we don't decide or what it is
until we get here, Mike's point is if it's on there we shouldn't
take it off. And my questicn is, i7 it isn't on there, how do
we put it on. Are we solicited before the meeting as to what we
want to present tc the Commissioners, and we get 2C items but
then we zan't take any off?

MR. FRALEY: Each month when we discuss future agenda,
I indicate when we're planning a meeting with the Commissioners
and try *o identify the items. I am not absolutely sure whether
this was identified last month or not. I think it probably was,
and I'll check the record an that, but that's the mechanism

for doing it.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. SIESS: That's helpful, because Mike's point is that|
once it's on the agenda, once a member puts it on the agenda, the
Committee shouldn't take it off. And I want *+*o xnow how to get
things on it.

MR. PRALEY: This morning is too late. You can't take
them off the agenda if you expect the Commissioners to be well ,
prepared to discuss that.

MR. SIESS: 1It's too late to be putting it on.

But I want to know what the deadline is for putting it on.

MR. BENDER: That's the only point I'm making. We
siiouldn't be sc constrained. If somebody wants to bring somethingj
up, the Committee has to ponder over whather it's a major issue
or not:

MR. PLESSET: I agree with Mike on that, and I think we
all know there are going to be meetings with the Commissioners at
every full Committee meeting. And I think if you have something
you want to have brought up, there's no reason you can't.

MR. KERR: Yes, but it seems tc me that those of us who
are wiser and more conservative have scme respons.bility to curb |
the impetuous members of the Committee.

(Laughter.)

MR. PLESSET: That's the ideal.

MR. SIESS: I'm not sure whether Bill is being facetious
or not, hut I do have a problem with bringing things up to the

Commissioners almost ad hoc, even though they'wve been our piece of

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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paper for a month. And bringing up something there that we really
don't know the backgyround of, we haven't discussed with the staff,
and sort of tossing it at the Commissioners pretty much without
any thorough review by us. It tends to dilute our concerns, I ,
think. I think the things we take up with the Commissioners at
the face-to-face meetings should be the more important things.
And I think the only way we can decide on what's important is
what the Committee thinks is important. I don't agree with
Mike that if a uember thinks it's important it should come up
to the Commission. We don't operate that way. We operate on a:

cons2nsus. I agree we can't talk to the Commission as a consensus,
|

but the alternative is to just go around the table and ask each

membe: what's on his mind. |
MR. BENDER: Well, I've been on this Committee long
enough now to know that even though we say the Commissioners are
prepared, they usually aren't prepared even to deal with things
that ire on the agenda very well.
MR.SIESS: I didn't say they were prepared. I just
said they'd b2 unprepared if it wasn't on the agenda.
MR. BENTER: But to alway: have ourselves in the . nsition
whére a member has *o justify the juestion he's going to raise
to the Committee before he can raise it with the Commission puts
an impediment in the communications chain that I think is inappro-

priate for this Committee. When we write a letter we agree on the

position we're going to take, but in dialogue it doesn't seem %o

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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me that we have that constraint.

MR. SIESS: We disagree. I think that the lack of that ;
cestraint in the oral discussion is likely to get us into trouble
a lot quicker than if we had a similar lack of restraint in
written communications, because at least the people that are !
talking think more about what they're writing. It would disturb

me. I'm not going to raise it as a substantive issue that we

haveto vote on, Mr. Chairman.

MR. PLESSET: I hec»e not.

MR. SIESS: Not at this meeting, but I may at a uture
meeting.

(Laughter.)

I
MR. OKRENT: 1I'd like to repeat my original suggestion

|
|
that at this meeting we talk to the Commissioners in a preliminary!
way to see i€ they have any comments on how they expect to approacﬁ
the rulemakings and, as I say, to find out what information they
think is needed for the decision process and how to get at it.
I think this is not a topic that's strange to the Commissioners.

MR. PLESSET: Rulemakings on == ?

MR. OKRENT: On Class 9 accidents.

MR. PLESSET: Okay. Let me say, Dave, I must beg to
disagree with Chet, and I certainly hope that you'll feel free to
bring it up, and if you like, we can give them a little more.

MR. OKRENT: If you read what the Commissioners are

doing, this is not a topic that's strange to them and it shouldn't

be.
ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. |
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MR. SIESS: But I'm now completely confused because
I thought that there was some agreement with what Ray suggested
that this was too late to add something to the agenda. I think
the Chairman has ruled that it's too late to take sumething off
the agenda. 1Is it now clear that it's not too late to add some-
thing tc the agenda?

MR. PLESSET: 1It's very easy. If you want to remove
something from the agenda, that's trivial, you just strike it.

MR. SIESS: That's what we tried and Mike objected and
you upheld it.

MR. BENDER: I objected to taking it off in favor of
something else.

MR. EBERSOLE: We're on the subject, I guess, of the
resident inspector's function, among other things here. One
thing that bothers me is the point of beginning of the resident
inspector's duty here as I see it described. You notice it says,
this is "in the operational phase." All of it begins at that '
point.

You may recall that sometime ago we were talking about
an apparent void in the total design construction operating
process, whereby tl "re was virtually no one who actually critically
examined the integral physical plant to determine, among other
things, inappropriate juvtaposition of eguipment cr whatever
that may exist in the actual three-dimensional plant; a matter

which has never been disclosed on drawings, and frequently never

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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picked up in the review processes because they're so chanrelized.

Somebodv somewhere has to eventually go to the full
scale final thr :-dimensional plant and make judgments as to
whether it went together properly.

we pushed that off toward what was the former head of

I&E. He said he was going to invest something like 15% to 20% of |

his effort to do that. That, so far as I know, fizzed out, but
it's not a dead matter. Before a resident inspector enters upon
the operational phase of his duties, he ought to go in and really
do a critical inspection of the plant as it, in fact, was built.
I think he's probably the only one that will do that. It's not

covered here.

!

MR. PLESSET: Let me try to summarize some of the ideas,|

not that the Committee has but that I have. I would be a little
disturbed if we were to interfere with a member's right to bring
up something with t'e Commissioners that hasn't been printed out
in advance. I'd also be disturbed with not being able to remove
something unless it was given to them as a preparation for a
meeting with us, as at least helping to give a little more
ef ficiency. But as far as adding things, I think we should feel
free to do that, and I certainly think that, for instance, Dave's
point is well made and certainly we should get to that.

Now, I gather that Mike is guite willing to drop this
item for a little further cons:deration regarding the resident

inspectors. Is that correct, Mike?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. BENDER: Yes, I'm willing to wait a while and have
a subcommittee meeting and see what we're going to do. What I
was going to do was tell the Commissioners that I thought it would
be a good idea to find out ‘hat they were doing and if you'd like
us to do it, we'd do it. But if the Committee wants to just take |
it off, okay.

MR. PLESSET: I think it may very wel. be that you'll E
have a chance to just say that.

Is there anymore that you want ‘o talk about in connec-
tion with the Committee members? I hope not.

Is it agreeable with you, Chet, for you to start in
advanced of the scheduled time, or would you rather have a break?i

MR. SIESS: 1I've got a short presentation I'd like to
make, and then it was my intention to let Bob Budnitz take over,
and Bob can't be here until about 9:45. So what I thiak we might;
do is let me start in and then we can take a break, and this will !
give people time to get criented and «now what they're supposed }
to be looking for.

You've been handed a great deal of paver that you're
going to have to keep track of. One thing you've got is a note-
book, a small notebook that has 2 lot.of blue paner in it, and
blue will be the color for the Research report. Unfortunately,
we couldn't put all the handouts on blue and there's a lot of
background information that you have.

The notebook contains drafts of the wvarious sections of
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chapters of the report, and the report has been divided into two

parts; Part I, General Comments, and Part II, Specific Comments.

You won't find the farz II label in there. But the general comments

are something that was prepared by Dave, which does include some
general comments and some that you may not consider guite so

general, regarding the direction of the program, some of the back=-!

ground. The Subcommittee reviewed this and there are some things E
that they discussed and much of it will need further discussion.
Then in Part II are Sections running 1 through 8, and
those sections or chapters in Part II coincide with the eight |
decision units. That will be a basis for discussion today.
You also have on blue a table which represents tha *
worksheet, shall we say, for the 1982 budget request. It has
one page for each decision u.it, and all of the subelements of
each decision unit listed. There are several columns in that
table, and let me refer tc them just briefly so you'll know what
we're talking about.
There is another materials table by decision units and
Bob Budnitz will have some slides and we'll put them up as we
talk about them. But the first column is what NRC requested.
The second column you can ignore. It says "OMB Intflation." I
don't know what it is and it hasn't been discussed at all.
The third column is labeled PPPG, and that was

Research's allocation of the funds they were assigned by the

Commission in the program planning =-- policy, program and planning
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guidance. That was the low figure, and they decided if that's

all they could get, how they'd allocate it. Then they made their

request which was a significantly higher figure.

The fifth column is the EDO's preliminary mark as of
the 2nd of July, and the last column is the NRC -~ it's
labeled NRC RECLAMA. On other documents you'll see it NRC Revise

because the RECLAMA is the difference between the last column

A

and the next to the last column. They're going back to EDO and
asking for something above what EDO gave them. That's their
appeal, if you wish. So you've got a lot of figures. And then
there are three columns out on the right for ACRS. If we reach
any decisions regarding recommended levels we'll try to keep track |
of them here.

We expect to put in the report a table which would just
include two columns, like we did last year. One would be the
Research request, the second would be the EDO mark, which are
basically our levels of consideration at this meeting. I don't
think we want to put in the report a table of ACRS recommendations
item by item. If you wish you can, but we can decide that later.;

I'd like to put something on the board just for back-
ground. For FY8l, the staff doesn't know yet how much money
they're going to have. FY8l authorization bill I think has gone
through the Conference Committee, but the appropriations bill is
still being kicked around. Budnitz will tell you more about that.

But it looks like it will be on the order of $180
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million. Now, FY82 it looks like the allocation in the PPPG for
Research -~ all of this is program support and it leaves out about;
|
$10, $12, $15 million for eguipment and it leaves out the |
. What we're talking about is program support.

This was $207 million. What Research said they needed,
and this was essentially their original reguest, was $269% millioné
The EDO initial mark came out at $230, which is $23 million more
than the minimum that was assigned in the PPPG. Research is
going back to the EDO with a RECLAMA, $28 million, bringing
their total request up to $258 million. There's the spectrum.
Whatever they get from the EDO, which will probably be somewhere
between here and here -- it's not usual that you get everything
you asked for on the RECLAMA, just like you don't get everything
you asked for Lo vegin with -- whatever they get there is not |
likely to be increased by the Commission; it's likely to be
decreased some, locking at the overall budget. It's certainly
not likely to be increased any by OMB, and the way things have
been going the past year, it's not likely to be increased by the
Congress.

So whatever they end up with in here is probably an |
upper figure, and there will ne decreases at various stages.

It may not go below this figure. So anything we recommend that's
above this figure we've got to consider includes funds that may

be deleted by one or more agencies between now and when it gets

back to Research. And Research has indicated that it would be
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very helpful to them and to the Commission if for any amounts that]
we increase above this level we indicate some priorities on;
where they are top priority thay'd be the last thing to be cut;
where they are low priority, they'll be the first thing to be cut.
Those are overall figures. Theyv all show an increase.
When you look at decision units or subelements, you will find
there are both increases and decreases. ;
At the Research Subcommittee meeting on Tuesday, we
had a presentation by Kevin Cornell who is Deputy EDO, and Kevin
has been running the budget review apparently. And incidentally,
there's no Budget Review Group. Last year, as you wili recall,

at this stage we reviewed che BRG, Budget Review Group, mark.

And after our report was out, the EDO made his mark and that went
to the Commission. There are not two separate reviews this year.’
The BRG mark and the EDO mark have been combined; it will all

be the EDO, and the next stage will be the Commission.

But what we're looking at when we look at any of the
figures is a preliminary EDO mark. The Research RECLAMA has not
yet been reviewed, it's being done today. That's why Cornell
cannot be here. They're hearing arguments for budget changes,
not just for Research bHut for others. And the final EDO mark
will go to the Commission by the middle of next week. Cornell
indicated that any advice they get from the ACRS prior to making
the final mark will be considered. So some of our comments may

influence *the EDO mark and not just what the Commission does.
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Cornell pointed out that in their review, EDO review,
they tried to reflect congressional views «nd actions by Congress
on the FY81 budget. He mentioned that the FY8l1 budget had been,
for Research, had been cut by approximately 20%, and they read
that as some indication from Congress that the research prcgram
should be held down. ;

It also reflects Commission views. The EDO mark puts
in zero for fast and gas, representing the Commission's policy
on research on advanced reactors and conver*ters. There was some
discussion on that as tc just what the Commission's policy was |
since they had said something difference in congressional hearings.
But I won't go into that now.

In the EDO review, there has been substantial consider{
ation of user needs. Each user office was asked toc comment on |
the research budget, right down to the subelements or lower.

There is dccumentation of those responses in some material that
was handed out to you this morning. It's addressed to Cornell
from Budnitz, and Budritz' part summarizes the user office
recommendations and attached to it are some of the letters from
the user offices.

The NRR was most extensive in its comments because a
major portion of the research program relates to NRR needs. And
we had a presentation from NRR from Roger Mattson with slides,
et cetera, on the research budget. NMSS has reviewed it and

discussed it extensively with research staff and there is something
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in writing. I believe what we were tcld was that after the
budget was submitted to the EDO, there were some meetings betwaen
Research and the user offices to discuss priorities, coordination,
et cetera, and some revisions were made, minor revisions were '
made. |
But the user offices have reviewed the budget in dtail
and have made, in some cases, very aetailed recommendations. |
NRR, for example, took the base budget, the PPPG figure, and
said this is how we think it should be allocated, which was i
different than the way Research said it should be allocated in
some items. |
sirce then, NRR has taken the EDO figure, or they've
actually taken the PPPG plilus $25 million which is approximately f
the EDO figure, and said if Research had this much money, this
is how we think it should be allocated. And in some cases, their |
allocation of the additional $25 million was different than the
EDO's or was different from the way Research would do it. These
are differences of opinion.
But there has been a very extensive review by the
user offices. In fact, Bob Budnitz somewhat resents this. He
says we don't get to look at their budget but they get to look
at ours and tell us where we should spend it. I can understand
his resentment, but I think -there is a little difference there.
The EDO, Kevin Cornell pointed out that this preliminarﬁ

mark is by no means final. The final mark will not be until next |
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week. There is no decision yet on LOFT, although there's a mark
on LOFT. Just to remind you, under the PPPG 'udget, Research
budgeted LOFT at $35 million which meai.. a phése—out in 1982,
only a couple of tests and a phase-out in 1982. Fer their full
reguest, they budgeted LOFT at $48 million, which meant it would
go full speed through 1982 and the close-out would be in 1984,

Preliminary EDO mark is the $48 million. NRR has
recommended something less. And that is still not settled.
Budnitz does not feel that LOFT is assured at $48 million for
the EDO's mark. There's still concern about that because it is
a pre. iminary mark.

Cornell says they're still looking at the effects of

the rulemaking proceedings on the research needs, which is, of

|
|
|
[

course, at least part of what Dave had in mind I think by bringing

this up to the Commission. The degraded core and the other
matters.

In trying to eraluate the user need review, it turns
out, I believe from what I can read here, that about 87% of the
research request at the EDO level has been user endorsed. And
the remainder could be covered approximately with the 10%
initiative that has been given to Research.

That is not the way thev expected to use that 10%.
That is, if they asked for $48 million and somebody only gave

them $44, they would use 10% more to build that 44 back up to

$48. That was not the intent of the 10% initiative; it was to
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take on projects more speculative or more exploratory, I think.
But on sort of a legalistic bookkeeping basis, people seem to
look at it ard say well, only 90% of what you have has to be user
endorsed; the other 10% you can do. And this, I think, bothers
Budnitz and it certainly bothers me. And it is an approach

that I think rules at this stage of the bookkeeping game; it

may not really affect the program. I don't know. We might want

to explore that.

I've tried to tell you what I think Cornell would have
told you if he were here, without going into any detail.
And unfortunately, he's not here to answer gquestions.

The material you have =-- you've got the budget sheets.
That one is easy to find; it's on legal size paper. It's not :
easy to read, but those of you who weren't at the Subcommittee
meeting if you try to read it, the main thing you have to recog=-
nize is that the righthand column is the EDO mark and the EDO
comments that have been superimposed on what was submitted,
about the right four inches. And the other thing that will help
you understand it is that the line of figures you see at various
places, budget figures, refer to the material that follows it.
Just figure w atever is logical and it's backwards from that.
And what we've been calling subelements are numbered in there as
planned achievements. We're using letters, they're using numbers.
We may change the numbers but don't worry about i%. I'm not

going to change it until the final draft.
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We have had given to us yesterday a package that luoks
like this. It is addressed to Dirks from Budnitz, FY1982 Budget
Reviews, EDO Staff Recommendations, and this is the Research
RECLAMA. This is being presented to the EDO staff today. We
were given the figures and some discussion of it on Tuesday and
we'll get it again today as we wish. But this is what Research
is asking back. It amounts to $28 million to bring the total

from $230 up to $258. And it's quite detailed, it has tables in

it by decision units and it has discussions of what would have to

be left out or what can be done with the additional money.

There are a couple =-- Stewe points out a minor error
on this budget thing. At the top of the page on each page it
says dollars in thousands; they happen to be millions. But
three orders of magnitude is within the range of the uncertain-
ties, probahly.

(Laughter.)

The other material that you've got we'll try co identifﬁ

as we refer to it, Let me stop and se 1if there are any
ques tions.
MR. McCRELESS: You might mention that Kevin Cornell
mentioned that this review of EDO is also going to include FY83.
MR. SIESS: Yes. They're committed to a two-year
budget process for 1982 and 1983, and there are outyexars on the
budget. We have not been brought into tliis two-year picture,

and I told them that we were reviewing the FY82 budget «nd
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weren't going to go beyond that at this stage of the game.

I read something that Congress was going to ask for
a two-year »Hudget and that they would authorize on a two-vear
basis, but of course, they will still appropriate on a one-year

basis, so I haven't the slightest idea what it means. I have

enough trouble looking ahead to 1982 without trying to look ahead

to 1983, and as I read things we've written, we can't get 1981
out of our minas when we're looking at 1982, and 1980 is still
with us, so I suggest that we forget about 1983 right now,
I've forgotten about it. And nobody was told to loock at 1983 so
we're really looking at 1982 and that's what our report will say.
In the drafts you have in blue, you're not going to
find an awful lot about priorities, and priorities are going to
be very hard to assess, as we have known in advance. And we had
some discussion about this on Tuesday. But we cannot just tell
the Commission that we think the budget ought to be at $240
million and be realistic about it. We may think it should be
$240 million, but it's going to get cut, and if we want to be
helpful to our own cause or any other cause, we have to give
people some advice on where we think cuts should be made, or
where we think cuts should not be made. wnow, this does not mean
we have to put a priority on every item, but LOFT is a good
example. LOPFT is somewhere running between $48 and $35 million,
which is $13, which is a pretty good chunk. Do we say taking

that out is our first priority, or is our last priority, or
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Another area that is going to be somewhat of a
problem that we're going to have to think about is the fast and
gas. The Committee has, each year, said that there should be
research on fast reactors advanced converters. The staff has no
need whatsoever for this in licensing now, and they don't like

to look aheud more than a couple of years and they don't see any

need for it, except a little support for Fort St. Reign(?) maybe, |

and they don't give it a user need classification; it just doesn'ﬁ

fit in,

The EDO has cut it to zero saying that's Commission
policy. We can put it back in. I don't think it's going to end
up in the Commission's budget to OMB. 1If it is, I don't think
OMB is going to leave it in. But if we put it in and it's a part
of our total we need to keep that in mind; that it's going to be
taken out.

1 don't know what consideration the Committee can give
to the fact that Congress is likely to put it back in, as they
have done in the 1981 authorization =-- saying you should do so
much on fast reactors at a level of $10 million and so much on
gas at a level of $3.2 million, and then not put the money in.
Which means that if the staff does it, that's a $14 million or
$13 million reduction in something else. How we can take that
into account I don't know.

But we basically have two choices; to say what they
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think they ought to spend and on what, and say well, if you don't

do it that's your problem; or to be fairly realistic and try to

indicate what we think is important. And if they're going to cut,'

what we think they can cut or what we think they must leave in.
It's not easy.

Any questions? Mr. Chairman, I'd suggest we take a
break while people assemble the material they will need for this
review and push the rest of the stuff out to the middle of the
table.

MR. McCRELESS: I would like to go ahead and mention
now that on all the future drafts that you receive, the para-
graphs will be numbered as well as the lines. We made a decision
yesterday not to do that because we thought it was preliminary
and we weren't sure we were going to get it all put together.

But the future ones will have them numbered.

MR. MURLY: That was an excellent summary. I think Chet
didn't leave anything out and it was exactly on target. There's
one piece of information for backoround that will color a little
bit of our thinking in 1982. That is, we have received -- I mean,
the Congress has passed the fiscal 80 supplemental this vear.

And you'll recall that we had asked for $26 million in Research.
Of that, $3 million was for waste management and the rest was for
TMI-related research; ranging from a better understanding of
LOCA's to core damage research.

We have received $10 million of the $26 million that we
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asked for. As near as I've been able to determine, there are no
requirements on that $10 million, except that it can't bhe for
waste management. So that roughly, we've received $10 million

of the $23 that we asked for, roughly half of what we asked for.
|

]

And there were in there some plans for, let's say, upgrading semi%
scale and upgrading TLTA that may make it a little difficult
because we didn't get what we asked for.

So I just mention this by way of background for your ;
thinking. |

MR. PLESSET: Let's have a l0-minute recess. i

(A short recess was taken.) |

MR. PLESSET: We can begin.

MR. SIESS: Gentlemen, two procedural announcements.
First, let me remind you that the reporter is hooked into the
microphone system and has plugs in her ears and unless you want
to be off the record you must use the microphones. She won't
even know you're talking. And second, addressed to those people
who are writing chapters, sections, parts of sections, et cetera,
anything you have that is to be typed that is to go into the
report should be given to Dot Zuker, not to anybody else. 1If f
you want it in the report give it to Dot and she will see that
ic's typed, reproduced and distributed.

I'd like to start off by having Dave present the general
comments that are incorporated into Part I. This was written

pretty much by Dave. I subdivided it, so if he has any objections
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to my subdivisions he can bring them up as he goes through it.
This is the first few pages labeled, "Part I, General Comments,
l. Introduction." Dave?

MR. OKRENT: Chet asked me to try to write some intro-
ductory material, and after reflecting on it briefly I figured
this was going to be hard to get the Committee to set priorities,
so we ought to tell the Commission they should. I tried to start
nut indicating that it will be useful if the Commissioners
themselves arrived at some tentative ideas as to what was really
a0st important from the point of view of the safety research
program where they needed information, let's say, for their own
responsibilities and where they think the staff should be going.
And then, that, in fact, the regulatory staff should take a broad
look at the safety research needs and leveloup recommendations
in terms of this broad look and not from the needs that arise
from what I would call specific or detailed requirements.

To some extent, you might argue that what Mattson
presented to the Subcommittee Tuesday, which I didn't hear but
which I looked at in terms of the viewgraphs, for example, might
be interpreted as NRR having given a broad look, which last month |
we didn't have the benefit of. I'll have to hear from the Sub-
committee about that, and similarly, it may be that they feel
that Standards has given it a broad look now. 1In other words,
I would say as of last month, they have not. Maybe the Sub-

committee feels they have done this.
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I don't think that the Safety Research staff themselves
have -- at least in anything I've read -- t:ried to re-evaluate thq
safety research program in terms of risk reduction potential.

In other words, if you have $200 million or whatever it is, '

|

should $100 mil'ion or something like that Le on LOCA and transieﬂts
Is that really $100 million worth in FY82., Are there other things
that have an increased emphasis if you think in terms of risk ;
reduction potential?

I tried to indicate strongly that where research is
confirmatory in nature, where there is reasonable reason or good i
reason to think that the current regulations are either adequatelﬂ
conservative or more than adequately conservative, that in a time%
when there are less dollars than one needs, research in these ;
areas should be sharply reduced so that you can have money to
either explore the areas where you need information or, in
fact, to look in areas whera2 you're not sure that you have a good
handle on what's going on. Again, that gets back to the gquestion |
of == do you need $100 million on LOCA. 1I don't want to pick on
LOCA, it haprens "o be a big amount of money. The fuels work,
in my opinion, calls for a similar situation. So that's sort of
page 1 of the introduction.

Then I tried to elaborate on soie of these things and
gave some suggestions for what might provide bases for assigning,

let's say, general areas of emphasis. So for TMI-related rasearch

needs I put down that for the most part, the Commi:tee has already
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emphasized with regard to operating reuctors, and then again, for |

reactors being constructed where you have some additional either
design flexibility or so forth, the areas important that one
would add here. So Item 2, which is headed TMI Research, I
think is largely a reiteration of things we've already stated.
Item 3 concerning re-evaluation of priorities of user

needs -- again, that was written a month ago. We may or may not

feel that the NRR and the other offices are doing this. 5o tha:'s|

a question that you have to think about.

Item 4 is the guestion I've already sa.d =-- Research
itself ought to look at its own program. I haven't seen that
they've done that in terms of risk reduction potential. In other
words, 1 can still remember only a year ago that we were being
told they had this legacy of the rulemaking hearing on ECCS and
that's why they had still had a lot left o: ECCS.

I understand that on Item 5 there was some guastion

among some of the Subcommittee members on the way I worded

something. I think this is an important topic and we ought to

talk about it. What I wrote was, "The general subject of Class 9 |

accidents, including but not limited to the proposed rulemaking
on degraded cores and core melts, prosents the single most impor-
tant research area {or the next Zow years."

Let me comment on why I put that in. I think it's the

most important in the sense that somehow or other, the Commission

has to arrive at a decision on this. It may or may not be the
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most important from the puint of view of the effect on safety.
I don't know. That's what their decision is, and also what the
information is. But I think it's the most complex issue that
they face for operating reactors. I think it's the most complex
issue that they should decide before they really can provide any
kind of meaningful guidance on reactors to be constructed.
Depending on how they decide, it could have a minor or far-
reaching effects on reactors being congtructed and so forth.

So in this sense, tome it is the single most important

and I don't see in the research program any sense of the needed

5

priority. I guess -- in fact, I'm inclined to think the Committeq

in this report should recommend that the Commission establish a
task force within the NRC staif, peopl2 from Research, from NRR,
other groups as necessary, to try to lay out what information is
needed, how we're going to get it and on what “ime scale. And
in that sense, in other words, I think it's th¢ single most
important.

MR. KERR: I would agree with almost everything that
Dave has said except I would s:bstitute the words "difficult and
cormplex" for "important", and even he used "complex."

I also think I much agree with what he said about some
attention being given to, at least at this point, some proposed
program of activity which would also lay out the research needed
to answer the questions that are likely to be raised. I am a

bit concerr2d at this point at making the research program very
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large when nobody knows what he's going to do with research.
And I think this needs to be said to the Commission in some
fashion. There has to be some preplanning of at least several
directions that could be taken. Then one says, here's the :
research we think we're likely to need to answer the gquestions if

we go in one or more of these directions.

But from what we've seen so far, it seems to me that
the people in Research have done most of the thinking that has
been done, and I give them credit that they've gone ahead without |
any guidance and tried to ¢ :-»nathing. But it seems to me very
important that the staff and the Commission also become involved
in the process.

MR. OKRENT: I didn't put in the idea of the task force
in this draft. I did indicate that I thought that the Commissione&s
ought to give guidance. I'm inclined for us to recommend that
the Commission set up some kind of a joint group. I'm with what
Bill says so far. It seems like the Research has been trying to
propose something -- I don't think even 1n Research they have
given what I would consider to be the appropriate interoffice kind
of attention to this particular path they have set out

But I'll go on, if I may, to tell you what else I've
put in here.

MR. EBERSOLE: Dave, before you leave that paragraph,

I had difficulty reading it in tryinec to sort out whether you

were primarily talking about handling the messy old problems with
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tk 2 existing plants or whether you were really extrapolating to
new ones by trying to find the best ideas.

MR. OKRENT: If I wasn't clear, I'm sorry. ~ think
both have to be done and they're different questions, and
somehow you have to have some kind of policy guidance. I'm not
saying that the Commissioners should decids next month what is
to be done, but I think they chould nevertheless provide some
kind of policy guidance to what kini of information do we want
to develop for existing plants.

With regard to new plants, I thi X I've indicated at
previous meetings-- we had a subcommittee meeting on NPCP's and
I tried to indicate -- we wrote a letter at that meeting =--

that the staff has been spending really all of its time on

operating reactors and hasn't really thought, except in a perfuncJ

tory way, about the NPCP's. Well, the next thing to think about

is what comes after, let's say, NPCP's. This is one of the topic

s|

but the other main topic, you might say, is how do you design for

the future not in terms of the single failure criterion but in
some more general way.

Then I tried to pick out some -- I won't pretend to
have tried to include every area which I thought regquired
emphasis, and it didn't appear, at least in my opinion, in the
way it should in the research program that we had described to

us as of whenever, early June. S50 one area with regard to

operational safety I don’'% think the staff have a research program
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on what I would call operational behavior, function design and
control. I still don't see that in what they said last month.
I think that's --

MR. KERR: Excuse me, Dave, I must confess that I
don't know what you're talking abcut. Tell me what it is you
mean by =--

MR. OKRENT: All right, sure. There are a couple of
facets of this, at least. First, when you're designing a plant,
the designer has to make certain decisions -- how many relief
valves in the secondary, do I include a PORV or not in the
primary, things of this sort. He also puts in different types
of control systems.

These kinds of decisions impact gquite strongly on
plant operation behavior if these things work the way they're
supposed to be working. They also impact in some ways where
they malfunction. You're running the plant, in effect, like on
a BWR; however, the turbine control is functioning, and if it
malfunctions this leads to a certain type of transient which
impacts, then, on --

MR. KERR: Could I say it by saying that the staff doesl
not have sufficiently detailed understanding of plant systems
behavior under dynamic conditions? This doesn't strike me as
being research necessarily; it's just trying to get detailed
understanding of how plants perform. Or am I missing somethinq?:

MR. OKRENT: But it's not only the way plants perform
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as they are currently designed, but how did the design affect the |

performance, and if they were de:zigned in some other way, how |
would the performance be different. I think if the staff under-
stood more of this, it would assist them in a variety of ways.

So it's somewhat more than understanding how the existing plants
behave, but how do design decisions affect this, so how would --

MR. KERR: Okay, I understand what you're talking

about now.

MR. OKRENT: How would this change the behavior. I ;
|
think this is important to many of the things that we're interested

in, and it's not what's in the PAS. That's a different kind of

work that PAS does.

So anyway, that's what A is supposed to be.

The second item on the impact of control systems and
other nominally non-safety -- is something we lack. Again, I
don't see that in the staff's program. And I must say I happen
to have =--

MR. KERR: It seems to me that B could very well be a
subsection of A.

MR. OKRENT: It could be, but I chose to pull it out
as a separate one for a variety of reasons because I think it
warrants, in fact, additional emphasis. A is very broad.

We got sometime ago, as some of you will recall, =--
someone actually a few years ago raised the question about control

systems. It's somewhat interesting to me what the staff wrote

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



then which sort of indicated things were okay.

MR. KERR: Yes, but with all due respect, I think he
had a problem but he was being very specific and the staff was
replying to his very specific question rather than the more qeneral
question perhaps, to which they should have been responding.

MR. OKRENT: Yes. 1It's somewhat interesting to me.
Some of the things he suggested be looked at, like damping
ratios and a variety of things, I'm not so sure -- at least, I
don't understand that they are the most important things. I'm
more interested in some myself, but we're interested in other
aspects of control systems.

MR. KERR: Eventually, vou're going to persuade me
that we shouldn't separate control safety systems, if you keep on.

MR. OKRENT: I'm not trying to propose any position in

that regard. I am increasingly convinced that the staff ought

to know more about control systems and what's in the plant.

In fact, he did recommend that they do failure modes and effects
analysis early on. So part of the things that he suggested I

think, in fact, might have been looked at earlier with good
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benefit.

So, I think this is one that's worth singling out and
I don't see it given proper emphasis. It may be buried somewhere.|
Then again, on design errors, this is called out because --
they have a lot of money proposed and somehow this one aspect

is identified. And generally, the Item D is intended to meet
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Jesse's question about future reactors =-- should the Commission
develcp some kind of guidance for their design. This would

include a variety of things including what kind of shutdown

system you have or whatever. In other, the general design system.

And again, that's not called out in the research program.

I think if you say to yourself what kind of research

would be needed or should be done in order to evaluate the design

criteria and see in what way we should change it for future
reactors, that would be a sort of a focus kind of program, and
you won't automatically pick that up by what they're currently
doing. You'd pick up parts of it.

MR. KERR: I agree with what I think is the spirit of
this but I'm not sure whether the message out to go to Research
or to perhaps Standards.

MR. OKRENT: Well, I think that NRR and Standards
should have developed a user need for this, and I'll bet there
isn't one, though I haven't read their latest list. Because
they tend to single out subsets of this, and I don't think this
s something Research should go out and do without very strong
direction, I agree. So that needs some kind of rewording in my
opinion but I had to put something down in a hurry to get it in
to Chet.

Anyway. So basically, what I tried to do here was to

single out the more general areas that I thought should be worked

on and what hadn't been singled out in what I'd read.
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MR. EBERSOLE: Shouldn't there be something in here
about advanced reactor safety research needs, if we're looking
ahead in the energy program? Gas and fast gas and so forth,
LMFBR, in spite of the current administrative positions against
this.

MR. KERR: Yes, Research is suggesting a program in
fast reactors. Maybe not enough. 1Is that what you're saying?
That there isn't enough. Okay.

MR. SIESS: Jesse, keep it in the context of general
comments. There are four pages on advanced reactors in the
specific comments. And I think we need to keep this whole thing
in that context.

Gentlemen, we'll have other opportunities to look at
this particular material, but this is general and it has some

things that would tend to flavor what we do later on. And some

of the items Dave has listed are what people call crosscuts, like |

the comment on the general design criteria. 1It's hard to define
that, although with a crosscut Research might be able to point

out or dig out the areas that address that, if there are any.

Let's take a gquick run. Dces anybody have any problems

with the five bulletin items on the first page?
MR. MOELLER: I wasn't sure I understood all of them.

In the second one -- am I interpreting it right that you say

the Reg Staff will have to re-evaluate its previous user requests

for research to assure that all the major issues are covered?
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Is that what you mean?

MR. OKRENT: What I intended to say in a few words |
was they have prepared a lot of user needs; in fact, they
tried to tick them off again for the research program. But it's
not clear to me, even now after I've looked quickly at whatever |

it was that was written, that the Regulatory Staff has tried to |

sit back and identify some kind of, let's say, a broad perspective|
on research needs, and not onl,; those that they think are current |

problems, and that relates to LMFBR but that's only one, but whati
are their needs, for example, for future LWR's and so forth, as |
dislinct from a set of specific things. I don't think they have
quite done this yet and I think they should. Because otherwise,
you get I think an improper set of priorities.

In fact, I think last year the staff could equally well
this year have said -- gee, we're going to need a lot of informa- |
tion for these rulemakings. I don't think they had to wait a
year. If they just sat back and contemplated their navel, for
want of some better word, they could have sat back a year ago
and said we really had better start getting this information, and |
what is the information we want and so forth.

MR. KERR: I understood bullets 1, 2 and 3 were a
sequence. The first thing it has to have is that the Commission
has to provide the policy guidance, and once that has occurred,
then 2 and 3 follow.

MR. OKRENT: But if the Commicsion doesn't, I hope the
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NRR doeg tnat anyway. |
MR. KERR: I would say that the NRR was to have evaluate?
its user requests within some broad framework which they think
acceunts for major issues. I'd hate to accu~e them of not havingf
done that.
MR. OKRENT: I'm reluctant to give them credit for that.
1
MR. MCELLER: If this had had the thoughts that you jusé
expressed, such as anticipating rulemaking =-- I understand it.
It might be useful to put in a few of those specifics.
MR. SIESS: The place for specifics is in Section 3.
Not all of these items are covered in the material that follows,
but that one is in Section 3. The next one is in Section 4.
If people have specific recommendations with changes and wording
on that first page, they should collect their ideas, we'll come
back to it. If it's simply word engineering, they can mark up
a piece of paper and give it to Dave or to me.
MR. MOELLER: Dgwn in the last two bullets on the
irst page he shifts to the NRC, and we first were talking about
the Commission and then the Regulatory Staff and then the Safety
Research Staff. Now I find I don't know who the NRC is in those
last two bullets.
MR. OKRENT: I guess I was somewhat deliberately wvague.
By the vay, I didn't mention the fourth bullet, let me come back
to that one. One of the things that came up during the discus-

sion at the Subcommittee meeting in June and it's one that came
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up earlier, was were there things that the NRC is doing that

they really should be asking industry to do, in one way or another|.

And was there at least some kind of decision process whereby this

question was raised. 1Is this something that the NRC should be
doing, and the answer was yes, and that's why they were doing it.
1t wasn't clear at least to me and I think others

whether all the things that were being proposed fell into this

category or that there was such a decision process. I don't know

who NRC is here. Some of these things come up as user requests,
some of these things may come from the Commissicners *“hemselves.
MR. SIESS: Yes, and some of them never get to
Research. Things get done by industry because the staff ask
gquestions. As to what the basis for decision is, I don't know.
Why is there a LOFT for PWR's but no LOFT for BWR's? Somebody
made that decision somewhere.
MR. EBERSOLE: 1It's easy, they don't need them.
I think the bulk of the money is going to PWR safety research.
MR. SIESS: Well, somebody is spending a fair amount
of money on BWR safety research, not all on the reactor vessel.
MR. OKRENT: I'm sorry. I think it's somebody way back
in 1962 or 1973 said yes, let's build a loss of fluid test, and
gee, we built some boiling water reactors in Idaho, let's make
this a boiling water reactor and we'll melt it down and see
where -- So we would have a boiling water reactor there if

that's what had been studied.
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You know, the decision on LOFTing of PWR had nothing
to do with LOCA and ;ransients and PWR's or anything like that. |

MR. MOELLER: Are we loocking at what industry |
should do or are we looking at wuat other federal ag:ncies would
logically be more responsible for doing tkan NRC? To me, that,
like DOE, is very important. E
'
t

MR. SIESS: Well, there have been a number of directives|

as to what NRC should do versus DOE; none of them have been all
that clear. There's been one from OMB on improved safety. But
I think the thrust of Dave's point here was industry versus '
NRC, and there are scme fairly specific examples other than LOFT.
There's safety relief valve testing, qualificaticn testing,

things of that sort.

Let's go to page 2. Are there any portions of that,
of Section 2, that you'd like to see revised and can give Dave
some advice or can come up with some words, not necessarily at
this moment?

MR. OKRENT: Talking about words, if people -~ for
example, Dade is suggesting a helpful elaboration -- if they
could either provide suggested words or at least give me a little
note that says it would be helpful to expand this thought or that
thought, I would then try to do it.

MR. SIESS: Yes, and that applies to everything here.
In Section 2, there's a division here between problems that

relate to operating reactors and those under construction, and
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problems that relate to reactors to be constructed, an additional
list. I'm asking you for comments on the list and the division. |
Are there any items in the list you don't understand and can find:
words that make it clearer? |
I think in the Subcommittee meeting there was some
question about repeat of the shutdown heat remcval system in

the second paragraph. The first one talks about ahighly reliable

shutdown heat removal system; the second for new reactors talks
about such as, a dedicated bunkered shutdown heat removal system,i
and I think somebody raised a question about that. |

MR. KERR: I have some suggestions which I'll pass on.

MR. SIESS: Fine.

MR. OKRENT: 1It's not clear to me that you car readily
provide a dedicated bunkered shutdown heat removal system in an
existing reactor, ¢r at least not the way you would do it if you
were designing from scratch. So that's the logic for repeating
it in a somewhat different way. But I'd like to get Bill's
comments.

MR.SIESS: On It= 3, which is the user need ;rioritiesﬂ
that's elaboration of one of the bulletin items on the first
page. Does that help you understand, Dade, and if you have some
words here would you pass them on to Dave?

In the last paragraph of 3, which is on page 3, the
comment, Dave, that you mentioned ONRR and Standards =-- the

effort that they've done in reviewing the user needs and relating
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them to the research program in connection with this budget is
something we ha? not previously reviewed and it's been fairly
extensive.

I would think that you need to add in NMSS in there.
I don't think there's that much difference among the offices.
And probably, there needs to be some recognition of the fact
that they've done something. It has been the case; it may not |
have been as thorough -- you did elaborate a few minutes ago on
the kind of review and I think you need to think about that a
little bit.

MR. OKRENT: I agree.

MR. SIESS: The next item, 4, relates to the bullet of
the risk assessment methodology to the research program. That ,
was done late last year at one level. We had a memo I think
with Ray DiSalvo on that. We talked about that at the Subcommittee
meeting. You can't find it in the decision unit 8. Bob Budnitz
indicated that that was sort of an overhead staff function, and
I think he might want to comment on that. Would you like to hear
a comment on that now from Bob since it is addressed to research
and they're here?

MR. OKRENT: As you wish.

MR. SIESS: Yes. Bob, would you like to comment on
that? Do you know where we are?

MR. BUDNITZ: You're discussing examining the research

program from a risk perspective. Is your question trying to find
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where that is in the budget?

MR. SIESS: Well, this is a general recommendation and
I guers we'd like to hear your reaction to it. The relation of
this to what was already done and whether it's a continuing
effort or should be in your opinion.

MR. KERR: Let me see if I understand the guestion we'rg

{
asking. Is it whether the research has been placed in priority |

|
according to its risk reducticn potential? Is that the gquestion
we're asking?

MR. OKRENT: At least the results. Not that that's |
the only basis but that has been used as a basis.

MR. RERR: Has that been used as one of the criteria?

MR. BUDNITZ: We believe that it has, and we helieve that
the new program emphasis and the changing direction of the program;
are a clear indication that things important to risk are being
looked at that weren't looked at before.

The only formal thing that's been done in that regard
to date is a memo that I suppose the Committee must have that Ray
DiSalvo did. It was actually a small report, which formed the
basis for some of the thinking we put into this vear's budget.

But you must be aware that in many areas about the only
thing you can come up with in some of these things is whether it's
high, medium or low; that these sorts of things are not numerical

in their nature.

I believe that not only has that already had some impact,
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but that in the next year or so it's going to have a larger
impact still. The ability of the staff to think affirmatively
about this without the kind of overwhelming psychological, shall
I call it overburden, of the horrible history of WASH-1400 is
just changing very rapidly. Not just in research but everywhere.

MR. SIESS: Bob, how do you evaluate research to
determine its risk reduction potential? 1t seems to me you have
to say if the results of the research are such and such, and if
they are implemented, then we have a potential for reducing risk.

MR. BUDNITZ: That's right, and you kind of can only say|
a high, medium or low. I don't think that a numerical risk analys@s
per se is of much use for a lot of what we dc.

Let me give an example. We're beginning next year to i
do some serious thinking for the first time about the whole issue
of control rooms. Now, untili we even do some exploratory work, we
don't know which questions we will end up researching, or even
wanting to research. And it's only those specific questions that
you can ask about. So then you say, what are we doing it at all
for? 1It's because of 2 feeling we have which almost everybody
I suppose in the room will confirm, that that's got to be an «¢rea |
where there's a vast potential.

But you really can't evaluate the risk reduction poten-
tial of the whole area called control rooms; you have to evaluate

specific things, many of which haven't been formulated vet

because we're still working on it. So while I don't think it's
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necessary to apologize for what we'wve done todate, T also think

it's fair to say that we haven't done enough, in large part becauﬁe

many of the new areas we're in like plant operational safety
areas are hard to do.

Let me then give you another example. If you read
WASH-1400, just straight off the page, you come to the conclusion
that primary system integrity is not an issue of great concern.

I mean, the primary vessel doesn't break in any high enough
likelihood to contribute to those curves that everywody has seen.

Now, on its face, that would lead to the completely

inappropriate conclusion that that's low priority. I don't think

it's low priority. And the reason is because there are some issueﬁ,

|
|
i
|
|
|
|

|

s . 3 s s |
important ones, that are nagging us, for whom the specific numerlj

cal risk contribution is unanalyzable. You know, it's just not
that sort. And there are other examples that come t¢ mind, such
as seismic questions, where basically all we can do is high,

medium and low and that's sort of what we do.

I suppose we can be then open to the criticism that we're

not being -- that the judgments we're making are wrong. I would
be delighted o consider any such advice from the Committee.

MR. OKRENT: The Ray DiSalvo report was interesting,
but I think it hardly meets the comment.

MR. BUDNITZ: It was a first s'iot. I agree, it was a
pure first shot. It was not intended to be anything more.

MR, OKRENT: The use of WASH-1400 as the basis for
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judging risk reduction potential is not something that you'll
find in these words, and I hope the staff intends to more and
more move away from using the sequences in WASH-1400. I think
you'r2 making a mistake which you're repeating too frequently
in going to those sequences and using those sequences in arriving
at recommendations, et cetera, et cetera.

MR. BUDNITZ: Right, absolutely.

MR. OKRENT: And I've seen it frequently and in recent
months and in recent days, in fact. So, the term --

MR. BUDNITZ: Can you elaborate on that last comment?

MR. OKRENT: Yes. I think the comment that hydrogen
measures, in fact, that I've seen recently made have again

drawn heavily on what was in WASH-1400 and didn't ask what was

not in WASH-1400. Things that were done in Indian Point and Zion,

recommendations from PAS, were based toc much on what was in
WASH-1409 and didn't reflect enough on what was not in WASH-1400,
and so forth.

So I think there needs to be a question of what paths
are not in WASH-1400 that are important to =--

MR, BUDNITZ: I suppose on that last my only comment
can be that the PAS staff was asked to provide a risk assessment
of In 1 Point in three weeks, and about the only thing that they
could do was to say well, the only thing we can do is this, and
that's what they did.

MR. OKRENT: I know. But thev didn't have a list of

ALDERSON REFODRTING COMPANY, INC.
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the things that might have altered the conclusions.

MR. BUDNITZ: It was plainly recoonized in the intro-
duction to the report, in my view.

MR. SIESS: 1It's still a good example.

MR. BUDNITZ: It is a good example, and I agree.

MR. KERR: But what Dave s¢‘d is you ought to quit
using the things in WASK-1400. What his example said was that
you shculd quit using it but you should use some other things,
too.

MR. SIESS: Yes, and not rely strictly on WASH-1400.

MR. OKRENT: Yes. But nevertieless, I think you should |

use risk reduction potential in looking at your research program.
For example, your point on reactor vessel, what you said is there
are some nagging gquestions. To me that means there are some
areas where maybe the estimates that one will find in that
document, the probability, best estimate of 10"7, for example =-=-
maybe there's a big uncertainty band due to something. If there
is a big uncertainty band, in fact, then the expected value moves
guite a way away from the best estimate, and then there is a risk
reduction potential possibly. So in fact, just using those
very ideas says you need to do that work.

MR. BUDNITZ: Yes, and that's, of course, what we're
doing it for.

MR. SICTS: What's interesting to me is that the

categories that come to mind and that Bob mentioned when you

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, iNC.
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look at this are gquite different than the categories we can find
by looking at decision units. That is, one category was primary
system integrity, one was seismic, one would obviously be siting

and demography and emergency procedures; another would be core

|

melts and containment. 1It's a different categorization there that

I find very interesting.

Let's go o The next item is Class 9 accidents, and
we were beginning to get specific here. There w:is a gquestion
raised as to the gqualifications of single most ifportant. Bill,
you said you had some milder words. Does anybody have any
problem with singling out Class 9 accidents as 2 section here
under the general comments?

MR. KERR: I can speak for no one else. I think it
probab ly needs singling out.

MR. SIESS: If no one else speaks, we will say you are
speaking for others.

In the other areas requiring emphasis, there are a
couple points that I think we should be clear we're making.
That's about two-thirds of the way down on page 4, Item 6.

It says, "Lacks sufficient emphasis. Many areas where there
are either large uncertainties or there's reason to expect that
a significant improvement in safety may be achievable." That
partially addresses what we were just talking about, the risk
assessment for assessing priorities. But I assume that that's a

gualification that applies to the A through D items on the next

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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page. Is that intended, Dave? That's the basis for the list

i
‘ 2 | that appears on the ..ext page. j
|
3 MR. OKRENT: Yes.
‘ 4 | MR. SIESS: Then there is an admonition here tha~ the ?
3 5 : FYB82 program that we're reviewing should be reoriented to provide |
N ; ,
§ 6 ? appropriate emphasis on these topics, and also, the FY81 program. |
= ; !
§ 7 i Now, the four items that are on page 5 you discussed, I
B ' ?
§ 8 % were there changes that you want to make in those? I know there
< r
i ? E was some lack of understanding. Do you understand them now or |
Z 10| . |
S : have words you want to submit to Dave for changes?
g W % MR. OKRENT: If you want elaboration indicated, I |
i 12 i can easily add another senterce. :
3 3 . | . |
. 2 ' v MR. KERR: I'm sure I'll write something on this. But
g 14 } I think that the whole Committee as well as Dave need to be more |
&
§ 15 ! speci .c than just to say that the program should be reoriented
é 16 ! to provide appropriate emphasis, because it's a fairly tight
g 17 é program and I think =-- unless we just aren't going to give any
2 18 % guidance -~ we need to say what should be dropped or pick this up.
; e | MR. OKRENT: I'd like to try that.
0 € MR. SIESS: It was intended, implied anvway, that if
2 i we accept that as a guide, we would provide the more svecific
. 2 : guidance and specific comments that occur in Part II. Now,
3 | we can't cross-reference this, Lut if we say that, we ought to
| . 4 ' provide it. And we need to keep that in mind, then, as we go
| 25

through the more specific recommendations.
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Dave did not go into the last item which is just sort
of something I drafted that up to just introduce the next part.
If anybody has any comments on that, they can pass it on to me.
This was just simply to set the stage for what follows.

MR, MOELLER: Di:ad you explain your last sentence a
little better? I don't understand it.

MR. SIESS: The last sentence of Section 6?

MR. MOELLER®: At the bottom of page 5. Yes, the last
sentence at the bottom of page 5.

MR, SIESS: That's not mine, that's Dave's. I'll let
hin explain it.

MR. MOELLER: You're saying that the needed large
shifts in programs or priorities will be made in the program
description provided to us during our review. I didn't quite
understa..d.

MR. OKRENT: You notice I didn't put a dollar figure
in because I didn't know where the Committee was going to come ouﬁ
And I didn't know whether the Committee was going to try to say
do everything you said and then do these things in addition, or
was going to try to say, and therefore proposte the larger amount, '
or was going to say, it's going to be necessary to reduce emphasis
in certain areas in order to provide the necessary emphasis here.

As of June, I don't see the appropriate emphasis on
these topics, and as somebody was just saying, if they were going

to build up in these areas and not change the total, then they

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



300 TTH STREET, S W. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18 |

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

|

57

would have to shift their programs and priorities from what it is |

that's in the stuff they sent to the EDO in some way.

MR. MOELLER: Okay, I see now, I just misread it. I
read it as you saying that the needed large shifts would be made
by RES. You mean that we will recommend shifts. You're talking
about in the program description provided to us by RES. I took
it as the RES.

MR. OKRENT: N . I think it would be nice if we
recommended shifts. I don't know if we'll accomplish it or not.

MR. SIESS: I would suggest that Research Staff trv
to address some of these items, as to whether they are in the
budget anywhere, and if so, are they in at what level? That is,
if they're not in at the PPPG level, then we would have to

recommend shifts. If they're in at the EDO and revised level,

where they are, in which case we wouldn't have to talk about that.

Gentlemen, I would sugcgest that we now near from Bob
Budnitz. He'll give us the overview. Bob, we have your
RECLAMA document. Attached to it are the figures you used with
tne Subcommittee which were very helpful. In what Budnitz will
present, there are certain areas where the personnel allocations
are particular problems, and he'll bring those out and if we
haven't got comments about those in there, we'll decide whether
we need them. The two or three areas where the requests for
perscnnel had been changed considerably from what Research asked

for, and in some cases from what we previously recommended.
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MR. BUDNITZ: Let me begin by saying that we have had
discussions with the Deputy Director since we met with you the
day before yesterday, as part of our RECLAMA to him. And we
have had some success in some parts and some they're thinking
about. So I'll try to indicate where that is, but the preliminary
mark that you had before you on Tuesday is not quite right
anymore, but the overview is still pretty reasonable.

MR. SIESS: Have there been official changes in the mark

MR. BUDNITZ: No. He has said well, I guess you're
right on that one =--

MR. SIESS: That was just a procedural question.

MR. BUDNITZ: I want to start with a siide that I guess
I showed the other day and which Tom Murly put together a month
ago. I think that's the most important thing. That slide tells
the overall story; the details are, of course, wvital, but that
slide I did show.

MR. SIESS: This is only Reactor Safety Research;
this isn't the whole program.

MR. BUDNITZ: Furthermore, not all of Reactor Safety
Research is on the slide. Risk assessment isn't on the slide.

But this slide tells a good deal of the story, and I
think demonstrates clearly that we are paying attention to your
bullet which says that -- the bulletin says we're supposed to
pay attention to those areas that have substantial impact on risk.

And the notion that we should have considerable growth in areas

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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related to operational safety, and the notion that severe
accident phenomena and mitigation require extensive new work,
and the idea that areas where we are deeply involved on a
decade-like timescale; that is, the tor one, should get less
emphasis.

MR. EBERSOLE: The line on LOFT is a little confusing.
4

\

Couldn't you characterize it with two lines on LOFT, one of which

might be dotted and another one solid so that you could tell what';

being done differently with LOFT now? f
|

MR. BUDNITZ: Yes, I could. This, by the way, is our
own budget requests; the reality is surely different, and in
detail it might even be different in growth. The other thing is
that the numbers in 1983 and 1984 don't have inflation in them,
so LOFT is level. That's a level effort, inflation, that we're
asking for, and the next level by definiticn afterwards by
definition.

MR. FBERSOLE: But it's a different kind of work.

MR. BUDNITZ: Yes, sir. I'll come to that.

I suppose that that overview then demonstrates several
things thau are both important and troublesome. The thing that
I have calls for substantial shifts, which I thinkwe have begun.
On the other hand, it also points out, and in some cases correctly,
that we haven't moved as rapidly nr as fully as the Committee
would like, And I need to emphasize to you that we have also

not moved as rapidly or as fully as I would like. And thereby
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hangs the whole pail. And when I say I, it's also true of Tom
Murly and Bob Bernero and Frank Arsenault who's not here and
of Wongsun Tong and Charlie Calvert and so on.

Generally, the amount of motion and reprogramming in
shift that we are capable of accomplishing is not as great as
we would like. And while frustrating, that's a reality which
I hope the Committee can recognize. That dcesn't mean that we
aren't open to specific criticism which if you would offer, or
advice or whatever you would offer, we would try to take into

account.

But the fact is that even where we want to move rapidly |

we cannot in some cases, and in some cases movinag rapidly has

a strong negative value which, in terms of disrupticn, which we

try to aveid because the research community with whom we deal
requires a measure of stability in order for it to remain

effective over the longer haul.
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MR. BUDNITZ: All right. Secondly --

MR. OXKRENT: Excuse me, if I can intercupt, B

0

That is the same song you sang the last time.

“R. BUDNITZ: It is still true.

MR. OKRENT: I will say the same thing. I spe
lot of time in the national laboratory, and I have seen
problens there when ycu have ongoing programs. In fact,
is evan harder when they are good programs and they are
doinjy good work. B28ut I do not think we have the luxury
the safety game of continuing momentum on thinzs when th
are really important new needs.

¥R. BUDNITZ: Yes, sir.

MR. OKRENT: I think one at least should try ¢
say what is it we would do if we had absolute flexibilit
What is it we really want to do next year, FY 81, let al
FY 82, and then from that position move to what is the
absolute minimum that we cannot change. But I do not se
sign myself of that approach having been taken.

I think in tlie safety game that is the way it
to go. It is not high energy physics.

MR. BUDNITZ: I can just reply I believe that
exactly what we have done. I would Iike *o ask you or

others on the Committee to point out specifically where

®

think we have fallen short of that, but I believ

begun by asking what is needed, that we then have backed
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in scme places because of a series of realities, and that w
have gone in our plan about as far as I believe is sensitle
in this very rapid reorientation.

Of course, some members of the Committee might
believe that LOCA and transients are nd>t an issue any more,
or that our understanding is sufficiently gco0d or the
requlatiors are sufficiently conservative. If I telieved
that, LOCA and transients would be terminated ir 1981 and
1982, I do not believe that.

I believe that the safety concerns that still
remain in the area of LOCA and transient phencmena and the
codes we are developing to deal with that remain amongst the
most important safety issues still outstanding in reactc
safaty, and that the reason why the budget in 1982 is in the
$50 million, $60 million range is not mostly because of
inertia and momentum built up in the sixicies andéd seventies,
but is, in fact, iue to pressing and impcctant safety

concerns still remaining in that area where research is

0
.
O
(5]
-
"
in
0

re: sired to assist us in understanding, becaus=,

b
v
w
=
-
>
£

LOCA, transients and LOFT, that is the area we are

o |
o
=
o
-

with. That is the pot from which the osthers are takan

Plant operational safety, fuel damage and fael
melt, the money for them comes out of the pot called the o014
stuff, unless ther2 is new money. Desgite the fact that

that sums to higher, realistically we nay 20t get 2=s nmuch
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nev money as we want. In fact, we may have less. I have t
defend this in the strongest possible terms. The reason wh
these two things are as high as they are is not, except in
very few ar2as, this gquestion about inertia. It 1is becaus2
pressing safety concerns remain.

If the Committee does not agree with that, it

L]

ought to say so. We will listen very, very carefully.
have the impression the Committee agree: with that. In
fact, just within the hour, Dr. Tong mentioned something to
me I had be2n aware of but had not focused on in guite the
same way. This is an aside but an important one.

why do the low pressure injection systems in the
ECCS, the vary larj2 volum2 systems, come on at such low
presures. Combustion? A couple of hundred psi, 500, 6C0O

psi« Why do they come on at 1000 psi? I believe a lot of

it has to d> with a concern that for a hypothetical -- I us
the word "hypothetical®™ -- double-endedl guillotine bDreax
with a rapii blowdown -~ people said we can wait, for the 1o

pressure, it is 3%inz to get there anyway, why inject the
high pressure when the issue about that is so imrportant?

But today in 1980 we may understand somethinz

about bypass that was not understnod when thos2 systens Jver
designed, and we may be able to modify that view and therser
cop2 with the sort of small bcesaks, a range 5f which are n3

well coped with when the low pressure system comres ¢n at
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atmospheric or a low atmosphere, 10 or 20 atmospheres.

The fact is that the understanding of the
phenomenon o2f the small break regime, transient-induced
LOCAs an the like, bears on design gquestions cf that sort
vhose posing is not illegitimate, it is vital. And that is
only one example of a series of guestions that this line and
that large system are intended to address (indicatingz).

If the Committee thinks those are lower pricrity,
not just because of safety but because of pressing other

concerns having to do with the research community, then

W
a

]
O
r

great, say so and wvwe will listen ~arefully. But

.

af>

o |

S

»

there yet, and that is meant to be a pretty strong
of this mix, which by itself, even with this very large
program -- those are still the ‘largest things in tcwn -- ic
a substantial redirection.

The stuff is not on a curve like rizk assessnrent.

MR. LAWROSXIs: Dave, I think you would hzve

ot
O

temper the 2xtent to which you d0 this because pretty

i
0

the flexibility of telling your contractors that you czn
drop what you are do2ing now and pick up something now,

pretty soon you will find a limited choice of contracts

r
0
-

Mostly the ones willing -~ though willy nilly =- have

-~

v
"
-

cyclic-sized funds.
MR. EBERSOLE: I guess everbody else understands

o . e s

thisy; I don*t. I can taxe the LCCA an? transient and
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curves up there, and I have to take the sum of LUOCA and
tcansient and LOFT and take a big, flat brush and say that
is a totality, and I don't understand the component parts o€
it in such a way that I can understand a budget expenditursa
for it.

MR. BUDNITZ: The suocommittees, of which there
are a couple, that think about this carefully have Deen
through all that, and I would be willing, if the Conmnittee
desires, tc go into that in scme detail so you can see what

ust as

is in there. But I think I have to make the point

(&)

an overview that if I broke this apart int> large LCCR anid
then small LOCA and transients, and LOCA-induced transjients
-- transient-induced breaks, I mean -- and then LOCA-induced
cther problams, the2 large break LOCA here is a miner
component in 1981 and almost negligible in 1%82. It is down
in 1983,

¥R. EBERSOLE: It just does not show.

MR. BUDNITZ: If I had tc break this apart, it
would be gquite small. It is not quite gona because of conme

international commitments, but it is very minor. This work

is now small break studies, operational transiasnts and the

r
ey
O
r

like, and then code development and assessran
understandiag those phenomena, with some of the larce hreai
stuff still continuing on.

He have come to the conclusicn that we understand
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enough about large breaks so we don't have to cdo to2o nauch

mor2 about it. Again, I am completely in accord with, for
example, what Dave Okrent said, that understanding severe
accident phenomena and ways to mitigate them are vital.
They are more vital than other stuff precisely because we
are in the process as an agency of trying to modify the
whole regulatory siructure to cope with that.

That makes them all the mor=2 important because we
have to support the agency's ability to regulate, and that
accounts for this very rapid increase in our work, and it
als2 accounts for the mix of what we are doing. That iz a
sensible research program that had as its operating
procedures -- we did not need all the answers until 19=7,
It is perceived differently than one that d2als with ongoing
reactors that run 2very davy.

The mix is of such a way that would not b2 s5 if
ve did not have ongoing regulatory decision-making going
ons. You have to understand there is a lot of that in thers.,

MR. BENDER: Are you saying the programs are now
being set up to answver different questions than thsy were
last year?

MR. BUDNITZ: Oh, yes, sir.

MR. BENDER: How can we tell what those guestions

are?

%
o

« BUDNITZ: They have bean explored in sonms
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1 detiil with ths subcommittees. I can go into them area hy

2  area.

3 MR. BENDER: I know we don't have time to do that
4 today.

5 MR. BUDNITZ: I would be happy to. Juct to pose

6 one key area of questions, it has to do with containment
response. There are gQuestions about containment responce

8 that were not asked in thse 2search program two years aJo0

9 that are now being asked. The area 2f containnent response
10 cantains a whole lat of subparts.

n MR. BENDER: I agree.

12 MR. BUDNITZs:s That is a broad area. Just to citz
13 another one, there are guestions of th2 phenom2na that arce
4 involved when a core goes further than TMI-2 went, Had

8 TMI-2 not been cooled at two hours and so many minutes, the

16 phenomena involved in what would have happened have not hean

17 explored, and that whole area is a whole guestion no%t askead
18 in the 1980 budget deliberation.
19 MR. BENDER: The curves up there that you have,

e
{
«

20 could I tell how much of it applies to new stuff? I a
21 inferred from what you said previously that almost

2 everything that is going to go on after 1982 is

Q
Q
o
i
(*
b
¥y
)

23 something adiressing gquestions that have not been addressed
24 before.

25 MR. BUDNITZs That is a decent overview, In
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detail it cannot be right. That is generally so. The way
to tell is to look at the specific sub-elements. Ffor
example, just to cite one, the whole gquestion adecut fuel
melt behavisr, fission properties and transport and
contaiment respons2 is, in sum, as vell as in detail,
practically brand new.

On the other hand, some guestions in the LCCA ant
transient area and in LOFT were on our agenda years ago £for
1983 and 1984, LOFT always had small break tests for some
of these transients You accelerated them, changed the
references, deleta2i and added in order to integrate a
program. That probably would not have been so well
integrated had not -~

MR. BENDER: The LOFT work is primarily directed
to improving computational codes. I guess there is not nmuch
else you could say about it.

YR. BUDNITZ: It is directed towards uncoverinag or
undarstandicg phenomena that you cannot uncover at snall
scale.

MR. EBERSOLE: Do you break down e2ach f these
curves?

SR. BUDNITZ: I do0 not have it on cucve

n

MR. EBERSCLE: Curves are great visuall

-

MR. BUDNITZs: You are right.

MR. ERERSOLE: I mean even multiple cocler:s or

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 202) 554-2345




10

n

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

somathing.

MR. BUDNITZ: Yes.

MR. EBERSOLE: It looks like that would --

MR. BUDNITZ: I don't want to be defensive alout
this. I want to tcy to just be realistic about what we ars
doing. But I feel all the things in here you have called

-

out have been responded to in one way or another. I don't
think we ar2 derelict completely in all of them. ©On the
other hand, there zre several 2f which we are up to. It is
different than what you are thinking. We ought io go
through those.

For example, I read here the potential impact of
control systems and other normally non-safety systems is
important. You bet. Our answver is we are working on that,
and we can show you in detail what we thought, and we can
show you in detail the budget --

MR. OKRENT: What have you got in the FY 1981
budget on that topic?

MR. BUDNITZ: Let me find it.

(Slide)

A lot of it is in instrumentation, electrical, ani
some of 't is in what we call man/machine intertfacse.
Together it is about §$6 million.

MR. OKRENT: I don't want to see dcllars.

MR2. BUDNITZ: That represents prograns.

ALDERSON REPORTING CCMPANY. INC
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MR. OKRENTs I have real the listings of what =--

MR. BUDNITZ: We are asking for a substantial
increase for next year.

MBR. OKRENT: I d4id not see myself -- I may have
missed it -- I did not see a program that was focused in
this direction. You have a lot of things listed under
instrumentation and electrical, a lot of environmental
Qqualifications, a range of stuff. I think it was not really
aimed at this topiz. I may be wronge. Show me the srpecific
thing that is aimed at this topic.

MR. BUDNITZ: We have a program that has not been
focused in a coherent, solid way yet for two reasonse. The
first, the nost important, is we do not have exverts in that
field in the Office of Research or anywhere else in the
agency.

MR. OKRENT: That is the k2y point.

¥R. BUDNITZ: And we cannot hire them. We cannot
hire them ba2cause 5f bureaucratic Kickezsy ¥ouse,

MR. OKRENT: I think the research program quite

(=1

(o

naturally reflects the people in the Research Jffice.
of people who know LOCAs and transients and so forth can
think of good work to do in that area. They can think of
things to d5 with it. They can think of things to chapge it
and so forth. If you do not have somebody in thess cthar

areas, it is hard to develop a programe.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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MR. BUDNITZs You are absolutely right,

-
-

rn

MR. OKRENT: This is a root cause. Eut ind it,
unfortunately, not an acceptable situation even for FY &1.

MR. BUDNITZ: We gathered together in the winter a
group of one-half 4dozen people within our office, with some
advice from the others, to try to put together a program
plan for 1982 and then backing into 1981 to see what we
vanted to 45 in 1981 that would be lonjer ranges.

Those people were drawn from such interesting
places as Sam Bassett, the Deputy Director of SAFIE., Why San

Bassett? Because he knew somethingy albout it from a praviosus

ircarnation. That is fine. In fact, Sam had encucgh, he had

W

a half-dozea people, he put together a decent grogran glan,
and nov we are trying to figure Gut how to staff the thing,
both with experts from elsawhere in th2 agency and tryingc to

hire from the outside. But you cannot bootstrap in thre

®

months when there is a hiring freeze.
Furthermore, we are contemplating, although w2
have not really completed it, an organizational change that

would focus 5n all that stuff in a branche. «We now havs it

"

-
iie

—
=

117]

R
22l e

assigned to a branch that has other missions, the

and we are trying to figure out just how tu 40 that., That
is invclved in the personnel department and cother things
which ars vital t2> protect the interests of our emrloyzses

and all)l the other stuff.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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On the other hand, it gets in the way of trying to
do something in just three months. It is hard. So what we
tried to do in 1982 was to put in the funds we think we
would cover that stuff. Secondly -- this is just as
important -- we have colleagues in other offices who have
not figured out where they are gs2ing, 2ither, and who zre
trying to follow us vhile we are trying to follow theme.

I really have to say it in a funny way. They do
not have explicit programs in these areas. They don'i{ kXnow
what they are 3oing to b2 reguliting. They don't know
where. They are asking Research for help. They are acking
us to lead them. Don't lead us too much because, remember,
you are supposed t> follow us. There is ncthing wrong with
that. We are having a hard time ~--

MR. KERRs In defense of your position, it seems
to me it does not take research to try to decide whaether the
control system is important fo safety, and that is a
decision that has to first be made.

MR. BUDNITZ: That decision may never ba made by
NER, but it has been made by us and we are going to do
rasearch on it, okay?

¥R+ KERRs You are not geing to do research on that
question, I hope. You can answer that guestion in about two
minutes.

MR. BUDNITZ: We are not coing to do research on

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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whether it is, but we are 3oing to do research on those
specific aspects that will show us where and with what
emphasis what should be done. Now, if, having don=2 the

research, our colleagues do not mplement that in

b

ragulations and branch technical positions and the like -~
won't say that is somebody else's problem =-- it is our
problen.

MR. KERR: Almost simultaneously, and maykte even

"1y

preceding that, there have to be some pecple within NE

MR. BUDNITZ: And ILE.

MR. KERRs -- who can make use of your results and
can help in trying to find out in what areas, if any,
research nea2ds to be done. Control systems in reactors are
very primitive. It is not as if someonsz is develoring sone
new way of zontrol philesophy.

MR. BUDNITZ: But Bill, as well understc

d as that

O

subject is around this table, that is, the core situation
there, it is in great shape compared to human factors. You
know, we have people in the agency who know about
instrumentation and electrical systems and power systerg ana
the like. They are scattered around. They are not focucsed,
¥YR. KERR: I am less convinced about human factors
bazause from what I have seen of TMI, I cannot telieve huran

factors had as much influence on what happened during the

"t
"
(]
)
4

course of an accident as I would be ledi to believe i

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC
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the reports uncritically. I think they might have some
influence on %the naxt accident or some other.

MR. BUDNITZ: When I wanted to try to come up with
an office-vide -- which really means an age’'.cy-wide =--
program, I could find a half-dozen people, scattered as they
vere. I understand enough about that myself. Half of you
in the room probably worked in that professicnally at one
tim2 or another in your lives, and soma2 of you still do. I
put something together I thought was decent. FHuman facters,
that is different. When I said let's gather every expert
into the Office of Research, nobody walked in becauce there
are none.

Baut I will say here what I have been saying fcr a

while. You remember what Steve Hanauer said. He said two

e
0

veeks ago I could not 2ven spell human factors, anéd now I

one. Now, for several months we have been trying to hire

»

human factors expert, 2ne. We found the guy. We had +he
hiring freeze. We have been waiting. Steve is over thers
trying to figure out what in the world to do, and he does
not have any experts either and he zan not hire then
either.

You have to appreciate the realities of trying +o
undertake a research program in an agency like this, tie my
hands and Tom's hands and Bob Bernero's hands and

a way that is inevitably less responsive than we would liz-=
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it to be. It is not just the lack of availability of
experts, but this funny system we¢ have of planning two years
in advance.

If you want to reprogram more than half a million
dollars, you have t2> go to the Hill. I showed a slide once
that said that takes nine months. We 2re having budget cuts
at the same time, as you know, for 19817. So without
pleading innocence, obviously we are nst doing it. There are
some realities which make it much more difficult than I
would have thought two years ago when I was still at
Lawrence Livermore and coming here bright-eyed and
bushy-tailed.

It is kind of depressing. It is kind of like
having cold water thzown at you.

MR. KERR: Go ahead and say it is depressing.

¥R. BUDNITZ: It is not depressing, because I 4o
not get depressed. It is startling, which is differant but
related.

Now, just to take another point, I will read hers.
The pr .,posed prog.am includes cousiderable growth in ar=eas
related to operational safety.

(31ide)

However, you go on that it still lacks significant
coha2sive rasearch in LWR plant design 2nd contrel. It

does. You are right. I hope you not only say that, but

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S.W,, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 1202) 554-2345



1 reinforce it. It is true. But it is not richt to think

2 that we are not working in that area. Bob Bernerc and nhic
3 colleagues have redirected the risk assessment 2fforts that
4 haa been in place since WASH-1400. Maybe we are not doing
5 it gquite the way we should because we have to begin with

6 wkit we have, but I think it "~ not fair to say -- and I

7 hope vou do not believe we are not doing it -- the guestions
8 about operational behavior as a function of design and

9 control, whare such experts as Frank Rousen, who i3 an

10 expert in that, have been brought on board and been trying
11 to put something together.

2 dn the other hand, I do want to agree with you

13 quite strongly on the idea which is over here somewhere.

4 The NRC may have to reduce sharply some research which is
15 confirmatory in nature where there is 3ood reazon to believe
16 that the current regulatory rejuirements proviie alsguate
17 nrotection to the public.

8 Yes, sir, that is right. We have to do that,

19 especially since there is not enoug money and everything we
20 are asking for is not going tc come true. The hari part is
21 to try to J2t a consensus on which areas thcse a2re. larae
2 LOCA is one. But there are others where we have charpo

23 disagreements with our collesagues in the other offices.

[N

»

24 An examnple is pressurized tha2:mal sheck. The

25 before yestarday, right here in mid-morning, Roger “attzon

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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said that that issue could, in his view and in the view of

his office, be put off, be deferred. Pressurized thermal

shock studies in the primary system need not¢ be funded

1982 because, considering all the other priorities,

delay would not impact safety. We do not agree. 4We do not

-

n

their

agr2e because we think that beginning in 1983 and getting

ansvers in 1985 -- 1983 would be the earliest you could

begin -- it too late. We do not agree.
That is an example where our colleagues i

other offics2 believe where there is gcod reas>»n to

n

.

he

telieve

that the current regulatory reguirements provide adeguate

protection. He thinks so; we 40 not think so. This

udaget

is full of those issves, specific technical disagreements

about where adequate protection is compromised or may

in
b 8 o

future be compro- >4 or where deferrals are acceptable

the light of severe budget constraints. That is where wve

are stuck with the judgments that inevitably end up

desk.

on

MR. EBERSOLE: Bob, could you say something

unpressurizesd thermal shock? I am saying pressurized

thermal shock is worse. #We have an ongzoing think o

n

uapressurized thermal shock, post-LOCA thermal shccke.

MR. BUDNITZ: Suppose I could back up the

following statement, which I really can't do, with

Suppose I could back up the statement that accident

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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to a2 pressurized, high pressure thermal shock are cf high
probability or som2how meaning trey will occur more
fregquently than many other accidents, and they are worse
vhen they do for some vessels, especially vessels that
become aged over their lifetime.

Then that would force us, if it were true, to go
ahead and 45 thi. work. We are not sure that that is so,
especially on the probability, but we 40 not think it is
responsible to rely on the possibility that it ain't so.
There we are having, as I said, a specific disagreenent with
our colleagues, but in the nature of taking the reducticns
that we will hava to take because that big reguest is noct
giing to come through.

I want tc insist that I think what we are going to
try to do is use this criteria, which is to reduce that wecrk
whare there is gool reason to believe the current regulatory
approach is adegquate. Adeguate to do what? You 3a3aid it.
Adegquate to provide protection to the public, absolutely
right.

In detail, then, with that as a kind of critericr
for our res2arch program, we have to look at each thinz ani
see whether it is. That is where we want your 2advice,

MR. OKRENT: On this pressu. .zed thermal shock
guestion, it seems to me you ought to be able to make a

roucn estimate of the likelihood of tha event -~ccurrinz.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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That does not strike me as being harder

you are making every moanth.

believe it is

MR.

uR.

¥R.

iR.

¥R.

BUDNITZ: We have done so, and we ki
bad 2nough to be of concern.

OKRENT: If that is the case, then i

BUDNITZ: Is that fair, Bob?

RERNERD: VYes. It is not rigorous.

nA
aQ

-
-

BUDNITZ: The statement that it is rea

prcbability just does not hold water.

MR.

¥R.

M3.

“R.

¥R,

78

ct

seenmns

OKRENT: I don't know what is rigorous.

BUDNITZ: I can compute the WASH-140

OKRENT: Can I continue?

bt
w

BUDNITZ:s That is a rigorous calcu

OXRENT: Let's assume, ir fact, this

a namber that is not small. Possibly there is a i3

guestion. Wh

Know,

at is the information that is importa

given one of these occurrencas.

MR.

3.

BUDNITZs The high pressure?

OKRENT: Yes. In fact, is there ressarch th

will give really :m »rtant insight to this guestio

~
~

met

will influence che de .isi ., and what is that reseazrch?

¥R.

through. and

that.

Again,

BUDNI1.: #e think we have thought th:

we think the program we have planned

we can g0 into more detail here if vy

ALDERSON REPORTING COM PANY, INC
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MR. OKRENT: We don't have the time here.

MR. BUDNITZ: Paul Shewmon and others have alresaly
thought about that with us.

MR+ OKRENT: 1If this is the case, you should be
able to write down on a piece of paper, first, how you hLave
done your estimates on the probability, and what are the
important guestions that you think should be answered by
res2arch, and how the research will answer these.

MR. BUDNITZ: Arnd then how it gets used.,

MR. CKRENT: In fact, maybe you are prepared to 4o
that in this case, in which case --

MR. BUDNITZ: I think we are, and I think the case
is pretty 350d.

MR. C«RENTs All right.

MR. BUDNITZ: I kind of think the Committee will
gen2rally ajree with that.

MR+ OKRENT: I would not be surprised if the
probability is significant. I have not seen anything which
says here is the information that can and shoul?d bhe proviiad
by researchs I 4don't me¢an the office, but the dcing of
res2arch will prov.de rot just information about the
subject, but the information that is needed. Thos2 are two
different things.

MR. BUDNITZ: Just to reply, I think that

obviously -- you have not seen it. We have shared it with

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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the subcommittee at the ACRS that looks into this, ar hey
have gone into it in plenty of detaile So I think = at is
an example where we thought it through and we 4id cur
homawork, and to me ‘t is almost obvious. I understand why
the other office might come to the conclusion that sther
things are nore important because, you know, th2 probability

per year is smaller than one.
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parker i ‘o 81
7-10 q '
Tape 2 1 | I don't agree with them, but I understand them. So I
Connelly \
2 | am just making the point that we -- let me try to reiterate =-=-
3 | that we try to emphasize the criterion that where work is
i
' 4 | confirmatory in nature and we have a feeling it is in good shape,
|
5 ;we are going to drop that, give it lower priority because we do

6 | not have enough money.

7'i I am trying to reiterate that that is a judgment, and ;
fpeople with the same information differ on that judgment. And i

all too often our judgment is not sustained in the budgetary

1

;
1
i
10 | process. I have to say thank god we now have a procedure that
}
ienables us, at least procedurally, to go ahead when only we think
il
A

12 | so. That was not true last year when we had to get endorsement

13 | for everyching.
14 We have a procedure this vear. We can endorse some

[}

15 | of this ourselves, so some of this will get done if they don't

. REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345

16 |want it, and that is great. But there are problems in doing that

17 lwith, you know == you cannot do it everywhere. You have to get

18 | them on board because it is one agency. We also have to get them

19 [on board because if they are not on board, they will not use it

300 TTH STREET, S W.

20 |and so on.

2] SO0 I guess that I do not have very much pain with anything

in the introduction except one thing that really bothers, and I

23 (will read it to you: "General subject of class 9 accidents is
24 not limited to proposed rulemaking on =--"

25 M%. LAWROSKI: Where are you reading?

| ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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'thinqs that lead to class 9 accidents.

19

20 |
| than the whole general subject of class 9.
|
|

2]

22 |

23
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e—

it
{

i Carson.

|

| think that this growing area is something that we also think is the

oo 82

MR. BUDNITZ: -~ "Represents the single most important

research area."

I don't concur personally that that is the single most

important research area. It is only one of three or four who
together are the most important research areas. And that is not

intended to say that we are going to do all we can there.

MR. KERR: You recognize you are looking at a draft.
MR. BUDN'TZ: I understand, of course. Yes, sure.

I don't know what the Committee's viev will be, but I

wanted to comment becausc< what strikes me as being -- as providing
those who want an opportunity to give less priority to other things
which I think are of comparable importance, such guestions as

& foperations and the impact of operations on safety, and such
- |questions as the phenomena involved in the priority systems,
15  or1mary system integrity, primary system compromises through
i :chemical interactions and the like -~ these are things that are

{ of comparable importance.

MR. MARK: You could say the transients are the kind of

MR. BUDNITZ: Operat.ons by themselves are different

MR. KERR: Only if you don't do good research on them,

MR. BUDNITZ: I wanted to recoil against that lest you

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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single most -~ I just do not think so. '
Now, a couple of other things and then I will sit down.
Let me tell you what I want to add.

MR. OKRENT: Can I ask a guestion, not on the wording

MR. BUDNITZ: Of course.
|
MR. OKRENT: How you think in FY 81 the research program |

1s responsive tC whatever you yourself define as the need of the

|
{Commission in the area of degraded cores and core melt mitigation -+

MR. BUDNITZ: You want some technical detail. We have j
initiated programs or modified those going on in fast reactors
to try to -- these are mult.-year things =-- to understand such
things as the coolability of a rubble bed.

MR. OKRENT: Have you identified the information that
the Commission is likely to need in various ways, not only for
the rulemaking, because it may or may not be making decisions on
specific reactors aside from the rulemaking -- do you think you
have identified the Commission's needs and the time scale in which
they will probably meet them?

MR. BUDNITZ: Not entirely.

MR. OKRENT: And laid out to the best of your ability

programs that try to meet these needs and propose them to the

| Conmission, even if it were a supplemental budget. Have you done

i

that for FY 817?

MR. BUDNITZ: I think that we have laid out a program

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. |
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that contains all of the elements that will ultimately be needed.
But I think we are still inadequats in thinking through the mix
of experimental information that we have to get anew against the

mix Of things that we can learn by analysis and just thinking

| about information we already know. I doan't think that has been

thought thrcocugh fully yet, and therefore, we are not prepared to

say whether or not large, expensive =-- large-scale test facilities

are going to be required in this area or whether we can -- I won't

say get by because that is almost denigrating =-- but whether we
can adequately understand these phenomena without it.

That thinking through is still in the process. It has
occupied much of the time of not only our own staff but most of
the research community that is interested in this area for many

meetings. We have had meetings attended by two or three dozen

! people, experts from all around, who have several times iterated
16 %the plans and so on. And I think the thing, while not mature, is
{in the process of becoming so. Nevertheless, we are faced with the|

problem that in the summer of 1980 we have to put a budget request

in for '82 whose detail cannot be fleshed out; in fact, whose

'major components cannot re¢lly be fleshed out, whether analysis

will be enough or what.

So I can only defend that by -caying that, a) we are in
process, and b) we are still seeking all the advice we can get.
And it means it is going to be slower than if there had been a

substantial research community thinking about this stuff over the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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ﬂquestlon of pace, I have no doubt that you are moving in directions|=--

i
i
|

{

JESREEE |

years. There has not been. And that is a tragedy that resulted

| from the making =-- from the view of class 9 in this funny agency

over the last decade or more -- I won't use the word "tragic" =--
just grim.
MR. OKRENT: I guess the answer was no.
MR. BUDNITZ: Yes. The answer is in process but not no.
MR. OKRENT: I see.

MR. BUDNITZ: And by the way, I know that your subcom=-

mittees -- a couple of them have thought about this in great detail

and have given us some nice guidance which is good.
By the way, the phenomena are not themselves the only

thing we are up against. We are thinking about mitigation, too,

such questions as bunkered heat removal systems, basemat penetra-

tion improvements, and filter vented containments and the like,

are part o2f our ongoing program or plan, or in some cases work

we are trying to kick DOE in the butt and trying to get them to do.
They are not responding in some cases, so we have an interagency
problem.

MR. OKRENT: At least as far as I am concerned, the

MR. BUDNITZ: I share the statement that you would make

if you said your next sentence, if you said that the base work is

'inadequate. Yes, it is inadequate.

MR. OKRENT: May I guote you?

MR. BUDNITZ: Yes, you may. u.d yet, our '82 request

ALDERSON REPOFRTING COMPANY, INC.
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is very unlikely to become the '82 budget expenditure in '82.

MR. MARK: Any more tha: 'B8l.
} MR. BUDNITZ: Any more than '8l, as Carson says. You kno;,
|1t is a harder game.

{
H |

MR. PLESSET: Can we go beyond the introduction, Chairman|

jSiess? Is the Committee ready for that?

| MR. SIESS: Bob, do you have any more general --
l! |

g MR. BUDNITZ: I have a couple more general points. With=-|

out them the Committee will not have the background that I shared

3

{with the Subcommittee before. Let me try to make them brief.

I want to explain the difference between our request and

! our PPPG number.

i |
: MR. PLESSET: Will you tell us what the initials mean?

MR. BUDNITZ: Program Planning and Policy Guidance. Maybé
!I got the order wrong. We will call it PG now in deference to
!Professor Kerr.

| MR. PLESSET: How about P'sG?

i MR. BUDNITZ: P'sG is slightly longer than PG.

? We came up with a number which on the summary slide is ==
ﬂit was 283 million counting -- here it is =-- 283 million counting

@equipment. Here it is.
i
! (Slide.)
269 and some change in program support. Then we asked,

' the Commission says 217. If you want to know where they got that

number, it is this year's number. It is '8l's number. The

i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Commission said 217, so we cut that 10 million at a time in half

a dozen chunks, and we have given you our priorities where we would|

do that in order to get 217; but 217 does not represent a budget

that is rational, per se. It only represents that you zan cut and

cut and cut until you gev to 217. 217 is not a budget we prepared

by any rational approach.

MR. SIESS: Did you ever try starting with zero and
seeing if you would end up at 207 or 2172

MR. BUDNITZ: That is the same thing as coming back, I
think.

MR. SIESS: Not at all.

MR. BUDNITZ: So that 283 represents a program that we
believe -- I must say I believe because I ended up with the

responsibility to bring it together -- is adequately responsive

to the agency's mission. And I remember saying to the subcommittee

I believe I have a statutory obligation to recommend that to the

all the way to the end. 1In fact, in the last three or four weeks
we have backed off a little bit on it. That is where we started,
the PG of 217 which is not on here, is it =-- but anyway it repre-
sents -- we just got back to that.

Now, the budget people who are looking at this have

' generally started the other way. They have said well, 217 is

2 ithe number we are working from, and we may give you a nickel above

11t or even a dime; but that nickel or dime has to be defended the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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other way, which starts out by saying that they admit that the

thing we started with is either politically unrealistic or

technically not defensible. Those are tie only two explanations

I can think of. And things above that then have to be really

urgently needed by the agency, or else it will not be included.

And

i
stand what their mark is. Kevin saiad that the day before yesterday,
|

MR.

I need to explain that difference so you will under-

SIESS: Bob, in that procedure they are also accept-

ing that everything up to that limit is essential.

MR.

MR.

MR.

BUDNITZ: Well --
SIESS: Right?

BUDNITZ: I think they psychologically accept it.

!
|
The stuff above it is, too, but realistically they cannot expect --;

they probably

think they cannot sell it, so they will stop there.

Maybe they will give us some more.

I just had to contrast the way we put our budget together

and then cut back from the way they are deliberating «=-

MR.

I do not know

MR.

that I said.

MR.

MR.

SIESS: There is such a thing as zero-based budget.
what you call yours.

BUDNITZ: I guess I thought about it in the context

SIESS: Needs.

BUDNITZ: Satisfy my statutory obligation to recom-

mend to the Commissioners a research program that is adequate

for its needs.

Just think about it that way.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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MR. SIESS: You look at it as needs. I think they may

look at it as desires.

i MR. BUDNITZ: Secondly -- and this is the second of the

 two points -- I want to point cut that the process of putting the
' |
}budget together suffered from inadequate interaction with the other!
1 |
‘offices, inadequate because of a number of gquestions of timing and

[
|/

it
i
!

ipreparation process. And therefore, when we went to get their

getting attention and rapidly charnging priorities during the budget‘

endcrsement, Or concurrence, or comments they all -- NMSS and NRR

| and Standards all did not have the time or the resources to do the i

| sort of job that we and they both would like.

That will be better next year because next year we will

|

{ Put together a five-year plan in the winter, February or some time, |
{that will be the basis for arguing amongst ourselves, and by the

1

ftime we get to June there will be three or four months of discussion

between user offices and us that will result in a much better
sonsidered budget than this.

The reason I have to make that point is so that you will

Jhave a context for the sort of comments that the other offices
jhave offered, and I suppose we shared with you. Mattson was here,
fbut there are letters from all the other offices that --
% MR. SIESS: We have them all.

MR. BUDNITZ: %You have them all. That is important to

' under..and.

MR. OKRENT: I would like to follow up a thought that

i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Chet raised ard pose it in a different way, but it is the same

idea. Suppose tomorrow somebody out in Idaho notices there is

a big crack in the LOFT pressure vessel, and you review the situa-

tion and you decide you cannot run any more transients with LOFT

las it is. You will have to =-=-
MR.
MR.

|run it the way it is, and so the guestion then is what is the

BUDNITZ: We would can the facility --

OKRENT: You have not heard the guestion. You cannot|

information that you would have gotten had you been able to run

(LOFT in FY '80, '8l1, and '82 that you will now not be able to get

| that you must have. Why must you have it? And, of course, if you

|must have it, how will you get it?

SO now it seems to me that if this is essential =--

MR.

MR.

BUDNITZ: A very good guestion.

OKRENT: If this is essential, you would be able to

|answer these guestions. I will pose a similar guestion to some of

5
|
1
|
|
|
;
|

i
"

|

22

23

24

the other big items. Can you in fact defend the things you are |

going to do that wav and say yes, I must have thiz information and

here is why?

MR.

MR.

MR.

BUDNITZ: Yes, we believe so.
OKRENT: I am glad to hear --

BUDNITZ: Would you like me to address the LOFT

fthinq right here or are we going to go through this later, Mr.

‘Chairman?

MR.

PLESSET: We will go into it later. You will both be

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. |
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here.

MR. BUDNITZ: We are prepared on all of that, and further#
|
more, we can defend the sort of time scale that drives us like in |

|

— = 2

| LOFT to a phaseout in 1984, not earlier, not later. And whether
| You concur is guite important to us because your advice is going

| to be one of the key things we will use in deciding what we really

}end up doing.
I

Yes. You know, I ask that guestion sometimes about the
| research community, toco. As I said, we are naked in the human

qfactors area. Suppose instead the hiring freeze prohibits us from

|

hiring any human factors people for a year.
: MR. SIESS: And consultants.

MR. BUDNITZ: What can we do? We have thought about it |

~.ecause it has been so frustrating to us. Okay.
i
| .
Now, I just want to conclude the thought about the user

|

I

1offices in the following way. The other offices tend as a matter
|

|

|

| of psychological frame of mind to be shorter term in their thinking)

| : .
| They know it, too, and therefore, almost to a man I think they

¥
]

Ewoald say, as I would say, thank god Congress had the wisdom to

|

h
iwith that.
i

establish an independent Office of Reseaxch. They generally agree

But: some of the endorsement clashes that have resulted

'over the years and are in fact present in our present budget

|

'deliberations are of that sort. I want you to be careful to

|
|

‘recognize where that is, and I will try to point it out.

| ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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And there is . general view that things that are not of
concern today can be deferred, and while we agree in some cases,
we do not in others. We want you to be aware of that lest we
mortgage the future too greatly for the present despite the urgent
needs of tcday. f

Now, just to comment on that let me put it in the
context of the rulemakings. We have rulemakings either underway f
or about to begin in several areas. There is the siting rulemaking%

there is the class 9 degraded core cooling rulemaking; there is

the NEPA class 9 issue; there is the energency preparedness business

|which is now well along, etcetera. And accompanying these rul~-

makings will be development of branch technical positions in the
other offices on a whole range of subjects.

Now we have the obligation to support those as best we |

'can, but we have a different obligation to do the sc:t of long-

range work that will help us out in 1985, '86 -- work that cannot

be accomplis.:d in a year and a half. And I must point out that

{ that tension of two different time scales of response for the

research program is responsible for some of what looks like a
less than coherent effort in some of these areas.

We have lot of shotgun stuff that we are going to have
to do to support those that would not be done in that order or
perhaps not done at all for that urgent need.

Now I am done.

MR. SIESS: Okay. Gentlemen, I propose w: _. through

-

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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decision unit by decision unit.

MR. BUDNITZ: I can probably do it personally.
! MR. SIESS: I will ask Beb to lend us his slides.
i
ﬁ MR. PLESSET: There has been a hint that we should have
ja short break, Chet.
| MR. SIESS: Let me just outline what I want to do. Put
;the first decision unit slide up there, will you, Bob?

MR. BUDNITZ: Let me find this. It is this.

(Slide.)

MR. SIESS: This is the way I would like to proceed. i
We have a draft chapter with comments on the nine items I believe
lor eight items, eight subelements i1n this decision unit. I am
| going to ask the Chairman of the subcommit :e to comment on that i

| item by item and start off with the overall, go to the items.

MR. BUDNITZ: Or whichever.

MR. SIESS: Recommendations are guantitative. We will

explora them as you wish. I am going to ask them to be quantified,:
and I am going to sit here with this blue table in front of me and

ry to understand what recommendations mean in terms of dollars.

| Whether or not we make recommendations in terms of dollars, I want
jto see how they add up to ultimate recommendations.

% Now, the man that wrote the chapter will present it.

?If it is a subcommittee position, fine. If it is not the subcom-

 mittee's position, he can present it as his position, because when

we get through it will be the subcommitte's position; I don't care

| ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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where it criginated. Let's proceed that way.
MR. BUDNITZ: Mr. Chairman, you have copies of all these |

| vu=graphs.

MR. SIESS: We have copies of all those in the reclama

document I mentioned earlier. All of these vu-graphs are in there..

' |

| You have much of the same information on the blue table that was

i
|
|

in your notebook. In fact, I think you have practically all of it

| except the '8l in there.

MR. BUDNITZ: One comment. The '81 column means 'S81

xPresident's budget.
MR. SIESS: The '8l we are not putting that much weight
‘: onl

MR. BUDNITZ: I wanted to call your attention to the

jfact that our '8l budget is going to be reduced from that somewhere!
]

tuetween, I don't know, $25 million or so instead of the 207 or so.
Where those cuts will be sustained is partially under direction

I

|
|
gfrom the Hill and partially at our discreticn, okay?

|

| MR. SIESS: As you go through this you will have the
ffigures. You will have an '8l figure. You will have the Research
1'82 request which is also on this form. You will have the EDO
@staff mark and the reclama. People from Research will be able to
Qtell you, if you do not already know it or if the subccmmittee
fchairman does not know, what is involved in going from one figure

| to another.

If you want to know what is involved in going from the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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EDC staff mark to the revised Research request -- that is, the

reclama addition -- that is in the reclama letter that I just

cited. It is very well described, and the subcommittee chairman

should lock ahead at that because they just got it this morning.

| This says what they will leave out of their prcposed program if
#

|

I

they do not get the reclama, what they will put in if

1 1t, okay?

i

22

23

24

25

Those of you other than Milt need to be looking at that
|l in advance. That is the way I would like to proceed.

i g0 through it section by section.

Now, 1f you want to break, Mr. Chairman.
MR. PLESSET: Let's have a ten minute break.

(Recess.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. SIESS:s

We have a new Chapter 3 and a new

Chapter 7, 3entlemen, and the procedure is, whenever ycu get
a replacement chapter, it is a complete replacement. It is
stapled together. You can take out everything in there, put
the new piece in. You don't have to count pages or
anything. It will be a finished report.
Mile?

MR. PLESSET: Okay. If you look up there, you
will see the first item, semi-scale, and what we were
proposing is that the research request be supported. Let me
see. There are a lot of other things that thesy are
considering that would make the costs consideratly higher
than they have there. A lot of words about some of thcse
are very fine. They are still evaluating thenm.

For example, MOD-5 of semi-scale is nct included
isn't it? But what we were

in that budget. That is right.

recommending is that 7.5 -- I don't know if I put the nunmber
in specifically, but I should have. I will se2 that it is
in there.

MR. SIESS L2t me mention something %tc¢ cther

.

chapter authorse. There will only be two numbers in a

table. One will b2 the raguest, the research reguest. ant
the other will be the EDO .wark, and you need tc use lanzuaze

that indicates which it is.

¥R, PLESSET: In that case, what we are supporting

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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97

MR. MATHIS: Is that the first request or reguest

plus reclama?

MR. PLESSET: That seems to be the same as

marke It is the same. Take my word for it.
MR. MATHIS: Chet, you made 3 stat

going to use the request or EDO?

MR. SIESS: You can use anything you

only numbers you can talk about =-- there wil

emant.

l be a

want.

table

the report that will have the regquest and the EDC mark

it. If you want to say we support the requested figure

we support the EDO mark, we can. Those are

somebody can look up.

the numbers

You have to use the right kind of language.

MR. MATHIS: You said request. ah

ich of

columns are you talking about. Which has the reclana

HR., SIESS: No, no, no. Nobody wi
revised request.
MR MC CRELESS: That is going to

reguest.

11 see

MR. PLESSET: It is the second columne.

MR. SIESS: The budget we will bte
be that one. Cn here it is the first column
MR. MATHIS: That is what I am try

straight.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC
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think you

Column 2.

request.

MR. SIESS:s That is what I am trying to tell
MR. BUDNITZ: You can use either, of course,

ought to be awvare we are nd longer supporting

MBR. SIESSs Oh, yocu are not?

MR. BUDNITZ: We are supporting the :2vised

Yy

O

98

de

byt I

In some areas we have backed down slightly from

our original regquest. For example, we are now raguesticns

57, the total at the bottom, rather than 59.9.

MR. PLESSET: I was just pointing out they were

the same in this particular case.

MR. BUDNITZ: But you notice in some cases ou

reclama seeks full restoration, like ir 3-D. In cthers

reclama is asnly partial, like the separate =2ffectsc. You

do either.

¥R. SIESS: If you want to say, is some peopl
have, we support tile research rasclama, you can say that
thay shall say rer.ama of §l.2 million.

MR. BUDNITZ: Or whatever. £Eight.

BR. SIESSs I think it will be cleaner if we

about the

r2search request. Tha s=2cond column on that

table, the first column in the table that you have lrsen

handed as

a quick sheet, and the EDO figure, which is t

fourth coluan, EDO 7/2/80 -- EDO is the third zcslumn,

that clear?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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MR. MATHIS: It is clear, but I don't agree with
ite There have been too many iterations since then.

MR. PLESSET: Why not use the reclama figure, Chet?

MR. SIESSs Use anything you want. How many would
like to use the reclama figure, the higher figure?

(A show of hands.)

MR. SIESS: How many would prefer not to use that?

(No response.)

MB. SIESS: Okay, we will use the reclara fidure.

=

o
D

Don't refer to it as the reclama figure. Refer to it as

e |

m

revisad reguest -- What is the date of your revised rejuest

MR. BUDNITZ: Yesterday.

Acd. SIESS: July 9.

MR. BUDNITZ: You have the memo, and I think it is
yesterday.

MR. SIESS: Okay. You deal with the last tuc
columnse.

MR. MATHIS: Yow do we designate the last column

MR. 3IESSs Call it the NRC request. July 9. It
will be in the table. It will be in the table as the
ressarch group request. The amount rejuested by research.

¥R. PLESSET: Okay, got it,

The next item, I think I have it spelled out.

MR. OKRENT: O©On the semi-scale then, I Just want

to understand what it is that is being said when yocu talk

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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about the sa2cond modification.

MR. PLESSET: Mod 2-A is essentially finished.
That is just summarizing the present status.

M. OKRENT: No, MOD-5.

MR. PLESSET: We encourage it, but there is no
money. They are making a study of this to see whether it is

really cost effective. If it is, they will cut back in a

year or two and ask for it. That is just a statement cf

interest.

M3. OKRENT: I see.

MR. PLESSET: It is not in the budget. Isn't that
right. MOD-5 is not in the budget.

MR. BUDNITZ: Correct.

MR. PLESSET: Let's go on.

M., OKRENT: If I could ask one more guestion,
som2 previous reviews, your yourself had some reservatizcns
about the usefulness of the semi-scale informaticn zs it was
then being obtained.

MR. PLESSET: I think if you look at it, what was

gquestioned was the use -- abuse, I would say, by K= of
semi-scale.,data. Th2y were using it as if it told us
offhand without much reservation the beshavior 2f a
full -scale systen.

I think research recognizes this pcint zdequaitely,

and they should aot be blamed for it.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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before was that NRR should not, for example -- a few of the
hearing boards anld lic2nsing boards with daca from
semi-scale -- I think that situation is improving. Is that
cight?

L2t me go to the next item. We can come back to
som2 of these points, Dave.

Separate effects and model davelopment. There is
an error. If you look on Page 1-4, that should be §7.8
million. That is the figure we recommended. It was 6.5
her2, but that was a mistake. The revised research reguest
for 1982 is 7.8, and ve supported that figure.

There was a lot of talk about the 3-D progranr.
Here we did not go along with the r2search reguest, but
endorsed the EDC mark number of $5 million.

MR. KERR: Do we agree that stronger

0
<
(8!
3
O
r

+
’ “
n

stronger than strong support? Are we j3o0ing to have
gradations?

MR. PLESSET: I thirnk Chet has put his finger

0
3

O
A}

the right figure. Do we support the number they asked £

research asked for, or what EDC has said they shculd hzv

W

or somethingy else?
Mo, KERP: Are we consciously putting in

jrajations, so that "strongly support" means =--

t
y
w
cr
-
"

MRe PLESSET: I would hope so, yes, if

what you ara2 getting at.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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MR. SIESS: I was intending to raise the guestion
of prioritiss, either in terms of units or subelements. We
may only be able to> come up with high, medium, or lecw, but
ve are going to trye.

MR. PLESSET: Now, let me go through this the
first time around. We can come back for =--

MR+ BENDER: Am I supposed to know how much this
$10 million is for ~-

(General laughter.)

MR. PLESSET: It is still under consideration.
That is all.

MR. BENDER: #hat I have been doing is reading the
narrative. You had better tell us.

MR. PLESSET: Okay. All right. I will go back
and fix it up.

MR. BENDER: 1 have to say, well, lock, is there
money in that budget?

M8. PLESSET: There isn't. I should maka it moro
clear. Let's see. Code improvement and maintenance.

¥R. BENDER: 3-D?

MR. PLESSET: 3-D was the EDC mark-up. ¥e can fix
that« Anyway, it is a typo. It shcoculd be ZCTF. That will
help you. 1t has already been indicated in the text.

CCTFe That is a typos. Page 1=-5, the top line, SCTF shoul®

be CCTF.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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Now, I am getting confused. Show me where wWwe talk
about SCTF there.

(Pause.)

MR. PLESSETs It is not a typo. It is lab core
test facility.

MR. MOELLER: 0On the previous page, you do say
that there are two large facilities, aud you talk about t;e
first one, but you never tell us what the second one is.

MR. PLESSET: It is now spelled out.

MR. MOELLER: You say CCTF will be conmpleted
shortly. Then both facilities are limited to low cressure.

MR. PLESSET: One is CCTF. One is SCTF. Okay.,
That can be fixed up.

MR. OKRENT: This section, 1.3, as I read it,
there is something that you are suggesting, that scmething

is phased out, som2 new facilities are built, and somethinec

“

that is support, and then you end up supporting the FE
regquest. I canndt tell whether the things ycu ars
commenting on are the things that they are proposing ts do,
or you are supporting the amount of mcney, tut you are
proposing that different things be don=.

MR. PLESSET: Well, maybe that is not clear. It
could be made more clear. This facility is somewhat
critically discussed. It is a German facility, a {14

million facility.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. OKRENT: This is on 1.3 now, not l.4,
MR. PLESSET: Oh, oh, I see. Okay. Ycu are going
back nowe. What page?

MR, OKRENT: You talk about the TLTZ and this

o
@

should be shut down and changed, and then the SSTF should
phased out, and you know, there are several different
things. You talk about d4o0oing more research at University
Laboratories, which I think I read elsewhere. There ar=
people suggesting that this be reduced.

My impression is that you have severz2l comments
here. You end up supporting their specific number, but I am
not sure you are saying, do the sam2 program they are
saying, are y¥ou?

MR. PLESSETs No, no. The distribution within
that item is something that is not spelled out, and thev are
free to do what they want if they get that much monzy, bhut
this is presumably something they will pay attentiosn to., It
is not broken down to the extent that the discussion is.

MR. OKRENT;: R different guesticne. I am rretty
sure, in some previous report, we indicated that we 21id not
think there would be needed any new facilities fecr =W
and here you are saying --

MR. PLESSET: I think the opposite. I think we
said -- this is not the first time we mentioned this. Am

right about that? I think that is right.
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MR. OKRENT: It depends on whether you g¢o back gne
or two reports, I suspect.

MR. PLESSET: Oh, well.

MR. OKRENT:s I asked you, and you said no, w2 have
the facilities we need nov.

KR, PLESSET: I know for the last couple cf years
we have sail the same thing.

MR. OKRENT: What are we talking about on 1-3 with
regard to this BWR facility?

MR. PLESSET: It is not in the budget.

MR. OKRENTs It is not in the budget, so in =sffect
ve would be supporting here, and possibly in the previosus
section 1.2, something that would lead to an increase in
future years in our work in LOCA and transient recsearch.

MR. PLESSET: That is right.

MR. OKRENT¢ What I cannot tell is whethsr we need
to do some of this research because we have big
uncertainties and we need these experiments to really tell
us if they are r2al or whether we are not sure whethar we
are being t>0 conservative or what.

MR. PLESSET: I would not say it is a matter cf =--
that we are too conservative. I think that we Jjust do not
have enough information.

MR. OKRENT: Enough information for what -- tor

what purpos=2?
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MR. PLESSET: As Carson has said, there is an
uncertainty here, and we do not have a gocl way of imprcving
our code description for BWR's. Presumably, this improved
facility would contribute to that.

MR. OKRENT: Well, again, I can take those words
and justify essentially every program propcsed. I think
those words would be applicable, and I would have no basis
for discriminating among them, and in fact, I could propose
A program twice this size and use those words.

I am not trying to -- In other words, I am not

disagreeing with those words. I think they are 0o

-+

genarally applicable, and they do not give me any lkasis for
discriminating among the different proposals, either that
are here or might b2 here.

MR. PLESSET: Well, your comment has two aspacts.
One, you are gquestioning something that is proposed for
study, for future consideration, for future expenditursc.
Do you want to discuss that, or shall we --

MR. OKRENT: Well --

MR . PLESSET: Right now this is not in the Ltudget.

[

MR. OKRENT: In other words o2n the semi-scal

D
-

naively or otherwvise, I am assuming, based on my brief
reaiing, that they are asbserving some pghenomena that 2at
least they d4id not have in their existing models. It is not

S SR TaRE R SR N
- .

clear to me that they could not have bee in th

m
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models had they asked themselves, are our models

am under that impression. If I am wroag,

tell me.

.

V107

okay, but

somebody should

S92 -- an also, since I have the impression that

they can do a lot of different kinds cf experiments on

semi-scale, and any singls experiment is not a huge

investment, I zm somewhat more willing myself to

semi-scale because it is versatile and so

MR. PLESSET: That is all that is

MR OKRENT: All right, but as we go

things, I vant to have, if I can, a
ongoing progcam dr a naw program in
suggesting o2ne. Do we need it, and
or different basis than the general
provide us some -- ycu know -- more
have, which, as I say, hopefully, i

always trus=,

s
=

feeling

forthe.

support

in the budjet.

througih these

for either an

pacticular,

why? And on

term that it

knowledgze

always

MR. PLESSET: The present TLTRA is

unsatisfactory for tests, just as some of

of semi-scale were, and this is at

that this has been mentisned, that that was

that this should be -- be a BWR facility --

facility for BWR's as semi-scale is

This is not in the budget

40 it, but it seems to me it would be 2 desi

for PWR

They
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saii that last year, and we are just saying it again, but i

is not a small item. Certainly wve get a lot of discussion.

190 will certainly have an opportunity to vooe it if it

brought upe.

first

Yes, Bob?

MR. BUDNITZ: Mr. Chairman, two comments, thse

ie
&S

on TLTA. We have had discussions with Milt Levinson

and Walt Lowenstein about whether together or together

GE we

3 -
h’l?...

might want to support a new facility or a dramatically

upgraded TLTA, or whatever, and those 1iscussions are still

under

just made a_out the phenomena, it is a fact that we ar=s

doing
front
codes
would

coaes

wvay. Or. Tong can elaborate .n that if you like.
Nilt, you may know some of that ags well.

MR. PLESSET: I am familiar with iz.

MR. BUDNITZ: Secondly, in respoase to a coament

experinents both in semi-scale and in LOF

of the codes, whereas in the best of all worlds th

would be or zould be written. Then the ghenonensa

be studied to see vhether they confirmed whzat the
had predictei.

That 1s an unfortunate situation that arises

the fact that especially in the high presssure regire

involving some of the transient small breaks, we 40 not

codes

vyet we io have the facilities. We are nst gzoinag +o 3it

that are yet in the sort cf shape we would liks,
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around with LOFT for five years or even three or even two
avaiting the code development effort.

S5, you ought tc be aware that that is a little
out of logic-al whack, but it is reguirad by the exigenci.s
of the situation.

MR. PLESSET: Can we go 2n? If you want these
things d.leted, it is your --

MRE. OKRENT: I am trying at the moment to
understsnd what it is we are recommending or not
recommending, because --

MR. PLESSET: Okay. Now, the 3-D progranm, there
has been a lot of talk that it be 2liminat2d, but we enaed

up with endorsing the EDO mark-up, which is §1 million less

than the research regquest. I want to 3o through the numbers

first to see if there is any reaction sither wavy.
Now, on the code, Item S, code improvement and

maintenance, there we endorse the level which is the sar

o

for the orizinal ra2guest, the EDO mark-up and the revis=ecd
reguest.

MR. BENDER: I want to ask about somethina in the

statement here. The previous secticn, where y2u say we have

for some time urged the davelorment of new and imgroved
instrumentation that could be installed in orerating power

reactors, present instrumentation in 3-D is not sc¢ dirscted

I do0 not know whether I can reai that as saying, well, ye
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should put some money in there for that purpose, or that is
just a comment that does not involve budget.

MR. PLESSET: It does not involve budget. Lat ne
say that this program, the 3-D program, most of the money
has been spent, and it is all pretty w=2ll tied down by
international agreement.

MR. BENDER: Okay, that is all right. I anm
looking for things to assess the budget.

MR. PLESSZT: That is fine.

MR. BENDERs These things aren't covered by the
budget, but we ought to pay attention to thenm.

MR. XERR:¢ 1Ire ve working on Draft 3 or Traft 2?7

MR, SIESSs You should only have one.

MR. PLESSET: Draft 3 is all you are supposei ©0O
have.

MR. XERR: Thank you.

MR. PLESSET: VYes?

MR. T.,NGs This related redirection =f UPTF -~

MR. PLESSET: Hopeless, I know.

MR. TONG: This is their money. They have
definitely a goal to run this test; however, we do nze:z
information from that facility. Item 1, steam bindineg, this
is not solvad in licensing evaluation. 1If release truly
steam binding, then hot leg or upper plenum injection iz g2c0

for small break. We like to have water from the top when
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core is uncovered. So, we do need information to firm up

whether steam binding is there or not there.

e
O
o

S2cond item, EEC bypass problem was deferred.
remember, in last few meetings here we said, if we wait for

3-D to have full scale ECC bypass information t2 answe

"

question -- but it is not -- if it is not -- there is no
bypass as licensing assumed in Appendix XK. Then the
accumulator activation pressure could be increased, wWwhich 1s
good for small break, like CE today is 200 psi accumul:zcor.
It is too low for small break.

If we had a high pressure accumulator at £920 cr
1,000 psi, we would not have Three Mile Island, becaus2 this
accumulator automatic water go in. If at high pressur=
during small break will be much less risky. However, today
ve cannot do it because Appendix K.

S>>, that UPPF is important to solve the =CC bypass
problem, to readjust accumulator pressure.

Thank you.

MR. PLESSET: Thank you.

MR. OKRENT: Are those accumulators designed

(2]
O
|

1,000 psi?

MR. TONG: The pressure now is =--

MR. OKRENT: The combustion engineering
accumulators, are they designed for 1,200 psi?

¥R« TONG: I 4o not knowe. 600 psi is.

ALDERSON REPORTING CCMPANY, INC
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MR. PLESSET: I think it is a

discussion is, if I can use a legal

that I disagree. I do neot see how UPTF is

word, moot in the

contribute essentially to anything except to

is, it will be a selling point for German type

salesmen, not for technical pecple.

tha2ir behavior is 30ing to be for an ejection for

accumulator at 1,000 psi because it

those pressurese.

It cannot

will not

reac

tell you

little Dhit

going to

cperate

I am sure, maybe the code developers can

predictions on the basis of it. They might Ebe atle

prelictions without it. And I am willing tg¢

if it is too offensive, because it is a rather

thinge They have not built the thing yet. Th

committed to it. It is $1560 million.

I thought that somebody ought to

word that it is not worth it. That

is just my

MR. KERR: To which line should I r

vanted to --
MR. PLESSET: Oh, Page 1-5
MR KERR: Thank you.
4HR. PLESSET: It is about
just talking in the wind.
MR. XERRs What statement

be offensiva?
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MR. PLESSET: An implication, pretty much an
indication that the thing is no good.

MR. BUDNITZ: Lines 8 and 9.

MR. PLESSET: Those are offensive, right?

M2. OKRENT: Is it your opinion that we now what
is needed technically on the ECC bypass question?

MR. PLESSET: I would say sc. It is not a very
fundiamental guestion any more.

MR. OKRENT: And so one is able to predict how
much bypass there will be as a function --

MR. PLESSET: They might b2 able to be a little
mor2 precis2. This is going into the direction of being a

little more conservative. Appendix X is guite

120

conservative. We know that. How far down ycu can screw

things to eliminats this item -- hopefully, LCFT is suprose?d
to tell us 3 little bit about that, and the pecint =-- DUr.
Tong has a po0int about the accumulatdor set p2iate. That is =

different pasint for the bypass. It is related in a way.
MR. EBERSOLE: Do these things have a mcnetary
rather than a safety goal, an aspect of driving the pins
harder? Some of these things are not oriented towarzd
safaty. Th2y are aimed at driving the core harder.
MR. PLESSET: I think that is true of most of the
ideas that relate here, except the one pcint that ’r. Tong

mentioned about the accumulator set point, which iz a2
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legitimate point. The rest of them, the ECC bypass, for
intance, is --

MR. EBERSOLE: Every time you raise an accumulator
set point, you invite spurious discharge on other kinds of
transients, which is the --

MR. PLESSETs I do not think -- I am nct convinced
it is the thing to do.

KR. EBERSOLE: The UHI is a high pressure systen.

MR. PLESSET: That is right.

MP. EBERSCLE: And that has the potential for
introducing nitrogen into the closed systems after a
secondary transient.

MR. PLESSET: So do the accumulators, of course.

MR. EBERSOLE: Every time you go up, you invite it
that much more.

MR. PLESSET: With higher pressure gas.

MR. EBERSOLE:s Yes.

MR. PLESSET: Well, I 4o not know whether you want

to spent the time -- I am willing to -- you know =-- take

O
"
o

¥
!

these things out. I am willing to -- it is your rep

w
N
W

3
t

Chet always says. If you find things that are unple
why not mak2 them pleasant?

Yos, Dade?

MR. YOELLERs Going on a little bit, I £find in

1.8, the first paragraph, and 1.9, the first paragraph =--
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MR. PLESSETs We are not that far yet.
MR. STESS5: You are on l.4 as far as I «now.
MR. MOELLER: All right.

MR. PL E
to fight for goeing back up to the $S million or leave .t
the $4 million. Really, that is the point -- $6 million
versus $5 million. EDO cut it to five. The reguest was

MR. SIESS: What iz the --

MR. PLESSETs: Nothing. They are committed to
doing this in the long term.

MR. TONG: The German minister signed it.

.

MR. PLESSET: There is a pretty strong Lagal

R
T: It is a question of whether we want

at

S1lXe

comaitment.s This will be a stretch-out. It will not zhange

things in the long run very much.

MR. TONG: The only thing this §1 millicn
reduction will affact the Japanese instrumentation. Thz
tough one, because Japanese contracting is c¢n schedule.

MR. PLESSET: That is the test facility -- thi
facility represents about, what, $30 million, 34C millio

MR. TONG: The2 fabrication is $40 million.
Operation is not in the budget because the government

employee does not have a budget. A government emplov==a

r

]

hires. So the manpower added together will be $60 ~millicrn,

but the constructisn, about J4C million.

MR. PLESSET: This is all Japanese nmdhev. The
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has been a tripartite agreement
for some time, and if what -- I

Tong ‘s concarn here.

a facility which is finished to which we promised,

not EDO give it to you?
MR . TONG:

tiiem. They ijust marked it off.

I did not have a

in this area,

can syapathize with

MR. PLESSET: Oh, really?

MR. TONG:

MR. PLESSET:

MB. BUDNITZ:
instead of six?

MR. PLESSET: Right.

MR. BUDNITZ:

Bob wants

You are asking why th

as

¥

I have no chance to present.

5

ourselves when we took this $60 million reducticn

whatever from cur original request down to the

in that area --

YR. PLESSET: You had
¥R. BUDNITZ: When we
from the $233 million, where it
which is not shown there --

MR. PLESSETs: You had
MR. BUDNITZ: We toock
they bought that because it did

¥R. PLESSET:

you

We had given up $1 millicn

already cut a mill

marked our own

started, to the

started at

-

a million out

of

noet have strong

You have accepted
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big
for

but

we are asking for it back.

it is not righte.

right.

cuts.

program supporct,

vhen they went along with that,

|

|

b

.

L L

R« BUDNITZ: No. We never thought the P

R. PLESSET: Oh.

R. BUDNITZ: We put that in when we made

#e thought if you were going to get down
of

we would take a million out

which we did no
We 40 not accept it. ¥

de have a commitment thnere

intarnational signatures all over it.

subcommittee does not have a technical

crecommending the

L

L

psychology,

these things stretched cut.
nature of the impact of this million

I did not have it before.

R OKRENT: If I understand

reason for

R PLESSET: I will tell you the subconmm

if I can presume to. They did not mind

We did not have the

which we 4id n

#hat is your pleasuras?

inclined to put it back myself.

MR. OKRENTs Apparently, research felt ttr
legal commitments were not so strong that they haZ?
this $6 million in, even if it meant cutting ncney

to meet the PPPGC.

end up with that low number,

M

R. BUDNITZ: ckel tha

I will bet you a ni

ve would still

E b
put tha
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in from elsewhere, because those lagal commitmants are
probably pretty binding. We don't know.

MR. OKRENT: Well, I --

MR. BUDNITZ: I am not going to be here to call
that nickel. Okay.

MR. PLESSET: I am inclined to put it Pack, I must
say, and anybody else who wants to express an 2pinion =--

M2. OKRENT: I will. Somewhere in this docunent,
either the committee or I will make a statement that if a
lot of money on LOCA, transients, and LOFT -- it is not

-

clear from the overall persrective it is in balance. Each

t

time we add a million here ard so forth, we just perpetuate

that situatione.

]
3
0

I do not care, let's say, how this thought g

la

in. You can do it by cutting a million out here and there,

b
n
’_A.
n

or you can try t> make a comment, or ysu may feel th
the right anount 2f money, ani other things should starve
because of it.

I don*t know. This is not the first year you
heard me say it. 7T do not see any real changa. You know,
we saw two curves. It is the bulk still, and I think next
year we will be talking about LOFT in 1985,

MR. BUDNITZ: Wait a minute. LGFT has been ir
1984 for tw> or three yesars nowv.

BR. SIESS: I can suggest a compromise. Pyt in

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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the one =*illion, but it in at a low priority.
much debate, if it goes in, I think it is sutomatically at a
low priority.

MR. PLESSET: Tell me what to write, and I will
Just write it.

MR. SIESS: Am I acting chairman?
MR. PLESSET: Yes.
MR. SIESS:

All right. How many would like to s2e

this figure at the $5 million mark? Indicate by raisinag

left. At the EDO mark, indicate by raising --
MR. KERR: ¢Could we have a little bit more
discussion?

YR. SIESSs Yes.
MR. PENDER: If we are going to vote on it, 1T
guess I would have to say -- I don't want to single out this
one item as being the way to address it. I think Dave's
point s correct, that we probably need to collectively ask
ourselves -- to vote on whether this $1 million telongs in
or out does not make any sense to me.

MR. PLESSET: Do you want to vote on the whole =--
MR. BENDERs I am not sure what we are z3in, *o .o
about 1it.

MR. SIESSs Let's leave it at the second

recommendation of the subcommittee, ani go on iocwn the list

and see what we have and come back.
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Line 108,

Go

on to the next item, Milt.

TONG: I have a problem related to

the cancellation of this facility. 1If

say, redirecting of this problem, is fine, but 1if

a difficulty.

it

MR.

MR.

MR.

MR.

HR.

MR.

maintenance.

120

1=5,

you want to

we have

PLESSET: I have changed it. I have chanaed

TONG: Okay.

SIES3: Did someone note your change?

PLESSET: Yes.

SIESS:s The next item. The next item,

PLESSET: Which is code improvement

and

#¥e endorsed the level indicated in the

research reguest. There is no change.

those that have already been made of a generic natura?

MR.

(No

MR.

MR.

level for the

g0

I think

MR.

Next item is code assessment and applications

MR.

reviced
revised

SIESS: No change. Any comments, other

response.)

SIESS: Next iten,

KERRs Is TRACKX going to continue a
next 40 years?

PLESSET: He wants to know how long

CKRENT: Isn't this a lot of money
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tvo of them, 1.5 and 1.6

MR. PLESSET: Yes, a lot of mnoney.

MR. OKRENT: Is it all in the area of TRACK and
RELAP, or most of it in the area of TRACY¥ and RELAP?

(Pause.)

MR. PLESSET: Andy has just reminded me that there
is vell over $2 million from NRR really in TRACK. Isn't
that right? So it is not =-- This is -- This money that they
are getting here actually is §2 million, sowmething over §2
million. It is actually new money to research. So, if you
take -- There is a lot of muiiey there. If you take 312
million something, what the total is actually is §10
million. That is still a lot of money. But this is the
objective of the whole thing, to gat a cod2 you can uss to
tell you what is going to happen.

MR. OKRENT: What the justification -~ advanced
development of computer codes, et cetera.

MR+ PLESSET: You are readiny from something
different.

MR. OKRENT: I am reading from tha formal
subaission, and I a» Jjust trying to understand what this ig
all about.

¥R, MOELLERs I do not follow, reading just the
l.56, You say, RELAP has indicated greater promice with 2

smaller effort than TRACK.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC
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MR. PLESSETs That is a little bit of an
overstatement. It is kind of personal.

MR. MOELLER: Then you do not i stify to me the
next sentence that both TRACK and RELAP, the support be
continued. If RELAP can do the job -~

MR+ PLESSET: There is a big investment :n THACK,
I think they have jone a fair way. The RELAP effort has
been small, but they have done a very good job, and this
year we wvant that to continue.

MR. SIESS: You would not wvant to say drop TRACK
and increase effort on RELAP?

MR. PLESSET: It is -~

MR. SIESS: That is implied bty what you said in
the sentence Dade guoted.

MR. PLESSET: I said, ve recommended tecth TEACY
and RELAP be continued. That is Line 136.

MR. KERRs Is it separated into two parts, so thne
amount of money will not look as big?

(General laughtei.)

4]

MR. PLESSETs Actually, RELAP 5 has teen -~ the
funds have zome from semi-scale and LOFT, not in the code
development -- cod2 assessment program.

MR. KERRs There is one called code assessment,

and one called code application. Is there =ome difference?

MR. MURLEY: They are different, and I think if

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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you notice the trends, the intention was that we are going
to phase down code improvement and maintenance in 1982, as a
matter of fact. I hope to be out of the code development
business and Jjust be doing corrections to codes as they come
upe

That is, after all, a year and a half awvay. I
hope to be ione both with TRACK and RELAP S. The cgrowth
comes in the ascessment of the codes, and assessment means
testing thea against experiments. You understand that. And
the applications.

It is growing from $6.9 million to $7.9 miliion.
We have in nind using it for things like =-- What is an
example? The overcooling transients that we are starting to
look at very carefully. A bunch of transients we never
looked at in detail -- part of the work on severe acciient
sequence analysis is going to be funded under this line

item, so the whole area 5f using the codes to elucidat

(V]

safety problems, that is what is intended in this clement,
and it is going to growe.

MR. OKRENT: 1Is TRACK the rizht code to ic
overcecoling transient studies with?

¥R. MURLELY: We don't know yet.

MR. OKRENT: I am not sure that i: . 2cessarily the
ansver. I am not sure. I will try to find out by

exercising the coda, If that is what wag --

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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MR. MURLEY: Of course not. In that element is
not just TRACK and RELAP S. It is RETRAN, ERELAFP 32, IET,
our whole panoply >f codes that we will use, developed by
anybody in *he world, as a matter of fact.

The whole point of that line item is to use the
codes to examine accidents, and by 1982 I hope TRACKX is Jjust
one of the smorgasbord of codes that we can pick from and
use.

MR. TONGs On Page 1-7, Line 2, RELAP 5 has
indicated gjgreater pcomise with smaller effort than TRACX has
received. This greater =-- It is hard to say RELAP S is
one-dimensional code and TRACK is thres-dimencsional code,
Some places we have to use three dimensional, so this
comparison is very difficult to do.

I do not know the --

MR. PLESSET: Let me just say in some respects
instead of many. All right. I am willing to 4c¢ that.
Change it t> "in some respects,”™ because that is right, wht
you say. Right.

MR. TONGs Yes.

MR. PLESSSET: Yes, that is right.

I would like to f£inish this Chapter 1 and then
hav2 a break for lunche. You do not ne=2d to bre2ak for lunch
just because I do, but I think there are a couple of us that

have another meeting here, right? So, if you look at what
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the rest of this chapter is all about -- This is all Paul
Shevwmon's, and he could not be here, and you wil) see he iz
delaying some budgetary recommendations. He has Leen
macking in l.7. Then he goes on to discuss some of the
other points in it.

MR. SIESS: You mean, we have no recommendation
from his subcommittee?

MR. MOELLER: That is what troubled me. Like in
1.7, it says there is going to be a subcommittee meeting in
Angust and <ve will tell you at that time, and in 1.8 the
last sentence of the first paragraph dces not tell me
whether they supported it. The merits of participation in
this program should be considered carefully. And then in
l.9 we continue to believe its longer term usefulness will
depand on new reoles it may find.

I do not knovw whether we are for .t or againct it,

MR. PLESSET: This is the first tine that I have
seen this amyself. I cannot give you any more informaticn
than this.

MR. SIESSs Do your notes give you anv information
from Tuesday?

MR. MC CRELESS: My notes do not.

MR. SIESS: Who else is on the subcommittes?

L

MR. OKRENT: I am on the subcommittee, but I w

o

S

not at the meeting.

ALDERSON REPORTING TOMPANY, INC.
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MR. PLESSET: Let me read you what hes told m2 ovar
the phone. He is going to> call in later. Item 1-F, what is
1-F1?

MR. SIESS: Fuel behavior and operatiocnal
traasients.

MR. PLESSET: I cannot argue with the work on
operaticnal transients. I think they have done well. That
is in quotes. "Well."

MR. SIESS: I do not have the slightest id=a what

that means.

™

ne
w\Je

MR. PLESSET: I think he means to support the

¥R. SIESS¢ EDO did not change the research
reguest.

MR. PLESSET: That is presumably what he is
talking about. On 1-G -~

MR. SIESS: Where did he say, cuts thes work?

MR. KERRs Compared to 1981.

MR. PLESSET: 1-G. I strongly beliesve the progranm
on clad ballooning in many element subassemblies shouli bte
continued to> a sound conclusion. The NRU program is the only
praogram ad4ressing this now. The degree of ballooninz and
blockage is a significant potential problem. The currant
licensing extrapolation is not well founded in its
application to full scale cores.

MR. SIESSs According to the reclama, the 31
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million that

that right?
MR.

point, or Tonm
MR.

MR .

is reduced by EDO is funding for the ESSOR. Is

All of that §1 million affects that?
PLESSET: Maybe wve should let Eob add
Murley. Somebody.

BUDNITZ: That is the ESSOR supersara

DKRENTs That was Jjust about Number O©

crraamher cocrectly.

MR .
other things,

MR.

thinge.

ne, i1f 1

BUDNITZ: We did not defend it as strongly as

but we want it. I mean, you know =--

SIESS: It simply took research at the PFEG

leval. Res2arch had said the F°PG leve2l there are

items we will cut, and in each case EDO went along

that. This was one of thenm.

MR.

sections. an

OKRENT: May I make comments on these

three

with

twd

1.7, 1 remain to be convincel that this has

been . fruitful long-term program that has provided

information f
the NRC staff
handout witn
justification
In

tests will pr

or li.>nsing, and I am unconvinced tha

should be doing what it says in its formz1l

regard to planned accomplishment and
under this item.
fact, they claim that PBF testing plus

ovide the data base reguired to predic

valuable

t in fa

*

a

1

s £,
- L

%3
P

failures and consequences during operational transients,

say that is impossible. They may provide some data

to the topli:,

and t! y go on to say, the data plus
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code refinements will provide licensing personnel with data
involving capability to assess the safety of nuclear
reactors, and so forth.

Azain, I question that it will provide this, and
also, it is not clear just what is needed in this regard by
tne Nkc. So, I have had over the y=2ars and I still have a
gquestion about how much return we are getting per dollar
from that pcogranm.

Now, 1.8 -~ Let me leave the clad ballooning point
alone for a minute. The proposed new experiments on
cvsrheating and severe core damage and so forth, at the
moment, as far as I can tell, there is some kind of division
within resa2arch wha2re therae is a program of this sort in one
decision unit. Then there is another program in the decision
unit on sevare core damage and mitigation which starts at
the support plate of the vessel, or something like this, and
there is one -- It would appear based on what we heard there
is one 3roup of experiments in PBF and another grougr that
does not have access to PBS planning experiments elsewhzre.

That may not be the case, but at least that is the
way it came through. I have not seen myself -- sorebody
write down what ar2 the juestions we need answered in thise

area, and will these experiments, whatever they are, in

O
=
ot
-
41}

fact, answer them, or just supply information

(5
-
[y
*
w
L ]
T

sybject, thase experiments, and also the ones
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ment ioned in conaection with this rext decision unit that
relates to i*t on severe accidents =- they are not =asy to do
in a wvay t*+¢ you can get what I would call meaningful ani
substantive information.

You can jet information, yes, but I think they are
very hard kinds of experiments to 410, 32d it is almost, I
think -- it is not tco much exaggeration =-- we are blessing
a pig in a poke at this stage, and I an reluctant to
continue ble2ssing this program without the forcing of
som2thing by reseacch, where they say, in fact =-- and «ith
NRR actively participating, this is what we need to know,
and these experimnents in fact have a go25d chance cof telling

us what ve need to know, and not just telling us somathing

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

about the subject.

MR. PLESSET: Okay, Dave. I think your
clear. Ton3y and Budnitz both want to respond, I
Tong do it.

MR. TONGs Number 6, fuel behavior and
transients, these items exactly as -- strong supp

and day before yesterday, I was asked to strongsly

point

thinke.

]
-

cperatio

ort

enm

hasi

At
~

-

these. The reason was, at presant, all existing reacetors

radicactive release all come from clad -- clad interacticn,

things like that. They say vwe need official underctanii

and technical solution for that, and also need co

predict the fuel beshavior for licensing use, and
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itea in code -- fuel code, which is FRAP T, and those codecs

are very successful, both this code and some other code,.
I want to> evaluate the fuel zode =-- very morz
suc-essful than --

MB. CKRENT: I am sorry. I follow what the FFAP

"

codes do, and they are not, in my opinion, useful fo
predicting failure due to pellet-clad interaction. They are
just not -- I don't know codes -- those I have seen are
empirical in natur2.

MR. TONG: You are right. Clad interacticn rart
should be incorporated in those two codes.

MR. OKRENT: I do not think you can do exgperiments
in PBS that are likely to be of much use here unless you
re« Ly have thoujht hard about what is a useful excerinent.

MR. TONGs Please you note in writing it was PEL
and also as well as Oak Ridge -- as =-- as argon.

MR. OKRENT: I read that before I made my corment.

MR. TONG: So this is the item which NF2 strongly
supports and most common OoccurrencCe in current reactors

M. OKRENTs:s I agree that if you in fact had

»
>
W

<

of providing some fairly definitive raformation on failure
due to what they call ECI, analytical or experimental, it

would warrant serious consideration, but on ths cne hani, &¢»o

n
y
-,
©
*
¥
¥
+

say that we ne2d tanis, and on the other hand to savy we will

ot
D
)
L)
'
+

do some experiments that may or may not contritu
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myself willing to 2ndorse the latter.

1
0
- g

MR. TONG: May I answer this? This is

"
D
n
v
e}

£
(o]
s
0
-
.

Research, I am 100 percent sur2 they have already
alreadye.
MR. OKRENT: They should have a chance.
MR. TONG: Chanc2 in our opiniovn, in whole staff's

opinion, in NRR opinion, yes, we do have a chance.

ALGCERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. PLESSET: I weonder if we could not maybe ==

Bob, I'm sorry.

MR. BUDNITZ: I wanted to respond to a larger question
than the narrow one on fuel that Tong just commented on. If you
are buying a pig in a poke, if you endorse this, as in much of
that work that I showed going up so rapidly in what we call severe
accident phenomena and mitigation, I indicated earlier that the
program is being formulated now. The formulation is not only not
complete but will not be complete for some time. In fact, much
of it depends on work that we have not done to formulate the rest.
It 1s a pig in a poke, but it is a pig; it is not a horse or a
donkey.

What I mean by that is we know some of its shape and
we know some of its characteristics, bu w~e do not know all about
it. And I think it is a rather unfortunate circumstance that we
are forced in the summer of 1980 to propose and defend the budget
for fiscal 1982 in an area that is developing so rapidly, an area
where technical experts are sparse in number and weak in experience
Even the real experts do not know much, and so we are just really
feeling our way.

If you concur that that approch is, as we believe, the
only approach tc get from here to there, then your only other --
if you do, then your only other judgment is how much money is

about right. And I must say that is the sort of a judgment we

{ar. having trouble with ourselves, in part because some of the

ALDERSON REFORTING COMPANY, INC.
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thave this thing put together in a better form. If you look on

e 133
initial proposals from our staff involved planning for very large
expenditures for very major facilities, expenditures whose justifi-
cation was not apparent to us and which we have deleted.

I must say -- Charlie Kelber is not here -- he was dis- i

appointed. We may be wrong. We may be a year late because of it.

kind of -- we are powerless to do anything else I think.
MR. KERR: Mr. Chairman, as I listen to these two commenti,

both of which, it seems to me, seems relevant, it seems to me they

are commenting on different things. I hear Dave saying he has

sOme reservations about experiments planned for PBF, shedding

any light on a topic which both he and Dr. Budnitz have a great

interest. So I do not think Dave's guestion is about the general

topic to which you referred, Bob. He already expressed his support

for much more work in that area, I think.

MR. BUDNITZ: Yes, but there is a general frustration

that Dave expressed, I think, unless I misunderstood, in which |
|
I share the frustration. He asked have we asked vhat the needs E
are and then planned the experimental analytic.®' - ~~gram to addressI
tiiose needs, and the answer to that is not completely.
All right. That was a more general guestion.

MR. MATHIS: I think it is unfortunate that we doc not

page 1-9, recommendation number 1., I think i1t pretty much supports

Dave's comment. We just did not get that far.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. |
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|committee's view that it supports the reclama, which would be the |

lput in the text.
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MR. SIESE: OCentlemen, I do not know where we stand at

the point -- the point Charlie just made, the recommendation on
page 1-9 relates to section 1.7, item 1F, and I don't know what :
it == I am sorry. It is fuel behavior during operational

transients. That is item 1.7. 1Item 1.8 clearly states the sub-

$12.1 million, and item 1.9 abcut PBF is not all that clear.

I think we should try to ge. some information back from
the subcommittee and report back to you later on that and discuss
it further.

Looking at page 1-8 I intended to ask Milt, but he left,
it seems to me that all the -2commendations except number 10 are

simply repetitions of what was in the text. If that is so, I would

move to eliminate them. If it is not so, I would suggest they be

Recommencdation 10 needs to be interpreted in terms of the

l

|{dollar recommendation for the item on fuel behavior and operating |
I

|

to get the Chairman to get together -- that is, Milt -- and give

him whatever advice we can toc summarize ir the recommendations
this whole area or in twc¢ ~arts. You will want to separate it

into the LOCA transient code, the semiscale stuff, and the fuel ;
hehavior stuff -- I do not know if that is a good place to |

separate it -- and then try to reach some decision on priorities.

This is a big item, a big dollar item. It is an important

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. !
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area. It is an area where budget is going down, and there are
arguments about how fast it should go down. At the moment we are
supporting a fairly significant level within about a million of
the total request. That is a $3 billion increment over the EDO
mark and a substantial increment over the PPPG mark -- I am sorry,
PPPG and EDO are the same.

There needs to be a priority assigned to that, and from
what Dive said, I think he wculd be interested in assigning a
prior:ty to some of the base figures. I do not know.

We have spent a lot of time on this. I propose we 20
to lunch.

I am Acting Chairman, am I not, Mr. Vice Chairman?

MR. MARK: Yes.

MR. SIESS: When will Milt be back? When we come back,

Milt will be here. We will continue on this and go on to the LOFT.

If Milt is not back, we will go with chapter 3.
MR. MC CRELESS: He will not be available until after

3:30.

MR. SIESS: Oh, boy. Does anyone want to tell Mr. Ahearn

that he is not likely to get a report on this thing?
MR. MATHIS: Shewmon called this morning. I talked to

him on another subject, and he intends to get in touch with Milt

ilater today.

MR. SIESS: Milt does not know the guestions. He is not

‘here.
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We will be back at 10 minutes after 2:00.

(Whereupon, at 1:10 p.m., the meeting was recessed for

. funch, to be reconvened at 2:10 p.m., the same day.)
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MR. SIESS:

(Laughter.)
MR. MATHIS:

MR. SIESS:

to the things in your

MR. PLESSET:
deleted if you want.

MR. SIESS:

it is hard to
MR. PLESSET:
: MR. SIESS:

tional transients.

still looking at.

Il

i

|

time somewhat in proportion to the dollars; two minutes per millicon |

dollars would be about r.ght. I think.

Milt, turning to page 1-8,

there and on the followi.g page, and the first nine of them relate

repeated in appropriate sections of the text? |

statements that are made in section 1.7, fuel behavior and opera-
It does not say anything.
been a fruitful longterm program which has been disagreed with.

t says the future has been of concern, but that over the next

| few years NRC should review it.

f Recommendation 10, you know, is pretty strong compared

jto all the things that it does not say elsewaere.

137

AFTERNOON SESSION (2:15 p.m.)

{
i
I propose that we might try and apportion our

We'll be out by 5:30.
Ho, you won't.

there are ten recommendations

area. Are any of those recommendations not

That section can be

They all are, Chet.

Recommendation 10, Charlie Mathis commented

It is not mine.

It is hard to reconcile that one with the

It says this has

Then that the subcommittee is :

i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. PLESSET: I gather that Charlie is going to be on

I think Charlie should repeat that concern. I think it is justi-

the phone with Paul Shewmon, is that right? Why don't we tell him %—

fied.

I think we could delete, as far as I'm concerned, all the
repetition.

MR. SIESS: I think we can delete all of the specific
recommendations. If Paul has something to say about that, we can
incorpcrate it into the section. Then T think we should hav=
a section called "Recommendations" in which we rescap where we
come out in terms of dollars, the level c¢n the whole decision
unit budget, and attempt to assign priorities to them.

As a minimum I think we should indicate wrether the
increases -- whether the increase above the EDO mark is a minimum,
that that should be assigned some priority. The sentiment has
been expressed that maybe the EDO mark is too high if the total
budget is only $207 million.

The subcommittee may want to have some words on that.

I do not know what the wcrds are, but I want them to be thinking
abocut what priorities they would assign to this. If there are
only $207 million =~ could you put the slide back on, Tom?

MR. MC CRELESS: Yes, sir.

MR. SIESS: Maybe somebody thinks these cuts are too
broad. When will we hear from Paul? Later today sometime?

MR. MATHIS: Have you tried to get ahold of him?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. MC PHEARSON: Yes. We have put a call into him.

MR. SIESS: Let's look at LOFT. We got some material
from the staff on LOFT. It was passed out earlier teday. It
is addressed to ACRS members from a Randy Bates. It has three
alternatives plus another.

There is attached to it an outline of the proposed LOFT
tests through 1984, and then some summary of test results, and
that summary --

MR. KERR: Where is that?

MR. SIESS: You would have found it on the table earlier

this morning. It was handed out. It is on an NRC letterhead with-!

out ACRS on 1it, which I have not quite figurel out. 4ave we run
out of paper? It makes it awful hard for me to sort my mail.

(Laughter.)

I give priority to stuff on ACRS letterhead, so remember

that.

The brief summary of results came from Research.

Milt, you can refer to this if you wish.

MR. PLESSET: I cannot find my copy. Can someone lend
me one?

MR. SIESS: I told Tom to have 15 extra copies of things
available for people who cannot find them.

MR. PLESSET: The LOFT, vyes.

MR. SIESS: You can have my copy until he gets yours.

MR. PLESSET: All right. Okay. I have it.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. SIESS: Anybody else need a copy?

MR. PLESSET: I think I have .een most of this stuff
before, Chet.

MR. SIESS: I would hope so.

(Laughter.)

MR. PLESSET: At least once.

Now, I think there is a general point of some importance.
There seems to be a feeling that LOFT should not go on forever,
and as you know, Bob Budnitz indicated it was fiscal '84. What
I have done is -- and I did it with the subcommittee and consultant
help and with a lot of soul-searching == I proposed a much earlier
date, the end of fiscal 82, no further testing of LOFT, the
facility should be shut down.

[ think there are a couple of points to be made here.

{There is a large group of able people associated with it, and some

of these should be absorbed in the NRC safety program. I hope and
think that many of them will. I hope so anyway.

Why should we try to do it earlier? Well, I felt that
the -- most of the important tests will ¢asily be dcne by that
time. There are a lot more tests we can think of, and if you
would like to have them done, I'm sure it would be easy to do that.
To use Chet's words, it is a matter of priorities.

MR. SIESS: There are some vu-graphs that the staff has

prepared on some of these alternatives. I suggest you put the

[first one up here.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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| view of '82, and I must say I think he liked it quite a lot.

|
|

i
|

|

1 I do not think we can do it earlier. There are a few tests we

p 141

MR. BENDER: I just wanted to comment for a minute on

what ycu just said. I am not the world's greatest enthusiast for

LOFT as a device that the Regulatory Commission ought to support,

|
|

but it does not seem to me unwise to suggest that maybe the industr*

might consider whether they should support the thing. '
MR. PLESSET: Absolutely. Actually, Mike, there is some

vague talk that some foreign contributions might be made, and

that, I believe, makes it more attractive for industry. I agree

with that completely. I just don't think from the point of view |

of relative priorities that we can really justify running it much

longer.
There is another point that I just learned a few minutes

ago. I had to leave to talk to Ahearne briefly about the meeting |

tomorrow. What he said is that he, of course, has been talking
a lot tc the Congressional people. They were ccncerned about the

money that is going into the NRC budget, and he guite independently

of my own thoughts on the matter was pointing out that if we |
|

waited too long to make a marked reduction in the research budget,

we would lose the money that would be saved if we volunteer a

|
I
fairly immirent termination date for LOFT. He thinks the chances '
of keeping that money in reactor safety research are very good. !
?

|

They will detericrate rapidly with time if we let it go on.

I mentioned my personal date. It was just a personal

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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would like to have quite urgently, but I do not think you can shut
this thing off too fast without a lot of trouble of one kind or
another.

MR. BENDER: If we could say something in this report

about the fact that even though we think it is probably done its

{ jJob as an experimental facility, industry might find some value

in using it as a training device.

MR. PLESSET: That 1s not enough.

MR. BENDER: I am not suggesting that the government
support it. I am suggesting that industry take over the job of

keeping it going and develop its own priorities.

MR. PLESSET: I would welcome words to that effect. They'

can easily go on. It is a very short chapter. That is my recom=-
mendation which I am confident -~ I think the staff will find this
a little painful; I do not think the Commissioners will for the
reason I mentioned, which I think is an important reason. It
sounds good to me from the point of overall balance and value in
the program.

I really do not have much more to say. If anybody wants
to have some more words --

MR. SIESS: We would be interested in knowing what the
implications are. This is what the staff says. Cases . and 3 ==
case 1 represented what the staff said they would have to do 1if

they only had the PPPG level. That was the 35 million for '82.

And case 3 is what they asked for and what ten*a*+ively the EDO

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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' thas granted, which is for an FY 84 phaseout -- 8 tests in the first
. 2 case, 9 in the second -- the third case, and in the second case
3 it is essentially what you proposed. l
. 4 MR. PLESSET: ©No. I want the thing shut down at the end |
3 5 of FY 82.
§ 6| MR. SIESS: Shut down?
§ v MR. PLESSET: Shut down, ves. |
§ 8 MR. SIESS: 1Is that what that means?
g 9 MR. PLESSET: That is a little bit more gentle --
g 10 MR. SIESS: It seems to me =--
- % n MR. PLESSET: I think there are a few more tests we want
; 12 run in '82.
‘ 3 13 MR. SIESS: The number of tests is up there.
g 14 MR. MC PHEARSON: 1I responded to the cases. I thought
= 15 I was expected to discuss the interpretation of what was written i
§, 16 iin here. The draft report is case 2. Case 2 suggests phasing ;
;. 17 ?out at the end of '82. I understocd those words, but I do not ;
E 18 think it perhaps 1is understood by the Committee that to decommissior%
E 19 'ﬁa nuclear reactor does require a significant amount of time. There%
§ 20 fis a significant amount of analysis which would remain following
21 the final tests which would have to he done, and the fuel -- used {
22 fueli would have to be examined, and so there would be some 1
23 fdestructive examination required during that year. ;
2% I have a backup slide which gives the breakdown of the E
’ 28 ‘gcosts involved after the tests are completed. (
|
|
|

i
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MR. SIESS: Looking at what you have, if you begin the
phaseout -- what Milt is saying, it shows zero in '83.

MR. PLESSET: That is what I was hoping. We could have
a dramatic change in the expenditure level for '83.

MR. KERR: Couldn't you shift the $39 million and call
it fuel analysis and decommissioning? You would do the same thing

but you would not call it LOFT any more.

are no tests involved here.
MR. KERR: LOFT does not mean a reactor. It means a

loss of flow test.

but also what helps him is dollar change in this area which he
can keep. It is guite possible that 2 might still do it, particu-
la.ly if you change the description, because it is really not LOFT
testing any more.

Either 1 or 2 -- well, I like 2 because I think there is
some value =--

MR. SIESS: Your section 2.2 is headed "The 'OFT Test
Program." You could add another section that talks about the LOFT
program, LOFT decomissioning test results analysis. That is what
Bill was suggesting, I think.

I guess I do not understand item one, begin phaseout in

FY 82. How many tests would be made in '82 then?

| MR. MC PHEARSON: In '82 there would be two tests.

ﬂ ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INZC.
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MR. SIESS: And then you would start the phaseout and

finish it in '83.

MR. MC PHEARSON: That is correct.

MR. SIESS: And on the second one you begin the phaseout

at the end of '82. You only get one more test in.

MR. MC PHEARSON: That is correct, yes.

MR. SIESS: Why?

MR. MC PHEARSOW: Yes, that is correct, and I d» have
additional information to give you discussing each case.

MR. SIESS: How many tests would you make in '82 under
case 2 would depend on what kind of tests.

MR. MC PHEARSON: Right.

MR. SIESS: It is conceivable if somebody thought that
the important tests were small LOCAs and transients that did not
involve fuel failure, then there could be more than nine made.

MR. MC PHEARSON: That is correct, yes, sir.

MR. PLESSET: If you let the number run up to much beyond

that, Chet, you would have trouble in stopping the program at the
end of the fiscal year.

MR. SIESS: I am trying to address or at lLeast trying
to get the Committee to address, because I do not know that much
about it, something other than just dollars. It seems to me if
we are going to talk about 40 or 35 or anyt..ing else, we ought to
be interest.d in what those eight or nine tests are.

MR. MC PHEARSON: That is what I propose addressing.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. PLESSET: He has those fairly well listed.

MR. SIESS: Dores the Committee want to hear it?

MR. PLESSET: I think for the most part they are fairly
interesting tests. I would like to see them. I think the whole
community would like to see them.

MR. SIESS: Why don't you go through that tien?

MR. MC PHEARSON: You hav: in fact addressed “hem to a
degree throughout this morning's discussion. I think, therefore,
they would be interesting to you.

The ficst test, which is planned now in September, L3-5,
is the first in a series of pumps on/pumps off tests which NRR
has so urgently requested that we do. We have been able to bring
those up a little in time because we have just dropped a test
which I will refer to later, and it permits us to do it a month

ahecad of schedule. It will give us the information that they

| have asked for which is required to understand and improve those

codes which deal with this question of two-phase mixture.

Piggybackéd on those two tests are two operational

19 | transients, the first being the loss of steam load, the second

| one, L6-2, the loss of primary coolant system £low.

We are currently studying the guestion of being able to

uncover the core during that test, uncover and recover the core

to plan subsequent severe core damage tests.

I emphasize this information because it relates so much

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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to what you discussed earlier this morning. If there are no gques- |
tions on those tests, I will go on to the next one, L6-7 combined
with L3-3. This is a transient test running into a small break

test. It is almost Three Mile Island repeated bu* with s-me more |

interesting quirks, I think.

The operational transient is a loss of feedwater. We |

would delay the first scram. We would not permit the first scram

to cause shutdown. Therefore, it is a semi-ATWS.
Following that first scram we would let the steam

generators run dry so that we would cause a loss of heat sink,

where the heat sink has been shown by our first small break test
to be so significant. The steam generatcr just pulls all the
energy that is produced from decay heat out of the primary system. |
If you empty the secondary side, that no longer happens. There |
has to be =--

MR. OKRENT: Excuse me. What do you mean that was
shown?

MR. MC PHEARSON: You are referring to the results -- I
was referring to the results of the first three small break tests.

MR. OKRENT: 1Isn't this something you can predict withoug
doing an experiment? What would be the surprise in the experiment?

MR. MC PHEARSON: “n-° surprise in our experiments with
the steam generator fill. °, seconuary side filled, was that

even in two phase when the tubes were filled with steam or two-

phase water, the condensation is so strong as to cause a

ALDERSON REPORTING ZTOMPANY, INC.
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B A 148 ’
|
continuation of positive flow through the primary coclant loop. i

This is something that has been in guestion from the beginning

generator when you go into two phase.

We demonstrated that we get a continuation of single -- |
of two-phase natural circulation. There is undoubtedly some fall-.
back, but the overall coolant flow in the primary coolant system
is positive.

MR. OKRENT: I guess my suspicion is that if you really
have major uncertainties here before you, then this particular
experiment -- you cannct be sure that what happened here is
applicable to other configurations or larger plants or so forth, .
and it would not be definitive. f

I am surprised that if this was an important consideration

—

that one would not have tried to look at it in separate effects
experiments, you know, where you do a wile range of these and
get enough experimental information that the theoretician can
decide either to confirm what they thought or it %told them how

to change their modeling.

|
1

So I am just trying to understand whether it was so ’

big a problem that this could not answer it or if it was -- somehow

-

this was the key thing, and this one experiment did it. I am a

little bit --

MR. MC PHEARSON: There a‘e three experiments I am

referring to. These three experiments were requested by NRR to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. ,
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understand what happens in a nuclear system -- not in the separate
effects system but in a nuclear system in which there is feedback
of system effects, including HPIS injection.

With all of those things going on, what is happening
in the primary coolant system in three cases, one where there
is a continual depressurization. That is where the break flow is
greater than the HPIS injection flow. The second case where the
two flows are equal, so there is a pressure hangup midway during
the depressurization. And third, when the HPIS flow exceeds the
break flow, causing the repressurization.

In taking this genctral study one was interested in’

. + . . N |
looking at all possible scenarios so far as the pressure variation |

in the primary coolant system. Coincident with all of that was
the fact that the steam generator must empty on the primary side,
and unknown to us was how that steam generator would react as =--

behave as a heat sink along with all the other heat sinks that

! we have 1n the reactor.

There are four heat sinks, each of which can be douminant:

and our study was to determine the dominance, the performance of
each of those heat sinks during the three types of transients.

We have gained a great deal of infermation for which NRR has

indicated strong interest and claim that the information is indeed |

very useful.

We have been able to support the -- to provide the data

' needed to improve the small break codes, and the RELAP-5 code

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. EBERSOLE: It is my understanding when you get
in this mod2 in one particular case, the thermal load on the
primary coolant 1loop ~-- well, I guess I am thinking about
feed and bleed, but you were discussing the matter where you
have depressed wvater in the primary loop s> thare is a
partially-filled steam generator, and you are entering the
regime I think we have been calling reflux condensation.

Westinghouse has given us some prelinminary
calculations attempting to show that there is no bind, there
is no lockup in reflux condensation such as you can reject
the K energy at an alequate rate by this counterflow
process. Are you able to show that in your tests?

MR. MCPHEARSON: Yes, sir.

MR. EBERSOLE: Have you 3done it?

MR. MCPHEARSON: Yes, sir.

MR. EBERSOLE: You do know that the steam vertical

flow upward, which must be matched by the water return, is,

(2 1)

in fact, an adequate amount of margin to handle an amount o
decay energy.

MR. MCPHEARSON: Except when there is nitrogen
present.

MR. EBERSOLEs That is c.e exception of interest,

MR. MCPHEARSON: We have come to two surprisincg

-

th

conclusions. ©One is that nitrogen probably -- from £fou

-
L

€

inches up in break size and one inch down in break s=ize,
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nitrogen cannot give you a problem. The resason iz with the
larger break, larger than u4-inch break, there ic a centinuzal
depressurization bs2cause the break is so large you lose all
the energy. So the steam generator in fact becomes a heat
source. You z2re sucking steam from the sacondary into the
primary. The presence of nitrogen would only benefit you
there.

In the s2cond case, the pressure hangs up in =2
one-inch br=2ak and lower. The pressure hangs up above the
~ccumulator injection pressure, and the temperature of the
primary slowly drops to the point wher2 you zan begin the
primary feed and bleed before you need the steam cenerator.

So once2 you jet on the primary feed and bleed, you
do not need that same generator. Hencs2, nitrogen can no
longer be an important factor. So that is what we
discovered up to this point. Now the guestion remains, can
ve have a nitrogen problem there?

DR. SIESS: How about the next slide? What dc we
get for $13 million?

MR. MCPHEARSON: The last two tests we would do
would be to compress the three large breaks we have in the
current plan into two, one with a loss of off-side power
initiated at power predicted to raise the temperature of the
clad to the alpha-beta. We want them to ¢o on to do the

very final test after we change the center fuel module, put
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in a pre-pressurized fuel module. We would do the same test
raising the temperature of the clad to the alpha-lbeta
transition, causingy ballooning, and seeing how the fuyel
performs when it does balloon.

This is something which NRR has besen reguesting
for some time, and they are very anxious that we do 1it.

MR. OKRENT: I would like to repeat the guestion I
gave to Dr. Budnitz. If I postulate the scenarioc that
tomorrow we find this crack in the reactor pressure vescel
at LOFT, and I will assume it is large enough that you
decide you cannot run that vessel, are those experiments as
you showed there s> important that we should build ancther
LOFT to do that? If not, are they so important that e
should do them in scme other way, and what is the way? And
if not, how important are they?

MR. KERR: How much money could we get for the
cracked vessel?

(Laughter.)

MR. MCPHEARSON: Yocu might get something ocut of
Chuck's projram.

MR. CKRENT:s It would be just an expensive antigue.

(Laughter.)

MR. PLESSET: I think the guestion is a 1little Dbit
unfair and naybe even rhetorical, Dave, because a larga part

of the push for those particular tests that you guestion

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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comes from NRE, not from Research. Do you want them?

MR. BUDNITZ: It is true that they come from
there, but the motivation to do them is not merely or even
preiominantly that NRR wants to licens2 reactors because of
them. If that were the only motivation, there would be a
different srder and many tests would be deleted. Don will
talk mcre. The motivation is to obtain some understanding
of so2e of the phenonmena at full .cale. By the way, that is
their motivation, as well.

MR. MCPHEARSON: I could emphasize that by saying
we have learned something from every tsst which NRE has
found extremely useful, which led to changes in our ccde and
our understanding of what is necessary in our ccde that we
did not havs before. So we would not have these tests, to
answer your guestion, ner would we have these tes*s.

(Slide)

MR. SIESS: The dAifference between Case I and Case
S5 e

MR. CKRENT: This is still Case I.

MR. SIESS: These are the differences between Case
I and Case III, is that right?

MR. MCPHEARSON: Yes, sir. #We would not have any
of the intermediata-sized breaks. Having done the larz~ and
the small, having learned new things, having some surprises,

vwe feel it is important to consider doing intermediate-sized
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recommend them, that will come aftar w2 have completed our
small-break test.

We will not have done any of the anticipated
transients without scram, tests which have been asked for by
NRR. We will not have done any of the LOCAs with stean
genarator tube ruptures, tests which NRR h:s asked that we
do. We will not have done any of the alternate EC
inja2ction tasts, also tests which NRR has reguested that ve
d>. We will not have done this one operational transient
with second failure lead.ng to the cold criticality
accident, a test in which I think you indicated an interest
this morning.

W2 will not have done a rod with'rawal test. We
will not have done one of the large-break [JOCiA= at the

Ly

’b.

highest power. And we will have eliminatei the possibil
of doing any core iamage tests, which are now in the
planning stage in LOFT in conjuncticn with tests for the
savare cor2 iamaje program.

But more than that, we will eliminate the
associated understanding of nuclear power plant performance
and advanced operator display systems which we will cbtain
during these tests. These are systems information which are
coming out o2f the tests today.

/

MR. SIESS: Could you go back to slile 1?
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MR. SIESS: Those are the tests that would e made

under Case III. That would extend LOFT through

RP

what?

« MCPHEARSON: To the end of fiscal 1984,

MR. SIESS: Actually it would be no more

expanditures after 1984.

MR . MCPHEARSON: Aside from the decommissioring.

MR. OKRENT: Which is $39 million estimated.

MR. SIESS: What would that be in 19847

know?

MR. MCPHEARSON: I would just project the §Ju&

million on using --

MR. SIESS: Why not the $53 million?

MR. MCPHEARSON: Well, I am just going to say I

would ;roject that in the sane way, using whatever

we have at that time. That is simply an inflationary

projection.

Hé. SIESS: The first two cases would
19847

MR. MCPHEARSON: That is correct.

MR. SIESS: And this case would have,
million in 1984 and $392 million in 1985.

MR. MCPHEAERSON: Yes.

MR. SIESSs Inflated by ~--

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. KCPHEARSON: Ten percent, twelve percent.
MR. SIESS: Okay Now, that is the difference in
dsllars and the 1ifference in tests. Can you put on the

slide that shows us the difference in tests for Case I and

Case I1I?

MR. MCPHEARSON: All right.

(Slide)

MR. SIESS: All those are the same except one,
right?

MR. MCPHEARSON: That is correct, the L6-3 test,
loss of feedwater with a delayed scram. Stuck open relief
valve on the sa2condary side leading to a cold water
accident, including recriticality.

MR. SIESS: That is what we get f£or $13 million.
Now, what Mr. Plesset has proposed is essentially that
program at $13 million over the Case I program, which says
you and the subcoamittee think that test is worth §$15
million.

MR. PLESSET: Yes. Well, there is someone
negotiating, Chet. I am reminded by Andy that still could bde
made where we would substitute 3 different test fcr those
that they are scheduling now in 1982,

MR. SIESS: A different test or different tecsts?

MR. PLESSET: Different tests, just to give us

that much more elbow room.
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MR. MCPHEARSON: You recommeni that we do a test
of a ruptured steam generator tube.

MR. PLESSET: And one at 16 kilowatts per foot,
the last test that would most likely destroy the core,
hopefully.

MR. SIESS:s Which is that?

MR. MCPHEARSCN: L2-4 is, and we have eliminated
that in an effort to get to this pre-pressurized clad
ballooning test, which is so important also. They may not
be i1ifferent from 16 kilowatts per foot. We don't know
yet. It may be only 14.

MR. PLESSET: That is right. Those tests seemed
instructive. I think the pre-pressurized fuel is also
instructive. I don't know if it can be worked cut in a
program that would end in FY 1982 cor not.

MR. MCPHEARSON: We certainly could not do the
ste2am generator tubhe rupture test at that point because that
does require scme hardvare changes, some funding and sone
work on the facility that cannot be done by that time.

MR PLESSET: We might have to give it up. You
know that is possible. But I am still very strong in ay
suggestion -- I won't recall it recommendation -- that we go
to this Case II, which essentialy means that testing ceases
at the end of FY 1982. I am a little bit bothered by the

continuing ongoing cost, but there is no way to avoid that.
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I think Professor Kerr had a very excellent
suggestion as to huw that could be treated. That should
happen no matter when you shut the facility down.

MR. SIESS: What did NRR want to leave ocut at its
343 million level?

¥R, MCPHEARSON: They did not recommend leaving
anything out. Peally, the recommendation =--

MR. SIESS: That is a good trick.

MR. MCPHEARSON: They recommended we continue on
at the current test level schedule. That is really the
bottom line that they gave. In fact, I can read from their

MR. SIESS: That is all right.

MR. MCPHEARSON: They said at the highest
efficiency, in fact, which really means a higher level.

MR. SIESS: To continue beyond 1982.

v

MR. MCPHEARSON: Yes, sir. Plus if there is a test
which ve have suggested here which cannot be done, we will
give it up. I think that would be a reasonable description
of sur view., Go ahead, Dave.

MR. SIESS: You are planning to get more than one
test for the $13 million.

MR. PLESSET: I hope s2, yes.

ME. OKRENT: Without trying to cffer any comment

on the thre2 positions or a different position for LOFT, and
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trying to get back to this guestion that I posed, I think
are many areas in the research program where you could pose
that kind of guestion, and I think you would ke hard put to
sav you must replacc the facility. But I think there are
so12 areas in the research program where we really do not
have the information we need, and I will give Jjust one
example.

I 42 not think we have the information we ne=d on
whizh to even think in some deep way about what might be a
mitigated f2ature for a BWR containment or an ice
condensor. We just do not have the information. To me that
is a different step of knowledge than we have here.

Now, I think with any one of theszs, like, for
example -- I will pick one -- the experiment leading to
recriticality. I have little doubt that you will get a lot
of information, and, in fact, not everything will be mnodeled
correctly. It will not be definitive with regard to that
particular segquerce. Ther2 are always different ways of
doing things.

R2ally, I think one could generate interesting
experiments that could go for, you know, four years bevond.

MR. PLESSET: No question about it, Dave.

¥R. CXRENTs But you have this balance. That is
all I am trying to say.

MR. PLESSET: lLet's look at the practicalities. I
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think that the earliest we can -- we are talking about TY
1982 today, and I think the earliest we can stop these test
1s 3t the end of FY 1982. We cannot say stop yesterdav.
don't like to say that. You might. But there are 500

p2ople ther2 highly qualified.

Dv,
jav ]
(p]

MR. SIESS: Staff gave an earlier date on the F
budget, $35 million.

MR. PLESSET: Let them defend it.

MR. SIESSs Earlier than 1982, mid-1%62.

MR. PLESSET: Do you want to end it right now?

MR. BUDNITZ: No. We can end it any time we
decide. It is just going to cost 30-something million
dollars to end it. It is a decomissioning cost and some
other stuff.

MK. PLESSET: More than that.

MR. BUDNITZ: It depends on how you count it, and
if you sustain substantial fuel damage and it becomes
radioactive, then it is more. But as a matter of practical
dollars and sense, you can end it any time. Dave Ckrent
asked exactly the right que tion, and the judgment that you
have made, Mr. Chairman, is that the tésts over the next
couple of y2ars are somehow above the line, some line that
means that, yes, they are worth the expenditure, and that
after that, it goes below the line.

We have made a judgment that two more years of

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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tests are worth the expenditure, and we still have not come
to ansvering Dave's question as to how we :rrived at that
judyment. But as a matter of principle, you could decide
that no further tests are needed today, and we would send
them a nctizce and they would have a terrible disrupticn.
You would not save as much that way because that eruption is
dependent upon the time delay and the warning and their
ability to recoil against it, of course.

MR. PLESSET: You are coming back to what I was
trying to say in the beginning. Of course, in principle you
could shut it off Saturday.

MR. BUDNITZ: Sure.

MR. PLESSETs But I think the chaos and the
disruption and the whole thing --

MR. BUDNITZ: It would be very costly.

MR. PLESSET: I think for an orderly shutdown,
this is about as early as you could do0 it.

MR. SIESS: The more warning you give them, the
sooner the key people start to leave.

MR. PLESSET: Also, the more time yocu have to
absordb them into other programs. I mentioned this as a
possibility to Dr. Tonge. There is a whole analytical agroup
he wants to keep.

¥R. BUDNITZ: For other purposes.

MR. PLESSET: That is true. He mentioned --

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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anyway, I don't want to argue «with Dave. I think he has a

4

=

point. If the vessel would crack tomorrow, that would be
the end of it and we woutld survive.
KR. BUDNITZ: Wait a minute, rr. Chairman. IL

would like to respond to that specifically.

MR. PLESSET: There is no way you can, 2ob; I warn

you. But you can try.
(Laughter.)
MR. BUDNITZ¢ I suppose thét if the vessel really
cracked tomorrow, that we probably would not rebuild that
reactor.
MR. PLESSET: You can leave the "prsbably” off.
MR. BUDNITZ: I suppose we probably wouldn't;
right?
(Laughter.)
MR. BUDNITZ: I prefer to leave it in my own

phrasing for me2, right. But you get the thrust. Let's

think about what we would lose. First of all, we are still

now in the process of developing codes, engineering

understanding of the phenomena for small breaks, for sonme of
the operational transients, and for some that are both, that

is, a transient that leads to a breach of the primary system.

th

As a matter of confidence in the viability o
those codes, I beslieve tha codes we would develop without

LOFT would be flawed significantly because there would te
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the uncertainty as to whether the analysts had correctly
modeled the behavior at the system level. What LOFT tells
us is a system-level understanding of phenomena that occur
and phenomena that do not occur. The confidence that we
have in th2 large-break phenomena and the large-break code
stems fro'« having cun a couple of tests already, haviny had
som2 codes before them that saw those phenomena.

MR. PLESSET: Tong puts a great deal 5f weight on
the upper plenum tast facility which I do not think you
need. Fortunately, it is not our $160 millicn.

MR. BUDNITZ: I do not think we would spend it.

MR. PLESSET: You bet you wouldn't.

MR. BUDNITZ: Okay.

MR. SIESS: Gentlemen, the reccmmendation of thea
subcommittee -~

MR. BUDNITZ: That is the point, right.

MR. PLESSET: Don't say too much, Bob, becauce I
have given you a lot of credit for what you are going to do
with the code development, with the model development, and
with Semiscale.

MR. BUDNITZ: Let Don talk about the effects of a
decision now to terminate by 1982

MR. PLESSET: It is up to Chairman Siess there.

MR. SIESSs Chairman Siess wants a decision. We

have a recommendation from the Subcummittee for a budgast for
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LOFT of $48 million, which is what the staff reguest2d, what
the EDO has at this time approved. But the $48 millicn is to
be used to make different tests than are now croposedi;
presumably from what Milt said, more t2sts than ars now
proposed, althcugh there was a head shaking up by the
Vu-3raph, and that the close-out of the facility -- that no
tests be made after FY 1982. After FY 1983, there would be
no further 2xpenditures, although you would spend money on
associated thiugs.

Where is the Committee on this?

MR. PLESSET: Dave is for it, I think.

MR. SIESS: Dave has talkad about it.

MR. PLFSSET: I interpreted his remarks as
indicating he was for this suggestion. I am putting him on
the spot.

MR. OKRENT: I think I agree. It is probably about
the earliest you can gracefully conciude the progranm,
barring a rupture 2f the vessel or something like that.

kLauqhtet.)

In fcct, I agree that the proposed experiments
should be examined since they are really expensive. There
ought to be an intensive early effort to see, really, will
the staff g2t as much as it thinks it will out of what it
nov perceives as a red hot issue, but by the time you do the

experiment, it may not be that red hot any —-~re, or it may

ALDERSON REFURTING COMPAN: INC.
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not Ye answered by the experiment.
MR. PLESSET: I meant to put some werds to
effect in, that the tests that are to be done, the

that should be done should be very carefully examined

concerned parties, Research primarily, ACRKS, NRE&. They

should be 1lo0ka2d at very carefully.

¥R. OKRENT: It would not hurt to> put in something

saying if industry is interested --

MR. PLESSETs I have those words already. Those
are in.

MR. SIESS: Where are they?

MR. MOELLER: Just a guestion. It would help me a
little on the decision. 1In the first paragraph you talk

about the h2ight r2lationship between the core and the stean

r

generators, about the interpretation of measurements o©
natural circulation and heat transfer. I thought we went
through whare Segudyah was going to deo this on a full-scale
plant.

Now, why do we need to even be concerned about
that in LOFT?

MR. PLESSET: We do not have the instrumentation
heres.

MR. MOELLER: 1In Sequoyah?

MR. PLESSET: That is right. They cannot

"

do it. They can show that it works.
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phenomena for

cther height

MOELLER: They cannot gather the det

MCPHEAESON: Once we understand the

~

a 3iven height levation, we can apply

elevations. I do not feel that is im
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Tape o
7-10
-‘xelly 5 | One another. We looked to® find a standard control room, and all

Remember, many reactors themselves are different from

q | are standard by the very fact they are non-standard. They differ

‘ 4 | from one another. ,
5 | MR. SIESS: Somebody else?
6 | MR. PLESSET: Bill. ‘
7: MR. KERR: A couple of comments on why this would Le

8 | more of a factor now than it would at a later time of termination.
9 dI recognize each of these is not necessarily going to occur in =--
10 MR. MC PHEARSON: For many years now we have built LOFT !
n ending in '84, and so the personnel who are working on it are :
12 planning their lives with that in mind. If we tell them -- if we
13 | @nnounce this year that it will terminate at the end of '82, of ;
]45 course there will be an early exodus. !
‘
IS? What I think is more important, though, is that there 1
lbg is little flexibility in the program. If we do plan to terminate g
|
|
1

17 | @t that point -- I have just given you my reason. For example,

18 | I do not have the $3 million to do all the variocus tests I mentioned

as early as '82, but all I can do are those tests that I have .

300 TTH STREET, SW. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 5542345

S ——

19 |
20 indicated to you. There are some modifications, of course, but i
2]3 there is some loss of flexibility. |

e |
225 Once we announce this I am certain that there will be |

23  N© chance of reversing the process once we go down =--

24 | MR. KERR: I don't question the validity of any of the

95 Statements. It seems to me the statements have validity no matter |

i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. |
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MR. MC PHEARSON: I would like to see LOFT around for

a couple of years during which nothing new comes up in the

reactor
crisis?

I think

light.
we have

LOFT at

industry. How long has it been since there has been a
They occur almost every other month. Until they go away
LOFT should be around.

MR. BUDNITZ: I want to think about it in a different
I do not think today that we would have the confidence
in the conservatism of Appendix K if we did not have
all, so let me phrase that in Dave Okrent's metaphor.

If the LOFT pressure vessel had had a crack in 1977 in

the fall so that no LOFT tests had been done between then and now,

I do not think we would be as capable today of saying that the

large LOCA double-edged guillotir accident could be coped with;

and without that confidence many other expenditures in other

facilities would still be going in the subsequent years to obtain

that confidence.

That confidence is a combination of separate effects

experiments and integral tests and analysis. The substitution of

other experiments is in many ways of comparable expense -- maybe

not guite, but of comparable expense dragged out, and in the end

| far less satisfactory.

And therefore, just thinking about that two years back,

1977, pressure vessel fails irn LOFT as a scenario, that didn't

' happen, of course. I think the money "saved" from LOFT would have

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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been spent and would continue to be required to cor rince the

community, this community of scholars and concerned people about

the efficacy of ECCS for large breaks. And I think we are going
to face that same situation in the mid-'80s with small breaks.

The phenomena involved in high pressure core uncovery
are quite uncertain. The complexity of different scenarios is
great. The possibility of phenomena occurring at systems scale
different from small scale or separate effects scale will continue
to na, the community. And the purpose of the LOFT program is to
explore as many of those as we can now think of in order to gain
the confidence that the codes have not left something out.

I think an early termination of LOFT will come back to 5

haunt the community in subsequent years when things come up, and

there is no place on earth to test them. When I say no place
on earth, I mean no place on earth because there is no =--
MR. KERR: I am not sure you are right.

MR. BUDNITZ: But --

MR. PLESSET: With a reactor you want nuclear fuel.

MR. BUDNITZ: Many of the issues involve nuclear fuel.
A lot of them don't, but many of them do, and many of the issues
involve the interaction between the nuclear fuel and the rest of
the thermal hydraulic system -- the sort of things that you just
cannot do with separate effects.

I have to then plead to you that I am a recent convert '

| to this. I mean, there was not very many years ago when I thoughtj
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the whole thing could be done the other way s well. The sort of
insight we have gotten so far I do not think could have been
gotten in another way.

I have thought hard about how we would have gotten the
insight we have gotten, and I can only see a collection of less
expensive but in some comparably expensive ways of doing it.

MR. MC PHEARSON: I know I speak for the NRR people who
are sending out bulletins and orders continually on how to run a
reactor, how to get it into and out of unsafe conditions, what to
do if they think it is in a non-safe condition. And I know there
1s a great deal of uncertainty on what moves should be taken.

We can demonstrate those. We can demonstrate what moves
should be taken. We are determining the paths out of unsafe

conditions and demonstrating that those are the correct paths or

that we were wrong. Without a LOFT we will not be able to do that.

MR. SIESS: Mr. Chairman, do you think w2 could take a
vote on these items? I have not heard enough arguments against
the stated position -- unless I hear a mation to the contrary, I
am going to assume that the committee is in agreement with the
position as stated in the draft.

(No response.)

So be it.

Mr. Mathis, would you like to introduce us to chapter 3?

MR. MATHIS: Not really.

MR. SIESS: Perhaps you would lead the discussion as

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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{ far as you can.

you might get into the act as far as man-machine intarface can be

o §98

MR. MATHIS: Chapter 3 is a decision unit on plant

operational safety. We started out here with a little introductory
paragraph basically agreeing with the amount of money, and we 3
have outlined it here, which can be left in or taken out as we !
decide later on; but at lLeast we can assign which particular
number we are talking about.

In this case it is the RES reclaim or what we de.ided --
we decided this morning we were not going to use that term. It
would be the RES request. We go on and talk about the fact that
there are some items in here that may not be in the proper priorityl

Thersubelements, the first one of which is man-machine

interface, the dollars came off the same table, and basically it

follows the outline of the program, what is going on, what we hope

to obtain from it.

We do point out that most of this comes out of user

again, we point out that these are extremely important to plant
operational safety and should be continued and expanded with rea- E
|
sonable manpower and equipment resources. ;
We put that particular phrase in there as a plus or |

minus kind of thing. If somebody wants to say this is not enough

| money or they want to cut it, I think there is an option here be-

cause I do feel the amount of manpower and kind of equipment that |
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a variable. It can be attenuated cver years or hopefully it

will follow along the program as it is particularly scheduled at

the moment. ,
But anyway that was the basic thrust that we attenmnpted
to put into this particular subsection. We wenc on to the next ,
one, which is instrument and electrical. Again, the funding level,
we talk abcut a number of things that will come out of this
particular program; and in particular here we do mention fire pro-
tection-fire suppressicn systems, and later on we get into the
fact that the idea that has been proposed for the replication of
cable trays and burning them in specific plant replicas sounds
like you are wasting a hell of a lot of money, and you are not
going to get a lot out of it.

Again, that is another variable that we have not attempted

|
. ) |
to tie dollars to these variables.

We have alsc put in here the generic safety-related

instrument and electrical equipment problems that again go back
to basic design fabrication where aging and other things that
Bill has been interested in, fire replication I already mentioned.%
And we went on, and I hope in not too subtle a way. i

Bob mentioned the initiation of new programs, and aqain,;
this goes into some verification and increased funding that would
apply to electrical supply design problems.

Jesse is not here. He should hear that one. This is @

not covered in the present program, but it is one of the things |
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{ that in the subcommittee we talked about: and the general feeling

was that if we could find a few extra bucks, this would be a high
priority kind of item that should be put in the program.

Again, we will have to balance some of these things as
we get on into the decision as to how much money we are going to
have and where it should go.

Plant system behavior, this is a low-funded item, and
it is basically an on-line surveillance kind of thing used to
alert plant operators of anomalous conditions. And a lot of this
would hopefully come out of the TVA-Sequoyah demonstration, and
it is the kind of thing that by 1982 we should be in a position to
where we can really move on into a small program anyway to come

up with some assistance in the way of plant systems.

In here we have mentioned that there is some money funded

for noise diagnostics, and we kind of question whether the program
to continue that is going to be very helpful.

The next item is mechanical component safety, and Chet,
on that one we still have to decide where we get that seismic
safety margin research item.

MR. SIESS: Yes.

MR. MATHIS: I will go 0a1. We will come back to that

later.

l

|
|
!
i
|
!
|

The second part is reliability and performance assistance.

| This is mechanical, structural and general. The program here

seems to be pretty well laid out, but the feeling was that far too

ALDERSON REPORTING CCMPANY, INC.
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much emphasis in that particular phase of the business has again
been on the seismic impact on mechanical components, and most of
the problems that occur do not involve earchquakes, but involve
other kinds of mechanice! failure.

A second point that we make is that there is a gr2at
deal of industrial experience in these particular 2reas, and why

isn't there more attempt made to gain that experience from

kind c¢f program.

The next item =-- by the way, Shewmor called this morning,
and this is one of the items he was worried about. He felt this
program should probably be stretched out into '82 -- I mean '83 --
continued, if you will, because he did not feel =-- and we put it
in here -- it was not clear how the amount of money here could
ireally be effectively spent in the budget year. Quite a bit of
money, I think about $6 million -- closer to $7, I guess, and
{how you were really going to crank that up and put it into '82 was
a question. So there is some give and take in that ~ne as far as
(schedule is concerned.

On structural safety, here again we have gone through

the program. It is pretty well defined. The items are laid out.

(There did not seem to be much problem there in particular, arnd
:
|

here again, we have attempted to differentiate between the over-
|}

{kmphasis on seismic that we found on the mechanical part to the
!

,heed for the seismic considerations in the structural :.rea.

ﬁ ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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The next item is fracture mechanics. This again is

laid out in terms of money. The program looks to be pretty well

laid out. However, the question of thermal shock which Bob men-
tiored this morning has not been included; and we said that we ?
felt that .c should bz pursued.

Here again we have made no attempt to say that you

should add this million and a half or whatever it is, hut we just

laid out the idea, or shall I say the way we feel we should lean

on these things if youL have to make some determinations.

The next item is the operating effect on materials, and
here again, we talk about operating environment, radioctemistry, g
things of this niture, which really are not gettiny much attention
today, the Surry steam generator kind of things, and we do talk g

about non-destructive testing and urge that the correlation, if

you will, of non-destructive testing indications and what they

really mean should be continued.

We are juestioning scmewhat the introduction by NRC of
any new techniques or new programs. This follows right into the

|
l
next item which is non-destructive testing. These two items %

l
really go together; and even though they are set forth as separate |

|
entities, it is a little hard to differentiate between them. |

That is about as far as we have gotten. I think there

are some basic questions that we need to decide. One is do we

want to carry these funding numbers, and again, whether this is

n

the right column to use or someti..ing else. Perhaps that is someth

RS VAR, = T
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|
|
we will have to settle later. |
But then when we get into the priorities, the potential i
reduction in programs or the potential introduction of new pro- j
grams, I do not feel we are in a position where these things are

vell enough defined that we could really hang a dollar sign on the

__.g_v P—

And if we hang a dollar sign on something that we say we can give
up, you might just as well bid it goodbye because it is going

to be gone, and you probably will not get it back. At least that
is my feeling.

So I think we have a basic decision to make as t- how
we want to present this and do we want to get into that kind of ;
detail, or do we just want to indicate which way we would lean
i1f there has to be an adjustment.

Chet, I know this is something you have been worrying
about. I just do not have an answer for you.

That is about all I have to present at the moment. I |

am .nterested in any comments or questions or suggestions.
MR. OKRENT: I got a note from Dot Zucher today that
asked me to prepare a paragraph for you on the SSMRP. |
MR. SIESS: You really neeé¢ two. One for the structural?--
Mk. 2¥RENT: Can we do it in cne place and reference
the other? Would that be acceptable?
MR. S5IESS: Probably.
MR. OKRENT: All right. I have been assuming I was :

supposed to do it. I have not done it yet, but I will try to.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. |
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1 MR. MATHIS: It was |ust one of those things.

2 MR. OKRENT: It may look strangely like the last comment
3 we made. Anyway I will try to do that, okay?

4 ! MR. MATHIS: Okay. By the way, as we went through

5 thie thing we tried to be consistent with what we said in the

6 | last report, or if there is a difference it is specifically spelled

7 | out here as shifting gears.

8 MR. OKRENT: If I can make a different comment, in the
9 general section that we talked about first thing this morning

10 there were two items that in my mind would fall in this decision
11 | unit.

12 One was this matter of plant operation behavior, and

13 the other was the impact of control systems and other nominally

14 non-safety systems. Maybe you envisage it falling in some other

15 | safety unit, but this one does talk about electrical, and it

|
|
|
16 does talk about plant system behavior and so forth. }
17 | So I think if my guess is correct that these fall in |

l
18 | here, presumably if we think these should receive some substantive!

19 | effort either in addition to what's going on there or instead of

300 TTH STREET, SW. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

x
I
!
20 ! something that was proposed -- now, in fact in one case you did !
2]! suggest they not dc work on prior mock-up. I don't know how much
|

| money is involved there -- a million dollars, two million dollars, |

22

23 something. That can be turned around in another direction, and
24;’ if you are going to attenuate something else. But we might want
25

:
!
to call out -- in other words, the basis for supporting the ‘
|
|

i
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proposed level might be that there were some things that were
slowed down or dropped and other things substituted. That would

be one basis for what I am saying. I do not know what you have

in mind in that regard.

MR. BENDER: One point about the fire test thing. I
think it would not be a bad idea to note that such tests are 5
normally done by industry participants as a means of showing
fire protection adequacy. And if the NRC feels it's appropriate |
to do these things, maybe they should encourage the industry to
finance it.

We are going to have to do more of that kind of thing if

we are gcing to get the program directed to things that the NKC |

properly ought to be doing. That is just one in my mind.

MR. MATHIS: This one in particular seemed to us to be |
going overboard, because what they want to do is replicate cable

tray rooms from specific plants and then set them afire. Hell.

So they are going to burn, but it costs an awful lot cf money

to replicate one of those rooms.

I do not know what you are going to learn from it that
is worth the expenditure. You are talking about a lot of money.
This is the impression the subcommittee got.

Again, I am listening.

MR. BENDER: It costs a lot of money to run those tests.f

MR. MATHIS: But your point is good. Why not relv more

on industry?

ALDZRSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. .
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MR. MOELLER: I heard Dave say he was going to write

|

|

|

|

the SSMRP section. I notice in part two under mechanical comoonen$
safety on the first page you say that far too much emphasis is E
being placed on seismic events. |
I assume we will want to discuss that aspect. And your

next sentence clearly -- i

MR. SIESS: That is Paul's statement.

MR. MOELLER: Clearly the great majority of reliability

problems do not involve earthquakes, and those tha: do are covered |
by another program. What is the other program?
MR. MATHIS: It is the -- J
MR. OKRENT: In the back.

MR. BUDNITZ: We do not agree with that notion about

emphasis on seismic. In fact, Jim Richardson wants to make some
comment about it.

MR. KICHARDSON: I am Jim Richardson. Currently 1 think
I would agree with your statement that in FY 80 and to some
extent in FY 81 there is a large emphasis of our budget toward
the seismic prcgrams. I would take strong exception that in FY 82;
that is the case. 1In fact, out of our budget of $9 million that :

|

we have requested, if you subtract off the $2 1/2 million for the i
SSMRP, which would leave about $6 1/2 million, only about $1 millién
of that is directed towards seismic research. And in my view

that is not an overemphasis of seismic; in fact, the trend has

Leen quite reversed from 1980 and '81 where it constituted a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. |
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1 majority of the budget.

2 In FY 82 it will be about one-third of the budget total,

3 and in the non-SSMRP area only about one-sixth of the =--

4 MR. SIESS: How can you leave out the SSMRP?

5 MR. RICHARDSON: Where this year it is two-thirds of

6 the budget. 1 think the trend has been reversed. We certainly

7 | recognize that we needed to emphasize the non-seismic areas,

8 and we recognized that several years ago, and we are just =-- since

9 the organization is relatively new, something over two years, we

10 felt 1982 was probably the first year we could really get into
|
11 the non-seismic areas in the depth that they needed to be addressed.
12 And that brings up the other point, your last statement.i

13 It is not clear to us that we can effectively spend the greatly

14 increased money budget. I would point out that we essentially

15 started from zero, and we had to build up to some level. We

16 feel that the 1982 level is about the level where we shculd be
17 | leveling off, and we had *o ramp up to that level for some time.
18 We took about four years to do it.

19 And part of that budget is inherited £rcm another

300 TTH STREET, S.W. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

20 | branch, specifically the relief and safety valve program, and

2] | with it will come some manpowe-. So I would disagree that we
. 22 do not have the capability of sustaining that level of budget.

23 | MR. MATHIS: This is what Shewmon called me about this

morning. I was not familiar enough with the details. We got

concerned about this terrific shift in gears and all of this kind

&

©
Q
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of information. That is why we are talking about it now.

MR. SIESS: Incidentally, a little bit depends on how

you interpret some words. The words in the report say, "Currentlyi

far too much emphasis is being placed on seismic.” "Currently"
is FY 80. At this time the current and existing program --

MR. BUDNITZ: 1980.

MR. SIESS: Maybe '81.

MR. MATHIS: We could even go so far as to say that
this program would be accelerated to that extent in '82.

MR. BUDNITZ: That would help a great deal. I must
say that the last sentence may say :something different than what
is implied. What it says to me -- it is not clear to us we can
effectively spend the ~money. That statement means to us that we
should cut it and that if you want to say that, you ought to say
that, and then say because you don't think we can effectively
spend it.

I wanted to point cut to you if that result comes

about, it is highly likely that the SSMRP component will continue

without as much cut as the other because it is ongoing and we
feel it is a program of some duration and scope that is well-
formulated .nd requires finishing. And what that means is with
less money it is the other that will not be picked up as rapidly.
As a matter of practical effect that is what would result, and
if that is the effect ycu desire, fine. If it isn't, you ought

to realize what the impact would be.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 MR. MATHIS: Bob, in that connection, when we make

2 this comment about industrial experience, are you really planning

3 to replace a lot of your ongoing activities with information from |

f
4 ! industry?

! 4
5 | MR. RICHARDSON: As much as we pussibly can, realizing

I
6 ? industry has not done a lot of work in the failure area, as much

7 as industrial work has been in the gualification area. But not

{ looking at where components fail, what are there failure modes,
9 l at what level will they fail, and what gqualification tests do we
10 need to impose on industry to assure components will perform their
1 functionr.
12 But certainly we will -- I think your suggestion is

13 | very valid, that we need to take advantage of what information

400 TTH STREET, SW. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345

14 exists in industry, and all these years of history on similar

15 | components. Yes, we do intend to do that.

16 MR. MOELLER: I need clarification again on what Chet
17 | was saying: far too much emphasis is on seismic events. You

18 mean relatively speaking within this category, or do you mean

'9 | period?

20 | MR. SIESS: That is what Paul says. }

MR. MOELLER: You said you knew how to word it so it

T ——

was okay.
MR. SIESS: 1I% says "Currently far too much emphasis." |
?
"Currently" to me is FY 80. ;
|

MR. HOELLER: He means the total amount of money being

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. |
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spent on seismic problems are related to mechanical ~omponent
safety today is too much.

MR. SIESS: Let me try to interpret what Paul means. I
think Paul believes that the probability that an earthquake will
cause trouble in a plant is just a heck of a lot smaller than
the probability of trouble from somewhere else, and he wants to
see the other things worked on more.

I am not sure that is a view --

MR. BUDNITZ: That is what we are dcing. That is the
direction we are going in.

MR. MATHIS: I think what we are talking about is there
are a lot of things that are going to fail that you are not going
to find out by putting it on a shaker table. There are other
things that are more important.

MR. OKRENT: I think the prorability that an earthquake
will cause trouble is probaoly larger than a large pipe break,
so if I take that logic, I should be spending more on earthquake
research than on the large pipe break. So if you tell me how
much we spent on the large pipe break in the last ten years, I
would say that would -- you know, how do you do this?

MR. SIESS: The probability an earthquake will cause
a large consequence accident I think is not to be ignored. The

risk is greater although the probability may be smaller.

Now, this PORV failure has nothing to do with earthquake.

MR. OKRENT: Actually, I would find it unacceptable to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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have the existing wording =-- I would find much more preferable
something that said the need to build up the appropriate work
in other aspects of the mechanical program --
MR. SIESS: That might be =-- |
MR. OKRENT: All right. '
MR. RICHARDSON: That yuces against the last sentence you|

make. If our budget is cut because the ongoing seismic program

must continue, the non-seismic stuff wi.l have to be cut.
MR. MATHIS: Nice balancing act we have to perform
here.

Other comments?

MR. SIESS: We don't have to leave the last sentence in.

1
|
MR. OKRENT: I have a question. Are there other areas }
besides the mock-up that are currently proposed in this decisionali
|

unit that at least should be scrutinized as to whether they are |
suitable things for the NRC to do vis-a-vis the industry?

MR. MATHIS; I mentioned one other one, and that is
the consideration for the development of new techniques for non- .
destructive testing. This one ' . are questioning whether industry:
should do this, should NRC be doing it. We did not have any probl%m
with the confirmation of that work they are doing now to make |
sure what ncn-destructive test results they get are reliable
and meaningful.

You may want to comment on this.

MR. SERPAN: One specific item 1t we have in the

ALDERSON REPORTING © ANY, INC. ‘.
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1 non-destructive examination program has to do with acoustic ;

. 2 | emission, and the staff has come out with a branch position alread%
3 | on the use of acoustic emission and hydrotest and leak detectinn. !
4 | And there really is not sufficient information for them to put ;
5 that out, but they put it out anyway, and now they are after us

6 | to get the —e==-~rch done so that the criteria in ther= can be

7 | validated or changed so it can be effectively used.

8 So that falls within the category of the new techniques, |
| | o |
9 so that 1s what the new techniques are getting into. |

10 MR. KERR: Explain to me how yca can have a staff positi¢

1 on something you don't know whether you can do or not.
12 MR. SERPAN: I cannot =--

13 MR. EUDNITZ: The branch technical positions in NRR

'4 | are often based on incomplete information, and they often turn

|

15 to us to help them back it up. This is not necessarily the

16 best technical approach, but sometimes they are forced into it

|
|
17 | by their own perceptions =-- by their own perceptions of where |

18 | regulatory development is required.
i
19 MR. MOELLER: Could we have a comment -- I may be mixing

|

300 7TTH STREET, SW. , REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

20 * twe things up, but Charlie, you mentioned -- is it the neutron '

21 diagnostic effort or the noise -- neutron noise? You know, I

!

o 22 | sat in on that subcommittee meeting, and I know nothing about
e
23 | this area, but they had a very convincing argument, at least as
. 24 | I sat and listened, that this was the wave of the future. They l
! |
25 J really had something here that was going to be very beneficial toc |
|

|

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. |



sc 20

- 187

] | us. S0 I guess I would like to hear the staff's reaction to

‘ 2 this.

3 MR. MATHIS: As I remember the discussion, there was i

B

a lot of emphasis being placed on this noise diagnostic thing. f
§ | Basically what it amounts to is a neutron signature for a reactor,

|
|

6 and the question arose as to whether or not this was of any value,

7 | particularly in an accident. And if you assuwie the reactor is

8 | down immediately with an accident, you have lost your diagnostics. |
I |
n |
9 MR. KERR: I would have guessed that the value of the I

10 signature is to keep you from getting into a very degraded situati$n
! |
11 | rather than telling you what to do after you get there. It should|

12 | be able to get you some information on anomalies and reactivity

13 | that might be occurring in principle. Whether it can be made *to

300 7TH STREET, SW., REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345

14 | work or not == {

15 MR. EBERSOLE: It was directed toward reactor noise
16 | while it is in operation. We have adeguate instrumentation to
17 | overstep reactor transients while it is operating and get the

18 reactor shut down. Then we would not need whatever this step

19 | provides. It certainly did it as soon as the reactor tripped.
20 Now, whether the¢. need is in fact with us to intercept

reactor transients or power distribution problems or rates of ,

change, to the extent we need this program I don't know. Surely

23 | this equipment is no good once the reactor tripped. That's when

. 24 : life begins, after the reactor has tripped. '

MR. MOELLER: I guess my guestion is to learn a little |

&
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bit more about it, which you have certainly helped me with.

The second comment was that Mathis, as I understood it,
was not too much sold on it, and yet the text of the chapter
certainly does not condemn it. It is rather praising. You know
it is in response to user request. These programs illustrate
and develop diagnostic tools which will contribute to raducing
the incidence of accidents. It is quice a favorable stcatement.

MR. MATHIS: Poor editorship or something.

(Laughter.)

MR. EBERSOLE: I cannot understand how badly the user
needs it. It sounds like a technical toy to me. If it is noise
analysis in the post-trip regime where you are going to use
signatures of noise to verify equipment performance after trip,
that is an entirely different state of affairs. It is still
called noise analysis or signature analysis. That is a different
ballpark.

MR. MATHIS: We will do some rework.

Other comments?

Dave, I don't know I answered your question.

MR. SIESS: What item are you on or off?

MR. MATHIS: I have gone through the whole thing.

MR. OKRENT: I am not sure which gquestion you are
referring to.

MR. MATHIS: You asked me if we had other examples in

here of things like the replication of the fire.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. OKRENT: I did not know where there were other
kinds of components or something that might just as well have
the benefit of industry doing it based on NRR saying thev need
to be done.

MR. MATH1S: Nothing that I remember.

MR. SIESS: There was an example in the structural
branch of a project a year or so ago that I put in that category,
but I think they have reformed.

MR. OKRENT: 1If I could mention one small subitem, in
the area of the research control system I am a little bit uneasy
about our state of knowledge about some central processing units
that are proposed for some of the future solid state control
systems.

It has been suggested by one or more of our consultants
that you have to be careful about tricky failure modes. You
might have a failure mode where -- at one and the same time you
lose main feedwater and sign off the auxiliary feedwater and so
forth.

I was chatting with a friend who is in the computer
business, and his feeling is that it is really a very difficult
thing to try to anticipate the kinds of subtle faults that may
occur in the new computers. In fact, he could not t.aink of a
person who could serve as a consultant. That was the question
that I posed. Somebody who could really tackle this and come

up with a good review.
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I do not think any of our current consultants are
again in that area. That suggests to me there is need for some
research here. I do not kaow that it is easy, but I did not see
it in what was being proposed. And maybe some modest beginning
at least i3 relevant because one or more of the vendors are
trying to move in that direction. 1In fact, there was a letter in
our mail from Westinghouse about the subcommittee meeting we were
holding while Three Mile Island was ove.neating.

(Laughter.)

Or something like that.

MR. KERR: I remember that.

MR. ERBERSOLE: I understand some of the modules
(inaudible) .

MR. OKRENT: I think we might su-gest some kind of a
new initiative here. ;

MR. KERR: You remind me that scme organization has
proposed something called a nuclear data link which will have
something tc do with reactors. That might be relevant to that.

MR. MATHIS: This introduc s another topic I think we
have to look at, and ( have not gotten into this vet, decision
unit 8, systems and reliability analysis, and it covers systems
analysis, consequence analysis, and that falls in this same
general category.

MR. OKRENT: We can ask the staff if they were to look

at modern control systems, in what decision unit they would do

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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\ their research. I do not know. My impression of what the system

2 reliability analysis people are proposing to do and so forth,

3 they do not at the moment propcse getting into that depth 1i1ito
. 4 | how a computer being used for control and safety functions might

s | have problems.

6 i MR. MATHIS: Do you want to comment on that, Bob?
7 ; MR. BERNERO: I do not even envision us doing it in !
|
l . . ’
| the operational safety. There is a program for -- I guess you

l
|
9 | could call it a safety computer, the diagnostic tools for operators
10 { t© use to trace the cause of an accident and figure out what to

11 | do and to monitor the thing. That would not be something done in |

12 | SARA.

13 | Ray DiSalvo has a projram that appears in the operationa

R

14 | safety unit for that purpose. I cannot remember which subelement

: ; . . 4

15 | 1t 1s in.

19 | MR. MATHIS: I don't know t .t that particular program
|
{

17 | addresses the gquestion that Dave had as far as reliability of ‘
l

18 | a computer, that sort of thing. |

19 | MR. BERNERO: It does not go in that deeply. I would

300 TTH STREET, SW. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

20 | agree with you on that. 1. is exploring the use of such things.

215 I might add it is in FY 81 in LOFT.
|
. 22 | MR. OKRENT: That is a different thing. It sounds to
23 | me like it would fali in this decision unit. |

MR. MATHIS: I cthink you are right, but I do~n't think

®
¥

&

there is anything really that goes intoc the depth you are

|
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cousidering here now. Maybe that's what we need to put in.

MR. OKRENT: What decision unit would work on dedicated
shutdown heat removal systems?

MR. BERNERO: We originally had it in PAS, as you know,
and that goes to plant operational safety. That is really the --
well, let's see if I can put this right. Yes. We generated a
specification which has gone to DOE or is going to DOE for design
and costing. They are to be doing it in FY 81 and I think in
the new decision unit structure =-- I thought it was plant opera-
tional safety. I have to beg off. I woild have to look it up.

MR. SIESS: It is not up on the board, I bet you.

MR. OKRENT: I did not =--

MR. BERNERO: It is out of the old improved reactor
safety decision unit.

MR. OKRENT: what is it that NRC expects to &5 on
dedicated shutdown heat removal systems and 3o forth in FY 81
and '82?

MR. BERNERO: In FY 81 we have a specification for
typical dedicated shutdown heat removal system, and by that I mean
a separate unit, separate tank, separate pump, separate feed
control system -- the sort of thing you would add on to a plant.
That is turned over to DOE, and they have pledged to do a design

and cost analysis of it as part of their interagency agreement

i with us on improved reactor safety in FY 81.

|

|

MR. OKRENT: That is for a PWR?
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1| MR. BERNERO: Yes. I believe it would serve for a

2 | BWR as well.

3 MR. OKRENT: I would think there might be differences i
4 | like primary and secondary system or something. Has NRR reviewed |
5 your specifications and said gee, this is what looks right or

6 | something?

7 | MR. BERNERO: Not to my knowledge.

8 | MR. OKRENT: I am a little bit interested in the process
9 { by which you are working. But in FY 81 then you don't have a

10 | very active program.

1" MR. SIESS: If it is anywhere, it is in our severe

12 accident mitigation in the next decision unit. That is where

13 the staff said it was, and I find it mentioned here. I see

14 | vent filter system component sepa :‘ate effects tests. In the

15 | budget document you want ﬂﬁges 31 and 32, and I think we can

16 | defer it. 1If it is anywhere, it is there. If it is not there,
17 1 we can do something about it.

: |
18 | MR. OKRENT: I would like to know from the staff where |

19 | they think it is. I heard the suggestion it might be in operation&l
|

20 | safety. 1

300 7TH STREET, SW.  REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345

s
21 E MR. BERNERO: There is a crosscut. I would have to
i
22 # find that. It was in improved reactor safety. It may be in
23 @ that severe accident decision unit. I would have to dig it up.

MR. SIESS: I just told you what page to look on.

®
R

25 | MR. KERR: Go ahead. I will look some more.

| ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. |
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! | MR. OKRENT: On page 32 they talk about containment -=- |

2 MR. SIESS: Separate affects te. . on vent filter

3 system components, value impact assessment design requirements,

4 | COost estimates for each of the mitigation feature concepts.

5 MR. OKRENT: Those are not =-- that is not it.

6 | MR. BERNERO: Permit me to track it down. I will get

! ahold of Ray DiSalvo. That is the best way to do it. A lot of
7 ‘ Y Y
] these writeups were truncated, and traces get left out.

9 MR. OKRENT: What bothers me a little bit in fact is

10 | that the staff seems to have not given this a high priority in

n its programs for FY 81 or FY 82, and in fact, we are having troubl
12 | finding it, I guess. It may be lere.

13 MR. BUDNITZ: The fact you have having trouble finding
14 f it means we have screwed around with the budget. The project

]5? exists and is ongoing. It is there. It is of sufficient priority
to fund it properly.

16

17 I think that the funding is financially adeguate. The

P A S N S SNy "e—

18 | management is in good shape. It is just that we are not sure

19 | which decision unit it went in because we fooled around a lot

300 TTH STREET, SW. , REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345

with changing definitions of the decision units at the last

21 | minute. It was not clear which one of them it ought to fit in.

i| MR. OKRENT: You used the words it is adequate, it is
in good shape, but =--

i MR. BERNERO: In our meetings with DOE they agreed with |

& 8 8 B

us that it was better for them to do that design costing study :

% ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. |
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for whatever reasons you might not agree with, but we did in fact
say to them that that should be their highest priority thing,
and if they did not do it, we would. And so they have given us
the pledge that that is definitely their highest priority thing
and would indeed be covered and funded in FY 8l. We are very
anxious to get that done.

MR. OKRENT: I don't know what that is. A moment ago
I asked for a BWR and a PWR, which LWR, which PWR.

MR. SIESS: We have the information. It went to DOE.
I can get you that.

MR. BUDNITZ: We are prepared to go intc this in as
much detail as required by the committee. My view is that we
have committed ourselves either to do it or get it done, and we
are hoping that we will get it done by them, ockay?

MR. OKRENT: I guess it will be.

MR. BUDNITZ: I don't know what else to say.

MR. KERR: Don't try to get the last word.

MR. BUDNITZ: I won't. Enough said.

MR. OKRENT: Check if you think we have documentation
that describes what the NRC program in FY 81 and '82 is and
what the DOE program is =--

MR. SIESS: Sam is looking for it now.

MR. OKRENT: I would like to get it today. Research
thinks they have information that we don't have. I would like to

have them get it tc us today. I don't want to have to wait until

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. STESS: According to the crosscut I tried to work

out, it is 8C, systems analysis. I'm not sure that's where it

is any more. I worked out a crosscut. Staff gave me a crosscut.

MR. MATHIS: 1Is there anything on decision unit 3?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. SIESS:s Chapter 4, gentlemen, you can

divide it into three parts. The last two items are

r2actors, and advance conversions, and they arz in

completely 1ifferent categories. It may be that we

get the last two in this prext half-hour, but we will

far we can jet.

We will take a short break. There is a

demand for a short break, so let's take a short brea

(A short break was taken.)

MR. SIESS:

unit, and go as far as we can before we have to brea

MR. MOELLER: It is item 7, but it include

precise biocslogy and geology, they called for a

Meteorology and hydrology, ther?2 is very little if a

conseguence *here, except we did leave in a

5.3

0]

controversy in the paragraph n

Y
N
-

asg

o

irst

aragragh the

(2 0)

You will notice in the

7]
0

say that we endorses a careful review and evaluaticn

conducted by the Site Safety Reszearch Eranch 9¢ tha

system. There seems to be a push on, particularly ¢

higher levels in the 3overnment, m=2aning

quickly put ERAC into operation at several of

nuclear powa2r plants.
The that

drift and the impression

rec2ived was that it is not ready for

ALDERSON REPQORTING COMPAIY, INC.
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see how
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We are going to take the decision
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first having a more detailed review and evaluation, =0 we
simply stata2d that.

The third page under 5.4, airborne effluents, we
found in the middle of the first paragraph that there were
twvo projects that seemed very close together Regulon and
half-vay analysis, and “he effects of inhaled
radio-nucliies. W2 recommended that they be combined. As
ve say here, we saw no need to do this work twice.

Aguatic effluents, we brought in some criticisms
of the research that instead of looking at sediments alone,
to look at the s21iment bioc interface. We said that on tog
of page Uu.

Paragraph 5.6 on occupational exposure and itc
effects, ve did not endorse the dosimetric study of LARA
because it was not clearly defined. W2 did nct understand
the types of data that it was going to generate. S0 We
said, until this is done, vwe will 40 endorses this study.

Socio~-economic impacts as described in the
sub-element, we dii not review at all because they d4id not
involve safety.

On designing alternatives, page 5, asc we 3aid the
other day the way the subcommittee viewed siting
alternatives was different than the staff views them, so we
took tha liberty of putting a pitch there for lookins at

advantages and disadvantages of multi-unit sitss,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE, S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

"

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

199

Video and cancel, rut this down to zero £inding,
and ve suggested that if the staff would do what we askad
for on multi-unit sites, then the $4C0,000 that was
originally proposed would be appropriate.

Energency preparedness, item 5.9, we called for

tr
1]

certain work in that area. Obviously, there is plenty to
done. We particularly wished to caution thsm about the
moniters that they are developing, and the monitors that are
in operations. I nean, there acre 32inz to be 2 lot of

decisions made on the basis of the data ceming out o0f these

o
O

post-accident monitors, and we want the gquality of these
be imprecved, and research done.

MR. SIESS:t On that item, you supported the
original NRC request, and that started at §1 milliocn, but
cut to half. They have not put in a RECLAMA on that,.

M3 . MOELLER: Right.

MR. SIESS: Do you still think that it Jught tc te
increased?

MR MOELLER: I felt that the million sheculd %

L

n
(8 ]
b |
®
)
H

there, and the subcommittee did. This is if the io

=<
b

9]
A

the things that we are calling for. We are callines f
slight diffsrent work than was itemized.

¥R. SIESS: I think you shouli changa that to say
to ensure ajequate support for these additional studies. and

ve recommend the funding level of $1 million is neot the

ALDERSON REFORTING COMPANY. INC.
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research but the funding level.

RR. MOELLER: Right.

¥%., SIESSs If you want them to do more things,

andi spend more money, say sO.

MR. MOELLERs What should we said?

MR. SIESS: Funding levels hijhar than they have.

MR. KI'RRs To what does the subcommittee refer

when it is talkirg about trade offs in accepting the

possibility of a tigher dose later? Who iz going to do the

trading?

MR. MOELLFR: We asked to do some studies so they

would have 1 basis on which to mak2 decisions relzated to
that, whether you purposefully release, say, a gas fron
containment with probability of one of research dose, o<
around and wait.

¥R. KERR: Is “his research to be ucsed

¥
ot
.
1]

general public for a survey, or by governors?

=

MR. MOELLER: It is to be used by the N

o |

t
b
L

making regulatory decisions on this, and used by
rejulators in tecms of proposed actions.

MR. XEZRR: Would the research be to try to
avaluate public response to such a decision, the risk
implied in such a decision?

MR. MOELLER: I would see it as involving sonme

what would be socic-economic aspects.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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MR, KERRs 1Is this a defined study, or are you
sugzgesting, or the subcommittee is recommending that such a
study be undertaken.

MR. ¥OELLER: This was an example of the types of
problems that might be considered within that catecory, if
they vould aove along the lines of those types of studies
These are just two examples.

MR. XERRs I wish I had a better uaderstanding of
what is being proposed.

MR. MOELLER: We were asked to make the decision
on the venting of the TMI-II containment. A number of
people on the committee said, "Well, if we don't vent it,
and fix it so that people can enter the containment, antd

repair the instruments.”

"H

MR. KERR: It was a tough decision. +hat kind o
research would have helped us make that decision?

M3. MOELLER: I am not sure. I ion’'t do that tyge
of research, but I am sure there are people whd can. I
don't claim to know how to do it.

MR+ KERR: I know research will solvs our prnblenms

M3, MOELLER: I agree, too. I doa't know how =lse
I would develop th2 basic information for making such

decisions unless I do it by research. 's there some other

W

vay to do it?

M. KERY:s One makes decisions on the basis of

ALDERSON REPORTING CCMPANY, INC.
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information and on judgment.

Acre you asking for some wvays of developing the

202

Judgment? If it is information that you are trying to

develop, what sort of information are you looking ¢

or?

MR. MOELLER: It may be research osn public

attitudes, and how they view such prcblems. I don't know

you would =-all that research to gather that kind of

information.

MR. KERR: A sociologist would.

MR. MOELLER: A sociulogist would, right.

On the last page, page 7, paragraph %5.10,

in a couple of commentary items. The first one is

in that wve found a2 number 9f RSR projects that we thought

vwere similar to TAP, technical assistance projects.

found a little confusion in which was which.

The sacond one,

though, is not generic =--

be jeneric, too, but at least --

MR. SIESS: Stay with that first paragrap

the first place, what is an NRC operating divisicen,

mean the licensing staff?

meaningful?

MR. NMCELLER: I guess we meant there the agroups

that wvere arranging for technical assistance

Is an operating NRC divi

conducted. It may be that those are not the right

Maybe we shoulil express it specifically.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE S.w

YWASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

we

put

i€

generic,

ae

"
R

2o you

0

projects

wor

iA0N

2

-

(2N
"

-~
~

-
S

-



10

n

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

- 203

MR. SIESS: Why don't you say that these be
conducted as technical assistance projescts.

MR. MOELLER: Fine.

MR. SIESS: My first thought was --

MR. BUDNITZ: Do you mean RSR here, or do you mean
RES?

MR. MOELLER: We meant RES where we said SZ2S.

MR. SIESS: How did you-qet into PAS? Has PAS got
work in here?

MR. MOELLER: They must. They are doing work on
emergency preparedness.

MR. VILLAFRANCO: I was just going t> say, I read
that se..ence to refer to PAS, and by operating divisiorn, I
presume you mean NRR. '

MR MOELLER: Yes.

MR. VILLAFRANCO: I was not sure what you meant.

We are avare, and have spoken with Roger Anthony who sgpoke

of it here the other day. The liaison between Yanscn's

(8]
L )
xl
(L))
*

n
'y
)
r

division ani PAS on IREP, INREP, and other kinds

oo |
fv
.
ja %
[N
t
e
O
b}
-
2

s i1

P

reliability evaluations in general, there
the emergency planning, siting, degraded core cocling

consequence analysis, class 9 accident conseguence analys=sis,
a ~lose coordination between Roger Wand of my stafr, an:
standards, Wayne House's branch over in Reactor reculaticr,

and people like that.
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We are aware, and we are closely threaded with

ach other, but I was not sure what you were driving at.

MR. MOELLER: We wvere driving here to particularl
what Bill and his group are doing.

MR. VILLAFRANCO: It is more than what Roger is
talking about.

MR. MOELLER: Don ¢ limit it to PAS or even
probabilistics.

For example, Bob Xrueger on the spur of the moment
brought his thre2 sub-chiefs down and we wa2nt over the
thinss they were doing, and we did f£ind what appeared to b=
duplication and ovarlap.

MR, SIESS:s Then you need to change these worZs.

MR. MOELLER: 1If we have not said right, then we
should correct.

MR. SIESS: You definitely said PAS.

«
O
e
€3
0
2

Will you try to find some better

th
Q
La |
o

MR, MOELLER¢: #wWhat should we say
Krueger's jroup?

MR, BUDNITZ: Why don't you just say, research
efforts of PAS and NRR in the area of. If we say what the
areas are, it will be explicit enough to be of use. e
agree that there is some overlap here.

MR, SIESS: Bob, if it is commented on only in

this decision unit?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. BUDNITZ: This is the area that Dave Mceller

'._4

is apparently illuctrating on here, the consequence aodeling
and the lika.

MR. SIESS¢ Dave, why don't you try to get
together with Bob and try to come up with better words.

MR. MOELLER: Thank you, I will do that.

MR. BENDER: Is that a good example?

MR. MOELLER: Jesse brought that upe. In a sense,

I would prefer that he comment on this.

Q

Ja2sse, on feed and blerd, where yosu were

ke

out that in order to save a reactor we were iosing the
population to unknown doses.

MR. EBERSOLE: This is the particular kind of
feeding whare we might have the option of, for instancz, of
opening the containment.

MR. MOELLER: Right.

MR. EBERSOLE: Which would be a small releass of
reactivity, but have the benefit of avoidinyg a wholesaln
exposure.

MR. BENDER: I understand it, but I think that we
ought to put a gqualifier on it.

MR. EBERSOLE: That is not a good phrase for that.

MR. BENDPER: Put a phrase in there that woulZd

suggest the process that we are talking about usinge. I

think that ought to be locked at.

ALDERSON REPCATING COMPANY, INC.
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b 4

The second point that I wanted to maxe is that
item b in the commentary bothers me. I 4c¢n't Xnow whether

that is the staff position, but it does not look tc me 1lik

1Y)

to vwe need to make about the staff problems. «We have enoug!
problems with the staff of ACRS. I think tiiat we ocught to
let the staff fight its battles without our help.

¥R. SIESS: I disagre2e. I think there are certain
places wher2 we ought to comment on the staff preblems
because the limitations on staff are completely unrealiscic
in researche.

MR. BENDER: If you are going to do it in a
general way, and d> it everywhere, fine.

HR. SIESS: I don't think that it deserves it
everywhere. There are some places where they have asked for
more, and they have gotten it. There is one place whers
they got on2 more man than they wanted, so we told them to
take him out

MR. BENDER: When we start digging at the one and
two-man leva2l in 4s2termining<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>